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OVERVIEW
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1) The dispute between R’ Meir and Rabanan (cont.)

The Gemara unsuccessfully challenges the Amora who stat-
ed that all opinions agree that a shituf of wine cannot serve as
the eruv.

Different opinions are recorded regarding the degree to
which we follow the opinion of R’ Meir.

2) MISHNAH: A dispute between Beis Shamai and Beis Hillel
is recorded regarding the circumstances necessary to view differ-
ent groups of people living under one roof as maintaining sepa-
rate residences.

3) Clarifying the dispute

Different opinions are recorded regarding the nature of the
partitions that are under dispute between Beis Shamai and Beis
Hillel.

The Gemara unsuccessfully challenges some of the explana-
tions.

R’ Nachman in the name of Rav rules like the understand-
ing of R’ Yehudah Hasabar who maintains that Beis Shamai
and Beis Hillel dispute the case of walls that do not reach the
ceiling.

Two different version of a Baraisa are cited that understand
the dispute between Beis Shamai and Beis Hillel in a different
manner.

4) MISHNAH: The Mishnah discusses the obligation of broth-
ers to participate in the eruv who share a chatzer with their fa-
ther and eat in his home.

5) The determining factor of a person’s residence

The Gemara unsuccessfully tries to demonstrate that the
place where a person sleeps determines his residence.

A Baraisa records a dispute regarding the determining fac-
tor of a person’s residence.

The Gemara begins to explain the opinions cited in the

Baraisa. W
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1. When do five groups of people living in the same house
need a separate eruv according to all opinions?

2. How does R’ Yehudah Hasabar understand the dispute
between Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel?

3. How does the first version of the Baraisa understand the
dispute differently than the Mishnah?

4. What determines whether brothers who share a chatzer
with their father have to participate in the eruv?
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Said Rabbi Yehuda in the name of Rav: The Mishnah [which
requires the brothers to make separate eruvin, and does not allow
them to rely upon one eruv done by the father] is dealing in a case
where they receive monetary stipends from the father, but they do
not actually eat in his house .

In Pirkei Avos (1:3), Antigonus of Socho tells us that we
should not serve Hashem as slaves who toil in order to re-
ceive a ©19, but rather like slaves who serve Hashem with
no ulterior motivation.

From this passage in our Gemara, and subsequently on
73a, it seems that pras connotes sustenance in this world.
Indeed, Rashi to Awos (loc. cit.) explains that the reason
one should not serve Hashem in order to receive a pras is

because there is no reward in this world for mitzvos ( 99w
NI NDDY INNA MINDN).

Thus, R' Tzadok HaKohen of Lublin (Divrei Sofrim §4)
writes that Antigonus actually meant to admonish his stu-
dents not to seek reward for their mitzvos in this world.

Moreover, Reb Tzadok states that even when a per-
son's intent is to seek reward in the World-to-Come, if his
intent is only to attain a “spot” in World-to-Come, and the
“benefits” therein, then that too falls into the category of
seeking to receive a pras. Rather, one’s intent should be to
merit enjoying the radiance of the Shechinah — which is the
true sachar of the World-to-Come. When that is the intent
of one's performance of a mitzvah, the mitzvah brings one
to Teshuvah, to Ahavas Hashem and to Dveykus.

Based on this dichotomy between pras and sachar, Reb
Tzadok explains several difficult Ma'amarei Chazal — some
that indicate that Gedolei HaDoros would serve Hashem
with the intent to receive sachar, and some that encourage
Avodas Hashem with the intent to receive sachar. For exam-
ple, earlier in the mesechta (28b) we saw that when he was
feeling weak, R' Zeira would sit outside the Beis Medrash to
rise before the rabbis entering and exiting in order "to re-
ceive a reward [sachar]." It is only the quest of pras that is
not proper. The quest for sachar — for Dveykus — is, in fact,
the primary purpose of mitzvos, and to seek that sachar is
to do a mitzvah lishmah. W
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DIAGRAM

Combining people for a minyan who are separated by a parti-
tion
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Regarding walls that reach the ceiling

According to the Gemara’s conclusion, Beis Shammai and
Beis Hillel do not disagree concerning groups that are separated
by partitions that reach the ceiling that each group must make a
separate eruv for themselves. This disagreement arises concern-
ing groups that are separated by partitions that do not reach the
ceiling. Beis Shammai maintains that even in this case they are
considered separate groups and each one requires its own eruv
whereas Beis Hillel argues that partitions that do not reach the
ceiling do not separate the groups and a single eruv will suffice.
Semak' rules based on our Gemara that when five people are
in a large hall and each person has a separate entrance to the
chatzer, if the walls that separate them reach the ceiling each per-
son must join the eruv but if the walls do not reach the ceiling
one eruv is sufficient for each of them. Rabbeinu Peretz in
Haghos Semak® explains that when the walls do not reach the
ceiling, the roof combines them together. He then writes that
based on this principle that when trying to combine ten people
into a minyan and some of them are standing on a platform that
has walls around or if the sh’liach tzibbur is standing by the tai-
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According to R’

Nachman the case under
dispute in the Mishnah is
where the five groups are
separated bya — ©0®»on— a
makeshift partition. Accord-
ing to Rashi a 0900 is a
partition less than ten tefachim high made of pieces of wood. ®
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vah with walls on his right and left, even if these partitions are
more than ten tefachim high, as long as they do not reach the
ceiling all the different people could be combined to constitute a
minyan. Shulchan Aruch’ also rules that in those places where
the sh’liach tzibbur stands by the bimah or taivah which may even
be ten tefachim tall and four tefachim by four tefachim wide and
surrounded by walls, they combine with the others and can dis-
charge the tzibbur’s obligation. He then relates that there are
some authorities who write that this is true only when the walls
do not reach the ceiling, which reflects the opinion of Rabbeinu

Peretz. B
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INSIGHT

The power of leniency
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Rashi (Beitza 2b) explains the reason
why there is a preference to the “power of
leniency.” He says that when a person is
prepared to declare that something is per-
mitted, this shows that he is certain about
his opinion, and that he is confident to
decide that the matter is allowed. Howev-
er, when someone rules to be strict and
refrain from a particular action, this does
not demonstrate that he is sure about his
words. It could be that he is being cau-
tious and reluctant to allow action as a
precaution, just in case he might be mis-
taken in his ruling. Inaction can be the
result of insecurity.

Tosafos (ibid. 8n°1n 91 N*“7) adds that
when a person rules to be lenient, he must
bring a proof to his position. However, a

person who rules strictly can do so without
bringing a proof. It is interesting to note
that the Beis Meir asks a question against
Tosafos from the Mishnah in Yadaim (4:3)
which explicitly states that when a person
offers an opinion to be strict, he must
bring a proof to back up his ruling. The
Beis Meir suggests that being that one who
considers to be strict can only do so after
bringing a support to his position, it fol-
lows that the one who argues and con-
cludes that we may be lenient must have
considered this proof, and he nevertheless
decided that we may be lenient. Therefore,
the one who is lenient has an advantage, in
that he issued his ruling even in considera-
tion of the one who was strict, and he still
concluded that we may allow this action.
The n“5y (ibid.) explains that a ruling
to be lenient is preferable in that his ruling
is essential. Without any decision at all,
we would naturally have to be cautious
and refrain from allowing an activity
which is doubtful. An official statement

to prohibit a particular action is therefore
unnecessary, because we would be strict
even without a ruling. However, a deci-
sion to be lenient is essential, in that we
would not have allowed this action with-
out being told that it is allowed. Accord-
ingly, the N*“9x explains that this rule only
applies by a Torah law, where we would, in
fact, have been strict and disallowed any
action due to the doubt. However, in ref-
erence to a law that is Rabbinic, where we
would have been lenient in case of doubrt,
the rule actually should be applied in the
reverse. By a rabbinic law, the “power of
being strict” is actually stronger. Although
the issue in the Gemara in Beitza is deal-
ing with muktzeh, which is rabbinic, never-
theless, in certain ways, muktzeh is treated
as strictly as if it were a Torah law.

Maharatz Chiyos questions this prem-
ise of the N*D¥ from our Gemara in
Eruvin. Here, we are clearly dealing with a
rabbinic law, and still the Gemara evokes
the adage of 91y NPT No.A
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