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OVERVIEW of the Daf Distinctive INSIGHT 
All changes are extrinsic  

 שזכין לאדם שלא בפיו ואין חבין לאדם שלא בפיו 

R ambam, Introduction §18 to Part II of Moreh Nevuchim 
writes (Friedlander translation): “Everything that passes over 

from a state of potentiality to that of actuality, is caused to do 

so by some external agent: because if that agent existed in the 

thing itself, and no obstacle prevented the transition, the 

thing would never be in a state of potentiality, but always in 

that of actuality. If, on the other hand, while the thing itself 

contained that agent, some obstacle existed, and at a certain 

time that obstacle was removed, the same cause which re-

moved the obstacle would undoubtedly be described as the 

cause of the transition from potentiality to actuality, [and not 

the force situated within the body]. Note this.” 

It is on the basis of this principle that the Rogatchover 

(Tzofnas Pa'anei'ach, Mahadura Tinyana 11b) explains the 

concept of zechiah — specifically, why it must be done with 

another party, through whom the original owner bestows the 

ownership of an item upon a third party: A person cannot 

effect the change on his own, as all change must be effected by 

an outside agent. 

According to the Rogatchover, this principle explains 

many halachic issues. For example, the reason why a person 

cannot testify against himself (see Kesubos 23b) is because tes-

timony effects change, and all change must be extrinsic 

(Teshuvos Tzofnas Pa'anei'ach [Dvinsk] 1:3). 

This is also the reason why a transfer of ownership in 

which the owner is compelled to give up ownership without 

compensation is invalid, while the same transaction with com-

pensation is valid (see Bava Basra 48b): When compensation is 

provided there is an extrinsic agent of change; when it is not 

provided there is none (Tzofnas Pa'anei'ach, Mahadura Ti-

nyana p. 60; see more examples in Mefa'anei'ach Tzefunos 

14:4). 

1) Clarifying the Mishnah 

The Gemara questions the necessity for the Mishnah’s ruling 

that an eruv may be made with any food from an earlier Mishnah 

that teaches the same halachah. 

Rabbah bar bar Chanah explains that the Mishnah is exclud-

ing the opinion of R’ Yehoshua who does not allow the use of a 

broken loaf because it may generate ill will amongst the residents. 

Practical issues related to R’ Yehoshua’s ruling are discussed. 

2) Bread from different grains 

A disagreement is presented regarding the use of breads from 

different grains and beans for the eruv chatzeros. 

The Gemara digresses to discuss a pasuk in Yechezkel where 

an inferior variety of bread is mentioned. 

3) MISHNAH:  The Mishnah discusses the issue of giving money 

to be included in the eruv.  Additionally, the issue of including 

someone in the eruv without his consent is discussed. 

4) Clarifying the position of R’ Eliezer 

Two explanations are presented which elucidate the rationale 

behind R’ Eliezer’s lenient ruling. 

5) Clarifying the position of Chachamim 

Rav and Shmuel explain that the “other people” mentioned in 

the Mishnah refers to householders who are not merchants. 

Two additional explanations of the Mishnah are cited from 

Shmuel. 

6) The ruling of R’ Yehudah 

R’ Yehudah in the name of Shmuel rules like R’ Yehudah that 

only eruv techumin requires a person’s consent.  Furthermore, 

halacha follows R’ Yehudah in all issues or eruvin. 

R’ Chana from Baghdad unsuccessfully challenges R’ Yehu-

dah. 

R’ Acha the son of Rava asked R’ Ashi: How could Shmuel 

rule like R’ Yehudah, as if there is a dispute, when R’ Yehoshua 

ben Levi taught that whenever R’ Yehudah uses the language 

 .he is explaining rather than disagreeing במה  or אימתי

The Gemara demonstrates that according to R’ Shizbi in the 

name of R’ Chisda there is a dispute between R’ Yehudah and oth-

ers.   � 

Why not a slice? 
 ר יוסי בן שאול אמר רבי משום איבה“ופרוסה מאי טעמא לא?  א

T he Mishnah rules that the bread used for an eruv must be 
full loaves, and not pieces or slices.  The reason given is due 

to איבה—animosity.  Rashi explains that if one person gives a full 

(Continued on page 2) 

Gemara GEM 
 REVIEW and Remember 

1. According to R’ Yehoshua, would it be acceptable for all the 

residents to give broken loaves for the shituf? 

2. How does one make a broken loaf whole? 

3. Why is making an eruv techumin for another without his con-

sent considered a disadvantage? 

4. What is the difference between saying “Confer ownership on 

me” and saying “Make an eruv for me”? 
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Attaching two halves a loaf to make a whole loaf 
 שלימה אין פרוסה לא

A whole loaf is acceptable but a broken loaf is not 

T he Gemara teaches that an eruv chatzeiros must be made with a 
whole loaf of bread.  R’ Chisda adds that if one attaches two halves 

of a loaf with a toothpick so that it looks whole, it is considered 

whole and the eruv is effective.  Beis Yosef1 in the name of Rokeach 

applies this halachah to the obligation to recite hamotzi on two 

whole loaves on Shabbos and Yom Tov.  If someone attaches two 

halves together with a toothpick so that it looks as though the loaf is 

whole it may be used as one of the loaves to satisfy his obligation to 

have lechem mishnah.  Similarly, with regard to the general ad-

vantage to recite hamotzi on a whole loaf rather than part of a loaf, 

as long as the pieces are attached in a way that they give the appear-

ance that they are a single loaf, he should be able to satisfy his obliga-

tion with such a loaf. 

Panim Meiros2 challenges the parallel Rokeach makes between 

the obligation to use a whole loaf for one’s eruv chatzeiros and the 

general obligation or advantage to use a whole loaf.  The rationale to 

use a whole loaf for an eruv chatzeiros was out of concern that if one 

person contributed a whole loaf and another person contributed 

part of loaf, the disparity of their contribution could lead to hatred.  

Accordingly, as long as the loaf looks whole there is no concern that 

any hatred will be generated and one fulfills his obligation.  The obli-

gation to use whole loaves on Shabbos or the advantage of reciting 

hamotzi on a whole loaf by attaching two halves together does not 

satisfy that obligation since the obligation is to use a whole loaf not 

just bread that looks like a whole loaf.  Chelkas Yaakov3 answers that 

the obligation to use a whole loaf on Shabbos is based on the fact 

that using half a loaf gives the impression that one is poor and that 

appearance detracts from the honor that Shabbos is due.  Therefore, 

as long as it appears as though it is whole, one is giving the proper 

honor to Shabbos and thus it may be utilized as a whole loaf on 

Shabbos as well. 
 בית יוסף או"ח סי' קס"ח ד"ה כתב המרדכי. .1
 פים מאירות לזבחים ק"ה: ד"ה חיבור. .2
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HALACHAH Highlight  

Connecting the pieces to restore a full loaf 
 תפרה בקיסם מערבין לו בה

T he Mishnah taught that the loaf used 
for an eruv must be complete.  Even a large 

loaf which is broken may not be used, and 

even a small loaf is acceptable, provided it is 

intact.  Here, Rav Chisda teaches that if a 

loaf is broken, but it is reattached with a 

stick so that it appears to be whole, it is val-

id.  Rokeach (#329) writes that just as the 

halachah allows a reattached loaf to be used 

for eruv, so too may we use such a loaf for an 

intact  loaf (שלם) necessary for lechem 

mishnah on Shabbos. 

Chasam Sofer ( ו“מ‘ ח סי“ת או“שו ) 

discusses this issue, and he states that if it 

were not for the Rokeach, he would have 

ruled that it is only in regard to eruv that we 

consider a loaf to be complete where the 

pieces are attached together with a stick.  

The issue by eruv is that if some contribute 

broken pieces, those who provided whole 

loaves may feel cheated that they gave better 

loaves.  Therefore, once the pieces are at-

tached, even in a flimsy manner, the prob-

lem of appearance has been alleviated.  How-

ever, by Shabbos, we need loaves that not 

only appear to be whole and intact, but they 

must actually be whole.  Here, attaching 

pieces with a stick would be inadequate.  

ב)“ס‘ ת חכם צבי (סי“שו  writes that the loaf 

for eruv must be “שלם”, thus suggesting that 

attaching with a stick actually achieves a sta-

tus of not only appearing as complete, but 

that the loaf is now halachically שלם, as the 

Rokeach ruled. 

Rambam does not cite this halachah 

about attaching a loaf with sticks in refer-

ence to eruv.  He apparently rules according 

to the sugya in Chullin  (73a) which states 

that pieces connected to food are halachical-

ly viewed as being detached.  So, too, for 

eruv, we do not recognize the pieces being 

connected with a stick as being שלם.  

Accordingly, an arrangement of connecting 

pieces of bread would also not be adequate 

for lechem mishnah for Shabbos. 

The Mordechai in our sugya holds that 

lechem mishnah for Shabbos has a more 

lenient standard than we find by eruv.  He 

holds that even if a loaf is cut, it can be used 

for lechem mihnah as a שלם as long as it is 

still connected, because we only need it to be 

intact for the moment he is reciting the bra-

chah. 

Shulchan Aruch (366:6) rules that even 

by eruv, we can only allow attaching or con-

necting a piece together to the loaf when a 

small piece has become separated from the 

loaf.  If, however, the loaf has broken into 

two large pieces, the halachah does not allow 

it to be fixed to restore its status as שלם.  

Although the Rokeach seems to allow even 

two halves to be reconnected, there is no 

one who would allow connecting several 

slices together to restore them to become a 

full loaf. 

Distinctive INSIGHT 

loaf, while another offers only a broken piece, the one who gave a 

full loaf will feel cheated and as if he unfairly gave more to the 

common goal. 

Eliyahu Rabba (366:#6) explains in the name of Mahari”l 

that the problem is that the one who gave a full loaf will feel 

exclusive about his piece, and unwilling to share it.  His piece, 

he feels, is better, and he would want it for himself.  Anytime 

the eruv is not willing to be mutually shared, the eruv is invalid.  

In fact, Pri Megadim (M.Z. #5) notes that according to this, the 

eruv would be disqualified even בדיעבד.  The Gemara stated 

(earlier, 49a) that the name of this device is עירוב, which means 

a blending and combining of people.  When any member who 

contributes does so reluctantly and even insincerely, the eruv is 

faulty in its core.  This would therefore disqualify the eruv. 

(Gem...Continued from page 1) 


