Perek VI
Daf 74 Amud a
BACKGROUND

. ַעד ׁ ֶשּיְ ה ּו ָ ּב ִּתים וַ ֲחצֵ ירֹות ּ ְפתו ִּחין ְלתֹוכֹוunless there are houses and courtyards opening into it. This formu ֲא ִפילּ ּו ַ ּביִ ת ֶא ָחד וְ ָחצֵ ר: ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמרlation implies that there must be at least two courtyards, each of which
. ֲא ִפילּ ּו חו ְּר ָ ּבה:יֹוחנָן ָא ַמר
ָ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי. ַא ַחתcontains at least two houses. In the absence of these conditions, however, it is not considered an alleyway that can be permitted by means
of a side post or a cross beam. And Shmuel said: Even one house
without a courtyard and one courtyard with just one house is enough.
And Rabbi Yoĥanan said: Even a ruin and a courtyard with a house
suffice for a side post or a cross beam to render carrying in an alleyway
permitted.

A vineyard path – ש ִביל ׁ ֶשל ְּכ ָר ִמים:
ְׁ

Illustration of an alleyway opening to a courtyard that includes one
house, as well as a vineyard path opening into the alleyway
NOTES

Rabbi Yoĥanan followed his regular line of reasoning – יה
ָ אזְ ָדא ַר ִ ּבי:ָ Tosafot discuss the relation
ּ יֹוחנָן ְל ַט ְע ֵמ
ship between Rabbi Yoĥanan’s ruling that the halakha
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon,
and his ruling that an alleyway connected to a ruin
can be rendered permitted for carrying through a side
post or a cross beam. Apparently, there is no direct link
between these two rulings, as Shmuel also rules in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, but he
does not accept Rabbi Yoĥanan’s opinion in the case of
a ruin. Rav holds that the Sages issued a decree to pre
vent one from carrying from one courtyard to another.
Therefore, since it is prohibited to carry in a ruin, one
may not carry within an alleyway that is attached to a
ruin. Although Shmuel does not agree that the Sages
issued such a decree, he nevertheless maintains that a
ruin is not of sufficient importance to grant an area the
status of an alleyway that can be rendered permitted
for carrying through a side post or cross beam.
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׳ו

יֹוחנָן
ָ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי:יֹוסף
ֵ יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י ְל ַרב
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
:יה
ּ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ִ ּב ׁ ְש ִביל ׁ ֶשל ְּכ ָר ִמים? ֲא ַמר ֵל
 דַּ ֲחזִ י,יֹוחנָן ֶא ָּלא ְ ּבחו ְּר ָ ּבה
ָ ל ֹא ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
 ֲא ָבל ׁ ְש ִביל ׁ ֶשל ְּכ ָר ִמים דְּ ָלא ֲחזִ י.ְל ִד ָירה
.ְל ִד ָירה – ָלא

Abaye said to Rav Yosef: Did Rabbi Yoĥanan say that even a vineyard pathB and a courtyard with a house suffice to allow a side post or
a cross beam to render carrying in the alleyway permitted? He said
to him: Rabbi Yoĥanan said his ruling only in the case of a ruin,
which is fit to serve as a residence. However, a vineyard path, which
is not fit to serve as a residence, is not sufficient.

 וְ ָאזְ ָדא:ָא ַמר ַרב ה ּונָ א ַ ּבר ִח ָּיננָ א
(א ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
ָ , דִּ ְתנַ ן,יה
ָ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ יֹוחנָ ן ְל ַט ְע ֵמ
ּג
ּ
, וְ ֶא ָחד ַק ְר ּ ֵפיפֹות,) ֶא ָחד ַג ֹות:ׁ ִש ְמעֹון
וְ ֶא ָחד ֲחצֵ רֹות – ְר ׁשוּת ַא ַחת ֵהן ְל ֵכ ִלים
 וְ ל ֹא ְל ֵכ ִלים ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ְבת ּו,תֹוכן
ָ ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ְבת ּו ְל
.ְ ּבתֹוךְ ַה ַ ּביִ ת

Rav Huna bar Ĥinnana said: And Rabbi Yoĥanan followed his
regular line of reasoningN in this regard, as we learned in a mishna
that Rabbi Shimon said: Roofs, enclosures, and courtyards are all
considered one domain with regard to vessels that rested inside
them at the beginning of Shabbat. Therefore, it is permitted to carry
vessels that were in one of these areas at the beginning of Shabbat to
any of the other areas. However, they are not considered the same
domain with regard to vessels that rested inside the house at the
beginning of Shabbat. If the homeowners did not join the courtyard
by means of an eiruv, it is prohibited to carry vessels from their houses
to the roof, enclosure, or courtyard.

 וְ הוּא, ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון: וְ ָא ַמר ַרבAnd Rav said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of
 ֲא ָבל ֵע ְירב ּו – ָ ּגזְ ִרינַן דִּ ְיל ָמא,ּ ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ֵע ְירבוRabbi Shimon. And this is only in a case where the residents of the
. ָא ֵתי ְל ַא ּפ ֵֹוקי ָמאנֵי דְּ ָב ִּתים ֶל ָחצֵ רcourtyards did not establish an eiruv for each courtyard, so that they
may only carry the vessels left in the courtyards, but they may not take
out vessels from their houses into their courtyards. However, if they
established an eiruv for each courtyard, we decree against carrying
even vessels that were in the courtyard when Shabbat began, lest they
come to take out objects from their houses to the courtyard. This
would lead to the mistake of carrying those objects from one courtyard to another, which is prohibited.
.ּ ֵ ּבין ֵע ְירב ּו ו ֵּבין ל ֹא ֵע ְירבו:ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר
, ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון:יֹוחנָן
ָ וְ ֵכן ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
 ָלא: ַא ְל ָמא.ֵּ ּבין ֵע ְירב ּו ו ֵּבין ל ֹא ֵע ְירבו
ָ ּגזְ ִרינַן דִּ ְיל ָמא ָא ֵתי ְל ַא ּפ ֵֹוקי ָמאנֵי דְּ ָב ִּתים
 ָלא ָ ּגזְ ִרינַן דִּ ְיל ָמא ָא ֵתי: ָה ָכא נַ ִמי.ֶל ָחצֵ ר
.ְל ַא ּפ ֵֹוקי ָמאנֵי דְּ ָחצֵ ר ְלחו ְּר ָ ּבה

And Shmuel said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Shimon, whether the residents of the courtyards established
an eiruv for each courtyard or whether they did not establish an
eiruv for each courtyard. And so too, Rabbi Yoĥanan said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, whether
they established an eiruv for each courtyard or whether they did not
establish an eiruv for each courtyard. Apparently, Rabbi Yoĥanan
maintains that we do not decree against carrying vessels that began
Shabbat in the courtyard lest they come to take out objects from
their houses to the courtyard. Here too, with regard to an alleyway
that contains a ruin, we do not decree against carrying in the alleyway
lest they come to take out objects from the courtyard to the ruin
by carrying it through the alleyway. Although the ruin is not included
in the eiruv, as it has no residents, and one may not carry objects into
it, Rabbi Yoĥanan is not concerned that one might come to carry in
this prohibited manner.

, וְ ָק ָא ַמר ְל ָהא ׁ ְש ַמ ֲע ָתא,יְ ֵתיב ַרב ְ ּברוּנָ א
 ֲא ַמר:יה ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָעזָ ר ַ ּבר ֵ ּבי ַרב
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל. ִאין:יה
ּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ָה ִכי?! ֲא ַמר ֵל
 ֲא ָתא.יה
ּ  ַא ֲחוֵ י ֵל,יה
ּ ֵַא ֲחוֵ י ִלי או ׁ ְּש ּ ִפיז
 ֲא ַמר ָמר:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל,יה דִּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ּ ְל ַק ֵּמ
. ִאין:יה
ּ ָה ִכי? ֲא ַמר ֵל

Rav Beruna sat and recited this halakha stated by Shmuel, that an
alleyway containing one house and one courtyard can be rendered
permitted for carrying by means of a side post or a cross beam. Rabbi
Elazar, a student of a Torah academy, said to him: Did Shmuel really say this? Rav Beruna said to him: Yes, he did. He said to him:
Show me his lodging and I will go and ask him myself, and he showed
him. Rabbi Elazar came before Shmuel and said to him: Did the
Master actually say this? Shmuel said to him: Yes, I did.

 ֵאין ָלנ ּו ְ ּב ֵעירו ִּבין: וְ ָהא ָמר הוּא דְּ ָא ַמרRabbi Elazar raised the following objection: Wasn’t it the Master
 ׁ ֶש ַה ָּמ בֹוי,  ֶא ָּלא ִּכ ְל ׁשֹון ִמ ׁ ְשנָ ֵתינ ּוhimself who said concerning a different issue: With regard to the
.יש ֵּתיק
ְ ׁ  ַל ֲחצֵ ירֹות ֶּכ ָחצֵ ר ַל ָ ּב ִּתים! ִאhalakhot of eiruv, we have only the wording of our mishna. The
mishna states that an alleyway is to its courtyards like a courtyard
is to its houses, which indicates that an alleyway must have at least
two courtyards in order to be considered an alleyway and be rendered permitted for carrying through a side post or cross beam.
Shmuel was silentN and did not answer him.
ֵיה? ָּתא
ּ  אֹו ל ֹא ִק ְ ּב ָל ּה ִמ ּינ,ֵיה
ּ ִק ְ ּב ָל ּה ִמ ּינ
יה
ָ  דְּ ַההוּא ְמ:ׁ ְש ַמע
ּ בֹואה דַּ ֲהוָ ה דָּ יֵ יר ֵ ּב
יה ֶל ְחיָ יא ו ׁ ְּש ָרא
ּ  ֲע ַבד ֵל,ִאיבוּת ַ ּבר ִא ִיהי
.יה ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ּ ֵל

The Gemara asks: Did Shmuel’s silence indicate that he accepted
Rabbi Elazar’s objection and retracted his statement, or did he not
accept it from him? The Gemara attempts to bring a proof from the
following incident. Come and hear: There was a certain alleyway
that Ivut bar Ihi lived in, which contained only one house and one
courtyard. He erected a side post for it, and Shmuel permitted
him to carry in it.

NOTES

Shmuel was silent – יש ֵּתיק
ְ ׁ א:ִ This is not the only instance
when a Sage failed to respond to an objection raised
against his opinion. However, the meaning of such silence
is not always evident. It might be a result of the Sage’s
inability to answer, or he may have thought that the ques
tion lacked substance and was unworthy of a response.
Tosafot gauge the reply according to the relationship
between the two parties. If the questioner is merely a
student, the silence should be taken as a dismissal, but if
he is a colleague or a peer, it as a sign that the Sage could
not find an answer. Nevertheless, even if the Sage was
unable to think of a reply, this does not necessarily imply
a retraction on his part. The difficulty is sometimes not
that severe, and despite the objection, the ruling stands.
In our case, it is also possible that Shmuel retracted his
other ruling rather than this one.
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בֹואה
ָ  ְמ: ֲא ַמר.ֲא ָתא ַרב ָענָ ן ׁ ַשדְּ יֵ ּה
יה דְּ ָמר
ּ יה וְ ָא ֵתינָ א ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ
ּ דְּ ָדיַ ְירנָ א ֵ ּב
יה
ְ ׁ נֵיתי ַרב ָענָ ן ַ ּבר ַרב
ֵ ,ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ּ ֵנִישדַּ ּי
.ֵיה
ּ ְ  ל ֹא ִק:ִמן?! ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה
ּ יב ָל ּה ִמ ּינ

Following Shmuel’s death, Rav Anan came and threw the side post
down, thus indicating to Ivut bar Ihi that it is prohibited to carry in
the alleyway, as a side post is effective only for an alleyway that has
at least two courtyards containing at least two houses each. Ivut bar
Ihi said with resentment: The alleyway in which I have been living
and walking based on a ruling in the name of Master Shmuel, shall
Rav Anan bar Rav come now and throw its side post away from
me? The Gemara comments: Learn from the fact that this side post
remained intact throughout Shmuel’s lifetime that he did not accept
Rabbi Elazar’s objection.

BACKGROUND

A synagogue attendant [ĥazzana] – חּזָ נָא:ַ In the talmudic
period, the word ĥazzan referred to an attendant, espe
cially a synagogue attendant. The attendant was charged
with various synagogue-related duties, including the care
of the children who came to study there, and occasionally
with protecting the synagogue from thieves.

–  וְ ָה ָכא,יב ָל ּה ִמ ָּינ ּה
ּ ְ  ִק: ְימא ָלך
ָ עֹולם ֵא
ָ  ְלThe Gemara rejects this proof. Actually, you can say that Shmuel
N
,יה
ֵ  ַחּזָ נָ א הוּא דַּ ֲהוָ ה ָא ֵכיל נַ ֲה ָמא ְ ּב ֵבaccepted Rabbi Elazar’s objection and retracted his opinion, and
ּ ית
NB
.נִיש ָּתא
ְ ׁ  וְ ָא ֵתי ָ ּביֵ ית ְ ּב ֵבי ְּכhere there was a synagogue attendant [ĥazzana] who would eat
bread in his own house that was located elsewhere, but would
come and sleep in the synagogue, which was open to the alleyway.
יתא
ָּ  ְמקֹום ּ ִפ:יהי ָס ַבר
ִ יבוּת ַ ּבר ִא
ּ  וְ ִאAnd Ivut bar Ihi holds that the place where a person eats his bread
 ְמקֹום: דְּ ָא ַמר,יה
ּ  ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ְל ַט ְע ֵמ, ָ ּג ֵריםdetermines his place of residence. Therefore, he did not consider
. ִלינָ ה ָ ּג ֵריםthe synagogue a residence, as the attendant would eat elsewhere,
and Ivut bar Ihi thought that Shmuel had permitted him to set up a
side post for his alleyway even though he lived there by himself. In
fact, however, this was not the case, as Shmuel followed his regular
line of reasoning, as he said: The place where a person sleeps
determines his place of residence. Since the attendant would sleep
in the synagogue, it was considered a residence. Consequently, the
alleyway contained two houses and courtyards, and could be made
permitted for carrying by means of a side post or a cross beam.

NOTES

Did Shmuel retract – ה ִאם ָחזַ ר ּבֹו ְשמו ֵּאל:ַ In the Babylonian
Talmud, the proof that Shmuel did not retract his statement is
successfully rejected without it being proven that he accepted
Rabbi Elazar’s objection. In the Jerusalem Talmud, however, it is
simply stated that Rav and Shmuel both agree that it is permit
ted to carry in an alleyway only if the alleyway is connected to
houses and courtyards.

that this was of no consequence, because in his opinion the
factor that determines a person’s place of residence is the loca
tion where he eats, while Shmuel maintained that one’s place
of residence is determined by where one sleeps. Nevertheless,
since the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav, even
if the attendant continued living there, this would not have af
fected the status of the alleyway, as Rav rules that one’s place
of residence is where one eats. Therefore, Ivut bar Avin was the
A synagogue attendant – נֶסת
ֶ חּזָ נָ א ֵ ּבית ַה ְּכ:ַ Rashi implies that only resident of the alleyway. Consequently, carrying could not
this attendant lived in the synagogue during Shmuel’s lifetime, be permitted through the construction of a side post or cross
before moving away when Shmuel died. Ivut bar Avin thought beam (Rashba).
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BACKGROUND

An alleyway, one side of which was occupied by a gentile and one
side of which was occupied by a Jew – ָמבֹוי ׁ ֶש ִ ּצידּ ֹו ֶא ָחד גֹּוי וְ צִ ידּ ֹו ֶא ָחד
יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל: According to Rashi’s explanation, the two adjacent Jewish
courtyards are linked by means of a window. According to Tosafot’s
explanation, the alleyway is connected to several courtyards of Jews
as well as one belonging to a gentile.

 ָמבֹוי: ָא ַמר ַרב,ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה
ׁ ֶש ִ ּצידּ ֹו ֶא ָח ד גּ ֹוי וְ צִ ידּ ֹו ֶא ָח ד
יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל – ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין אֹותֹו דֶּ ֶר ְך
 ְל ַה ִּתירֹו דֶּ ֶר ְך ּ ְפ ָת ִח ים,ַח ּלֹונֹות
.ַל ָּמבֹוי

Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: With regard to an alleyway,
one side of which was occupied by a gentileNH and one side
of which was occupied by a Jew,B and the house of the Jew was
connected to the houses of other Jews via windows but not via
doors, and those other houses open directly into the public
domain, the residents of the houses on the side of the alleyway
where the Jews live may not establish an eiruv through the
windowsN in order to render it permitted for the residents
of the other houses to carry through the doors of the house
leading to the alleyway.

 ָא ַמר ַרב:יֹוסף
ֵ יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י ְל ַרב
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלAbaye said to Rav Yosef: Did Rav say this even with regard
 דְּ ִאי. ִאין:יה
ּ  ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֶ ּב ָחצֵ ר? ֲא ַמר ֵלto a courtyard, one side of which was occupied by a gentile
? ָלא ָא ַמר ַמאיand the other side of which was occupied by a Jew whose house
was connected through windows to the houses of other Jews?
He said to him: Yes, as even if he did not say so, what would
be the difference? It is the exact same principle.H
 ַט ְע ָמא דְּ ַרב ִמ ׁ ּשוּם:ֲהוָ ה ָא ִמינָ א
נִיתר ְ ּב ֶל ִחי
ָּ דְּ ָק ָס ַבר ֵאין ָמ בֹוי
 ַעד ׁ ֶשּיְ ה ּו ָ ּב ִּתים וַ ֲחצֵ ירֹות,קֹורה
ָ ְו
.ּ ְפתו ִּחין ְלתֹוכֹו

Case as explained by Rashi

Abaye responded: I would have said that the rationale for the
opinion of Rav is because he holds that an alleyway cannot
be rendered permitted for carrying within it with a side post
and a cross beam unless there are houses and courtyards
opening into it.

 דְּ ִא י,יכא
ָ  וְ ַת ְר ֵּתי ָל ָּמ ה ִלי? צְ ִרRav Yosef said: If that were the reason, why would I need two
 ֵמ ַה ִהיאrulings regarding the same issue? Rav already stated that an
alleyway can be rendered permitted for carrying within it only
if it has houses and courtyards opening into it. Abaye explained
that both rulings are necessary. As, if Rav had taught this
halakha only from that general ruling,

Case as explained by Tosafot.

NOTES

An alleyway, one side of which was occupied by a
gentile – מבֹוי ׁ ֶש ִ ּצידּ ֹו ֶא ָחד גּ ֹוי:ָ Some of the ge’onim sug
gested the following explanation of this case, and the
Rambam may have agreed with this interpretation: There
were several Jewish courtyards on one side of the alley
way, in addition to one courtyard of a gentile. The Jew
ish residents of the alleyway wanted to establish an eiruv
together via their windows so that their courtyards would
be considered a single residence. This would give them the
status of a single individual living in the same place that a
gentile lives, and they would not have to rent the gentile’s
share in the alleyway in order to be permitted to carry there.
Rav ruled that they cannot be considered like an individual

in this manner, and they would have to rent the gentile’s
share of the alleyway (Me’iri).
Through the windows – דֶּ ֶר ְך ַח ּלֹונֹות: Rashi explains that
the same principle applies if they wished to do so through
the doors, and Rav was merely using a typical example. The
Ri, in Tosafot, explains that Rav specifically meant windows,
because if the houses were linked by doorways, the Jew
would continue living next to the gentile without concern
for his safety even if he would not establish an eiruv with
the other Jews. Consequently, there is no reason to prohibit
the Jews living there from establishing an eiruv (Maharsha,
citing Mordekhai).

HALAKHA

An alleyway, one side of which was occupied by a
gentile – מבֹוי ׁ ֶש ִ ּצידּ ֹו ֶא ָחד גּ ֹוי:ָ If an alleyway has a gentile
living on one side and Jews living on the other, the Jews
may not establish an eiruv utilizing common windows to
render it permitted to carry through the doors of the Jew
whose house is adjacent to and opens into the alleyway. If
the courtyards of the Jews are linked by doors, it is permit
ted to establish an eiruv (Tosafot; Rosh), although some
prohibit establishing an eiruv even in such a case (Rambam
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Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Eiruvin 5:18; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 390:1).
A courtyard occupied by a gentile – חצֵ ר ׁ ֶשּיֵ ׁש ּבֹו גֹּוי:ָ If one
side of a courtyard was occupied by a gentile, and the Jew
ish residents established an eiruv by way of the windows
that linked their houses, it is prohibited for them to carry
into the courtyard, as stated by Rav Yosef (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 382:19).

