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Daf DIAGRAM OVERVIEW of the Daf 
1) The back lot of Pum Nahara (cont.)  

The reason for the dispute concerning carrying be-

tween the back lot and the mavoi is explained.  

2) Reducing the size of a non-residential karpeif  

Planting a row of trees does not effectively reduce the 

size of a karpeif. A pillar ten tefachim high and four 

tefachim wide does effectively reduce the size of the kar-

peif. If the pillar is less than three tefachim wide, it does 

not reduce the size of the karpeif, and a pillar between 

three and four tefachim wide is an issue of dispute be-

tween Rabbah and Rava.  

One may convert a non-residential karpeif to a residen-

tial karpeif by constructing a new wall four tefachim from 

the old one. If it is less than three tefachim from the old 

wall, it is not considered converted, and a wall constructed 

between three and four tefachim from the old wall is an 

issue of dispute between Rabbah and Rava.  

R’ Simi taught that the issue under dispute is when the 

pillar is less than three tefachim wide or the wall is less 

than three tefachim from the old one.  

If the wall was made thicker with mud and as a result 

the enclosed area is less than two beis se’ah, it is effective if 

the mud could stand independent of the wall. If it cannot, 

Rabbah and Rava disagree whether it is effective.  

3) New partitions built atop old ones  

If a mound served as one of the partitions of the kar-

peif constructing a wall four tefachim from the edge of the 

mound is an effective method of converting the karpeif to 

one designated for residential use. If the wall is within 

three tefachim of the mound or on the upper edge of the 

mound R’ Chisda maintains that it is effective and R’ 

Hamnuna maintains that it is not effective.  

R’ Chisda asserts that under certain conditions even 

R’ Sheishes, who disagrees with R’ Chisda, would agree 

that a new wall converts an enclosure to the status of resi-

dential.  

Rabbah bar bar Chanah inquired about the effective-

ness of new partitions built upon old ones after the old 

ones sank into the ground.  

(Continued on page 2) 

R ebbe Zeira had said that a karpeif and an adjacent 

roofed area do not combine to form a larger, single unit 

(see Distinctive Insight). However, Rebbe Zeira agrees that 

if a karpeif is exactly two se’ah, and it is open to a chatzer, 

that carrying inside the karpeif is prohibited.   

 REVIEW and Remember 
1. Why is building a pillar effective towards reducing 

the size of a karpeif? 

2. Why is throwing a turnip ineffective towards acquir-

ing a convert’s property? 

3. Explain פי תקרה יורד וסותם? 

4. May every wall be used for enclosing a karpeif for 

residential use? 
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Number 243— ה“עירובין כ  

Pi Tikra Yored v'Sosem - 
 פי תקרה יורד וסותם

T he Gemara here introduces the concept of “pi tikra 

yored v'sosem” (literally: the lip of a roof comes down and 

closes; see also 94b). The principle, as defined in the Shul-

chan Aruch, (Orach Chaim, 361:2), is that when a roof is at 

least four tefachim by four tefachim and set atop two com-

plete walls, we view the thickness of the roof as an imaginary 

wall for the remaining two sides. (To employ the principle of 

pi tikra the structure must have two walls adjacent to each 

other connecting at a corner, not two parallel walls, see Ra-

ma, Shulchan Aruch, Orach Chaim 361:2).  

In one of the early works on eruvin in modern cities, the 

Tikvas Zecharia, Rabbi Zecharia Rosenfeld, the first Chief 

Rabbi of St. Louis, notes that telegraph poles often support a 

thicket of wires at their tops. These wires are well within three 

tefachim of each other. Viewing them, halachically, as con-

nected, allows one to consider the thicket as a roof. One could 

then apply the principle of pi tikra yored v’sosem to them.  

In practice, however, Rabbi Rosenfeld does not utilize 

this approach in sanctioning the use of the telegraph poles 

and wires as halachic walls, preferring instead the already ac-

cepted trend to view them as comprising tzuros ha'pesach. He 

does, however, propose that the presence of these “roofs” 

along the length of a street will diminish their potential to be 

regarded as a reshus ha'rabbim, since roofed over reshuyos 

ha'rabbim are automatically downgraded to carmelis status. - 

see Nesivos Shabbos 3:1 and note 6, where he considers 

(inconclusively) how much of a roof is necessary to negate a 

reshus ha'rabbim. 
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HALACHAH Highlight  

A section of a Karpeif with a roof  
רבא אמר אויר קירויו מייתרו ורבי זירא אמר 

 אין אויר קירויו מייתרו

W e have learned that when a kar-

peif that is enclosed for non-residential 

purposes covers an area larger than two 

se’ah, our sages have prohibited carrying 

in it farther than four amos. Yet, in or-

der to remedy the situation, there are 

several options. 

 One solution is to diminish the size 

of the area to be enclosed, so that it is 

less than two se’ah. Our Gemara speaks 

about an area which was three se’ah, and 

in order to make it smaller, the owner 

built a roof over an area of one se’ah. 

The remaining open area was now less 

than two se’ah. The efficacy of this solu-

tion is a matter of dispute between two 

amoraim, Rava and Rebbe Zeira. Rava is 

of the opinion that this is of no help. 

The area under the roof combines with 

the area which is open, and the total 

area of the karpeif is still more than two 

se’ah. Rebbe Zeira sees the roofed area 

as separate from the area which is open. 

They are distinct, because the area which 

has a roof benefits from the  הלכה למשה

 that the roof seals off the edge and מסי

encloses the area beneath it.  

Although we generally use the rule 

of פי תקרה יורד וסותם only by level roofs 

(see S.A. 361:2, M.B. #14), here we can 

apply it even by a slanted one. The rea-

son is that the restriction of not allowing 

carrying in a karpeif, which is really a 

private domain, is only rabbinic. Here, 

the rabbis will be lenient (see S.A. 

358:12, M.B. #92). 

Distinctive INSIGHT 

The Gemara demonstrated that they are effective.  

A story is cited that supports the position that new 

partitions constructed upon old ones are ineffective 

4) Combining different karpeifs to form an area larger 

than two beis se’ah  

If an area of three se’ah was enclosed and one built a 

roof over one beis se’ah: according to Rava it is still con-

sidered a karpeif of three beis se’ah and carrying is prohib-

ited, but according to R’ Zeira the covered space is consid-

ered separate and since neither area exceeds two beis se’ah 

carrying is permitted.  

The Gemara unsuccessfully attempts to connect this 

dispute with the dispute between Rav and Shmuel con-

cerning פי תקרה יורד וסותם. 

R’ Zeira agrees that if a karpeif exactly two beis se’ah 

was breached entirely into a chatzer that carrying is pro-

hibited because the space of the chatzer combines with the 

karpeif exceeding the limit of two beis se’ah.  

R’ Yosef unsuccessfully challenges this ruling.  

5) Enclosing a karpeif for residential use  

There was an orchard that was adjacent to a mansion 

and the mansion wall served as the partition that enclosed 

the orchard for residential use. After the wall fell R’ Bibi 

thought to permit carrying because of the presence of the 

inside mansion wall. R’ Pappi argued that since that wall 

was constructed for the inside of the house rather than 

the orchard it could not be used for enclosing the or-

chard.  

Reish Galusa had a pavilion in his orchard that he 

wanted to use for eating on Shabbos. R’ Huna bar Chi-

nana erected a fence of sticks spaced less than three 

tefachim apart.   

(Overview...continued from page 1) 


