NOTES

If there were two pomegranates before him – ָהי ּו
ל ָפנָיו ׁ ְשנֵי ִר ּמֹונִים:ְ Some commentaries explain that the
question of retroactive designation is based on the
general principle that one cannot acquire or transfer
ownership of something that has not yet come into
the world. In other words, one cannot perform a legally
valid act that relates to an object or state of affairs not
currently in existence. Consequently, there is a distinction between the case of pomegranates and the separation of terumot and tithes from the leather flask. With
regard to pomegranates, one can tithe them whenever
one wishes. Their case does not constitute bona fide
retroactive designation at all, as everything is already in
existence. In the latter case, however, one is either not
currently able to separate the teruma and tithes, e.g., if
he is not in the same vicinity as the produce, or he is not
permitted to do so, e.g., if it is Shabbat, and therefore it
is considered something that has yet to come into the
world (Ketzot HaĤoshen).
Perhaps the leather flask will burst – יִב ַקע ַהנּ ֹוד
ּ ָ ש ָּמא:
ֶׁ
Some commentaries explain that this detail is not mentioned earlier in the discussion, even though it is written
explicitly, because the Sages thought at first that if it
is not a Torah prohibition, then there is no reason to
be worried about the leather flask bursting, which is
a far-fetched concern. Consequently, they considered
it reasonable to suggest that the basic concern is the
prohibition of tevel (Yad Shlomo).

 ָהי ּו ְל ָפנָיו ׁ ְשנֵי, ֶא ָּלא ֵמ ַע ָּתה:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ָא ַמר ֵל
 ִאם יֵ ְרד ּו ְ ּג ׁ ָש ִמים: וְ ָא ַמר,ִר ּמֹונִים ׁ ֶשל ֶט ֶבל
 וְ ִאם ל ֹא יֵ ְרד ּו,ַהּיֹום – יְ ֵהא זֶ ה ְּתרו ָּמה ַעל זֶ ה
, ָה ִכי נַ ִמי.ְ ּג ׁ ָש ִמים ַהּיֹום – יְ ֵהא זֶ ה ְּתרו ָּמה ַעל זֶ ה
?ֵ ּבין יָ ְרד ּו ֵ ּבין ל ֹא יָ ְרד ּו דְּ ֵאין ִ ּב ְד ָב ָריו ְּכלוּם

Abaye said to him: Do you really think that this ruling is correct? But if that is so, if there were two pomegranates that were
tevel before him,N and he said: If rain falls today, this pomegranate shall be teruma for that other pomegranate, and if rain
does not fall today, that second pomegranate shall be teruma
for this first one, so too, whether rain fell or did not fall, there
is no significance to his statement because the remnants that
are not teruma are not immediately recognizable.

 ְּתרו ַּמת ַה ְּכ ִרי ַהּזֶ ה:ימא ָה ִכי נַ ִמי – וְ ָה ְתנַן
ָ  וְ ִכי ֵּתAnd if you say that indeed, it is so, there is a difficulty. Didn’t
, ו ְּתרו ַּמת ַמ ֲע ֵ ׂשר זֶ ה ְ ּבתֹוכֹו,רֹותיו ְ ּבתֹוכֹו
ָ  ו ַּמ ַע ְ ׂשwe learn in a mishna that if one says: The teruma of this pile of
! ָק ָרא ַה ׁ ּ ֵשם:אֹומר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹוןproduce and its tithes shall be inside it, without specifying the
location of the produce that he is designating for these purposes, and similarly, if one says about a pile of first-tithe produce: The teruma of this tithe shall be inside it, without specifying the location, Rabbi Shimon says: He has given it a name,
i.e., the designation of the teruma and tithes take effect, even
though it is impossible to distinguish between them and the
permitted portion of the produce? Therefore, it is not necessary
for the remnants of the act of separation to be recognizable.
.יכא ְס ִב ָיביו
ָּ  ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָתם דְּ ִאRava refutes this argument: There, with regard to a pile of produce, it is different because there are recognizable remnants
around it. He specified that the teruma should be inside the
heap, which indicates that it is in the middle of the pile, and
therefore the produce on the perimeter of the pile is certainly
not teruma, and some of the remnants of the act of separation
are recognizable.
 ָא ְמר ּו לֹו:ימא ִּכ ְד ָק ָתנֵי ַט ְע ָמא
ָ וְ ִאי ָ ּב ֵעית ֵא
יִב ַקע ַהנּ ֹוד
ּ ָ מֹודה ׁ ֶש ָּמא
ֶ  ִאי ַא ָּתה:ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
:ֹותה ְט ָב ִלים ְל ַמ ְפ ֵר ַע? ָא ַמר ָל ֶהן
ֶ וְ נִ ְמצָ א זֶ ה ׁש
.ִל ְכ ׁ ֶשּיִ ָ ּב ַקע

And if you wish, you can reconcile the difference between the
case of separating teruma from wine and the other cases and say
in accordance with the reason that was taught in the case of
the wine: The Rabbis said to Rabbi Meir: Don’t you concede
that perhaps the leather flask will burstN before he manages to
separate the teruma, and retroactively this person would have
been drinking tevel? Since he never ended up separating teruma,
the wine remained tevel all along. Rabbi Meir said to them:
When it bursts, I will consider the matter, but presently I am
not concerned that the bottle might burst. Therefore, we see that
these tanna’im do not disagree about the principle of retroactive
designation but over the likelihood that the flask will burst.

ּ ָ  ו ְּל ַמאי דְּ ָס ֵליק ַאדַּ ֲע ִתין ֵמ ִעThe Gemara now asks: And according to what initially entered
יק ָרא דְּ ָב ֵעינַ ן
?יה
ָ אשית ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ְשיָ ֶר
ִ ׁ  ֵרour minds, which is that we require teruma that is the first,
ָּ יה
ּ  ַמאי ָק ָא ְמ ִרי ֵל,נִיכ ִרין
whose remnants are recognizable what did the Rabbis say to
Rabbi Meir about that? That is the objection they should have
raised against him.
אשית
ִ ׁ  ְל ִד ַידן – ָ ּב ֵעינַ ן ֵר:יה
ּ  ָה ִכי ָק ָא ְמ ִרי ֵלThe Gemara answers: This is what they said to him: According
– ְ ְל ִד ָידך,נִיכ ִרין
ָ  ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ְשיָ ֶרto our own opinion, we require teruma that is the first, whose
ָּ יה
remnants are recognizable; according to your opinion,

Perek III
Daf 38 Amud a
 וְ נִ ְמצָ א,מֹודה ׁ ֶש ָּמא יִ ָ ּב ַקע ַהנּ ֹוד
ֶ  ִאי ַא ָּתהdon’t you at least concede that we must be concerned that
.ּיִב ַקע
ּ ָ  ִל ְכ ׁ ֶש: ׁש ֶֹותה ְט ָב ִלים ְל ַמ ְפ ֵר ַע? ָא ַמר ָל ֶהןperhaps the leather flask will burst, and retroactively this
person would have been drinking tevel? Rabbi Meir said to
them: When it bursts,N I will consider the matter, but now I am
not concerned about this possibility.

NOTES

When it bursts – ּיִב ַקע
ּ ָ ל ְכ ׁ ֶש:ִ This is not a Torah prohibition because binic decree. Therefore, this doubt resembles all other doubts
the obligation to separate teruma from this barrel is only by rab- relating to rabbinic decrees, and one may be lenient (Yad Shlomo).
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 יֹום טֹוב:אֹומר
ֵ
יעזֶ ר
ֶ מתני׳ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
יה ו ֵּבין
ָ ֶ ֵ ּבין ִמ ְּל ָפ נ,ַה ָּסמ ּו ְך ַל ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּב ת
,יה – ְמ ָע ֵרב ָא ָדם ׁ ְשנֵי ֵעירו ִּבין
ָ ִמ ְּל ַא ֲח ֶר
 ו ַּב ׁ ּ ֵשנִי,אשֹון ַל ִּמזְ ָרח
ׁ  ֵעירו ִּבי ָ ּב ִר:אֹומר
ֵ ְו
,אשֹון ַל ַּמ ֲע ָרב ו ַּב ׁ ּ ֵשנִי ַל ִּמזְ ָרח
ׁ  ָ ּב ִר.ַל ַּמ ֲע ָרב
 ֵעירו ִּבי, ו ַּב ׁ ּ ֵשנִי ִּכ ְבנֵי ִע ִירי,אשֹון
ׁ ֵעירו ִּבי ָ ּב ִר
.אשֹון ִּכ ְבנֵי ִע ִירי
ׁ  ו ָּב ִר,ַ ּב ׁ ּ ֵשנִי

mishna

Rabbi Eliezer says: With regard to a Festival adjacent to Shabbat,H whether before it, on a Friday, or after it, on a Sunday, a person may establish two eiruvin of Shabbat borders [teĥumin] and say as follows:
My eiruv on the first day shall be to the east, and on the second
day to the west. Alternatively, one may say: On the first day it
shall be to the west and on the second day to the east. Similarly, one may say: My eiruv shall apply on the first day, but on
the second day I shall be like the rest of the inhabitants of my
town, or: My eiruv shall apply on the second day, but on the
first day I shall be like the rest of the inhabitants of my town.

, אֹו ְמ ָע ֵרב ְלרו ַּח ַא ַחת:אֹומ ִרים
ְ  וַ ֲח ָכ ִמיםAnd the Rabbis disagree and say that such a split is impossible.
ּ ָ  אֹו ֵאינֹו ְמ ָע ֵרב ָּכל ִעRather, he either establishes an eiruv in one direction for both
 אֹו ְמ ָע ֵרב ִל ׁ ְשנֵי.יקר
ּ ָ  אֹו ֵאינֹו ְמ ָע ֵרב ָּכל ִע, יָ ִמיםdays, or he establishes no eiruv at all; either he establishes an
.יקר
eiruv for the two days, or he establishes no eiruv at all.
יך
ְ אשֹון ו ַּמ ְח ׁ ִש
ׁ מֹוליכֹו ָ ּב ִר
ִ ?ֵּכיצַ ד יַ ֲע ֶ ׂשה
 ַ ּב ׁ ּ ֵשנִי ַמ ְח ׁ ִשיךְ ָע ָליו.נֹוטלֹו ו ָּבא לֹו
ְ ְ ו,ָע ָליו
 וְ נִ ְמצָ א ִמ ְ ׂש ַּת ֵּכר ַ ּב ֲה ִל ָיכתֹו,אֹוכלֹו ו ָּבא לֹו
ְ ְו
.ו ִּמ ְ ׂש ַּת ֵּכר ְ ּב ֵעירוּבֹו

What does one do to establish an eiruv that will be valid for both
the Festival and Shabbat? He or his agent brings the eiruv to the
location that he wishes to establish as his residence on the eve
of the first day, and he stays there with it until nightfall, the
time when the eiruv establishes that location as his residence for
the Festival, and then he takes it with himN and goes away, so
that it will not become lost before the following evening, in
which case he would not have an eiruv for the second day. On
the eve of the second day, he takes it back to the same place as
the day before, and he stays there with it until nightfall, thereby
establishing his residence for Shabbat, and then he may eat the
eiruv and go away, if he so desires. Consequently, he benefits
in that he is permitted to walk in the direction that he desires,
and he benefits in that he is permitted to eat his eiruv.

HALAKHA

An eiruv on a Festival that is adjacent to Shabbat – ֵעירוּב
ביֹום טֹוב ַה ָּסמוּךְ ַל ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת:ּ ְ One may establish two eiruvin on the
eve of a Festival adjacent to Shabbat and stipulate that his
eiruv should apply to one day or both, to one direction or
two. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Eliezer (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 416:1).
NOTES

He brings it…and he takes it with him – נֹוטלֹו
ְ ְמֹוליכֹו…ו:
ִ
Most commentaries agree that one is under no obligation
to take the eiruv with him; this is merely good advice. If one
is worried that his eiruv will be eaten over the course of the
day, he should take it with him and bring it back the following day. However, in the Jerusalem Talmud it is indicated
that one is obligated to take the eiruv and return it the next
day because the eiruv cannot be established for both days
at once (see Rashba).
Half the day to the north and half of it to the south – ֶחצְ יֹו
ל ָ ּצפֹון וְ ֶחצְ יֹו ַלדָּ רֹום:ַ Rabbeinu Yehonatan holds that the half
to the north alludes to the night, according to the Gemara,
because the sun is in the north during that time period. The
half to the south is referring to the daylight hours. Therefore,
the intention is that just as one cannot distinguish between
the sanctities of the night and the day of a particular day, it
is impossible to distinguish between the sanctities of two
adjacent days.

אשֹון וְ ֵאין
ׁ אשֹון – ֵעירוּבֹו ָל ִר
ׁ  נֶ ֱא ַכל ָ ּב ִרHowever, if the eiruv was eaten on the first day, his eiruv is ef. ֵעירוּבֹו ַל ׁ ּ ֵשנִיfective for the first day, and his eiruv is not effective for the
second day.
מֹודים ַא ֶּתם ִלי
ִ :יעזֶ ר
ֶ  ָא ַמר ָ(ל ֶהן) ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִלRabbi Eliezer said to them: If so, you agree with me that Shab. ׁ ֶש ֵהן ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְקדו ׁ ּּשֹותbat and a Festival constitute two distinct sanctities, as if not, the
eiruv that went into effect during the twilight period on the eve
of the first day should have remained in effect for both days, even
if it was eaten during the first day. This being the case, you should
also agree with me that one can make two separate eiruvin for
the two days in two different directions.

gemara

The Gemara raises a difficulty with re,גמ׳ ְלרו ַּח ַא ַחת ַמאי נִיה ּו – ִל ׁ ְשנֵי יָ ִמים
gard to the wording employed by the
 ַהיְ ינ ּו,ִל ׁ ְשנֵי יָ ִמים ַמאי נִיה ּו – ְלרו ַּח ַא ַחת
Rabbis: First, the Rabbis state that one may establish an eiruv in
!יתא
ָ ְ ַק ַּמיone direction. What does this mean? He must establish an eiruv
in that direction for two days. Then they state that he may establish an eiruv for two days. What does this mean? He must
establish an eiruv for the two days in one direction. If so, this is
exactly the same as the first clause.
 ִאי:יעזֶ ר
ֶ יה ַר ָ ּבנַ ן ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ּ ָה ִכי ָק ָא ְמ ִרי ֵל
מֹודה ׁ ֶש ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ְליֹום ֶא ָחד
ֶ ַא ָּתה
:ֶחצְ יֹו ַל ָ ּצפֹון וְ ֶחצְ יֹו ַלדָּ רֹום? ָא ַמר ָל ֶהן
 ְּכ ׁ ֵשם ׁ ֶש ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ְליֹום ֶא ָחד.ֲא ָבל
ֶחצְ יֹו ַלדָּ רֹום וְ ֶחצְ יֹו ַל ָ ּצפֹון – ָּכךְ ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין
 יֹום ֶא ָחד ַל ִּמזְ ָרח וְ יֹום ֶא ָחד,ִל ׁ ְשנֵי יָ ִמים
.ַל ַּמ ֲע ָרב

The Gemara explains: This is what the Rabbis said to Rabbi
Eliezer: Don’t you concede that in the case of one day, one may
not establish an eiruv for half the day to the north and for
half of it to the south?N Rabbi Eliezer said to them: Indeed, I
agree. They then said to him: Just as one may not establish an
eiruv for one day, half the day to the north and half the day to
the south, so too, one may not establish an eiruv for two consecutive days of sanctity, one day to the east and one day to the
west.

 ָה ָכא, ָה ָתם – ְקדו ׁ ּ ָּשה ַא ַחת:יעזֶ ר
ֶ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִלAnd how does Rabbi Eliezer respond? He holds as follows:
. ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְקדו ׁ ּּשֹותThere, one day constitutes one sanctity, and it is impossible to
impossible to divide the day such that the eiruv applies to one
direction for one half of the day and to another direction for the
other half of the day. Here, where Shabbat and a Festival fall out
on consecutive days, they are two separate sanctities, and therefore one can establish separate eiruvin for the two days.
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HALAKHA

If one established an eiruv with his feet on the first day –
אשֹון
ׁ ע ֵירב ְ ּב ַרגְ ָליו ְ ּב ִר:ֵ If one established an eiruv by foot on a
Festival adjacent to Shabbat, he may establish an eiruv by
foot on the second day as well. However, if he made an
eiruv with food and the food was eaten, he may not establish an eiruv the following day with different food, since it
is prohibited to prepare from a Festival for Shabbat or vice
versa. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. However, if one established an eiruv
for the first day with food, he may establish an eiruv for the
second day on foot (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 416:2).
NOTES

Due to preparation – מ ׁ ּשוּם ֲה ָכנָ ה:ִ Why doesn’t Rabbi
Eliezer base his ruling on the prohibition to purchase a
house on Shabbat, since one acquires a new domain
through establishing an eiruv? The commentaries answer
that it is possible to refute this claim by differentiating
between various types of acquisitions. Establishing an
eiruv teĥumin is not considered to be a form of literal
acquisition (Rashba).

 ִאי ַא ֶּתם:יעזֶ ר
ֶ ָא ַמר ָל ֶהן ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
מֹודים ׁ ֶש ִאם ֵע ֵירב ְ ּב ַרגְ ָליו ְ ּביֹום
ִ
,אשֹון – ְמ ָע ֵרב ְ ּב ַרגְ ָליו ְ ּביֹום ׁ ֵשנִי
ׁ ִר
אשֹון – ֵאין יֹוצֵ א
ׁ נֶ ֱא ַכל ֵעירוּבֹו ְ ּביֹום ִר
.ָע ָליו ְ ּביֹום ׁ ֵשנִי

Rabbi Eliezer said to the Rabbis: Don’t you concede that if one
established an eiruv with his feet by actually going to the place where
he desires to establish an eiruv on the eve of the first dayH and remaining there during the twilight period, as opposed to depositing food
there beforehand, he nonetheless must establish another eiruv with
his feet on the eve of the second day, and one eiruv does not suffice;
similarly, if his eiruv was eaten on the first day, he may not rely on it
and go out beyond the limit permitted to the rest of the inhabitants
of his town on the second day?

 ָהא ָל ֵאיי ׁ ְש ֵּתי. ֲא ָבל: ָא ְמר ּו לֹוThe Rabbis said to him: Indeed, that is correct. Rabbi Eliezer then
 ַס ּפ ֵֹוקי ִמ ַס ּ ְפ ָקא: וְ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן. ְקדו ׁ ּּשֹות ֵהןsaid to them: Then isn’t it correct that they are two distinct sancti. וְ ָה ָכא ְלחו ְּמ ָרא וְ ָה ָכא ְלחו ְּמ ָרא,ּ ְלהוties, and therefore one should be permitted to establish two separate
eiruvin for the two days? And how do the Rabbis respond? They are
in doubt about this issue, and therefore their ruling here is stringent
and prohibits establishing separate eiruvin for the two days in different
directions, in case the two days are considered a single sanctity; and
their ruling here is stringent and they require a separate eiruv for each
day, in case the two days are considered distinct sanctities.
 ִאי ַא ָּתה:יעזֶ ר
ֶ ָא ְמר ּו לֹו ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
מֹודה ׁ ֶש ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ַ ּב ְּת ִח ָּילה ִמיֹום
ֶ
 ָהא. ֲא ָבל:טֹוב ַל ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת? ָא ַמר ָל ֶהן
.ָל ֵאיי ְקדו ׁ ּ ָּשה ַא ַחת ִהיא

The Rabbis said to Rabbi Eliezer: Don’t you concede that one may
not establish an eiruv initially on a Festival for Shabbat, i.e., if a
Festival occurs on a Friday and one forgot to establish an eiruv on the
eve of the Festival, he may not establish an eiruv for Shabbat on the
Festival itself? Rabbi Eliezer said to them: Indeed, that is correct.
They said to him: Then isn’t it correct that the two days constitute one
sanctity?

. ָה ָתם ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ֲה ָכנָ ה:יעזֶ ר
ֶ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִלThe Gemara responds that Rabbi Eliezer holds that there, the halakha
is so not because the two days constitute a single sanctity, but due to
the prohibition of preparationN on a Festival for Shabbat, which includes establishing an eiruv.
– אשֹון
ׁ  ֵע ֵירב ְ ּב ַרגְ ָליו ְ ּביֹום ִר:ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן
 נֶ ֱא ַכל ֵעירוּבֹו.ְמ ָע ֵרב ְ ּב ַרגְ ָליו ְ ּביֹום ׁ ֵשנִי
אשֹון – ֵאין יֹוצֵ א ָע ָליו ְ ּביֹום
ׁ ְ ּביֹום ִר
. דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי,ׁ ֵשנִי

The Sages taught in a baraita: If one established an eiruv with his
feet by going to the place he wished to establish as his residence on
the eve of the first day and remaining there during the twilight period,
he must nevertheless establish another eiruv with his feet on the eve
of the second day. Similarly, if he had established an eiruv by depositing food in the place he wished to establish as his residence, and his
eiruv was eaten on the first day, he may not rely on it and go out
beyond the limit permitted to the rest of the inhabitants of the town
on the second day. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi.

:אֹומר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדהRabbi Yehuda says:

Perek III
Daf 38 Amud b
. ֲה ֵרי זֶ ה ַח ָּמר ַ ּג ָּמלThis person is in the position of both a donkey driver, who must prod
the animal from behind, and a camel driver, who must lead the animal from the front, i.e., he is pulled in two opposing directions. Since
we are unsure whether the two days constitute one sanctity or two, he
must act stringently as though the eiruv established for the first day is
both effective and not effective for the second day, i.e., he must restrict
his Shabbat movement to those areas where he would be permitted
to go in both cases.
יִש ָמ ֵעאל
ְ ׁ יאל וְ ַר ִ ּבי
ֵ ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל
:אֹומ ִרים
ְ רֹוקה
ָ יֹוחנָן ֶ ּבן ְ ּב
ָ ְ ּבנֹו ׁ ֶשל ַר ִ ּבי
אשֹון – ֵאין ְמ ָע ֵרב
ׁ ֵע ֵירב ְ ּב ַרגְ ָליו ָ ּב ִר
 נֶ ֱא ַכל ֵעירוּבֹו ְ ּביֹום,ְ ּב ַרגְ ָליו ַ ּב ׁ ּ ֵשנִי
.אשֹון – יֹוצֵ א ָע ָליו ַ ּב ׁ ּ ֵשנִי
ׁ ִר
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Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel and Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi
Yoĥanan ben Beroka, say: If he established an eiruv with his feet on
the eve of the first day, he need not establish an eiruv with his feet
on the eve of the second day, as his eiruv remains effective for the
second day as well. Similarly, if he had made an eiruv by depositing
food in the place where he wished to establish his residence, and his
eiruv was eaten on the first day, he may still rely on it and go out
beyond the limit permitted to the rest of the inhabitants of the town
on the second day, as the two days constitute one sanctity; from the
outset, the eiruv acquired his place of rest for both days.

,ּ ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה זְ ֵקנִים ַה ָּללו:ָא ַמר ַרב
 ׁ ְש ֵּתי:יעזֶ ר דְּ ָא ַמר
ֶ יבא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ּ ָ וְ ַא ִּל
 ַר ָ ּבן: וְ ֵאלּ ּו ֵהן ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה זְ ֵקנִים.ְקדו ׁ ּּשֹות ֵהן
יִש ָמ ֵעאל ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי
ְ ׁ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי,יאל
ֵ ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל
יעזֶ ר ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי
ֶ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל,רֹוקה
ָ יֹוחנָ ן ֶ ּבן ְ ּב
ָ
.ימ ָת ָאה
ְ יֹוסי ַ ּבר יְהו ָּדה ְס ִת
ֵ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי,ׁ ִש ְמעֹון
, ַחד ִמ ּינַיְ יה ּו ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָעזָ ר:יכא דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי
ָּ וְ ִא
.ימ ָת ָאה
ְ יֹוסי ַ ּבר יְ הו ָּדה ְס ִת
ֵ ו ַּמ ּ ֵפיק ַר ִ ּבי

Rav said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of these
four EldersN and in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer,
who said: When Shabbat and a Festival occur on consecutive days,
they constitute two distinct sanctities.H And these are the four
Elders: Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel; Rabbi Yishmael, son of
Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Beroka; Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Shimon;
and Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda, the one whose opinions were often
recorded as unattributed mishnayot. And there are those who
say: One of them is Rabbi Elazar, and remove from the list Rabbi
Yosei bar Yehuda, the one whose statements were often recorded as
unattributed mishnayot.

יאל וְ ַר ִ ּבי
ֵ  וְ ָהא ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִלThe Gemara raises a difficulty: Didn’t we hear that Rabban Shimon
רֹוקה
ָ יֹוחנָ ן ֶ ּבן ְ ּב
ָ  יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵעאל ַ ּבר ַר ִ ּביben Gamliel and Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yoĥanan ben
. ְ ִא ּ ְיפ ָכא ׁ ָש ְמ ִעינַן ְלהוּ! ֵא ּיפֹוךBeroka, maintain the opposite opinion in the baraita cited above,
namely that the two days constitute a single sanctity? The Gemara
answers: Reverse the attributions in the baraita.
 וְ ֵכן ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבן:ימא
ָ  ִאי ָה ִכי ַהיְ ינ ּו ַר ִ ּבי! ֵאThe Gemara asks: If so, this is exactly what Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said.
.יאל וכו׳
ֵ  ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִלWhat is their dispute? The Gemara answers: Say that there is no disagreement between them, and the baraita should read as follows: And
so too, Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel said that he agrees with what
was stated above.

NOTES

Four Elders – א ְר ָ ּב ָעה זְ ֵקנִים:ַ The source in which these
four Elders expressed their opinion is not provided in
the Babylonian Talmud. However, in the Jerusalem Talmud it is stated that the four Elders said that someone
whose eiruv was eaten on the first day may not rely
on it on the second day. Rav is referring to this ruling.
When Rav Huna passed away – יה דְּ ַרב הוּנָ א
ּ כי נָ ח נַ ְפ ׁ ֵש:ִּ
Due to a misunderstanding, relations between Rav
Huna and Rav Ĥisda were strained, and they did not
see each other for many years. Therefore, it was only
after Rav Huna passed away that Rav Ĥisda came to the
study hall to raise objections against Rav’s statements
(Rabbi Zvi Hirsch Chajes; Rabbi Elazar Landau).
HALAKHA

Two sanctities – ש ֵתי ְקדו ּׁשֹות:
ְ ׁ A Festival and Shabbat
are considered two distinct sanctities with regard to
eiruvin and other matters (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim
416:2).
An egg laid on a Festival – נֹול ָדה ְ ּביֹום טֹוב
ְ ביצָ ה ׁ ֶש:
ֵּ
If a Festival and Shabbat occur on consecutive days,
an egg laid on one is prohibited on the other, due to
the rabbinic prohibition against preparation (Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 503:1, 513:5).

יח ׁשֹוב נַ ִמי ַר ִ ּבי! ַר ִ ּבי ָּתנֵי ָל ּה וְ ָלא
ֲ  וְ ִלThe Gemara now asks: Let us also count Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi
. ָס ַבר ָל ּהamong these Elders, as he too holds that the two days are distinct
sanctities. The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi taught this
opinion, and he himself did not hold it to be correct. He transmitted
a ruling that he received from his teachers, but his own opinion was
otherwise.
 ַר ָ ּבנַ ן נַ ִמי ָּתנ ּו ָל ּה וְ ָלא ָס ְב ִרי ָל ּה! ַרבThe Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, let us also say that the Rabbis,
. ְ ּג ָמ ָרא ְ ּג ִמיר ָל ּהRabban Shimon ben Gamliel, and Rabbi Yishmael also taught this law,
and they themselves did not hold it to be correct. What proof is there
that this represents their own opinions? The Gemara answers: Rav did
not rely on the wording of these sources; rather, he learned by way of
a definite tradition that these four Elders maintained this position.
 ָעיֵ יל ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א,יה דְּ ַרב הוּנָ א
ּ ִּכי נָ ח נַ ְפ ׁ ֵש
 ֲה ָל ָכה:ְל ִמ ְיר ָמא דְּ ַרב ַאדְּ ַרב; ִמי ָא ַמר ַרב
יעזֶ ר
ֶ יבא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ּ ָ  וְ ַא ִּל,ְּכ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה זְ ֵקנִים
?דְּ ָא ַמר ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְקדו ׁ ּּשֹות ֵהן

The Gemara relates that when Rav Huna, Rav’s preeminent student,
passed away,N Rav Ĥisda entered the study hall to raise a contra
diction between one statement of Rav and another statement of
Rav: Did Rav actually say: The halakha is in accordance with the
opinion of the four Elders and in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Eliezer, who said that when Shabbat and a Festival fall out on
consecutive days, they constitute two distinct sanctities?

: ַרב ָא ַמר, ׁ ַש ָ ּבת וְ יֹום טֹוב:ית ַמר
ְּ  וְ ָהא ִאWasn’t it stated that with regard to a case where Shabbat and a Festival occur on consecutive days, Rav said: An egg that was laid on one
!נֹול ָדה ָ ּבזֶ ה – ֲאסו ָּרה ָ ּבזֶ ה
ְ
is prohibited on the other,H just as an egg that was laid on a Festival
day is prohibited on that same day? This statement indicates that the
two days constitute a single sanctity. How, then, can he say here that
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion that they are two distinct
sanctities?
. ָה ָתם – ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ֲה ָכנָ ה: ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבהRabba said that a distinction may be drawn between the cases: There,
the egg is prohibited on the second day not because the two days
constitute a single sanctity but because of the prohibition against
preparation, i.e., because it is prohibited to prepare things on a Festival
for Shabbat or on Shabbat for a Festival.
–  “וְ ָהיָ ה ַ ּבּיֹום ַה ׁ ּ ִש ׁ ּ ִשי וְ ֵה ִכינוּ״:דְּ ַתנְיָא
, וְ חֹול ֵמ ִכין ְליֹום טֹוב,חֹול ֵמ ִכין ַל ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
 וְ ֵאין ׁ ַש ָ ּבת,וְ ֵאין יֹום טֹוב ֵמ ִכין ַל ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
.ְמ ִכינָ ה ְליֹום טֹוב



As it was taught in a baraita: The verse that states: “And it shall come
to pass, on the sixth day, when they shall prepare that which they
bring in” (Exodus 16:5), indicates as follows: On an ordinary weekday
one may prepare what is needed for Shabbat, and similarly, on an
ordinary weekday one may prepare what is needed for a Festival.
However, on a Festival one may not prepare for Shabbat, and on
Shabbat one may not prepare for a Festival. Therefore, an egg that
was laid on a Festival is prohibited on Shabbat not because they constitute a single sanctity, but because it is prohibited to prepare on one
sanctified day for another.
חל ףד:  ׳ג קרפ. Perek III . 38b
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NOTES

A meal that is fit to be eaten while it is still day – ְסעוּדָּ ה
ה ְראוּיָ ה ִמ ְ ּבעֹוד יֹום:ָ Tosafot ask: The halakha is that food
that may be eaten by some people, such as teruma, which
may be eaten only by a priest, may be used by anyone to
establish an eiruv. In this case as well, the eiruv is fit to be
eaten by people on the other side of the town, so why
shouldn’t it be considered fit to be eaten?
The Rashba answers that the fact that other people may
eat the food is only taken into account when the reason
the person establishing the eiruv cannot eat it is due to a
limitation that stems from the food itself. However, if the
person is unable to eat the food for a reason that pertains
to himself, the fact that it can be eaten by other people
is irrelevant.
Nonetheless, according to Rabbeinu Yehonatan and
Rabbi Zeraĥya HaLevi’s versions of the text, this phrase
does not appear. Instead, Abaye asks: Isn’t he preparing
while it is still day?
An eiruv on the first and the second – אשֹון ו ְּב ׁ ֵשנִי
ׁ עירוּב ְ ּב ִר:ֵ
According to most commentaries, the question does not
concern an eiruv established with bread but relates to
an eiruv arranged by foot. According to this explanation,
one who makes an eiruv with bread has no need to say
anything more, for it was all said the day before, and the
function of the bread is self-evident. Therefore, the question is only asked with regard to one who establishes an
eiruv by foot. The Me’iri explains that, according to the
Gemara’s conclusion, one who makes an eiruv with bread
must say so explicitly, and if he fails to do so, his eiruv is invalid. However, one may establish an eiruv by foot without
saying anything.
Speech and silence – יבוּר ו ׁ ְּש ִת ָיקה
ּ ִּד: Since speech itself is
not considered an action, even if one were to say that he
is establishing an eiruv, why should this be considered a
prohibited form of preparation? The explanation given is
that in this case, since the act is only completed by means
of speech, greater importance is attached to his statement.
Consequently, the speaker is regarded as someone who
actually prepares on a Festival for Shabbat.
HALAKHA

At the end of one thousand – בסֹוף ֶא ֶלף:ּ ְ If one wishes to
establish two eiruvin for two days in different directions,
he may not separate them by more than the distance
which would allow him to reach on the first day the eiruv he prepared for the second day (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 416:3).
He goes, and is silent, and sits there – דְּ ָאזֵ יל וְ ׁ ָש ֵתיק וְ יָ ֵתיב:
One who deposits an eiruv on a Festival for Shabbat should
not go to the spot and declare that he is going to acquire a
place of rest. Rather, he should sit there and remain silent.
If he did speak, the eiruv is still valid (Magen Avraham;
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 416:2).

 ֵּכיצַ ד: ֶא ָּלא ָהא דִּ ְתנַן:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
ְ ו ַּמ ְח ׁ ִשיך,אשֹון
ׁ מֹוליכֹו ָ ּב ִר
ִ – עֹושה
ׂ ֶ הוּא
, ַ ּב ׁ ּ ֵשנִי ַמ ְח ׁ ִשיךְ ָע ָליו.נֹוטלֹו ו ָּבא לֹו
ְ ְ ו,ָע ָליו
 ָהא ָקא ֵמ ִכין ִמיֹום טֹוב.אֹוכלֹו ו ָּבא לֹו
ְ ְו
!ַל ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת

 ִמי ָס ְב ַר ְּת סֹוף ַהּיֹום קֹונֶ ה:יה ַר ָ ּבה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRabba said to him: Do you think that the eiruv acquires one’s
 וְ ׁ ַש ָ ּבת, ֵעירוּב? ְּת ִח ַּלת ַהּיֹום קֹונֶ ה ֵעירוּבresidence at the end of the day, i.e., at the last moment of Shabbat
. ְמ ִכינָ ה ְל ַעצְ ָמ ּהeve, which in this case is a Festival, so that this would involve prohibited preparation? The eiruv acquires his residence at the beginning of the day, i.e., at the first moment of Shabbat, which means
that no preparations were made for Shabbat on the Festival, and on
Shabbat one may prepare for Shabbat itself.
! ֶא ָּלא ֵמ ַע ָּתה יְ ָע ְרב ּו ְ ּב ָלגִ יןAbaye asked: But if that is so, one should be able to establish an
eiruv with flasks of wine that were filled from a barrel of first-tithe
that was still tevel with respect to teruma of the tithe, and with regard to which one said: Let this wine in the flask be teruma of the
tithe for the wine in the barrel only after nightfall. If you say that an
eiruv acquires one’s residence at the beginning of the day, why was
it determined that one may not establish an eiruv with such wine?
, ָ ּב ֵעינַ ן ְסעוּדָּ ה ָה ְרא ּויָ ה ִמ ְ ּבעֹוד יֹוםThe Gemara answers: In that case the eiruv is not valid for a different
.יכא
ָּ  וְ ֵלreason: We require a meal that is fit to be eaten while it is still day,
and there is none, as the wine in the flask remains tevel and therefore unfit for drinking until nightfall.
 יֹום:אֹומר
ֵ יעזֶ ר
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל,ֶא ָּלא ָהא דִּ ְתנַן
נֶיה ו ֵּבין
ָ  ֵ ּבין ִמ ְּל ָפ,טֹוב ַה ָּסמו ְּך ַל ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
.יה – ְמ ָע ֵרב ָא ָדם ׁ ְשנֵי ֵעירו ִּבין
ָ ִמ ְּל ַא ֲח ֶר
,ָהא ָ ּב ֵעינַן ְסעוּדָּ ה ָה ְראוּיָ ה ִמ ְ ּבעֹוד יֹום
!יכא
ָּ וְ ֵל

Abaye asked further: But what about that which we learned in a
mishna: Rabbi Eliezer says: If a Festival is adjacent to Shabbat,
whether before it or after it, a person may establish two eiruvin.
Why are these eiruvin valid? Don’t we require a meal that is fit to
be eaten while it is still day,N and there is none? Since one established his eiruv in one direction for the first day, he can only travel
within a two-thousand-cubit radius of that location. Therefore, if
he established his eiruv for the second day in the opposite direction,
he cannot access that eiruv during the first day.

יה ְ ּבסֹוף ַא ְל ּ ַפיִ ם ַא ָּמה
ּ ִמי ָס ְב ַר ְּת דְּ ַמ ַּנח ֵל
, ו ְּבסֹוף ַא ְל ּ ַפיִ ם ַא ָּמה ְל ָכאן? ל ֹא,ְל ָכאן
,יה ְ ּבסֹוף ֶא ֶלף ַא ָּמה ְל ָכאן
ּ דְּ ַמ ַּנח ֵל
.ו ְּבסֹוף ֶא ֶלף ַא ָּמה ְל ָכאן

The Gemara responds: Do you think that we are dealing with a case
where he placed one eiruv in the furthest possible spot at the end
of two thousand cubits in this direction, and he placed the other
eiruv in the furthest possible spot at the end of two thousand cubits in that direction, and he is therefore unable to go from one to
the other on one day? No, the case is that he placed one eiruv at
the end of one thousand cubits in the this direction, and he
placed the other eiruv at the end of one thousand cubits in that
direction,HB so that even after acquiring his residence on one side
of the town by means of the first eiruv, he can still go to the spot
where he left the other eiruv for the second day.

 ֵע ֵירב ְ ּב ַרגְ ָליו:ֶא ָּלא ָהא דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב יְהו ָּדה
,אשֹון – ְמ ָע ֵרב ְ ּב ַרגְ ָליו יֹום ׁ ֵשנִי
ׁ יֹום ִר
אשֹון – ְמ ָע ֵרב ַ ּב ּ ַפת
ׁ ֵע ֵירב ַ ּב ּ ַפת ְ ּביֹום ִר
 ָהא ָקא ֵמ ִכין ִמיֹום טֹוב,ְ ּביֹום ׁ ֵשנִי
!ַל ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת

Abaye raised yet another difficulty: But what about that which Rav
Yehuda said: If one established an eiruv with his feet for the first
day, he may establish an eiruv with his feet for the second day; and
if he established an eiruv with bread on the first day, he may establish an eiruv with bread on the second day?N Isn’t he preparing
from a Festival to Shabbat?

BACKGROUND

Two thousand and one thousand – א ְל ּ ַפיִ ם וְ ֶא ֶלף:
ַ If one
lives at point A and established an eiruv at point B, he
cannot walk to point C, where he had placed his second
eiruv. However, if he placed one eiruv at point D, since the
distance from there to point E totals two thousand cubits,
he can reach that spot even if he established his residence
at the site of his eiruv.
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Diagram of different possibilities pertaining to establishment of a residence
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Abaye said to him: But what about that which we learned in the
mishna: What does he do if a Festival occurs on Friday, and he
wishes to establish an eiruv that will be valid for the Festival and
Shabbat? He or his agent takes the eiruv to the spot that he wishes
to establish as his residence on the eve of the first day, and he stays
there with it until nightfall, and then he takes it with him and goes
away. On the eve of the second day, i.e., on Friday afternoon, he or
his agent takes the eiruv back to the same place and stays there with
it until nightfall, and then he may eat the eiruv and go away, if he
so desires. Isn’t he preparing on a Festival for Shabbat? According
to Rabba, this should be considered a prohibited act of preparation.

? ִמי ָס ְב ַר ְּת דְּ ָאזֵ יל וַ ֲא ַמר ִמידֵּ י:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRabba said to him: Do you think that one must go and say some. דְּ ָאזֵ יל וְ ׁ ָש ֵתיק וְ יָ ֵתיבthing at the site of the eiruv, therefore performing an act of preparation? He goes, and is silent, and sits there,NH and he automatically
acquires his residence without having to say or do anything. This
does not fall into the category of prohibited preparation.

 ֶח ְפצֵ י: דְּ ָא ַמר,יֹוחנָן ֶ ּבן נו ִּרי
ָ  ְּכ ַמאן – ְּכ ַר ִ ּביAbaye asked: In accordance with whose opinion do you say that
?יתה
ָ  ֶה ְפ ֵקר קֹונִין ׁ ְש ִבnothing must be said when establishing an eiruv teĥumin? It is in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Nuri, who
said: A sleeping person acquires a Shabbat residence in the spot
where he is sleeping. Even though he is comparable to ownerless
property, ownerless property itself acquires a Shabbat residence
and has its own Shabbat boundary, and there is no need for a person
to establish a residence for it in a particular spot.
 ַעד ָּכאן ָלא ּ ְפ ִליגִ י ַר ָ ּבנַן.ימא ַר ָ ּבנַן
ָ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֵּת
,יֹוחנָ ן ֶ ּבן נו ִּרי – ֶא ָּלא ְ ּביָ ׁ ֵשן
ָ יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ ֲע ֵל
 דְּ ִאי ָ ּב ֵעי, ֲא ָבל ְ ּבנֵיעֹור.דְּ ָלא ָמצֵ י ָא ַמר
–  ַאף ַעל ַ ּגב דְּ ָלא ֲא ַמר,ימר ָמצֵ י ָא ַמר
ַ ְל ֵמ
.ְּכ ַמאן דַּ ֲא ַמר דָּ ֵמי

 ִאי ֲהוָ ה:יה ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ַרב ָחנִין ְל ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
 ל ֹא יְ ַה ֵּל ְך:יה ְל ָמר ָהא דְּ ַתנְ יָ א
ּ ׁ ְש ִמ ַיע ֵל
,יכה
ָ ָא ָדם ְלסֹוף ָ ׂש ֵדה ּו ֵל ַידע ַמה ִהיא צְ ִר
ַּכּיֹוצֵ א ּבֹו

HALAKHA

A person may not walk to the end of his field – ל ֹא
יְ ַה ֵּל ְך ָא ָדם ְלסֹוף ָ ׂש ֵדה ּו: It is prohibited to walk in one’s
fields on Shabbat for the purpose of determining what
they will require after Shabbat. This rule only applies
when it is evident that this is one’s intention (Magen
Avraham; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 306:1).

Rabba replied: Even if you say that my statement is in accordance
with the opinion of the Rabbis, the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi
Yoĥanan ben Nuri only with regard to a sleeping person, who
cannot say anything, as he is asleep. Consequently, he cannot acquire a Shabbat residence. However, with regard to one who is
awake, since if he wanted to speak he could speak, even though
he did not say that he is acquiring his Shabbat residence, he is
considered as one who did say that statement.
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.יה
ּ יה וְ ָלא ֲה ַדר ֵ ּב
ּ  ׁ ְש ַמע ֵל, וְ ל ֹא ִהיאThe Gemara rejects this argument: And this is not correct. Rabba
ְּ מֹוכ ָחא ִמ
 ָה ָכא – ָלאו,יל ָתא
ְ –  ָה ָתםheard this baraita but did not retract his ruling, as a distinction can
be drawn between the cases. There, in the baraita pertaining to one
.מֹוכ ָחא ִמ ְּיל ָתא ִהיא
ְ
who walks to the end of his field, or one who strolls at the entrance
to the city, it is clear to all observers that he is doing so in order to
determine what work the field needs after Shabbat, or to enter the
bathhouse immediately after Shabbat, respectively. Whereas here,
with regard to an eiruv, it is not clear to others that one’s actions are
for the purpose of establishing an eiruv.
 ׁ ְש ַמ ֲע ָתא: ִאי צו ְּר ָבא ֵמ ַר ָ ּבנַן הוּא – ָא ְמ ִרינָןThe Gemara explains: If he is a Torah scholar [tzurva merabbanan],L
: וְ ִאי ַעם ָה ָא ֶרץ הוּא – ָא ְמ ִרינָן.יה
ּ  ְמ ׁ ַש ְכ ֵּתwe, the observers, would say: Perhaps his study pulled him, i.e., he
.יה
ּ  ַח ָּמ ָרא ִא ְיר ַּכס ֵלwas engrossed in his study and was not paying attention to where
he was going. And if he is an ignoramus, we would say: Perhaps he
lost his donkey and went to look for it. His actions give no indication that he is going to establish an eiruv for the following day, as
establishing an eiruv does not require any recognizable action.

NOTES

The entrance to the city and a bathhouse – ּ ֶפ ַתח ְמ ִדינָ ה
ו ֶּמ ְר ָחץ: The question may be asked: In these circumstances, why can’t the same argument, that onlookers
might conclude that one went to look for his donkey or
was engrossed in his studies, be made? The difference
in the case of a bathhouse is that one will not simply
walk toward it; he will wait at the entrance to the bathhouse. However, this is not the case with regard to one
who is establishing his eiruv, since he does not stay
there but returns immediately (Maharam of Lublin).
LANGUAGE

Torah scholar [tzurva meirabbanan] – צו ְּר ָבא ֵמ ַר ָ ּבנָן:
This refers to a Torah scholar, particularly a young scholar. Since ancient times, authorities have disagreed as to
the linguistic source of this expression. Some relate the
word tzurva to tzarevet, which connotes something hot
and scorching like fire. This describes a young scholar’s
manner in his Torah studies (Rav Hai Gaon). Other commentaries explain that it means vigor and strength, and
they find support for this interpretation from other talmudic expressions. The word would therefore be similar
to the Arabic root رضب, d'rb, which also denotes vigor
and strength (Ran; Arukh).

 ֵע ֵירב ְ ּב ַרגְ ָליו ְ ּביֹום: ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה, ּגו ָּפאThe Gemara now examines Rav Yehuda’s statement itself, which was
 ֵע ֵירב ַ ּב ּ ַפת.אשֹון – ְמ ָע ֵרב ְ ּב ַרגְ ָליו ַ ּב ׁ ּ ֵשנִי
ׁ  ִרcited in the course of the previous discussion. Rav Yehuda said: If
.אשֹון – ְמ ָע ֵרב ַ ּב ּ ַפת ְ ּביֹום ׁ ֵשנִי
ׁ  ְ ּביֹום ִרone established an eiruv with his feet on the eve of the first day, he
may establish an eiruv with his feet on the eve of the second day
as well. If he established an eiruv with bread that he deposited in
the place where he wishes to acquire his place of rest on the eve of
the first day, he may establish an eiruv with bread on the eve of the
second day as well.
.אשֹון – ְמ ָע ֵרב ְ ּב ַרגְ ָליו ַ ּב ׁ ּ ֵשנִי
ׁ  ֵע ֵירב ַ ּב ּ ַפת ָ ּב ִרIf he established an eiruv with bread on the eve of the first day, and
אשֹון – ֵאין ְמ ָע ֵרב ַ ּב ּ ַפת
ׁ  ֵע ֵירב ְ ּב ַרגְ ָליו ָ ּב ִרhis eiruv was eaten, he may change and establish an eiruv with his
. ׁ ֶש ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ַ ּב ְּת ִח ָּלה ַ ּב ּ ַפת, ַ ּב ׁ ּ ֵשנִיfeet on the eve of the second day. However, if he established an
eiruv with his feet on the eve of the first day, he may not establish
an eiruv with bread on the eve of the second day, as one may not
initially establish an eiruv with bread on a Festival for the sake of
Shabbat because it is prohibited to prepare on a Festival for Shabbat.
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Rabba bar Rav Ĥanin said to Abaye: If the Master, Rabba, had
heard that which was taught in the following baraita: A person
may not walk to the end of his fieldH on Shabbat to determine
what work and repair it requires, which will be done after Shabbat.
Similarly,

 ל ֹא יְ ַטּיֵ יל ָא ָדם ַעל ּ ֶפ ַתח ְמ ִדינָ ה ְּכ ֵדיa person may not stroll at the entrance to the city toward the end
N
.יה
ּ  ׁ ֶשּיִ ָּכנֵס ַל ֶּמ ְר ָחץ ִמּיָ ד – ֲה ַדר ֵ ּבof Shabbat or a Festival in order to enter a bathhouse immediately upon the conclusion of Shabbat, then Rabba would have retracted his statement with regard to an eiruv. This baraita indicates
that even walking on Shabbat for something one needs after Shabbat
falls into the category of prohibited preparation.

NO
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