.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.
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.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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BACKGROUND

Take a roundabout route…go to the Ladder of Tyre –
יף…לסו ָּּל ָמא דְּ צֹור
ְ
א ִּק:
ַ The map depicts the two routes
by means of which Rabbi Ya’akov could have reached
Eretz Yisrael. One possible route would have taken him
north, via Antioch. However, the shortest route is south,
by way of Damascus, through the Golan to the Lower
Galilee. It is also possible to travel to the coast and scale
the hills known as the Ladder of Tyre before descend
ing southward along the coast to Acre, and from there
inland to Tiberias. This is a longer route to Eretz Yisrael.

: ֲא ַמר ַרב,ַּת ָּנ ֵאי ִהיא; דַּ ֲא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה
אֹוש ֲעיָ א ׁ ֶש ָה ְל ָכה
ַ ׁ ַמ ֲע ֶ ׂשה ְ ּב ַכ ָּלתֹו ׁ ֶשל ַר ִ ּבי
 וְ ֵע ְיר ָבה ָל ּה,ְל ֵבית ַה ֶּמ ְר ָחץ וְ ָח ׁ ְש ָכה ָל ּה
.מֹות ּה
ָ ֲח

The Gemara answers: This is the subject of a dispute between the
tanna’im, as Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: There was an incident
involving the daughter-in-law of Rabbi Oshaya, who went before
Shabbat to the bathhouse, which was located beyond the Shabbat
boundary, and it grew dark before she was able to return, and her
mother-in-law established a joining of Shabbat boundaries for her
so that she could return home.

 ָא ַמר לֹו. וְ ָא ַסר,ו ָּבא ַמ ֲע ֶ ׂשה ִל ְפנֵי ַר ִ ּבי ִחּיָ יא
ְ ַ ּב ְב ַלאי! ָּכל ָּכך:יֹוסי
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵעאל ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי
:ַא ָּתה ַמ ְח ִמיר ְ ּב ֵעירו ִּבין?! ָּכ ְך ֲא ַמר ַא ָ ּבא
.ּכֹל ׁ ֶשּיֵ ׁש ְלךָ ְל ָה ֵקל ְ ּב ֵעירו ִּבין – ָה ֵקל

And the incident came before Rabbi Ĥiyya for a ruling as to
whether the eiruv is valid, and he ruled that it was not valid and
prohibited her return. Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, said
to him: Babylonian, are you so stringent with regard to an eiruv?
This is what my father said: Any case where you have the ability to
be lenient with regard to an eiruv, be lenient.

,מֹות ּה ֵע ְיר ָבה ָל ּה
ָ  ִמ ׁ ּ ֶשל ֲח:ּ וְ ִא ַ ּב ֲעיָ א ְלהוAnd a dilemma was raised before the Sages: Did the mother-in-law
 ִמ ׁ ּ ֶש ָּל ּה: אֹו דִּ ְיל ָמא, ו ִּמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ל ֹא זִ ְּיכ ָתה ָל ּהestablish the eiruv for her daughter-in-law with the mother-in? ו ִּמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִמדַּ ְע ָּת ּה, ֵע ְיר ָבה ָל ּהlaw’s food, and Rabbi Ĥiyya prohibited it because she did not
confer possession to her, i.e., she merely prepared the eiruv but did
not confer possession of the food, and an eiruv of this kind is not
effective? Or perhaps she established the eiruv for her with the
daughter-in-law’s own food, but the eiruv was invalid because it was
prepared without her knowledge?

Different routes to Eretz Yisrael

NOTES

Rav’s opinion with regard to conferring possession – יטת ַרב ִ ּבזְ ִּכיָה
ַ ש:
ִ Rashi and Tosafot question Rav’s
position, which apparently does not coincide with the
content of the mishna and no fully acceptable proof is
provided for it. Several commentaries explain that Rav
distinguishes between a merging of alleyways and a
joining of courtyards, which do not necessitate trans
fer of possession to others, and a joining of Shabbat
boundaries, where transferring possession is required.
The reason for this difference is that in the cases of an
eiruv and a merging of alleyways the one transferring
possession and the recipient are linked, as they reside
in the same place and share the eiruv with the other
inhabitants. As the recipient receives the possession
and benefit of the eiruv himself, it stands to reason that
he can acquire it on behalf of others as well. However,
this is not the case with regard to a joining of boundar
ies, as the one transferring possession gains no benefit
from the fact that another person can accompany him
beyond the Shabbat limit. Consequently, if no one else
receives possession, he cannot acquire it on behalf of
another (Rashba; Ritva).
A joining of cooked foods [eiruv tavshilin] – ֵעירוּב
ת ְב ׁ ִש ִילין:ַ On a Festival that occurs on a Friday, it is pro
hibited to cook food for the upcoming Shabbat ab
initio. To circumvent this prohibition, one may prepare
a joining of cooked foods [eiruv tavshilin]. This is done
by setting aside bread and a cooked dish before the
Festival and reserving them for Shabbat. One may then
cook other food for Shabbat on the Festival, in addition
to these foods.

:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ָל ֶהן ַההוּא ֵמ ַר ָ ּבנַן וְ ַר ִ ּבי יַ ֲעקֹב ׁ ְש ֵמ
:יֹוחנָ ן
ָ ֵיה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ַ ּ ְל ִד ִידי ִמ
ּ יפ ְר ׁ ָשא ָל ּה ִמ ּינ
יכ ָתה
ָ ִמ ׁ ּ ֶשל ֲח
ְּ ִ ו ִּמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ל ֹא ז,מֹות ּה ֵע ְיר ָבה
.ָל ּה

One of the Sages, named Rabbi Ya’akov, said to them: It was
personally explained to me by Rabbi Yoĥanan that the motherin-law established the eiruv for her with the mother-in-law’s
food, and Rabbi Ĥiyya prohibited it because she did not confer
possession of the food to her.

)יה
ּ ְ יה ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא ְל ַר ִ ּבי יַ ֲעקֹב
ּ (ב ֵר
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
 ַא ִּקיף וְ זִ יל, ִּכי ָמ ֵטית ָה ָתם:ְד ַבת יַ ֲעקֹב
ֵיה ֵמ ַרב יַ ֲעקֹב
ּ  ו ְּב ַעיָ א ִמ ּינ,ְלסו ָּּל ָמא דְּ צֹור
.ַ ּבר ִא ִידי
ּ
ּ
 ו ִּמ ׁשוּם,מֹות ּה ֵע ְיר ָבה
ָ  ִמ ׁ ֶשל ֲח:ֵיה
ּ ְ ּב ָעא ִמ ּינ
, ִמ ׁ ּ ֶש ָּל ּה ֵע ְיר ָבה: אֹו דִּ ְל ָמא,דְּ ל ֹא זִ ְּיכ ָתה ָל ּה
?ו ִּמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִמדַּ ְע ָּת ּה

Rabbi Zeira said to Rabbi Ya’akov, son of the daughter of Ya’akov:
When you go there, to Eretz Yisrael, take a roundabout route, i.e.,
do not travel by the shortest path, and go to the Ladder of TyreB
and raise this dilemma before Rav Ya’akov bar Idi.
Rabbi Ya’akov did so and raised a dilemma before him: With regard
to that incident, did the mother-in-law establish the eiruv for her
daughter-in-law from the mother-in-law’s food, and Rabbi Ĥiyya
prohibited it because she did not confer possession of the food to
her? Or perhaps she established the eiruv for her with the daughter-in-law’s own food, but the eiruv was invalidated because it was
prepared without her knowledge?

,מֹות ּה ֵע ְיר ָבה ָל ּה
ָ  ִמ ׁ ּ ֶשל ֲח:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRav Ya’akov bar Idi said to him: The mother-in-law established the
.יכ ָתה ָל ּה
ְּ ִ ו ִּמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ל ֹא זeiruv for her with the mother-in-law’s food, and Rabbi Ĥiyya
prohibited it because she did not confer possession of the food to
her. Like his master and uncle, Rabbi Ĥiyya, Rav also maintains that
possession of the food must be conferred upon those who wish to
be included in a joining of Shabbat boundaries.N
 ֶא ָחד ֵעירו ֵּבי: נָ ְק ִטינַ ן,ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן
 ֶא ָחד, וְ ֶא ָחד ֵעירו ֵּבי ֲחצֵ ירֹות,ְּתח ּו ִמין
 ָ ּב ֵעי ַרב.ׁ ִש ּיתו ֵּפי ְמבֹואֹות – צָ ִריךְ ְלזַ ּכֹות
 אֹו, צָ ִריךְ ְלזַ ּכֹות, ֵעירו ֵּבי ַת ְב ׁ ִש ִילין:נַ ְח ָמן
?ֵאין צָ ִריךְ ְלזַ ּכֹות

Rav Naĥman said: We hold based on tradition that with regard to
all of them, joining of Shabbat boundaries,H joining of court
yards,H and merging of alleyways,H it is necessary to confer
possession. After issuing this statement, Rav Naĥman raised a
dilemma concerning an issue that was not sufficiently clear to him:
With regard to a joining of cooked foods [eiruv tavshilin],N which
must be prepared in order to permit cooking for Shabbat on a Festival that occurs on a Friday, is it necessary to confer possession,
or is it not necessary to confer possession?

HALAKHA

Conferring possession for a joining of Shabbat boundaries –
יכוּי ְ ּב ֵעירוּב ְּתחו ִּמין
ּ ִז: If the food used for a joining of boundaries
belongs to one of the residents alone, he must transfer possession
to all his neighbors by means of another person, in accordance
with Rav Naĥman because he is a later authority (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 413:1).
Transferring possession for a joining of courtyards – זִ ּיכוּי ְ ּב ֵעירוּב
חצֵ רֹות:ֲ It is necessary to transfer possession of the food used for
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a joining of courtyards to the other residents of the courtyards
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 366:9).
Transferring possession for a merging of alleyways – יכוּי
ּ ִז
ב ׁ ִש ּיתוּף ְמבֹואֹות:ּ ְ It is necessary to transfer possession of the food
used for a merging of alleyways to the other residents of the al
leyways. The halakha of an alleyway in this regard is the same as
that of a courtyard, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Naĥman
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 386:3).

יב ֵעי ֵל ּיה? ָלא ׁ ְש ִמ ַיע
ּ ָ  ו ַּמאי ִּת:יֹוסף
ֵ ֲא ַמר ַרב
יה ָהא דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ַ ּבר ַרב ַאדָּ א ָא ַמר
ּ ֵל
!?יך ְלזַ ּכֹות
ְ  ֵעירו ֵּבי ַת ְב ׁ ִש ִילין צָ ִר:ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
,יה
ָ  ּ ְפ ׁ ִש:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ יטא דְּ ָלא ׁ ְש ִמ ַיע ֵל
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
?יה
ּ ָ יה – ַמאי ִּת
ּ יב ֵעי ֵל
ּ דְּ ִאי ׁ ְש ִמ ַיע ֵל

Rav Yosef said: What is his dilemma? Did he not hear that
which Rav Naĥman bar Rav Adda said that Shmuel said: With
regard to a joining of cooked foods, it is necessary to confer
possession?H Abaye said to Rav Yosef: It is obvious that he did
not hear that ruling, as had he heard it, why would he have
raised this dilemma?

 ַא ּט ּו ֵעירו ֵּבי ְתחו ִּמין ִמי ָלא ֲא ַמר:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRav Yosef said to him: Didn’t Shmuel say, with regard to a
 וַ ֲא ַמר ִאיה ּו,יך ְלזַ ּכֹות״
ְ “אין צָ ִר
ֵ  ׁ ְשמו ֵּאלjoining of Shabbat boundaries, that it is not necessary to con? “צָ ִריךְ ְלזַ ּכֹות״fer possession, and Rav Naĥman nonetheless said that it is
necessary to confer possession? Perhaps here too Rav Naĥman
did not accept Shmuel’s ruling.
ָה ִכי ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא?! ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ָה ָתם – ּ ְפ ִליגִ י ַרב
 וְ ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן ְּכחו ְּמ ִרין דְּ ָמר,ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל
יתא
ָ  ִאי ִא, ֲא ָבל ָה ָכא,וְ ִכי חו ְּמ ִרין דְּ ָמר
?יכא דְּ ַמאן דְּ ָפ ֵליג
ָּ יה – ִמי ִא
ּ דִּ ׁ ְש ִמ ַיע ֵל

יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ ַההוּא טו ְּרזִ ינָ א דַּ ֲהוָ ה ְ ּב ׁ ֵש ְיבבו ֵּת
 ָלא.יה אֹוגִ יר ָלן ְר ׁשו ָּת ְך
ּ  ֲא ַמר ּו ֵל,זֵ ָירא
 ֲא ַמר ּו,יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא
ּ  ֲאת ּו ְל ַק ֵּמ.ּאֹוגִ יר ְלהו
?ּיתהו
ְ  ַמה ּו ְל ֵמיגַ ר ִמדְּ ֵב:יה
ּ ֵל

Abaye replied: How can you compare the two cases? Granted,
there, with regard to a merging of alleyways and a joining
of Shabbat boundaries, Rav and Shmuel disagree, and Rav
Naĥman teaches us that the halakha is in accordance with the
stringency of this master and the stringency of that master,N
i.e., his ruling is based on both opinions. However, here, with
regard to a joining of cooked foods, if it is so, if he actually heard
Shmuel’s ruling, is there anyone who disputes it? If one of
his teachers issued an uncontested ruling, it is presumably an
established halakha.
A certain gentile superintendent [turzina]L lived in Rabbi
Zeira’s neighborhood. The neighbors said to him: Rent your
domain to us so that we may carry on Shabbat. However, he
would not rent it to them. They came before Rabbi Zeira and
asked him: What is the halakha if we seek to rent the
domain from his wife without her husband’s knowledge?

יה
ּ  ָה ִכי ֲא ַמר ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ:ּ ֲא ַמר ְלהוRabbi Zeira said to them: Reish Lakish said as follows in the
 ִא ׁ ְש ּתֹו ׁ ֶשל: ו ַּמנּ ּו – ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ א, דְּ גַ ְב ָרא ַר ָ ּבהname of a great man, and who is this great man? It is Rabbi
man’s wife may establish an eiruv with. ָא ָדם ְמ ָע ֶר ֶבת ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִמדַּ ְע ּתֹוĤanina. He stated: A
out his knowledge.H According to this principle, the superintendent’s wife could indeed rent out the domain without his
knowledge.
יה דְּ ַרב
ּ ַההוּא טו ְּרזִ ינָ א דַּ ֲהוָ ה ְ ּב ׁ ֵש ְיבבו ֵּת
 אֹוגַ ר ָלן:יה
ַ ׁ יְ הו ָּדה ַ ּבר
ּ  ָא ְמ ִרי ֵל,אֹוש ֲעיָ א
יה דְּ ַרב
ּ  ָאת ּו ְל ַק ֵּמ.ּ ָלא אֹוגַ ר ְלהו. ְְר ׁשו ָּתך
 ַמה ּו ְל ֵמיגַ ר: ָא ְמ ִרי ֵל ּיה,אֹוש ֲעיָא
ַ ׁ יְהו ָּדה ַ ּבר
יה
ְ ִמדְּ ֵב
ּ  ָאת ּו ְל ַק ֵּמ,יה
ּ יתהוּ? ָלא ֲהוָ ה ִ ּב ֵיד
יה
ּ  ָאת ּו ְל ַק ֵּמ.יה
ּ דְּ ַרב ַמ ָּתנָ ה – ָלא ֲהוָ ה ִ ּב ֵיד
: ָה ִכי ֲא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל,ּ ֲא ַמר ְלהו,דְּ ַרב יְ הו ָּדה
.ִא ׁ ְש ּתֹו ׁ ֶשל ָא ָדם ְמ ָע ֶר ֶבת ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִמדַּ ְע ּתֹו

The Gemara relates a similar incident: A certain superintendent lived in the neighborhood of Rav Yehuda bar Oshaya.
The neighbors said to him: Rent your domain to us so that we
may establish an eiruv and carry on Shabbat, but he would not
rent it to them. They came before Rav Yehuda bar Oshaya and
said to him: What is the halakha if we seek to rent it from his
wife? He did not have a ready answer at hand. They subsequently came before Rav Mattana, and he too did not have
an answer at hand. They came before Rav Yehuda, who said
to them that Shmuel said as follows: A man’s wife may establish an eiruv without his knowledge, and the same applies to
renting out his property.

HALAKHA

Conferring possession of a joining of cooked foods – יכוּי
ּ ִז
ב ֵעירוּב ַּת ְב ׁ ִש ִילין:
ּ ְ It is necessary to transfer possession of a
joining of cooked foods to all those who will benefit from
the eiruv, in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel (Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 527:10).
A man’s wife may establish an eiruv without his knowledge – א ׁ ְש ּתֹו ׁ ֶשל ָא ָדם ְמ ָע ֶר ֶבת ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ִמדַּ ְע ּתֹו:ִ With regard to a
man who would impose restrictions on the other residents
of his courtyard or alleyway, his wife may establish an eiruv without his knowledge and even against his will. Some
commentaries state that she may establish the eiruv only
without his knowledge, but not against his will (Rambam
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Eiruvin 2:12). If he is located in a place
that would not prevent establishment of the eiruv, but he is
accustomed to joining in an eiruv with the other residents,
his wife may establish an eiruv without his knowledge. How
ever, if he is not accustomed to participating with them
and would not impose restrictions, then although she may
establish an eiruv without his knowledge, she may not do so
against his will (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 367:1).
NOTES

With the stringency of this master and the stringency
of that master – כחו ְּמ ִרין דְּ ָמר וְ ִכי חו ְּמ ִרין דְּ ָמר:ְּ In general, the
Sages applied the verse: “And the fool walks in darkness”
(Ecclesiastes 2:14) to one who acts in accordance with the
stringencies of both sides of a debate. However, that prin
ciple does not apply to this case, as Rav and Shmuel provide
different and not necessarily contradictory reasons. In this
case, it is possible to accept both opinions (Ritva).
In this case he would prohibit – הא דַּ ֲא ַסר:ָ Apparently, the
Rambam interprets the phrase: In this case he would pro
hibit, as referring to a situation where he states that he does
not wish to participate in the eiruv. In that case, it is pro
hibited for his wife to establish an eiruv for him without his
knowledge. The phrase: In that case he would not prohibit,
refers to a situation where he did not indicate his preference.
LANGUAGE

Superintendent [turzina] – טו ְּרזִ ינָ א: The source and mean
ing of this word are unclear. Some authorities maintain that
it refers to the person who guards the clothes in the royal
chambers. Other linguists explain that it derives from the
Persian tirzan, or tabarozan, meaning military men, archers,
or swordsmen. It possibly refers to a military appointment.

נִש ַּת ְּתפ ּו ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא
ְ ׁ ְנָשים ׁ ֶש ֵע ְירב ּו ו
ִ ׁ :ית ִיבי
ִ  ֵמThe Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: Women who
 וְ ֵאין,יהן – ֵאין ֵעירו ָּבן ֵעירוּב
ֶ  ִמדַּ ַעת ַ ּב ֲע ֵלjoined the courtyards or merged the alleyways without the
! ׁ ִש ּיתו ָּפן ׁ ִש ּיתוּףknowledge of their husbands, their eiruv is not a valid eiruv,
and their merging of alleyways is not a valid merging. How can
Shmuel rule against an explicit baraita?
 ָהא – דְּ ָלא, ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א; ָהא – דַּ ֲא ַסרThe Gemara answers: This is not difficult. In this case, where
. ֲא ַסרShmuel said that a wife may establish an eiruv without her husband’s knowledge, he was referring to a situation where the
husband would prohibitN his neighbors from carrying if he did
not join their eiruv, and the halakha is therefore lenient, as a wife
may establish an eiruv on his behalf. However, in that case, the
baraita, which states that his wife may not establish an eiruv
without his knowledge, is referring to a situation where he
would not prohibit his neighbors from carrying.
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HALAKHA

One…who was accustomed to join in a merging of alley
ways – מי ׁ ֶש ָרגִ יל ְל ִה ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּתף:ִ With regard to a resident of an
alleyway who is accustomed to participating in merging the
alleyway with the other residents of his alleyway, but who
does not impose restrictions upon them, or one who does
impose restrictions but is unaccustomed to participate, and
yet he now desires to participate in this merging, the other
residents may collect his contribution from him even against
his will (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 367:1).
Compel to erect a side post – כ ִֹופין ַל ֲע ׂשֹות ֶל ִחי:ּ All residents
of an alleyway may be forced to erect a side post and a cross
beam for the alleyway (Shulĥan Arukh, Ĥoshen Mishpat 162:1).

 דְּ ִא ם,ָה ִכ י נַ ִמ י ִמ ְס ַּת ְ ּב ָר א
;ֵּכן – ַק ׁ ְשיָ א דִּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַאדִּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
 ֶא ָחד ִמ ְ ּבנֵי ָמבֹוי:דְּ ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
,ׁ ֶש ָרגִ יל ְל ִה ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּתף ִעם ְ ּבנֵי ָמבֹוי
נָסין
ִ נִש ַּת ֵּתף – ְ ּבנֵי ַה ָּמבֹוי נִ ְכ
ְ ׁ וְ ל ֹא
נֹוט ִלין ׁ ִש ּיתו ָּפן ִמ ֶּמנּ ּו
ְ ְְלתֹוךְ ֵ ּביתֹו ו
.ְ ּב ַעל ָּכ ְרחֹו

The Gemara adds: So too, it is reasonable that this is the correct interpretation, as if you do not say this, there is a contradiction between this ruling of Shmuel and another ruling of Shmuel. As Shmuel said: With regard to one of the residents of an alleyway who was
accustomed to join in a merging of alleywaysH with the other residents of the alleyway, but one Shabbat he did not join in a merging
of alleyways with them, the other residents of the alleyway may
enter his house and take his contribution to their merging of alleyways from him even against his will.

 ׁ ְש ַמע. ׁ ֶש ֵאין ָרגִ יל – ָלא, ָרגִ יל – ִאיןThe Gemara infers: If he was accustomed to join in their merging of
. ִמ ָּינ ּהthe alleyway, yes, they may enter his house to collect his contribution,
but if he was not accustomed to do so, no, they may not do so. Clearly, it is not possible in all cases to compel a person to participate in a
merging of alleyways against his will. The Gemara concludes: Indeed,
conclude from it that it is so.
ֹופין אֹותֹו
ִ  ּכ:יה
ָ  ֵלThe Gemara suggests: Let us say that the following baraita supports
ּ ימא ְמ ַסּיַ יע ֵל
.קֹורה ַל ָּמבֹוי
ָ ְ ַל ֲע ׂשֹות ֶל ִחי וhim. The residents of an alleyway may compel anyone who lives in
the alleyway to erect a side postH and a cross beam for the alleyway.
This teaching indicates that with regard to these Shabbat enactments,
a person’s wishes are not taken into account; rather, others may act on
his behalf even against his will.

Perek VII
Daf 80 Amud b
NOTES

From the side [mitzad] it is different – מ ַ ּצד ׁ ָשאנֵי:ִ This phrase
is unclear, and the commentaries sought to explain it. Some
commentaries rely on variant readings of the text that omit
the phrase. The Vilna Gaon and the author of the Noda Bihuda read: In the court [the abbreviation of beveit din, beit,
beit, dalet] it is different, i.e., there is a difference between
neighbors coercing each other of their own accord, and the
coercion of a court order.
Other authorities maintain that the phrase: From the side
is different, is referring to carrying from the side. In other
words, if the alleyway had a side post or a cross beam, the full
prohibition of carrying would not be in effect, as it would be
considered carrying from the side, i.e., in an unusual manner.
It is therefore necessary to coerce each person to contribute
to the adjustment of the alleyway (Mekom Shmuel).
Alternatively, the word mitzad may be derived from metzuda, a fortress (see I Chronicles 11:7). As the alleyway has par
titions and is closed off like a fortress, one is forced to erect
a side post or a cross beam as well (Rabbi A. Z. Margaliyot).
Yet other commentaries explain that the phrase: From
the side, is referring to the adjustment of a merging of al
leyways, which is not part of the alleyway itself, and therefore
one is not compelled to participate. The same cannot be
said with regard to the adjustment of a side post or a cross
beam, which does affect the alleyway itself (Sefer Yehoshua;
Responsa Meir Netiv).
HALAKHA

From the side it is different – מן ַה ַ ּצד ׁ ָשאנֵי:ִ One who is not
accustomed to participating in an eiruv cannot be compelled
to join an eiruv against his will. However, he may be coerced
by the court to do so. According to the Vilna Gaon and other
authorities, the source for that halakha is this passage in the
Gemara, due to the variant reading: In the court, it is different
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 367:1).
A side post and a cross beam from an asheira – קֹורה
ָ ְֶל ִחי ו
מ ֲא ׁ ֵש ָרה:ֵ A side post may be built from the wood of an asheira,
but a cross beam may not, as the latter must be of a par
ticular length and width, in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Ĥiyya bar Ashi (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 363:8, 16).
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׳ז

.יצֹות
ָּ  ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָתם דְּ ֵלThe Gemara answers: It is different there, as there are no partitions.
ּ יכא ְמ ִח
That alley is breached, and it is therefore fitting to compel its residents
to establish some sort of partition, if only for the sake of protection.
However, if there are partitions, one is not obligated to join in a
merging of alleyways.
. ִמ ַ ּצד ׁ ָשאנֵי:ישנָ א ַא ֲח ִרינָ א
ָ ּ ׁ  ִלAnother version of this explanation: From the side it is different,NH
i.e., the preparation of an eiruv does not involve an adjustment to the
alleyway itself, but rather it is a side issue. Consequently, an individual
cannot be forced to participate in its preparation (Meir Netiv).
: ַרב ִחּיָ יא ַ ּבר ַא ׁ ִשי ָא ַמר, ִא ְּת ַמרIt is stated that the amora’im disputed this issue. Rav Ĥiyya bar Ashi
said: One may build a side post from the wood of an asheira. Al וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן.עֹושין ֶל ִחי ֲא ׁ ֵש ָירה
ִׂ
though
it is prohibited to benefit from the tree and it must be burned,
.קֹורה ֲא ׁ ֵש ָירה
ָ עֹושין
ׂ ִ :ָל ִק ׁיש ָא ַמר
setting up a side post is a mitzva, and mitzvot were not given for
benefit, i.e., the fulfillment of a mitzva is not in itself considered a
benefit. And Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: One may build a cross
beam from the wood of an asheira.H
,קֹורה – ָּכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ֶל ִחי
ָ  ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמרThe Gemara clarifies their opinions: With regard to the one who said
,קֹורה ל ֹא
ָ  ו ַּמאן דְּ ָא ַמר ֶל ִחי – ֲא ָבלthat one may build a cross beam from the wood of an asheira, Rabbi
.יה
ּ  ִּכ ּתו ֵּתי ִמ ְכ ַּתת ׁ ִשיעו ֵּרShimon ben Lakish, all the more so he would permit a side post to
be prepared from an asheira. And the one who said that one may build
a side post from an asheira, Rav Ĥiyya bar Ashi, spoke only of a side
post; but as for a cross beam, no, he did not permit one to build it
from an asheira. The reason is that an asheira must be burned, and it
is therefore as though its size has already been crushed. Consequently, a cross beam, which must be at least a handbreadth in size,
may not be prepared from an asheira. With regard to a side post, by
contrast, a minimum width suffices, which means that even wood
from an asheira is fit, despite the fact that it is viewed as burned.

mishna

If the food in the barrel for the merging of the
מֹוסיף
ִ – אֹוכל
ֵ מתני׳ נִ ְת ַמ ֵעט ָה
alleyway diminished and was less than the
ֹוספ ּו
ְ  נִ ּת.הֹוד ַיע
ִ  וְ ֵאין צָ ִריךְ ְל,ו ְּמזַ ֶּכה
requisite measure, one may add a little of his own and confer possesיך
ְ  וְ צָ ִר,מֹוסיף ּו ְמזַ ֶּכה
ִ
– יהן
ֶ  ֲע ֵלsion to the others, and he need not inform them of his addition.
.הֹוד ַיע
ִ  ְלHowever, if new residents were added to the residents of the alleyway,
he may add food on behalf of those residents and confer possession
to them, and he must inform the new residents of their inclusion in
the merging of alleyways.

–  ַּכ ָּמה הוּא ׁ ִשיעו ָּרן? ִ ּבזְ ַמן ׁ ֶש ֵהן ְמרו ִ ּּביןWhat is the measure of food required for a merging of the alleyways?
 ִ ּבזְ ַמן ׁ ֶש ֵהן, ְמזֹון ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְסעוּדֹות ְלכו ָּּלםWhen the residents of the alley are numerous, food for two meals is
number,
. מו ָּע ִטין – ַּכ ְ ּגרֹוגֶ ֶרת ְל ָכל ֶא ָחד וְ ֶא ָחדsufficient for all of them; when they are few, less than a certain
a dried fig-bulk for each and every one of them is enough.H
–  ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים:יֹוסי
ֵ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּביRabbi Yosei said: In what case is this statement said? It is said with
–  ֲא ָבל ִ ּב ׁ ְשיָ ֵרי ֵעירוּב, ִ ּב ְת ִח ַּילת ֵעירוּבregard to the beginning of an eiruv, when it is initially established.
. ָּכל ׁ ֶשהוּאHowever, with regard to the remnants of an eiruv, e.g., if the eiruv
decreased in size on Shabbat, it remains valid if even any amount
remains.H

NOTES

If the eiruv was finished, the halakha is different –
כ ָלה ׁ ָשאנֵי:ָּ The Ritva maintains that finished does not
mean completely finished, as in that case it cannot
be likened to food that has merely decreased. Rather,
it means that it has been so greatly reduced from its
original amount that it is virtually finished.

 וְ ל ֹא ָא ְמר ּו ְל ָע ֵרב ַ ּב ֲחצֵ ירֹות ֶא ָּלא ְּכ ֵדיAnd in general they said that it is necessary to join the courtyards,H
. ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ְל ׁ ַש ַּכח ֶאת ַה ִּתינֹוקֹותeven though a merging of the alleyways was already in place, only so
that the halakhic category of eiruv will not be forgotten by the children, i.e., so that the next generation should be aware that an eiruv can
be established for a courtyard, for otherwise they would be entirely
unaware of this halakhic category.

gemara

The mishna stated: If the food in the barrel for
ימא ְ ּב ִמין
ָ גמ׳ ְ ּב ַמאי ָע ְס ִקינַ ן? ִא ֵיל
the merging of the alleyway diminished and
ּ  ֲא ִפ,ֶא ָחד – ַמאי ִא ְיריָ א נִ ְת ַמ ֵעט
יל ּו
was less than the requisite measure, one may add to it without inform! ָּכ ָלה נַ ִמיing the others. The Gemara poses a question: With what case are we
dealing here? If you say that he added the same type of food that
had initially been used for the merging of the alleyway, why specify
this particular case where the food decreasedH in measure? Even if
the food was entirely finished, he should likewise not be obligated to
inform them.
ֶא ָּלא ִ ּב ׁ ְשנֵי ִמינִין – ֲא ִפילּ ּו נִ ְת ַמ ֵעט נַ ִמי
–  ִמ ִּמין ֶא ָחד,אֹוכל
ֵ  ָּכ ָלה ָה: דְּ ַתנְיָא,ל ֹא
ְ ִמ ׁ ְּשנֵי ִמינִים – צָ ִריך,יע
ַ הֹוד
ִ ֵאין צָ ִריךְ ְל
!הֹוד ַיע
ִ ְל

Rather, perhaps it is referring to two types of food, i.e., one added a
different kind of food that had not been used beforehand. If so, even if
it only decreased in measure, no, he should also not be permitted to
add to the merging of the alleyway without informing them. As it was
taught in a baraita: If the food of a merging of the alleyway was entirely finished, and he added the same type of food to it, he need not
inform the other residents; however, if the amount he added was from
two types of food, i.e., if the added food was different from the original,
he must inform them. The Gemara assumes that the same halakha is
in effect even if the food of the merging of the alleyway only decreased
in measure.

יב ֵעית
ּ ָ  וְ ִא, ִמ ִּמין ֶא ָחד:ימא
ָ יב ֵעית ֵא
ּ ָ  ִאThe Gemara answers: If you wish, say that the mishna is referring to a
ימא ִמ ִּמין
ָ יב ֵעית ֵא
ּ ָ  ִא. ִמ ׁ ּ ְשנֵי ִמינִין:ימא
ָ  ֵאcase where his addition was from the same kind of food, and if you
. ַמאי נִ ְת ַמ ֵעט – נִ ְת ַמ ְט ֵמט, ֶא ָחדwish, say instead that it was from two kinds. The Gemara clarifies the
previous statement: If you wish, say that it is referring to a case where
his addition was from the same kind of food, and what is the meaning
of decreased? It means that the food entirely crumbled away, so that
nothing at all remained.
ימא ִמ ׁ ּ ְשנֵי ִמינִין – ָּכ ָלה
ָ יב ֵעית ֵא
ּ ָ  וְ ִאAnd if you wish, say instead that the mishna is referring to a case where
. ׁ ָשאנֵיhis addition was from two kinds of food, for if the eiruv was entirely
finished, the halakha is different.N That is to say, the halakha of the
baraita that he must inform the others is in effect only if the food was
entirely finished, but if any of it remains there is no need to inform them
of his addition, and he may confer possession of even a different kind
of food.
HALAKHA

The measure of an eiruv at the beginning – שיעוּר ֵעירוּב ַ ּב ְּת ִח ָּילה:
ִׁ
What is the initial amount of food required for an eiruv? If there
are numerous residents participating, there must be enough food
for two meals for all of them. If there were few participants, the
amount of a dried fig-bulk for each of them is sufficient (Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 368:4).
The measure of the remnants of an eiruv – שיעוּר ִ ּב ׁ ְשיָ ֵרי ֵעירוּב:
ִׁ
With regard to food of an eiruv that decreased to less than the
required amount after Shabbat began, if any part of it remains, it
is a valid eiruv, even for another Shabbat. However, the consensus
among the later commentaries is that one should not rely on an
eiruv of this kind (Be’er Heitev; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 367:4).
To join the courtyards – עירוּב ְ ּב ֲחצֵ ירֹות:ֵ In places where everyone



participates in the merging of an alleyway, they should nonethe
less establish an eiruv for their courtyards, so that the halakha of
eiruv will not be forgotten by their children (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 387:1).
If an eiruv decreased – נִ ְת ַמ ֵעט ַה ֵעירוּב: When the food of an eiruv
is reduced to less than the required amount, the following rules
apply: If one adds the same type of food to it, he is not obligated to
inform the other residents. If he added a different type of food, he
must inform the other participants if the food was entirely finished.
However, if the food only decreased in amount, he is not required
to inform them. These halakhot apply only if he prepared the eiruv
from their food. However, if he transferred possession of his own
food to them, he need not inform them in any of these cases (Rashi;
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 368:2).
פ ףד:  ׳ז קרפ. Perek VII . 80b
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HALAKHA

If residents were added – וֹוספ ּו ָדיַ ִּירים
ְ נִית:
ּ If a person in
cluded more residents in an eiruv of courtyards, he is required
to inform them, even if he prepared the eiruv from his own
food (Magen Avraham), especially if they have the option of
participating in an eiruv in a different place (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 368:2).
Numerous and few – מרו ִ ּּבין וּמו ָּע ִטין:ְ With regard to the food
of an eiruv, numerous means eighteen people or more, in
accordance with the opinion of Shmuel (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 368:3).
With a loaf but not with a broken piece – ב ִכ ָּכר וְ ל ֹא ִ ּב ְפרו ָּסה:ּ ְ
An eiruv must be prepared from a whole loaf of bread, even
a small one. A broken piece may not be used, even if it is
large. The Rema explains that each person provides a small
amount of flour with which they bake a single loaf, in ac
cordance with the Ra’avad and the Maggid Mishne. This is
the prevalent custom.
According to the Rosh and the Mordekhai, if one person
transfers possession of the eiruv to all the rest, he may even
use a broken piece (Shulĥan Arukh HaRav; Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 366:6).
NOTES

Eighteen and no more – שמֹונֶ ה ֶע ְ ׂש ֵרה וְ ת ּו ל ֹא:
ְ ׁ This question is
surprising, as it is well known that whenever the Sages estab
lished a measure as a particular number they mean from that
number upwards. However, in this context it perhaps they
permitted using food for two meals in merging alleyways
only if there are eighteen people participating, which would
be slightly less than a dried fig-bulk per person. However, if
there were more than eighteen people, perhaps a larger
amount would be required. Consequently, the question is
appropriate (Rashba).

.מֹוסיף ו ְּמזַ ֶּכה וכו׳״
ִ יהן
ֶ ֹוספ ּו ֲע ֵל
ְ “נִית
ּ
 זֹאת, ָא ַמר ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א,ָא ַמר ַרב ׁ ֵשיזְ ִבי
 ֲחלו ִּקין ָע ָליו ֲח ֵב ָיריו ַעל ַר ִ ּבי:אֹומ ֶרת
ֶ
.יְ הו ָּדה

We learned in the mishna: If other residents were addedH to the
residents of the alleyway, he may add food for those residents and
confer possession to them, but he must inform the new residents
of their inclusion in the merging of the alleyway. Rav Sheizvi said
that Rav Ĥisda said: That is to say, i.e., we can infer from the
mishna, that Rabbi Yehuda’s colleagues disagree with him.

 ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה,דִּ ְתנַ ן
 ֲא ָבל,ֲאמ ּו ִרים – ְ ּב ֵעירו ֵּבי ְתח ּו ִמין
ְ ּב ֵעירו ֵּבי ֲחצֵ ירֹות – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ֵ ּבין ָל ַד ַעת
!יטא דַּ ֲחלו ִּקין
ָ  ּ ְפ ׁ ִש.ו ֵּבין ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ָל ַד ַעת

As we learned in a mishna that Rabbi Yehuda said: In what
case is this statement, that an eiruv may be established for a person only with his knowledge, said? It is said with regard to a
joining of Shabbat boundaries; however, with regard to a joining of courtyards, one may establish an eiruv for another person
either with his knowledge or without his knowledge. Rabbi
Yehuda’s opinion conflicts with that of the tanna of the mishna,
who does not permit a person to be included in a joining of courtyards without his knowledge. The Gemara is surprised at this
statement: It is obvious that they disagree; why did Rav Ĥisda
find it necessary to teach us something so evident?

ֵּ  ָהנֵי ִמ:ימא
ילי – ְ ּב ָחצֵ ר ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין
ָ ַמה ּו דְּ ֵת
 ֲא ָבל ָחצֵ ר ׁ ֶשל ָמ בֹוי,ׁ ְשנֵי ְמ בֹואֹות
“כ ָּמה
ָ ֶא ָחד – ֵא
ַּ . ָק ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן,ימא ָלא
.הוּא ׁ ִשיעוּרֹו וכו׳

The Gemara answers: It was nonetheless necessary, lest you say
that this ruling, i.e., that he must inform them, applies only to a
courtyard that is situated between two alleyways, in which case
the residents of the courtyard may join in a merging of alleyways
with whichever alleyway they prefer. Consequently, he must inform them with which alleyway he prepared the merging, in case
they preferred to join the other alleyway. However, with regard
to a courtyard that opens into only one alleyway, the merging of
the alleyway only benefits them and does not harm them in any
way, and you might therefore say no, that even the tanna of the
mishna concedes that it is not necessary to inform them. Rav
Ĥisda therefore teaches us that the tanna of the mishna maintains
that he must inform them in all cases, contrary to the opinion of
Rabbi Yehuda.

,ַּכ ָּמה הוּא ְמרו ִ ּּבין? ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה
. ׁ ְשמֹונֶ ה ֶע ְ ׂש ֵרה ְ ּבנֵי ָא ָדם:ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
 ִמ ׁ ּ ְשמֹונֶ ה:ימא
ָ ׁ ְשמֹונֶ ה ֶע ְ ׂש ֵרה וְ ת ּו ל ֹא? ֵא
. ְֶע ְ ׂש ֵרה וְ ֵא ָילך

The mishna continues: What is the measure of food required for
a merging of the alleyways? It then specifies different amounts
when the residents of the alley are numerous and when they are
few. The Gemara asks: How many are numerous, and how many
are considered few?H Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: Eighteen people are considered numerous. The Gemara registers
surprise: Eighteen and no more?N The Gemara answers: Say:
From eighteen upward.

ו ַּמאי ׁ ְשמֹונֶ ה ֶע ְ ׂש ֵרה דְּ נָ ַקט? ָא ַמר ַרב
 ְל ִד ִידי ִמ ּ ַיפ ְר ׁ ָשא:יה דְּ ַרב יְהו ָּדה
ּ יִ צְ ָחק ְ ּב ֵר
ּ  ּכֹל ׁ ֶש ִא,ֵיה דְּ ַא ָ ּבא
יל ּו ְמ ַח ְּלקֹו
ּ ִלי ִמ ּנ
ינֵיהן וְ ֵאין ַמ ַ ּג ַעת
ֶ ִל ְמזֹון ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְסעוּדּ ֹות ֵ ּב
,ְ ּגרֹוגֶ ֶרת ְל ָכל ֶא ָחד וְ ֶא ָחד – ֵהן ֵהן ְמרו ִ ּּבין
)(הן ֵהן
ֵ  וְ ִאי ל ֹא.וְ ַסגִ י ִ ּב ְמזֹון ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְסעוּדֹות
.ּמו ָּע ִטין נִינְ הו

The Gemara asks: And what is the significance of the number
eighteen that he cited? Why this figure in particular? The Gemara answers that Rav Yitzĥak, son of Rav Yehuda, said: It was
explained to me personally by my father, Rav Yehuda: Any case
where, if one were to divide the food of two meals between them
and it does not amount to the measure of a dried fig for each
and every one of them, these are the very ones the tanna called
numerous, and in this case food for two meals suffices for all of
them. And if not, these are the very ones the tanna termed few,
which means food in the measure of a dried fig is required for each
of them.

LANGUAGE

Issar – יסר
ָּ א:ִ From the Greek ἀσσάριον, assariyon, meaning
a Roman issar coin.
BACKGROUND

Issar – יסר
ָּ א:ִ A small coin typically made of copper. Its stan
dard value was eight perutot.

יה ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן דִּ ׁ ְש ֵּתי
ְ  וְ ַא ַ ּגבAnd Rav Yehuda incidentally teaches us that food for two meals
ּ אֹור ֵח
. ְסעוּדֹות ָהוְ יָ ין ׁ ְשמֹונֶ ה ֶע ְ ׂש ֵרה ְ ּגרֹוגָ רֹותconsists of a measure equal to eighteen dried figs. Consequently, if there were numerous residents in the alley, then eighteen
dried figs, which is food sufficient for two meals, is enough for
them.
 חוּץ,מתני׳ ַ ּב ּכֹל ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ו ִּמ ׁ ְש ַּת ְּת ִפין
.יעזֶ ר
ֶ  דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל,ִמן ַה ַּמיִ ם ו ִּמן ַה ֶּמ ַלח
, ִּכ ָּכר הוּא ֵעירוּב:אֹומר
ֵ הֹוש ַע
ֻ ׁ ְַר ִ ּבי י
ֲא ִפילּ ּו ַמ ֲא ֶפה ְס ָאה וְ הוּא ּ ְפרו ָּסה – ֵאין
– יסר וְ הוּא ׁ ָש ֵלם
ָּ  ִּכ ָּכר ְּכ ִא.ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ָ ּב ּה
.ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ּבֹו

Roman issar from the time of Tiberius Caesar
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׳ז

mishna

One may join courtyards and merge alleyways with all types of food, except for
water and salt, as they are not considered foods. This is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. Rabbi Yehoshua says that a different
limitation applies: A whole loaf may be used for an eiruv. With
regard to a baked product even the size of a se’a, if it consists of
pieces, one may not join courtyards with it. However, with regard to a loaf, even one the size of an issar,LB if it is whole, one
may join courtyards with it.H

