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OVERVIEW INSIGHT

1) Clarifying the assumed dispute between Rav and Gaps of different sizes
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The Gemara clarifies the issues under dispute in a (excerpted from The Contemporary Eruv)

case where the residents of the chatzer and the mavoi A

made an eruv with each other and when they did not. n unrectified gap that is wider than ten amos invali-

2) A Mavoi that leads into a back lot dates an enclosure - even if the rest of the eruv is omed
Rabbah stated: The earlier qualification of R’ Yosef to merubeh al ha'parutz. If a gap that wide exists in an eruv,

not require an adjustment to a mavoi that leads to a back it must be rectified by a tzuras ha'pesach. [Shulchan

lot only when it leads to the middle of the back lot ap- Aruch, ibid.,, 362:9. See the Mishna Berura there,
plies only if the breach in the wall of the back lot leading 362:52. The Chazon Ish (Orach Chaim 107:5) holds that

mid'oraisa, omed merubeh al ha'parutz overrides a gap
even if it is greater than ten amos. The Igros Moshe
(ibid., 5:28:3) rejects this Chazon Ish, and holds that the
breaks of more than ten amos invalidate the enclosure
even mid'oraisa (if they are not rectified by tzuras ha'pe-
sach). Reb Moshe’s reasoning here is unclear. See the
attempt by the editors of this volume of Igros Moshe to
clarify the issue.]

A gap that is narrower than ten amos may also invali-
date an enclosure - if it takes up an entire side (i.e., direc-
tion, north, south, east or west) of the eruv - unless the
gap is on the fourth side of the eruv, in which case posts
or beams suffice. [Shulchan Aruch, ibid., 363:1. See also
Bei’'ur Halacha 362:8, d.h. Parutz Merubeh and Nesivos
Shabbos 14:6 and note 13.]m

to the public domain is not opposite the mavoi, but if it
is opposite the mavoi, it would be prohibited to carry in
the mavoi without making an adjustment.

R’ Mesharshiya qualifies this ruling further. The leni-
ency applies only if the back lot is owned by many people,
but if it is owned by an individual it would be prohibited
to carry. This is because of the concern that the owner of
the back lot may build houses in the part of the back lot
that is wider than the mavoi, which would make it pro-
hibited to carry in the mavoi.

The Gemara presents a precedent from Rebbi’s re-
fusal to issue a ruling that we must be concerned for the
possibility of structural changes.

According to one version, the Rabanan prohibited
carrying in this case where Rebbi refused to issue a ruling.
R’ Nachman concurred with them. According to a second
version, the Rabanan permitted carrying, to which R’ REVIEW
Nachman disagreed. Meraimar, similarly, set up a net by
the wall of the sea out of fear that the sea would bring up
sediment thereby nullifying the wall.

3) The bent mavoi in Sura

There was a bent mavoi is Sura where the residents
used a rolled mat to serve as a lechi in the bend. R’ Chis-
da commented that their practice was inconsistent with
both Rav and Shmuel. If, however, they were to secure
the mat it would be an acceptable lechi.

4) A mavoi with a breached wall that leads to a chatzer

Earlier, Rav ruled concerning a mavoi with a
breached wall leading to a chatzer which itself has a
breached wall leading to the public domain, that it is per-
mitted to carry in the chatzer but not the mavoi.

1. Why does a mavoi that ends at the side of a back lot
require further adjustments to permit carrying?

2. What is the halacha concerning a small chatzer that
opens entirely to a large chatzer?

3. What adjustment must be made to a mavoi whose
walls are not the same length?

4. Why do all opinions agree that it is prohibited to
carry between the two lechis?

(Continued on page 2)
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The area between the two Lechi-poles
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Rav Chisda rules that the area which is fixed with the
two lechi-poles does not include the space between the
lechi-poles themselves, but only the interior area of the ma-
voi, within the lechi-poles.

Tosafos explains the reason why there is a difference
between the area below a korah-beam, where it is permitted
to carry, and the space between the lechi-poles, which we
see here is an area where carrying is not permitted. A lechi
has no minimum MYw—it can be very small. Therefore, if
we would allow a person to carry not only up to but even
into the area between them, the person might come to car-
ry into the public domain as well. A korah, however, must
be at least a tefach wide. The risk that a person might carry
beyond the korah into the public domain is not present.

Rabeinu Peretz and Ritva add that even if the lechi be-
ing used is very wide, it would still be prohibited to carry
along the area next to the lechi, because the rabbanan do
not make distinctions among their enactments.

Rashba holds that the reason we may not carry in the
area between the two lechi-poles is that the legal mecha-
nism by which they function is that they comprise a
n¥Nn—a wall, and it is the inside edge of these poles that is
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Meraimar sealed off the mavois of Sura from the sea
with partitions of nets

Even if an enclosure used in an eruv is a chain link
fence - through which one can see — it is a halachically
valid wall. We regard such a fence — because of lavud
(literally: “connected” - halachically, two objects within
three tefachim of each other are considered connected) —

as a solid wall.

where the wall is formed. Therefore, the area between
them is technically outside the space which has been fixed.
A korah-beam, however, functions as a 92>n — a reminder
— not to carry further. This reminder works to permit even
the area below the korah-beam. B

(Overview...Continued from page 1)
This ruling is unsuccessfully chal-
lenged as being a repetition of rulings
found in Mishnayos.
5) A mavoi shaped like a centipede
Abaye ruled: A large mavoi with
small mavoyim that branch off the
side at right angles requires a tzuras
hapesach for the large mavoi and a
lechi or korah for the small mavoyim.
Rava disagreed and requires each
small mavoi to have a tzuras hapesach
on the end that leads to the large ma-
voi and a lechi or korah on the end
which leads to the public domain.
6) A mavoi with different length walls
If a mavoi has different length
walls, one opinion rules that the ad-

justment depends on whether one is
four amos or more than the other. If
the discrepancy is less than four amos,
the korah can be placed on an angle,
but if it is more than four amos, it
should go straight from the edge of the
shorter wall to the opposite wall.

Rava rules that under all condi-
tions the korah should go straight
from the shorter wall. Rava explains
both positions.

R’ Kahana adds that if the korah
placed on an angle would be more
than ten amos it should instead go
straight from the shorter wall.

7) The area beneath the korah or be-
tween the I’chayayim

There is a disagreement whether

one may carry directly under the ko-
rah. Two explanations are presented
to explain the dispute.

R’ Chisda asserts that both opin-
ions would agree that one may not
carry between the I'chayayim.

Rami bar Chama asked R’ Chisda:
If a person attached pegs to the out-
side walls of the mavoi above the pub-
lic domain and placed a korah onto
those pegs, is the korah valid?

R’ Chisda asserted that it depends
on the dispute regarding the permissi-
bility to carry under the korah. Rava
disagreed and asserts that according to
all opinions the korah is invalid be-
cause the korah must be on top of the

mavoi. W
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