ּ ֶא ָּלא ֲא ִפ
יל ּו ָע ׂש ּו ָל ֶע ְל יֹונָ ה
 ָס ְל ָקא,וְ ל ֹא ָע ׂש ּו ַל ַּת ְח ּתֹונָ ה
דַּ ֲע ָתךְ ָא ִמינָ א ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ָלזֶ ה ְ ּבנַ ַחת
יה ָלזֶ ה
ְ וְ ָלזֶ ה ְ ּב ָק ׁ ֶשה – ֵל
ּ ית ֵב
 ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע,ׁ ֶש ַּת ׁ ְש ִמ ׁישֹו ְ ּבנַ ַחת
– ימין
ִ ָ ֵּכיוָ ן דִּ ְבגֹו ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ַקּי:ָלן
.ָא ְס ָרן ַא ֲה ָד ֵדי

 ָא ַמר,ִּכי ָהא דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן
 ַ ּג ג ַה ָּסמ ּו ְך ִל ְר ׁשוּת:ׁ ְשמ ּו ֵא ל
יך סו ָּּלם ָקב ּו ַע
ְ ָה ַר ִ ּבים – צָ ִר
, סו ָּּלם ָקב ּו ַע – ִאין.ְל ַה ִּתירֹו
–  ַמאי ַט ְע ָמא.סו ָּּלם ֲע ַראי – ָלא
ָלאו ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ֵכיוָ ן דִּ ְבתֹוךְ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
?ימי ָא ְס ָרן ַא ֲה ָד ֵדי
ִ ְדַּ ֲה ָד ֵדי ָקי

Rather, the halakha is the same even if they established a partition for the upper balcony and they did not establish a partition
for the lower one, despite the fact that it might have entered your
mind to say the following: Since for this, the residents of the
upper balcony, its use is convenient, while for that lower balcony,
its use is demanding, as the lower balcony can draw water only
by hoisting its bucket upward, the use of the hole should therefore
be granted to the one whose use is convenient. This reasoning
would render the hole permitted to the upper balcony and prohibited to the lower balcony. To counter this hypothetical argument, the mishna teaches us that since the upper and lower balconies are located within ten handbreadths of each other, they
render it prohibited for one another.
This is similar to a teaching that Rav Naĥman said that Shmuel
said: In the case of a roof that is adjacent to a public domain,N
there must be a fixed ladder from the courtyard to the roof to
permit the use of the roof to the residents of the courtyard. The
Gemara infers: If there is a fixed ladder, yes, the residents of the
courtyard may use the roof; if there is merely a temporary ladder,
no, they are prohibited to use it. What is the reason for this distinction? Is it not that since the balcony and the public domain
are situated within ten handbreadths of each other, the residents
of both render it prohibited for one another, in accordance with
the opinion of Abaye? Since the residents of the balcony are located within ten handbreadths of the public domain, the presence
of people in the public domain renders the use of the roof prohibited for the inhabitants of the balcony. The only way for the members of the balcony to be permitted to use the roof is by means of
a fixed ladder that has the status of a proper door.

NOTES

A roof that is adjacent to a public domain –  ַ ּגג ַה ָּסמוּךְ ִל ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים:
According to the Me’iri, there is no balcony in this case at all. Rather,
the roof of the house is lower than the public domain by less than
ten handbreadths, which is why it is available to the people in the
public domain. See Tosafot, who cite a slightly different explanation.
Hats and shawls – כו ְּמ ָתא וְ סו ְּד ָרא:ּ In contrast to Rashi, some com
mentaries explain that this does not refer exclusively to hats and
shawls. Rather, it means that even if the members of the public
domain use it solely for hats and shawls and nothing else, they are
still considered to be utilizing this area. Consequently, it can indeed
be said that the roof is an adjunct of the public domain (Me’iri).

LANGUAGE

Hat [kumta] – כו ְּמ ָתא:ּ Seemingly related to the Arabic قبعة,
qubba‘ah, meaning a cap or a hat. The ge’onim explain that kumta
means a soft hat that lies flat on the head.

יל ָמא
ְ  וְ ִד: ַמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפאRav Pappa strongly objected to this argument, claiming that this
 ְּכ ׁ ֶש ַר ִ ּבים ְמ ַכ ְּת ִפין ָע ָליו ְ ּבכו ְּמ ָתאproof can be refuted: But perhaps this applies only to a roof upon
their hats [kumta]L and shawls when
! וְ סו ְּד ָראwhich many people place
they are in need of rest.N Even if the people in the public domain
are not situated within ten handbreadths of the roof, they can still
use it conveniently if they wish to place light objects upon it on a
temporary basis. If there was not a fixed ladder, the residents of
the courtyard would not be permitted to use the roof, as it serves
the public domain as well. Consequently, no proof can be adduced
from here either. In summary, no compelling proof has been
found either for Rav’s opinion or for Shmuel’s opinion.
: ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל, ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדהRav Yehuda said that Shmuel said:
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 מו ְּפ ֶלגֶ ת,ּבֹור ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֲחצֵ ירֹות
ֹותל זֶ ה
ֶ ֹותל זֶ ה ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ו ִּמ ּכ
ֶ ִמ ּכ
ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה – זֶ ה מֹוצִ יא זִ יז ָּכל
 וְ זֶ ה מֹוצִ יא זִ יז,ׁ ֶשהוּא ו ְּמ ַמ ֵּלא
 וְ ַרב יְ הו ָּדה.ָּכל ׁ ֶשהוּא ו ְּמ ַמ ֵּלא
. ֲא ִפילּ ּו ַקנְיָא:יה ָא ַמר
ּ דִּ ֵיד

If a cistern in a small alleyway between two courtyards is separated by four handbreadths from the wall of one courtyard and
by four handbreadths from the wall of another courtyard, the
resident of this courtyard may extend a ledge of minimal sizeB
from his window in the direction of the cistern, as a sign that
he is not using the domain of the other, and he may subsequently proceed to draw water from the cistern through the window.
And the resident of the other courtyard may likewise extend a
ledge of minimal size and draw water from the cistern through
his widow. And Rav Yehuda himself said: An actual ledge is
unnecessary, as it is enough even if one merely extends a simple
reed.N

BACKGROUND

A cistern between two courtyards – בֹור ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֲחצֵ ירֹות:
ּ The
Gemara is describing a cistern located between the walls of two
adjacent houses. The walls form a small street between the houses.
Ledges protrude below each window in order to permit the drawing
of water from the cistern, as indicated in the image below.

NOTES

ּ א ִפ:
Even a reed – יל ּו ַקנְ יָ א
ֲ Various explanations have
been offered for the pertinent difference between a
ledge and a reed. Some commentaries say that a ledge
is something large and noticeable, as opposed to a



reed, which is extremely thin and barely visible
(Rashba). Others state that a ledge indicates something
solid and stable, whereas a reed is an easily moveable
object (Ritva).

Cistern between two courtyards
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NOTES

This ruling of Rav Yehuda – הא דְּ ַרב יְהו ָּדה:ָ Abaye is
saying that Rabbi Yehuda’s statement was not intend
ed to conflict with the ruling of his teacher, Shmuel.
Rather, Rabbi Yehuda merely explains and elucidates
Shmuel’s opinion. Indeed, Shmuel himself spoke of
a ledge of minimum size. The phrase of minimum
size can indicate either the smallest possible ledge
or a specific size that is not particularly large. Rabbi
Yehuda therefore stated that Shmuel’s expression, of
minimum size, does not necessarily refer to a ledge,
and the ledge need not be of any defined size. Con
sequently, even a reed is sufficient (Rashba).
Prohibited…by way of the air – אֹוסר…דֶּ ֶר ְך ֲאוִ יר:
ֵ
Rav’s opinion is not clarified by his statement con
cerning the halakhot applicable to ruins, as that state
ment can be explained in accordance with Shmuel’s
ruling. However, his explanation to Rabbi Elazar (85b)
indicates that in his opinion, one whose only option
is to use airspace does not impose restrictions on
another person.
HALAKHA

Does not render it prohibited by way of the air –
אֹוסר דֶּ ֶר ְך ֲאוִ יר
ֵ אין:ֵ In the case of a cistern between
two courtyards, even if it is four handbreadths away
from the wall of each courtyard, the residents of both
courtyards may draw water from it, despite the lack
of a ledge. In addition, they do not render it prohib
ited for each other to utilize the cistern (Rambam),
provided that they draw the water by way of the win
dows (Rema, based on Rashi and the Maggid Mishne).
Some authorities maintain that if the cistern is within
four handbreadths of the courtyards, the residents
of both courtyards are prohibited from drawing its
water (Rashi; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 376:2).
Two houses with three ruins – ׁ ְשנֵי ָב ִּתים וְ ׁ ָשל ֹׁש
חו ְּר ּבֹות: With regard to two houses separated by three
ruins, the residents of each house are permitted to
use the ruin adjacent to their house by throwing
objects into it through their windows (Rashi), and the
middle ruin is permitted to both of them (Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 376:3).

 ָהא דְּ ַרב:יֹוסף
ֵ יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י ְל ַרב
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
 דְּ ִאי דְּ ַרב ָהא.יְ הו ָּדה – דִּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ִהיא
אֹוסר ַעל ֲח ֵבירֹו דֶּ ֶר ְך
ֵ  ֵאין ָא ָדם:ָא ַמר
.ֲאוִ יר

Abaye said to Rav Yosef: This ruling of Rav Yehuda,N that some minimal sort of adjustment is required, is in accordance with the opinion of
his teacher, Shmuel. Since if he holds in accordance with the opinion
of his other teacher, Rav, this would present a difficulty, as didn’t Rav
say: One person does not render it prohibited for another person to
perform an action by way of the air,NH if the place he is using is four
handbreadths away from him? Consequently, not even a reed is required.

ימא ֵמ ָהא
ָ יל
ֵ יכא? ִא
ָ וְ ִד ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ֵמ ֵה
 ַ ּגג: ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל,דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן
יך סו ָּּלם
ְ ַה ָּסמו ְּך ִל ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים – צָ ִר
! דִּ ְיל ָמא ִּכ ְד ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא.ָקבו ַּע ְל ַה ִּתירֹו

The Gemara asks: And from where is it ascertained that this is the
opinion of Shmuel? If you say we learn it from that teaching which
Rav Naĥman said that Shmuel said: With regard to a low roof adjacent
to a public domain, there must be a fixed ladder from the courtyard
to the roof in order to permit the use of the roof to the residents of the
courtyard, it might be inferred from here that the people in the public
domain render it prohibited to use the roof because they can use it
through the air, by throwing. However, this proof is inconclusive. Perhaps, this halakha can be understood in accordance with the opinion
of Rav Pappa: Here we are dealing with a roof upon which people in
the public domain place their hats and shawls when in need of rest. That
would mean that this halakha does not involve use of the airspace at all.

 זֶ ה מֹוצִ יא זִ יז ָּכל ׁ ֶשהוּא:ֶא ָּלא ֵמ ָהא
 וְ זֶ ה מֹוצִ יא זִ יז ָּכל ׁ ֶשהוּא,ּו ְמ ַמ ֵּלא
 ָהא ָלא, ַט ְע ָמא – דְּ ַא ּ ֵפיק.ּו ְמ ַמ ֵּלא
אֹוסר ַעל ֲח ֵבירֹו
ֵ  ָא ָדם:ַא ּ ֵפיק – ָא ְמ ִרינַן
.דֶּ ֶרךְ ֲאוִ יר

Rather, Shmuel’s opinion is learned from this statement: This one, the
resident of one courtyard, may extend a ledge of minimal size and
draw water from the cistern through his window; and the resident of
the other courtyard may also extend a ledge of minimal size and draw
water through his window. The reason for this halakha is that one extended a ledge, but if he did not extend a ledge, we say that one person
renders it prohibited for another person by way of the air. One resident would be prohibited to draw water from the cistern due to the
other resident, who has equal access to the water in the cistern by way
of the air.

ימא ֵמ ָהא – ׁ ְש ֵּתי
ָ יכא? ִא ֵיל
ָ ו ְּד ַרב ֵמ ֵה
יצה
ּ ָ  ָע ׂש ּו ְמ ִח,ְ ּגזוּזְ ְט ָראֹות זֹו ְל ַמ ְע ָלה ִמּזֹו
– יצה ַל ַּת ְח ּתֹונָ ה
ּ ָ ָל ֶע ְליֹונָ ה וְ ל ֹא ָע ׂש ּו ְמ ִח
.ּיהן ֲאסוּרֹות ַעד ׁ ֶשּיְ ָע ְרבו
ֶ ׁ ְש ֵּת

The Gemara asks: And from where is the opinion of Rav learned, that
one person does not render it prohibited for another by way of the air?
If you say it is derived from that which was taught in a mishna: If two
balconies extend over a body of water, one above the other, and the
residents erected a partition for the upper balcony but they did not
erect a partition for the lower one, residents of both balconies are
prohibited to draw water, unless they established an eiruv together.

 ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא: ָא ַמר ַרב, וְ ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ אThe Gemara continues. And Rav Huna said that Rav said: They taught
–  ֲא ָבל ְ ּבמו ְּפ ֶלגֶ ת ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה, ִ ּב ְסמו ָּכהthat the residents of one balcony render it prohibited for the residents
. ֶע ְליֹונָ ה מו ֶּּת ֶרת וְ ַת ְח ּתֹונָ ה ֲאסו ָּרהof the other balcony to draw water only when one balcony is near the
other, i.e., horizontally within four handbreadths. But if each balcony
is four handbreadths removed from the other, so that each can use the
other only by means of the air, the upper balcony is permitted to draw
water, while the lower one is prohibited to do so. This teaching indicates that one person does not render it prohibited for use by another
by way of the air.
 דְּ ֵכיוָ ן דְּ ָלזֶ ה ִ ּבזְ ִר ָיקה, דִּ ְל ָמא ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָכאHowever, this proof is inconclusive, as perhaps it is different here,
– יה
ּ  וְ ָלזֶ ה ְ ּב ׁ ִש ְל ׁשוּל ְלחו ֵּד, וְ ׁ ִש ְל ׁשוּלsince for the residents of this lower balcony, their use of the area is
. ְּכ ָלזֶ ה ִ ּבזְ ִר ָיקה וְ ָלזֶ ה ְ ּב ֶפ ַתח דָּ ֵמיrelatively inconvenient, as they can use it only by way of hoisting and
lowering. The residents of the lower balcony must hoist the bucket from
the lower balcony to the upper one before lowering it from there to draw
water; whereas for the residents of the other one, i.e., the upper balcony, use of the water is convenient, as they can utilize it by way of
lowering alone. Consequently, this case is similar to that of an area that
can be used by the residents of one courtyard only by throwing and by
the residents of another courtyard as an entrance. Since it is easier for
the upper balcony to draw water, the lower balcony does not render it
prohibited for the upper balcony in this particular case.
 ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה, דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן,ֶא ָּלא ֵמ ָהא
 ׁ ְשנֵי ָב ִּתים וְ ׁ ָשל ֹׁש: ָא ַמר ַרב,ַ ּבר ֲאבו ּּה
ְינֵיהם – זֶ ה ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּמ ׁש ְ ּב ָסמוּך
ֶ חו ְּר ּבֹות ֵ ּב
ְ וְ זֶ ה ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּמ ׁש ְ ּב ָסמוּך,ׁ ֶשלּ ֹו ַעל יְ ֵדי זְ ִר ָיקה
,ׁ ֶשלּ ֹו ַעל יְ ֵדי זְ ִר ָיקה
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Rather, we can learn that this is the opinion of Rav from that teaching,
which Rav Naĥman said that Rabba bar Avuh said that Rav said: If
there are two houses with three ruinsH between them, the resident of
this house may use the ruin adjacent to him by means of throwing
into the ruin through his windows that open out to that ruin, and the
resident of the other house may use the ruin adjacent to him by means
of throwing through his windows,
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. וְ ָה ֶא ְמצָ ִעי – ָאסוּרand the middle ruin is prohibited to both of them.
יָ ֵתיב ַרב ְ ּב ר ּו נָ א וְ ָק ָא ַמ ר ְל ָה א
יעזֶ ר ַ ּבר
ֶ יה ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.ׁ ְש ַמ ֲע ָתא
. ִאין:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ַרב ָה ִכי? ֲא ַמר ֵל:ֵ ּבי ַרב
 ֲא ָתא.יה
ּ  ַא ֲחוֵ י ֵל.יה
ּ ֵַא ֲחוֵ י ִלי או ׁ ְּש ּ ִפיז
? ֲא ַמר ָמר ָה ִכי:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל,יה דְּ ַרב
ּ ְל ַק ֵּמ
. ִאין:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל

Rav Beruna sat and stated this halakha in the name of Rav. Rabbi
Elazar, a student of the Torah academy, said to him: Did Rav
actually say this? Rav Beruna said to him: Yes, he did. He said to
him: Show me his place of lodging, and I will go and ask him myself.
He showed him where Rav lived. Rabbi Elazar came before Rav
and said to him: Did the Master actually say this? He said to him:
Yes, I did.

 ָלזֶ ה: וְ ָהא ָמר הוּא דַּ ֲא ַמר:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRabbi Elazar then said to Rav: Since you prohibit using the middle
נֵיהן
ֶ  ְ ּב ׁ ִש ְל ׁשוּל וְ ָלזֶ ה ִ ּבזְ ִר ָיקה – ׁ ְשruin, you evidently maintain that one person renders it prohibited
! ֲאסו ִּריןfor another by way of the air. That being the case, it must be that you
permit the resident of each house to use the adjacent ruin because
one’s use of the ruin, while not convenient for him, is more convenient than the other person’s usage. But wasn’t it the Master himself
who said: With regard to a place that can be used by the residents
of the one courtyard only by lowering an object down to it and by
the residents of another courtyard only by throwing an object on
top of it, so that neither courtyard has convenient access to it, both
sets of residents are prohibited from using it, although lowering an
object is more convenient than throwing it?
?ימי ַּכ ׁשו ָּרה
ִ ְ ִמי ָס ְב ַר ְּת דְּ ָקי:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRav said to him: Do you think that we are dealing with a case
.ימי ַּכ ֲחצו ָּבה
ִ ְ ָלא! דְּ ָקיof three ruins positioned alongside each other in a straight line?
No. They are arranged in the form of a tripod,N i.e. in a triangular
form. In other words, two of the ruins, each adjacent to one of the
houses, are located next to each other; the third is positioned adjacent to one side of the other two, near both houses. The middle ruin
is prohibited to the residents of both houses because both houses
have equally inconvenient but direct access to it. However, each of
the other ruins is permitted to the resident of the adjacent house, as
he has direct access to it, while the resident of the other house can
reach it only through the air of the ruin nearest to him, and Rav
maintains that one person does not render it prohibited for use by
another by way of the air.
ימא
ָ  ֵל:יה ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא ְל ָר ָבא
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
 דְּ ִכי.ימי
ִ ִּיה דְּ ַרב ד
ּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ֵלית ֵל
 ָמקֹום:יֹוחנָן
ָ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי,ימי
ִ ֲִּא ָתא ַרב ד
ׁ ֶש ֵאין ּבֹו ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַעל ַא ְר ַ ּבע – מו ָּּתר
ּיָחיד
ִ ִל ְבנֵי ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים וְ ִל ְבנֵי ְר ׁשוּת ַה
.ּ ו ִּב ְל ַבד ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא יַ ֲח ִליפו,ְל ַכ ֵּתף ָע ָליו

Arrangement of houses and ruins according to Rashi
The commentaries dispute the exact positioning of these
houses and ruins:

Arrangement according to Rabbi Zeraĥya HaLevi

Arrangement according to Rabbeinu Yeruĥam and possibly Rabbeinu Ĥananel

Rav Pappa said to Rava: Let us say that Shmuel, who maintains
that one renders it prohibited for another by way of the air, does
not agree with the opinion of Rav Dimi. When Rav Dimi came
from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said:
A place less than four by four handbreadths in size is an exempt
domain with respect to carrying on Shabbat. Consequently, if this
place is located between a public domain and a private domain, it
is permitted for both the people in the public domain and the
people in the private domain to adjust the burden on their shoulders in it, as long as they do not exchange objects with each other
by way of the exempt domain. According to Shmuel’s opinion this
should be prohibited due to the air of a different domain.

 ָה ָכא,יתא
ָ ְאֹורי
ַ ְּ ָה ָתם ְר ׁש ּו ּיֹות דRava replied: There, Rabbi Yoĥanan is dealing with an exempt
 וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים ָע ׂש ּו ִחיּזוּק, ְר ׁשוּּיֹות דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַ ןdomain situated between a public domain and a private domain, the
.יֹותר ִמ ׁ ּ ֶשל ּת ָֹורה
ֵ יהם
ֶ  ְל ִד ְב ֵרtwo existing domains by Torah law. In that case, the Sages did not
prohibit the use of the place due to the air. By contrast, here, with
regard to the air between private domains, we are dealing with
domains between which carrying is prohibited by rabbinic law,
and the Sages reinforced their statements even more than those
of the Torah;N they added preventive measures in order to safeguard their decrees. Consequently, according to Shmuel, the Sages
indeed decreed that one renders it prohibited for another by way of
the air.


NOTES

In the form of a tripod – ימי ַּכ ֲחצו ָּבה
ִ ְדְּ ָקי: The image below
shows two houses with three ruins between them in a tri
angular form. Each house is close to one ruin and relatively
far from another, while the use of the third ruin is equally
inconvenient for both houses.

Arrangement according to the Me’iri and the Ritva
Domains from the Torah and from the Sages – ְר ׁשוּּיֹות
אֹוריְ ָיתא ו ְּד ַר ָ ּבנַן
ַ ְּד: This is problematic, as Rav himself stated, in
reference to a wall between two courtyards, that the Sages
reinforced their rulings more than those of the Torah. By say
ing so, he appears to contradict himself. The Rashba answers
that Rav only prohibited two courtyards that actually use
their shared wall, but not if airspace alone is involved.
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Two houses on two sides of a public domain – ׁ ְשנֵי
ב ִּתים ִמ ׁ ּ ְשנֵי צִ ידֵּ י ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים:ָ If two houses on opposite
sides of a public domain belong to the same person, or
if an eiruv was established between them, it is permit
ted to throw from one house to the other, provided
that one throws above ten handbreadths from the
ground and the two houses are equal in height. If they
are not of the same height, it is prohibited. However,
it is permitted to throw an earthenware vessel or any
other breakable item. If the houses are on opposite
sides of a karmelit, it is permitted to throw from one
to the other under all circumstances (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 353:1).
His eiruv in a gatehouse – עירוּבֹו ְ ּב ֵבית ׁ ַש ַער:ֵ If one
places his eiruv in a gatehouse, in a portico or on a
balcony, it is not a valid eiruv, as an eiruv may be placed
only in a house suitable for a residence (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 366:3).
One who resides in a gatehouse – הדָּ ר ְ ּב ֵבית ׁ ַש ַער:ַ One
who resides in a gatehouse, portico, or balcony does
not impose restrictions upon the other residents of the
courtyard. However, if he lives in a cowshed, woodshed,
hay shed, or storehouse, he does impose restrictions
upon the other residents of the courtyard (Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 370:1).
The appropriate locations for placement of a
merging of the alleyway – ה ָמקֹום ַה ָראוּי ְל ַהנָ ַחת ׁ ִש ּיתוּף:ַ
A merging of the alleyway may be deposited even
in places unsuitable for an eiruv, provided that the
location is protected; however, it may not be deposited
in the airspace of the alleyway (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 386:1).
NOTES

And people might come to pick it up – וְ ָא ֵתי ְל ִאתוּיֵ י:
The fact that the object fell from a private domain into
the public domain is not in itself an issue of concern. As
the person from whom the object fell undoubtedly did
not intend to transfer the object into the public domain,
this would be considered an act performed unawares,
which is certainly not a transgression. However, if one
forgot and brought the object back into the private
domain, this would be considered an intentional act
and would constitute a transgression.
A gatehouse that belongs to an individual – ֵ ּבית
ש ַער דְּ יָ ִחיד:
ַ ׁ The exact opposite is stated in the Jeru
salem Talmud, that the gatehouse of an individual is
not considered a place of residence, and it therefore
neither renders it prohibited for the other residents of
the courtyard nor serves as a suitable location for an
eiruv. Conversely, a gatehouse owned by a group of
people has the full status of a residence, which means
that an eiruv may be placed there and one who lives
there imposes restrictions on carrying upon the other
residents of the courtyard. The reason is apparently
that a gatehouse owned by an individual is of no con
sequence. Therefore, the status of the resident there is
negated in favor of the owner of the house. This is not
the case with regard to a gatehouse owned by a group
of inhabitants, who impose restrictions on each other
in any event.
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? ִמי ָא ַמר ַרב ָה ִכי:יה ָר ִבינָ א ְל ָר ָבא
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
 ׁ ְשנֵי ָב ִּתים ִמ ׁ ּ ְשנֵי צִ ידֵּ י ְר ׁשוּת,ית ַמר
ְּ וְ ָהא ִא
 ָאסוּר: ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ַרב הוּנָ א ָא ַמר ַרב,ָה ַר ִ ּבים
 מו ָּּתר: ּו ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר.ִלזְ רֹוק ִמּזֶ ה ָלזֶ ה
!ִלזְ רֹוק ִמּזֶ ה ָלזֶ ה

Ravina said to Rava: But did Rav actually say this, that one person
does not render it prohibited for use by another by way of the air?
But wasn’t it stated that amora’im disagreed with regard to two
houses belonging to one person that stood on two opposite sides
of a public domain.H Rabba bar Rav Huna said that Rav said: It is
prohibited to throw an object from one house to the other; and
Shmuel said that it is permitted to throw from one to the other.
Rav apparently forbade the act of throwing due to the prohibited
air of the public domain that lies between the two houses.

ימנָ א – דְּ ִמ ְד ִלי ַחד
ְ אֹוק
ִ  ָלאו ִמי:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRava said to him: Wasn’t it established that one house was relaימנִין דְּ ִמ ַ ּגנְ דַּ ר וְ נָ ֵפיל וְ ָא ֵתי
ְ ִ ז, ו ִּמ ַּת ֵּתי ַחדtively higher and the other one was lower than the first? Rav pro. ְל ִאיתוּיֵ יhibited throwing from one domain to the other, not due to the air
of the public domain, but rather due to the difficulty of throwing
from a low place to a higher one, as the thrown object might sometimes roll and fall back into the public domain and people might
come to pick it upN and carry it from the public domain to the
private domain. It was for this reason that Rav prohibited throwing
an object from one house to another.

mishna

With regard to one who placed his eiruv of
,ֹותן ֶאת ֵעירוּבֹו ְ ּב ֵבית ׁ ַש ַער
ֵ ּמתני׳ ַהנ
courtyards in a gatehouseH or in a portico, a
 וְ ַהדָּ ר. ו ִּמ ְר ּ ֶפ ֶסת – ֵאינֹו ֵעירוּב,ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרה
roofed structure without walls or with incomplete walls, or one who
.אֹוסר ָע ָליו
ֵ  ׁ ָשם – ֵאינֹוdeposited it in a balcony, this is not a valid eiruv. And one who
resides there,H in any of these structures, does not render it prohibited for the homeowner and the other residents of the courtyard
to carry, even if he did not contribute to the eiruv.
, ו ֵּבית ָה ֵעצִ ים, ו ֵּבית ַה ָ ּב ָקר,ֵ ּבית ַה ֶּת ֶבן
 וְ ַהדָּ ר,ו ֵּבית ָהאֹוצָ רֹות – ֲה ֵרי זֶ ה ֵעירוּב
 ִאם יֵ ׁש ׁ ָשם:אֹומר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה,אֹוסר
ֵ ׁ ָשם
.אֹוסר
ֵ יסת יָ ד ׁ ֶשל ַ ּב ַעל ַה ַ ּביִ ת – ֵאינֹו
ַ ְּת ִפ

If, however, one deposited his eiruv in a hay shed or in a cowshed
or in a woodshed or in a storehouse, this is a valid eiruv, as it is
located in a properly guarded place. And one who resides there
with permission, if he neglected to contribute to the eiruv, he renders it prohibited for the homeowner and the other residents of
the courtyard to carry. Rabbi Yehuda says: If the homeowner has
there, in the hay shed or the other places listed above, a right of
usage, i.e., if he is entitled to use all or part of the area for his own
purposes, then the one who lives there does not render it prohibited for the homeowner, as the area is considered the homeowner’s
quarters, and the person living there is classified as a member of his
household.

gemara

יה דְּ ַרב ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ּ  ְ ּב ֵר,גמ׳ ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה
 ָּכל ָמקֹום ׁ ֶש ָא ְמר ּו ַהדָּ ר ׁ ָשם ֵאינֹו:ַ ּבר ׁ ֵש ַילת
 חוּץ,אֹוסר – ַהנּ ֵֹותן ֶאת ֵעירוּבֹו ֵאינֹו ֵעירוּב
ֵ
 וְ ָכל ָמקֹום ׁ ֶש ָא ְמר ּו.ִמ ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַער דְּ יָ ִחיד
ִיחין ּבֹו
ִ ִיחין ּבֹו ֵעירוּב – ַמ ּנ
ִ ֲח ָכ ִמים ֵאין ַמ ּנ
. חוּץ ֵמ ֲאוִ יר ָמבֹוי,ׁ ִש ּיתוּף

Rav Yehuda, son of Rav Shmuel bar Sheilat, said: Any place with regard to which
the Sages said that one who resides there does not render it prohibited for the other residents of the courtyard to carry, one who
places his eiruv there, his is not a valid eiruv, except for a gatehouse
that belongs to an individual.N If a structure is used as a passageway
by only one person, he does not render it prohibited for the other
residents of the courtyard, and an eiruv placed there is a valid eiruv.
And any place with regard to which the Sages said that a joining
of courtyards may not be placed there, a merging of alleyways may
be placed there, except for the airspace of an alleyway, which is
not inside one of the courtyards.H

ֹותן ֶאת
ֵ ּ ַהנ:ַמאי ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן? ָּתנֵינָ א
–  ו ִּמ ְר ּ ֶפ ֶסת, ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרה,ֵעירוּבֹו ְ ּב ֵבית ׁ ַש ַער
 ָהא, ֵעירוּב – הוּא דְּ ָלא ָהוֵ י.ֵאינֹו ֵעירוּב
!ׁ ִש ּיתוּף – ָהוֵ י

The Gemara asks: What is he teaching us by this? We have already
learned this in the mishna: With regard to one who placed his eiruv
in a gatehouse or in an portico or in a balcony, it is not a valid eiruv.
It can be inferred from the mishna that an eiruv, it is not, a merging
of the alleyway, it is. What, then, is novel in this statement?

ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַער דְּ יָ ִחיד וַ ֲאוִ יר דְּ ָמבֹוי ִאיצְ ְט ִר ָיכא
ֹותן ֶאת
ֵ ּ ַהנ: ַּתנְיָא נַ ִמי ָה ִכי. דְּ ָלא ְּתנַן,יה
ּ ֵל
,ֵעירוּבֹו ְ ּב ֵבית ׁ ַש ַער ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרה ו ִּמ ְר ּ ֶפ ֶסת
 ֵאין: וְ ָה ְתנַן.ו ְּב ָחצֵ ר ו ְּב ָמבֹוי – ֲה ֵרי זֶ ה ֵעירוּב
. ֲה ֵרי זֶ ה ׁ ִש ּיתוּף:ימא
ָ זֶ ה ֵעירוּב! ֵא

The Gemara answers: It was necessary for him to teach the halakha
of a gatehouse that belongs to an individual and the halakha of the
airspace of an alleyway, which we did not learn in the mishna. This
was also taught in a baraita: One who placed his eiruv in a gatehouse, or in a portico, or in a balcony, or in a courtyard, or in an
alleyway, this is a valid eiruv. But didn’t we learn in the mishna that
this is not an eiruv? Rather, you must say that the baraita should
read: This is a valid merging of the alleyway.

ימא ֶ ּב ָחצֵ ר
ָ ינְטר? ֵא
ַ  ׁ ִש ּיתוּף ְ ּב ָמבֹוי ָלא ִמThe Gemara raises a difficulty: But if one places the food of
. ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ָּמבֹויthe merging of the alleyway in the alleyway itself, it is not
properly guarded, which means that it is as though he has not
placed the merging of the alleyway there at all. Rather, you must
say that the baraita should read: If he placed his merging of the
alleyway in a courtyard in the alleyway, it is valid.
 ְ ּבנֵי ֲחבו ָּרה: ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל,ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה
 ּ ַפת ׁ ֶש ַעל,יהן ַהּיֹום
ֶ ׁ ֶש ָהי ּו ְמסו ִ ּּבין וְ ָק ַד ׁש ֲע ֵל
.יהן ִמ ׁ ּש ּום ֵעירוּב
ֶ סֹומ ִכין ֲע ֵל
ְ
ַה ׁ ּ ֻש ְל ָחן
. ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ׁ ִש ּיתוּף:וְ ָא ְמ ִרי ָל ּה

Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: If there were a group of
people who were dining together on Shabbat eve, and the day
became sanctified for them, i.e., Shabbat began while they were
eating, they may rely upon the bread on the table for an eiruv
of courtyards, so that they are all permitted to carry in the
courtyard.H And some say they may rely on the bread for a
merging of the alleyway.

 וְ ָלא ּ ְפ ִליגִ י; ָּכאן – ִ ּב ְמסו ִ ּּבין: ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבהRabba said: The two versions do not disagree with regard to
. ָּכאן – ִ ּב ְמסו ִ ּּבין ֶ ּב ָחצֵ ר, ַ ּב ַ ּביִ תwhether the bread counts as an eiruv or a merging of the alleyway.
Rather, here, the teaching that states it can be used as an eiruv,
is referring to a case where they are dining in the house, as food
deposited in a house can be used as an eiruv for the courtyard.
By contrast, there it is referring to a situation where they are
dining in the courtyard, and they may therefore rely on the
bread only as a merging of the alleyway but not as an eiruv.
: ְ ַּתנְיָא דִּ ְמ ַסּיַ יע ָלך,יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י ְל ַר ָ ּבה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
 וְ ׁ ִש ּיתו ֵּפי ְמבֹואֹות,ֵעירו ֵּבי ֲחצֵ ירֹות ֶ ּב ָחצֵ ר
? ֵעירו ֵּבי ֲחצֵ ירֹות ֶ ּב ָחצֵ ר: וְ ָהוֵ ינַן ָ ּב ּה.ַ ּב ָּמבֹוי
,ֹותן ֶאת ֵעירוּבֹו ְ ּב ֵבית ׁ ַש ַער
ֵ ּ ַהנ:וְ ָה ְתנַ ן
:ימא
ָ  ו ִּמ ְר ּ ֶפ ֶסת ֵאינֹו ֵעירוּב! ֵא,ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרה
 ׁ ִש ּיתו ֵּפי,ֵעירו ֵּבי ֲחצֵ ירֹות – ַ ּב ַ ּביִ ת ׁ ֶש ֶ ּב ָחצֵ ר
.ְמבֹואֹות – ֶ ּב ָחצֵ ר ׁ ֶש ַ ּב ָמבֹוי

Abaye said to Rabba: A baraita was taught that supports you.
Joinings of courtyards are deposited in a courtyard, and mergings of alleyways are placed in an alleyway. And we discussed
this baraita and raised a difficulty: How can it be that eiruvin of
courtyards are deposited in a courtyard? But didn’t we learn
in the mishna: If one deposited his eiruv in a gatehouse, or in
a portico, or in a balcony it is not a valid eiruv? The mishna
clearly indicates that the eiruv may not be deposited in the airspace of a courtyard. Rather, you must say that the baraita
should read as follows: Eiruvin of a courtyard are placed in a
house in that courtyard; whereas mergings of alleyways are
placed in a courtyard that opens into that alleyway.

יסת
ַ אֹומר ִאם יֵ ׁש ׁ ָשם ְּת ִפ
ֵ  ַ“ר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדהWe learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: If the
יסת יָ ד? ְּכגֹון ֲחצֵ ירֹו
ַ יכי דָּ ֵמי ְּת ִפ
ִ  ֵה. יָ ד״ וכו׳homeowner has there, in the hay shed or one of the other
. ׁ ֶשל ּבֹונְיָ יסplaces listed, a right of usage, the person living there does not
render the courtyard prohibited. The Gemara asks: What are
the circumstances of a right of usage? The Gemara answers:
For example, the courtyard of a man named Bonyas, an extremely wealthy individual who allowed various people to take
up residence on his property, and he kept some of his many
possessions in the living quarters assigned to those people.
As he retained the right to remove his articles from their
apartments, those areas continued to be regarded as quarters
belonging to Bonyas and the people living there were deemed
members of his household.
:ּ ֲא ַמר ְלהו,יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ  ֶ ּבן ּבֹונְיָ יס ֲא ָתא ְל ַק ֵּמThe Gemara relates another incident involving Bonyas and his
ינִיש
ׁ  ֲא ָתא ִא. ּ ַפנּ ּו ָמקֹום ְל ֶבן ֵמ ָאה ָמנֶ הwealth: The son of Bonyas came before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi.
:ּ ֲא ַמר ְלהו, ַא ֲח ִרינָ אRealizing from his visitor’s clothing that he was dealing with a
wealthy individual, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to his attendants:
Make way for one who possesses one hundred maneh, i.e., one
hundred times one hundred zuz, as one of this status deserves
to be honored in accordance with his riches. Later, another
person came before him, and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi once again
turned to his attendants and said to them:

HALAKHA

Members of a group who establish an eiruv – ְ ּבנֵי ֲחבו ָּרה
ש ְּמ ַע ְר ִבין:
ֶ ׁ If a group of people are dining together when
Shabbat begins, they may use the bread on the table as an



eiruv. This option is available only if they are dining in a house,
but not if they are eating in the courtyard (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 366:11).
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