1"3¥IN © AR DRI A" VUYARIT 0T 9T 5Tan onan ja nwn oeR A N AR rd
m"ayan - 919K 72 vryaR O - 5T 217 O N2 N PR NN R Y
13 T1p™Y DLIRAKT YTITW AW Thaw Y nYna -

DI OVITN

Eruvin 5/ No.18/ Dec. 20 '05

* Edited by Rabbi Zev Dicksteine

V7OUN 1995 VY /8-9Y 971 19219’y

Y91
MEN "2 Pav Pon
* As explained above, it is prohibited to carry
from a house to a chatzeir (shared courtyard)
unless all the residents of the chatzeir unite by
making an eruv (called eruvei chatzeiros).

Residents of two separate adjoining
chatzeiros (courtyards) can join together in a
common eruv to permit carrying from [a house
in] one chatzeir to the other chatzeir. However,
in order for [residents of] adjoining chatzeiros
to unite in a common eruv, there must be a nna
- entranceway or significant opening - between
the two chatzeiros enabling easy access
between them. If there is a solid wall (ten
tefachim high) separating the chatzeiros, then
the halacha is "@mw yasyn" - they must make
two eruvin, meaning, [the residents of] each
chatzeir must make their own independent
eruv.’ In such a case, after making their own
separate eruvin, the courtyard members may
carry [only] within their respective chatzeiros
but they may not carry or hand objects over the
wall from one chatzeir to the other.?

On the other hand, if there is no [ten-tefach-
high] wall separating the chatzeiros, then the
halacha is "#nx yasyn" - a single eruv is
required. In such a case the residents of both
chatzeiros are obligated to join in a common
eruv because everyone is considered as
residents of the same chatzeir (and when

making an eruv it is imperative that all the
residents of the chatzeir contribute to the eruv).
The Mishna (76a) states that if two
chatzeiros are separated by a wall which has an
opening (i.e., a door or a window) that is at least
4 tefachim wide and 4 tefachim high, then the
residents of the two chatzeiros are given the
choice of whether or not they want to join in a
common eruv. If they wish, they can make two
independent eruvin since there is a wall
separating them. On the other hand, they also
have the option of joining in a common eruv
since there is a pesach - opening - which allows
for easy access between the two chatzeiros.?
This is a case of 7NN 29yN 18T DNV PAIYN I1XI
- the residents have the option of making either
two independent eruvin, or one common eruv.
The Chazon Ish* points out that in certain
cases, two adjoining chatzeiros may join in a
common eruv even though there is a dividing
wall which does not allow for easy access.
* A valid mechitzah (dividing wall) must be at
least 10 tefachim high.
* A mechitzah can have small gaps less than
three tefachim wide or three tefachim high,
because the law of "lavud" dictates that gaps of
less than 3 tefachim are considered sealed
(Mishna 16b).
* Even if the gaps are three tefachim wide, the
mechitzah is still valid as long as it is 70w
X119 Yy NN - the standing/sealed portion of



the wall is greater than the open/broken portion
(Mishna 15b).°

* The Gemara on 16b teaches, however, that if a
wall has a horizontal gap (spanning the length
of the wall) which is larger/wider than the wall-
segment above it, we say that the wall segment
at the top of the wall is nullified since it is
surrounded from two side by large openings
(M9 5V29) KD HNNTY KD ONNT NMINONKR). N
such a case, anything above the gap is not
considered part of the mechitzah. Thus, if a
wall is comprised of a solid six-tefach wall
segment on bottom and a three-tefach gap in
middle and a one-tefach wall segment on top, it
is not a valid mechitzah - because it is viewed as
a six-tefach-high wall (see diagram).®

The Chazon Ish speaks of a case in which
such a wall stands between two chatzeiros. He
submits that the residents of these two chatzeir
certainly cannot each make their own respective
eruv because the wall between them is not a
valid mechitzah and they cannot be considered
as two separate chatzeiros (Dypno WI9Ma 119
v Moxn). It is also possible that perhaps they
cannot be considered as part of the same
chatzeir and they cannot join in one eruv
because such a wall does not allow easy access
between the two courtyards (since it has only a
three-tefach-wide gap in it, which makes it
difficult to pass through).

The Chazon Ish concludes that in such a
case, since the wall is not a legal mechitzah and
each chatzeir cannot make their own separate
eruv, they are permitted to make a joint eruv.’
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We learned above that two adjoining
chatzeiros that have a ten-tefach-high wall
between them cannot join in a common eruyv,
unless there is a pesach - an opening - allowing
easy access between them.

Abaya states that a pesach can be created by
placing [four-tefach-wide] ladders against both
sides of the wall because the ladders facilitate
easy passage between the chatzeiros. In such a
case, the two chatzeiros may join in a common

eruv. [If the wall is narrow (i.e., less than four
tefachim thick) the two ladders must be directly
opposite one another so that someone ascending
the ladder on one side can easily descend the
ladder on the other side of the wall without
having to walk atop the narrow wall.?]

The Gemara (beginning of 77b) indicates
that only an object that will remain in place for
the entire Shabbos is significant enough to
function as a pesach. For example, a basin
overturned at the base of the wall does not serve
as a pesach unless it is attached to the ground in
a manner that its removal would require digging
with a shovel (which is an act prohibited on
Shabbos). The Gemara explains that only a
heavy ladder, which one usually does not move
on Shabbos,’ serves as a pesach, but a light-
weight ladder which is easily moved does not
serve as a pesach.™

The Maharam of Rothenburg,* citing a
Gemara on 78a, rules that a ladder serves as a
pesach only if it reaches the top of the wall (or
at least reaches within three tefachim of the
top). Likewise, he rules, that if the members of
each chatzeir build three-tefach-high platforms
(which are 4 x 4 tefachim wide) at the base of
their walls, they do not function as a pesach
even though the wall extends only seven
tefachim above the top of the platform (and it is
relatively easy to scale the wall by using the
platforms)*?

Many Rishonim disagree and maintain that
a platform (or a ladder) can serve as a pesach
even if it does not reach the top of the wall.
They offer various explanations for the Gemara
on 78a which seems to say that the ladders must
reach the top of the wall.

(@ The Ri (cited by Tosfos v ox n77)
distinguishes between rungs of a ladder which
are narrow and uncomfortable to stand on, and a
4 x 4 platform which is a comfortable place to
stand on and is viewed as an independent
domain. A platform against the wall serves to
reduce the height of the wall to less than ten
tefachim because the wall is measured from the
top of the platform. However, a ladder does not
reduce the height of the wall because the rungs



are too narrow for one to linger on. [A ladder is
effective only when it reaches the top and
serves as a pesach.]

(b) Rabbeinu Tam (cited ibid.) differentiates
between a permanent ladder (or platform) and a
movable ladder. The Gemara on 78a which
requires the ladders to reach the top of the wall
refers to a light-weight, movable ladder.
However, a permanent-type platform or heavy
ladder reduces the height of the wall even if
they do not reach the top.

(c) The Rosh (in explanation of Rashi's
position) suggests that a ladder whose rungs are
less than three tefachim apart (and whose
bottom rung is within three tefachim from the
ground) need only reach to within ten tefachim
of the top of the wall. However, a ladder whose
rungs are more than three tefachim apart must
reach the top of the wall to be considered a
pesach.”
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* The Torah forbids deriving benefit from an
asheira (a tree worshiped as an avodah zorah),
and thus it is biblically prohibited to use an
asheira as a ladder to scale a wall.
* The sages forbade climbing trees on Shabbos
lest one forget himself and break off a branch
(which involves the biblically prohibited
melacha of 9%y - reaping).

The Gemara questions whether the branches
of a tree growing along a wall can serve as a
natural ladder to create a pesach (enabling the
chatzeiros on each side to join in a common
eruv). The Gemara also questions whether an
asheira can serve as a pesach.

Rav Chisda maintains that an asheira
bordering a wall serves as a pesach even though
it is biblically prohibited to climb the asheira.
He likens the Torah's issur against climbing the
asheira to a lion crouched near a doorway
preventing passage through the door. He
reasons that although it is forbidden to use the
pesach created by the asheira, it is a pesach
nonetheless, just like a doorway with a
threatening lion is considered a pesach in spite

of the danger involved in using the door ( >N
Y277 NIN TPYY).

Rav Chisda limits his reasoning to issurim
that are not related to Shabbos. However, if a
Shabbos-related issur prevents passage through
the doorway or passage over the wall, then the
chatzeiros cannot join in an eruv.** Therefore,
he says that an ordinary tree cannot serve as a
pesach because climbing a tree is prohibited due
to a Shabbos-related issur.”

The Ritva points out that climbing an
asheira tree on Shabbos, in addition to the issur
of benefiting from avodah zorah, also involves
the rabbinic ban against climbing trees on
Shabbos. Hence he asks why Rav Chisda
ignores this Shabbos-related issur and validates
a pesach created by an asheira.

He answers that the Gemara is referring to
an asheira that is detached from the ground, and
the issur of climbing trees does not apply to a
detached tree (because if one were to disconnect
a branch from a detached tree he would not be
in violation of the issur of 1¥1p).*

Alternatively, Horav Akiva Eiger suggests
an innovative answer. He argues that the
rabbinic issur to climb trees on Shabbos does
not apply to an asheira (even when attached to
the ground). We are not concerned that one will
mistakenly break off a branch from an asheira
on Shabbos (upon forgetting it is Shabbos) since
he is biblically proscribed from deriving benefit
from the asheira branch (even during the week)
due to the issur of avodah zorah. Therefore, the
only issur involved in climbing an asheira on
Shabbos is benefitting from avodah zorah,
which is not a Shabbos-related issur."’
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The Mishna says that if there is a ten-tefach-
high haystack separating two chatzeiros, it
serves as a legal wall, and the halacha is y*a9yn
TN PN PNY Y - a separate eruv is
required for each chatzeir.

The Mishna adds that the members of these
two courtyards may allow their animals to eat
from the haystack without concern that the



height of the haystack will be reduced to less
than ten tefachim [throughout the entire length
of the wall, in which case both chatzeiros would
be required to make a new joint eruv and their
individual eruvin would no longer be valid]
because it is unlikely that the animals will eat so
much.

Rav Huna maintains, however, that one may

not put hay from the wall into a basket and feed
his animals outright, because this will use too
much hay. Rashi explains (first p’shat) that we
are concerned that if the residents were
permitted to feed their animals directly, the
height of the wall might be reduced to less than
ten tefachim and people may continue carrying
in their chatzeiros unaware that the dividing
wall is no longer valid.
* Rav Huna, above on 17a introduces the rule of
IMN NAMM YRIN Nav which states that as
long as a chatzeir had a valid eruv at the onset
of Shabbos, carrying is permitted there for the
entire Shabbos, even if the eruv becomes
invalidated on Shabbos. Rav Huna says, for
example, that if two adjoining chatzeiros had a
pesach between them making it possible for
them to join in a common eruv, and then the
pesach is blocked during Shabbos, the residents
may continue to carry even though their joint
eruv is no longer valid.

Rabbeinu Peretz asks why Rav Huna is
concerned that the wall might be reduced to less
than ten tefachim on Shabbos. Even if this
occurs, carrying in the chatzeiros should still be
permitted for the duration of Shabbos based on
the rule of namn MMM Yxn.*

Rabbeinu Peretz answers that in a situation
where the eruv's invalidation is expected or
anticipated, the rule of namn namMm xn does
not apply. If feeding animals from the haystack
were permitted, then the reduction of the wall
would be predictable and when it indeed occurs,
carrying in the chatzeir would be prohibited.*

Alternatively, the Rosh®® answers that Rav
Huna is not referring to feeding one's animals
on Shabbos, but rather during the week. He
forbids taking hay from the dividing wall during
the week, lest the wall become invalidated a

short while before Shabbos without anyone
realizing what happened.*

The Chazon Ish? suggests that according to
the Rosh perhaps taking hay on Shabbos also is
prohibited because of a concern that people
might continue carrying on the following
Shabbos, without realizing what happened to
the wall.?
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1] » An eruv is made by collecting food from
each household in the chatzeir (and placing the
collected food in one of the houses).
[Alternatively, one person could contribute all
the food for the eruv and transfer partial
ownership to all the members of the chatzeir,
making everyone partners in the eruv.]

Shmuel states that a wife may take her
husband's food without his knowledge and give
it for the eruv collection.

The Gemara qualifies this statement and
differentiates between a situation of A9ox
(literally, prohibit) and =ox &Y (non-
prohibition). Rashi and Tosfos explain that “ox
refers to the case of an ordinary chatzeir
whereby this couple's non-participation would
invalidate the chatzeir's eruv thereby
prohibiting all the residents from carrying. In
such a case, a wife may contribute to the eruv
without her husband's consent.

In the event the couple's house has two
entrances, one leading to the chatzeir and the
other leading to the street (or to another
chatzeir), and their primary house-entrance is
not through the shared chatzeir, then the
couple's non-participation does not invalidate
the chatzeir's eruv (hox n9). [In such a case,
contribution to the eruv is left to the couple's
discretion, depending on whether they wish to
use the chatzeir on Shabbos.] In such a case,
the wife may not contribute without her
husband's consent (since their contribution is
not essential to the validity of the chatzeir's
eruv).

The Rach interprets qox differently. He
says that qox refers to a case in which the



husband expressly forbade his wife to
contribute. Although the husband's expressed
consent is not required, Shmuel does not permit
a wife to contribute if the husband expressly
told her not to. [The Rach indicates, however,
that the wife may contribute even if she knows
that her husband personally refused to
contribute in the past, as long as the husband
did not expressly tell his wife at this time not to
contribute.?]

Tosfos, however, is of the opinion that (in
the case where the couple's non-participation
invalidates the eruv) the wife may contribute
even if her husband expressly voiced his
opposition.?

2] In another statement, Shmuel says food may
be collected for an eruv (or shitufei mevo'os)
without the owner's consent only if the owner is
9 (accustomed). Tosfos (9231 n77) explains
that %»»7 means that this person is accustomed to
entering and exiting his house through the
chatzeir, and thus his participation in the eruv is
essential. Accordingly, the term 5> essentially
means the same as the term -ox, and this
halacha is identical to the original halacha
stated by Shmuel.?

The Rosh, however, interprets »7 as
referring to one who is accustomed to
contributing to the eruv. Shmuel is saying that
once a person has become accustomed to
contributing to the chatzeir's eruv, his wife can
continue to contribute to the eruv each week on
his behalf even against his will - even in cases
when his non-participation does not invalidate
the chatzeir's eruv. This is because once a
person has become accustomed to carrying from
his house to the chatzeir we are concerned that
he (and his family members) will habitually
continue to do so. Therefore, the sages
permitted one's wife to contribute to the
chatzeir's eruv, so that her family should not
mistakenly carry into their chatzeir without the
permit of the eruv.”’

[The Mordechai® cites a variation of this
latter opinion: If a person was accustomed to
contributing to the eruv, the members of the

chatzeir are permitted to forcibly enter his
house and take food for the eruv even without
anyone's consent (provided it is a case in which
this family's contribution is essential to the
validity of the chatzeir's eruv).]
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R' Yehoshua (Mishna 80b) says that only a
sheleima - complete loaf of bread - may be used
for an eruv. One may not contribute a p’rusa -
broken loaf, or a piece of a loaf - to the eruyv,
even if it is a very large piece.

The Gemara (8la) explains that R

Yehoshua disqualifies a p’rusa because it might
lead to N2> - strife. There is a concern that the
residents who contributed a complete loaf to the
eruv might take offense and quarrel with an
individual who contributes only a p’rusa.
Therefore, for the sake of harmony between
neighbors the sages decreed that everyone must
contribute a sheleima. [The Rashba and Rosh,
citing a Yerushalmi (quoted above on no 97),
add that we are particularly concerned about not
causing animosity when making an eruv
because one of the reasons for making an eruv
in the first place is to promote friendship among
neighbors.]
When baking bread (and cake) there is a
Torah obligation to remove a piece of dough
and give it to a Kohen. If this dough, called
challah, is not removed before the bread is
baked, it must be removed after the baking,
prior to eating. The sages established the
minimum portion for challah at 1/48 of the
dough. [Note: This percentage is required of a
professional baker, but a private individual must
give twice as much, i.e., 1/24 of his dough.
[Today, the Kohanim are tamei and may not eat
challah and therefore the minhag (cited by the
Ramoh®) is to remove only a k’zayis - olive's
volume - of dough as challah, regardless of the
size of the dough, and the challah is burned.]

R' Yochanan ben Shaul states with regard to
the law of giving a sheleima towards the eruv,
that if only a small portion is missing from the
loaf, namely, the size required for the mitzvah

1]



of challah (i.e., 1/48 of the loaf), the loaf is still
considered whole and it may still be given for
the eruv.

Tosfos maintains that the loaf is considered
complete only if the piece was actually removed
for the purpose of challah.

The halacha® follows the Rosh who

maintains that any loaf missing only 1/48 of its
original size may be given for the eruv, even if
the piece was not removed for the purpose of
challah. The Rosh argues that since the other
members do not know the reason for the
missing piece, giving such a loaf will not
generate any strife because they will assume
that it was removed for the mitzvah of challah.
* On Shabbos there is a mitzvah to recite the
bracha of hamotzei over two complete loaves of
bread to symbolize the double portion of mann
that fell on erev Shabbos in the midbar.

The Chacham Tzvi*! applies the above cited
halacha (regarding a chipped loaf of bread) to
the law of lechem mishneh on Shabbos. Based
on our Gemara he rules that a loaf that is
slightly chipped and is missing only 1/48 is
considered complete for the purposes of lechem
mishneh.

The Korbon Nessanel* disagrees and
maintains that this leniency was stated only
with regard to the law of eruv, where the
obligation to contribute a sheleima stems from a
concern of nx - strife. A slightly chipped loaf
is valid for an eruv - even though it is not
actually complete because the missing
challah-portion will not cause strife as the Rosh
explains. However, with regard to lechem
mishneh, a loaf that is not 100% complete is
considered a p’rusa and is not valid.*

2] 113299 122991 DV’Pa NN

Rav Chisda asserts that a broken loaf of
bread whose pieces were reattached with a
toothpick (inserted through the center) is
considered shaleim (complete) and is valid for
an eruv. The Gemara explains that a reattached
loaf is valid only if its attachment is not

[immediately] noticeable.*

The Shulchan Aruch,® citing the Roke'ach,*
applies this ruling to lechem mishneh. If one
has only a broken loaf of bread, he may reattach
the pieces with a toothpick to form a sheleima
for lechem mishneh.*’

The T'shuvos Bais Yaakov® applies this
halacha to an esrog with a detached \p - stem.
Although, an esrog which has no portion of its
stem remaining is posul - disqualified - he rules
that if the stem is reattached with a needle, the
esrog is valid for the mitzvah.

The Shvus Yaakov®® disagrees and
maintains that an esrog must be complete in its
natural state. He says, reattaching a detached
piece of esrog through unnatural means is not
acceptable.*

A9 97
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1] Rav Yosef states that one may utilize the
device of eruvei techumin to extend the Shabbos
boundary only for the sake of a mitzvah, such as
to visit a mourner or to attend a wedding feast.
The Mishna above on 36b indicates that one
may establish an eruv also for the purpose of
traveling to a Torah scholar's lecture.

The Rambam™* indicates that merely going
to greet one's Torah teacher, or just to greet
one's friend who has returned from a trip, is
considered a sufficient mitzvah for which an
eruv may be used.

The Bais Yosef* asserts that only greeting a
friend who is learned in Torah (and who imparts
Torah knowledge) is considered a mitzvah.

The Mishna Berurah® remarks that greeting
a friend with whom one engages in Torah
discussions, is considered a mitzvah even if the
friend has not been away at all. The Rambam
stresses a friend who returned from a trip
because welcoming a friend home from a trip is
a mitzvah in and of itself, even if the friend is
not a learned individual. He says that the
mitzvah of oyow no»Nw - greeting a friend - falls
under the general duty of ny»1an 725 - human
dignity.

Other examples of mitzvah purposes are:




(a) Tosfos says that organizing communal
affairs is considered a mitzvah purpose for
which one may make an eruv.

(b) The Terumas HaDeshen* states that
enjoying a stroll in a park (or orchard) is a
fulfillment of naw »y (the mitzvah to delight in
the Shabbos day). Thus, a person who lives
more than 2,000 amos from a park is permitted
to make an eruv in order to be able to enjoy the
park on Shabbos.

(c) The Smak® says that one may make an eruv
for the purpose of going to a shul to daven with
a minyan.

(d) The Mishna Berurah* says that an
engagement feast, at which a tenoyim (an
engagement contract) is signed is considered a
seudas mitzvah for which one may make an
eruv.*’

2] Rashi, in explaining Rav Yosef's assertion,
writes that the sages permitted one to leave his
2,000-amah Shabbos boundary [by means of an
eruv] only for a mitzvah matter. The Ohr
Zaruah® infers from Rashi's wording that one
may not rely on his eruv and leave his 2,000-
amah techum for a non-mitzvah matter even
though the eruv was made for a legitimate
mitzvah matter. The Sefas Emes comments that
according to this opinion, an individual who
placed an eruv (for a mitzvah matter) 2,000
amos north of his home (or city border) is now
confined to the area between his home and the
eruv with respect to non-mitzvah matters. On
one hand, he may not walk more than 2,000
amos northward for a non-mitzvah matter

_ because an eruv is not

A -
H I'z,000 amas Horth of Eraw effective Nb]‘?b (tO
| Only for mitzvak extend  his 2,000
G?%D techum for a non-
12,000 amos untill ey mitzvah matter). On
Ipermitted for all purpozes  [the  other  hand, he
+ [l House forfeits the right to
X Soath of House, Prolubited walk SOUthW&rd,

Too far from Emv

because the eruv that he
placed north of his house is effective XNy -
with respect to restricting him from walking

more than 2,000 amos from the eruv (see
diagram).®

The Shulchan Aruch® disagrees and rules
that a person who legitimately made an eruv for
a mitzvah matter is permitted to rely on that
eruv and walk beyond his original 2,000-amah
boundary for any purpose (because the point
where the eruv is placed becomes his legal
place of shevisa - Shabbos residence - with
respect to any walk that he takes).

The Gemara says that a young child (i.e.,
five years old or less) may rely on his mother's
eruv and he does not require a separate eruv.

Tosfos explains that even though a minor is
exempt from mitzvos, there is a mitzvah for his
father to train him. The Gemara means that a
young child who is being trained to perform a
mitzvah may use his mother's eruv for the
mitzvah. According to this p’shat, a young
child who is not heading towards a mitzvah may
not be taken out of the techum (based on his
mother's eruv).

The Gaon Yaakov, however, suggests that
as long as the mother made an eruv for a
mitzvah matter, her child may use the eruv even
for a non-mitzvah matter, because, as the
Shulchan  Aruch rules, once an eruv is
established for a mitzvah matter it may be used
for any purpose.*
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The Mishna discusses a two-story apartment
house in which the ground-floor apartments
open into a chatzeir (shared courtyard) and the
second-story apartments lead into a shared
noan (porch). The second-story residents exit
their houses through the porch which has a
staircase/ladder leading down to the chatzeir.

The porch and the chatzeir are viewed as
two adjoining chatzeiros with a pesach
(doorway) between them (because the staircase
leading up to the porch is classified as a pesach
between the chatzeir and the porch). Thus, the
upper and lower residents have the option of
making two individual eruvin or joining



together in one common eruv if they wish (see
above D NY PAIYN 1T TNN PAIWN XY ,NY 7).

In the event that the first-floor residents did

not make a common eruv with the second-floor
residents, the second-story residents may not
carry [from their houses] down to the chatzeir,
and the ground-floor residents may not carry
[from their houses] up to the porch.
* The rule is that a wall or a platform which
borders on two chatzeiros may be used only by
the [residents of the] chatzeir which has easier
access to it, unless the two chatzeiros joined in
a common eruv. [In the event both chatzeiros
have equal access, then neither one may use the
wall or platform unless they join in a common
eruv.]

The Mishna says that if there is a ten-tefach-
high platform (in the chatzeir) near the porch,
only the second-story residents have permission
to use that platform since it is closer and more
accessible to them. [Rav explains that the
Mishna is speaking of a case in which the porch
has easy access because the porch is less than
ten tefachim higher than the platform.]

The Mishna says that if the platform is
farther than four-tefachim from the porch, then
no one may carry to and from the platform
because both groups have equal difficulty
accessing the platform. [The Mishna actually
states that its use is awarded to the chatzeir,
however, the Gemara explains that this means
that its use is awarded to the chatzeir also and
as a result neither group may use it on
Shabbos.]

The Ritva asserts that the Mishna is
referring to a platform (or post) whose surface
measures at least 4 x 4 tefachim. However, if
the platform is narrower than 4 square tefachim,
then everyone is permitted to carry from and to
the post because it is a 1V Dypn - exempt area.
[The Gemara in Shabbos 7a says that a post in
the reshus harabbim that is narrower that 4 x 4
tefachim is a mekom p’tur; one may carry from
such a post to a reshus horabbim and also from
it to a reshus hayachid (and vice versa). The
Ritva reasons that just as a narrow post in the
reshus horabbim is considered a mekom p’tur,

so too, it is permitted to carry from a narrow
post which is in an eruv-less chatzeir. [The
novelty of this ruling is that, generally speaking
with respect to the law of hotza’ah, a post
situated in a reshus hayachid, regardless of its
width or height, is considered part of the reshus
hayachid. It is forbidden to carry from the
street to such a post, for a post situated in a
reshus hayachid is not a mekom p’tur.
Nevertheless, the Ritva is of the opinion that
with respect to the laws of eruvei chatzeiros the
post is considered a mekom p’tur.*?]

The T'shuvos Binyan Shalom® considers
whether one may take in laundry on Shabbos
from a clothesline situated above an eruv-less
chatzeir. He argues that a clothesline is a
mekom p’tur since it is obviously narrower than
4 tefachim. Therefore, he says the laundry may
be taken from the line to the house.>
[Note: This discussion pertains to non-muktzah
clothing, however, wet clothing are muktzah
and may not be handled on Shabbos (see below
ns q7). Furthermore, clothing that were still wet
at the onset of Shabbos are muktzah the entire
Shabbos, even after they dry.>]
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* The Mishna (cited above) says that if there is
a ten-tefach-high platform (in the chatzeir)
which is near the porch, only the second-story
residents have permission to use the platform
since it is more accessible to them than it is to
the residents of the chatzeir.

Rav Yitzchak b'rei d'Rav Yehuda says that
the same halacha applies to a well which
extends ten tefachim above the chatzeir. If the
porch is within ten tefachim of the top of the
well, the porch residents are granted the rights
to draw water from the well on Shabbos since
the water is within ten tefachim of their reach
(and is thus classified as easy access). The
ground-floor residents may not use the well (if
no common eruv was made between the
ground-floor and second-floor residents)
because they can only reach the water with



difficulty, since the walls of the well are ten
tefachim high.

The Gemara first says (in explanation of
Rav Yitzchak) that the porch residents may
draw water from the well even if the water level
falls during Shabbos (to ten tefachim below the
porch).

The Gemara, however, retracts and asserts
the opposite. Since, in the event that the water
level drops (to the point that the porch residents
no longer have easy access) the porch residents
will be prohibited from drawing water,
therefore, they are always prohibited from
drawing water - even when the water level is
high and within easy reach.

The give-and-take of this Gemara requires
explanation. (a) Why did the Gemara initially
assume that the porch residents may draw water
even after the water level drops? (b) Why does
the Gemara conclude the opposite, that the
porch residents do not have the right to draw
water even at the beginning of Shabbos when
the water level is high and they have easy
access to the well?

The Ritva explains that the Gemara was
debating the issue of MmN NIMM H>NN - once
carrying in a certain area has been permitted at
the onset of Shabbos, it is permitted for the
entire Shabbos (see above vy q7). Initially, the
Gemara assumes that once the porch residents
are given the rights to use the well at the onset
of Shabbos (when they has easy access), they
retain those rights for the entire Shabbos (even
if the water level drops) based on the rule of
7NN NIMM DNIN.

The Gemara subsequently retracts from this
position because the principle of naMM Sxn
mmn does not apply where a problem is likely
to develop over the course of Shabbos (see
Rabbeinu Peretz cited above on vy 97). On the
contrary, the Gemara asserts that since the water
level is likely to drop during Shabbos, we view
it as though it has already dropped before
Shabbos. Therefore, even the porch residents
have no right to use it because the well is
deemed equally inaccessible to the chatzeir and
the porch.*®
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We learned above on ay 97 that guests who
sleep at an owner-occupied house (or chatzeir)
for less than a thirty-day period are not required
to make an eruv even if they have private eating
and sleeping quarters. However, if a house is
occupied by long-term guests or tenants living
in separate quarters, all the occupants are
required to join in an eruv to permit carrying
from their private quarters to the jointly-used
chatzeir (or hallway).

The halacha follows R' Yehuda (Mishna
85b) who asserts that in certain situations an
eruv is not required for a chatzeir occupied by a
landlord and his tenants. R' Yehuda asserts that
if the landlord retains the right of " noan”,
which means the right to keep some his
belongings in the rented apartments, no eruv is
needed for the chatzeir (or for the hallway of
the apartment house) because the tenants have
the status of [temporary] guests residing at the
owner's house.

The Gemara explains that the halacha of
"tefisas yad" applies only if the items stored by
the owner in his tenants' apartments are muktzah
and cannot be removed from the apartments on
Shabbos. However, if the landlord stores non-
muktzah items in the apartments then an eruv is
required since it is possible for those items to be
removed on Shabbos.>’

The Tur®® adds that if the items stored in the
tenants apartments are very heavy, making
moving them on Shabbos unlikely, the "tefisas
yad" exemption applies even though the items
are not muktzah.

Horav Moshe Feinstein,® based on the
halacha of "tefisas yad" asserts that an eruv is
not required in an owner-occupied apartment
house (to permit the tenants to carry from their
apartments to the common hallway and yard) -
provided the owner supplies utilities for his
tenants, such as a stove or a refrigerator. Since
these items belong to the owner and cannot be
removed on Shabbos, R' Yehuda's law of
"tefisas yad" applies and the residents may



carry from their apartments to the hallway and
to their fellow neighbors' apartments without
the benefit of an eruv.® ®

The Chazon Ish® asserts that R' Yehuda's
law of "tefisas yad" is applicable only in
situations where the owner retains the right to
store his personal items in his tenants'
apartments. However, if the items maintained
in the tenant's apartments are given (or leased)
to the tenants for the tenants use, they do not
qualify as items of "tefisas yad". According to
the Chazon Ish, the fact that an owner provides
a stove or refrigerator for his tenants is not
grounds for an eruv exemption since these items
are provided for the tenants’ use.

39 9%
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R' Meir says that all members of a chatzeir
must contribute to the eruv, even one who
expects to leave town for Shabbos.

R' Yehuda disagrees and is of the opinion
that a resident who will not be home for
Shabbos need not contribute to the eruv. The
Gemara above on 47a says that R' Yehuda
exempts an absentee member from contributing
to the eruv only if he will be spending Shabbos
in another city. However, if one goes to another
part of the same city for Shabbos, he is required
to contribute to the eruv because it is considered
as though he is home for Shabbos (see Rashi
ibid., »99 N v nrT).%

The halacha® follows the lenient view of R'
Shimon who maintains that one who leaves the
chatzeir for Shabbos need not contribute to the
eruv even if he will be spending Shabbos in the
same city, provided he has no intent to return to
his house on Shabbos.

Rav distinguishes between one who visits
his [married] son for Shabbos, and one who
visits his daughter. He says that when one goes
to visit his daughter we assume he will spend
the entire Shabbos there. We do not suspect he
will get involved in a quarrel with his son-in-
law causing him to return home on Shabbos.
[The Meiri explains that even if one quarrels
with his son-in-law, his daughter will prevail

upon her husband to make peace with her father
because she wants her father to remain at her
house.]®

However, when visiting one's son (in the
same city), we must consider the possibility that
he might be compelled to return home on
Shabbos due to a quarrel with his daughter-in-
law. [The Gemara says that a feud with one's
daughter-in-law is more likely, or is generally
more intense, than a feud with one's son-in-
law.]

The Ritva indicates that this halacha is not
limited to a daughter-in-law, but applies to
strangers as well. When visiting anyone but a
married daughter, we consider the possibility
that one might be tempted to return home on
Shabbos due to a quarrel. Therefore, we require
that he contribute to the eruv.*®

The Rashba® maintains that Rav requires
one who visits his daughter-in-law to contribute
to the eruv in his chatzeir only if he doesn't
expressly state that he intends to remain away
for the entire Shabbos. However, if one
expressly states that he intends to remain away
for the entire Shabbos, we need not suspect that
he will return home on Shabbos.®®
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We learned above that if there is a platform
adjoining two independent chatzeiros (whose
residents have joined in independent eruvin),
the platform is considered a subsidiary of the
chatzeir which has easier access to it. If both
chatzeiros have equal access, then neither one
may use the platform (unless they join in a
common eruv) because the platform is shared
by both chatzeiros.

The Gemara cites the Mishna from 77b
which states that if a ten-tefach-high wall,
which is four tefachim wide, divides two
chatzeiros, none of the chatzeir residents may
carry to the top of the wall because the wall
belongs equally to both chatzeiros, meaning, no
one is permitted to carry there unless everyone
joins in a common eruv.

-10 -



It is important to note that the halacha
follows R' Shimon who says on 89a that an eruv
is only required for carrying objects from a
house to a courtyard (and vice versa), but it is
permitted to carry objects within a courtyard,
and from one courtyard to another, even if there
is no eruv (provided the objects were in the
chatzeir at the onset of Shabbos). Accordingly,
it is permitted to carry objects from the
chatzeiros to the top of the wall. The Mishna
(according to R' Shimon) only prohibits
carrying house-objects (i.e., an item that was in
the house at the onset of Shabbos) to the top of
the wall.

The Gemara cites a dispute regarding a
dividing wall which is narrower than four
tefachim:

Rav maintains that the halacha is more
stringent regarding a narrow wall. Since a wall
less than four tefachim wide is too narrow to be
considered an independent domain, it is
controlled, so to speak, by the two adjoining
chatzeiros and it is prohibited to carry there
even for one step. The Ritva explains that since
both chatzeiros control the wall, every step that
one takes on top of the wall is viewed as though
he is walking from one chatzeir to the other.
Therefore carrying something even for one step
is prohibited. [In contrast, a four-tefach-wide
wall is an independent domain, and carrying on
top of the wall is permitted as long as one does
not carry from the chatzeiros to the wall, or
from the wall to the chatzeiros.]

The Ritva (76b) asks that even if the wall is
viewed as a fusion of the two chatzeiros, it
should still be permitted to carry something on
the wall because, as mentioned above, R'
Shimon only requires an eruv if one wishes to
carry house-objects to the chatzeir, but carrying
chatzeir-objects from one eruv-less chatzeir to
another is permitted.

The Ritva answers that according to Rav
carrying from one eruv-less chatzeir to another
is permitted only if the chatzeiros did not make
individual eruvin. However, if each chatzeir
made an independent eruv to permit carrying
within their own chatzeiros, the halacha is more

stringent. When an eruv is made in the chatzeir
it is common for house-objects to be taken out
of the chatzeir on Shabbos. Therefore, Rav
prohibits carrying from one chatzeir to the
other, lest one mistakenly carry a house-object
to a neighboring chatzeir.’* Rav prohibits
carrying on top of the narrow wall in a case
where the chatzeiros have made independent
eruvin.”

Note: The halacha follows R' Yochanan who
disagrees with Rav and asserts that a wall
narrower than four tefachim is deemed a mekom
p’tur and it is permitted for the residents of the
neighboring chatzeiros to carry to and from the
wall (even objects from their houses).”
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1] The Gemara (87b) relates that R' Chananya
ben Akavya permitted the people of Teveria to
wipe themselves with a towel after bathing on
Shabbos. Rashi (88a) explains that these people
bathed in cold water, which is permitted on
Shabbos."
[The Gemara in Shabbos 39b says that taking a
hot bath on Shabbos is rabbinically prohibited,
but a cold bath is permitted. The Mishna
Berurah™ writes that today the custom is not to
bathe at all, not even in cold water. However,
he permits immersing in a cold mikveh on
Shabbos.]™

The Gemara cites a braysoh which states
that after drying oneself with a towel on
Shabbos, one must leave the towel in the
bathhouse and not carry it home (even if one
lives in an enclosed area where carrying is
permitted).  This is the opinion of the
anonymous Tanna of the Mishna in Shabbos
147a who says that one may not handle a towel
on Shabbos after he used it to wipe himself.
Rashi (ibid.) explains that there is a concern that
one who handles a wet towel might mistakenly
wring out the water. [Wringing a wet garment
on Shabbos is prohibited under the melacha of
025 - laundering (see Al Hadaf, Shabbos «7
mp).]
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The Rashba™ proves from several Gemaros
in Shabbos that [deliberately] getting one's
clothing wet on Shabbos is prohibited due to a
concern that one might wring them out.
Consequently, he asks why the Tanna (who
forbids handling a towel after it gets wet) allows
using a towel in the first place.

The Ran’ answers that a general ban on the
use of towels would have been too difficult for
people to adhere to since the people (in those
climates) found it necessary to bathe on
Shabbos (see Shabbos 40a, 70w 927N PRV NI
yn9). The Tanna is of the opinion that after one
wipes himself with a bath towel this
dispensation no longer applies. Therefore, one
must immediately put down the towel after
wiping himself.

R' Eliezer of Mitz”" deduces from this
halacha that one is prohibited from handling
soaking wet clothing on Shabbos because of a
concern that he might wring them out.

2] The halacha follows R' Shimon (cited by the
Gemara 88a) who disagrees with the
anonymous Tanna of the braysoh and Mishna
and asserts that one is permitted to carry his
towel home from the bathhouse (if one lives in
an enclosed area where carrying is permitted).

The authorities explain that all opinions
agree that one may not handle wet clothing on
Shabbos, as R' Eliezer of Mitz asserts. It is only
with regard to a wet towel that the rabbis were
lenient.”

The Vilna Gaon™ explains that the concern
of wringing wet clothing does not apply to
towels. This is because towels are designed for
the purpose of getting wet and therefore people
do not care to leave a soaked towel as is,
without wringing it (»nm Sy apn wN). The
concern about handling wet clothing applies to
clothing which a person cares to leave wet and
therefore might come to wring out.

Alternatively, the Magen Avraham,® citing
the Ran (mentioned above), explains that a
special dispensation was given with regard to
towels so that people may wipe themselves on
Shabbos.  According to R' Shimon this

dispensation extends until one brings his towel
home from the bathhouse.®

The Mishna Berurah® points out that there
is a practical difference between the Vilna Gaon
and the Magen Avraham. According to the
Magen Avraham once one reaches his house the
special dispensation expires and a person is
obligated to immediately put down his wet
towel. On the other hand, according to the
Vilna Gaon a person may continue carrying his
wet towel for as long as he wishes. Since a
person generally does not care about the fact
that his towel is soaking wet, we are not
concerned that he might mistakenly wring it dry
(cf., Al Hadaf to Shabbos, np 97).
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The halacha follows R' Shimon who
maintains that objects may be carried from
chatzeir to chatzeir even if the two chatzeiros
did not join in a common eruv. A joint eruv is
necessary only to permit the carrying of o>
ynavwnoaa - items that were in a house at the
onset of Shabbos. Likewise, R' Shimon says
that items that were on a roof at the onset of
Shabbos may be carried to an adjoining roof
even without the benefit of an eruv.

The Chachamim, however, are of the
opinion that it is prohibited to carry from one
chatzeir to another, or from one roof to another,
unless they are joined by an eruv.

The Gemara explains that the Chachamim
are of the opinion that an eruv is required in
order to carry from roof to roof because each
roof is considered an individual domain - just as
each residence below them is a separate domain
(PSYN5 PPN PAPT T2 NONY PPN PINTY DWD).

The Rambam® explains that enactment of
eruvei chatzeiros (established by Shlomo
Hamelech) was due to a concern that if people
would carry from their private homes to
publicly-used courtyards and alleyways, the
masses might think it is permitted to carry from
a reshus hayachid to a reshus horabbim.
Therefore, Shlomo instituted that all the
residents of a courtyard or movui should
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contribute to a common eruv to signify a
merging of the domains, as it were.

The Shoshanim L'Dovid* maintains that
adjoining houses that do not have a common
chatzeir connecting them do not require an
eruv. He says that it is permitted to carry from
one house to another (through a window, door
or crack) without the benefit of an eruv because
carrying between two private houses does not
resemble carrying from a reshus hayachid to a
reshus horabbim.®

The Magen Avraham® and many other
authorities disagree and maintain that carrying
from house to house is forbidden unless the two
homeowners join in a eruv.

The Chazon Ish® adduces proof to the
Magen Avraham's position from our Gemara.
The Gemara states that carrying from one roof
to another is prohibited (according to the
Chachamim) because each roof is considered a
separate domain just as the residences below are
separate domains. This Gemara clearly
indicates that an eruv is required to carry from
one house to another due to the fact they are
separate domains.

The Tosfos Yom Tov® suggests that
subsequent to Shlomo Hamelech's initial decree
against carrying from a private house to a
shared chatzeir, the enactment was amended by
the sages at a later date to include carrying even
from one private house to another.
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As mentioned above, the Chachamim are of
the opinion that it is prohibited to carry from
one roof to another without the benefit of an
eruv.

Rav (89a) maintains that not only is it
prohibited to carry from one roof to the other, if
the roofs are open to one another without any
noticeable partition between them, it is
prohibited to carry more than four amos on any
of the roofs. Since each roof is WM 9
o MoNN Dpnd - entirely open to a forbidden
area (i.e., to the neighboring roof, which is an
area where he may not carry), the entire roof

area is classified as a karmelis, in which
carrying more than four amos is prohibited.

Rabba (90a) states (in response to Rami bar
Chama's query) that it is forbidden to carry an
object (even less than four amos) from the roof
area to a post that is standing in the street
nearby,® because this constitutes carrying from
a karmelis to a reshus hayachid. [This is
because carrying from a karmelis to a reshus
hayachid is prohibited regardless of the
distance, even if it is a distance of less than four
amos.]

The Rishonim offer different interpretations:

Rashi explains that the roof area is classified
as a karmelis since it is prohibited to carry there
(just as it is prohibited to carry in a karmelis),
and the post has the status of a reshus hayachid
since it is ten tefachim high and four tefachim
wide.

Rabbeinu Tam (x5~ n71in) says that Rabba
is referring to a (four-tefach-wide) post which is
less than ten tefachim high. Such a post in the
reshus horabbim is classified as a karmelis.
Even though carrying from one karmelis to
another (within four amos) is permitted, Rabba
prohibits carrying from the roof to the post,
because the post is a bona fide karmelis and the
roof is not. Rabbeinu Tam explains that even
though it is prohibited to carry an object on the
roof for more than a four-amah distance, the
roof is still not a bona fide karmelis as
evidenced by the fact that it is possible to carry
on the roof by means of an eruvei chatzeiros
(whereas in a bona fide karmelis carrying is
never permitted). Thus, even though carrying
on the roof is prohibited (if no eruv was made),
one may not carry from the roof to a [bona fide]
karmelis, because in comparison to a genuine
karmelis, the roof is considered a reshus
hayachid.® ]

-13 -



INDY ,NINAN [PYN IR] INNN DADY NXONNA D) THOY DT NONT RVIND
L(MINN 2 P2 NYNNIA XPYT

IR0 AN D0 (22

YPPNN NOT YWIRID NYTI DPIT VY PrO 27YY JO0 YOS WY 7y (23
NDT DAY NI ONTY 991,900 )Y D2 XY NAY 29y NN N1 DN
VIR NYTY 1OV O PYDI DV WY NWY Y MIN] NN DAY DIVN PO
RN DYA Y7122 WY DIIN ,MDN NIV WIIT YHYUN | MON DINT SaNY
WY ,2IN2 RPYT KOX MON N WI/RINTT DIWND DINDDND YYD NYUIT 1O
NI9 7 W, NINAIND NIV DIWND IPYONT DIVND NIWA ONT DY X701
T NON WD NOT XI9 1Y 97D)) MOR K DINA 0) D”NT MY DY 'Piv
NIV RPITT N’IDIN NYTI ININDY DY NN N L(WNRIND KoY ,5INa
51NN 7991 K9 NONR

29 N9 N MY MIRD NN XOT RPTNV XINNA NN NN (24 9 9%
NOY2 N2 O7NN OXT N792 INIID BLIN) MUND MY NIV DN
TY9 PO N0 279Y YD 2IWNN VPI T (MWD 1YV NI NN
NN PYD HAYT 17N PAPY ONN 179 DN Y NI PO DY 8NYY
ANRWYY NYTND INYT N9 92D HYAN ONT YHWND 0720727 NON (117052 v'y)
TPANI2 W) 1952W 29Y0 INWUR ONN K N 29YD NXIT PRY ISNN A
(RPINV XN PV

VIR NPT 97Y) TOY YD W YIYN ROANY NMNYRI NYTN DT (25
.DMININ ¥ DWA (D7207M) NN NYT RXAN 7NN, (PIPST

NDY D)7 NN TONT /OIN NYTI ININY NIYINNT Y9 DY 'OIN NI (26
aAPY> PNIN VP 12 ,YRIN NYTH FPIONY 'DIN NI 57 IR WD IR
MWNY NIN TOR 1IN DT NIN 'OIN NOOWT NN NIYN LPI 1) ,IND
HNIDYT NOWP I7RT RIANDND 3777 TINPT /030 WO PTITH PRT V1)
272 WNANT D YONINDY NN 1DV ND DN ANIDT TONINYIN
7OV Y20 GO M MM ,PIT DN KDY GON P2 PIN v HNINY
299 Y, 0DY PYNY NI WYY WIRIND OIN INYND NN YIvn
'OIN NYTA 57OT NON) GO 1IN AN IV /O MIX IND WIRIN DY HNIM
12 NIRYY 9DIY NN IORY GN NN D HY TONOW D D) 29D D0 YT
PYT DV 2¥»N) R7YINND VP W VPD LYY PO RN Y/ (I8N
PN Yy

IRY GNR) HYAT 57¥2 29YD NI INWNRT ) MIN HNIM 12992 NN T (27
A%NY IMAN HOYVY K KOV DTT RNPIPH DN (M12n N2 DY IOIN
27 NWHN Y NYPY YOV 19701 5702 ) (19 93N 920V 11D) myva
IRY 1 INNM AT NN NNT #I7¥2 1NHN INTY PHOLM PDID) NN
NPYTIND W NWOT WIRIND D7OT YRUNT /Y MIN I79P2 Y7y ,01P5Y TN
AN HVYVY HYANT AN DAV DPYN DOWNNT NIN WVITN APV
TOY YD W PNND 1122 YUY INTD DY 1Y INYUN MIT GN ISND
(WINAN DINY 7TID PN T2 NAM) N O7UN

V7DV )P0 DY YW ROTY XIDY 1070 DYWA 75PN 1000 (28

.0 2790 YD TV (29 N 91

V10 YOV 1DP0 NN YNV (30

STV DYDY NN IYYA NI L3270 YD 910 (31

PO (27 19°0 ND) NI WININ DY (32

TN PO 19 ,WINN DY NP TV Y2002 WINSNND NaN 1) (33
DYV 1Y PN ONT DY DOONI, 05 3P NIT N7PD 77V 1270 1NN
VYIYY D79y TIAD TITIPRY KON NI W0 DN 97997 MDY A NPY Y95
N2 PRI YN DINT WINNDY XD IOD RN ININD 12T YN Nva
,NDINA MIPM) NTT DINWI INMINT PR IN OHY 1195 N2 ONT 1995 DNON
INANY W] MV DNY AP0 Y IN I MDD 2 NIV IVRUN
0YY 91551 KON PN PRT MINNT NIV MYNWN Yy JH0T 87NN NYT
P9 DMV YT I D WKL, DOW P RPN R PIDNT PITO wv
YN YN NPPVIA PIONN MINY WY 37 D 95 (930) Tiad 77T DN
979 ¥ INDDY) [(DDPA 1797 PIya 1PPnY /YY) HIad T77a PIDN Dwn M1
ND 11D 37N [T INPN D30 IN] INWN RON PN NN NOY 17T )PIT
NI INT 7NN TANR PON NIDNY 1552 PAIYN PR 177127 DXPDId 151
HY IDN N1 ¥ DN NN YYN NI W XD NYN DYY HOT IMHND
[(Mwn onY Payv T 717

9109 WNT ININT ,N’PD DY X7NYYA NYPO NYOP D 1IUN 1Y) (34
A(PININ PHINDNWI HMAN ,1D3) DIWI NITNY NN IVRN

PIYD D) IWIT OV YHUM ,NON NN PIYI) 27D N7OP IP0 NN (35
(NP2 DY NN 1Y ,MYN OnY

2019V 1O NP (36

VY PO RPITT YWY (N75PN HD NON PID ID) NI T Y] (37
PIYY RUN NN OTY KDY NOYW T DINWI NN NP ROY ININD 1Oy
T2 ,05NWI NN NI DN PAN DD 2N 7Y INHWI YN MvN Bno
D0 NN D/NN N7IWA YUY DTINN 13T IX T MR XD 3PN Pan
PIYY OXT NN YV DN ,(0ITINN 12T NN DN ad T VD
YD 2V Y NN [DXNWD NN NN ROV 19INT DIANY TN YN DNY
AYY NPR NNNIT IVYNR DDP MY 1INV DN PAIWNT DY VDY
;NN NPYNN DI XY N NNOWI NIRDT P RNYL N3 1T DIWN
NNOY MPX POV DO YT DN VIV NPT INIIND INODT PryNy
VN ONY PIYD DOXP MNNNT NINN P NN NT OIIN) MWK ONY PIYD POX
YAPN PNV 1991 NN D RIT DIWN 23DY PID NPT 0NN IINT
;M WOINY 17D HD WA DY D/AN Y Y L[NON YW NIDN Piyva
I8 WY PO TIYY) 19O02 D730 WY 01271 DI N NOVIPY

W 94

NOV I8N INAVY 09 HOOLY AIMNT YWD (NYD 27YY YD) Hp (1
NON NON PN L(NDY N2PY KIW) NNIAND 12PYY N I8NND 0N DY
.N2Y NXOY I¥ND %32 1N3WY DD HVHVY

M IR H7H 1202 IDNNWI DX PIRT DY ¥PD 279 DD NN Y (2
910Y PPIIN N7 INYN JANT 9N MY IN NN TIT KDY NN 77T H0HVY
DV N3 79W 199) NN TIT HVHVY PAN IMN HON IN NN IDNNWI DNT
SPUN PN TIT PAR HOYVY M IR NN TIT IIPYT NONT T7PO
(N7 12T N WINSNN

NN P2 PONNY NN NYT RANY VRN 7T 770 279w 100 H7idary (3
D N1 MY TPIPY PN (YPIPD TY YINW 1D5) NN v ORT 97N PNoNY
PNT D70Y POINY RVNN NYT NOIAM ,P9MNIDY DN NUYT 11D DNV
oNY NNS 1A ;N

L0 PO YIS D (4

D) MY YT N 0 27DV HD YWY NNONN NN TOWD X119 03T 97 (5
NIT ONT 977122 WYY NIV NXNND NN THIYI N1N9T 29y NXND PIYD
NITN /YY) ND ONDT NI DY )IDN N2 N ROV 11D NN NNOWNH
LDM9N NN XIND 57WN (-1Y 19701 12)) ,N2-T0 PO VPD NYD YPD
NI IN 1PN DIPHNT NONT VPIT P-IV PO NYD PO RN Y (6
TN ,ND OINNT KIINONN PIVIN N RIPND P2 NHYNIT NIIND PavN
" NOYNS HMON PHNA DX 1MAVN SNTY M1 NOYND TUN) MDD OXT VP)
WUIY RIPIND HVIAD

NN HRYINYN RN KXY T MIND XINY T NNDT 97YNT RIND NYT (7
N9 XN DI INY DINY 17YD NN NIONA NNND PT I OMIY 70T 119D
STNN 299D PYIDYW RIANDN ONY PAIYN PRY 1P NNIIND NNIDINI
N INT (HMIDN DD M HY NN IN) NMNK TWYN INY NN THINYA PO
GNT DY INIM] DNV PN WY AN NINN PNT KD INIDMNI X190
NN TN ST NN NN IPIND 17N 1IWN N1 NPIX ONRT NNODN TNNT
INNYINYN XN XD MINONNAT 1P TAN PAIVHD PR D7D (T DY T NOND
W9t

PINT PYNI T8I DD ON HAN NN 1IWN IN T N7 HMON ON) (8
513) 72 BYIDY WHINY TY HMON YN TOND MINTT DIV 72 TNV DION
DY R7AVAIN AN Y NSP INKR IDINT ININDY NPAVIN AN W I
(DIYV MIWYN 122 H79) 7IY K7W VY D213 DIWIIN NIWT

WP 1T HAY NI TYANIN OV Y97 ON 17T 1Y 9T 7AW PN Y (9
250509 NN

Y TNN TIYW XIN) HNIDN VYN PIYA /DN AN NT PT IPIYY 97YN (10
(MNYNRYN XNV M5 HMON YRIZ MYHNYN MOT PINN ,NN1INN
P2 NN NMYY PIYY DX Y TMIDN VYN PTT RONDN TYNN TINN INIAN
399 M 515N TN 23 (NIVYKR INR) D2ID WY MINN /2

N7 27YY 2P0 Y0 D7HP 1) T IDID WIRID N (11

PINNIVY SMION VWA PT P2 MPIN 2 PA NN PT P2 PONN 079NM) (12
PR NIVYN NINT M2 INIANT XM ,ONWHRYR RNNY 1D HMON UK
.NN9Y NI HMON VIW Y2 PT NIN M

NIINDN NXYT DIWN 1T LY NNT /OIN ON ,NXIN PAITT WRIN N (13
TN ,VIWN PPY KY N VWNT ) N N MPINTY MDYV HINT
MNN HMON YRIY TNDN RILINT YHWN VD A7YY POV DY Y1Iva
YIIRT YNWN NI XINNHD DINAV A1) AN NN MAT 97YN NN 2WND
9920) X2 HMON UKD ¥)HNY D50 Pyl 701 DY T (MDY 1 vy
D PO YN YO0 NN Y MDHYN NAND NYY ¥ OX NITHD

TONY PO DrAMIN BN ,NTON 27D YPT WININ NYT (14 Ny 99
SURVN WA MM PIIT NDNR NIN IPRY 1D NN NN 1PN DNOT
WO PYD 7YY YO0 YV NIIN INDRY 1D NN NN RIT NPUN
A MIYT A RN

927 PNNY PRT ININDY WIAVN DV THOP PrO AW N mwn vy (15
N7Y2 79W N2V ] YINDT ONIND NNT NIV NN NIY MOINX 7Y NIvH
[21092 57y NAY YSNN AN D WY HP IMDIN) M) DY NPWYURI IONRT
NOT) NWD NIUNI MIINRT 27V OO YYD AND NP NN I9IND (16
APYY IN ML PRT NP A POV

YHINT 2ANDY,)0 AN NY NNY N7AVIN DY NV NYPN N X120 NOMY (17
HY 1PN MIN IIDN) DMPNA OMION NV NIT HDT R7AVIN NYTa O
JMON IRWYD 12 PN DWW IIRN 912 12210 NKIT 1D NPUN

DININ NI THY ROT /OW (795919972 .19 9T) NI NN M7 7Y (18 vy 97
DNIN NN VY PWD XPITT (D) XIN MY HYOT 7mn DImm
I0N MNNT NIV INNP DIV MNAND NINIT NI NNNND PIYY XYY NI
NNNNI PNION YWY INNIT INIINY 2PY 177 .3 'OIN ‘Y D9 ,NNNNI
SPYTY,MINNNI KDY 21PYI PIDN PN MISN A pa

N2V 7Y M IRD 9790 PPYIA NINN VYT DY AND N PYD (19
NTIYT OINT INIANT (OW 7970 DYy7a NAW) \POPIM T T 0pY
NN YT 12T 92T ,RIPIYN IDINND D 1PIAYN NAWA HMON NIDNT
NN ONRT 177 220 WINPT ,)D YIWN KO NI NI NDIN
(P28 X721V N X9 7D YHWNT

Y Y200 (20

HONYI KON D PYHN ROT ININY NP PO 7YY 120 2)HvnN 7Y (21
WY, NNN N2 NINN 72 P2 HMOD PHOY Y710 1ON KD INTI HIX VYN VYN
DIN AN ONIY NONNI NIXR IIDR KIT TINNY PO N8 1D NN
2T TINN YHYN AN DYN MDIADY MPONND 1IN Y NPYY D

-14 -



TN M95Y 575y PIPAY PNY KPAY KDY IN - /DY IRD N2 YWD 1N
97 PRT 79 91y RAYD N2 N IR OIN IIRPT WO NP PInTo
VIVNDY XIONND PN DTR PNT 979 NIN 1931 WP IN NPIN NNdXIT
NYXIND KOW NHYA DY WO¥ 1NAT DN (NN DY HYn NINT) 2950 NN
.(OPRIN 579) NN AN

NINN DTRT IR NNIAM [0 IRV )9V YT N7IVIN W] (66
(NN I PYH) NN NIPYN DNV I (NI NPT XD NYN 95 NHNN
JUON DDNN XRPNN DTN PRT NHON DNHNND RPN XY N NHBNN N
YN NIPN P2 NPIYNND 1DPUMN DNYOT 577 YPRNDN 97y 1INID ¥ IR
NOW N2 D»D NIV PIND N ISN THNYI P ,NIYN NN PN
YON P2 NTNPNI NXIY YOV PNDIIONND PRI PN 139) ,7MIAN DY DVIPNND
VYN T 573 (NN MNN Y .DP 9T NN INNY IND) NI
RO YD YN

(MON DX N77) NPD R7YY DD 159N 7N KN WNPN Naya (67
WY DY YNIVn YT N2

WK NN TSN THIND DTN DNOT ,RNNDA DNNN /DI 2T 109D (68
U7y INYT NDXNA MONT IND 7Y YRWN 19) 100D NNON INYT NN
PMYNN KD 1N DN THNY HRIYIT ANV 19 YyHWNH K 1M 1292 INDY]
WMN D715¥ SVRYN 31D 1937 RY.INIW IDINYT DIVN NIV NNV
YOUN NRODY NI A2%7 B9 IWUN DN NOT DIWN NIV IOV
YT, DAV MIND INYT PRT NTND AIRY 902 9N OPOYT

ANNN HOSVY YW PAN RIT RN T2 IINRT PNVIWY 27,9095 (69 9 91
27Y ND ORN INND

12595 Y2)9) 1I2PY NOWA NONT MY PRT W GT) X72VN AN (70
DAY RZYY P DY NI T2 WOW HMD DIN ONT I DIV XYY 27 MNP
PON NANYN IPRY I8N 12N DD HOHVY MONT MN NIINY 9P 97T
OINA /Y L (NWOAY 7Y AT TITA TDAN )N DNXININ DN HAN) NI NI
AN Y95 Y20 YINN 27T AN NYAVIN DY POINY Y NID DY0 WIRIN
VAN YYD PNNN DOXRT ,NYID KIY INDD W/RIN /DIND INIAND 7N NPT
PP PR A Y L(MINN T IR 975Y) DY PVIVY IMN T HMD WRII
Y MYTN NOIANY XY 17T R-2YW 5770279 07

NOT 9701 PNY 1 DY 27 POST DYLN INABY Y7IAN NPT 3Y YD OIN Y (71
VY DIPN KD NI HMONY DIWN VI DIPN MNNT NI PINNX
0w 94 NIYNY 379 T D0 Wy A

onNN N2 PPN N NIYN NI XMIN NP 9T Nava PN (72 N 91
NII2N WI9Y PNT IND 7YY NINY PrYSY PTI KOYY TawTa pnna x\mna
THYS MINN NXINT DIVN ON PN DNNT D7) RPYT DIP DN MIONT
NIINDN NY NON YANR , OV /M)A RIPRTO PTO NOW NIN PHNA N¥NIY
L0 D91 NIV SVIN YORT TIYTI PPOYT

NI PO YOV YD (73

DOW) NP2V PIYD NIV KNVL) DX VI PNND TTINNY 773 Pro vy (74
U197 NAVW NODN DY 19T DY Y BN MpPRa

0P 9T N1V Y2 RN (75

.ov (76

N7W 12D N71DT2 NOONY K1Y, 270N NYHN YO0 OV OITINA XN (77
D PYo

92NN PO NP PYD 171 PYDA DY DRI POAY KNI NN D (78
AT VNN KIANY IMNT

SNONY T N Yo DY (79

.7 PO ow (80

PO HY TAPN PRY 12T 19NDNY 10 N7NT NVHNN DOONY vy (81
YY TAPN PRY 72TI YN MLNYN DND N N/HIND NYTI INIIAN IPONY)
(N7 OV 0D PN

MY PO 2N DV INIAN TO (82

Vo 97

M 7T D997 NP PAVPY MO (83

LWIYIN DT Y0 V7Y YO0 D1 NN (84

HOYVY NOV PN TONN NNOY MIPNT YRWNT 07NN NVIWO WD (85
NW YD IR AR VY Y0399 NOMWUND MYIY NTNYHD MYIN
NYXID DTN DRY NI MINDNY PAYVY 17T T NAY YL PHOTHY NP
.DY290 MVYIY DN MYIN D) ROXIND KD PRI MUY TR MYIn
PO YYD (86

PR TIY RIANY WY 27N )0 (87

oN Pra v (88

DONAV T NN 12 A99NY TINY Y IINT ININY ORI N7/ TIN 7y (89 ¥ 91
MIDIN MPNN N YWY I NI DD NN N9 N TNDA OINT
PN WY YT OINY H7OT DN NI NIMD YN NINY 278 NI
77 .09 MO YT Y NN IPRY MIPNN PO DNV TR NS
MINNN TPV PINT DY DY 9D ¥’ PIN PORT NP YOUNY MNONNI
N0 YT 109 YUY DI NNN PHINDNIYI 1N DY DXTNIYND M1
N1N9%) PIRY MPNN 3P 1993101 PHNYI NPYTT NP YHWNY Hax
DV 'DINAY : 30 972 DY 'y YN0 D721 INPN 497P1 DIVDL PV (90
2PY A NNN NI NYH ,NIIN OMNN NN GOIPT IIYN) PNNY INDY 17T
PN YY) L(NDPD PON 1IN TPYNIDD YN RDMNDN N0LY PN
oNON HVHVY NONT DY OV 'OIN DY POINY T7ARIN DVW1A N/IVIN
NN OMNIN YOYVY NONT XD N7AVMI YIVYN 1D ,MONIDY 997P
WRY NANN SVHVY PNNY MM T WHY PO DN I ORI
ORI \PInn

NI ,170 PO N7HNAN 2P0 N0 DN 20N INIL NI ,270P PPO0 (38
ARI NPN NN D)

.20 /9N2 DY N7YWA RN 179 2P0 NN (39

PW DY DIV HITA HTIV 11I) INTIINT DOYW KW POV NINKIAT D70 (40
M9 MONN 0N Y/ (NN NN DTN YT MNMY NNOY DN I/RYN
TN IR VIO 1NN DINY NINRT NNIDINN OWA XXIANY v 170
S TINR O PY0 NN HNITN 32T /Y ,HND INDIN T PRI PN

70 PVY MOONIN O (41 29 97

2OM D (42

L07PO ¥PNYWA 170N YD 7Y (43

.NYD 170N 19701 DV N71HII KM Y YO0 (44

27PO 170N YD RHINN PO 1Y ,2797 MIND PR (45

2"PO DV (46

A7WNA YUY (07 PO TIRN D NURYY 7Y) YD PR MIND XYW N (47
NTWO P XY NHY PPV PYIVY NTIYOT DY VPO VNI PO
(DNXIN NN I PRY NTIVOI O IINT YNWNI) MSN

AR WININ DY RN NN (48

MIND 27N PIYO 1Y DIPHI NNV MPY INKRNDT NHONX NOWN VP (49
2T PIYY Y N NN RDBNY MY 12T NN T 799 1Y 7ION N
121PY INT XNONNT POIND 77095 DX T3 ANIHT NNN NIYN AN ,Mv)
9275 Pa MYHN 92TY P2 NYON INR TN PO DPYN DIPHNI NN
TDIND WONT DY MY 9279 121PY NN KOT H7IN NPINT XM ,MYA
STSOMKD NN DMATNND N T2 12DY Y TINDY 1D NORT

92y DX PONT 71INHN DY DMDNY NN TIY NI ,¥7IWa DY 7NN 57 (50
NNID NI NIDNY,APY NN TAYVTA D7) Y10 MYIN 12TD DY NYN
MY 9219 0) 7990 9152 MINN 27D 21PY YV INRNDT

INN 7Y 2YPYI NONY DY DN 2PYL JOP DNTHY IPY PRI VY (51
9279 1IN TV 21PY MOTY D1 MINND TNKD NPY DYYY DT TTIND
1PIAN TYA 29NN PTY NN IPYL YOPT IR PIAT N, 09IN) MY
NP RIP J0 NITNN 7D TIVY YOPN DAV MTIYD 2 NI NN DY
2999 NNYT PRY RXTND NININ N DX HIN 1IN 12 DINN NN ONYIT
(MmaTya

5 9NN PINDT 7YNT ININY 270 NIYY J9O0 VRN 1AW (52 39 97
VY OIPN NI WP TY NOW OUNIVW 21N OUNNA T AN IORY DN
T DIPN DY NON 973N ION K2 NMIYI 72 NOYY NON Py n7n (73
YA IY T WO V0 Y (:39 T2 19PD ININTI) INT MY DINY
Y7 T NOIR PIYD 7172 0 DIPN YOIV INIANT T 12 PRY DIPH 17T
NITNA W NPIPH AN DY Y POD NN S9TTL YUY DY STPNNI
TIY PY T P2 TOOT IINN 72 PIAY SO P PONNRY N7 P70 Y YD
8N TOWN

.(Y7PN 290N N YDA DTN, PIVY PPN 19D 12NN NRN) 27D (53
OYIN , MV DIPN NN PANY PR RMITNN NYTY OOINT TI8NY vy (54
MIAN 790 DY NXIANY NNWNN NI WYY PNNY M0 7Y OV TI8N
(D120 925N IDIRY PIOT

NN PNX NN NIV 7Y BYIN )0 PO N7Y I9P0 N2 MW 573 (55
INTIV JOIND PION DX KDNMY AMN DTN YT 1INXT /PNY X7 10
DITIN ,MNTNI DN IY) NIV Y205V 13D /M), NXPIN PN NIV WD
990N PO Y NAIWNI NYHN MDNX HY2 HNN NIANY (TIOR3l
NIV VNI ONTIV I9IND WA PIDN PIY DITI2 HOOVY PINT

19 94

L) 77T IND 10N YY) MYNA VY T DYDY (56

50N 2T T 9 GT W YA PYUHN POTHY YW 1920 N7 Y (57 N 9T
PN NN ANVN MY YDA 99V HY 1IN 277y HY YDON NN DN HPIRT
WY Y ORI D TYUDY NIV 1HOVOYY 991V 51D PRY D T NDAN
NN HY PPOIN RXIANY NYPD Y7Y YO0 1PN

270 DV YW1 D7) Y'Y 1DO0 (58

NDP PO NN NN (59

95VINN XONA R IPNY 2759 Y220 ¥WANND NYT 19)) ,MINA vy (60
MOYN (MWNN PN ,T7N) B7YINNY NN NYTA Y (1DWN TNND
270Y2 ORT DU T Uy DY PIva 57un 97 D) 17T 2P MIN PAYDY
HNY DYNN KXY NXPIN NMONRT 9 Naw HYHNNN ywI DXIY N DMOY
(72595 NINY KXY ON) T NOand

2A7Y27 D) 27NN PYN PINTN NVAY 2772 T> NDXAN NNN NY NI (61
NNONN D33 NMY DY SNINSD T, 1P IMNI ONKBY T NPT MO W
T NOWAN MINNT DV NHYM ,DNURIN 2T 1D PIOTY NP YO N
2N T902 N2 ,27NIYAN 192 IVPYY 1OV OV TV 19N D) 271ya
V7Y 170 DAY 17D P9 (NN1DA HYY APy’ 19N9) Nav

97D) NMIRN NYT NOY MOLOWEY DY LPIT (N7D) 27N YD NN Y (62
,277Y2 T NOAN ODYN XD 10N TINND DMDVIN IN DDIRYN ODIT
NIV NPPYN NN I ,PHNND TINNY D70 N DNIAR 2T YN
1) YO0 TN PRNY NNINA Y, WINIYN DY PHNNY NNOYND

N DY NNMINAT YD D7OT ININT NI PUO 279 )0 RN 'Y (63 19 91
HAN D NV NINK PYAT ININDY I7PDA W) DI NPT NPPY YN
(NPT N NOT DYDY XD NPT PN TN NIV DT MND INYT ON
L9795 1951 29 NN XY 92 NNN 29 BN T 9T /10)2 OW PO 00N (64
ND NIYY YD YNV 97D I

DINAY DIYND NNN NN NNHY RI NONX (DWITN) Y PRHDN 7Y (65
,979Y 123 22900 12PN NXON DYIOWND INNIND NI YN )89 N8N

- 15 -



99  This Al Hadaf was made possible by the following daf dedications... 0y
W A TINA N2 1N 12 DRINWY INIDND NNOW NNIDT MDY YOI VY Tues
Dec 20
Ty \Zivals) Wed
ny * In memory of DAVID KAHN 1/30/1909 - 11/28/1991 1905 XD Thrs
Dec 22
vy YOO 15 Fri
9 In honor of Joshua Samuel Fried’s Bar Mitzvah \ZAvapr nav
N9 * In memory of GRACE SASSON -2°n nwx; by Samuel Sasson 190 15 Sun
129 513 993301 DMION NYNY I 1IN I 1oVN N Mon
Dec 26
pha) 190510 Tues
19 1905 1D Wed
9 ) ANT PNNY 12 YINIY DIWNN NNAN YW NN DY Ta0D 1Y0I ND Thrs
19 YD VS Fri
19 YOO D nav
no (12910 29 N2 NND) * 97T NTING N INOX ONNNI ININ I NIvV N Sun
09 513 Q0 YITIN 12 2APY INION 3D 7OMN NNY | Mon
N NIV ) Tues

* Denotes Yartzeit
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