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
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 ַ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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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.

 ַ ּביִ ת ַא ָח ִריץ ָקא: ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי ָא ַמרRav Ashi said: And are you raising a contradiction between the halakha
ימ ּיה
ֵ ְיטּי
ַ  ָר ֵמית? ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ָח ִריץ – ְל ִמthat governs a house and that which governs a ditch? Granted in the case
!?יה ָק ֵאי
ֵ ְיטּי
ַ  ֶא ָּלא ַ ּביִ ת ְל ִמ. ָק ֵאיof a ditch, it typically stands to be permanently filled. As there is no doubt
ּ ימ
that one’s intention is to fill the ditch, the assumption is that anything placed
inside a ditch will remain there. However, does a house stand to be permanently filled? Of course it does not. Presumably, the hay and dirt will be
removed. Consequently, additional proof is necessary in order to conclude
that the owner of the house intends to seal it permanently.
 ָא ַמר.רֹוחב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה
ַ נֶסר ׁ ֶש
ֶ נָ ַתן ָע ָליו
, ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא ׁ ֶש ָּנ ַתן ְל ָר ְח ּבֹו:ָר ָבא
ּ ֲא ָבל ְל ָא ְר ּכֹו – ֲא ִפ
יל ּו ָּכל ׁ ֶשהוּא
.יעטֹו ֵמ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה
ֲ  ׁ ֶש ֲה ֵרי ִמ,נַ ִמי

.“וְ ֵכן ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְ ּגזוּזְ ְט ָראֹות זֹו ְּכנֶ גֶ ד זֹו״
 ָהא דְּ ָא ְמ ַר ְּת זֹו ְּכנֶ גֶ ד:ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
 וְ זֹו. זֹו ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ְּכנֶ גֶ ד זֹו – ָלא,זֹו – ִאין
 ָלא ֲא ַמ ַרן ֶא ָּלא, נַ ִמי,ְל ַמ ְע ָלה ִמּזֹו
,ׁ ֶשּיֵ ׁש ֵ ּבין זֶ ה ָלזֶ ה ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ְט ָפ ִחים
– ֲא ָבל ֵאין ֵ ּבין זֶ ה ָלזֶ ה ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה
.ְ ּגזוּזְ ְט ָרא ֲעקו ָּּמה ִהיא

מתני׳ ַמ ְת ֵ ּבן ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֲחצֵ ירֹות
בֹוה ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ְט ָפ ִחים – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין
ַּ ָ ּג
 ֵא ּל ּו. וְ ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ֶא ָחד,ׁ ְשנַיִ ם
ילין
ִ  וְ ֵא ּל ּו ַמ ֲא ִכ,ילין ִמ ָּכאן
ִ ַמ ֲא ִכ
 נִ ְת ַמ ֵעט ַה ֶּת ֶבן ֵמ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה.ִמ ָּכאן
 וְ ֵא ין,ְט ָפ ִח ים – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ֶא ָח ד
.ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ׁ ְשנַיִ ם

The mishna states: If one placed a plank that is four handbreadths wide
across a ditch that separates two courtyards, the plank is considered an
entrance. Rava said: They taught this halakha only in a case where one
placed the plank along the width of the ditch. But if one positioned a
plank along its length,HB even if the plank is of minimum width, it is also
considered an entrance and reduces the ditch, as he reduced the opening
to less than four handbreadths. The ditch was originally only four handbreadths wide. Therefore, if one places a plank of any width along its length,
it becomes less than four handbreadths wide and no longer constitutes
a partition.
The mishna continues: And similarly, if two balconiesB are opposite each
other,H and one placed a plank four handbreadths wide between them, the
residents of the two courtyards may establish a single eiruv, as the plank is
considered an entrance from one courtyard to the other. Rava said: That
which you said: If the two balconies are opposite each other, yes, carrying
between them is permitted by means of a plank; by inference, if they are
not opposite each other, no, carrying is not permitted in this manner, and
in a case where one balcony is above the other as well, it is prohibited, as
it is not an entrance because it is too dangerous to walk from one to the
other by means of the plank. We said the prohibition in these cases only
where there is a disparity of at least three handbreadths between this
balcony and that balcony. However, if there is a difference of less than
three handbreadths between this balcony and that balcony, it is considered
a single crooked balcony. Two balconies separated by a gap of less than
three handbreadths are considered joined, based on the principle of lavud.

Balconies opposite each other – גזוּזְ ְט ָראֹות זֹו ְּכנֶ גֶ ד זֹו:ּ ְ
With regard to a case of two balconies that face each
other, or a case of one balcony positioned above the
other on the same wall, if the balconies are separated
by a gap of more than three handbreadths in height,
they cannot be joined by means of a plank. If the dif
ference in height is less than three handbreadths, it is
considered a single crooked balcony and is permitted,
as stated by Rava (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 373:1).
A haystack that is between two courtyards – ַמ ְת ֵ ּבן
ש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֲחצֵ ירֹות:
ֶ ׁ If a haystack between two court
yards is ten handbreadths high, the residents estab
lish two eiruvin. If the haystack was reduced to less
than ten handbreadths in height before Shabbat, the
residents of both courtyards establish one eiruv. The
Rosh maintains that the same halakha is in effect if
the haystack was reduced on Shabbat itself.
It is prohibited to remove hay from a haystack ten
handbreadths high on Shabbat to feed one’s animal,
and it is likewise prohibited to position an animal
near the haystack. However, it is permitted to stand
in front of the animal so that it will go there of its
own accord. If the haystack is positioned between
two houses, it is permitted to feed one’s animal from
it, even by hand (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 372:19).

NOTES

mishna

With regard to a haystack that is positioned between two courtyardsH and is ten handbreadths
high, it has the status of a partition, and therefore the residents of the
courtyards may establish two eiruvin, and they may not establish one eiruv. These, the inhabitants of one courtyard, may feed their animals from
here,N from one side of the haystack, and those, the inhabitants of the
other courtyard, may feed their animals from there, from the other side of
the haystack. There is no concern that the haystack might become too small
to serve as a partition. If the height of the hay was reduced to less than ten
handbreadths across its entire length, its legal status is no longer that of a
partition. Consequently, the residents of both courtyards establish one
eiruv, and they do not establish two eiruvin.

BACKGROUND

A plank placed along its width or its length – אֹור ּכֹו
ְ נֶסר ְל ָר ְח ּבֹו ו ְּל:
ֶ
A plank placed across the width of the ditch forms an entrance that
links the two courtyards on either side of the ditch. A plank placed
lengthwise across the ditch does not join the two courtyards, but
reduces the ditch to less than four handbreadths in width, and
consequently forms a kind of entrance as well.

Two balconies – ש ֵּתי ְ ּגזוּזְ ְט ָראֹות:
ְׁ

One plank placed across a ditch and one plank placed along its length

Two balconies, one above the other, joined together by means of a plank



HALAKHA

A plank along its length – אֹור ּכֹו
ְ נֶסר ְל:
ֶ With regard
to a person who places a plank along the length
of the ditch, even a plank of minimal width, if the
width of the ditch is thereby reduced to less than
four handbreadths, the plank is considered an en
trance. If the plank is longer than ten cubits, it has
the status of a breach in a wall, and therefore the
inhabitants on both sides of the ditch may estab
lish only one eiruv (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Eiruvin 3:14; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 372:17).

These may feed from here – אלּ ּו ַמ ֲא ִכ ִילין ִמ ָּכאן:ֵ The
Rosh explains that this statement of the mishna is
referring only to a weekday. The mishna is teaching
that even though the hay is required for a partition
on Shabbat, the residents need not be concerned
about this eventuality on a weekday. Rather, they
may feed their animals from the haystack. This inter
pretation explains why the Gemara does not cite a
proof or an objection from the mishna with regard
to the statement of Rav Huna, as the tanna does not
deal with the issue feeding an animal on Shabbat at
all. However, in the Jerusalem Talmud an explana
tion is stated that is completely at odds with the
above interpretation: It is indeed permitted to feed
an animal on Shabbat, and contrary to the opinion
of Rav Huna, one is even permitted to place hay into
a basket and give it to his animal, as can be inferred
from the phrase: They may feed.
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One does not put hay into his basket – ל ֹא יִ ֵּתן ְלתֹוךְ קו ּ ָּפתֹו:
Rashi offers two reasons why it is prohibited to remove hay
manually from the partition. Some commentaries explain
that the rationale for this prohibition is that one would
thereby break the partition, as the hay serves as a fence
between the courtyards. Consequently, if he removes
enough of the hay to nullify its status as a partition, this
is tantamount to performing the labor of dismantling on
Shabbat and is prohibited by rabbinic decree (Rashba).
Pit [gov] of hay – גֹּוב ׁ ֶשל ֶּת ֶבן: Rabbeinu Ĥananel, the Arukh,
the Ra’avad, and others read this word as giv, a pile of straw
comprised of bundles tied together. This explanation is
closer to the case described in the mishna.
HALAKHA

Where an animal may be positioned on Shabbat – יכן
ָ ֵה
מ ֲע ִמיד ְ ּב ֵה ָמה ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת:ַ A person may position his animal on
a patch of grass on Shabbat so that it may graze there, but
he may not place the animal on set-aside objects (Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 324:13).

 ו ִּב ְל ַבד ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא יִ ֵּתן:גמ׳ ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א
.ְלתֹוךְ קו ּ ָּפתֹו וְ יַ ֲא ִכיל

 ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי,אֹוק ֵמי ׁ ָש ֵרי? וְ ָה ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א
ְ ו ְּל
 ַמ ֲע ִמיד ָא ָדם ֶאת ְ ּב ֶה ְמ ּתֹו ַעל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי:ֲחנִינָ א
 וְ ֵאין ַמ ֲע ִמיד ָא ָדם ֶאת,ֲע ָ ׂש ִבים ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
!ְ ּב ֶה ְמ ּתֹו ַעל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי מו ְּקצֶ ה ַ ּב ׁ ַש ָ ּבת

gemara

With regard to the mishna’s statement that
the inhabitants of the two courtyards are
permitted to place their animals next to the haystack and feed
them, Rav Huna said: And this is the halakha provided that one
does not actually put hay into his basketN and feed his animals.
In that case, there is concern that one might inadvertently reduce
the height of the partition to less than ten handbreadths, which
would constitute a breach between the courtyards and invalidate
both eiruvin.

The Gemara asks: And if the actual handling of the hay is prohibited, is it permitted to stand one’s animal next to the haystack and
let it eat? Didn’t Rav Huna say that Rabbi Ĥanina said: A person
may stand his animal on a patch of grass on Shabbat, as he will
certainly be careful not to pull out grass for the animal, due to the
severity of the Torah prohibition involved. However, a person
may not stand his animal on set-aside items on Shabbat.H As the
prohibition of set-aside is rabbinic in origin, he might forget and
move the set-aside objects himself. The same reasoning should
apply in the case of the haystack. If it is prohibited by rabbinic
decree to remove hay from the stack manually, it should likewise
be prohibited to position one’s animal alongside the stack.

. דְּ ָק ֵאים ָל ּה ְ ּב ַא ּ ָפ ּה וְ ָאזְ ָלה וְ ָא ְכ ָלהThe Gemara answers: The mishna is not referring to a case where
one directly brings the animal and places it alongside the haystack.
Rather, it is dealing with a situation where one stands in front of
the animal so that it cannot go elsewhere, and it goes and eats
from the haystack of its own accord. In that case, the rabbinic
decree does not apply.
:תֹוך קו ּ ָּפתֹו ֶּת ֶבן? וְ ָה ַתנְ יָ א
ְ וְ ל ֹא יִ ֵּתן ְל
– ַ ּביִ ת ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֲחצֵ ירֹות ו ִּמ ְיל ָאה ּו ֶּת ֶבן
נֹותן
ֵ  זֶ ה. וְ ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ֶא ָחד,ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ׁ ְשנַיִ ם
תֹוך
ְ נֹותן ְל
ֵ  וְ זֶ ה,תֹוך קו ּ ָּפתֹו וְ יַ ֲא ִכיל
ְ ְל
 נִ ְת ַמ ֵעט ַה ֶּת ֶבן ֵמ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה.קו ּ ָּפתֹו וְ יַ ֲא ִכיל
.נֵיהם ֲאסו ִּרים
ֶ ְט ָפ ִחים – ׁ ְש

The Gemara asks a question with regard to Rav Huna’s statement
itself: And may one not put hay into his basket and feed his animal? Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: In the case of a house that is
positioned between two courtyards and the residents filled it
with hay, they establish two eiruvin, but they do not establish
one eiruv, as the hay is considered a partition that divides the
house. The resident of this courtyard puts hay into his basket and
feeds his animal, and The resident of that courtyard puts hay into
his basket and feeds his animal. If the hay was reduced to a
height less than ten handbreadths, it is prohibited for residents
of both to carry in their respective courtyards.

נֹועל ֶאת ֵ ּביתֹו ו ְּמ ַב ֵּטל
ֵ ?עֹושה
ׂ ֶ  ֵּכיצַ ד הוּאHow, then, does the resident of one of the courtyards act if he
. הוּא ָאסוּר וַ ֲח ֵבירֹו מו ָּּתר, ֶאת ְר ׁשוּתֹוseeks to permit use of the other courtyard to its resident? He locks
his house and renounces his right to carry in the courtyard in
favor of the other person. Consequently, it is prohibited for him
to carry from his house into the courtyard, and it is permitted for
the other resident to do so.
אֹומר ְ ּבגֹוב ׁ ֶשל ֶּת ֶבן ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְשנֵי
ֵ וְ ֵכן ַא ָּתה
ְנֹותן ְלתֹוך
ֵ  זֶ ה:יהת
ַ  ָק ָתנֵי ִמ.ְתחו ֵּמי ׁ ַש ָ ּבת
תֹוך קו ּ ָּפתֹו
ְ נֹותן ְל
ֵ  וְ זֶ ה,קו ּ ָּפתֹו וְ יַ ֲא ִכיל
!וְ יַ ֲא ִכיל

And you say likewise with regard to a pit [ gov] of hayN that is
positioned between two Shabbat limits. The residents of each
area may feed their animals from the common hay, as there is no
concern lest the animals go beyond the limit. In any case, the
baraita teaches: The resident of this courtyard puts hay into his
basket and feeds his animal, and the resident of that courtyard
puts hay into his basket and feeds his animal. This halakha poses
a difficulty to Rav Huna’s opinion.

יצֹות וְ ִ)ת ְק ָרה
ְ יכא
ָּ  ַ ּביִ ת ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ִא: ָא ְמ ִריThe Gemara answers: We can say that in the case of a house, since
ּ (מ ִח
–  ָה ָכא.יה ִמ ְּל ָתא
ּ  ִּכי ִמ ְיפ ִחית – ִמינְ ַּכ ָרא ֵלit has walls and a ceiling, when the height of the haystack is re.יה ִמ ְּל ָתא
ּ  ָלא ִמינְ ְּכ ָרא ֵלduced the matter is conspicuous. The height disparity between
the haystack and the ceiling is obvious. Consequently, when the
haystack is reduced to less than ten handbreadths, people will stop
carrying in the courtyard. Here, however, with regard to the hay
in the pit, the difference in height is not conspicuous. The height
of the hay in the pit could become diminished to the extent that
the partition is nullified without anyone noticing.
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נֵיהן
ֶ “נִ ְת ַמ ֵעט ַה ֶּת ֶבן ֵמ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ְט ָפ ִחים ׁ ְש
 וְ ַאף ַעל, ָהא ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה – ׁ ָש ֵרי.ֲאס ּו ִרין״
: ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה.ַ ּגב ְד ִמ ְיד ַליָ א ִּת ְק ָרה טו ָּבא
יצֹות ׁ ֶש ֵאין ַמ ִ ּגיעֹות ַל ִּת ְק ָרה – ׁ ְש ָמן
ּ ְמ ִח
!יצֹות
ּ ְמ ִח

It is stated in the baraita: If the height of the hay was reduced to
less than ten handbreadths it is prohibited to carry in both
courtyards. The Gemara infers from the phrasing of the baraita:
If the hay was at least ten handbreadths high, it is permitted to
carry there, even though the ceiling is much higher than the hay.
Conclude from it that the legal status of ten-handbreadth partitions that do not reach the ceiling is that of standard partitions,
which was the subject of a dispute elsewhere. Apparently, this
baraita proves that they have the status of partitions in all respects.

 ָה ָכא ְ ּב ַביִ ת ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ָע ָ ׂשר ָח ֵסר: ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ יAbaye said: Here, we are dealing with the case of a house that is
. וְ ֶת ֶבן ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה, ַמ ׁ ּ ֶשה ּו ָע ְס ִקינַןslightly less than thirteen handbreadths high and the hay is ten
handbreadths high. The haystack is less than three handbreadths
from the ceiling, and based on the principle of lavud, they are
considered joined as though the partitions reach the ceiling.
 ֲא ִפילּ ּו:הֹוש ַע ָא ַמר
ֻ ׁ ְיה דְּ ַרב י
ּ  וְ ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵרAnd Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: Even if you say that
ימא ְ ּב ַביִ ת ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
ָ  ֵּתthe baraita is dealing with a house ten handbreadths high,

Perek VII
Daf 79 Amud b
 דְּ ָכל ּ ָפחֹות ִמ ׁ ּ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה.ּ וְ ֶת ֶבן ׁ ִש ְב ָעה ו ַּמ ׁ ּ ֶשהוand the hay in the house is slightly more than seven hand. ְּכ ָלבוּד דָּ ֵמיbreadths high it is considered a full-fledged partition that reaches
the ceiling, as objects separated by any gap of less than three
handbreadths are considered joined, based on the principle of
lavud.
.“מ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה״
ֵ  ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ְל ַא ַ ּביֵ י – ַהיְ ינ ּו דְּ ָק ָתנֵיThe Gemara comments. Granted, according to the opinion of
 ַמאי,הֹוש ַע
ֻ ׁ ְיה דְּ ַרב י
ּ  ֶא ָּלא ְל ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵרAbaye, that is why the baraita teaches: If the height of the hay? ֵמ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרהstack was reduced to less than ten handbreadths. However, according to Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, what is the meaning
of: Less than ten? Even at the outset it was never as high as ten
handbreadths.
. ִמ ּת ַֹורת ֲע ָ ׂש ָרהThe Gemara answers: It means that it was reduced to less than the
law of ten handbreadths. As long as the hay is slightly more than
seven handbreadths high, it is regarded as ten handbreadths high,
in accordance with the principle of lavud. Once its height is reduced to less than seven handbreadths, the halakha of a partition
ten handbreadths high is no longer in effect.
 דִּ ּי ּו ִרין: ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה.נֵיהן ֲאס ּו ִרין״
ֶ “ש
ְ ׁ The same baraita taught that if the height of the hay was reduced
. ַה ָ ּב ִאין ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת ֲאסו ִּריןto less than ten handbreadths, it is prohibited to carry in both.
The Gemara comments: Should we learn from this that residents
who arrive on Shabbat prohibit the other residents from carrying? At the onset of Shabbat, both sets of residents were permitted
to use the hay and the house, but once the hay was reduced on
Shabbat it is as though new residents had been added to each of
the courtyards, and it is prohibited for all of them to carry. Why
not say that since at the beginning of Shabbat it was permitted to
carry in the domain, they are permitted to do so for its duration?
.ימ ַעט ֵמ ֶא ְתמֹול
ְ  דִּ ְל ָמא דְּ ִאThe Gemara rejects this contention: Perhaps the baraita is referring to a case where the hay was already reduced on the previous
day, before Shabbat began. In that case, it was never permitted to
carry at all.
נֹועל ֶאת ֵ ּביתֹו
ֵ ?עֹושה
ֶׂ
“כיצַ ד הוּא
ֵּ The baraita continues: How, then, does the resident of one of the
 אֹו: ַּת ְר ֵּתי?! ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר. ו ְּמ ַב ֵּטל ְר ׁשוּתֹו״courtyards act if he seeks to permit use of the other courtyard to
its resident? He locks his house and renounces his right to carry
. אֹו ְמ ַב ֵּטל ֶאת ְר ׁשוּתֹו,נֹועל ֶאת ֵ ּביתֹו
ֵ
in the courtyard in favor of the other person. The Gemara is surprised by this ruling: Does he require these two steps? One should
suffice. The Gemara answers: This is what the tanna of the baraita is saying: Either he locks his house or he renounces his right
to the courtyard.
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Lest people come to exchange – יחלו ֵּפי
ְ דִּ ְל ָמא ָא ֵתי ְל ִא:
The concern is not that people might transfer objects
from one Shabbat limit to another, for even according
to Rabbi Akiva the Torah prohibits only walking beyond
the boundary, not transferring of objects without leaving
one’s boundary. Instead, the worry is that they might
forget, exchange objects, and end up walking beyond
their Shabbat limit.
He places a barrel – ִיח ֶאת ֶה ָח ִבית
ַ מ ּנ:ַ There is no obli
gation to use a barrel specifically. The mishna uses the
example of a barrel simply because people would typi
cally establish a merging of alleyways with wine, which
is kept in a barrel.
Conferring possession – יכוּי
ּ ִז: This conferral of pos
session must be achieved by parties legally capable of
performing acquisitions in general. One method of ac
quisition is the lifting of the object to be acquired by the
one acquiring it or receiving it as a gift [. The acquisition
must be performed by means of another person because
one cannot transfer rights to others by mere speech. In
addition, any act of acquisition, including the donation of
a gift, requires two sides, representing the original owner
and the new owner. In this case, too, someone who is not
the giver must acquire the gift on behalf of the receivers.
Raise it a handbreadth – …ט ַפח
ֶ יה
ַּ ל ַהגְ ִ ּב:ְ Most commen
taries understand this lifting of the object as a form of
acquisition. However, some ge’onim explain that the
barrel used for the merging the alleyway must remain a
handbreadth higher than the other barrels, as a sign that
it is the barrel of the merging (Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hilkhot Eiruvin 1:17; see Rabbeinu Yehonatan).
HALAKHA

By means of whom may one confer possession – ַעל יְ ֵדי
זֹוכים
ִ מי:ִ One may transfer possession of an eiruv to others
by means of his wife, or his adult children, or by means of
his Jewish servant or maidservant, even if they are minors
and even if they eat from his table. As they can acquire
possessions for themselves, they may do so on behalf of
others as well. However, one may not transfer possession
by means of his minor children, who have no right of
acquisition, nor by means of a Canaanite slave, who has
no right of acquisition either, as his hand is considered
like his master’s hand with regard to acquisition (Rif;
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Eiruvin 1:20; Ran).
Some authorities maintain that one may not transfer
possession by means of his adult children if they eat
at his table, i.e., if he supports them financially, or by
means of his wife if he supports her, or by means of his
daughter who has not reached maturity, as the Sages
decreed that all their earnings belongs to their father or
husband. The reason is that these people have no right
of acquisition themselves (Rav Shimshon of Saens, who
rules in accordance with Rabbi Yehuda in monetary mat
ters). However, he may transfer possession by means of
his minor children who are not supported by him. One
should be stringent in accordance with both opinions ab
initio (Tur). Nevertheless, after the fact, the lenient opin
ion with regard to an eiruv is accepted (Rema; Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 366:10).
How the possession of an eiruv is conferred to others –
כיצַ ד ְמזַ ֶּכה ֵעירוּב:ֵּ One may place a barrel of wine for a
merging of alleyways or bread for a joining of courtyards,
lift it a handbreadth, and thereby transfer its possession
to the residents of the courtyard or alleyway and all those
who live with them. There is no need to inform them
before Shabbat that one is transferring possession on
their behalf (Rema; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 366:9).
The obligation of kiddush – חֹובת ִקידּ וּש:
ָ One who recit
ed kiddush over wine and drank a mouthful, i.e., most of
a quarter of a log, has fulfilled his obligation with regard
to kiddush (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 271:13).
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 ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ָד ׁש,עֹולם ַּת ְר ֵּתי
ָ  ְל:ימא
ָ יב ֵעית ֵא
ּ ָ  וְ ִאAnd if you wish, say a different explanation instead. Actually, both
.טֹולי
ֵ יה – ָא ֵתי ְל ַט ְל
ּ  ֵ ּבactions are required in this case, even though one of them would
ordinarily suffice. The reason is: Since he is accustomed to using
the courtyard, he will come to carry. Consequently, the Sages were
stringent with a person in this position and obligated him to implement an additional change so that he will not forget and come to
carry when it is prohibited.
יטא! ָלא
ָ  ּ ְפ ׁ ִש.“הוּא ָאסוּר וַ ֲח ֵבירֹו מו ָּּתר״
.יה
ָ צְ ִר
ּ יה ְל ַח ְב ֵר
ּ יכא דַּ ֲה ַדר ִא ָידךְ ו ָּב ֵטיל ֵל
 דְּ ֵאין ְמ ַב ְּט ִלין וְ חֹוזְ ִרין:וְ ָהא ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן
.ו ְּמ ַב ְּט ִלין

It was taught in the baraita: If one locks his house and renounces
his rights to the courtyard, it is prohibited for him to carry, and it
is permitted for the other person to carry. The Gemara raises a
difficulty: Isn’t this obvious? Why was it necessary to state this
halakha? The Gemara answers: It was necessary only in a case
where the other person then renounced his right in favor of the
first person. And the baraita teaches us that one may not renounce his rights in favor of the other, and then have the latter
renounce his own rights in favor of the former.

אֹומר ְ ּבגֹוב ׁ ֶשל ֶּת ֶבן ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְשנֵי
ֵ  “וְ ֵכן ַא ָּתה.
יכא ְל ַר ִ ּבי
ָ יטא! ָלא צְ ִר
ָ  ּ ְפ ׁ ִש.ְתחו ֵּמי ׁ ַש ָ ּבת״
 ַמה ּו.יתא
ָ ְאֹורי
ַ ְּ ְּתחו ִּמין ד:ֲע ִק ָיבא דְּ ָא ַמר
– יחלו ֵּפי
ְ  ִליגְ זֹור דִּ ְל ָמא ָא ֵתי ְל ִא:ימא
ָ דְּ ֵת
.ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן

It was further taught in the baraita: And you can say likewise with
regard to a pit of hay that is situated between two Shabbat limits.
The inhabitants of each area may feed their animals from the common hay. The Gemara raises a difficulty: Isn’t this obvious? The
same principle that is in effect with regard to a haystack between
courtyards should apply here as well. The Gemara answers: It was
necessary to state this halakha only according to the opinion of
Rabbi Akiva, who said that the principle of Shabbat boundaries
is by Torah law. Lest you say that let us issue a decree and prohibit it, lest people come to exchangeN objects from one boundary
to another, which would violate a Torah prohibition; therefore, the
baraita teaches us that no distinction is made between the cases,
and no decree of this kind is issued.

מתני׳ ֵּכיצַ ד ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ְּת ִפין ַ ּב ָּמבֹוי? ַמ ּנ ִַיח
. ֲה ֵרי זֹו ְל ָכל ְ ּבנֵי ָמבֹוי:אֹומר
ֵ ְ ו,ֶאת ֶה ָח ִבית
,דֹולים
ִ ו ְּמזַ ֶּכה ָל ֶהן ַעל יְ ֵדי ְבנֹו ו ִּב ּתֹו ַה ְ ּג
 וְ ַעל יְ ֵדי,וְ ַעל יְ ֵדי ַע ְבדּ ֹו וְ ׁ ִש ְפ ָחתֹו ָה ִע ְב ִרים
.ִא ׁ ְש ּתֹו

mishna

How does one merge the courtyards that
open into the alleyway, if a person wishes
to act on behalf of all the residents of the alleyway? He places a
barrelN filled with his own food and says: This is for all the residents of the alleyway. For this gift to be acquired by the others,
someone must accept it on their behalf, and the tanna therefore
teaches that he may confer possessionN to them even by means
of his adult son or daughter, and likewise by means of his Hebrew slave or maidservant, whom he does not own, and by means
of his wife. These people may acquire the eiruv on behalf of all the
residents of the alleyway.

 ֲא ָבל ֵאינֹו ְמזַ ֶּכה ל ֹא ַעל יְ ֵדי ְבנֹו ו ִּב ּתֹוHowever, he may not confer possession by means of his minor
 וְ ל ֹא ַעל יְ ֵדי ַע ְבדּ ֹו וְ ׁ ִש ְפ ָחתֹו, ַה ְּק ַט ּנִיםson or daughter, nor by means of his Canaanite slave or
H
. ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶשּיָ ָדן ְּכיָ דֹו,נַענִים
ֲ  ַה ְּכmaidservant, because they cannot effect acquisition, as ownership of objects that come into their possession is as if those objects came into his possession. Consequently, the master or father
cannot confer possession to the slave or minor respectively on
behalf of others as their acquisition is ineffective and the object
remains in his own possession.

gemara

Rav Yehuda said: With regard to a barrel
 ָח ִבית ׁ ֶשל ׁ ִש ּיתו ֵּפי:גמ׳ ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה
for the merging of alleyways, the one
יך ְל ַהגְ ִ ּב ַּיה ִמן ַה ַ ּק ְר ַקע
ְ ְמבֹואֹות – צָ ִר
acquiring it on behalf of the alleyway’s residents must raise it a
. ֶט ַפחhandbreadthN from the ground, as he must perform a valid act of
acquisition on their behalf.H
ֵּ  ָה נֵ י ַּת ְר ֵּתי ִמ:ָא ַמ ר ָר ָב א
יל י ָס ֵבי
: ְ ִא ָידך. ֲח ָדא – ָהא.ּדְּ פו ְּמ ַ ּב ִד ָיתא ָא ְמ ִרינְ הו
, ִאם ָט ַעם ְמל ֹא לוּגְ ָמיו – יָ צָ א,ַה ְמ ַקדֵּ ׁש
.וְ ִאם ָלאו – ל ֹא יָ צָ א

Rava said: The elders of Pumbedita, Rav Yehuda and his students,
stated these two matters. One was this mentioned above with
regard to lifting the barrel; and the other was: With regard to one
who recites kiddush over wine on Shabbat or a Festival, if he
tasted a mouthful of wine, he fulfilled his obligation;H however,
if he did not taste a mouthful, he did not fulfill his obligation.

 ָהא נַ ִמי ָס ֵבי דְּ פו ְּמ ַ ּב ִד ָיתא: ָא ַמר ַרב ֲח ִב ָיבאRav Ĥaviva said: In addition to the aforementioned pair of teach: ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל, דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה.ּ ָא ְמ ִרינְ הוings, the elders of Pumbedita stated this too, as Rav Yehuda said
that Shmuel said: One builds a fire for a woman in childbirth on
.עֹושין ְמדו ָּרה ַל ַחּיָ ה ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
ִׂ
Shabbat.

.חֹולה – ָלא
ֶ  ַל, ַל ַחּיָ ה – ִאין: ְסבוּר ִמ ָּינ ּהThe Gemara comments that the Sages thought to infer from here: For
–  ִ ּבימֹות ַה ַח ָּמה, ִ ּבימֹות ַה ְ ּג ׁ ָש ִמים – ִאיןa woman in childbirth, yes, one builds a fire, due to her highly pre. ָלאcarious state; for a sick person, no, one does not build a fire. Likewise,
in the rainy season, when the danger of catching cold is ever present,
yes, one builds a fire; in the summer, no, one may not.

NOTES

Asheira – א ׁ ֵש ָירה:ֲ The asheira that is mentioned in
the Torah several times was worshipped as an idol.
This is the “asheira of Moses,” i.e., the tree that ap
pears in the Torah. However, little is known about
a plain asheira. Is it a tree dedicated by idolatrous
priests, or an idol?

 ָא ַמר, ָא ַמר ַרב ִחּיָ יא ַ ּבר ָא ִבין,ית ַמר
ְּ  ִאThe Gemara adds that which was stated: Rav Ĥiyya bar Avin said that
עֹושין לֹו
ִׂ
–  ִה ִּקיז דָּ ם וְ נִצְ ַט ֵּנן: ׁ ְשמו ֵּאלShmuel said: With regard to one who let blood and caught cold, one
. וַ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ִ ּב ְתקו ַּפת ַּת ּמוּז, ְמדו ָּרה ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבתbuilds a fire for him on Shabbat, even during the season of Tammuz,
i.e., the summer. Clearly, Rav Yehuda’s ruling is limited neither to a
woman in childbirth nor to the rainy season.
יתא
ָ  ָהא נַ ִמי ָס ֵבי דְּ פו ְּמ ְ ּב ִד:ימר
ָ  ָא ַמר ַא ֵמAmeimar said: This too was stated by the elders of Pumbedita, as it
 ֵאיזֹו ִהיא ֲא ׁ ֵש ָירה:ית ַמר
ְּ  דְּ ִא.ּ ָא ְמ ִרינְ הוwas stated that the amora’im disagreed with regard to which tree is
N
? ְס ָתםpresumed to be a tree designated for idolatry [asheira], even though
no one actually saw it worshipped.
,אֹות ּה
ָ ֹומ ִרין
ְ ֹומ ִרין ׁש
ָ  ּכֹל ׁ ֶש ּכ: ָא ַמר ַרבRav said: It is any tree that idolatrous priests guard.

Perek VII
Daf 80 Amud a
.יה
ָ ירֹות
ֶ טֹוע ִמין ִמ ּ ֵפ
ֲ  וְ ֵאיןand whose fruit they do not taste. This tree is evidently consecrated
to the cult.
“הנֵי ַּת ְמ ֵרי
ָ  ְּכגֹון דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי:ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר
יה ְ ּביֹום
ְ ְל ׁ ִש
ּ יכ ָרא דְּ ֵבי נִצְ ְר ֵפי דְּ ׁ ָשת ּו ֵל
) וַ ֲא ַמר ּו ִלי ָס ֵבי,ימר
ָ (א ַמר ַא ֵמ
ֲ .ַח ָ ּגם״
.יה דִּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ּ  ִה ְל ְכ ָתא ְּכוָ ֵות:דְּ פו ְּמ ַ ּב ִד ָיתא

And Shmuel said: For example, if they say: These dates are for the
beer of the temple of Nitzrefei,L which they drink on the day of their
festival,N then this is enough to establish the tree as an asheira.H Ameimar said: And the elders of Pumbedita said to me with regard to this
issue: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel.

יאים
ִ  ֵּכיצַ ד ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ְּת ִפין ַ ּב ָּמבֹוי – ְמ ִב: ֵמ ִית ִיביThe Gemara returns to Rav Yehuda’s ruling that the barrel used for
 ָח ִבית ׁ ֶשל יַ יִ ן וְ ׁ ֶשל ׁ ֶש ֶמן וְ ׁ ֶשל ְּת ָמ ִרים וְ ׁ ֶשלmerging the alleyway must be raised a handbreadth from the ground.
, ְ ּגרֹוגָ רֹות וְ ׁ ֶשל ׁ ְש ָאר ִמינֵי ֵפירֹותThe Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: How does one merge
an alleyway? One brings a barrel of wine, or oil, or dates, or dried
figs, or any other type of produce for merging the alleyway.
–  וְ ִאם ִמ ׁ ּ ֶש ָל ֶהן, ִאם ִמ ׁ ּ ֶשלּ ֹו – צָ ִריךְ ְלזַ ּכֹותIf one contributed a barrel of his own, he must confer possession
!ּ ו ַּמגְ ִ ּב ַּיה ִמן ַה ַ ּק ְר ַקע ַמ ׁ ּ ֶשהו.הֹוד ַיע
ִ  צָ ִריךְ ְלto all the other residents by means of another person who acquires it
.“מ ׁ ּ ֶשהוּ״ נַ ִמי דְּ ָק ָא ַמר – ֶט ַפח
ַ  ַמאיon their behalf. And if the barrel is theirs, he must at least inform
them that he is merging the alleyway. And the one acquiring it on
behalf of the others raises the barrel a minimal amount from the
ground. Apparently, the barrel need not be raised a handbreadth. The
Gemara answers: Here too, what is this minimal amount of which
the tanna of the baraita spoke? This expression means a handbreadth,
but no less.
 ֵאין: ַרב ָא ַמר, ׁ ִש ּיתו ֵּפי ְמבֹואֹות,ית ַמר
ְּ ִא
. צָ ִריךְ ְלזַ ּכֹות: ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר,צָ ִריךְ ְלזַ ּכֹות
.יך ְלזַ ּכֹות
ְ  צָ ִר: ַרב ָא ַמר,ֵעירו ֵּבי ְתחו ִּמין
. ֵאין צָ ִריךְ ְלזַ ּכֹות:ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר

LANGUAGE

The temple of Nitzrefei – בי נִצְ ְר ֵפי:ּ ֵ The source of this
word is unclear. Apparently, it is a deliberate cor
ruption of bei nisrafei, the place of burning [sereifa],
where the Persian fire-worship was conducted. This
would be in accordance with the requirement of halakha that the names of idolatry must be corrupted
and mispronounced.
NOTES

Which they drink on the day of their festival –
יה ְ ּביֹום ַח ָ ּגם
ּ דְּ ׁ ָשת ּו ֵל: Shmuel maintains that any tree
consecrated for the purposes of a cult, even if it itself
is not worshipped, is nonetheless considered an
asheira, at least by rabbinic decree. Rav’s opinion is
included in the opinion of Shmuel, as the fact that
the priests tend to the tree without deriving benefit
from it proves that it is worshipped as a god to a
certain extent.
HALAKHA

Asheira – א ׁ ֵש ָירה:ֲ The category of asheira includes a
tree used by priests in the preparation of a drink for
their idolatrous festival. This halakha also extends to
a tree under which they sit without deriving benefit
from its fruit (Shakh), in accordance with Shmuel’s
stringent opinion (Shulĥan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 142:12).

It is stated that the amora’im disagreed with regard to the acquisition
of a merging of alleyways. Rav said: It is not necessary to confer
possession of the food used in merging the alleyway to all the residents
of the alleyway; and Shmuel said: It is necessary to confer possession to them. They likewise disagreed with regard to a joining of
Shabbat boundaries, but the opinions are reversed. Rav said: It is
necessary to confer possession of the food to all those who wish
to be included in the eiruv, and Shmuel said: It is not necessary to
confer possession to them.

–  וְ ָה ָכא, ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ִל ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל – ָה ָכא – ְּתנַןThe Gemara raises a difficulty: Granted, according to the opinion of
? ַמאי ַט ְע ָמא, ֶא ָּלא ְל ַרב. ָלא ְּתנַןShmuel, his reasoning is clear, as here, with regard to a merging of the
alleyways, we learned in the mishna that he must confer possession,
whereas there, with regard to a joining of Shabbat boundaries, we did
not learn that this is the halakha. However, according to Rav, what
is the reason that he differentiates between the cases in this manner?
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