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OVERVIEW of the Daf Distinctive INSIGHT 
Forcing people to avoid Sodom-like behavior 

 כגון זו כופין על מדת סדום

In such a circumstance we can force them [the residents of the mid-

dle chatzer to be associated with the mavoi which they are not 

accustomed to use] so as not to resemble the behavior of the people 

of Sodom. 

T he Ritva comments: Although this principle normally 

means that a person can be compelled to behave in a par-

ticular manner, this case is different. In this case, the resi-

dents of the middle chatzer are not forced to do anything 

against their will.  Rather, we merely assume that they are 

associated with the residents of the mavoi with whom they 

are not accustomed to associate so as not to needlessly pro-

hibit the residents of the other mavoi, who made a proper 

shittuf, from being able to carry. 

The Meiri disagrees and maintains that the term  כופין

 is to be understood as it normally is, i.e., that על מדת סדום 

we force a person to behave in a particular manner.  In 

this case we do not merely align, figuratively, the residents 

of the chatzer with the residents of the mavoi they normal-

ly do not use, but we will actually prevent them from mak-

ing use of the mavoi they are accustomed to use. The 

Mishnah Berurah (386: #58) rules according to this opin-

ion. The Chazon Ish writes that although we will forcibly 

prevent the residents of the chatzer from using the mavoi 

they normally use, the limitation is only that they may not 

use it as if they are owners. They may, however, use the 

mavoi as guests. 

1)  Clarifying the dispute between R’ Shimon and Chacha-

mim (cont.) 

R’ Yehudah reports in the name of Shmuel that R’ 

Shimon is the one who prohibits the residents of the mid-

dle chatzer to carry in the two outer chatzeros and Chacha-

mim maintain that all three chatzeros are prohibited one to 

the other.  A Baraisa is cited that supports Shmuel’s under-

standing of the dispute. 

Shmuel’s understanding of R’ Shimon is consistent with 

a ruling of Shmuel concerning a chatzer between two 

mavuyos. 

A number of qualifications to this ruling are cited. 

 

2)  Hilchos eruv derived from the word eruv 

Shmuel and R’ Chanina disagree regarding the validity 

of an eruv when one of the participants does not want the 

other residents to eat his bread. 

Shmuel ruled: If one places his portion into a separate 

utensil the eruv is invalid. 

The Gemara explains why both rulings of Shmuel are 

necessary. 

R’ Abba unsuccessfully questions whether Shmuel is-

sued his second ruling. 

 

3)  The mechanism of eruvei chatzeros 

Shmuel explains that the eruv is effective because it ef-

fects an acquisition. Rabbah maintains that it effects resi-

dence. 

Three differences between their opinions are cited. 

Abaye unsuccessfully challenged both explanations. 

Rav is quoted as ruling like R’ Shimon’s opinion in the 

Mishnah. 

 

4)  MISHNAH:  The Mishnah’s first topic deals with a trav-

eler who wants to establish residence at some point off in 

the distance to be able to reach his house after Shabbos be-

gins.  A dispute is mentioned whether the techum is config-

ured as a circle or a square.  The Mishnah concludes with a 

dispute regarding the circumstances that would allow a per-

son to make an eruv with his feet rather than with bread. 

 

5)  Clarifying the Mishnah 

Rav and Shmuel disagree regarding the consequence of 

an unsuccessful attempt to establish residence under a tree.  

According to Rav he is limited to four amos whereas accord-

ing to Shmuel he is limited to a distance of two thousand 

amos.    � 

 REVIEW and Remember 
1. What principle allows us to group the resident of the 

middle chatzer with the residents of the mavoi he’s 

not accustomed to use? 

2. According to Shmuel, why is the eruv invalid if one 

of the residents doesn’t want the others to eat his 

bread? 

3. Why is there a difference between declaring one’s 

residence “under a tree” or “at its trunk”? 

4. Explain Shmuel’s understanding of the Mishnah. 



Number 267— ט“עירובין מ  

Making an eruv for Sukkos and Yom Kippur 
 העי מערב ברגליו

A poor person makes an eruv with his feet 

R’  Meir and R’ Yehudah debate the meaning of 

Chazal’s statement that a poor person establishes an eruv 

with his feet. R’ Meir maintains that Chazal only permitted a 

poor person who does not have bread to establish an eruv 

with his feet but someone who has bread must set down 

bread to establish his residence. R’ Yehudah disagrees and 

contends that even wealthy people can establish their resi-

dence by physically establishing their residence elsewhere 

and Chazal instituted the practice of using bread to make it 

easier for people to establish residence rather than burden-

ing them to walk to the place where they wish to establish 

residence. 

Teshuvas Binyan Tziyon1 was asked about the proper 

method of making an eruv techumin for Sukkos.  Setting 

out bread for the eruv is problematic since one has to be 

able to eat the food during bein hashemashos but once it is 

bein hashemashos it is prohibited to eat a meal of bread out-

side of the sukkah.  A similar conundrum exists regarding 

the placement of an eruv techumin for Yom Kippur.  During 

the period of bein hashemashos when the food must be edi-

ble it is Biblically prohibited for one to eat.  After rejecting a 

number of solutions, the questioner decided that regarding 

Yom Kippur the eruv is valid because the food can be eaten 

by a child and regarding Sukkos the eruv is valid since it 

could be eaten by a woman. Binyan Tziyon responded that 

he didn’t see the difficulty. One who is travelling  הולכי)

 is exempt from eating in the sukkah and certainly דרכים)

one who has travelled 2000 amos out of the city limits quali-

fies as a traveler who is not obligated to eat in the sukkah; 

thus the food is edible for him.  As far as Yom Kippur is con-

cerned, the reason a person must place enough food for two 

meals is to demonstrate that he wishes to take residence in 

that location.  If, however, one would not eat in his house 

either, due to its being Yom Kippur, he also is not required 

to eat the food in the location where he places the eruv.  All 

that is necessary is for the food to be available. 
 �שו"ת בין ציון החדשות סי' "ג).    .1
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HALACHAH Highlight  

We compel people to not comport 

themselves with the trait of Sodom  
ואמר רבה בר רב הוא אמר שמואל אם 
עירבה רגילה לעצמו וזה שאיה רגילה בו לא 
עירב והיא עצמה לא עירבה דוחין אותה אצל 
 שאיה רגילה בו וכגון זה כופין על מדת סדום.

A  person's house has access to two 

alleys, one that made a shittuf and oth-

er that did not. He himself did not par-

ticipate in the shittuf. Were he to re-

tain access to that alley, he would inval-

idate the shittuf due to his not having 

participated in it. The Gemara here 

tells us that we compel him to make 

use of the alley that did not make a 

shittuf. The Gemara says that this is 

because he can use the other alley with 

no loss. Hence, he must use the other 

alley, rather than causing the one alley 

to lose its shittuf. To have made use of 

the one alley and render its shittuf inva-

lid would be a Sodomite trait, as the 

Sodomites would refuse to allow others 

to make use of their possessions, even if 

it would cause them themselves no loss 

(see Avos 5:10). 

 Some fundamental principles of 

We Compel People to Not Comport Them-

selves with the Traits of Sodom: 

1.In a case in which another person 

(or persons) will benefit from someone 

else's possession, and the owner will not 

suffer a loss, we compel the owner to al-

low the others to benefit. However, this is 

only where the owner is not deprived of 

even a potential benefit. If the owner is 

being deprived of a potential benefit, 

even if at the moment he is not availing 

himself of that benefit, we cannot compel 

himself to allow others to benefit from his 

possessions for free (Yad Malachi §306 

from Mordechai, Bava Kama and Rema, 

Choshen Mishpat 363:6). 

2.However, if there is no potential 

benefit of which the owner is being de-

prived, then we do compel him to not 

comport himself with the trait of Sodom, 

even if he will be caused to exert some 

extra effort, and even if it is possible that 

he may come to suffer a loss (Yad Mala-

chi §332 from Mordechai loc. cit. and 

Hagahos Maimonios to the eleventh 

chapter of Hil. Gezeilah). [Hence, in our 

case, the person may be compelled to 

make use of the other alley even if his 

access through there is longer.] 

3.We only compel the owner not to 

comport himself with the trait of Sodom 

if he is not using the possession in ques-

tion at all. However, if he is making use 

of it, we cannot compel him to allow 

others to benefit from it for free at the 

same time (Yad Malachi §333 from Ni-

mukei Yosef to Bava Kama; Maharshdam 

to Choshen Mishpat §446,464; R"E Sas-

son §129). 

It is interesting to note that R' Tza-

dok HaKohen of Lublin (Kometz 

HaMinchah 1:31) writes that the princi-

ple that "Everything Hashem does is for 

the best" (Berachos 60b) is grounded in 

the principle that we compel a person to 

not comport himself with the trait of 

Sodom. Just as a human being should 

allow others to benefit if he suffers no 

loss as a result, how much more so 

should Hashem allow people to benefit, 

since He suffers no loss as a result. 

Distinctive INSIGHT  


