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OVERVIEW

1) Two chatzeros with two houses between them

Rachavah tested the Rabbis with the following question: If
there are two chatzeros with two houses between them and each
house went through the other to place their eruv in the oppo-
site chatzer, can we simultaneously look at each house as a
house to the opposite chatzer and a gatehouse to the adjacent
house or not.

The Rabbis responded that it is ineffective.

This ruling is unsuccessfully challenged.
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2) MISHNAH: The Mishnah discusses the necessary dimen-
sions and placement of a window that would allow two chatze-
ros separated by a wall to merge as one.

3) Clarifying the Mishnah

The Gemara thinks that the Mishnah’s requirement for the
window to be four tefachim is related to the halacha of lavud
but this understanding is rejected.

A seemingly repetitive halachah in the Mishnah teaches
that as long as part of the window is within ten tefachim of the
ground the chatzeros may merge. This understanding is echoed
in a Baeraisa.

4) A round window

R’ Yochanan ruled: A round window must have a circum-
ference of twenty-four tefachim to allow the two chatzeros to
merge as one.

After struggling to explain R’ Yochanan’s calculation the
Gemara concludes that R’ Yochanan is following calculations
formulated by the judges or Rabbis of Caesarea.

5) The requirement for the window to be within ten tefachim
of the ground

R’ Nachman asserts that a window between two houses
does not have to be within ten tefachim of the floor because we
look at the house as if it was filled, thus raising the height of the
floor.

R’ Nachman’s assertion is unsuccessfully challenged.

R’ Abba asked R’ Nachman whether his principle would
apply to connect a house to an attic and he replied that it
would.

6) MISHNAH: The Mishnah continues to discuss the status of
two chatzeros separated by a wall.

7) A wall less than four tefachim
Rav and R’ Yochanan disagree regarding the use of a wall
less than four tefachim wide. W

Circular Calculations
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At the end of the sugya, the Gemara concludes that the
window in the wall between the chatzeros must have a circum-
ference of 16 and 4/5 tefachim, and the Shulchan Aruch
(372:4) rules accordingly. Mishnah Berura (note 30), and
Sha’ar Hatziun (note 18) state that this circumference allows a
square of 4 by 4 tefachim to be inscribed within it. Actually,
using the rule of Tosafos (Sukka 8a, 95 n*“7) that every unit
along the edge of a square results in one and two-fifths along
the diagonal, the measure of the circle would have to be slight-
ly larger to accommodate a square of a full 4 by 4. [The Gema-
ra uses pi as 3. Using this, a circumference of 16.8 translates
to a diameter of 5.6, and an inscribed square of 4. However,
pi is actually slighty more than 3 .14, and a circle of 16.8
would not allow for a full 4 by 4 as needed.] Nevertheless, the
halachah recognizes this discrepancy, by still allows the meas-
urement to be used, albeit being aware that it is approximate,
and even too low. In fact, it may be that the tradition to rely
upon these rounded numbers dates back to Sinai itself, and
that we may therefore use these measurements not only in rab-
binic laws, but in Torah law calculations as well.

Chazon Ish (138:2) also writes along these lines, and the
truth is that this opinion has already been recorded in Tosafos
HaRosh (in his commentary, earlier to 12a). M
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3. Explain »n7 o107 1805 Nmd2.

4. Why are residents of both chatzeros permitted to carry

1. What’s a example where we rule leniently even though the
two rulings are mutually exclusive?

2. Why do all opinions agree that the minimum size of a
window to be able to merge two chatzeros is four
tefachim?

atop a wall that is ten tefachim high and four tefachim
wide?
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Making an eruv techumin during Bein HaShemashos
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Both of their eruvim are valid

The Gemara cites a teaching of Rava that relates to making an
eruv during Bein HaShemashos. In his case two people instruct-
ed an agent to make an eruv for them. For one of them he made
the eruv before Shabbos began but for the second fellow he made
his eruv during Bein HaShemashos. It happens to be that the
first fellow’s eruv was eaten during Bein HaShemashos and the
second fellow’s eruv was eaten after nightfall. Seemingly, if the
first person’s eruv is valid because Bein HaShemashos is consid-
ered Shabbos and his eruv was intact as Shabbos began, the sec-
ond fellow’s eruv is invalid since it was not made until after Shab-
bos began. If the second fellow’s eruv is valid because Bein
HaShemashos is considered before Shabbos then the first fellow’s
eruv is invalid since his eruv was consumed before Shabbos began
and did not have an eruv in place at the onset of Shabbos. Rava
rules, however, that both eruvin are valid. The reason, Rashi ex-
plains' is that eruvin is a Rabbinic law and one may adopt a leni-
ent approach, in this case regarding the status of Bein
HaShemashos, regarding Rabbinic laws even though when one
places the two leniencies side by side they are contradictory.
There is a major debate amongst commentators whether Rava
is referring to eruv chatzeiros or eruv techumin. Rashi’ maintains
that Rava’s teaching relates to eruv techumin. The rationale be-
hind his assertion is that halachah follows R’ Yosi’s opinion else-
where that when there is a matter of doubt concerning the validi-
ty of an eruv techumin one may adopt a lenient position. Simi-
larly, in our case since the validity of the eruv is in doubt one may
adopt a lenient position. Shulchan Aruch’ follows Rashi’s expla-
nation and rules that one should not make an eruv techumin
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tion between a win-
dow between two chatzeros and a window between two houses.
N is a window between two courtyards; 2 is a window between
two houses; ) is a window between two attics; T is a window
between two roofs; 1 is a window between two rooms. The 1 is
the overhead window that connects the house to the attic which
is the case that R’ Abba asked about from R’ Nachman. &

during the period of Bein HaShemashos but in the event that
one did make an eruv during Bein HaShemashos, it is valid. He*
also cites Rava’s ruling as recorded in our Gemara and applies it
explicitly to eruv techumin but notes that there are authorities
who challenge this ruling. Be’er HaGolah® explains that the dis-
senting opinion represents the position of the commentators who
maintain that Rava’s ruling is limited to eruv chatzeiros rather

than eruv techumin. &
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A house is considered as if it is filled
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The case here is one of a second floor
apartment built atop a first floor apart-
ment. The apartments belong to different
people, but there is an opening between
the two — a kind of trap door in the ceil-
ing of the lower apartment that is the floor
of the upper apartment. The Gemara in-
vokes the principle of 17 17T 80D X2
- a house is considered as if it is filled, and

rules that it is not necessary to have a lad-
der in place in order to consider the two
apartments accessible to each other in or-
der for them to participate in a joint eruv.
R' Moshe Feinstein (Igros Moshe, Orach
Chaim 1:139, end of anaf 2) posits that the
principle that a house is considered as if it is
filled— only applies when the "house" is
enclosed by both walls and a roof. As evi-
dence of this, he cites Rashi to Shabbos 97a,
who writes that the reason that a house is
considered as if it is filled is because the
house is dark and its air is thick. Thus, it
is only in the case of a closed house that
no ladder is necessary, because only then
does the principle of a house is considered as

if it is filled allow us to treat the case as one
in which there is access to the upper apart-
ment by the virtual climbing of the virtual
ladder fashioned from the virtual objects
that "fill" the house.

Accordingly, writes Reb Moshe, a nov-
el ruling would apply to a case in which
the second floor apartment was built over
a first floor that consisted of pillars, but
no walls. In this case, the virtual ladder is
non-existent, since the principle of a house
is considered as if it is filled is not applicable.
Accordingly, in this case, a permanent
ladder providing real access must be in
place for the two owners to participate in a
joint eruv. B
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