Perek III
Daf 34 Amud a
 ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ִאי ָ ּב ֵעי ַא ְמטוּיֵ י:נֵימא
ָ ? ַא ַּמאיWhy must one actually bring the eiruv to the place where he wish ַאף ַעל ַ ּגב דְּ ָלא,יה
ּ  ָמצֵ י ַמ ְמ ִטי ֵלes to establish his residence? Let us say: Since if he wished to
not
!יה דָּ ֵמי
ּ ֵיה – ְּכ ַמאן דְּ ַא ְמ ְטי
ּ ֵ ַא ְמ ְטיbring the eiruv there he could bring it, even though he did
bring it, it is considered as though he did bring it there.N This
follows the same reasoning proposed by Rav Yirmeya in the case
of the basket: Since one can tilt it. The fact that this reasoning is
not employed here indicates that the potential to do something is
insufficient; rather, the deed must actually be done.
 ְ ּגזֵ ָירה ִמ ׁ ּשוּם יֹום טֹוב: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָיראRabbi Zeira said: The fact that one must bring his eiruv the day
. ׁ ֶש ָחל ִל ְהיֹות ַא ַחר ׁ ַש ָ ּבתbefore to the spot that he wishes to establish as his place of residence, and the potential to bring it there does not suffice, is a
decree due to a Festival that occurs after Shabbat. In that case,
the eiruv is valid for the Festival only if it was brought there before
Shabbat, for it cannot be carried there on Shabbat. Since one cannot actually bring the eiruv there, it cannot be said: It is considered
as though he did bring it there because had he wished to bring
the eiruv he could have. Consequently, the Sages decreed that in
all cases, the eiruv is only valid if it was actually brought to the
designated spot, lest one come to think that even on a Festival that
occurs after Shabbat it need not be brought there.
 נִ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון ִל ׁ ְש ּבֹות ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת:יה
ֵ ית
ִ ֵא
ּ יב
 ְל ַמ ָּטה,ֹותל
ֶ  וְ ִה ּנ ִַיח ֵעירוּבֹו ַ ּב ּכ,ָה ַר ִ ּבים
,ֵמ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ְט ָפ ִחים – ֵעירוּבֹו ֵעירוּב
ְל ַמ ְע ָלה ֵמ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ְט ָפ ִחים – ֵאין ֵעירוּבֹו
ְֹאש ַה ׁ ּש ָֹובך
ׁ  נִ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון ִל ׁ ְש ּבֹות ְ ּבר.ֵעירוּב
 ְל ַמ ְע ָלה ֵמ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה,ֹאש ַה ִּמגְ דָּ ל
ׁ אֹו ְ ּבר
 ְל ַמ ָּטה,ְט ָפ ִחים – ֵעירוּבֹו ֵעירוּב
.ֵמ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ְט ָפ ִחים – ֵאין ֵעירוּבֹו ֵעירוּב

Rav bar Shabba raised another objection from a different baraita:
With regard to one who intended to establish his Shabbat residence in the public domain and placed his eiruv in a wall that is
more than four cubits away from that location; if he placed the eiruv
below a height of ten handbreadths above the ground, his eiruv
is a valid eiruv; but if he placed it above ten handbreadths, his
eiruv is not a valid eiruv because he is in a public domain while his
eiruv is in a private domain. If one intended to establish his Shabbat residence on top of a dovecote or on top of a large cupboard,
if he placed the eiruv in the dovecote or cupboard above ten handbreadths from the ground, his eiruv is a valid eiruv because both
he and his eiruv are in a private domain; but if he placed it below
ten handbreadths, the area in which he placed his eiruv is considered a karmelit, and his eiruv is not a valid eiruv because he cannot
transport his eiruv from there to his own domain on Shabbat.

הֹואיל וְ יָ כֹול
ִ :נֵימא
ָ וְ ַא ַּמאי? ָה ִכי נַ ִמי
ִלנְטֹותֹו וְ ַל ֲה ִביאֹו ְלתֹוךְ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה! ָא ַמר
 ָה ָכא ְ ּב ִמ גְ דָּ ל ְמס ּו ָּמר:ַר ִ ּבי יִ ְר ְמיָ ה
.ָע ְס ִקינַן

Why should this be so? Here too, let us say that his eiruv should
be valid even if it was placed below ten handbreadths, since one
can tilt the cupboard and bring it to within ten handbreadths
from the ground, in which case he and his eiruv would be in the
same domain. Rabbi Yirmeya said: Here, we are dealing with a
cupboard that is nailed to the wall so that it cannot be tilted.

ּ  ֲא ִפ:ָר ָבא ָא ַמר
ימא ְ ּב ִמ גְ דָּ ל
ָ יל ּו ֵּת
ְ וְ ָה ָכא ְ ּב ִמגְ דָּ ל ָארֹוך,ׁ ֶש ֵאינֹו ְמסו ָּּמר
יה ּפו ְּר ָּתא ָאזֵ יל
ּ  דְּ ִאי ַמ ְמ ִטי ֵל,ָע ְס ִקינַן
.חוּץ ְל ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות

Rava said: Even if you say that it is referring to a cupboard that
is not nailed to the wall, here, we are dealing with a very tall
cupboard, such that were one to tilt it a little in order to bring the
top of the cupboard within ten handbreadths from the ground, the
top of the cupboard would project beyond the four cubitsN that
constitute one’s Shabbat residence.

NOTES

It is considered as though he did bring it there – ְּכ ַמאן
יה דָּ ֵמי
ּ ֵדְּ ַא ְמ ְטי: This question and those in the ensuing discussion are based on the assumption that something that
has the potential to be done is considered as though it has
already been done. As an aside, it should be noted that a
similar assumption is mentioned in several talmudic sources
and is termed: Anything suitable for mixing, mixing does not
impede it.
The Gemara raises difficulties from a number of sources
that indicate that the mere possibility that something can
be done is not sufficient with regard to an eiruv. Rather, the
action must actually be performed. With regard to the proof
from the law of an eiruv on Shabbat and a Festival, some commentaries, such as Rashi, maintain that the proof is from the
laws of eiruvin in general and not just from that unique case.
However, the Ra’avad explains that the decisive proof comes
from this particular case, since the eiruv is already found in
that place, and one had already established that location as
his Shabbat residence and intends to acquire his place of rest
for the following day as well. Nevertheless, the possibility
alone is insufficient.
Beyond four cubits – חוּץ ֵמ ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות: It would seem that
even if it is beyond four cubits, one can bring in the eiruv :
Although it is prohibited to carry four cubits in the public
domain, it is still possible to transfer it in increments of less
than four cubits. Apparently, even Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi did
not permit violating a rabbinic prohibition [shevut] of this
kind (Ritva).
A window [kavta] and a rope [mitna] – כוְ ָּותא ו ִּמ ְתנָ א:ַּ Some
commentaries read these terms lakhta and mitna, according
to a variant reading that appears elsewhere in the Talmud. A
number of commentaries explain that lakhta refers to a type
of handle at the end of a rope, while others state that it is a
type of wheel like that at the top of a crane. The assumption is
that beforehand one prepared a method of raising food to the
top of the cupboard, and therefore he must have a lakhta and
a mitna at hand to assist him in maneuvering objects within
the cupboard. This is the reason why the Sages did not refer to
a lakhta and mitna in the case of a tree. They are not typically
used in such circumstances (Ra’avad).

ותא
ָּ ְיכא ַּכו
ִ  ֵהThe Gemara asks: What, exactly, are the circumstances? If it is
ָּ יכי דָּ ֵמי? ִא י דְּ ִא
!ותא ו ִּמ ְתנָ א
ָּ ְיה ְ ּב ַכו
ֵ ְ ו ִּמ ְתנָ א – ַליreferring to a case where the cupboard has a window, and one has
ּ ית
N
.ותא ו ִּמ ְתנָ א
ָּ ְיה ַּכו
ּ  דְּ ֵלית ֵלa rope at hand, let him bring it by means of the window and
rope. In other words, let him lower the rope through the cupboard’s window and bring the eiruv with it, and he will not have to
move the entire cupboard. The Gemara answers: Here we are
dealing with a case where it does not have a window, and he does
not have a rope at hand.
ּ  “נְ ָתנֹו ַ ּב ּבֹור – ֲא ִפWe learned in the mishna: If one placed the eiruv in a pit, even if
יל ּו ָעמֹוק ֵמ ָאה
?יכא
ָ  ַהאי ּבֹור דְּ ָק ֵאי ֵה. ַא ָּמה וכו׳״it is a hundred cubits deep, his eiruv is a valid eiruv. The Gemara
– ימא דְּ ָק ֵאי ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת ַהּיָ ִחיד
ָ  ִא ֵילasks: This pit, where is it situated? If you say that it is situated in
the private domain,
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HALAKHA

If one placed his eiruv on top of a reed – ֹאש
ׁ נְ ָתנֹו ְ ּבר
ה ָ ּקנֶ ה:ַ If one placed his eiruv on top of a reed or
a growing plant, it is not a valid eiruv because he
might come to break off part of the plant. However, if the reed had been detached and later reinserted into the ground, an eiruv placed on it is valid
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 409:3).
NOTES

On top of a reed or on top of a pole – ֹאש ַה ָ ּקנֶ ה
ׁ ְ ּבר
אֹו ַה ּקוּנְדָּ ס: In the Jerusalem Talmud it is emphasized
that according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s opinion
it is necessary to assume that a board four handbreadths wide rests on top of the reed. Therefore,
the eiruv rests on a place four handbreadths wide
(see Rashi).
Lest he break it off – ש ָּמא יִ ְקטֹום:
ֶ ׁ The Rambam
explains that since reeds are thin and positioned
closely together, one might pluck attached ones
while pulling the detached ones, failing to differentiate between the two. Consequently, it is necessary
for the reed to be reinserted into the ground in a
different location.

.עֹולה ַעד ָל ָר ִק ַיע
ָ  ְר ׁשוּת ַהּיָ ִחיד,יטא
ָ  ּ ְפ ׁ ִשit is obvious, for the private domain ascends to the sky, and just as
יכי דְּ ָס ְל ָקא ְל ֵעיל – ָה ִכי נַ ִמי דְּ נָ ְח ָתא
ִ  וְ ִכי ֵהit ascends upward, so too, it descends downward to the bottom of
. וְ ֶא ָּלא דְּ ָק ֵאי ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים. ִל ְת ַחתthe pit, even if it is more than ten handbreadths deep. Rather, we must
say that the pit is situated in the public domain.
– יכא? ִאי ְל ַמ ְע ָלה
ָ דְּ נִ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון ִל ׁ ְש ּבֹות ֵה
הוּא ְ ּב ָמקֹום ֶא ָחד וְ ֵעירוּבֹו ְ ּב ָמקֹום ַא ֵחר
 הוּא וְ ֵעירוּבֹו,יטא
ָ  ִאי ְל ַמ ָּטה – ּ ְפ ׁ ִש,הוּא
!ְ ּב ָמקֹום ֶא ָחד

The Gemara now clarifies: Where did one intend to establish his
Shabbat residence? If he intended to establish his residence above
the pit in the public domain, this is a case where he is in one place and
his eiruv is in another place, i.e., in a private domain, and therefore
his eiruv is not valid. Alternatively, if one intended to establish his
Shabbat residence below, in the pit, it is also obvious, as he and his
eiruv are in one place.

 וְ נִ ְת ַּכ ֵּוון, דְּ ָק ֵאי ְ ּב ַכ ְר ְמ ִלית,יכא
ָ ָלא צְ ִר
 ָּכל: דְּ ָא ַמר, וְ ַר ִ ּבי ִהיא,ִל ׁ ְש ּבֹות ְל ַמ ְע ָלה
דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶשהוּא ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ׁ ְשבוּת ל ֹא ָ ּגזְ ר ּו ָע ָליו
.ֵ ּבין ַה ׁ ּ ְש ָמ ׁשֹות

The Gemara answers: This ruling is necessary only in a case where the
pit is situated in a karmelit, and he intended to establish his Shabbat
residence above the pit in the karmelit. And with regard to the question of how this eiruv can be valid, as one cannot bring the eiruv from
the pit to the karmelit, the answer is that the mishna was taught in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who said: With
regard to anything that is prohibited on Shabbat due to rabbinic
decree [shevut], they did not issue the decree to apply during twilight. Since carrying from the pit to the karmelit is only prohibited as
a shevut, a person may carry from the pit to the karmelit during twilight,
the time when the eiruv establishes one’s Shabbat residence.

mishna

If one placed his eiruv on top of a reedH or on
ֹאש
ׁ ֹאש ַה ָ ּקנֶ ה אֹו ְ ּבר
ׁ מתני׳ נְ ָתנֹו ְ ּבר
top of a pole [kundas],N when the reed or pole
–  ִ ּבזְ ַמן ׁ ֶשהוּא ָּתל ּו ׁש וְ נָ ע ּוץ,ַה ּקוּנְ דָּ ס
is detached from its original place and stuck into the ground, even if
.בֹוה ֵמ ָאה ַא ָּמה ֲה ֵרי זֶ ה ֵעירוּב
ַּ  ֲא ִפילּ ּו ָ ּגit is a hundred cubits high, it is a valid eiruv, as one can remove the
reed or pole from the ground and take his eiruv.
:יה ַרב ַאדָּ א ַ ּבר ַמ ָּתנָ א ְל ָר ָבא
ּ גמ׳ ָר ֵמי ֵל
. ל ֹא ָּתלו ּׁש וְ נָעוּץ – ל ֹא,ָּתלו ּׁש וְ נָעוּץ – ִאין
 ָּכל דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶשהוּא: דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי,ַמ ּנִי – ַר ָ ּבנַן ִהיא
,ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ׁ ְשבוּת – ָ ּגזְ ר ּו ָע ָליו ֵ ּבין ַה ׁ ּ ְש ָמ ׁשֹות
ישא ַר ִ ּבי וְ ֵס ָיפא
ָ ׁ  ֵר,ישא ַר ִ ּבי
ָ ׁ וְ ָהא ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ֵר
!?ַר ָ ּבנַן

gemara

Rav Adda bar Mattana raised a contradiction
before Rava concerning two tannaitic rulings:
The mishna states that if the reed was detached from its place of growth
and then stuck into the ground, yes, the eiruv is valid. That indicates
that if it was not detached and then stuck back into the ground, no,
the eiruv is not valid. In accordance with whose opinion is this mishna?
It is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who say: Anything
that is prohibited on Shabbat due to rabbinic decree [shevut], such
as using a tree on Shabbat, they issued the decree to apply even during twilight. Therefore, if the eiruv was on top of a reed that was still
attached to the ground in its original place of growth, since it is prohibited by rabbinic decree to make use of trees on Shabbat, one cannot
remove the eiruv from its place at the time that he must establish his
Shabbat residence, and therefore his eiruv is invalid. But didn’t you say
that the first clause, i.e., the previous mishna, is in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi? How can you say that the first
clause is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and
the latter clause is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis?

יה ָר ִמי ַ ּבר ָח ָמא ְל ַרב
ּ  ְּכ ָבר ָר ֵמי ֵל:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRava said to Rav Adda: Rami bar Ĥama already raised this contradic.ישא ַר ִ ּבי וְ ֵס ָיפא ַר ָ ּבנַן
ָ ׁ  ֵר:יה
ּ  וְ ׁ ָשנֵי ֵל, ִח ְסדָּ אtion before Rav Ĥisda, and Rav Ĥisda answered him: Indeed, the
first clause is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and the latter clause is in accordance with the opinion of the
Rabbis.
– יפא
ָ  וְ ֵס, ּכו ָּּל ּה ַר ִ ּבי ִהיא: ָר ִבינָ א ָא ַמרRavina said: You can, in fact, say that it is all Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi,
. ְ ּגזֵ ָירה ׁ ֶש ָּמא יִ ְקטֹוםand the latter clause, i.e., the mishna that insists that the reed be detached and inserted, is not based upon the prohibition of utilizing trees
on Shabbat. Rather, in that case there is a unique decree lest he break
it off N from the ground if the reed is relatively soft. Therefore, the
mishna requires one to use something that has already been detached
from the ground and reinserted. However, the previous mishna is referring to someone who placed his eiruv in a tree, where this concern is
not relevant.
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,מֹוסא דַּ ֲא ָתא ִלנְ ַה ְרדְּ ָעא
ָ ַההוּא ּפו ְּל
 ּפֹוק ּו ֲע ִביד ּו ְּכבו ׁ ֵּשי:ֲא ַמר ְלה ּו ַרב נַ ְח ָמן
נֵיתיב
ִ ְ ו ְּל ָמ ָחר נֵיזִ יל ו,ַּכ ְב ׁ ֵשי ְ ּב ַאגְ ָמא
.ִּע ָּלוַ יְ הו

The Gemara relates that a certain army [pulmosa]L once came
to Neharde’a and took quarters in the study hall, so that there
was not enough room for the students. Rav Naĥman said to
the students: Go out and create seats by compressing reeds
in the marshes,N and tomorrow, on Shabbat, we will go and
sit on them and study there.

,יה ָר ִמי ַ ּבר ָח ָמא ְל ַרב נַ ְח ָמן
ֵ ית
ִ ֵא
ּ יב
וְ ָא ְמ ִרי ָל ּה ַרב עו ְּק ָבא ַ ּבר ַא ָ ּבא ְל ַרב
 ל ֹא ָּתלו ּׁש, ָּתלו ּׁש וְ נָעוּץ – ִאין:נַ ְח ָמן
.וְ ל ֹא נָעוּץ – ָלא

Rami bar Ĥama raised an objection to Rav Naĥman, and
some say that it was Rav Ukva bar Abba who raised the objection to Rav Naĥman, from the mishna that states that if
the reed was detached and then stuck into the ground, yes;
but if it was not detached and not stuck into the ground, no.
This shows that it is not enough to compress the reeds, and
they must actually be detached from the ground before they
may be used on Shabbat.

ימ ָרא
ְ  ו ְּמנָ א ֵּת. ָה ָתם ְ ּבעוּזְ ָר ִדין:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
– דְּ ׁ ָשנֵי ָלן ֵ ּבין עוּזְ ָר ִדין ְל ׁ ֶש ֵאין עוּזְ ָר ִדין
 ַה ָ ּקנִין וְ ָה ֲא ָט ִדין וְ ָה ִה ִ ּגין – ִמין:דְּ ַתנְיָ א
 וְ ַתנְ יָ א. וְ ֵאינָ ן ִּכ ְל ַאיִ ם ַ ּב ֶּכ ֶרם,ִא ָילן ֵהן
–  ַה ָ ּקנִים וְ ַה ִּקידָּ ן וְ ָהא ּו ְר ָ ּבנִין:ִא ָיד ְך
 ַק ׁ ְשיָ א. וְ ֵהן ִּכ ְל ַאיִ ם ַ ּב ֶּכ ֶרם,ִמין יָ ָרק ֵהן
!ַא ֲה ָד ֵדי

Rav Naĥman said to him: There, in the mishna, we are dealing with hard reeds, which may not be bent and used on
Shabbat, unlike soft reeds. He adds: And from where do you
say that we distinguish between hard reeds and reeds that
are not hard?N As it was taught in a baraita: Reeds, boxthorn,B
and thistlesH are species of trees, and therefore they are not
included in the prohibition of food crops in a vineyard,
which applies only to herbs planted among vines. And it was
taught in another baraita: Reeds, cassia, and bulrushes are
species of herbs, and therefore they are included in the prohibition of food crops in a vineyard. These two baraitot contradict one another, as one states that reeds are trees, while
the other says that they are considered herbs.

LANGUAGE

Army [ pulmosa] – מֹוסא
ָ פו ְּל:ּ From the Greek πόλεμος, polemos,
meaning war or army.
BACKGROUND

Boxthorn [atad ] – א ָטד:ֲ The atad is a species of Lycium, from the
Solanaceae family. It is a prickly, tangled bush that grows up to a
height of about 3 m. Boxthorn grows wild in the desert.

Boxthorn
Rue – פגָ ם:ֵ ּ The common fringed rue, Ruta chalepensis, from the
Rutaceae family, is a sharp-smelling bush, 50–70 cm tall. Its leaves
divide into feathery lobes, about 10 cm in length. The plant has
yellow flowers. Fringed rue is widely cultivated for its fragrance.
Several potions that serve as folk medicines are extracted from
it. However, the plant also grows wild in all parts of Eretz Yisrael,
except the Negev, as well as in other Mediterranean countries.

, ָּכאן – ְ ּבע ּוזְ ָר ִדין: ֶא ָּלא ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּהRather, conclude from this that we must distinguish be. ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה, ָּכאן – ְ ּב ׁ ֶש ֵאין עוּזְ ָר ִדיןtween them as follows: Here, in the first baraita, it is referring
to hard reeds, which are like trees; whereas there, in the second baraita, it is referring to reeds that are not hard. The
Gemara concludes: Indeed, conclude from this that our
resolution of the contradiction is correct.
 ֵאין:וְ ִקידָּ ה ִמין יָ ָרק הוּא?! וְ ָה ְתנַ ן
 ִמ ּ ְפנֵי,ַמ ְר ִּכ ִיבין ּ ֵפגָ ם ַעל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ִקידָּ ה ְל ָבנָ ה
 ִקידָּ ה:ׁ ֶשהוּא יָ ָרק ָ ּב ִא ָילן! ָא ַמר ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא
. וְ ִקידָּ ה ְל ָבנָ ה ְלחוּד,ְלחוּד

The Gemara raises a question with regard to the previously
cited baraita: Is cassia a type of herb? Didn’t we learn in a
mishna: One may not graft rueB to white cassia, as this involves the grafting of herbs to a tree? This proves that white
cassia is a tree. Rav Pappa said: There is no difficulty, as cassia is distinct and is considered a type of herb, and white
cassia is distinct and is considered a type of tree.

mishna

If one put the eiruv in a cupboard and
– מתני׳ נְ ָתנֹו ַ ּב ִּמגְ דָּ ל וְ ָא ַבד ַה ַּמ ְפ ֵּת ַח
locked it, and the key was lost, so that
 ִאם:אֹומר
ֵ יעזֶ ר
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל.ֲה ֵרי זֶ ה ֵעירוּב
he is now unable to open the cupboard and access the eiruv,
יֹוד ַע ׁ ֶש ַה ַּמ ְפ ֵּת ַח ִ ּב ְמקֹומֹו – ֵאינֹו
ֵ  ֵאינֹוit is nonetheless a valid eiruv. Rabbi Eliezer says: If he does
. ֵעירוּבnot know that the key is in its place, it is not a valid eiruv.
גמ׳ וְ ַא ַּמאי? ה ּוא ְ ּב ָמקֹום ֶא ָחד
!וְ ֵעירוּבֹו ְ ּב ָמקֹום ַא ֵחר הוּא

Ruta chalepensis
HALAKHA

Reeds, boxthorns, and thistles – ה ָ ּקנִין וְ ָה ֲא ָט ִדין וְ ָה ִה ִ ּגין:ַ Reeds,
thornbushes, and thistles are types of trees. Therefore, their presence in a vineyard does not constitute a violation of the prohibition against food crops in a vineyard. There is no difference
between hard and soft plants with regard to this prohibition.
Rather, the primary factor is the species, as opposed to the softness or hardness of the plant. This ruling is in accordance with
the principles established in the Tosefta (Radbaz; Rambam Sefer
Zera’im, Hilkhot Kilayim 5:19).

gemara

The Gemara asks: And why should
the eiruv be valid if the key was lost?
He is in one place and his eiruv is in a different place, since
he cannot access the eiruv.

NOTES

Compressing reeds in the marshes – כבו ׁ ֵּשי ַּכ ְב ׁ ֵשי ְ ּב ַאגְ ָמא:ְּ
The Ra’avad explains that Rav Naĥman told them to tread
firmly over the reeds in the marsh so that the breakable reeds
would be broken before Shabbat.

prohibition against stepping on herbs, and with regard to
the prohibition to plant it in a vineyard. With regard to the
prohibition against diverse kinds, it is surprising that the
same species can at times be considered an herb and at other
times a tree. The Rashba explains that Rav Naĥman’s intenHard reeds and reeds that are not hard –  עוּזְ ָר ִדין וְ ׁ ֶש ֵאיןtion was to differentiate between species of reeds: There are
עוּזְ ָר ִדין: The straightforward meaning of Rav Naĥman’s state- types of reeds that are hard and are defined as trees, and
ment is that he classifies reeds according to their elasticity there are reeds that are soft and are considered herbs. It is
and softness: When the reed is soft, it is considered an herb, possible that the Rambam understood this discussion in a
both to permit treading on it on Shabbat, as there is no similar manner.
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NOTES

Cupboard of bricks – מגְ דָּ ל ׁ ֶשל ְל ֵבנִים:ִ The Gemara is trying to
find a case that does not involve dismantling, as building and
dismantling are primary categories of labor that are prohibited
on Shabbat by Torah law. The consensus appears to be that a
temporary construction made of layers of bricks is not subject to the prohibition of dismantling. Nevertheless, the Sages
prohibited the dismantling of such a structure on Shabbat.
They permitted dismantling it only on a Festival because on a
Festival the prohibition is less severe than on Shabbat, and they
also wanted to promote rejoicing on the Festival (see Ritva).

 ָה ָכא ְ ּב ִמגְ דָּ ל:ַּרב ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי ַּת ְרוַ יְ יהו
,ׁ ֶשל ְל ֵבנִים ָע ְס ִקינַ ן; וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ִהיא
 ַ ּביִ ת: דִּ ְתנַן.נֹוטל
ֵ ְֹוחת ְל ַכ ְּת ִח ָּילה ו
ֵ  ּפ:דְּ ָא ַמר
ְּ ׁ ֶש ִּמ
נֹוטל
ֵ –  ָסתוּם וְ נִ ְפ ַחת,יל ָאה ּו ּ ֵפירֹות
ֹוחת
ֵ  ּפ:אֹומר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר.ִמ ְּמקֹום ַה ּ ְפ ָחת
.נֹוטל ְל ַכ ְּת ִח ָּילה
ֵ ְו

HALAKHA

A house filled with produce…was then breached – ַ ּביִ ת
ְּ ש ִּמ:
יל ָאה ּו ּ ֵפירֹות…וְ נִ ְפ ַחת
ֶ ׁ If a house filled with produce was
breached, one is permitted to remove the produce via the
opening. Apparently, this also applies to a bona fide house
(Magen Avraham), as the produce itself was never set-aside
[muktze] (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 518:9).

It was Rav and Shmuel who both said: Here, we are dealing
with a cupboard made of bricks,N and the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who said: One
may create a breach in a brick wall on Shabbat ab initio, and
take produce from the other side. As we learned in a mishna:
If a house filled with produce had been sealed and was then
breached,H one may take out produce from the place of the
breach. Rabbi Meir disagrees and says: One may even create
a breach in the wall of the house and take produce ab initio.
Consequently, according to Rabbi Meir it is permissible to
make a hole in the cupboard in order to remove the produce
found inside.

: ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל, וְ ָה ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ַ ּבר ַאדָּ אThe Gemara asks: Didn’t Rav Naĥman bar Adda say that
 ָה ָכא נַ ִמי – ַ ּב ֲאוִ ָירא,יבנֵי
ְ  ַ ּב ֲאוִ ָירא דְּ ִלShmuel said that that very mishna cited as a proof is referring
. דְּ ִל ְיבנֵיto a structure built from layers of bricks piled one atop the
other without cement or mortar between them, in which case
making a hole cannot be considered dismantling a bona fide
structure? The Gemara answers: Here too, we are dealing with
a cupboard made from layers of bricks.
 ְ ּביֹום טֹוב ָא ְמר ּו ֲא ָבל: וְ ָהא ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָיראThe Gemara raises another difficulty: Didn’t Rabbi Zeira say:
. ְ ּביֹום טֹוב, ל ֹא ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת! ָה ָכא נַ ִמיThe Sages in the aforementioned mishna, who discussed the
breaching of a wall, spoke only with regard to a Festival, but
not with regard to Shabbat? Therefore, it cannot be derived
from that mishna that it is permitted to breach the cupboard
on Shabbat in order to access the food inside. The Gemara
answers: Here too, the mishna is referring to a case where the
person needed an eiruv for a Festival but not for Shabbat.
יעזֶ ר
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל, ַהיְ ינ ּו דְּ ָק ָתנֵי ֲע ָל ּה,ִאי ָה ִכי
, ִאם ָ ּב ִעיר ָא ַבד – ֵעירוּבֹו ֵעירוּב:אֹומר
ֵ
.וְ ִאם ַ ּב ּ ָ ׂש ֶדה ָא ַבד – ֵאין ֵעירוּבֹו ֵעירוּב
!?וְ ִאי ְ ּביֹום טֹוב – ַמה ִּלי ִעיר ַמה ִּלי ָ ׂש ֶדה

The Gemara asks: If it is so that the mishna is referring only
to a Festival, there is a difficulty with that which was taught
about it in the following Tosefta: Rabbi Eliezer says: If the
key was lost in a city, his eiruv is a valid eiruv; and if it was
lost in a field, his eiruv is not a valid eiruv, for within a city it
is possible to carry the key by way of courtyards that have
joined together in an eiruv or the like, but in a field it is impossible to carry it, as the field has the status of a karmelit. And if
the mishna is referring to a Festival, what is the difference to
me whether the key was lost in a city or a field? On a Festival
there is no prohibition against carrying from a private to a
public domain, and therefore if the key was lost even in a field,
the eiruv should still be valid.

, נְ ָתנֹו ַ ּב ִּמגְ דָּ ל:יח ְּס ָרא וְ ָה ִכי ָק ָתנֵי
ַ ַח ּסו ֵּרי ִמ
וְ נָ ַעל ְ ּב ָפנָיו וְ ָא ַבד ַה ַּמ ְפ ֵּת ַח – ֲה ֵרי זֶ ה
, ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים – ְ ּביֹום טֹוב.ֵעירוּב
 נִ ְמצָ א.ֲא ָבל ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת – ֵאין ֵעירוּבֹו ֵעירוּב
 ֵ ּבין ָ ּב ִעיר ֵ ּבין ַ ּב ּ ָ ׂש ֶדה – ֵאין ֵעירוּבֹו,ַה ַּמ ְפ ֵּת ַח
 ָ ּב ִעיר – ֵעירוּבֹו:אֹומר
ֵ יעזֶ ר
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל.ֵעירוּב
. ַ ּב ּ ָ ׂש ֶדה – ֵאין ֵעירוּבֹו ֵעירוּב,ֵעירוּב

The Gemara answers: The mishna is incomplete and it teaches the following: If one placed the eiruv in a cupboard and
locked it, and the key is lost,H it is nonetheless a valid eiruv.
In what case is this statement said? On a Festival; however,
on Shabbat, his eiruv is not a valid eiruv. If the key is found,H
whether in a city or in a field, his eiruv is not a valid eiruv.
Rabbi Eliezer disagrees and says: If it is found in a city, his
eiruv is a valid eiruv; but if it is found in a field, his eiruv is not
a valid eiruv.

Perek III
Daf 35 Amud a

HALAKHA

If one placed the eiruv in a cupboard…and the key is
lost – נְ ָתנֹו ַ ּב ִּמגְ דָּ ל…וְ ָא ַבד ַה ַּמ ְפ ֵּת ַח: If one placed his eiruv in a
cupboard or in a house and locked it and then lost the key
before Shabbat began, and if it is impossible to remove the
eiruv without performing a labor prohibited by Torah law,
the eiruv is not a valid eiruv. Some authorities rule that if one
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needs to perform only a labor prohibited by rabbinic decree
to remove the eiruv, his eiruv is a valid eiruv (Magen Avraham;
Taz). Other authorities dispute this ruling (Tur; Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 394:3).

board where the eiruv is located was misplaced, and it was
then found in a place where one can carry it without transgressing a Torah prohibition, the eiruv is valid. This is the
ruling even though one did not have the key during the
twilight period (see Shulĥan Arukh HaRav; Shulĥan Arukh,
If the key is found – נִ ְמצָ א ַה ַּמ ְפ ֵּת ַח: If the key to the cup- Oraĥ Ĥayyim 394:3).

