 ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר, וְ ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמןAnd Rav Naĥman said that Rabba bar Avuh said:
:ֲאבו ּּה
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ֹותל ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ַעל
ֶ  זִ יז ַהּיֹוצֵ א ִמן ַה ּכIf a projection four by four handbreadths in area extends from
H
 וְ ִה ּנ ִַיח ָע ָליו סו ָּּלם ָּכל, ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעהa wall, and one placed a ladder of any width against it, if the
.יעטֹו
ֲ  ׁ ֶשהוּא – ִמrungs of the Nladder are less than three handbreadths apart, he has
diminished the height of the wall by means of this ladder and
projection.
,יה
ְ ְּ וְ ָלא ֲא ַמ ַרן ֶא ָּלא דThe Gemara qualifies this statement: And we said this only in a
ּ יה ֲע ֵל
ּ אֹות ֵב
וֹוחי
ֵ יה – ַא ְר
ְ  ֲא ָבלcase where one placed the ladder directly against the projection,
ּ יה ַ ּב ֲה ֵד
ּ אֹות ֵב
.יה
ּ  ַא ְרוָ ֵחso that the ladder serves as a passage to it. However, if he placed
it adjacent to the projection, he has merely widened the projection, while the ladder remains separate from it. Consequently, the
projection does not have any connection to the ground, and a
projection that is not within three handbreadths of the ground
does not diminish the height of a wall.
 ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר, וְ ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמןAnd Rav Naĥman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: If a wall beְֹותל ִּת ׁ ְש ָעה ָע ָ ׂשר – צָ ִריך
ֶ  ּכ: ֲאבו ּּהtween two courtyards is nineteen handbreadths high, it requires
. זִ יז ֶא ָחד ְל ַה ִּתירֹוone projection to render the use of the wall permitted. If there
is a single projection in the middle of the wall, with a ladder of any
width resting against it, it is considered a passageway between the
courtyards, as the projection is within ten handbreadths of the
top of the wall.

HALAKHA

If a projection extends from a wall – ֹותל
ֶ זִ יז ַהּיֹוצֵ א ִמן ַה ּכ: If a
projection measuring four by four handbreadths extends from a
wall, and a ladder is placed against it, this diminishes the height
of the wall. However, the height is not effectively diminished if
one places the ladder adjacent to the projection (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 372:12).
Projections in a high wall – בֹוה
ֶ זִ יזִ ים ְ ּב: If a wall is nineteen
ַּ כֹותל ָ ּג
handbreadths high and has a single projection in the middle of
it, its height may be diminished by means of a ladder. However,
if the height of the wall is twenty handbreadths, it requires two
projections, one within ten handbreadths of the ground and
another within ten handbreadths of the top of the wall. Addition
ally, the projections may not be placed directly above one other
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 372:12).
A pillar as a private domain – עמוּד ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַָי ִחיד:ָ A pillar stand
ing in the public domain that is ten handbreadths high and four
handbreadths square has the status of a private domain. However,
if one drove a stake into it that is three handbreadths tall, he has
diminished its height (Ra’avad). It seems that the Rambam had
a different version of the text, as he understands that the stake
was inserted into the side of the pillar, and that the height of the
pillar is measured from the location of the stake (Maggid Mishne;
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 14:9).

יך ׁ ְשנֵי זִ יזִ ים
ְ ֹותל ֶע ְ ׂש ִרים – צָ ִר
ֶ  ּכHowever, if the wall is twenty handbreadths high, it requires two
HN
 וְ הוּא: ָא ַמר ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א. ְל ַה ִּתירֹוprojections to render the use of the wall permitted, one within
ten
handbreadths
of the ground, and the other within ten hand.ׁ ֶש ֶה ֱע ִמ ָידן זֶ ה ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ְּכנֶ גֶ ד זֶ ה
breadths of the top of the wall. Rav Ĥisda said: And this applies
only where he positioned the projections not directly one above
the other, so that it is possible to use a ladder to climb from one
projection to the other.
 ַע ּמ ּוד ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת: ָא ַמר ַרב ה ּונָ אRav Huna said: If a pillar in the public domain is ten hand,בֹוה ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה וְ ָר ָחב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה
ַּ  ָ ּג, ָה ַר ִ ּביםbreadths high and four handbreadths wide, so that it is considdomain,H and one drove a stake of any size into the
.יעטֹו
ֲ נָעץ ּבֹו יָ ֵתד ָּכל ׁ ֶשהוּא – ִמ
ַ ְ וered a private
top of it,N he has diminished its area. The usable area is now less
than four handbreadths, and therefore the pillar is no longer considered a private domain.
בֹוה
ַּ ָ ו ְּבג:ָא ַמר ַרב ַאדָּ א ַ ּבר ַא ֲה ָבה
 ַא ַ ּביֵ י וְ ָר ָבא דְּ ָא ְמ ִר י.ׁ ְש ל ׁ ָֹש ה
בֹוה
ַּ  ַאף ַעל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאין ָ ּג:ַּּת ְרוַ יְ יהו
.ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה

Rav Adda bar Ahava said: This applies only if the stake is at least
three handbreadths high. If it is less than three handbreadths high,
it is considered part of the top of the pillar, based on the principle
of lavud. This is in contrast to Abaye and Rava, who both say:
Even if the stake is not three handbreadths high, the pillar is no
longer considered a private domain.
NOTES

Drove a stake into the pillar – נָעץ יָ ֵתד ְ ּב ָעמוּד:
ַ The Rambam
understands this case completely differently, and Rabbeinu
Ĥananel seems to interpret it similarly, though he had a dif
ferent version of the text. Rather than explaining that the
stake was driven into the top of a pillar, he understands that
the stake was inserted into its side, giving the stake the sta
tus of a projection in a wall. Therefore, the stake effectively
diminishes the height of the wall. The dispute concerns the
Two projections – שנֵי זִ יזִ ים:
ְ ׁ Some explain that these projec size of the stake required to diminish the height of the wall.
tions are effective without a ladder, and they diminish the One opinion maintains that it must be three handbreadths
height of the wall because they can be used to scale the in size so that it can be used for climbing, while Rav Ashi
wall. However, since these projections are not very close to holds, according to Rabbeinu Ĥananel’s version of the text,
one another, they must be slightly tilted in order to allow one that even a stake of less than three handbreadths serves to
to use them to climb the wall, and they are not considered diminish its height, because it can be utilized for hanging
similar to an upright ladder (Ra’avad; Rashba).
items (see Maggid Mishne).
Diminishing by means of a projection – מיעוּט זִ יז:ִ Some
explain this differently from Rashi: If a projection extends
from a wall and a person places a ladder on it, it is no longer
convenient to use the projection; it is as though its size were
reduced. If, however, he positioned the ladder adjacent to the
projection, then it is as though he has enlarged the projec
tion, and it is certainly suitable for use (Rashba).
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BACKGROUND

He filled it entirely with stakes – מ ְלאֹו ּכו ּּלֹו ִ ּב ֵיתדֹות:ִ The
image below illustrates a pillar entirely filled with stakes.
It also shows, by means of the tallest stake, how a stake of
this kind makes it inconvenient to place items on the pillar.
This depiction is based on Rashi’s explanation. According
to the Rambam (see Notes), the stake is inserted into the
side of the pillar, and as a result the height of the pillar is
considered diminished.

.יה
ּ  ַמאי ַט ְע ָמא – ָלא ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּמ ׁש ֵלWhat is the reason for the opinion of Abaye and Rava? It is that
the pillar is no longer fit to be used, as a surface of four by four
handbreadths is suitable for use only when it is level. If it has even
a small projection, it is no longer usable.
 ַמאי,בֹוה ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה
ַּ  ֲא ִפילּ ּו ׁ ֶש ָ ּג: ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי ָא ַמרRav Ashi said: Even a stake three handbreadths high does not
.יה ִמ ֵידי
ּ יה ֵ ּב
ּ  ַט ְע ָמא – ֶא ְפ ׁ ָשר דְּ ָת ֵלdiminish the area of the pillar. What is the reason for this? It is
that it is possible to hang an item on it. Although it is no longer
possible to rest objects on top of the pillar, it is still useful in some
way.
:יה דְּ ָר ָבא ְל ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
ּ יה ַרב ַא ָחא ְ ּב ֵר
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRav Aĥa, son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: According to your opinB
ּּל
?ּיתדֹות ַמהו
ֵ  ִמ ְלאֹו ּכו ֹו ִ ּבion, if he filled it entirely with stakes, i.e., if he drove so many
stakes into the top of the post that it was completely filled, what
is the halakha?
 ָלא ׁ ְש ִמ ַיע ָלךְ ָהא דְּ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRav Ashi said to him: Did you not hear that which Rabbi
Yoĥanan said? He said that a pit and its embankment of stone
?ית ּה ִמצְ ָט ֵרף ַל ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
ָ ָ ּבֹור וְ חו ְּלי:יֹוחנָן
ָ
around the edge join together to complete the measure of ten
handbreadths. Similarly, the width of the embankment joins with
the diameter of the pit to complete the measure of four by four
handbreadths necessary to define the pit as a private domain.

Pillar filled with stakes
The height of the ladder – גּ ַֹוב ּה ַה ּסו ָּּלם: Based on the
context and on mathematical calculations, the explana
tion of Tosafot seems correct: The ladder is placed at a 45º
angle so that the distance of its foot from the wall and the
height of its top against the wall are equal. This is especially
reasonable if the ladder resembles stairs, rather than a
modern one with rungs.
The image below demonstrates that a ladder fourteen
handbreadths in height would reach the top of the wall,
which is ten handbreadths high. A ladder thirteen hand
breadths high would reach above a height of nine hand
breadths on the wall, and even one eleven handbreadths
high would reach higher than seven handbreadths.
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ֹותל
ֶ  ּכ: ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל,ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה
יך ס ּו ָּל ם ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ָע ָ ׂשר
ְ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה – צָ ִר
ּ  ֲא ִפ:יֹוסף ָא ַמר
יל ּו ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה
ֵ  ַרב.ְל ַה ִּתירֹו
.ָּע ָ ׂשר ו ַּמ ׁ ּ ֶשהו

Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: If a wall is ten handbreadths
high, it requires a ladder fourteen handbreadths high, so that
one can place the ladder at a diagonal against the wall. The ladder
then functions as a passageway and thereby renders the use of the
wall permitted. Rav Yosef said: Even a ladder with a height of
thirteen handbreadths and a bit is enough, as it is sufficient if the
ladder reaches within one handbreadth of the top of the wall.

.ּ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ַא ַחד ָע ָ ׂשר ו ַּמ ׁ ּ ֶשהו: ַא ַ ּביֵ י ָא ַמרAbaye said: Even a ladder that is only eleven handbreadths and
a bit suffices, as the ladder will still reach a height of over seven
handbreadths, i.e., within three handbreadths of the top of the
wall.
 ֲא ִפילּ ּו:הֹוש ַע ָא ַמר
ֻ ׁ ְיה דְּ ַרב י
ּ  ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵרRav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: Even if the ladder is only
BH
.ּ ׁ ִש ְב ָעה ו ַּמ ׁ ּ ֶשהוseven handbreadths and a bit it is sufficient, as he can stand the
ladder upright against the wall. Since it will reach within three
handbreadths of the top of the wall, the principle of lavud applies.
Therefore, even a ladder placed in this manner is considered a
valid passageway between the two courtyards.
 וְ ָלא, ְ ּג ָמ ָרא, סו ָּּלם זָ קוּף ְמ ַמ ֵעט: ָא ַמר ַרבSimilarly, Rav said: An upright ladder effectively diminishes the
. יָ ַד ֲענָ א ַמאי ַט ְע ָמאheight of a wall, as it creates a passageway. I received this teaching
as a tradition, but I do not know what the reason is, as people
do not generally climb ladders positioned in this manner.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Ladders of different lengths against a wall

HALAKHA

The size of the ladder – גּ ֶֹודל ַה ּסו ָּּלם: A ladder that is a bit
more than seven handbreadths tall is sufficient to dimin
ish the height of a wall that is ten handbreadths high. This
ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna, son
of Rabbi Yehoshua, who is the latest authority cited in the
Gemara and who rules in accordance with the opinion of
Rav (Maggid Mishne; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 372:8).
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יה! ֶא ָּלא ַמאי
ּ  וְ ַא ַּמאי? ָהא ָלא ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּמ ׁש ֵלThere, too, one can raise the question: But why? He cannot use
.ימר – דְּ ַמ ַּנח ִמידֵּ י ו ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּמ ׁש
ַ  ִאית ָלךְ ְל ֵמthe embankment, as most of the area is the empty space of the pit.
. ָה ָכא נַ ִמי – דְּ ַמ ַּנח ִמידֵּ י ו ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּמ ׁשRather, what have you to say, i.e., how can you solve this problem? The solution is that he places an item, e.g., a board, over the
mouth of the pit, and then he can make use of it. Here, too, he
places an item over the stakes and can make use of the pillar.
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 וְ ָלא יָ ַדע ַא ָ ּבא ַט ְע ָמא דְּ ָהא: ֲא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאלShmuel said: Does Abba, i.e., Rav, actually not know the reason
 ִמ ְּל ָתא?! ִמידֵּ י דַּ ֲהוָ ה ַא ִאיצְ ַט ָ ּבא ַעל ַ ּג ֵ ּביfor this matter? The reason here is just as it is in the case of a
. ִאיצְ ַט ָ ּבאplatform above another platform. Even though it is not easy
to climb, since it provides steps that can be climbed, albeit with
difficulty, it is considered a valid passageway.
 דְּ ָק ִלים: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ִח ּיָ יא, ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבהRabba said that Rabbi Ĥiyya said: The trunks of palm trees in
–  ַמאי ַט ְע ָמא.יכין ֶק ַבע
ִ  ׁ ֶש ְ ּב ָב ֶבל ֵאינָן צְ ִרBabylonia that were placed next to a wall between two courtyards
.קֹוב ְע ָּתן
ַ  ְּכ ֵב ָידןso that people could climb on them and pass from one courtyard
to another do not need to be established permanently and attached to the ground; rather, they serve to diminish the wall as
they are. What is the reason for this? It is that their heaviness
establishes them as connected to the ground. Although it is
permitted to handle them, nevertheless, since their weight makes
them difficult to move, they are considered fixed in place.

 סו ָּּלמֹות:אֹוש ֲעיָ א
ַ ׁ יֹוסף ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
ֵ  וְ ַרבAnd similarly, Rav Yosef said that Rabbi Oshaya said: Ladders in
 ַמאי,יכין ֶק ַבע
ִ  ׁ ֶש ְ ּב ָב ֶבל ֵאינָ ן צְ ִרBabylonia do not need to be established and fixed permanently in
the reason for this? It is that their heaviness estab.קֹוב ְע ָּתן
ַ  ַט ְע ָמא – ְּכ ֵב ָידןplace. What is
lishes them,H as the ladders in Babylonia were typically large and
heavy.
 ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר סו ָּּלמֹות – ָּכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכןThe Gemara comments: With regard to the one who said that Baby
 ו ַּמאן דְּ ָא ַמר דְּ ָק ִלים – ֲא ָבל, דְּ ָק ִליםlonian ladders do not need to be fixed in place, all the more so
. סו ָּּלמֹות – ל ֹאwould he agree that the trunks of palm trees, which are placed there
from the outset for this purpose, are considered fixed, as both are
extremely heavy and also designed to remain in place. On the other
hand, the one who said that the trunks of palm trees need not be
fixed permanently in the ground, spoke only with regard to palm
trees. However, as for ladders, no, they are not considered fixed in
place. A ladder, even a heavy one, is designed to be moved from place
to place.
 סו ָּּלם:יֹוסף ֵמ ַר ָ ּבה
ֵ ֵיה ַרב
ּ  ְ ּב ָעא ִמ ּינRav Yosef raised a dilemma before Rabba: If there is a narrow
, ִמ ָּכאן וְ סו ָּּלם ִמ ָּכאן וְ ַק ׁ ּ ִשין ָ ּב ֶא ְמצַ עladder measuring less than two handbreadths wide on one side, and
and there are rungs of
?ּ ַמהוa similarly narrow ladder on the other side,
woven straw in the middle between themB which would not support
a person’s weight, what is the halakha? Are the two ladders considered a single unit, forming a ladder four handbreadths wide, which
serves to diminish the height of a wall?
.עֹולה ָ ּב ֶהן
ָ  ֵאין ַּכף ָה ֶרגֶ ל:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRabba said to him: The sole of the foot cannot climb upon them.
A person usually places his foot in the middle of a ladder. Since the
middle of this ladder is made of straw, then although it appears to
be four handbreadths wide, it is not fit for use and does not diminish
the height of the wall.

HALAKHA

Their heaviness establishes them – קֹוב ְע ָּתן
ַ כ ֵבידָּ ן:ְּ Heavy
ladders and stumps of palm trees that are placed next to a
wall serve to diminish its height. Even though it is permis
sible to move them, their weight establishes them as fixed in
place (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Eiruvin 3:7).
Rungs of straw…and a narrow ladder – סו ָּּלם וְ ַק ׁ ּ ִשים: If
there are two ladders alongside one another, each of which
is less than two handbreadths wide, and one connects them
with straw rungs, they do not serve to diminish the height
of the wall. However, a ladder less than four handbreadths
wide that one increased to the size of four handbreadths by
attaching straw rungs on each side effectively diminishes
the height of the wall (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 372:13).
NOTES

Rungs of straw…and a narrow ladder – סו ָּּלם וְ ַק ׁ ּ ִשים: Some
commentaries interpret this case in an entirely different
manner, explaining that there is a straw partition separating
two courtyards, with ladders leaning against it from both
sides. Rav Yosef asked whether these ladders can be consid
ered a passageway, to which Rabba replied that since one
cannot climb the ladders due to the instability of the straw
partition, they are insignificant. Rav Yosef then inquired as
to the ruling in a case where the ladders are leaning on a
section of the partition made of stable material, while the
rest of the partition is made of straw. Rabba answered that
in that case the ladders are effective, since it is possible to
climb them (ge’onim; Ra’avad).

 ַק ׁ ּ ִשין ִמ ָּכאן וְ ַק ׁ ּ ִשין ִמ ָּכאן וְ סו ָּּלםRav Yosef continued to ask: And what if there were rungs of straw
 ֲה ֵרי ַּכף:יה
ּ  ַמהוּ? ֲא ַמר ֵל, ָ ּב ֶא ְמצַ עon one side and rungs of straw on the other side, and a narrow
HN
B
.עֹולה ָ ּב ֶהן
ָ  ָה ֶרגֶ לladder less than four handbreadths wide in the middle, and their
combined width is four handbreadths? What is the halakha in this
case? Rabba said to him: The sole of the foot can climb upon them,
and the ladder appears to be four handbreadths wide. Therefore, it
serves to diminish the height of the wall.

BACKGROUND

Rungs of woven straw in the middle between them – ַק ׁ ּ ִשין
ב ֶא ְמצַ ע:ּ ָ The image below shows two narrow ladders held to
gether by rungs of straw or another weak material, which would
not support a person’s weight. This illustration is in accordance
with Rashi’s explanation.

Straw rungs on each side and a ladder in the middle – ַק ׁ ּ ִשין
מ ָּכאן ו ִּמ ָכאן וְ סו ָּּלם ָ ּב ֶא ְמצַ ע:ִ The image below depicts a narrow
ladder with weak additions made of straw added to its rungs,
which would not support a person’s weight (in accordance with
the explanation of Rashi).

Ladders held together by rungs of straw

Ladder with straw rungs added on either side
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HALAKHA

One dug out grooves in the wall – ֹותל
ֶ ח ַקק ַה ּכ:ָ If one
hollowed out grooves in a wall in order to complete the
measure of a narrow ladder to four handbreadths wide,
the grooves are required only up to a height of ten hand
breadths. However, if one hollowed out an entire ladder in
a wall, then the steps, which must be four handbreadths
wide, must reach the top of the wall (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 372:14).
NOTES

Dug it out to complete the measure – ח ָקקֹו ְל ַה ׁ ְש ִלים:ֲ
Some interpret this case differently: The ladder is four
handbreadths wide, but very short, and it is completed
by hollowing out additional rungs in the wall above the
ladder to a height of within ten handbreadths of the top
of the wall (Rashba; Me’iri). Rabbeinu Ĥananel explains that
the phrase dug out to complete indicates that there is a
hole in the wall that one sought to widen to a measure of
four by four handbreadths so that it may serve as a win
dow. According to this explanation, Rabba’s answer is that
if one hollowed out a space of four handbreadths within
ten handbreadths of the ground, it is sufficient. However,
if one wishes to hollow out a proper entrance in the wall,
it must reach the full height of a person. The reason is that
since he has decided to make an entrance, it must be one
through which people can pass.
Asheira – א ׁ ֵש ָרה:
ֲ The assumption is that this tree is no
longer growing, but has fully dried out or has been up
rooted from its place. Otherwise, two questions are rel
evant here, since it is both an asheira and a tree that may
not be climbed on Shabbat.
BACKGROUND

Dug out in the wall to complete the measure – ָח ַקק
ל ַה ׁ ְש ִלים ַ ּב ּכ ֶֹותל:ְ The illustration below depicts grooves hol
lowed out in a wall to complete the required width of a
narrow ladder.

Grooves dug out on either side of a ladder

? ְ ּב ַכ ָּמה,ֹותל
ֶ  ָח ַקק ְל ַה ׁ ְש ִלים ַ ּב ּכRav Yosef further asked: If the ladder resting against the wall was less
H
. ַ ּב ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלthan four handbreadths wide, and one dug out grooves in the wall as
extensions of the rungs of the ladder to complete the measure,NB how
high must this hollowed-out section be to consider the ladder a valid
passageway between the two courtyards? Rabba said to him: If it is
ten handbreadths high and four handbreadths wide, it is considered a
passageway.
,ֹותל
ֶ  ֲח ָקקֹו ּכו ּּלֹו ַ ּב ּכ:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
.קֹומתֹו
ָ  ְמל ֹא:יה
ּ ְ ּב ַכ ָּמה? ֲא ַמר ֵל
–  ָה ָתם:יה
ּ ּו ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ א? ֲא ַמר ֵל
 ָה ָכא ל ֹא ִמ ְס ַּת ַּלק,יה
ּ ִמ ְס ַּת ַּלק ֵל
.יה
ּ ֵל

Rav Yosef said to him: If there was no ladder, and one dug out the
entire ladder in the wall, so that all the steps are grooves in the wall,
how much must he hollow out? Rabba said to him: Those steps must
reach the full height of the wall. Rav Yosef asked: And what is the difference in this case? Why must the steps reach higher in this case than
in the case where the hollowed-out section was merely an extension of
an existing ladder? Rabba said to him: There, where there is a ladder,
it is easy to climb to the top of the wall; however, here, where there are
only grooves in the wall, it is not easy to climb. If one cannot reach the
top of the wall, the steps are not considered a passageway between the
courtyards.

 ֲע ָ ׂשאֹו:יֹוסף ֵמ ַר ָ ּבה
ֵ ֵיה ַרב
ּ  ְ ּב ָעא ִמ ּינRav Yosef raised a dilemma before Rabba: If one designated a tree
?ּ ַמהו, ָל ִא ָילן סו ָּּלםas a ladder, what is the halakha? Given that it is prohibited to climb a
tree on Shabbat, if a tree stands next to a wall and it is easy to climb, is
it considered with regard to the halakhot of Shabbat as an opening in
the wall that can serve as a passageway between the two courtyards?
;יב ֵעי ְל ַר ָ ּבנַן
ּ ָ  ִּת,יב ֵעי ְל ַר ִ ּבי
ּ ָ  ִּתLet the dilemma be raised according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda
HaNasi, who maintains that a joining of Shabbat boundaries [eiruv
teĥumin] placed in a tree is valid; and let the dilemma be raised according to the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree.
 ַעד ָּכאן ָלא ָק ָא ַמר:יב ֵעי ְל ַר ִ ּבי
ּ ָ ִּת
“כל דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶשהוּא ִמ ׁ ּשוּם
ָּ ַר ִ ּבי ָה ָתם
ׁ ְשבוּת ל ֹא ָ ּגזְ ר ּו ָע ָליו״ ָהנֵי ִמ ֵּילי – ֵ ּבין
.יֹומא – ל ֹא
ָ  ֲא ָבל ּכו ֵּּלי,ַה ׁ ּ ְש ָמ ׁשֹות

The Gemara elaborates: Let the dilemma be raised according to the
previously stated opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Yehuda
HaNasi only stated there that with regard to anything that is prohibited on Shabbat due to a rabbinic decree [shevut], the Sages did not
prohibit it during twilight. Therefore, in Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s opinion, it is permitted to use an eiruv that was deposited in a tree, as the use
of a tree is prohibited on Shabbat by rabbinic decree. However, this
applies only in that case, as the eiruv takes effect during the twilight
period. Since there is doubt with regard to whether that period is
considered day or night, the decree is not in force, and the eiruv is
therefore valid. However, in this case, where the opening must be valid
for the entire day, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi would not rule that the decree
does not apply. Since it is prohibited by rabbinic decree to climb a tree
on Shabbat, a tree cannot be considered a valid passageway.

ית ָחא
ְ  ּ ִפ, ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְל ַר ָ ּבנַן: אֹו דִּ ְיל ָמאOr perhaps it may be argued that even according to the opinion of the
.יה
ּ  וְ ַא ְריָ א הוּא דִּ ְר ִב ַיע ֲע ֵל, הוּאRabbis, this tree is considered an opening. They may have said that a
joining of Shabbat boundaries placed in a tree is not valid only because
the eiruv must actually be accessible during twilight, and in that case it
is not, due to the rabbinic decree. However, in this case, where it is not
necessary to make actual use of the tree, they would agree that a tree
that serves as a ladder is a valid entrance, but a lion crouches upon
it. Just as a lion crouching at an opening does not thereby nullify its
status as an entrance, although in practice no one can pass through it,
so too, in the case of the tree, the prohibition against climbing it does
not nullify its status as a passageway.
יב ֵעי
ּ ָ  ַמהוּ? ִּת, ֲע ָ ׂשאֹו ָל ֲא ׁ ֵש ָירה סו ָּּלםRav Yosef further inquired: If one designated a tree worshipped as
N
;יב ֵעי ְל ַר ָ ּבנַן
ּ ָ  ִּת, ְל ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדהpart of idolatrous rites [asheira], from which it is forbidden to derive
benefit, as a ladder, what is the halakha? Is it considered a valid passageway in the wall with regard to the halakhot of Shabbat? Here, too,
let the dilemma be raised according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda,
and let the dilemma be raised according to the opinion of the Rabbis.
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 ַעד ָּכאן ָלא ָק ָא ַמר:יב ֵעי ְל ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
ּ ָ ִּת
ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ָה ָתם דְּ מו ָּּתר ִל ְקנֹות ַ ּביִ ת
 דְּ ָב ַתר,יסו ֵּרי ֲהנָ ָאה – ֶא ָּלא ָה ָתם
ּ ְ ּב ִא
יה
ָ ִיה ֵעירוּב ָלא נ
ּ יח א ֵל
ּ דְּ ָקנָ ה ֵל
.ינְטר
ַ דְּ ִל

The Gemara elaborates: Let the dilemma be raised according to the
previously stated opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Yehuda only
stated there that it is permitted to acquire, i.e., make use of, a house
for the purposes of establishing an eiruv even if it is among the items
from which it is prohibited to derive benefit, such as a grave. This
statement applies only there, with regard to acquiring an eiruv in that
location, since after the eiruv has acquired a place of residence for
him, it is not important to him that it is guarded. He requires the
grave only for the moment of the acquisition of the eiruv, and what
happens to it afterward is of no consequence to him. However, here,
since one desires the continued presence of the ladder, it is possible
that even Rabbi Yehuda would agree that one may not rely on an
asheira, as one may not climb and make use of it, since it is prohibited
to derive benefit from it.

,ית ָחא הוּא
ְ  ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְל ַר ָ ּבנַן ּ ִפ: אֹו דִּ ְיל ָמאOr perhaps it may be argued that even though according to the opin?יה
ּ  וְ ַא ְריָ א דִּ ְר ִב ַיע ֲע ֵלion of the Rabbis it is prohibited to use a grave to acquire an eiruv,
here they would agree that the asheira is an opening, but a lion
crouches upon it,N and this does not nullify its status as an opening.
. וַ ֲא ׁ ֵש ָירה ֲאסו ָּרה, ִא ָילן מו ָּּתר:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRabba said to him: A tree is permitted for use as a ladder, but an
 ִא ָילן, ַאדְּ ַר ָ ּבה: ַמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ַרב ִח ְסדָּ אasheira is prohibited. Rav Ĥisda strongly objects to this: On the
,נִית ַסר
ְ –  ׁ ֶש ִא ּיסוּר ׁ ַש ָ ּבת גּ ֵֹורם לֹוcontrary, a tree, with regard to which a Shabbat prohibition causes
it to be prohibited, should be prohibited, so that it will not be said
that a Shabbat prohibition has been disregarded in a case involving
the halakhot of Shabbat.
–  ֲא ׁ ֵש ָירה ׁ ֶש ִא ּיסוּר דָּ ָבר ַא ֵחר גּ ֵֹורם לֹוAnd the converse is also true: An asheira, with regard to which some.נִית ַסר
ְ  ָלאthing else, a halakha unrelated to the halakhot of Shabbat, causes it
to be prohibited, should not be prohibited. Rather, it should be
considered an opening with regard to Shabbat.
 ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי, ִּכי ֲא ָתא ָר ִבין,ית ַמר נַ ִמי
ְּ ִא
,ּ וְ ָא ְמ ִרי ָל ּה ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ָ ּבהו,ֶא ְל ָעזָ ר
 ּכֹל ׁ ֶש ִא ּיסוּר ׁ ַש ָ ּבת ָ ּג ַרם:יֹוחנָן
ָ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
ּ
 ּכֹל ׁ ֶש ִא ּיסוּר דָּ ָבר ַא ֵחר ָג ַרם,לֹו – ָאסוּר
.לֹו – מו ָּּתר

Indeed, it was also stated: When Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to
Babylonia, he said that Rabbi Elazar said, and some say that Rabbi
Abbahu said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: Anything with regard to
which a prohibition of Shabbat causes it to be prohibited is prohibited; and conversely, anything with regard to which something else
causes it to be prohibited is permitted.

–  ִא ָילן: ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ַ ּבר יִ צְ ָחק ַמ ְתנֵי ָה ִכיHowever, in contrast to Rav Yosef, Rav Naĥman bar Yitzĥak taught
 ֲא ׁ ֵש ָירה – ּ ְפלוּגְ ָּתא, ּ ְפלוּגְ ָּתא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי וְ ַר ָ ּבנַןas follows: These questions are indeed dependent on the known
. דְּ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה וְ ַר ָ ּבנַןdisputes. Whether a tree serving as a ladder constitutes a valid opening is the subject of a dispute between Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and the
Rabbis; Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi permits it and the Rabbis prohibit it.
The debate with regard to whether or not an asheira is considered an
opening is the subject of a dispute between Rabbi Yehuda, who
permits using items from which it is prohibited to derive benefit for
the sake of an eiruv, and the Rabbis, who prohibit making an eiruv
with such items.H
 ָעמֹוק,מתני׳ ָח ִריץ ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֲחצֵ ירֹות
,רֹוחב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ׁ ְשנַיִ ם
ַ ְֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ו
ּ  ֲא ִפ,וְ ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ֶא ָחד
יל ּו ָמ ֵלא ַק ׁש
 ָמ ֵלא ָע ָפר אֹו צְ רֹורֹות ְמ ָע ְר ִבין.אֹו ֶּת ֶבן
. וְ ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ׁ ְשנַיִ ם,ֶא ָחד

,נֶסר ׁ ֶש ָר ָחב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ְט ָפ ִחים
ֶ נָ ַתן ָע ָליו
וְ ֵכן ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְ ּגזוּזְ ְט ָראֹות זֹו ְּכנֶ גֶ ד זֹו – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין
 ּ ָפחֹות. וְ ִאם ָרצ ּו – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ֶא ָחד,ׁ ְשנַיִ ם
 וְ ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין,ִמ ָּכאן – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ׁ ְשנַיִ ם
.ֶא ָחד



mishna

With regard to a ditch between two courtyardsH that is ten handbreadths deep and four
handbreadths wide, it is considered a full-fledged partition, and the
residents of the courtyard establish two eiruvin, one for each courtyard, but they may not establish one eiruv. Even if the ditch is filled
with straw or hay, it is not regarded as sealed and is therefore not
nullified. However, if the ditch is filled with dirt or pebbles, the
residents establish one eiruv, but they may not establish two eiruvin,
as the ditch is nullified and considered nonexistent.
If one placed a board four handbreadths wide across the ditchH so
that he could cross it, and similarly, if two balconies [gezuztraot]HL
in two different courtyards are opposite one another, and one placed
a board four handbreadths wide between them, the residents of
the courtyards or balconies establish two eiruvin, and if they desire,
they may establish one, as the board serves as an opening and a
passageway between them. If the width of the plank is less than four
handbreadths, the residents establish two eiruvin, but they may not
establish one eiruv.

NOTES

A lion crouches upon it – יה
ַ א ְריָ א דִּ ְר ִב:ַ It was clear
ּ יע ֲע ֵל
to those asking the question that a lion actually crouch
ing in an entrance would not nullify its status as an
entrance. Therefore, the question here is whether the
prohibition involved in climbing a tree affects its status
as a passageway, or whether this is considered an ex
ternal factor, similar to a lion crouching at an entrance.
According to Rabba, the prohibition to use a tree on
Shabbat is an external factor, as the tree itself is not
prohibited, and the prohibition to use it can be viewed
as secondary. However, the prohibition to derive ben
efit from an asheira affects the status of the tree itself
to the extent that it is considered as though the tree
were not there at all. Rav Ĥisda maintains that since
the prohibition with regard to an asheira does not be
long to the category of Shabbat laws, it does not affect
the tree’s status as an opening with regard to Shabbat.
By contrast, a Shabbat prohibition does nullify a tree’s
status as an entrance, at least for the day of Shabbat
itself (see Me’iri).
HALAKHA

A tree and an asheira – עץ וַ ֲא ׁ ֵש ָרה:ֵ If one fashioned
a ladder for a wall out of a living tree, this effectively
diminishes the height of the wall and permits the use
of the wall on Shabbat. However, the height of a wall
may not be diminished by means of an asheira, in ac
cordance with Rabba’s opinion. The Rosh issues the
opposite ruling, i.e., that a tree is prohibited but one
is permitted to utilize a dried asheira, in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan. Most of the later
authorities agree with the first opinion, since Rabbi
Naĥman bar Yitzĥak, a later Sage, adopts that interpre
tation. Furthermore, that approach can also bring this
passage in the Gemara in line with a discussion of the
same topic elsewhere in the Talmud (Vilna Gaon; Eliya
Rabba; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 372:15).
A ditch between two courtyards – ָח ִריץ ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְש ֵּתי
חצֵ ירֹות:ֲ If a ditch ten handbreadths deep and four hand
breadths wide separates two courtyards, the residents
of each courtyard must establish a separate eiruv, even
if the ditch is filled with straw and hay. However, if the
ditch is filled with dirt, it is nullified, and the residents of
the two courtyards establish one eiruv (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 372:16).
A board across a ditch – נֶסר ַעל ָח ִריץ:
ֶ If a board four
handbreadths wide is placed across a ditch that sepa
rates two courtyards, it is considered a passageway
between the courtyards, and the residents of the two
courtyards may establish one joint eiruv if they wish.
The same applies if the residents sealed the ditch along
a length of four handbreadths with material that would
render it nullified (Rema, based on Ritva and Beit Yosef;
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 372:17).
Two balconies – ש ֵּתי ְ ּגזוּזְ ְט ָראֹות:
ְ ׁ If a plank four hand
breadths wide is placed between two balconies that
face each other, the residents of the two balconies may
establish a single eiruv (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim
373:1).
LANGUAGE

Balcony [gezuztra] –  ְ ּגזוּזְ ְט ָרא: From the Greek ἐξώστρα,
exostra, meaning a balcony or area that protrudes from
a building.
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HALAKHA

A house that one filled – ביִ ת ׁ ֶש ִּמ ְּילאֹו:ּ ַ If one filled a house
with straw and hay that he subsequently nullified, it is as
though the house were nonexistent. Therefore, the ritual
impurity imparted by a corpse found inside is not contained
by the house; rather, it extends in all directions (Rambam
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 7:6).

gemara

The Gemara wonders: Does hay not con:גמ׳ וְ ֶת ֶבן ָלא ָחיֵ יץ? וְ ָהא ֲאנַן ְּתנַן
stitute a proper filling to seal the ditch?
בֹוה
ַּ  ָ ּג,ַמ ְת ֵ ּבן ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֲחצֵ ירֹות
Didn’t we learn in the following mishna: With regard to a haystack
 וְ ֵאין, ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ְט ָפ ִחים – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ׁ ְשנַיִ םten handbreadths high that stands between two courtyards, the
. ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ֶא ָחדresidents of the two courtyards establish two eiruvin, but they may
not establish one eiruv. This indicates that hay can create a valid
partition.
יצה – ּכו ֵּּלי
ּ ָ  ְל ִענְ יַ ן ְמ ִח:ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י
 ֲא ָבל,יצה
ּ ָ ָע ְל ָמא ָלא ּ ְפ ִליגִ י דְּ ָהוְ יָ א ְמ ִח
 וְ ִאי,יה – ָחיֵ יץ
ּ  ִאי ַ ּב ְט ֵל,ְל ִענְיַ ן ֲחצִ יצָ ה
.יה – ָלא ָחיֵ יץ
ּ ָלא ַ ּב ְט ֵל

Abaye said that the matter should be understood as follows: With
regard to a partition, everyone agrees that hay is a partition and
that it divides between the courtyards as long as it is placed there.
But with regard to filling the ditch so that it is considered sealed,
one must distinguish between two cases: If one explicitly nullified
the hay and decided to leave it there, it fills and seals the ditch;
however, if he did not nullify it but intends to remove the hay from
the ditch, it does not fill it, and the ditch is not considered sealed.

: וַ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ִ ּב ְס ָת ָמא? וְ ָה ְתנַן.“מ ֵלא ָע ָפר״
ָ It is written in the mishna: If the ditch is filled with dirt or pebbles,
ְּ  ַ ּביִ ת ׁ ֶש ִּמit is considered sealed. The Gemara asks: Does this apply even if
יל ָאה ּו ֶּת ֶבן אֹו צְ רֹורֹות
.יטלֹו – ָ ּב ֵטל
ְ  ו ִּבone did not specify his intention to leave it there? Didn’t we learn
in a mishna with regard to the ritual impurity of a corpse: If there is
a house that one filledH with hay or pebbles, and he nullified the
hay or pebbles and decided to leave them in the house, then the
house (Rambam) is nullified and is no longer considered a house
with partitions? Generally, a house containing a corpse is ritually
impure on the inside but does not impart impurity to the surrounding area. However, in this case, the house is considered an enclosed
grave that imparts ritual impurity to its surroundings.
,יטלֹו – ִאין
ְּ  ִ ּבAnd one can infer from the mishna: If he nullified the hay or
pebbles, yes, the house is nullified and considered sealed.

Perek VII
Daf 79 Amud a
 ַמאן: ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א.יטלֹו – ָלא
ְּ  ל ֹא ִ ּבHowever, if he did not nullify it, no, the house retains the status of
.יֹוסי ִהיא
ֵ  ָּתנָ א ָא ֳהלֹות – ַר ִ ּביa house, although it is filled with hay. Rav Huna said: Who is the
tanna who taught tractate Oholot? It is Rabbi Yosei, and the tanna
of the mishna does not accept his opinion.
.יה
ֵ ִאי ַר ִ ּבי
ּ יֹוסי – ִא ּ ְיפ ָכא ׁ ָש ְמ ִעינַן ֵל
 ֶּת ֶבן וְ ֵאין:אֹומר
ֵ יֹוסי
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי:דְּ ַתנְ יָ א
ָע ִתיד ְל ַפנּ ֹותֹו – ֲה ֵרי הוּא ִּכ ְס ָתם ָע ָפר
 ָע ָפר וְ ָע ִתיד ְל ַפנּ ֹותֹו – ֲה ֵרי הוּא,ו ָּב ֵטל
!ִּכ ְס ָתם ֶּת ֶבן וְ ָלא ְ ּב ִטיל

The Gemara asks: If that mishna is in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Yosei, there is a difficulty, since we heard him say the
opposite, as it was taught in the Tosefta that Rabbi Yosei says: In
a case where there is a house full of hay and the owner does not
intend to remove, it is considered as though it were filled with
indeterminate dirt, and it is therefore nullified. However, if the
house was full of dirt that he intends to remove, it is considered
as though it were filled with indeterminate hay, and it is therefore
not nullified. Apparently, the decisive factor for Rabbi Yosei is not
the specific material in the house, but whether or not the owner
intends to remove it.

 ַמאן ָּתנָ א: ֶא ָּלא ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ִסיRather, Rav Asi said: Who is the tanna who taught tractate Eiruvin?
.יֹוסי ִהיא
ֵ  ֵעירו ִּבין – ַר ִ ּביIt is Rabbi Yosei, who does not accept the opinion of the tanna of
tractate Oholot.
:הֹוש ַע ָא ַמר
ֻ ׁ ְיה דְּ ַרב י
ּ ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵר
טו ְּמ ָאה ַא ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת ָק ָר ֵמית?! ַה ַּנח ִא ּיסוּר
ּ  דַּ ֲא ִפ,ׁ ַש ָ ּבת
יל ּו ַא ְרנָ ֵקי נַ ִמי ְמ ַב ֵּטל
.ינִיש
ׁ ִא
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׳ז

Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: Are you raising a contradiction between the halakhot of ritual impurity and the halakhot
of Shabbat? These two areas of halakha cannot be compared. Leave
aside the prohibition of Shabbat. With regard to Shabbat, a person
nullifies even a pouch full of money. The pouch may not be moved
on Shabbat and is therefore considered fixed in place. However, hay,
which may be moved even on Shabbat, is not considered to be fixed
in the ditch. With regard to ritual impurity, by contrast, the nullification must be permanent.

