Perek VI
Daf 75 Amud a
 ָקא. דִּ ַירת גֹּוי – ׁ ְש ָמ ּה דִּ ָירה:ֲהוָ ה ָא ִמינָ א
. דְּ ִד ַירת גּ ֹוי ל ֹא ׁ ְש ָמ ּה דִּ ָירה:ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן
 ָלא יָ ַד ֲענָ א:וְ ִאי ֵמ ָה ָכא – ֲהוָ ה ָא ִמינָ א
. ָ ּב ִּתים ְּת ֵרין: ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן,ָ ּב ִּתים ַּכ ָּמה

I would have said that the residence of a gentile is considered a
residence with regard to defining an area as an alleyway. Therefore,
he teaches us that the legal status of the residence of a gentile is
not considered a full-fledged residence in this regard. And if Rav
had taught this halakha only from the ruling here, with regard to
gentiles, I would have said that I do not know how many houses
there are. Therefore, he teaches us that there must be at least two
houses and two courtyards.

 ַט ְע ָמא, ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב ֲא ִפילּ ּו ָחצֵ רNow that Rav has said that this halakha applies even to a courtyard,
 ָאסוּר ַל ֲע ׂשֹות יָ ִחיד: דְּ ַרב דְּ ָקא ָס ַברthis implies that the reason for the opinion of Rav is that he holds:
. ִ ּב ְמקֹום גּ ֹויIt is prohibited for an individual to establish his home in the place
where a gentile resides. Consequently, he is prohibited from establishing an eiruv, so that the difficulties of living there will force him
to move.
 ַהיְ ינ ּו דִּ ׁ ְש ַמ ֲענָ א, ִאי ָה ִכי:יֹוסף
ֵ  ֲא ַמר ַרבRav Yosef said: If so, this is why I heard Rabbi Tavla say: A gentile,
N
 גּ ֹוי גּ ֹוי ְּת ֵרי: דַּ ֲא ַמר,יה ְל ַר ִ ּבי ַט ְב ָלא
ּ  ֵלa gentile, two times while teaching this subject, even though I did
. וְ ָלא יְ ַד ֲענָ א ַמאי ֲא ַמר,ימנֵי
ְ ִ זnot understand then what he meant to say. Now I realize that he
was speaking about both an alleyway and a courtyard.

mishna

With regard to two courtyards, one of which
,מתני׳ ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֲחצֵ ירֹות זֹו ִל ְפנִים ִמּזֹו
was within the other,H and the outer one
– נִימית וְ ל ֹא ֵע ְיר ָבה ַה ִחיצֹונָ ה
ִ ֵע ְיר ָבה ַה ּ ְפ
opened into the public domain, the following distinctions apply: If
. וְ ַה ִחיצֹונָ ה ֲאסו ָּרה,נִימית מו ֶּּת ֶרת
ִ  ַה ּ ְפthe inner courtyard established an eiruv for itself and the outer one
did not establish an eiruv, carrying in the inner one is permitted
and carrying in the outer one is prohibited.
יהן
ֶ נִימית – ׁ ְש ֵּת
ִ ַה ִחיצֹונָ ה וְ ל ֹא ַה ּ ְפ
–  ֵע ְיר ָבה זֹו ְל ַעצְ ָמ ּה וְ זֹו ְל ַעצְ ָמ ּה.ֲאסוּרֹות
 וְ זֹו מו ֶּּת ֶרת ִ ּב ְפנֵי,זֹו מו ֶּּת ֶרת ִ ּב ְפנֵי ַעצְ ָמ ּה
.ַעצְ ָמ ּה

If the outer courtyard established an eiruv and the inner one did
not, carrying in both is prohibited, as the residents of the inner
courtyard pass through the outer one, and are considered to a certain extent as residents of the courtyard who did not participate in
the eiruv. If this courtyard established an eiruv for itself, and that
courtyard also established an eiruv for itself, but they did not establish a joint eiruv with one another, this one is permitted by itself,
and that one is permitted by itself, but they may not carry from
one to the other.

NOTES

A gentile, a gentile, two times – ימנֵי
ְ ִגֹּוי גֹּוי ְּת ֵרי ז: Several
explanations have been suggested for this expression.
Later commentaries debate the implications for this dis
cussion of Rashi’s two explanations. Rabbeinu Ĥananel
explains that two statements were issued in the name of
Rav: The first is that the place where a gentile lives is not
halakhically considered a residence. The second is that it
is prohibited to live on one’s own in the same courtyard
as a gentile. According to this explanation, Rav Yosef did
indeed hear two rulings regarding a gentile. Since he
heard only that word, he was unaware of the precise topic
of each teaching.
HALAKHA

Two courtyards, one within the other – ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֲחצֵ ירֹות זֹו
ל ְפנִים ִמּזֹו:ִ If there were two courtyards, one located inside
the other, and the residents of each made their own eiruv,
they are permitted to carry only within their courtyard. If
the residents of the inner courtyard made an eiruv but the
residents of the outer courtyard did not, or if one of the
residents of the outer one forgot to participate in the eiruv,
the people living in the inner courtyard are permitted to
carry, but those living in the outer one are prohibited from
carrying. If the residents of the outer courtyard made an
eiruv but the residents of the inner one did not, or if one of
the residents of the inner courtyard forgot to participate
in the eiruv, it is prohibited to carry in both courtyards.
The residents of the inner courtyard, who may not carry
in their own courtyard, render carrying in the outer one
prohibited as well (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 378:2).
Individuals – יְ ִח ִידים: If two courtyards, one positioned
within the other, are each occupied by a single individ
ual, the residents are not required to establish an eiruv
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 378:4).

יסת
ַ  ׁ ֶשדְּ ִר,אֹוסר ַה ִחיצֹונָ ה
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ֲע ִק ָיבאRabbi Akiva prohibits carrying in the outer one even in such a case,
 ֵאין:אֹומ ִרים
ְ  וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים.אֹוס ְר ָּת ּה
ַ  ָה ֶרגֶ לas the right of entry to the outer courtyard enjoyed by the residents
.אֹוס ְר ָּת ּה
ַ יסת ָה ֶרגֶ ל
ַ  דְּ ִרof the inner courtyard renders it prohibited. And the Rabbis disagree and say: The right of entry enjoyed by the residents of the
inner courtyard does not render it prohibited. Since the residents
of the inner courtyard do not use the outer one other than to pass
through it, and they are permitted to carry in their own courtyard,
they do not render it prohibited to carry in the outer courtyard.
–  ׁ ָש ַכח ֶא ָחד ִמן ַה ִחיצֹונָ ה וְ ל ֹא ֵע ֵירבIf one resident of the outer courtyard forgot and did not contribute
 ִמן. וְ ַה ִחיצֹונָ ה ֲאסו ָּרה,נִימית מו ֶּּת ֶרת
ִ  ַה ּ ְפto the eiruv, carrying in the inner courtyard is permitted and in the
.יהן ֲאסוּרֹות
ֶ נִימית וְ ל ֹא ֵע ֵירב – ׁ ְש ֵּת
ִ  ַה ּ ְפouter one is prohibited. If one resident of the inner courtyard
forgot and did not contribute to the eiruv, they are both prohibited, as the right of way enjoyed by the members of the inner courtyard through the outer courtyard renders the outer one prohibited
as well.
 וְ ׁ ָש ַכח ֶא ָחד,נָ ְתנ ּו ֵעירו ָּבן ְ ּב ָמקֹום ֶא ָחד
נִימית ֵ ּבין ִמן ַה ִחיצֹונָ ה וְ ל ֹא
ִ ֵ ּבין ִמן ַה ּ ְפ
 וְ ִאם ָהי ּו ׁ ֶשל.יהן ֲאסוּרֹות
ֶ ֵע ֵירב – ׁ ְש ֵּת
.יכין ְל ָע ֵרב
ִ יְ ִח ִידים – ֵאינָן צְ ִר



If the residents of both courtyards put their eiruv in one place, and
one person, whether he was from the inner courtyard or from the
outer one, forgot and did not contribute to the eiruv, they are both
prohibited for carrying within them, as the two courtyards are
treated as one. And if the courtyards belonged to individuals,H i.e.,
if only one person lived in each courtyard, they are not required to
establish an eiruv, as this requirement applies only to a courtyard
occupied by multiple residents.
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NOTES

The foot of one who is prohibited does not render
it prohibited – אֹוס ֶרת
ֶ רגֶ ל ָה ֲאסו ָּרה ֵאינָ ּה:ֶ The com
mentaries question how Rabbi Yannai, according to
Rav Dimi, derived this view of the Rabbis, as the only
opinion explicitly mentioned in the mishna that a
foot does not prohibit in a different place relates
to a foot that is permitted in its own place. Some
explain that this view is derived based on an infer
ence from the statement of the Rabbis recorded in
the mishna. Since they said: A right of entry does
not render it prohibited to carry, as opposed to
stating simply: It does not render it prohibited to
carry, the indication is that according to the Rabbis,
a right of entry never renders it prohibited to carry
(Rashba; Ritva).

gemara

: ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יַ ַּנאי,ימי
ִ ִּגמ׳ ִּכי ֲא ָתא ַרב ד
ּ  ֲא ִפ: דְּ ָא ַמר,יבא
יל ּו
ָ זֹו דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֲע ִק
אֹוס ֶרת ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא
ֶ – קֹומ ּה
ָ ֶרגֶ ל ַה ּמו ֶּּת ֶרת ִ ּב ְמ
 ְּכ ׁ ֵשם:אֹומ ִרים
ְ  ֲא ָבל ֲח ָכ ִמים.קֹומ ּה
ָ ִ ּב ְמ
אֹוס ֶרת – ָּכ ְך ֶרגֶ ל
ֶ ׁ ֶש ֶרגֶ ל ַה ּמו ֶּּת ֶרת ֵאינָ ּה
.אֹוס ֶרת
ֶ ָה ֲאסו ָּרה ֵאינָ ּה

When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to
Babylonia he said in the name of Rabbi Yannai: This mishna, which states that if the residents of the outer courtyard established an eiruv but the residents of the inner one did not,
they are both prohibited from carrying, is the statement of Rabbi
Akiva, who said: Even the foot of one who is permitted in its own
place, i.e., even someone from a courtyard in which he is permitted
to carry, renders it prohibited when he is not in its own place. If he
enjoys the right of entry to another courtyard he is considered like a
resident of that courtyard as well, and if he does not participate in the
eiruv, no one in that courtyard may carry. However, the Rabbis say:
Just as the foot of one who is permitted in its own place does not
render it prohibited to carry in another courtyard, so too, the foot of
one who is prohibited in his place does not render it prohibited to
carry in another courtyard.N Consequently, if only the residents of the
outer courtyard established an eiruv, the residents of the inner one do
not render it prohibited to carry in the outer courtyard.

יהן
ֶ נִימית – ׁ ְש ֵּת
ִ  ֵע ְיר ָבה ִחיצֹונָ ה וְ ל ֹא ּ ְפ:ְּתנַן
ימא ַר ִ ּבי ֲע ִק ָיבא – ַמאי
ָ  ַמ ּנִי? ִא ֵיל.ֲאסוּרֹות
ּיל
!ִא ְיריָא ֶרגֶ ל ֲאסו ָּרה? ֲא ִפ ּו ֶרגֶ ל מו ֶּּת ֶרת נַ ִמי
.ֶא ָּלא ָלאו – ַר ָ ּבנַן

We learned in the mishna: If the residents of the outer courtyard
established an eiruv and the residents of the inner courtyard did not,
they are both prohibited. Whose opinion is this? If you say it is that
of Rabbi Akiva, why discuss particularly the case of a foot that is
prohibited, i.e., a case where the inner courtyard did not establish an
eiruv? According to Rabbi Akiva, even a foot that is permitted also
renders it prohibited to carry. Therefore, even if the residents of the
inner courtyard had established an eiruv, they would still render it
prohibited to carry in the outer courtyard. Rather, is it not in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis? This would indicate that the
Rabbis agree that one who may not carry in his own courtyard does,
in fact, render it prohibited to carry in a different courtyard through
which he has right of entry, contrary to Rabbi Yannai’s claim.

. וְ ״ל ֹא זֹו ַאף זֹו״ ָק ָתנֵי,עֹולם ַר ִ ּבי ֲע ִק ָיבא
ָ  ְלThe Gemara rejects this argument: Actually, this part of the mishna
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, and he teaches the
mishna employing the style: Not only this but also that. In other
words, he begins by teaching the halakha in a relatively straightforward
case and then proceeds to a more complicated example. Consequently, the mishna should be understood as follows: Not only is it prohibited to carry in both courtyards if the residents of the outer courtyard
established an eiruv and the residents of the inner one did not, but
even if the residents of both courtyards established separate eiruvin, it
remains prohibited to carry in the outer one.
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 ֵע ְיר ָבה זֹו ְל ַעצְ ָמ ּה וְ זֹו ְל ַעצְ ָמ ּה – זֹו:ְּתנַ ן
 וְ זֹו מו ֶּּת ֶרת ִ ּב ְפנֵי,מו ֶּּת ֶרת ִ ּב ְפנֵי ַעצְ ָמ ּה
–  ָהא ל ֹא ֵע ְיר ָבה, ַט ְע ָמא – דְּ ֵע ְיר ָבה.ַעצְ ָמ ּה
.יהן ֲאסוּרֹות
ֶ ׁ ְש ֵּת

The Gemara continues: We learned in the mishna: If this courtyard
established an eiruv for itself, and that courtyard also established
an eiruv for itself, but the two courtyards did not establish a joint eiruv
with one another, this one is permitted by itself, and that one is
permitted by itself, but it is prohibited to carry from one courtyard
to the other. The reason both courtyards are permitted by themselves
is that the residents of the inner courtyard established an eiruv. By
inference, if they did not establish an eiruv carrying in both would
be prohibited.

 ֶרגֶ ל ַה ּמו ֶּּת ֶרת: דְּ ָא ַמר,וְ ָהא ַהאי ַּת ָּנא
 ַמ ּנִי,אֹוס ֶרת
ֶ  ֶרגֶ ל ָה ֲאסו ָּרה,אֹוס ֶרת
ֶ ֵאינָ ּה
ּ ימא ַר ִ ּבי ֲע ִק ָיבא ִהיא – ֲא ִפ
יל ּו
ָ ָהא? ִא ֵיל
.ֶרגֶ ל ַה ּמו ֶּּת ֶרת נַ ִמי! ֶא ָּלא ָלאו – ַר ָ ּבנַן ִהיא
ישא ָלאו
ָ ׁ  ִמדְּ ֵס ָיפא ַר ִ ּבי ֲע ִק ָיבא – ֵר,וְ עֹוד
!ַר ִ ּבי ֲע ִק ָיבא

But this tanna, who said that the foot of one who is permitted in his
own place does not render it prohibited to carry, while the foot of
one who is prohibited in its own place does render it prohibited to
carry, who is this tanna? If you say it is Rabbi Akiva, there is a difficulty, as he holds that even the foot of one who is permitted in its
own place also renders it prohibited to carry in a different place. Rather, is it not the opinion of the Rabbis, which indicates that the Rabbis
agree that the foot of one who is prohibited in its own place does, in
fact, render it prohibited to carry in a different place, in contrast to the
statement of Rabbi Yannai? And furthermore, from the fact that the
latter clause that follows immediately states the opinion of Rabbi
Akiva, it is clear that the first clause, with which Rabbi Akiva disagrees,
is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva.

,יח ְּס ָרא
ַ  וְ ַח ּס ֵֹורי ִמ,ּכו ָּּל ּה ַר ִ ּבי ֲע ִק ָיבא ִהיא
–  ֵע ְיר ָבה זֹו ְל ַעצְ ָמ ּה וְ זֹו ְל ַעצְ ָמ ּה:וְ ָה ִכי ָק ָתנֵי
 וְ זֹו מו ֶּּת ֶרת ִ ּב ְפנֵי,זֹו מו ֶּּת ֶרת ִ ּב ְפנֵי ַעצְ ָמ ּה
 ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים – ׁ ֶש ָע ְ ׂש ָתה.ַעצְ ָמ ּה
 ֲא ָבל ל ֹא ָע ְ ׂש ָתה דַּ ָ ּקה – ִחיצֹונָ ה,דַּ ָ ּקה
 ׁ ֶש ַר ִ ּבי ֲע ִק ָיבא. דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֲע ִק ָיבא,ֲאסו ָּרה
יסת ָה ֶרגֶ ל
ַ  ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶשדְּ ִר,אֹוסר ֶאת ַה ִחיצֹונָ ה
ֵ
יסת
ַ  ֵאין דְּ ִר:אֹומ ִרים
ְ  וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים,אֹוס ֶרת
ֶ
.אֹוס ֶרת
ֶ ָה ֶרגֶ ל

The Gemara responds: The entire mishna is in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Akiva, and it is incomplete and teaches the following: If this courtyard established an eiruv for itself, and that
courtyard also established an eiruv for itself, but they did not establish a joint eiruv with one another, this one is permitted by itself, and
that one is permitted by itself, but they may not carry from one to
the other. In what case is this statement said? In a case where the
inner courtyard constructed a small partition at its entrance. However, if it did not construct a partition, the outer courtyard is prohibited. This is the statement of Rabbi Akiva, as Rabbi Akiva prohibits carrying in the outer courtyard because the right of entry
enjoyed by the members of the inner courtyard renders it prohibited
to carry. And the Rabbis say: The right of entry enjoyed by the
members of the inner courtyard does not render it prohibited to
carry.

 וְ ִאם ָהי ּו ׁ ֶשל:ְמ ִתיב ַרב ֵ ּב ָיבי ַ ּבר ַא ַ ּביֵ י
 ָהא ׁ ֶשל.יכין ְל ָע ֵרב
ִ יְ ִח ִידים – ֵאין צְ ִר
 ֶרגֶ ל: ַא ְל ָמא.יכין ְל ָע ֵרב
ִ ַר ִ ּבים – צְ ִר
 ֶרגֶ ל,אֹוס ֶרת
ֶ קֹומ ּה – ֵאינָ ּה
ָ ַה ּמו ֶּּת ֶרת ִ ּב ְמ
.אֹוס ֶרת
ֶ – ָה ֲאסו ָּרה

Rav Beivai bar Abaye raised an objection based upon the final clause
of the mishna: And if the courtyards belonged to individuals, i.e., if
only one person lived in each courtyard, they are not required to
establish an eiruv. Doesn’t this indicate that if they belong to many
people jointly, they need to establish an eiruv? Apparently, the foot
of one who is permitted in his own place does not render it prohibited, but the foot of one who is prohibited in his own place does
render it prohibited. This contradicts Rabbi Yannai’s understanding
of Rabbi Akiva’s opinion.

 ׁ ָש ַכח ֶא ָח ד ִמן:וְ עֹוד ְמ ִתיב ָר ִבינָ א
,נִימית מו ֶּּת ֶרת
ִ ַה ִחיצֹונָ ה וְ ל ֹא ֵע ֵירב – ַה ּ ְפ
נִימית
ִ  ׁ ָש ַכח ֶא ָחד ִמן ַה ּ ְפ.יצֹונָ ה ֲאסו ָּרה
ּ וְ ִח
 ַט ְע ָמא.יהן ֲאס ּורֹות
ֶ וְ ל ֹא ֵע ֵירב – ׁ ְש ֵּת
.יהן מו ָּּתרֹות
ֶ  ָהא ל ֹא ׁ ָש ַכח – ׁ ְש ֵּת,דְּ ׁ ָש ַכח
 ֶרגֶ ל,אֹוס ֶרת
ֶ  ֶרגֶ ל ַה ּמו ֶּּת ֶרת – ֵאינָ ּה:ַא ְל ָמא
.אֹוס ֶרת
ֶ – ָה ֲאסו ָּרה

And Ravina raised a further objection from the mishna: If one resident of the outer courtyard forgot and did not contribute to the eiruv,
the inner courtyard is permitted for carrying and the outer one is
prohibited. If one resident of the inner courtyard forgot and did not
contribute to the eiruv, both courtyards are prohibited, as the right
of way enjoyed by the members of the inner courtyard through the
outer courtyard renders the outer one prohibited as well. The reason
is that one of the residents forgot to contribute to the eiruv. But if he
did not forget, and each courtyard established its own valid eiruv,
both of them would be permitted. Apparently, the foot of one who
is permitted in his own place does not render it prohibited to carry,
but the foot of one who is prohibited in his own place does render
it prohibited to carry. This cannot be in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Akiva, as he holds that even the foot of one who is permitted
in his own place renders it prohibited to carry elsewhere. Rather, it
must be the opinion of the Rabbis, which proves that even they agree
that the foot of one who is prohibited in his own place does render a
different courtyard prohibited.

: ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יַ ַּנאי, ִּכי ֲא ָתא ָר ִבין,ֶא ָּלא
 ַת ָּנא ַק ָּמא:ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ַמ ֲח לֹוקֹות ַ ּבדָּ ָבר
 ֶרגֶ ל,אֹוס ֶרת
ֶ  ֶרגֶ ל ַה ּמו ֶּּת ֶרת – ֵאינָ ּה:ָס ַבר
: ַר ִ ּבי ֲע ִק ָיבא ָס ַבר.אֹוס ֶרת
ֶ – ָה ֲאסו ָּרה
ּ ֲא ִפ
 וְ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן.אֹוס ֶרת
ֶ
– יל ּו ֶרגֶ ל ַה ּמו ֶּּת ֶרת
 ְּכ ׁ ֵשם ׁ ֶש ֶרגֶ ל מו ֶּּת ֶרת ֵאינָ ּה:ַ ּב ְת ָר ֵאי ָס ְב ִרי
.אֹוס ֶרת
ֶ אֹוס ֶרת – ָּכךְ ֶרגֶ ל ָה ֲאסו ָּרה ֵאינָ ּה
ֶ

Rather, this version must be rejected, and when Ravin came from
Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia he cited a different version. Rabbi Yannai
said: There are three disputes with regard to this matter. The first
tanna holds that the foot of one who is permitted in his own place
does not render it prohibited to carry elsewhere, but the foot of one
who is prohibited in his own place does render it prohibited to
carry. Rabbi Akiva holds that even the foot of one who is permitted
in his own place renders it prohibited to carry in a different place.
And the latter Rabbis hold that just as the foot of one who is permitted in his own place does not render it prohibited to carry, so too,
the foot of one who is prohibited does not render it prohibited to
carry. This explanation resolves all of the difficulties posed earlier.

NOTES

A mnemonic: Outer; for itself; in the house of an
individual; Ravina; where the inner one did not
forget –  ִחיצּ ֹונָ ה ַעצְ ָמ ּה ְ ּב ַביִ ת יְ ִח ָיד ָאה ָר ִבינָ א דְּ ָלא:ימן
ָ ִס
מ ׁ ְש ַּכח ִ ּב ְפנִים:ַ The author of the Ge’on Ya’akov explains
this mnemonic as a reference to the difficulties the
Gemara has already raised against Rav Dimi’s state
ment in the name of Rabbi Yannai: If the inhabitants
of the outer courtyard established an eiruv; if the
residents of each courtyard established an eiruv for
themselves; Rav Beivai’s question with regard to indi
viduals; and Ravina’s objection concerning a resident
of the inner courtyard who forgot to establish an eiruv.

 ״נָ ְתנ ּו ֵעירו ָּבן ְ ּב ָמקֹום ֶא ָחד וְ ׁ ָש ַכח ֶא ָחדIt was stated in the mishna: If the residents of both courtyards put
? ַמאי ָמקֹום ֶא ָחד:נִימית וכו׳״
ִ  ֵ ּבין ִמן ַה ּ ְפtheir eiruv in one place, and one person, whether he was from the
inner courtyard or from the outer one, forgot and did not contribute
to the eiruv, it is prohibited to carry in both courtyards. The Gemara
asks: What is the meaning of one place? Is the halakha different if the
two courtyards established their eiruv in one place or in different
places?
יצֹונָ ה ַעצְ ָמ ּה ְ ּב ַביִ ת יְ ִח ָיד ָאה
ָ (ס
ִ Before continuing, the Gemara provides a mnemonic for the ensuing
ּ  ִח:ימן
). ָר ִבינָ א דְּ ָלא ַמ ׁ ְש ַּכח ִ ּב ְפנִיםdiscussion: Outer; for itself; in the house of an individual; Ravina;
where the inner one did not forget.N
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NOTES

One place is referring to the outer courtyard – ָמקֹום
א ָחד ִחיצּ ֹונָ ה:ֶ The reason the mishna did not explicitly state
that they placed the eiruv in the outer courtyard is that
one might have thought that the reason it was invalid is
that it was left in the courtyard itself rather than in one of
the houses. Therefore, the mishna used the phrase one
place, to indicate that the eiruv was left in a safe location
(Shoshanim LeDavid).

 ו ַּמאי,יצֹונָ ה
ּ  ִח: ָא ַמר ַרב, ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדהRav Yehuda said that Rav said: The mishna is referring to a case
״מקֹום ֶא ָחד״ – ָמקֹום ַה ְּמיו ָּחד
ָ  ָקר ּו ָל ּהwhen the residents of both courtyards established their eiruv in the
N
.יהן
ֶ  ִל ׁ ְש ֵּתouter courtyard. And why did they call it one [eĥad] place? Because it is a place that is designated [meyuĥad] for the residents of
both courtyards, as the members of the inner one also pass through
the outer courtyard. Therefore, if a member of the outer courtyard
forgot to contribute to the eiruv, the inner courtyard is also prohibited. Since the eiruv of the inner courtyard is located in the outer
courtyard, the residents of the inner courtyard cannot separate
themselves from the outer one. However, if the eiruv was deposited
in the inner courtyard and a member of the outer courtyard forgot
to contribute to the eiruv, carrying in the inner courtyard is permitted, because in that situation they can separate themselves from the
outer courtyard.

Perek VI
Daf 75 Amud b
HALAKHA

If they placed their eiruv in the outer courtyard – נָ ְתנ ּו
עירו ָּבן ַ ּב ִחיצּ ֹונָ ה:ֵ If the residents of two courtyards, one in
side the other, established a joint eiruv and placed it in
the outer courtyard, but one of the residents forgot to
participate in the eiruv, the residents of both courtyards
are prohibited from carrying. When the eiruv is placed in
the inner courtyard, the following distinction applies: If a
resident of the outer courtyard forgot to contribute to the
eiruv, the residents of the inner one are permitted to carry
and those of the outer courtyard are prohibited from car
rying. If the one who forgot to contribute was a resident of
the inner courtyard, the inhabitants of both courtyards are
prohibited from carrying, in accordance with the opinion
of the Rabbis (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 378:3).
NOTES

To our benefit and not to our detriment – ְל ַת ּקֹונֵי
ֹּותי
ֵ יך וְ ָלא ְל ַעו
ְ ש ַּית ְפ ִּת:
ִ ׁ A similar expression is found in the
context of the halakhot of agents: I sent you for my benefit,
but not for my detriment. The rationale is that an agent,
or in this case an eiruv, is appointed to benefit the one
who sent him or who established the eiruv. If the mission
causes harm, the one who sent the messenger can say
that he did not appoint him as his agent for such an even
tuality, thus nullifying the agency entirely. This claim is
acceptable only where the agent improperly overstepped
the bounds of his agency. Similarly, in this case, since a
member of the courtyard failed to join the eiruv, the eiruv
itself can be canceled.

,יצֹונָ ה
ּ  נָ ְתנ ּו ֵעירו ָּבן ַ ּב ִח:ַּתנְיָא נַ ִמי ָה ִכי
יצֹונָ ה ו ֵּבין ִמן
ּ וְ ׁ ָש ַכח ֶא ָחד ֵ ּבין ִמן ַה ִח
.יהן ֲאסוּרֹות
ֶ נִימית וְ ל ֹא ֵע ֵירב – ׁ ְש ֵּת
ִ ַה ּ ְפ
 וְ ׁ ָש ַכח ֶא ָחד ִמן,נִימית
ִ נָ ְתנ ּו ֵעירו ָּבן ַ ּב ּ ְפ
.יהן ֲאסוּרֹות
ֶ נִימית וְ ל ֹא ֵע ֵירב – ׁ ְש ֵּת
ִ ַה ּ ְפ
יהן
ֶ יצֹונָ ה וְ ל ֹא ֵע ֵירב – ׁ ְש ֵּת
ּ ִמן ַה ִח
 וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים. דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֲע ִק ָיבא,ֲאסוּרֹות
יצֹונָ ה
ִ  ָ ּבזֹו ּ ְפ:אֹומ ִרים
ְ
ּ נִימית מו ֶּּת ֶרת וְ ִח
.ֲאסו ָּרה

That was also taught in a baraita: If they placed their eiruv in the
outer courtyard,H and one person forgot to contribute to the eiruv,
whether he is a resident of the outer courtyard or of the inner one,
they are both prohibited. If they put their eiruv in the inner courtyard, and one resident of the inner courtyard forgot to contribute
to the eiruv, they are both prohibited. Similarly, if one of the residents of the outer courtyard did not contribute to the eiruv, they
are both prohibited. This is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. And
the Rabbis disagree and say: In this case, where the eiruv was deposited in the inner courtyard and the person who forgot to contribute to the eiruv was a resident of the outer one, the inner courtyard is permitted and the outer one is prohibited.

 ַמאי:יה ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ָחנָ ן ְל ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
– נִימית מו ֶּּת ֶרת
ִ ׁ ְשנָ א ְל ַר ָ ּבנַ ן דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי ּ ְפ
 ְל ַר ִ ּבי.ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ַא ְח ָדא ַד ׁ ּ ָשא ו ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ְּמ ׁ ָשא
יחד ַד ׁ ּ ָשא ו ְּת ׁ ַש ֵּמ ׁש! ֲא ַמר
ַ  ֵּת:ֲע ִק ָיבא נַ ִמי
. ֵעירוּב ַמ ְר ִ ּג ָיל ּה:יה
ּ ֵל

Rabba bar Ĥanan said to Abaye: What is different according to
the Rabbis, who say that the inner courtyard is permitted? It is
because the residents of the inner courtyard can shut the door of
their courtyard to the members of the outer one and use the inner
courtyard on their own. But if so, according to Rabbi Akiva as well,
let the residents of the inner courtyard shut the door of their courtyard to the members of the outer one and use their courtyard on
their own. Abaye said to him: If the eiruv of the outer courtyard was
not placed in the inner courtyard, your argument would be valid.
But the fact that the eiruv is deposited in the inner courtyard accustoms the residents of the outer courtyard to enter it.

:יל ּה! דְּ ָא ְמ ָרה
ָ  ְל ַר ָ ּבנַ ן נַ ִמי ֵעירוּב ַמ ְר ִ ּגThe Gemara asks: If so, according to the Rabbis as well we should
.ֹּותי
ֵ ית ְפ ִּתיךְ וְ ָלא ְל ַעו
ַּ  ְל ַת ּקֹונֵי ׁ ִשsay that the placement of the eiruv in the inner courtyard accustoms
the residents of the outer courtyard to enter it. The Gemara answers:
The reasoning of the Rabbis is that the members of the inner courtyard can say to the members of the outer one: We joined with you
in a single eiruv to our benefit, and not to our detriment.N Since
one of your residents forgot to contribute to the eiruv, we no longer
acquiesce to this partnership.
 ְל ַת ּקֹונֵ י:ימא
ָ  ֵּת,יבא נַ ִמי
ָ ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֲע ִק
:ֹּותי! דַּ ֲא ָמ ָרה ָל ּה
ֵ יך וְ ָלא ְל ַעו
ְ ית ְפ ִּת
ַּ ׁ ִש
ּ  וְ ַר ָ ּבנַן – ֵאין ִ ּב.ְמ ַב ְּט ִלינַן ָלךְ ְר ׁשו ִּתי
יטוּל
.ְר ׁשוּת ֵמ ָחצֶ ר ְל ָחצֵ ר
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The Gemara asks: According to Rabbi Akiva as well, let the residents of the inner courtyard say to the residents of the outer courtyard: We joined with you to our benefit and not to our detriment.
The Gemara answers that according to Rabbi Akiva, the case is that
the residents of the outer courtyard said to the residents of the inner
courtyard: We renounce our rights in your favor, in which case
the inhabitants of the inner courtyard are permitted to carry in their
own courtyard. Consequently, his ruling that the inner courtyard is
also prohibited applies only before the residents of the outer courtyard renounce their rights. And the Rabbis hold that there is no
renunciation of rights from courtyard to courtyard.

יֹוחנָן ִ ּב ְפלוּגְ ָּתא דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן
ָ ימא ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל וְ ַר ִ ּבי
ָ  ֵלThe Gemara asks: Let us say that Shmuel and Rabbi Yoĥanan,
 וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֲע ִק ָיבא ָקא ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י; דִּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמרwho disagree about whether there is renunciation of rights from
?יֹוחנָן דְּ ָא ַמר ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֲע ִק ָיבא
ָ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי, ְּכ ַר ָ ּבנַןone courtyard to another, disagree about the same point that was
the subject of a disagreement between the Rabbis and Rabbi
Akiva. As Shmuel said that there is no renunciation of rights from
one courtyard to another, in accordance with the opinion of the
Rabbis, and Rabbi Yoĥanan said that such renunciation is valid,
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva.
 ֲאנָ א דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְל ַר ִ ּבי:ָא ַמר ָלךְ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ֲע ִק ָיבא; ַעד ָּכאן ָלא ָק ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֲע ִק ָיבא
,ָה ָכא – ֶא ָּלא ִ ּב ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֲחצֵ ירֹות זֹו ִל ְפנִים ִמּזֹו
 ֲא ָבל ָה ָתם – ִמי ָקא ָא ְס ָרן.דְּ ָא ְס ַרן ַא ֲה ָד ֵדי
?ַא ֲה ָד ֵדי

; ֲאנָ א דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְל ַר ָ ּבנָן:יֹוחנָן ָא ַמר
ָ וְ ַר ִ ּבי
ַעד ָּכאן ָלא ָק ָא ְמ ִרי ַר ָ ּבנָ ן ָה ָכא – ֶא ָּלא
 ַאדְּ ְמ ַב ְּט ַל ְּת ִלי – ָקא ָא ְס ַר ְּת:דַּ ֲא ַמ ָר ּה ָל ּה
? ֲא ָבל ָה ָתם – ִמי ָק ָא ְס ַר ְּת ֲע ָל ּה.ֲע ַלאי

The Gemara responds: Shmuel could have said to you: What I
said is even in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva.
Rabbi Akiva stated his opinion that there is renunciation of rights
from one courtyard to another only here, with regard to two
courtyards, one within the other, which render each other prohibited. However, there, where they disagree about two adjacent
courtyards, do the courtyards render each other prohibited?
Consequently, even Rabbi Akiva would agree that there is no
renunciation of rights from one courtyard to another.
And Rabbi Yoĥanan could have said: What I said is even in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. The Rabbis stated their
opinion that there is no renunciation of rights from one courtyard
to another only in the case here, as the residents of the inner
courtyard said to the residents of the outer courtyard: Until you
renounce your rights in our favor, you render it prohibited for
us to carry, and therefore, we will have no connection with you and
forgo both the renunciation and the prohibition. But there, does
one courtyard prohibit the other? Since it does not, even the Rabbis would agree that there is renunciation from one courtyard to
another.

,יֹוסף
ֵ  ֲא ַמר ַרב. ״וְ ִאם ָהי ּו ׁ ֶשל יְ ִח ִידים וְ כו׳We learned in the mishna: And if the courtyards belonged to in. ָהי ּו ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה – ֲאסו ִּרין: ָּתנֵי ַר ִ ּביdividuals, i.e., if only one person lived in each courtyard, they are
not required to establish an eiruv. Rav Yosef said: Rabbi Yehuda
HaNasi teaches that if there were three people living in the two
courtyards, whether two people lived in the outer courtyard and
one person in the inner one, or two people lived in the inner courtyard and one person lived in the outer one, they are prohibitedN
from carrying without an eiruv.
 ֲאנָ א,יה
ּ  ָלא ְּתצַ ּיְ ת ּו ֵל:ֲא ַמר ְלה ּו ַרב ֵ ּב ָיבי
יה דְּ ַרב ַאדָּ א ַ ּבר
ֲ ית ּה
ָ ָא ְמ ִר
ּ  ו ִּמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ,נִיה ָל ּה
קֹורא
ֵ הֹואיל וַ ֲאנִי
ִ :נִיה ָל ּה
ֲ ַא ֲה ָבה ָא ְמ ִר ָית ּה
יה
ֵ  ֲא ַמר ַרב.ָ ּב ֶהן ַר ִ ּבים ַ ּב ִחיצֹונָ ה
ּ  ָמ ֵר:יֹוסף
.יח ַלף ִלי
ֲ דְּ ַא ְב ָר ָהם! ַר ִ ּבים ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי ִא

NOTES

If there were three people living in the two courtyards, they are prohibited – הי ּו ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ֲאסו ִּרין:ָ Rabbeinu
Ĥananel, the Rif, and others explain this discussion differ
ently. According to their understanding, the statement:
If there were three they are prohibited, refers to three
courtyards, one within the other, with a single person
living in each. The meaning of this statement is that
despite the mishna’s principle that individuals do not
render carrying prohibited, in such a case they do, be
cause the members of the inner courtyards must pass
through the outer one. This causes the outer courtyard
to be treated as a courtyard inhabited by many people,
where it is prohibited to carry without an eiruv. Accord
ing to this explanation, Shmuel disagrees completely
with Rav Adda bar Ahava, who prohibits carrying only
in a case where two people live in the same courtyard.
HALAKHA

Two in the inner courtyard – נִימית
ִ ש ַּתיִ ם ַ ּב ּ ְפ:
ְ ׁ If two
individuals reside in two separate courtyards, one
within the other, they are permitted to carry without
an eiruv. However, if there are two people living in the
inner courtyard, an eiruv is required. This ruling is in ac
cordance with the opinion of Shmuel, whose opinion
is accepted over the opinion of Rav Adda bar Ahava
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 378:5).
A gentile is considered like many – גֹּוי ֲה ֵרי הוּא ְּכ ַר ִ ּבים:
If a Jew and a gentile live in an inner courtyard and a
Jew lives in the outer one, the residents of the inner
courtyard render it prohibited for the Jew living in the
outer courtyard to carry. The same applies even if the
gentile lives alone in the inner courtyard while the two
Jews occupy the outer courtyard (Rashi; Tosafot). The
Rambam prohibits carrying in the latter case even if
there is only one Jew residing in the outer courtyard
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 382:17).

Rav Beivai said to the Sages: Do not listen to him, as he is mistaken. I told it to him, and I told it to him in the name of Rav
Adda bar Ahava, not Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, but due to his illness
Rav Yosef forgot this detail. And the reason that the residents of
both courtyards are prohibited from carrying if two people are
living in the outer courtyard is that since I call them many in the
outer courtyard, the Sages issued a decree prohibiting carrying,
due to a case in which there are two people living in the inner
courtyard. When he heard this, Rav Yosef said in astonishment:
Master of Abraham! I mistook the word Rabbi for the word many
[rabbim]. He now realized that he had mistakenly understood this
ruling as attributed to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi rather than a halakha
regarding many, an error that led to his inaccurate version of the
teaching.

 ַעד ׁ ֶשּיְ ה ּו,עֹולם מו ָּּתרֹות
ָ  ְל: ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמרAnd Shmuel said: Actually, they are permitted, unless there are
H
.נִימית וְ ֶא ָחד ַ ּב ִחיצֹונָ ה
ִ  ׁ ְשנַיִ ם ַ ּב ּ ְפtwo people living in the inner courtyard and one in the outer
one.
 ַמאי. וְ גֹוי ֲה ֵרי הוּא ְּכ ַר ִ ּבים:ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָעזָ ר
– ׁ ְשנָ א יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל דְּ ָלא ֲא ַסר – דְּ ַמאן דְּ יָ ַדע
. ֵעירו ֵּבי ֵע ֵירב: ו ַּמאן דְּ ָלא יָ ַדע – ָס ַבר,יָ ַדע
–  דְּ ָלא יָ ַדע, דְּ יָ ַדע – יָ ַדע: ָא ְמ ִרינַן,גּ ֹוי נַ ִמי
! ֲאגִ ֵירי אֹוגַ ר:ָס ַבר



Rabbi Elazar said: And a gentile is considered like many,H i.e., if
a gentile lives in the inner courtyard, the gentile’s right of way in
the outer courtyard renders it prohibited to carry there. The Gemara asks: What is different about an individual Jew living in the
inner courtyard, that he does not prohibit the resident of the
outer courtyard? Because one who knows that only one person
lives there knows this fact, and one who does not know this
thinks that an eiruv has been established. If so, in the case of a
gentile also, we should say that one who knows that only one
person lives there knows, and one who does not know this thinks
that the Jew must have rented the domain from the gentile.
הע ףד:  ׳ו קרפ. Perek VI . 75b
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Gatehouse – בית ׁ ַש ַער:ּ ֵ The term gatehouse in this context is
not used in the same way it is used in other contexts. In gen
eral, a gatehouse is a structure made for the watchman who
guards the gate, and it is not considered a place of a residence
in its own right (see Tosafot). The Gemara here indicates that
even a place that serves as a passageway only on Shabbat is
considered a gatehouse with regard to the halakhot of an eiruv.
An example is a house between two courtyards through which
people pass in order to place an eiruv (Me’iri).
HALAKHA

The outer house of the innermost one – נִימי
ִ חיצּ ֹון ׁ ֶשל ּ ְפ:ִ
If there are several houses, one within the other, only the two
inner ones are required to establish an eiruv, because the oth
ers are considered gatehouses. This ruling is in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan, as the halakha follows his
view rather than the opinion of Shmuel (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 370:7).
BACKGROUND

Two courtyards that have three houses between them – ׁ ְש ֵּתי
ינֵיהן
ֶ חצֵ ירֹות ו ׁ ְּשל ׁ ָֹשה ָב ִּתים ֵ ּב:ֲ

Residents of each courtyard place their eiruv in the middle house, as indicated
by the arrows. Each of the houses that is adjacent to both the middle house and
the courtyard is considered to be a gatehouse.

יתא – דְּ אֹוגַ ר ִמ ְיפ ָעא
ָ  ְס ָתם גֹוי ִאי ִאThe Gemara answers: This is not so, as a typical gentile, if he had
. ּ ָפ ֵעיrented out his domain, he would chatter about it, and everyone
would know. If he has not talked about it, everyone will assume
that he did not rent out his domain.
 ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה: ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל, ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדהRav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: If there are ten houses, one
נֹותן ֶאת
ֵ נִימי
ִ  ָ ּב ִּתים זֶ ה ִל ְפנִים ִמּזֶ ה – ּ ְפwithin the other, so that the person living in the innermost house
. וְ ַדּיֹו, ֵעירוּבֹוmust pass through all the rest in order to reach the courtyard, the
innermost one alone contributes to the eiruv for the courtyard,
and it is enough. The residents of the other houses are considered
as living in the gatehouse and corridor of the innermost one, and
therefore they do not have to contribute to the eiruv.
,יצֹון
ָ  וְ ַר ִ ּביAnd Rabbi Yoĥanan said: Even the outer one must contribute
ּ  ִח.יצֹון
ּ  ֲא ִפילּ ּו ִח:יֹוחנָן ָא ַמר
N
.נִימי
ִ יצֹון ׁ ֶשל ּ ְפ
ּ  ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַער הוּא! ִחto the eiruv. The Gemara asks: The outer residence is a gatehouse
in relation to the inner ones, so why should it have to contribute
to the eiruv? The Gemara answers that Rabbi Yoĥanan was referring to the outer house of the innermost one.H In other words,
even the second-to-last house, the outer one only in relation to
the innermost house, must contribute to the eiruv, as it is not
viewed as a gatehouse.
 ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַער: ְ ּב ַמאי ָק ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י? ָמר ָס ַברThe Gemara explains: With regard to what principle do they
 ָלא: ו ָּמר ָס ַבר,יה ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַער
ִ ְּ דdisagree? One Sage, Shmuel, holds that the gatehouse of an
ּ יָחיד ׁ ְש ֵמ
.יה ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַער
ּ  ׁ ְש ֵמindividual is considered a gatehouse, and therefore the ninth
house, i.e., the second innermost is also a gatehouse, as it serves
as a passageway for the individual living in the innermost house,
and one Sage, Rabbi Yoĥanan, holds that the gatehouse of an
individual is not considered a gatehouse, and therefore the ninth
house must also contribute to the eiruv.
, ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ֲאבו ּּה,ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן
 ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֲחצֵ ירֹות ו ׁ ְּשל ׁ ָֹשה ָ ּב ִּתים:ָא ַמר ַרב
נֹותן ֵעירוּבֹו
ֵ ְ זֶ ה ָ ּבא דֶּ ֶרךְ זֶ ה ו,ינֵיהן
ֶ ֵ ּב
נֹותן ֵעירוּבֹו
ֵ ְ וְ זֶ ה ָ ּבא דֶּ ֶר ְך זֶ ה ו,ָ ּבזֶ ה
– ָ ּבזֶ ה

Rav Naĥman said that Rabba bar Avuh said that Rav said: With
regard to two courtyards that have three houses between them,B
and a resident of this courtyard comes through this house that
opens to his courtyard and places his eiruv in that middle house,
and a resident of this other courtyard comes through this house
that opens to his courtyard and places his eiruv in that middle
house,

נַע ָ ׂשה
ֲ  וְ זֶ ה,נַע ָ ׂשה ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַער ָלזֶ ה
ֲ זֶ ה
יה ַ ּביִ ת
ּ  ֶא ְמצָ ִעי ֲהוָ ה ֵל.ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַער ָלזֶ ה
יתן
ֵּ יך ִל
ְ  וְ ֵאין צָ ִר,ִיחין ּבֹו ֵעירוּב
ִ ׁ ֶש ַּמ ּנ
.ֶאת ַה ּ ַפת

this outer house becomes a gatehouse to this courtyard, and that
outer house becomes a gatehouse to that courtyard, and therefore the residents of the outer houses need not contribute to the
eiruv. The middle house between them is the house in which the
eiruv is placed, and therefore its residents need not contribute
bread for the eiruv.H

 ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֲחצֵ רֹות:ָ ּב ֵדיק ְלה ּו ַר ֲח ָבה ְל ַר ָ ּבנַן
 זֶ ה ָ ּבא דֶּ ֶר ְך זֶ ה,ינֵיהם
ֶ ו ׁ ְּשנֵי ָב ִּתים ֵ ּב
 וְ זֶ ה ָ ּבא דֶּ ֶרךְ זֶ ה וְ נָ ַתן,וְ נָ ַתן ֵעירוּבֹו ָ ּבזֶ ה
 אֹו ל ֹא? ִמי, ָקנ ּו ֵעירוּב,ֵעירוּבֹו ָ ּבזֶ ה
ְמ ׁ ַשוֵ ית ְלה ּו ְלגַ ֵ ּבי דְּ ַהאי ַ ּביִ ת ו ְּלגַ ֵ ּבי
דְּ ַהאי ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַער [ו ְּלגַ ֵ ּבי דְּ ַהאי ֵ ּבית
]ׁ ַש ַער ו ְּלגַ ֵ ּבי דְּ ַהאי ַ ּביִ ת

The Sage Raĥava tested the other Sages: If there were two courtyards and two housesH between them, and a resident of this
courtyard came through this house that opens to his courtyard
and placed his eiruv in that house farther from his courtyard, and
a resident of this other courtyard came through this house that
opens to his courtyard and placed his eiruv in that house that
opens to the other courtyard, did they acquire the eiruv or not,
i.e., are the two eiruvin valid? Do you render it a house with regard to this courtyard, whose eiruv was placed there, and a gatehouse with regard to that one who passed through it in order to
place his eiruv in the other house? And similarly, do you render
the other house a gatehouse with regard to this one and a house
with regard to that one?

Perek VI
Daf 76 Amud a
HALAKHA

Need not contribute bread for the eiruv – וְ ֵאין צָ ִריךְ ִל ֵּיתן ֶאת
ה ּ ַפת:ַ If two courtyards were separated by three houses that
opened into one another, the residents of one courtyard may
pass through the house nearest to it and place their eiruv in the
middle house, and the residents of the other courtyard may do
the same. None of the three houses has to contribute to the
eiruv, as the outer houses are considered gatehouses while the
middle house is the one in which the eiruv is placed (Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 379:1).
Two courtyards and two houses – ש ֵּתי ֲחצֵ רֹות ו ׁ ְּשנֵי ָב ִּתים:
ְ ׁ If two
courtyards are separated by two houses and the residents of
each courtyard placed their eiruv in the house closest to the
other courtyard, the eiruvin are not valid, as each has placed
its eiruv in the other courtyard’s gatehouse (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 379:2).
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