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OVERVIEW of the Daf Daf DIAGRAM 
אמר רב ירמיה הכא במגדל 

 המסומר עסקין

R av Yirmiyah explains that 

the Baraisa is talking about a 

case where the closet is at-

tached to the wall (ב). If the 

food for the eruv is below ten 

tefachim (א) the eruv is valid. 

However, if the eruv food is 

above ten tefachim (ג), the eruv 

is not valid. We cannot tip the 

closet over, because it is fas-

tened to the wall.   

 REVIEW and Remember 
1. How did R’ Yirmiyah defend his position when 

challenged from a Baraisa? 

2. Where is the location of the pit mentioned in 

the Mishnah? 

3. Why were Chazal concerned about the possibil-

ity of breaking a reed? 

4. Why are soft reeds not subject to the prohibi-

tion against using trees on Shabbos? 

1) R’ Yirmiyah’s explanation of the Baraisa (cont.) 

Rav bar Shva concludes his question regarding the va-

lidity of R’ Yirmiyah’s rationale.  

R’ Zeira refutes Rav bar Shva’s proof.  

The Gemara questions R’ Yirmiyah from a Baraisa.  

R’ Yirmiyah and Rava suggest different interpretations 

of the Baraisa that do not refute R’ Yirmiyah’s position.  

The last case of the Baraisa is clarified.  
 

2) Placing the eruv in a pit  

The Gemara questions the exact circumstances of the 

Mishnah’s ruling regarding the validity of the eruv placed 

in a pit even one hundred amos deep.  

The Gemara concludes that the pit is situated in a kar-

melis and the person intended to establish his residence in 

the karmelis. The reason it is valid is because the Mishnah 

follows the opinion of Rebbi who maintains that Rabbini-

cal decrees are not in force during bein hashmashos.  
 

3) MISHNAH: The Mishnah discusses placing the eruv on 

top of a reed or pole. 
 

4) Identifying the Tanna of the Mishnah  

The Mishnah implies that if the reed was still growing 

from the ground the eruv would be invalid. This is con-

sistent with the view of Rabanan and yet the earlier Mish-

nayos followed the view of Rebbi.  

Rava reports that R’ Chisda maintained that the earli-

er Mishnayos followed Rebbi and this Mishnah follows 

Rabanan.  

Ravina explains how even this Mishnah is consistent 

with Rebbi’s position.  

R’ Nachman ruled in a particular case that it was per-

mitted to sit on reeds on Shabbos which is seemingly in-

consistent with the prohibition against using a tree.  

The Gemara distinguishes between reeds that hard-

ened and those which did not.  

R’ Pappa distinguishes between cassia mentioned in 

the Baraisa cited by R’ Nachman and white cassia.  
 

5) MISHNAH: The Mishnah records a dispute concerning 

the validity of an eruv that was locked in a closet and the 

(Continued on page 2) 
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Number 252— ד“עירובין ל  

Asking a gentile to replace fallen schach 
 ביו"ט אמרו אבל לא בשבת

This was said on Yom Tov but not on Shabbos 

T he Gemara teaches that although the prohibition 
against dismantling a structure on Yom Tov is not as strin-

gent as the prohibition on Shabbos, nevertheless, it is only 

permitted to dismantle a structure made from a pile of 

bricks that are not cemented together.  However, even on 

Yom Tov it is prohibited to dismantle an actual structure.  

Pri Megadim1 discusses the halachah of one whose sukkah 

collapsed on Yom Tov or Shabbos.  Initially he writes that 

if some of the schach remained intact so that one is merely 

adding to an existing structure it is permitted to replace 

the fallen schach since the structure is only temporary.  He 

subsequently questions whether a sukkah is considered a 

temporary structure or a permanent structure.  Mishnah 

Berurah2, rules that it is prohibited to replace schach on 

Shabbos or Yom Tov. 

Teshuvas Beis Yitzchok3 cites Ateres Chachamim who 

permitted asking a gentile to replace the fallen schach 

based on our Gemara.  The Gemara rules that stones that 

are piled one on the other without cement are not subject 

to the prohibition against dismantling a structure and con-

sequently there is no prohibition of construction to make 

a pile of bricks that are not cemented together.  Since 

schach is just piled on the sukkah but is not cemented 

down one does not violate the prohibition against con-

struction by placing down the schach.  Beis Yitzchok, how-

ever, rejects this parallel.  Based on the Gemara in Shab-

bos (102b) he notes that the middle rows of stones must 

be cemented in place but the highest row of stones need 

not be cemented in place.  As such it seems reasonable 

that when our Gemara rules that dismantling a pile of 

bricks that are not cemented does not violate the prohibi-

tion against dismantling, it was referring to the middle 

rows of bricks that require cement.  However, one certain-

ly violates the prohibition for dismantling the top row 

since it is normal for them to rest without cement and 

whatever is the normal manner of construction is included 

in the prohibition. 

Accordingly, since it is common for schach to rest on 

the sukkah without cement it is certainly subject to the pro-

hibitions against construction and dismantling and thus 

one may not even ask a gentile to replace the schach.     �  
 פמ"ג סי' שט"ו א"א סק"א. .1
 מ"ב סי' תרל"ז סק"א. .2
 �שו"ת בית יצחק אה"ע ח"ב סי' קכ"ה.      .3
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HALACHAH Highlight  

Breaking boxes open on Shabbos  
משה תו במגדל ואבד המפתח הרי זה 

 עירוב

T he Gemara here makes it clear 

that if the eruv was left in a locked, 

wooden box, it would not be a valid 

eruv, since it is inaccessible. It is only 

if the eruv was left in a box or closet 

that was made of bricks that were not 

cemented together — in which case 

the bricks could be removed on Shab-

bos without violating the prohibition 

of סותר (Demolishing), that the eruv 

is valid.  

The Beiur Halachah (§314 d.h. 

Assur) notes that it would seem that 

this Gemara contradicts the well 

known Rashi (Shabbos 146a) that 

destructive activity (viz., breaking a 

jug) on Shabbos is not prohibited at 

all. Even the Rishonim who find this 

assertion difficult (as it seems from 

several sugyos that there is a rabbinic 

prohibition even on destructive activ-

ities) write that breaking for the pur-

pose of Shabbos is permitted.  

 Shemiras Shabbos K'Hilchasah 

(Chap. 15, Note 249) writes in the 

name of Rabbi Shlomo Zalman Auer-

bach that it is indeed possible that 

not all destructive activity is prohibit-

ed on Shabbos. Rather, when a con-

tainer was not a proper vessel while it 

contained an object (i.e., it was not 

usable for another purpose), and will 

not be a proper vessel after it is bro-

ken in order to have the object inside 

removed, there is no prohibition to 

break it on Shabbos. Hence, rules 

Shemiras Shabbos (15:80), if clothing 

was sealed in plastic, and one forgot 

to open the bag before Shabbos, one 

may open the bag on Shabbos in a 

manner that renders it unsuitable for 

another purpose. 

Gemara GEM 

key was lost. 
 

6) Clarifying Tanna Kamma’s opinion  

Rav and Shmuel explain that the Mishnah refers to a 

closet made of bricks that were not cemented together and 

the lost eruv was to be used on Yom Tov rather than on 

Shabbos.   

(Overview...continued from page 1) 


