NOTES

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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׳ו

;נֵיהן ל ֹא ָקנ ּו ֵעירוּב
ֶ  ׁ ְש:יה
ּ ָא ְמר ּו ֵל
 ִאי ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַער ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּוית:ַמה ַּנ ְפ ׁ ָש ְך
,ֹותן ֶאת ֵעירוּבֹו ְ ּב ֵבית ׁ ַש ַער
ֵ ּ ַהנ,יה
ּ ֵל
 ִאי. ו ִּמ ְר ּ ֶפ ֶסת – ֵאינֹו ֵעירוּב,ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרה
 ָקא ְמ ַט ְל ֵטל ְל ַביִ ת,יה
ּ ַ ּביִ ת ְמ ׁ ַש ֵּוית ֵל
.יה
ּ דְּ ָלא ְמ ָע ֵרב ֵל

The Sages said to Raĥava: Neither of them has acquired his eiruv.
Whichever way you look at it, it is difficult: If you consider either
house a gatehouse, the halakha with regard to one who places
his eiruv in a gatehouse, a porch, or a balcony, is that it is not a
valid eiruv. And if you consider either one a house, he would be
carrying into a house for which he is not establishing an eiruv.
Since the assumption that benefits one of them harms the other,
and there is no way to establish firmly the status of these houses,
the residents of both courtyards fail to acquire their eiruv.

:ּו ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ִמדְּ ָר ָבא? דְּ ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
,ָא ְמר ּו לֹו ׁ ְשנַיִ ם צֵ א וְ ָע ֵרב ָע ֵלינ ּו
ְל ֶא ָחד ֵע ֵירב ָע ָליו ִמ ְ ּבעֹוד יֹום ו ְּל ֶא ָחד
 זֶ ה ׁ ֶש ֵע ֵירב,ֵע ֵירב ָע ָליו ֵ ּבין ַה ׁ ּ ְש ָמ ׁשֹות
ָע ָליו ִמ ְ ּבעֹוד יֹום נֶ ֱא ָכל ֵעירוּבֹו ֵ ּבין
 וְ זֶ ה ׁ ֶש ֵע ֵירב ָע ָליו ֵ ּבין,ַה ׁ ּ ְש ָמ ׁשֹות
– ְַה ׁ ּ ְש ָמ ׁשֹות נֶ ֱא ָכל ֵעירוּבֹו ִמ ׁ ּ ֶש ֶּת ְח ׁ ַשך
!נֵיהם ָקנ ּו ֵעירוּב
ֶ ׁ ְש

Raĥava asked: What makes this case different from the ruling of
Rava? As Rava said: In the case of two people who said to one
person: Go and establish an eiruv of Shabbat limits for each of
us, and he established an eiruv for one of them while it was still
day, and he established an eiruv for the other one during twilight, and the eiruv of the one for whom he established an eiruv
while it was still day was eaten during twilight, and the eiruv of
the one for whom he established an eiruv during twilightH was
eaten after nightfall, both of them have acquired their eiruv.
Twilight is of doubtful status as to whether it is considered day or
night. If it is night, any eiruv established at that time is invalid, and
if it is day, any eiruv eaten at that time is invalid. Rava nonetheless
ruled leniently, despite the fact that two contradictory assumptions are involved, in keeping with the principle that in cases of
doubt relating to an eiruv, the halakha is lenient. Consequently,
with regard to the one whose eiruv was eaten during twilight, it is
considered as though it was already night, and therefore his eiruv
had already taken effect while it was still day before it was eaten.
Conversely, with regard to the one whose eiruv was established
during twilight, that period of time is viewed as day, and therefore
his eiruv is valid as well.

ָה ִכי ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא?! ָה ָתם – ָס ֵפק יְ ָמ ָמא
ְּ ָס ֵפק ֵל ְיליָ א – ָלא ִמינְ ְּכ ָרא ִמ
.יל ָתא
–  ִאי דִּ ְלגַ ֵ ּבי דְּ ַהאי ַ ּביִ ת,ֲא ָבל ָה ָכא
 ִאי ְלגַ ֵ ּבי דְּ ַהאי ֵ ּבית,ְלגַ ֵ ּבי דְּ ַהאי ַ ּביִ ת
.ׁ ַש ַער – ְלגַ ֵ ּבי דְּ ַהאי נַ ִמי ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַער

The Sages respond: How can these cases be compared? There,
where there is uncertainty whether it is day and uncertainty
whether it is night, the matter is not noticeable, as no one sees
exactly when each eiruv was established. But here, where the
houses are clearly distinguishable, if with regard to this one, who
placed his eiruv there, it is a house, then with regard to that one,
who passed through it, it should also be regarded as a house. And
if, with regard to this one, who passed through it, it is a gatehouse, then with regard to that one, who placed his eiruv there,
it should also be considered a gatehouse. Therefore, neither of
them acquires his eiruv.N

הדרן עלך הדר



HALAKHA

An eiruv during twilight – עירוּב ֵ ּבין ַה ׁ ּ ְש ָמ ׁשֹות:ֵ If an agent
established an eiruv for one person before sunset and for an
other during twilight, and the eiruv of the former was eaten
during twilight, and the eiruv of the latter was eaten after night
fall, both eiruvin are valid, as with regard to the halakhot of eiruv
the ruling is lenient (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 379:1).
NOTES

Uncertainties with regard to an eiruv – ס ֵפקֹות ְ ּב ֵעירוּב:ְ Some
commentaries suggest the following explanation as to the
difference between the case in which eiruvin were placed in
two houses, in which case neither one is valid, and the case of
one eiruv that was established during twilight and another that
was established during the day and eaten during twilight, in
which case both are considered valid: In the case of the houses,
since a house is a particular location, it cannot legally be a
gatehouse and a house at the same time. Twilight, however, is
not a single unit of time. It is possible that the earlier part of
twilight is day, while the end of twilight is night. Consequently,
it is possible that the eiruv that was established during twilight
was established during the day, while the other eiruv was eaten
at night. Therefore, there is no necessary contradiction between
the two possibilities. Even according to Rashi’s explanation that
the key point is a matter of appearances, the exact moment of
twilight when day becomes night is not evident to all. On the
other hand, this is not the case with regard to houses (see Ritva;
Rav Tzvi Hirsch Ĥayyot).

וע ףד.  ׳ו קרפ. Perek VI . 76a
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mishna

If there is a window in a wall that separates
 ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה,מתני׳ ַחלּ ֹון ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֲחצֵ ירֹות
between two courtyards,H and the window
.ַעל ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ְ ּבתֹוךְ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ׁ ְשנַיִ ם
measures four by four handbreadths and is within ten handbreadths
. וְ ִאם ָרצ ּו – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ֶא ָחדof the ground, the inhabitants of the courtyards establish two
eiruvin, one for each courtyard. And if they desire, they may establish one eiruv, thereby merging the two courtyards, as they may be
considered as one due to the window.
 אֹו ְל ַמ ְע ָלה, ּ ָפחֹות ֵמ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ַעל ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעהHowever, if the window measures less than four by four hand ֵמ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ׁ ְשנַיִ ם וְ ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִביןbreadths, or if it is above ten handbreadths from the ground, it is no
. ֶא ָחדlonger considered a valid opening, and the two courtyards cannot
be considered a single courtyard. Therefore, the residents establish
two eiruvin, but they may not establish one eiruv.

gemara

With regard to the mishna’s determination
ימא ְּתנַ ן ְס ָת ָמא ְּכ ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן
ָ גמ׳ ֵל
that the size of the window must be four by
 ּכֹל ּ ָפחֹות ֵמ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה: דְּ ָא ַמר,יאל
ֵ ַ ּג ְמ ִל
four handbreadths, the Gemara asks: Let us say that we learned an
! ְּכ ָלבוּד דָּ ֵמיunattributed mishna in accordance with the previously cited opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, who said: Any gap less than
four handbreadths is considered lavud, i.e., two objects are considered connected if the space between them is less than four handbreadths. That would explain why the window must be four handbreadths in size, as otherwise it would be considered as though it
were sealed, based on the principle of lavud.
ּ ֲא ִפ
 ַעד ָּכאן ָלא ּ ְפ ִליגִ י.ימא ְּכ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
ָ יל ּו ֵּת
– יאל
ֵ יה דְּ ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל
ּ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן ֲע ֵל
–  ֲא ָבל ְל ִענְיַ ן ּ ִפ ְת ָחא,ֶא ָּלא ְל ִענְיַ ן ְלבו ִּדין
יכא ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ַעל
ָּ  דְּ ִאי ִא,ֲּא ִפילּ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן מֹודו
. וְ ִאי ָלא – ָלא ֲח ׁ ִשיב,ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה– ֲח ׁ ִשיב

The Gemara rejects this suggestion: Even if you say that the mishna
is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis that only gaps of
less than three handbreadths are included in the principle of lavud,
the Rabbis disagreed with Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel only with
regard to the halakhot of lavud, i.e., what is considered connected.
But with regard to an opening, even the Rabbis agree that if there
is an opening of four by four handbreadths, it is significant, and if
not, it is not significant.

יטא! ֵּכיוָ ן
ָ  ּ ְפ ׁ ִש.“פחֹות ֵמ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה וכו׳״
ָּ
– דְּ ָא ַמר ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ַעל ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ְ ּבתֹוךְ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
ִמ ֵּמ ָילא ֲאנָ א יָ ַד ְענָ א דְּ ָפחֹות ֵמ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה
!ו ְּל ַמ ְע ָלה ֵמ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ל ֹא

It was taught in the mishna: If the window is less than four by four
handbreadths, or above ten handbreadths from the ground, the
residents of each courtyard must establish a separate eiruv. The
Gemara objects: This is obvious. Since the mishna stated in the
previous clause that if the window is four by four handbreadths and
within ten handbreadths from the ground, they establish one eiruv,
from this halakha itself I knowN that if the window is less than four
by four handbreadths or above ten handbreadths, they may not
establish one eiruv. Why was it necessary to teach this in the mishna?

HALAKHA

A window between two courtyards – ַח ּלֹון ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְש ֵּתי
חצֵ ירֹות:ֲ If a window in a wall that separates two court
yards is four by four handbreadths, and at least part of
the window is within ten handbreadths of the ground,
the two courtyards may establish one eiruv. If the win
dow does not meet these criteria, then the residents of
each courtyard must establish their own eiruv (Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 372:4).
NOTES

From this halakha itself I know – מ ֵּמ ָילא ֲאנָ א יָ ַד ְענָ א:ִ
The commentaries note that this is an unusual ques
tion, as the Gemara does not generally inquire why
something that could have been deduced by impli
cation was taught explicitly. However, in this context,
the question is uniquely relevant: The notion that
a window above ten handbreadths can serve the
purpose of an eiruv is unacceptable, since even if an
entire wall were no higher than ten handbreadths,
as Rashi explains, it would be considered a partition.
The single window it contains is certainly insignificant,
and therefore the Gemara saw fit to raise the question
(Maharsha).

יה ְל ַמ ְע ָלה
ּ  ַט ְע ָמא דְּ כו ֵּּל: ָהא ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלןThe Gemara answers: It teaches us this matter: The reason is spe– תֹוך ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
ְ  ֲא ָבל ִמ ְקצָ תֹו ְ ּב, ֵמ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרהcifically that the entire window is above ten handbreadths; how. וְ ִאם ָרצ ּו – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ֶא ָחד. ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ׁ ְשנַיִ םever, if part of it is within ten handbreadths of the ground, they
establish two eiruvin, and if they desire, they may establish one
eiruv.
 ּכו ּּלֹו ְל ַמ ְע ָלה: דְּ ָתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַ ן,ָּתנֵינָ א ְל ָהא
ְ ּכוּלּ ֹו ְ ּבתֹוך,ֵמ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ו ִּמ ְקצָ תֹו ְ ּבתֹוךְ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ו ִּמ ְקצָ תֹו ְל ַמ ְע ָלה ֵמ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין
. וְ ִאם ָרצ ּו – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ֶא ָחד.ׁ ְשנַיִ ם

The Gemara comments: According to this explanation, we already
learned in the mishna that which the Sages taught in a baraita: If
nearly all of the window is above ten handbreadths and only a small
part of it is within ten handbreadths, or if nearly all of it is within
ten handbreadths and only a small part of it is above ten handbreadths, they establish two eiruvin, and if they desire, they may
establish one eiruv.

ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא ּכו ּּלֹו ְל ַמ ְע ָלה ֵמ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ו ִּמ ְקצָ תֹו
“מ ָע ְר ִבין ׁ ְשנַיִ ם וְ ִאם
ְ ְ ּבתֹוךְ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ָא ְמ ַר ְּת
תֹוך ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
ְ ָרצ ּו ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ֶא ָחד״ ּכו ּּלֹו ְ ּב
!?יב ֲעיָ א
ּ ָ ו ִּמ ְקצָ תֹו ְל ַמ ְע ָלה ֵמ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ִמ

The essential meaning of this baraita is clear, but the Gemara raises
a question with regard to its formulation: Now, if nearly all of it is
above ten handbreadths and only a small part of it is within ten
handbreadths, you said that they establish two eiruvin, and if they
desire, they may establish one eiruv, i.e., the window has the status
of an opening and therefore the two courtyards may establish a joint
eiruv, then is it necessary to state the halakha governing the case
where almost all of it is within ten and only a small part of it is
above ten?
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NOTES

A circular window must have a circumference of
ּ ֵ יך ׁ ֶשּיְ ֵהא ְ ּב ֶה
twenty-four – יקפֹו ֶע ְ ׂש ִרים
ְ ַח ּלֹון ָעגֹול צָ ִר
וְ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה: The Gemara below completely rejects Rabbi
Yoĥanan’s opinion as based on mistaken assumptions;
nevertheless, there have been various attempts to ex
plain it. Some suggest that Rabbi Yoĥanan was aware
that his measurement was inexact, but because it is
easy to err in this regard, he added to the amount so
that the window will comfortably include the measure
of four handbreadths (Ge’on Ya’akov).

.לֹומר זֹו ָק ָתנֵי
ַ ְ זֹו וְ ֵאין צָ ִריךThe Gemara answers that indeed, this baraita teaches employing
the style: This, and it is unnecessary to say that, moving from the
more difficult and novel case to the easier, more straightforward one.
יך ׁ ֶשּיְ ֵהא
ְ  ַח ּלֹון ָעגֹול צָ ִר:יֹוחנָ ן
ָ ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
ּ ֵ ְ ּב ֶה
 ו ׁ ְּשנַיִ ם,יקפֹו ֶע ְ ׂש ִרים וְ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ְט ָפ ִחים
 ׁ ֶש ִאם יְ ַר ְ ּב ֶענּ ּו,ו ַּמ ׁ ּ ֶשה ּו ֵמ ֶהן ְ ּבתֹוךְ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
.נִ ְמצָ א ַמ ׁ ּ ֶשה ּו ְ ּבתֹוךְ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה

Rabbi Yoĥanan said: A circular window must have a circumference of twenty-fourN handbreadths, with two and a bit of them
within ten handbreadths of the ground, so that when he squares
the window, i.e., if he forms the shape of a square inside it, it measures four by four handbreadths, and a bit of it is then within ten
handbreadths of the ground.

ּ ֵ  ִמ ְּכ ִדי ּכֹל ׁ ֶשּיֵ ׁש ְ ּב ֶהThe Gemara poses a question with regard to this calculation: Now,
– יקפֹו ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ְט ָפ ִחים
!יסר ַסגְ יָ א
ַ  ִ ּב ְת ֵר,רֹוח ּבֹו ֶט ַפח
ְ  יֵ ׁש ּבֹו ְ ּבsince there is a general principle that any circle with a circumference of three handbreadths is one handbreadth in diameter, then
according to this formula, a window with a circumference of twelve
handbreadths, meaning that it has a diameter of four handbreadths,
should be sufficient to create a window of four by four.

Perek VII
Daf 76 Amud b
BACKGROUND

A circle and a square – יבו ַּע
ּ עיגּ וּל וְ ִר:ִ This diagram pres
ents Tosafot’s proof that the area of a square circum
scribed by a circle is exactly half of the area of a square
circumscribing a circle. The four small squares formed
by the lines within the circle demonstrate that the inner
square is comprised of four triangles, each of which
measures half a small square.

ֵּ  ָהנֵי ִמThis measurement applies only to a circle and the ratio between its
יב ּו ָעא
ּ  ֲא ָבל ְ ּב ִר,ילי – ְ ּב ִעיגּ ו ָּלא
. ָ ּב ֵעינַן ְט ֵפיcircumference and diameter, but with regard to a square that must
fit entirely within that circle, we require a circle with a larger circumference. In order for a square of four by four handbreadths to
be entirely contained within a circle, the circumference of the circle
must measure more than twelve handbreadths
,יע
ַ  ַּכ ָּמה ְמרו ָ ּּבע יָ ֵתר ַעל ָה ִע ּגוּל – ְר ִב, ִמ ְּכ ִדיThe Gemara asks: Now, how much larger is a square than a circle?
!ית ַסר ַסגְ יָ א
ְּ  ְ ּב ׁ ִשIt is larger by one quarter. If so, a circle with a circumference of
sixteen handbreadths at most should suffice.
ֵּ ָהנֵי ִמ
,יבו ָּעא
ּ ילי – ִעיגּ ו ָּלא דְּ נָ ֵפיק ִמגּ ֹו ִר
– יב ּו ָעא דְּ נָ ֵפיק ִמ גּ ֹו ִעיגּ ו ָּלא
ּ ֲא ָבל ִר
מֹור ׁ ָשא
ְ  ַמאי ַט ְע ָמא – ִמ ׁ ּשוּם.ָ ּב ֵעינַן ְט ֵפי
.דְּ ַק ְרנָ ָתא

Ratio between a square circumscribed by a circle and a square
circumscribing the same circle

The Gemara answers: This statement that a square is larger than a
circle by a quarter applies only to a circle circumscribed by a
square, but with regard to a square circumscribed by a circle,B we
require more, and the difference between the square and the circle
is greater. What is the reason for this? It is due to the projection
of the corners of the square, as the distance from the center of the
square to its corners is greater than the distance from the center to
its sides.

יבו ַּע ַא ְּמ ָתא ו ְּת ֵרי
ּ  ָּכל ַא ְּמ ָתא ְ ּב ִר, ִמ ְּכ ִדיThe Gemara further objects: Since every cubit in the side of a
 ְ ּב ׁ ִש ְיב ַסר נְ ִכי חו ְּמ ׁ ָשא, חו ְּמ ׁ ֵשי ַ ּב ֲא ַל ְכסֹונָ אsquare is a cubit and two-fifths in the diagonal, a square of four by
! ַסגְ יָ אfour handbreadths has a diagonal of five and three-fifths handbreadths. And since the diameter of a circle equals the diagonal of
the square that it encompasses, the circle circumscribing a square
of four by four handbreadths has a diameter of five and three-fifths
handbreadths. If that measure is multiplied by three to arrive at the
circumference of that circle, the result is that a circle with a circumference of seventeen handbreadths minus a fifth is sufficient to
circumscribe a square of four by four handbreadths. Why, then, does
Rabbi Yoĥanan say that a circular windowH must have a circumference of twenty-four handbreadths?

HALAKHA

A circular window – חלּ ֹון ָעגֹול:ַ If a circular window between two breadths of the ground, the two courtyards may establish one eiruv.
courtyards is large enough to circumscribe a square four by four The circumference of such a window is roughly sixteen and fourhandbreadths in size, and part of the window is within ten hand fifths handbreadths (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Eiruvin 3:2).
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 וְ ָא ְמ ִרי,יס ִרי
ָ יֹוחנָן ָא ַמר ִּכי דַּ ּיָ ינֵי דְּ ֵק
ָ ַר ִ ּבי
 ִעיגּ ו ָּלא: דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי,יס ִרי
ָ ָל ּה ְּכ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן דְּ ֵק
יב ּו ָעא ִמגּ ֹו
ּ  ִר,יב ָעא
ְ יב ּו ָעא – ִר
ּ ִמגּ ֹו ִר
.ִעיגּ ו ָּלא – ּ ַפ ְל ָ ּגא

The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yoĥanan spoke in accordance with
the opinion of the judges of Caesarea,N and some say in accordance with the opinion of the Sages of Caesarea, who say: A circle
that is circumscribed within a square is smaller than it by one
quarter; with regard to a square that is circumscribed within a
circle, the difference between them is equal to half the square. According to this explanation, Rabbi Yoĥanan calculated as follows:
Since a square of four by four handbreadths has a perimeter of
sixteen handbreadths, the circumference of the circle that encompasses it must be fifty percent larger, or twenty-four handbreadths.

 ָא ַמר.“פחֹות ֵמ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ַעל ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה וכו׳״
ָּ
 ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא ַחלּ ֹון ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְש ֵּתי:ַרב נַ ְח ָמן
–  ֲא ָבל ַחלּ ֹון ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְשנֵי ָב ִּתים,ֲחצֵ ירֹות
ּ ֲא ִפ
 ִאם ָרצ ּו,יל ּו ְל ַמ ְע ָלה ֵמ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה נַ ִמי
–  ַמאי ַט ְע ָמא.ְל ָע ֵרב – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ֶא ָחד
.יתא ְּכ ַמאן דְּ ָמ ֵלי דָּ ֵמי
ָ ֵ ּב

It was taught in the mishna: If a window is less than four by four
handbreadths, or if it is above ten handbreadths from the ground,
the residents of the two courtyards may not establish one joint eiruv
but must instead establish two independent ones. Rav Naĥman
said: They taught this halakha of a window within ten handbreadths of the ground only with regard to a window between two
courtyards. But with regard to a window between two houses,H
even if it is above ten handbreadths as well, if they wish to establish an eiruv, they establish one eiruv. What is the reason for this
halakha? It is that a house is considered as though it were filled,N
and therefore there is no difference between below and above ten
handbreadths with regard to a window in a house.

 ֶא ָחד ִלי ַחלּ ֹון:יה ָר ָבא ְל ַרב נַ ְח ָמן
ּ ֵא ִית ֵיב
 וְ ֶא ָחד ִלי ַחלּ ֹון ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין,ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֲחצֵ ירֹות
 וְ ֶא ָחד ִלי ַח ּלֹון ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְש ֵּתי,ׁ ְשנֵי ָב ִּתים
, וְ ֶא ָחד ִלי ַח ּלֹון ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְשנֵי ַ ּג ִ ּגין,ֲע ִלּיֹות
וְ ֶא ָחד ִלי ַחלּ ֹון ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְשנֵי ֲח ָד ִרים – ּכו ָּּלן
!תֹוך ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
ְ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ַעל ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ְ ּב

Rava raised an objection to the opinion of Rav Naĥman from that
which was taught in a baraita: A window between two courtyards,
and a window between two houses, and a window between two
attics, and a window between two roofs, and a window between
two rooms are all one and the same to me; they all must be four
by four handbreadths and within ten handbreadths from the
ground. This directly contradicts Rav Naĥman’s opinion.

HALAKHA

A window between two houses – ח ּלֹון ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְשנֵי ָב ִּתים:ַ If a
window between two houses is four by four handbreadths
in size, the residents of the two houses may establish one
eiruv, even if the window is higher than ten handbreadths
from the ground (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 372:5).

NOTES

A house is considered as though it were filled – ֵ ּב ָיתא
כ ַמאן דְּ ָמ ֵלי:ְּ The presence of chairs and benches in a house
always makes it possible to put them against a wall and ac
cess even a high window from inside the house. Although
it is more difficult to reach an opening in the middle of
a house, it is nevertheless possible, which explains the
discussion in the Gemara with regard to an opening in the
ceiling of one home that is in the floor of the home above
(Rabbeinu Yehonatan; Me’iri).

NOTES

The opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan and the judges of Caesarea –
יס ִרי
ָ יֹוחנָן וְ ַדּיָ ינֵי דְּ ֵק
ָ יטת ַר ִ ּבי
ַּ ש:
ִ All the commentaries struggle to ex
plain this opinion, which seems entirely inaccurate. A wide vari
ety of answers has been offered. Tosafot, following the ge’onim,
attempt to explain the opinion of the judges of Caesarea, but
they are unable to account for Rabbi Yoĥanan’s statement, which,
according to their understanding is even more puzzling. The
Ra’avad suggests that the judges of Caesarea and Rabbi Yoĥanan
knew that in truth the ratios cited by the Gemara are inaccurate,
and that the precise measurements are larger: The ratio is not
1:4, but roughly 1:4.14, and approximately 1:3.1413 rather than 1:3.
Indeed, according to this, a square window four handbreadths
wide requires a circle of more than seventeen and a half hand
breadths in circumference to encompass it, which is why they
added to the measure to reach the correct amount. However,
this too has been challenged, as it was unnecessary to increase
the circumference to such an extent. Rashba and Ritva explain
that the judges of Caesarea calculated according to this shape:

However, the Rashba maintains that they erred by calculating
the circumference of the circle according to this approximation.
According to the Ritva, from the outset Rabbi Yoĥanan’s state
ment referred to a window of such a shape. In the comment of
the Baĥ on the Rif it is explained that Rabbi Yoĥanan intended
that the window should be a particular shape, a square within a
square, as depicted here:

Rabbi Yoĥanan’s opinion according to Baĥ

Calculation of the judges of Caesarea according to the Rashba



In that case, the calculation is correct, based on the formula
of the Sages: For its area to be four by four handbreadths, its
circumference must measure twenty-four handbreadths. Some
commentaries explain the statements of both the judges of
Caesarea and Rabbi Yoĥanan with regard to the areas of the
circle and the square as follows: Only within a circle whose area
is twenty-four square handbreadths can one insert a window
of four by four, which is correct according to the formula of the
Sages (Rabbi Neĥemya Beirakh).
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HALAKHA

An aperture between a house and an attic – לוּל ֵ ּבין ַ ּביִ ת
וַ ֲע ִלּיָ יה: If there is an aperture between a home on the first
floor and a home on the second floor that is four by four hand
breadths in size, even if there is no ladder, permanent or tempo
rary, between the first floor and the second floor, the residents
of the two floors may establish one eiruv, in accordance with
the opinion of Rav Naĥman (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 372:5).
A wall between two courtyards – ֹותל ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֲחצֵ ירֹות
ֶ כ:ּ If
a wall ten handbreadths high and four handbreadths wide
separates two courtyards, the residents of both courtyards
must each establish their own eiruv (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 372:6).
If the wall was breached – ֹותל
ֶ נִ ְפ ְרצָ ה ַה ּכ: If a wall between
courtyards was breached and the breach is larger than ten
cubits wide, then the two courtyards are considered a single
courtyard, and their respective residents must establish a joint
eiruv. However, if the breach is less than ten cubits wide and
neither courtyard was fully breached into the other (Rabbeinu
Yehonatan), the breach is considered an entrance, and the
residents of the two courtyards may choose to establish an
independent eiruv for each area, or one eiruv together (Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 372:7).

“א ָחד ִלי״
ֶ  וְ ָהא. ַּת ְרגּ ּו ָמא ַא ֲחצֵ ירֹותThe Gemara answers: Explain that this halakha of ten hand. ָק ָתנֵי! ַּת ְר ּגו ָּמא ַא ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ַעל ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעהbreadths mentioned in the baraita is referring only to courtyards. The Gemara objects: Doesn’t the baraita teach: Are all
one and the same to me, indicating that they are all equal in
this regard? Rather, explain that they are all equal in that the
window must be the size of four by four handbreadths, but not
that all must be within ten handbreadths of the ground.
 לוּל:ֵיה ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבא ֵמ ַרב נַ ְח ָמן
ּ ְ ּב ָעא ִמ ּינ
יך סו ָּּלם
ְ  צָ ִר,ַה ּ ָפתו ַּח ִמן ַ ּביִ ת ָל ֲע ִלּיָ יה
 אֹו ֵאין צָ ִריךְ סו ָּּלם ָקבו ַּע,ָקבו ַּע ְל ַה ִּתירֹו
?ְל ַה ִּתירֹו

Rabbi Abba raised a dilemma before Rav Naĥman: With regard to an aperture that opens from the ceiling of a house
occupied by one person to an attic occupied by another,H must
a permanent ladder be positioned in the opening to render
carrying from one level to the other permitted by turning the
two into a single residence? Or, is a permanent ladder not
necessary to render it permitted?

 ִּכי ָא ְמ ִרינַן ֵ ּב ָיתא ְּכ ַמאן דְּ ָמ ֵלי דָּ ֵמי – ָהנֵיThe Gemara clarifies the two sides of the question: When we
 אֹו. ֲא ָבל ָ ּב ֶא ְמצַ ע – ל ֹא, ִמ ֵּילי ִמן ַה ַ ּצדsay that a house is considered as though it were filled, does
? דִּ ְיל ָמא ָלא ׁ ְשנָ אthis apply only to a window positioned on the side, but not to
a window in the middle? In that case, the opening would not
be viewed as near the full part of the house, and a permanent
ladder would be required. Or perhaps there is no difference,
and since the house is considered filled, no ladder is necessary.
 סו ָּּלם: ָסבוּר ִמ ָּינ ּה. ְ ֵאינֹו צָ ִריך:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
 ָהא סו ָּּלם,יך
ְ ָקב ּו ַע הוּא דְּ ֵאינֹו צָ ִר
יֹוסף
ֵ  ָא ַמר ַרב,ית ַמר
ְּ  ִא.יך
ְ ֲע ַראי – צָ ִר
 ֶא ָחד סו ָּּלם: ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן,ַ ּבר ַמנְיו ִּמי
. ְָקבו ַּע וְ ֶא ָחד סו ָּּלם ֲע ַראי – ֵאינֹו צָ ִריך

Rav Naĥman said to him: It is not necessary. The Sages understood from this response that he meant that a permanent ladder is not required, but a temporary ladder is required. However, it is stated in this regard: Rav Yosef bar Manyumi said
that Rav Naĥman said: Neither a permanent ladder nor a
temporary ladder is required, as the fact that the opening is
located within the house is sufficient to render it permitted to
carry from the house to the attic.

mishna

If a wall between two courtyardsH is ten
בֹוה
ַּ  ָ ּג,מתני׳ ּכ ֶֹותל ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֲחצֵ ירֹות
handbreadths high and four hand,רֹוחב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ׁ ְשנַיִ ם
ַ ְֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ו
breadths wide, the residents of the courtyard establish two
. וְ ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ֶא ָחדeiruvin, a separate one for each courtyard, but they may not
establish one eiruv.
עֹולין ִמ ָּכאן
ִ ֹאשֹו ּ ֵפירֹות – ֵאלּ ּו
ׁ  ָהי ּו ְ ּברIf there was produce on top of the wall, these residents of one
,אֹוכ ִלין
ְ ְעֹולין ִמ ָּכאן ו
ִ  וְ ֵא ּל ּו,אֹוכ ִלין
ְ ְ וcourtyard may ascend from this side and eat from it, and those
.יֹוריד ּו ְל ַמ ָּטן
ִ  ו ִּב ְל ַבד ׁ ֶשלּ ֹאresidents of the other courtyard may ascend from that side and
eat from it, provided that they do not lower the produce down
from on top of the wall to one of the courtyards.
–  ַעד ֶע ֶ ׂשר ַא ּמֹות,ֹותל
ֶ נִ ְפ ְרצָ ה ַה ּכ
, וְ ִאם ָרצ ּו – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ֶא ָחד,ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ׁ ְשנַיִ ם
– יֹותר ִמ ָּכאן
ֵ .ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶשהוּא ַּכ ּ ֶפ ַתח
. וְ ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ׁ ְשנַיִ ם,ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ֶא ָחד

If the wall was breached,H the following distinction applies: If
the breach was up to ten cubits wide, they establish two eiruvin,
and if they desire, they may establish one eiruv, as it is similar
to an entrance, like any opening less than ten cubits wide. If
the breach was more than this, they establish one eiruv, and
they may not establish two, as a breach of this size nullifies the
partition and joins the two courtyards into a single domain.

gemara

The Gemara asks: If this wall is not four
:גמ׳ ֵאין ּבֹו ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ַמאי? ָא ַמר ַרב
handbreadths in width, what is the ha ל ֹא יָ זִ יז,ֲאוִ יר ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְר ׁשוּּיֹות ׁש ֶֹול ֶטת ּבֹו
lakha? Rav said: In this case, the air of two domains controls
.נִימא
ָ  ּבֹו ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְמל ֹאit. Since the wall is not broad enough to be regarded a domain
of its own, the top of the wall is seen as belonging to both courtyards and is then prohibited to both of them. Accordingly, one
may not move anything on top of the wall, even as much as a
hair’s breadth.N

NOTES

One may not move anything on top of the wall, even as
much as a hair’s breadth – נִימא
ָ ל ֹא יָ זִ יז ּבֹו ֲא ִפ ּיל ּו ְמל ֹא: This is
ostensibly more stringent than the prohibition against mov
ing something in the public domain, which is a Torah law
(see Rashi). However, since here each and every handbreadth
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of the wall is part of two different domains, even the slight
est movement of an object is regarded as carrying it from
one domain to another. Therefore, it is prohibited to move an
object even by a hair’s breadth, and one who does so is liable
(Rabbeinu Yehonatan).

