Perek VIII
Daf 83 Amud a
HALAKHA

Half of one half of its half contracts the ritual
impurity of foods – אֹוכ ִלין
ָ חצִ י ֲחצִ י ֶחצְ יָ ּה ְל ַט ֵּמא טו ְּמ ַאת:ֲ
Food that is the volume of an egg without its shell
is susceptible to contract ritual impurity of foods, in
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 4:1).

 וַ ֲחצִ י ֲחצִ י ֶחצְ יָ ּה ְל ַט ֵּמא טו ְּמ ַאת:ָּתנָ א
 ַמאי ַט ְע ָמא ָלא, וְ ַת ָּנא דִּ ַידן.אֹוכ ִלין
ָ
ּ
אֹוכ ִלין? ִמ ׁשוּם דְּ ָלא ׁ ָשו ּו
ָ ָּתנֵי טו ְּמ ַאת
.ׁ ִשיעו ַּריְ יה ּו ַל ֲה ָד ֵדי

A Sage taught in the Tosefta: And half of one half of its half,N oneeighth of this loaf, is the minimum measure of food that contracts the
ritual impurity of foods.H The Gemara asks: And our tanna, in the
mishna, for what reason did he did not teach the measure of the impurity of foods? The Gemara answers: He did not state this halakha
because their measures are not precisely identical. The measure for
the impurity of foods is not exactly half the amount of ritually impure
food that disqualifies one from eating teruma.

 ַּכ ָּמה ׁ ִשיעוּר ֲחצִ י ּ ְפ ָרס – ׁ ְש ֵּתי:דְּ ַתנְיָא
. דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה,ימ ָעא
ְ ֵ ּביצִ ים ָח ֵסר ִק
.ֹוחקֹות
ֲ  ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֵ ּביצִ ים ׂש:אֹומר
ֵ יֹוסי
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי
 ַּכ ָּמה.יער ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֵ ּביצִ ים וְ עֹוד
ֵ ׁ ִש
.וְ עֹוד? ֶא ָחד ֵמ ֶע ְ ׂש ִרים ַ ּב ֵ ּביצָ ה

As it was taught in a baraita: How much is half a peras? Two eggs
minus a little; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Yosei
says: Two large eggs, slightly larger ones than average. Rabbi Yehuda
HaNasi measured the amount of half a peras after calculating the number of kav in the se’a brought before him, and found it to be a little more
than two eggs.N The tanna asks: How much is this little more? Onetwentieth of an egg.

ּ וְ ִא
:אֹוכ ִלין ַּתנְ יָ א
ָ
יל ּו ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ט ּו ְמ ַאת
 ַּכ ֵ ּביצָ ה:ֹּוסא ָא ְמרו
ָ ַּר ִ ּבי נָ ָתן וְ ַר ִ ּבי ד
 וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים,מֹוה וְ ִכ ְק ִל ּ ָיפ ָת ּה
ָ ׁ ֶש ָא ְמר ּו – ָּכ
.מֹוה ְ ּבל ֹא ְק ִל ּ ָיפ ָת ּה
ָ  ָּכ:אֹומ ִרים
ְ

In contrast, concerning the impurity of foods, it was taught in a
baraita: Rabbi Natan and Rabbi Dosa said that the measure of an
egg-bulk, which the Sages said is the amount that contracts the impurity of foods, is equivalent to it, i.e., the egg, and its shell. And the
Rabbis say: It is equivalent to it without its shell.N These amounts are
not precisely half of any of the measurements given for half a peras.

: ָא ַמר ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א,ָא ַמר ַר ְפ ָרם ַ ּבר ּ ַפ ּ ָפא
 ֲא ָבל,יֹוסי
ֵ זֹו דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה וְ ַר ִ ּבי
 ְּכ ֵביצָ ה ּו ֶמ ֱחצָ ה:אֹומ ִרים
ְ
ֲח ָכ ִמים
יֹוחנָ ן
ָ  ו ַּמאן ֲח ָכ ִמים – ַר ִ ּבי.ֹוחקֹות
ֲ ׂש
.רֹוקה
ָ ֶ ּבן ְ ּב

As for the issue itself, Rafram bar Pappa said that Rav Ĥisda said: This
baraita that clarifies the measure of half a peras is in accordance with
the statements of Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei, a measure that is
identical to that of Rabbi Shimon in the mishna. But the Rabbis say:
One and one half large egg-bulks. And who are these Rabbis? Rabbi
Yoĥanan ben Beroka.

LANGUAGE

Measure [modya] – מֹודיָ א:
ְ From the Greek μόδιος,
modios, a dry measure.

.ֹוחקֹות ֲא ָתא ְל ַא ׁ ְשמו ִּעינַן
ֲ ׂיטא! ש
ָ  ּ ְפ ׁ ִשThe Gemara registers surprise: This is obvious, as Rabbi Yoĥanan ben
Beroka maintains that half a loaf is three egg-bulks, half of which is an
egg-bulk and one half. The Gemara explains: The novel aspect of this
teaching is not the amount itself; rather, he came to teach us that the
measurement is performed with large eggs.
 ׁ ִש ֵ ּיגר ּבֹונְיֹוס: ֲא ַמר,ימי
ִ ִּ ִּכי ֲא ָתא ַרב דThe Gemara relates that when Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to
,מֹודיָ א דְּ קוּנְ ִדיס דְּ ִמן נַ או ָּסא
ְ  ְל ַר ִ ּביBabylonia, he said: A person named Bonyos sent Rabbi Yehuda HaL
.יעין
ִ אתן ו ׁ ְּש ַבע ֶע ְ ׂש ֵרה ֵ ּב
ָ יער ַר ִ ּבי ָמ
ֵ  וְ ׁ ִשNasi a measure [modya] of a se’a from a place called Na’usa, where
they had a tradition that it was an ancient and accurate measure (Ritva).
And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi measured it and found it contained
217 eggs.
– יכא? ִאי דְּ ִמ ְד ָ ּב ִרית
ָ  ָהא ְס ָאה דְּ ֵהThe Gemara asks: This se’a, from where is it, i.e., on what measure is it
, ֵמ ָאה ַא ְר ָ ּב ִעים וְ ַא ְר ַ ּבע ָהוְ יָ אbased? If it is based on the wilderness se’a, the standard measure used
by Moses in the wilderness, which is the basis for all the Torah’s measurements of volume, the difficulty is that a se’a is composed of six kav,
where each kav is equivalent to four log and each log is equivalent to six
egg-bulks. This means that a se’a is equivalent to a total of 144 egg-bulks.
NOTES

And half of one half of its half – וַ ֲחצִ י ֲחצִ י ֶחצְ יָ ּה: The early com
mentaries discuss the question of whether or not the measure for
the impurity of foods is linked to the measure of a loaf of bread
and half-a-loaf [ peras]. Some commentaries accept this connec
tion (Rashi, Tosafot, and others). Other authorities maintain that
all the Sages agree that the minimum amount required for food
to be susceptible to ritual impurity is the volume of an egg, even
according to Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Beroka, as a different reason is
offered for this minimum amount. In that case, there is no connec
tion between the two measures (Ritva). Even so, this issue remains
problematic: If the Ritva is correct, and there is no connection
between the two, why does the Gemara inquire into the reason
that the tanna did not teach this amount (Baĥ)? One answer is
that even though it would not have been accurate according to
Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Beroka’s ruling, it would have been reasonable
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to expect the mishna to continue in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Shimon and the others (Rashi).
A little more than two eggs – ש ֵּתי ֵ ּביצִ ים וְ עֹוד:
ְ ׁ Some commentar
ies explain that this additional amount is referring to both eggbulks together. In other words, one-fortieth of an egg-bulk is
added to each egg-bulk (see Rashi). However, it is more likely that
the excess amount of one-twentieth is added to each egg-bulk.
Consequently, the amount for two egg-bulks is one-tenth of an
egg-bulk, as implied by Rashi’s calculation (Ritva).
An egg-bulk without the egg’s shell – כ ֵ ּביצָ ה ְ ּב ִלי ְק ִל ּ ָיפ ָת ּה:ַּ Food
is susceptible to ritual impurity when it consists of the measure
of food eaten in one sitting. Since this measure was established
as an egg-bulk, it must refer to the edible part of an egg, which
excludes its shell (Me’iri).

. וְ ִאי דִּ ירו ׁ ַּש ְל ִמית – ֵמ ָאה ׁ ִש ְב ִעים וְ ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ָהוְ יָאAnd if it is the Jerusalem se’a, then the se’a is only 173 eggbulks, as they enlarged the measures in Jerusalem by adding
a fifth to the measures of the wilderness.
!אתיִ ם וָ ׁ ֶש ַבע ָהוְ יָ ין
ַ  וְ ִאי דְּ צִ ּיפ ִֹורית – ָמAnd if it is a se’a of Tzippori, as the measures were once
again increased in Tzippori, where another fifth was added
to the Jerusalem measure,B the se’a is 207 egg-bulks.B The se’a
measured by Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi does not correspond to
any of these measures of a se’a.
.ּ ַאיְ ֵיתי ַח ְּל ָתא ׁ ְש ֵדי ֲע ַליְ יהו,עֹולם דְּ צִ ּיפ ִֹורית
ָ  ְלThe Gemara answers: Actually, this measure is based on the
se’a of Tzippori, but you must bring the amount of the ĥalla
given to a priest, and add it to them. That is to say, although
this measure is slightly larger than a se’a, if it is used for flour
and you deduct the amount due as ĥalla, you are left with
exactly one se’a, or 207 egg-bulks.
!?יה
ּ  ַא ַּכ ִּתי ָ ּבצַ ר ֵל, ַח ְּל ָתא ַכ ָּמה ָהוְ יָ ין – ְּת ָמנֵיThe Gemara raises an objection: The amount of ĥalla, how
many egg-bulks is it? Approximately eight egg-bulks, onetwenty-fourth of 207.H Yet in that case, it remains less than
217 egg-bulks, for even if we were to add another eight eggbulks for ĥalla to the 207 egg-bulks, we would have only
215 egg-bulks, almost 216 to be more precise, which is still
less than 217.
.ּיתי וְ עֹודֹות דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ְש ֵדי ֲע ַליְ יהו
ֵ ְ ַאי: ֶא ָּלאRather, you must bring the excess amounts of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the little more he included in his measure, and
add these to them. In Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s calculations,
he did not factor in the ĥalla that had to be separated. Instead, the egg-bulks he used to measure the se’a were small
egg-bulks. Consequently, one-twentieth of an egg-bulk must
be added for each egg-bulk. Since one-twentieth of 207 eggbulks is roughly ten, the total amount equals 217 egg-bulks.
– יה ְט ֵפי! ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ָלא ָהוֵ י ַּכ ֵ ּביצָ ה
ּ  ָהוֵ י ֵל, ִאי ָה ִכיThe Gemara raises an objection: If so, it is still slightly more
.יה
ּ  ָלא ֲח ׁ ִשיב ֵלthan 217 egg-bulks, by seven-twentieths of an egg-bulk, to
be precise. The Gemara answers: Since it is not more than
217 egg-bulks by a whole egg, he did not count it.
 ְס ָאה יְ רו ׁ ַּש ְל ִמית יְ ֵת ָירה ַעל ִמ ְד ָ ּב ִרית:ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן
 וְ ׁ ֶשל צִ ּיפ ִֹורית יְ ֵת ָירה ַעל יְ רו ׁ ַּש ְל ִמית,ׁ ְשתוּת
 נִ ְמצֵ את ׁ ֶשל צִ ּיפ ִֹורית יְ ֵת ָירה ַעל.ׁ ְשתוּת
.ִמ ְד ָ ּב ִרית ׁ ְש ִל ׁיש

The Sages taught in a baraita: A Jerusalem se’a is larger
than a wilderness se’a by one-sixth, and that of Tzippori
is larger than a Jerusalem se’a by one-sixth. Consequently,
a se’a of Tzippori is larger than a wilderness se’a by onethird.

BACKGROUND

The changing measurements – ה ִּמדּ ֹות וְ ִׁשנוּּיָ ין:ַ The three
measures mentioned here are from three different periods
in Jewish history. The wilderness se’a is the biblical measure
for calculating measurements required by Torah law, which
is the basis for the calculation of measures and weights. The
Jerusalem measure was used in the Second Temple period,
and the Tzippori se’a was established when the center of
Torah and political activity moved there after the destruc
tion of the Temple.
It should be kept in mind that these differences do not
pertain to the basic measure of an egg-bulk but rather to
the other measures. This is because an egg is a rough natural
measure of volume, independent of human convention. This
is the reason it was adopted as a standard, and later adjust
ments did not tamper with the measure of the egg-bulk but
only with conventional measures such as the log, the kav,
and the se’a (ge’onim).
The various measurements – ה ִּמדּ ֹות ַה ׁ ּשֹונֹות:ַ

Wilderness, Jerusalem, and Tzippori measures in egg-bulks, without Rabbi
Yehuda HaNasi’s additions, placed on a uniform scale
HALAKHA

Dough from which ĥalla is separated – יסה ְל ַה ְפ ִר ׁיש ִמ ֶּמ ָּנה
ַּ ִע
ח ָּלה:ַ Ĥalla must be separated from dough that has the vol
ume of at least 431/5 egg-bulks. This amount is measured with
a mound of flour that has been flattened on top (Rashba). In
practice, ĥalla is separated without a blessing from dough
containing 1.25 kg of flour. It is separated with a blessing from
dough that contains 1.75 kg of flour. Ĥalla is not separated
from dough that contains less than 1.25 kg of flour (Shulĥan
Arukh, Yoreh De’a 324:1).

 ִמ ְּכ ִדי,ימא ׁ ְש ִל ׁיש דְּ ִמ ְד ָ ּב ִרית
ָ  ׁ ְש ִל ׁיש דְּ ַמאן? ִא ֵילThe Gemara inquires: One-third of which measurement? If
, ׁ ְש ִל ׁיש דְּ ִמ ְד ָ ּב ִרית ַּכ ָּמה ָהוֵ י – ַא ְר ְ ּב ִעין ו ְּת ַמנְיָאyou say it means one-third of a wilderness se’a, now you
!יתין ו ְּת ָלת
ִּ  וְ ִאילּ ּו עו ְּד ָפא – ׁ ִשmust consider: One-third of a wilderness se’a, how much
is it? Forty-eight egg-bulks, and yet the difference between
the wilderness se’a and the Tzippori se’a is sixty-three eggbulks. As stated above, a Tzippori se’a is 207 egg-bulks,
whereas a wilderness se’a is only 144 egg-bulks.
 ׁ ְש ִל ׁיש דִּ ָיד ּה ַּכ ָּמה,וְ ֶא ָּלא ׁ ְש ִל ׁיש דִּ ירו ׁ ַּש ְל ִמית
ּ  וְ ִא. נְ ֵכי ִּת ְיל ָּתא,ָהוֵ י – ַח ְמ ׁ ִשין ו ְּת ַמנְ יָ א
יל ּו
עו ְּד ָפא ׁ ִש ִּתין ו ְּת ָלת! וְ ֶא ָּלא דְּ צִ ּיפ ִֹורי ׁ ְש ִל ׁיש
ּ  וְ ִא,דִּ ָיד ּה ַּכ ָּמה ָהוֵ י – ׁ ִש ְב ִעין נְ ֵכי ֲח ָדא
יל ּו
!עו ְּד ָפא – ׁ ִש ׁ ּ ִשים וְ ׁ ָשל ֹׁש

But rather, this one-third mentioned in the baraita is referring to one-third of a Jerusalem se’a, which is 173 egg-bulks,
as stated above. The Gemara again examines the calculation:
One-third of that se’a, how much is it? Fifty-eight less onethird, and yet the difference between the wilderness and
the Tzippori se’a is sixty-three. Rather, you must say that it
is referring to one-third of a Tzippori se’a. One-third of that
se’a, how much is it? Seventy less one-third, and yet the
difference between the wilderness se’a and the Tzippori se’a
is sixty-three egg-bulks. The difference between the measures is not exactly one-third according to any of the known
se’a measurements.

 נִ ְמצֵ את: ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר,ֶא ָּלא ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יִ ְר ְמיָ ה
ְס ָאה ׁ ֶשל צִ ּיפ ִֹורי יְ ֵת ָירה ַעל ִמ ְד ָ ּב ִרית ָקרֹוב
 ּו ׁ ְש ִל ׁיש ׁ ֶש ָּל ּה ָקרֹוב ְל ֶמ ֱחצָ ה,ִל ׁ ְש ִל ׁיש ׁ ֶש ָּל ּה
.דְּ ִמ ְד ָ ּב ִרית

Rather, Rabbi Yirmeya said that this is what the tanna is
saying: Consequently, a se’a of Tzippori is larger than a
wilderness se’a by sixty-three egg-bulks, which is close to
one-third of a Tzippori se’a of sixty-nine egg-bulks. And
one-third of it, sixty-nine egg-bulks, is close to half of a
wilderness se’a of seventy-two egg-bulks.
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NOTES

The excess amounts of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi – עֹודּיֹות ׁ ֶשל
ִ ְו
ר ִ ּבי:ַ Some commentaries explain that this measurement sent
by Bonyos was indeed that of a Tzippori se’a, as it was a large
measure calculated with outsized eggs (Me’iri).
One-third of the Tzippori se’a and half of the wilderness
se’a – ש ִל ׁיש צִ ּיפ ִֹורית ו ַּמ ֲחצִ ית ִמ ְד ָ ּב ִרית:
ְ ׁ Although the final sum
is accurate, the wording of the baraita remains difficult (see
Tosafot). However, it can in fact be explained in a straight
forward manner: One-third of the large Tzippori measure of
217 egg-bulks is the difference between the Tzippori and the
wilderness measurements, which is 143 egg-bulks plus onethird of an egg-bulk. This interpretation fits the wording of the
baraita precisely.

“קרֹוב״
ָ  ִמידֵּ י:ַמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ָר ִבינָ א
,“קרֹוב״ ָק ָתנֵי?! ֶא ָּלא ָא ַמר ָר ִבינָ א
ָ
 נִ ְמצֵ את ׁ ְש ִל ׁיש ׁ ֶשל:ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר
 יְ ֵת ָירה,עֹודּיֹות ׁ ֶשל ַר ִ ּבי
ִ ְצִ ּיפ ִֹורי ִ ּבו
ַעל ֶמ ֱחצָ ה ׁ ֶשל ִמ ְד ָ ּב ִרית ׁ ְש ִל ׁיש
.ֵ ּביצָ ה

Ravina raised an objection to the opinion of Rabbi Yirmeya: Does
the baraita state either: Close to one-third of a Tzippori se’a or:
Close to half of a wilderness se’a? The wording of the baraita indicates an exact amount. Rather, Ravina said that this is what the
tanna is saying: Consequently, one-third of a Tzippori se’a together with the excess amounts of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasiN is greater than half of a wilderness se’a of seventy-two egg-bulks by only
one-third of an egg.N In other words, a Tzippori se’a of 207 eggbulks added to the excess amounts of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi of
one-twentieth of an egg-bulk for each egg-bulk amounts to a total
of 217 egg-bulks, one-third of which is seventy-two and one-third
egg-bulks.

– יסֹות ֶיכם״
ֵ אשית ֲע ִר
ִ ׁ  ֵ“ר: ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַןOur Sages taught a baraita: The verse states: “You shall set apart a
cake of the first of your dough as a gift; like the gift of the threshing
floor, so shall you set it apart” (Numbers 15:20).
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NOTES

The residents of a courtyard and…a balcony – נְשי ָחצֵ ר
ֵ ׁ ַא
נְשי ִמ ְר ּ ֶפ ֶסת
ֵ ׁ וְ ַא: This chapter began with a discussion of the
halakhot governing the joining of Shabbat limits, a natural
extension of the previous chapters, which focused on the re
quired measures for merging courtyards that open into an
alleyway and a joining of houses in a courtyard. Now, however,
the mishna returns to the main topic of these chapters, the
halakhot of the joining of courtyards.
Forgot and did not establish an eiruv – ש ְכח ּו וְ ל ֹא ֵע ְירב ּו:
ָ ׁ Rashi
and most commentaries explain that the residents of the court
yard and the balcony established separate eiruvin. However,
Rabbi Zeraĥya HaLevi maintains that the same halakha applies
even if they did not establish an eiruv at all. Tosafot Yom Tov
adduces proof for Rashi’s explanation from the phrase: Forgot
and did not establish an eiruv. The seeming redundancy of
this double expression indicates that the inhabitants prepared
some sort of eiruv, albeit not a complete one. Had they estab
lished no eiruv at all, the mishna would simply have stated that
they did not establish an eiruv.
BACKGROUND

A balcony with stairs leading to a courtyard – ישה
ָ ׁ ִמ ְר ּ ֶפ ֶסת ִעם ִ ּג
ל ָחצֵ ר:ְ The residents on the upper story access the balcony and
the courtyard via stairs.

– יכם
ֶ  וְ ַכ ָּמה ִע ּיס ֵֹות.יכם
ֶ  ְּכ ֵדי ִע ּיס ֵֹותWhat is the quantity of dough from which ĥalla must be separated?
יסת
ַּ  וְ ַכ ָּמה ִע.יסת ַה ִּמ ְד ָ ּבר
ַּ  ְּכ ֵדי ִעThe amount of “your dough.” And how much is “your dough”?
–  ַה ִּמ ְד ָ ּברThis amount is left unspecified by the verse. The Gemara answers:
It is as the amount of the dough of the wilderness. The Gemara
again asks: And how much is the dough of the wilderness?
עֹומר ֲע ִ ׂש ִירית ָה ֵא ָיפה
ֶ  “וְ ָה:דִּ ְכ ִתיב
 ׁ ִש ְב ָעה ְר ָב ִעים:ּ ִמ ָּכאן ָא ְמרו.הוּא״
 ׁ ֶש ֵהן,יבת ְ ּב ַח ָּלה
ֶ ֶֶק ַמח וְ עֹוד ַחּי
 ׁ ֶש ֵהן ֲח ִמ ׁ ּ ָשה,ׁ ִש ׁ ּ ָשה ׁ ֶשל יְ רו ׁ ַּש ְל ִמית
.ׁ ֶשל צִ ּיפ ִֹורי

The Gemara responds: The Torah states that the manna, the dough
of the wilderness, was “an omer a head” (Exodus 16:16). A later verse
elaborates on that measure, as it is written: “And an omer is the
tenth part of an eifa” (Exodus 16:36). An eifa is three se’a, which are
eighteen kav or seventy-two log. An omer is one-tenth of this measure. From here, this calculation, Sages said that dough prepared
from seven quarters of a kav of flour and more is obligated in ĥalla.
This is equal to six quarter-kav of the Jerusalem measure, which is
five quarter-kav of the Tzippori measure.

 ֲה ֵרי,אֹוכל ְּכ ִמדָּ ה זֹו
ֵ  ָה:ִּמ ָּכאן ָא ְמרו
–  יָ ֵתר ַעל ֵּכן,בֹור ְך
ָ זֶ ה ָ ּב ִריא ו ְּמ
 ּ ָפחֹות ִמ ָּכאן – ְמקו ְּל ָקל,ַר ַע ְב ָתן
.ְ ּב ֵמ ָעיו

From here the Sages also said: One who eats roughly this amount
each day, is healthy, as he is able to eat a proper meal; and he is also
blessed, as he is not a glutton who requires more. One who eats
more than this is a glutton, while one who eats less than this has
damaged bowels and must see to his health.

mishna

If both the residents of houses that open
נְשי ִמ ְר ּ ֶפ ֶסת
ֵ ׁ נְשי ָחצֵ ר וְ ַא
ֵ ׁ מתני׳ ַא
directly into a courtyard and the residents
בֹוה
ַּ  ּכֹל ׁ ֶש ָ ּג,ּׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ְכח ּו וְ ל ֹא ֵע ְירבו
of apartments that open onto a balconyN from which stairs lead
 ּ ָפחֹות, ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ְט ָפ ִחים – ַל ִּמ ְר ּ ֶפ ֶסתdown to that courtyardB forgot and did not establish an eiruvNH
. ִמ ָּכאן – ֶל ָחצֵ רbetween them, anything in the courtyard that is ten handbreadths
high, e.g., a mound or a post, is part of the balcony. The residents
of the apartments open to the balcony may transfer objects to and
from their apartments onto the mound or post. Any post or mound
that is lower than this height is part of the courtyard.

HALAKHA

Balcony with stairs leading to a courtyard with a post ten handbreadths high
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The residents of a courtyard and the residents of a balcony
forgot and did not establish an eiruv – נְשי ִמ ְר ּ ֶפ ֶסת
ֵ ׁ נְשי ָחצֵ ר וְ ַא
ֵ ׁ ַא
ש ׁ ּ ָש ְכח ּו וְ ל ֹא ֵע ְירב ּו:
ֶ ׁ With regard to a mound or a post that is
located in a courtyard and belongs to both to the courtyard
and the balcony, both of whose residents did not establish a
joint eiruv, if the mound or post is not ten handbreadths high,
the residents of the courtyard render it prohibited for the
residents of the balcony to carry any utensil that was located
in the house when Shabbat began and vice versa. If the post is
four handbreadths away from the house, some commentaries
state that it belongs to both groups because the inhabitants

of the balcony can use it by throwing objects onto it (Magen
Avraham, citing the Beit Yosef). Other authorities maintain that
if the post stands at a distance of four handbreadths from
the balcony or if it is lower than ten handbreadths from the
balcony, it may be used exclusively by the residents of the
courtyard (Tur and other authorities; Shulĥan Arukh HaRav). If
the post is ten handbreadths higher than the courtyard but
within ten handbreadths of the height of the balcony, and
the post is within four handbreadths of the balcony, use of
the post is granted to the residents of the balcony (Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 375:2).

בֹוהים ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
ִ  חו ְּליַ ית ַה ּבֹור וְ ַה ֶּס ַלע ְ ּגA similar halakha applies to an embankment that surrounds a cistern
–  ּ ָפחֹות ִמ ָּכאן, ְט ָפ ִחים – ַל ִּמ ְר ּ ֶפ ֶסתor a rock: If the embankments that surround a cistern or rock are ten
. ֶל ָחצֵ רhandbreadths high, they belong to the balcony; if they are lower than
this, they may be used only by the inhabitants of the courtyard.
 ֲא ָבל,ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים – ִ ּב ְסמו ָּכה
בֹוה ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ְט ָפ ִחים
ַּ ְ ּבמו ְּפ ֶלגֶ ת – ֲא ִפילּ ּו ָ ּג
 וְ ֵאיזֹו ִהיא ְסמו ָּכה – ּכֹל ׁ ֶש ֵאינָ ּה.ֶל ָחצֵ ר
.חֹוקה ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ְט ָפ ִחים
ָ ְר

– יטא; ָלזֶ ה ְ ּב ֶפ ַתח וְ ָלזֶ ה ְ ּב ֶפ ַתח
ָ גמ׳ ּ ְפ ׁ ִש
.ַהיְ ינ ּו ַחלּ ֹון ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֲחצֵ ירֹות

In what case are these matters, the halakha that anything higher than
ten handbreadths belongs to the balcony, stated? When the mound or
embankment is near the balcony. But in a case where the embankment
or mound is distant from it, even if it is ten handbreadths high, the
right to use the embankment or mound goes to the members of the
courtyard. And what is considered near? Anything that is not four
handbreadths removed from the balcony.

gemara

The Gemara comments: It is obvious that if
the residents of two courtyards established
separate eiruvin, and the residents of both courtyards have convenient
access to a certain area, the residents of this courtyard through an
entrance, and the residents of that courtyard through another entrance, this is similar to the case of a window between two courtyards.
If the residents did not establish a joint eiruv, the use of this window is
prohibited to the residents of both courtyards.

ָלזֶ ה ִ ּבזְ ִר ָיקה וְ ָלזֶ ה ִ ּבזְ ִר ָיקה – ַהיְ ינ ּו ּכ ֶֹותל
 ָלזֶ ה ְ ּב ׁ ִש ְל ׁשוּל וְ ָלזֶ ה.ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֲחצֵ ירֹות
ְ ּב ׁ ִש ְל ׁשוּל – ַהיְ ינ ּו ָח ִריץ ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְש ֵּתי
.ֲחצֵ ירֹות

It is similarly obvious that if a place can be used by the residents of this
courtyard only by throwing an object onto it and by the residents of
that courtyard only by throwing, but it cannot be conveniently used
by either set of residents, then this is equivalent to the case of a wall
between two courtyards. If there is a wall between two courtyards, it
may not be used by either courtyard. Likewise, if a place can be used by
the residents of this courtyard only by lowering an object down to it
and by the residents of that courtyard by a similar act of lowering, this
is comparable to the halakha of a ditch between two courtyards, which
may not be used by the residents of either courtyard.

ָלזֶ ה ְ ּב ֶפ ַתח וְ ָלזֶ ה ִ ּבזְ ִר ָיקה – ַהיְ ינ ּו דְּ ַר ָ ּבה
 ָלזֶ ה ְ ּב ֶפ ַתח.ַ ּבר ַרב הוּנָ א ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן
וְ ָלזֶ ה ְ ּב ׁ ִש ְל ׁשוּל – ַהיְ ינ ּו דְּ ַרב ׁ ֵשיזְ ִבי ָא ַמר
.ַרב נַ ְח ָמן

It is likewise obvious that in a place that can be conveniently used by
the residents of this courtyard through an entrance but can be used
by the residents of that courtyard only by throwing an object onto it,
this is governed by the ruling of Rabba bar Rav Huna, who said that
Rav Naĥman said: This place may be used only by those who have access to the area by way of an entrance. Likewise, a place that can be
conveniently used by the residents of this courtyard through an entrance but can be used by the residents of that courtyard only by lowering an object down to it, this is governed by the ruling of Rav Sheizvi,
who said that Rav Naĥman said: This place may be used only by those
who have convenient access to it.

HALAKHA

This by lowering and…that by throwing – ָלזֶ ה
ב ׁ ִש ְל ׁשוּל וְ ָלזֶ ה ִ ּבזְ ִר ָיקה:ּ ְ When a mound or a post in a
courtyard can be used by two separate groups of
people, one group by lowering items down to it
and the other group by throwing items onto it, both
groups are prohibited to use it, as the halakha is in
accordance with the opinion of Rav with regard to
cases involving prohibitions (Maggid Mishne; Ram
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Eiruvin 3:16).
NOTES

Throwing and lowering – זְ ִר ָיקה וְ ׁ ִש ְל ׁשוּל: Apparently,
this discussion pertains to a post ten handbreadths
high, at roughly the height of the average person’s
hand when he is standing. If so, why does Shmuel
consider lowering an object down to it more conve
nient than throwing an object onto it? One explana
tion is that it is easier to lower a heavy item than to
throw it, even onto a low level (Rabbeinu Yehonatan).

? ָלזֶ ה ְ ּב ׁ ִש ְל ׁשוּל וְ ָלזֶ ה ִ ּבזְ ִר ָיקה ַמאיThe ruling in each of the aforementioned cases is clear. What is the
halakha concerning a place that can be used by the residents of this
courtyard only by lowering an object down to it and by the residents
of that courtyard only by throwingH an object on top of it? In other
words, if an area is lower than one courtyard but higher than the other,
so that neither set of residents has convenient access to it, which of them
is entitled to use it?N
: ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר.נֵיהן ֲאסו ִּרין
ֶ  ׁ ְש:ָא ַמר ַרב
 ׁ ֶש ָּלזֶ ה,נֹותנִין אֹותֹו ָלזֶ ה ׁ ֶש ְ ּב ׁ ִש ְל ׁשוּל
ְ
.ַּת ׁ ְש ִמ ׁישֹו ְ ּבנַ ַחת וְ ָלזֶ ה ַּת ׁ ְש ִמ ׁישֹו ְ ּב ָק ׁ ֶשה
וְ ָכל דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶש ַּת ׁ ְש ִמ ׁישֹו ָלזֶ ה ְ ּבנַ ַחת וְ ָלזֶ ה
נֹותנִים אֹותֹו ָלזֶ ה ׁ ֶש ַּת ׁ ְש ִמ ׁישֹו
ְ – ְ ּב ָק ׁ ֶשה
.ְ ּבנַ ַחת

Rav said: It is prohibited for both sets of residents to use it. As the use
of the area is equally inconvenient to the residents of both courtyards,
they retain equal rights to it and render it prohibited for the other group
to use. And Shmuel said: The use of the area is granted to those who
can reach it by lowering, as it is relatively easy for them to lower objects
to it, and therefore its use is more convenient; whereas for the others,
who must throw onto it, its use is more demanding. And there is a
principle concerning Shabbat: Anything whose use is convenient for
one party and more demanding for another party, one provides it to
that one whose use of it is convenient.

נְשי ִמ ְר ּ ֶפ ֶסת ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ְכח ּו
ֵ ׁ נְשי ָחצֵ ר וְ ַא
ֵ ׁ  ַא: ְּתנַןIn order to decide between these two opinions, the Gemara attempts
– בֹוה ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ְט ָפ ִחים
ַּ  ּכֹל ׁ ֶש ָ ּג,ּ וְ ל ֹא ֵע ְירבוto adduce a proof from the mishna: If the residents of houses that open
. ּ ָפחֹות ִמ ָּכאן – ֶל ָחצֵ ר, ַל ִּמ ְר ּ ֶפ ֶסתdirectly into a courtyard and the residents of apartments that open
onto a balcony from which stairs lead down to that courtyard forgot
and did not establish an eiruv between them, anything in the courtyard that is ten handbreadths high belongs to the balcony, while
anything that is less than this height belongs to the courtyard.
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–  ַמאי ִמ ְר ּ ֶפ ֶסת, ְ ָקא ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲע ָתךThe Gemara first explains: It might have entered your mind to say:
What is the meaning of the balcony mentioned in the mishna?

Perek VIII
Daf 84 Amud a
NOTES

The difficulty raised against Rav – הקו ׁ ְּשיָה ַעל ַרב:ַ A similar
question appears in the Jerusalem Talmud, in which the
difficulty is resolved by claiming that the dispute between
Rav and Shmuel is limited to a case where the distances for
lowering and throwing are equal. Consequently, if the post
is closer to the balcony and within three handbreadths
of it, and the post is higher than ten handbreadths from
the courtyard, Rav would concede that its use is reserved
exclusively for the residents of the balcony.
A post in a courtyard – ע ּמוּד ֶ ּב ָחצֵ ר:ַ Some commentaries
accept the explanation in the Jerusalem Talmud that the
residents of both the courtyard and the balcony have
the right to use the post on weekdays. However, if the
post belongs exclusively to one group of residents, the
other group cannot impose restrictions upon them, even
if its use is more convenient for the other group than for
its owners.
HALAKHA

Those who live in the balcony – אֹותן ַהדָּ ִרין ְ ּב ִמ ְר ּ ֶפ ֶסת:
ָ With
regard to the use of a mound or post in a courtyard, the
same halakha applies to the residents of a balcony as to
those who live in the upper story, in accordance with the
opinion of Rav Huna. That is, if the mound or post is ten
handbreadths high, the right to use it belongs solely to
the residents of the balcony or upper story (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 375:2).

– ְ ּבנֵי ֲע ִלּיָ יה ו ַּמאי ָקר ּו ָל ּה ִמ ְר ּ ֶפ ֶסת
 ָּכל ָלזֶ ה: ַא ְל ָמא.דְּ ָק ָס ְל ִקי ְ ּב ִמ ְר ּ ֶפ ֶסת
נֹותנִין
ְ – ְ ּב ׁ ִש ְל ׁשוּל וְ ָלזֶ ה ִ ּבזְ ִר ָיקה
!אֹותֹו ָלזֶ ה ׁ ֶש ְ ּב ׁ ִש ְל ׁשוּל

It is referring to the residents of an upper story above the balcony; and
if so, why do we call the upper story a balcony? Because the residents
of the upper story ascend and descend to and from their apartments by
way of the balcony. From here the Gemara infers: With regard to any
place that can be used by one set of residents only by lowering an object
down to it and by another set of residents only by throwing an object
on top of it, we grant Shabbat use of it to those who can use it by lowering, as the residents of the upper story who use the area ten handbreadths high do so by means of lowering. Apparently, the mishna
supports Shmuel and presents a difficulty to Rav.N

אֹותן ַהדָּ ִרים
ָ  ְל: ִּכ ְד ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ אThe Gemara rejects this argument: As Rav Huna said with regard to
אֹותן ַהדָּ ִרין
ָ  ְל: ָה ִכי נַ ִמי. ְ ּב ִמ ְר ּ ֶפ ֶסתa different issue discussed in a subsequent mishna, that the tanna is
. ְ ּב ִמ ְר ּ ֶפ ֶסתreferring to those who live in apartments that open directly onto the
balcony rather than those who live in an upper story; here too, the
tanna is speaking of those who live in apartments that open directly
onto the balcony.H In this case, the use of an area ten handbreadths high
is convenient for the residents of the balcony, as it is on their level;
whereas its use is relatively inconvenient for the residents of the courtyard. Consequently, the right to use this area is granted to the residents
of the balcony.
 ּ ָפחֹות:יפא
ָ ימא ֵס
ָ  ֵא, ִא י ָה ִכיThe Gemara raises an objection: If so, say the next clause of the mishna:
 ַא ַּמאי? ָלזֶ ה ְ ּב ֶפ ַתח, ִמ ָּכאן – ֶל ָחצֵ רAnything that is lower than this, i.e., lower than ten handbreadths, its
! וְ ָלזֶ ה ְ ּב ֶפ ַתח הוּאuse belongs to the courtyard. But why should this be the halakha? This
is similar to a case of residents of two courtyards who have equally
convenient access to a certain area. The residents of this courtyard access the area through one entrance, and the residents of that courtyard
access the area through another entrance. In our case, the use of the
area is equally convenient for the inhabitants of both the balcony and
the courtyard; why should the latter be granted exclusive right of use?N
נֵיהן
ֶ  ּו ׁ ְש, ַמאי ֶל ָחצֵ ר – ַאף ֶל ָחצֵ רThe Gemara answers: What is the meaning of the phrase to the court. ֲאסו ִּריןyard? It means also to the courtyard. In other words, even the residents
of the courtyard can make use of this mound or post, and therefore
residents of both the courtyard and the balcony are prohibited. If
residents of two domains can conveniently use a single area and they
did not establish an eiruv between their domains, they are all prohibited
to carry in that area.
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: ִמדְּ ָק ָתנֵי ֵס ָיפא,ָה ִכי נַ ִמי ִמ ְס ַּת ְ ּב ָרא
,ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים – ִ ּב ְסמו ָּכה
בֹוה ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
ַּ  ֲא ִפילּ ּו ָ ּג,ֲא ָבל ְ ּבמו ְּפ ֶלגֶ ת
? ַמאי ֶל ָחצֵ ר.ְט ָפ ִחים – ֶל ָחצֵ ר
?ימא ֶל ָחצֵ ר וְ ׁ ָש ֵרי; ַא ַּמאי
ָ יל
ֵ ִא
!ְר ׁשו ָּתא דְּ ַת ְרוַ יְ יה ּו הוּא

The Gemara comments: So too, it is reasonable to explain the mishna
in this manner, as it was taught in the latter clause of the mishna: In
what case is this statement said? When the mound or embankment is
near the balcony; but in a case where it is distant from it, even if it is
ten handbreadths high, its use belongs to the courtyard. What, then,
is the meaning of the phrase to the courtyard in this context? If you
say it means to the residents of courtyard, and therefore the use of the
mound or embankment is permitted to them, why should this be so?
It is the domain of the residents of both the courtyard and the balcony,
as the mound or embankment is positioned near enough to the balcony
for its residents to use it as well.

,ֶא ָּלא ַמאי ֶל ָחצֵ ר – ַאף ֶל ָחצֵ ר
 ַמאי, ָה ִכי נַ ִמי.נֵיהן ֲאס ּו ִרין
ֶ ּו ׁ ְש
,נֵיהן ֲאסו ִּרין
ֶ  ו ׁ ְּש,ֶל ָחצֵ ר – ַאף ֶל ָחצֵ ר
.ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה

Rather, what is the meaning of the phrase to the courtyard? It means
also to the courtyard. And, consequently, as the residents of both the
courtyard and the balcony can use it, both are prohibited to carry there
on Shabbat. Here too, in the earlier part of the mishna, what is the
meaning of the clause to the courtyard? It likewise means also to the
courtyard, and therefore both sets of residents are prohibited to carry.
The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from this that this is the correct
interpretation of this phrase.

