






















































































Rebuttal: How very interesting; however, Rav Moshe stated (Igros Moshe, 

O.C. 4:87) that since, historically, eruvin had been erected in cities with 

populations exceeding shishim ribo, one could not classify a city as a reshus 

harabbim solely on the basis of the existence of a population of 600,000. 

Evidently, Rav Moshe maintained that there was precedent to establish 

eruvin in large cities.    

Moreover, the Divrei Malkiel (4:3) stated when writing to the people 

erecting an eruv in the city of Odessa, which had approximately shishim ribo, 

that, “the minhag is to erect eruvin even in the largest of cities, and it does not 

concern us that they contain shishim ribo since the shishim ribo is dispersed over 

all its streets.”  So who are we to believe, the authors who state, “There is less 

of a precedent for establishing eruvin in larger cities, “or the Divrei Malkiel who 

bore witness to the minhag of pre-WWII Europe and stated that “the minhag 

is to erect eruvin even in the largest of cities.”  

Furthermore, there are additional reasons besides shishim ribo why 

eruvin were established in large pre-WWII European cities, including 

mefulash. As Rav Shlomo Dovid Kahane zt”l (Divrei Menachem, O.C. vol. 2, 

pp. 42-43 posited, the heter to erect an eruv in a large city such as Warsaw 

was universally accepted as the streets were not mefulashim u’mechuvanim 

m’shaar l’shaar. [Actually, the Bais Ephraim stated that one of the heterim in 

large cities was the criterion of mefulash, as well.] 

The above is proof positive that the authors are incorrect, and there was 

precedent to establish eruvin even in the largest of cities.   

 

The Sefer – Page 150 (continued): 

Rebuttal: In fact, until sixty years ago, there never was a question if an eruv 

should be established even in large cities containing shishim ribo only how 

to establish an eruv. Today, with the “Chevrah Hilchos Issurei Eruvin,” the 

question is how not to establish/allow a city eruv.  

 

The Sefer – Page 150 (continued): 

  



Rebuttal: As usual, the authors use the word “many” when in fact there are 

very few rabbanim who opposed eruvin in America.     

Let’s explore the reasons given to establish eruvin (in pre-WWII Europe):   

1) To begin with, it is a mitzvah to erect an eruv (Tur and Shulchan Aruch, 

O.C. 366:13, 395:1; for proof that it’s a requirement for a city as well, see 

BeHag, Perek Hador and Chasam Sofer, O.C. 99).  

2) The Chasam Sofer (O.C. 99) states that it is not possible for an individual 

to ensure that all the members of his household do not carry inadvertently 

on Shabbos.  

3) It helps to minimize chilul Shabbos by our Jewish brethren who are 

unfortunately not religious and carry on Shabbos without an eruv (Nefesh 

Chayah, siman 25, and Bais Av, 2:1:25). 

4) Additionally, an eruv helps to increase our oneg Shabbos, e.g. the ability to 

take leisurely strolls and bring needed food (Perishah, O.C. 395:1; see also 

Emek Sheilah, Parshas Kedoshim, ois 10). 

I will add some select quotes from the poskim of the previous generations:  

וז"ל שו"ת מהרי"א הלוי ח"ב סימן קח: עלינו לחפש בחורין וסדקין אחרי פתח היתר כדי שינצל   (1
 מחילול שבת ח"ו.

ועיין בבית מאיר סימן שפ"ד סעיף כ' שכתב, דעתה ששכיח דדיירי ישראל עם עכו"ם במבוי    (2
וחצרות היה אפשר לומר דמותר לערב בלא שכירות, אמנם חלילה להקל וכו', אלא בשעת הדחק  
טוב יותר לערב מכל מקום בלא שכירות משלא לערב כלל ולנהג איסור בטלטול, דממש קרוב  

 ברים ומטלטלים בלי עירוב כלל.לודאי שרוב המון עו

שהעיד   (3 בדבר  חומרות  אחר  מחפש  מעלתו  רום  למה  יודע  איני  ד:  סימן  הרי"ם  שו"ת  וז"ל 
 מהרי"ט שנהגו היתר וכו' אין להחמיר רק כשאפשר לתקן בנקל. 

וז"ל שו"ת ישועות מלכו או"ח סימן כה: יש להורות לעת הצורך בפשיטות כדברי מהרי"ט,    (4
אחריו כל החכמים שהיו אחריו והגאון בעל נה"מ ובעל בני יעקב והגאון המל"מ    בפרט שנהגו כן

והכנה"ג חלילה להרהר אחרי הוראתם בשעת הדחק, כי ידוע כי קלקול העירוב מביא לידי עבירות  
 חמורות.

וז"ל הרה"ג ר' חיים בערלין )שהיה בנו של הגאון הנצי"ב ז"ל חתן הגאון ר' חיים מוואלאזין ז"ל(   (5
ריש תשובתו לענין העירוב באדעסא )בקונטרוס תקון שבת(: ונתתי שמחה בלבי על אשר שמו  ב

על לבם לעסוק בתקון גדול כזה בעירם, וכן ראוי והדור לנו, וכמו שאמר רבב"ח לאביי בעירובין  
ס"ח ע"א "מבואה דאית ביה גברי רברבי כרבנן לא להוי בה לא עירוב ולא שיתוף?", והמקום יהא  

 ותבא עליהם ברכת טוב.בעזרם 

 וז"ל שו"ת שערי דיעה חלק ב' סימן יח: אין לגבב חומרות בדיני עירובין, שהלכו בהם להקל.  (6

ועיין בשו"ת זקן אהרן )להרה"ג ר' אהרן וואלקין אבד"ק פינסק( ח"ב סימן יז )ומובא בספרו של   ( 7
ראשונים והאחרונים צעקו  השואל שו"ת חלקת יעקב ח"א סימן קפג( שכתב: כבר ידוע שרבותינו ה 

 ככרוכיא על אלו שמחטטים לחפש חומרות בהלכות עירוב. וע"ש ריש סימן יח וסוף סימן כ. 

ובספר רחובות העיר )אנטווערפען תשמ"ט( עמוד יח מביא בשם הגאון ר' יחזקאל אבראמסקי    (8
א יפריע לכם  ז"ל )אודות העירוב באנטווערפען( שאמר לו: תעשו עירוב בלי חומרות )פירוש, של

 מלעשות עירוב בגלל איזה חומרא שאינו מעיקר הדין(.



Is America so different from pre-WWII Europe that the above motives do 

not apply anymore? The real question is why should America be any 

different? 

  

The Sefer – Footnote 1: 

התנגד לעשיית עירובין בכל העיירות באמריקא מטעמים אחרים, )כך שמענו גם הגר"י קמנצקי  
 מהג"ש פורסט ששמע מפיו, וכן הוא בספר אמת ליעקב ריש סי' שס"ג(. 

Rebuttal: I do not believe a word attributed to a gadol when the issue is 

eruvin.  

First of all, the statement in Emes L’Yaakov is siman 345 (note 402), and 

was not written by Rav Yaakov Kamenetsky zt”l but was only word of 

mouth. While the authors cite others who claim to have heard from Rav 

Yaakov about his opposition to eruvin in America, besides the statement in 

the Emes L’Yaakov, it is probable that the source of this note is one and the 

same since he was involved in publishing Emes L’Yaakov (see the hakdamah).   

One of the issues that Rav Yaakov had with large city eruvin stated in 

this Emes L’Yaakov, namely tznius, (mingling) is a case in point. How can one 

make such an argument when, in fact, the Perishah states that an eruv helps 

to increase our oneg Shabbos by allowing one to take leisurely strolls! 

Moreover, why was pre-WWII Europe any different than America 

regarding this issue? Hence, it is more likely that it is unreliable hearsay.   

Furthermore, one should always doubt the veracity of statements that 

are said in the name of gedolim when we do not see that the issue at hand 

ever concerned these gedolim at all. This argument sounds more like 

something emanating from Chassidshe rabbanim and not from those of the 

Lita. In any case, this argument is in fact a blanket statement against all 

eruvin – since these issues can be problematic with eruvin in both large and 

small cities and even with eruvin in bungalow colonies – and it would be 

better to discount its veracity than to believe that it originated from Rav 

Yaakov.   

Moreover, see the introduction to the Deal NJ eruv sefer (p. 7) where we 

see that Rav Yaakov agreed that an eruv should be established. It follows 

that all the statements said in the name of Rav Yaakov are specious.   

 

 

 



The Sefer – Page 150 (continued): 

Rebuttal: Actually, the authors misunderstood Rav Aharon’s teshuvah.  Rav 

Aharon argues (Mishnas Rav Aharon, siman 6:10) that the Mishnah Berurah 

did not want to rely on shishim ribo at all, and, therefore, Rav Aharon 

reasoned that the heter (l’chatchilah) to establish eruvin in pre-war Europe 

was the criterion of mefulash u’mechavanim.  [However, Rav Aharon 

subsequently argued that only in very specific cases can we rely on the 

criterion of mefulash u’mechavanim.] Hence, Rav Aharon is not arguing that 

in pre-WWII Europe they relied on the criterion of shishim ribo, but only that 

they relied on the fundament of mefulash u’mechavanim. Following this, we 

can conclude that, according to Rav Aharon, there is no difference between 

pre-war Europe and America; we never relied on the criterion of shishim 

ribo. Clearly the world did not follow Rav Aharon regarding this matter.  

  

The Sefer – Page 150 (continued): 

Rebuttal: It is worth mentioning again Rav Moshe’s statement (ibid., 4:87) 

that since, historically, eruvin had been erected in cities with populations 

exceeding shishim ribo, one could not classify a city as a reshus harabbim 

solely on the basis of the existence of a population of 600,000. There is no 

doubt that Rav Moshe tried to base his chiddushim in eruvin on precedent.  

 

The Sefer – Footnote 2: 

 היינו לההמון עם, אבל לבני תורה אפילו באירופא לא הקילו ברחוב שהיה בו ט"ז אמה,  

Rebuttal: This is simply incorrect, and I believe a purposeful perversion of 

Rav Moshe’s teshuvah.  This is what Rav Moshe stated (Igros Moshe, O.C. 

5:24:10):  

דין רשות ,י"נוהגין בהחלט כרש דבמקומותינו" בוקעין ס-שליכא  שהרי  , רבוא' הרבים כשאין 
בצורתנוהגין   לטלטל  רשות, הפתח-להתיר  להתיר  מועיל  בצורת-שאין  דבעינן  -הרבים  הפתח 
משום. דלתות מקומותינו, והוא  כרש דבכל  וודא"נוהגין  בדין  מת , יי  יחידים  שאיכא  ח  "ורק 

צורות הפתח שהיו בכל העיירות, שמחמירין לעצמן כל  עוסקין לתקן  הן עצמן  כדי  , ולאחרים 
כן בכל בעיירות  , שהיה הכרח גדולמשום  , להתיר הטלטול אף שהיו הרחובות רחבות  , ונעשה 
 "י בהחלט אף לקולא"הרי שנוהגין כרש. ז אמה"הרבה יותר מט



“In all our areas, the custom was to follow shitas Rashi unconditionally; however, 

there were a select few talmidei chachamim who were stringent on themselves,”  

Hence, either most talmidei chachamim were not on the level of Bnei Torah or 

the majority of Bnei Torah did avail themselves of their town’s eruv. In short, 

according to Rav Moshe, most Bnei Torah did make use of their town’s 

eruvin. 

 

The Sefer – Footnote 2: 

ושמענו בשמו דמה שנהגו להקל דאין רשות הרבים בלא ששים רובא אינו מנהג גמור, דלעולם  
 החמירו הרבנים על עצמם, וא"כ יש מקום לבעל נפש להחמיר.

Rebuttal: So let’s try to understand what the authors are suggesting. There 

are three categories of people: laymen, Bnei Torah/talmidei chachamim, and 

rabbanim. The authors agree that all laymen carried in pre-war Europe; 

however, as I demonstrated above, their claim that Bnei Torah/talmidei 

chachamim did not carry is false as Rav Moshe said clearly that only a select 

few talmidei chachamim were stringent regarding this matter. We are only 

left with one category (which the authors are referring to in the above 

quote), the rabbanim ― did they or did they not carry? Maybe the authors 

are suggesting with this quote that when Rav Moshe stated that only a select 

few talmidei chachamim were machmir, he meant that it was the rabbanim 

who were stringent? However, this would mean that Rav Moshe was 

inferring that besides the rabbanim all Bnei Torah/talmidei chachamim did 

carry. Following this, one cannot argue that it is the rabbanim who establish 

the minhag for a Baal Nefesh, when all the Bnei Torah/talmidei chachamim did 

avail themselves of their town’s eruv. Bnei Torah/talmidei chachamim, are 

definitely categorized as Baalei Nefesh; hence, the authors’ entire argument 

is negated and should be classified as unreliable hearsay.          

In any case, Rav Moshe stated repeatedly in this teshuvah that without a 

doubt the custom was to follow shitas Rashi, and he never mentioned that a 

Baal Nefesh should be stringent. Why should we believe what people say in 

his name when there is no written teshuvah to suggest otherwise?        

 

The Sefer – Page 150 (continued): 



Rebuttal: It is fascinating how Rav Moshe’s opinion regarding the need for 

eruvin evolved.  

The following is a synopsis of Rav Moshe shitos regarding the need for 

eruvin:  

 .מצוה להשתדל לעשות עירוב בכל תשובותיו מיירי רק לענין אם יש (1

לעשות עירוב, דהא יש תיקון למחללי שבת "בשביל אלו שאין בסימן כ"ח לא ברירא ליה שלא   ( 2
 יותר לומר שליכא חיוב למונעו מעבירה". נוטהיודעין כלום", רק ד"

: "הנני רואה בזה תועלת גדולה והצלה ממכשול בשוגג ובמזיד וכו',  בברירות  בסימן פ"ו כותב (3
 ". יתםואני אומר שיפה עש  דלכן הוא טובה גדולה ותועלת לשמירת שבת, 

גם בסימן כ"ט כתב דכשאיכא הרבה תובעין נחשב לצורך, "ויש אולי מקומות ששייך להחשיב   (4
ואולי יש גם להשתדל  , וא"כ וודאי לא שייך למחות,ושייך להרב המקומי לידע זה גם צורך גדול,

שיתקנו  בזה ותובעין  שרוצים  מקהילותיהם  יודעים  הרבנים  רוב  אם  "שלכן  וסיים:  עירובין,  ", 
גם להשתדל לתקן עירובין שנמצא שהוא צורך גדול, וידוע דרוב מורי ההוראה בשכונות  יש   ."

 בארא פארק חשבו זה לצורך גדול מחמת כמה וכמה טעמים.

וכל השקו"ט בתשובותיו הנ"ל הם רק לענין לכתחלה, אבל עירוב שכבר נעשה וכשר להלכה,   (5
ספיקותיו. ואדרבה לגבי דעטראיט וסיגעיט וקיו    לא כתב בשום מקום שלא יטלטלו בו משום

יטלטל   יחמיר שלא  נפש  בשום מקום שבעל  ולא כתב  עירוב,  לעשות  כתב מפורש  גארדענס 
 בעירוב כשר.

From the above, it appears that Rav Moshe would agree that if the rabbanim 

uphold that there is a great need for an eruv, they should strive to establish 

one. More so, there is no doubt that Rav Moshe would concur that if a 

kosher eruv is established, one can carry therein, and (as stated above) he 

maintained that even a Baal Nefesh does not need to be stringent. 

 

The Sefer – Footnote 3: 

כך שמענו מכמה מקורות, וכן משמע מתשובותיו, ושמענו מהגר"מ היינעמאן כשהיה מסופק  
אם לעסוק בעשיית עירוב בעירו ששאל מהגר"ד פיינשטיין מהו דעת אביו בעשיית עירובין 
בעיירות שאין בהם חששש רה"ר, והשיב שדעת אביו שאי אפשר למחוק כל הענין של עירובין  

 ו"ע.מהש

Rebuttal: The authors did not quote the entire story. In the new kuntres on 

hilchos eruvin compiled and based on the shiruim of Rav Moshe Heineman 

shlita (which was reviewed and revised by him), there is the following story 

(p. 42): 

“Q 6. What did Rav Moshe say about the Baltimore eruv?  

A: Making an eruv was a local decision as we asked the Rosh Yeshiva first. When 

Rav Moshe Feinstein was in Baltimore, we asked him if we can make an eruv in 

Baltimore. After asking us some questions, he answered, “If you want to make an 

eruv, then you can make an eruv.” I asked him, “Should we make an eruv?’ He 

answered, “If you want to make an eruv, then you can make an eruv.” Then I asked 



him, “Should we not make an eruv?” He answered, “If you want to make an eruv, 

then you can make an eruv.” We didn’t know what that meant, so I asked Rav Dovid 

Feinstein shlita. He told me that his father Rav Moshe doesn’t want to get involved 

in eruvin because he has experience that if he says, “Make an eruv” then a 

delegation will come to him saying, that having an eruv in a city is a terrible kilkul. 

If he says, “Do not make an eruv,” then another delegation will come to him saying, 

“Not making an eruv is a terrible kilkul.” Therefore, Rav Moshe would just say you 

could make an eruv if you want to, but doesn’t say you should. I asked Rav Dovid, 

“What does your father really hold?” He answered, “My father holds if 

halachically you can make an eruv, you should make an eruv because you 

can’t just push an entire chelek of Shulchan Aruch to the side saying that 

hashkafos hatorah is not to have it.”   

The final words of the last sentence are very revealing. Rav Dovid shlita 

states that his father maintains that the hashkafos argument is simply 

incorrect because it would do away with an entire chelek of the Shulchan 

Aruch. I think that this should be repeated to the Chevrah Hilchos Issurei 

Eruvin who are more machmir than Rav Moshe in hilchos eruvin, and seek to 

negate every eruv possible.  

 

The Sefer – Page 150 (continued): 

Currently, many Poskim (4) maintain that since many cities already have 
existing eruvin, the focus should be on upholding the highest standards for 
eruvin as opposed to avoiding their creation.     

Footnote 4:  דולים שהזכרנו בפנים. כך שמענו מהרבה פוסקים מובהקים ומהתלמידים של הג  

Rebuttal: You could have fooled me. From the looks of it, I would say that 

the resistance to city eruvin continues even after they are established (no 

doubt the authors know something about this because this happened in 

their hometown of Chicago). 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

SECTION TWO 
 

What Follows is an Analysis and a Refutation in a Linear 

Fashion of the Chicago Community Kollel Publication, 

Encounters, December 21, 2018, Entitled City Eruvin,  
 

Encounters:  

Rebuttal: While we derive all the criteria of a reshus harabbim from the diglei 

hamidbar, the Pnei Yehoshua, Bais Meir, Bais Ephraim, and the Mishkenos 

Yaakov (and just about all the other Achronim) maintain that we derive the 

fundament of shishim ribo specifically from the number of Yidden who 

learnt by Moshe Rabeinu in machnah Levia. [Hence, these Achronim maintain 

that the criterion is conditional of the street and not the city.]  

 

Encounters:  



Rebuttal: This is irrelevant since we do not pasken like the Rambam 

regarding the criterion of shishim ribo. Moreover, the Rambam would allow 

most eruvin because the streets are not mefulash u’mechavanim (see Bais Yosef) 

and since most city streets are encompassed by more than three mechitzos 

(and the Rambam maintains lo asu rabbim u’mevatlei mechitztah).  

While the Mishnah Berurah, following the Mishkenos Yaakov, may have 

cast doubts on the criterion of shishim ribo (since he maintains that most 

Rishonim do not uphold the fundament), the poskim who followed him 

uphold the criterion (Bais Av, 2:5; Mahari Stief, siman 68; Rav Moshe zt”l, 

Igros Moshe, O.C. 5:24:10; Minchas Yitzchak, 2:50; Divrei Yatziv, 173:4; Minchas 

Shlomo, 2:36:2:6; Even Yisroel, 8:36; Tzitz Eliezer, 10:13, 13:32, 14:90, and Rav 

Shmuel Wosner zt”l, Shevet HaLevi, 8:97:6). Some poskim even mentioned 

that the Mishnah Berurah did not see the Bais Ephraim’s rebuttal of the 

Mishkenos Yaakov’s list of Rishonim (Toldos Shmuel, 3:81:7, 3:86:8; Bais Av, 

2:5:2; Divrei Yatziv 2:173:1, and Even Yisroel, 8:36). Moreover, we now know 

that the tally of Rishonim who uphold the criterion is even greater than the 

Bais Ephraim knew of. Thus, there is no doubt that we accept the criterion of 

shishim ribo l’chatchilah. Furthermore, those Rishonim (as I mentioned 

previously regarding the Rambam) who do not support the criterion of 

shishim ribo would rely on the fundament of mefulash u’mechavanim, and that 

in many situations mechitzos can be utilized to enclose the area.  

 

Encounters:  

Rebuttal: The most important opinion, the Shulchan Aruch’s, clearly 

maintains that the criterion is conditional of the street and not the city (even 

Rav Moshe acknowledged that this is the pashut p’shat in the Shulchan Aruch; 

see Igros Moshe, O.C. 139:5). Furthermore, since the Shulchan Aruch uses the 

term shishim ribo ovrim bo, it implies a thoroughfare in continuous use and 

not merely the presence of 600,000 people in the vicinity who would have 

the ability to utilize the street. 



Encounters:  

Rebuttal: However, there were some large cities with populations greater 

than 600,000 people that established eruvin in pre-war Europe, and most of 

the population did make use of it (Warsaw, Lodz, and Odessa). Hence, 

nearly a million Yidden made use of their town eruvin, and as the Divrei 

Malkiel (4:3) wrote “the minhag is to erect eruvin even in the largest of cities, and 

it does not concern us that they contain shishim ribo since the shishim ribo is 

dispersed over all of its streets.”   

It should be noted that the authors omitted that some poskim relied on 

the criterion of mefulash u’mechuvanim m’shaar l’shaar to allow eruvin in pre-

war Europe (Mahari Asad, siman 54; Divrei Malkiel, 4:3, and Rav Shlomo 

Dovid Kahane zt”l, Divrei Menachem, O.C. vol. 2, pp. 42-43). 

 

Encounters:  

Rebuttal: This sentence is pure fiction. The few Baalei Nefesh, from Litveshe 

and Chassidishe communities alike, who were stringent did so mainly 

because of issues with the tzuras hapesachim. It is possible that a few rabbanim 

did not carry because they did not want to rely on the criterion of shishim 

ribo.  

There is no doubt that, even in Litveshe communities, the vast majority 

of people carried in their town eruvin, and hence, were relying on the fact 

that there was no shishim ribo traversing therein (e.g., Minhagei Lita: Customs 

of Lithuanian Jewry, 2008, Page 72; I personally spoke to many Yidden from 

the heim, even from Litveshe communities, and all were in agreement that 

almost all townspeople carried; this is supported as well by the many Yizkor 

books, even of Litveshe communities, which mention the use of their town 

eruvin).  

Furthermore, (as mentioned previously,) Rav Moshe admitted (Igros 

Moshe, O.C. 5:24:10) that only a select few talmidei chachamim were stringent 

regarding the criterion of shishim ribo. Hence, either most talmidei chachamim 

were not Baalei Nefesh or the majority of Baalei Nefesh did avail themselves 



of their town eruv. In short, according to Rav Moshe, most people did make 

use of their town eruvin in the Lita. 

 [In fact, there was an eruv in Radin where it seems that the Chofetz Chaim 

may have even carried at times; see Dugmah M’Darchei Avi, p. 31. There was 

no greater Baal Nefesh than the Chofetz Chaim.] 

In any case, there is no reason for a Baal Nefesh to be stringent today, 

either because we now know that the overwhelming majority of Rishonim 

uphold the criterion of shishim ribo (and it is halachah p’suka, as well), or 

because we can rely on the criterion of mefulash u’mechavanim, or we can rely 

on the fact that most cities are classified as a reshus hayachid me’d’Oraysa, 

since they are encompassed by mechitzos.   

 

Encounters: 

Rebuttal: There is no such statement by Rav Moshe. On the contrary, Rav 

Moshe stated (Igros Moshe, O.C. 5:24:10, see also 3:94:3; 5:19, as mentioned 

above) that only a select few talmidei chachamim were stringent, but he insists 

that we follow shitas Rashi without reservations.  

 

Encounters:  

Rebuttal: This argument is not the opinion of any posek of stature but only 

of some yungerleit [Chevrah Hilchos Issurei Eruvin] who have no inkling of 

the halachic process.  

As I mentioned previously, this argument is inane. If we were to accept 

the opinion of any posek regarding how the fundament of shishim ribo is 

fulfilled, one could not then apply the uncertainty that there are Rishonim 

who do not allow for this criterion at all since the principle of shishim ribo 

has been accepted by that posek, and the overwhelming majority of poskim 

as halachah p'suka. To them, it is no longer a matter of debate either because 

it is the minhag or because we now know that the majority of Rishonim 

accepted the criterion [this argument is elementary to those who know 



anything about the halachic process, and was argued emphatically by Rav 

Fishel Hershkowitz zt”l]. 

 

Encounters:  

Rebuttal: While Chasidim may have been major promoters of eruvin 

(witness all the Rebbes who advocated for the eruv of Manhattan), it wasn’t 

just Chasidim who relied on shitas Rashi; even those from Litveshe 

communities did so (as I mentioned above, and even Rav Moshe subscribed 

to the criterion of shishim ribo l’chatchilah).   

 

Encounters:  

בכל יום אששים רבו - 

Rebuttal:  The authors are purposefully conflating the issues. The poskim 

(Rishonim) who strongly object to the fundament of shishim ribo because it 

is not mentioned in the Gemara are those who oppose the criterion of shishim 

ribo altogether. Those who make these arguments that it would take an 

improbable number of commuters per second to attain 600,000 people are 

not poskim but only yungerleit, and their contention does not hold water. In 

fact, the improbability of ever fulfilling the criterion of shishim ribo is why 

those Rishonim who uphold the fundament argue that there is no reshus 

harabbim today. This ignorant argument is in essence questioning the 

Rishonim who posit that there is no reshus harabbim anymore. In fact, the 

authors admit (see their sefer, pp. 56-57, notes 42-43) that the pashtus of many 

Rishonim and the Shulchan Aruch is that the criterion of shishim ribo requires 

that they actually traverse the street (they only question if the requirement 











inyan, you would know that the overwhelming majority of poskim (I listed 

previously in Part One over forty Gedolei Haposkim) maintain that 

mechitzos, which are omed merubeh, are more than sufficient to enclose a 

reshus harabbim (and delasos would not be needed to close the pirtzos; tzuras 

hapesachim would be sufficient). Hence, while there may be a few poskim 

who posit otherwise, there is no doubt that this is the way we pasken since 

it is the overwhelming majority of Achronim who maintain lo asu rabbim 

u’mevatlei mechitztah. 

 

Encounters:  

Rebuttal: First of all, it seems as if the authors never read Rav Chaim Ozer’s 

teshuvah. The city that was under discussion was Paris and not London [and 

the eruv was never finalized because they were unable to close the pirtzos 

with tzuras hapesachim (Divrei Menachem, O.C. vol. 2, p. 39, note 2)].  

Furthermore, the reason why there was no dissenting view (besides for 

which they were from the Gedolei Hador) was because Rav Chaim Ozer’s 

and the Chazon Ish’s opinion was the accepted halachah p’suka by the 

overwhelming majority of poskim (hence Rav Chaim Ozer stated his opinion 

without any qualifications).  In fact, the majority of dissenting views are a 

modern day phenomenon by some yungerleit [Chevrah Hilchos Issurei 

Eruvin]. Hence, the implication that Rav Chaim Ozer was relying on some 

kind of leniency is nonsense. It is not a leniency when it is accepted halachah 

p’suka by the overwhelming majority of poskim.           

 

Encounters:  



Rebuttal: This is basically nonsense. Rav Moshe’s only dissenting approach 

was regarding the chiddush of the Chazon Ish ― that the omed creates a 

mechitzah and would usually classify the entire city as a reshus hayachid even 

if only one street was enclosed by three mechitzos, ― which few city eruvin 

would need to rely on since they can make use of three rows of mechitzos 

habatim for every street. In fact, the authors admit that, ”R' Moshe agrees that 

three partitions are sufficient to enclose a reshus harabim.” However, what the 

authors added, that Rav Moshe would only agree to mechitzos on a d’Oraysa 

level, suggesting that me’d’rabbanan delasos would be required to close the 

breeches, is simply incorrect. The authors are referring to Rav Moshe’s 

teshuvah regarding Manhattan (Igros Moshe, O.C. 1:139:3, and referenced in 

5:28:5) where he discusses the bridges leading from Manhattan ― which 

were open along their sides and hence, were not enclosed by three mechitzos 

― would possibly according to his opinion need to be rectified with delasos. 

Nevertheless, Rav Moshe states clearly (ibid., the end of anaf gimmel) that if 

the tzuras hapesach is erected in a reshus hayachid [in Manhattan proper, 

which is encompassed by more than three mechitzos, as opposed to the 

bridges, which are not], it is sufficient. Many cities can establish their tzuras 

hapesachim in an area that is encompassed by three mechitzos (a reshus 

hayachid), and even me’d’rabbanan, delasos would not be needed according to 

Rav Moshe and the overwhelming majority of poskim. 

Instead of the authors admitting that the reason why Rav Chaim Ozer 

allowed the Paris eruv without hesitancy was because he supposed that 

these, “four assumptions,” are in fact halachah p’suka, they argue that these 

four assumption are, “debated by various Acharonim.”  It is about time that 

they accept the fact that the Mishkenos Yaakov’s (and Rav Aharon Kotler who 

agreed with him) opinion has not been accepted by the Achronim. These 

debates were settled by the overwhelming majority of Gedolei Haposkim 

years ago [and they just about unanimously posit lo asu rabbim umevatlei 

mechitztah, pirtzos esser is only me’d’rabbanan, and that a karmelis does not 

require delasos (these actually are the main assumptions)].  

In any case, in order to object to these eruvin, one would need to maintain 

that shishim ribo is conditional of a city, that mefulash u’mecahvanim is 

conditional of a walled city, that we pasken asu rabbim umevatlei mechitztah, 

and that pirtzos esser is d’Oraysa. This dear reader is what I am referring to 

when I state that those who do so have no inkling in the halachic process [I 



am not arguing that no posek, namely the Mishkenos Yaakov and Rav Aharon 

Kotler zt”l who followed him, had objected to all these criteria, but only that 

to expect that the world follow them is halachically unseemly].   

 

Encounters:  

Rebuttal: Why is this surprising? Is it because it allows these cities to 

establish eruvin that the machmirim have less to be stringent about?  Is it 

because to negate these eruvin one would need to be creative in their 

chumros? 

 

Encounters:  

Rebuttal: The authors are incorrect; no one argues with the Chazon Ish 

regarding this issue, and this entire paragraph is an invention of the 

authors. Since the authors do not expound on this issue here, but only in the 

Hebrew section of their sefer (pp. 321-338), I will not negate their fabrications 

in this rejoinder; instead there will be a standalone Hebrew rebuttal.  

 

Encounters:



Rebuttal: There is something sinister going on here. The authors know that 

they are on shaky ground so they conflate and obfuscate.  You see, dear 

reader, the implication here (and even more so in the Hebrew section of 

their sefer, p. 332) is that Rav Moshe’s opinion is included in these Achronim 

who oppose the Chazon Ish’s shitos because, “the open area must be 

substantially in line with the actual partitions.” In fact, Rav Moshe never 

mentioned a word about this issue, and the, “many other authorities,” that the 

authors claim to be in opposition to the Chazon Ish’s shitos, [besides the four 

previous poskim who the authors assert would agree to their inventions] is 

actually only one poesk, namely Rav Shlomo Miller shlita [Rav Dovid 

Feinstein shlita mentioned there agreed with the Chazon Ish albeit for an 

alternative reason].  

Apparently, the reason why the authors mentioned, “In America, where 

R' Moshe Feinstein was the Posek Hador, there is much reservation to following 

this [Chazon Ish’s] leniency on its own,” is because they know that the only 

opposition to the Chazon Ish’s shitos that people in America would recognize 

is that of Rav Moshe’s.  

The authors’ entire argument illuminates their quest to find fault with 

every possible motive to establish city eruvin.  The fact that mechitzos can be 

used in many cities should have satisfied the authors’ quest for stringencies 

[notice how the authors express surprise that many cities can make use of 

mechitzos], but instead they invented a way to negate eruvin, even those that 

make use of mechitzos.    

As to the merit of the authors’ argument, it is basically nonsense. As I 

mentioned above, the authors only expound on their fabrications in the 

Hebrew section of their sefer, so there will be a standalone Hebrew rebuttal, 

as well.   

 

 

 



 

 

 

SECTION THREE 
 

An Overview of the Pertinent Halachic Issues Regarding 

Citywide Eruvin 
 

1 - WHERE ONE MAY CARRY ON SHABBOS 

Min haTorah, the prohibition against carrying is from a reshus hayachid 

[private domain] to a reshus harabbim [public domain] and vice versa or the 

moving of an object four amos in a reshus harabbim. 

Chazal added a prohibition against carrying in a domain known as a 

karmelis [an area that cannot be classified as a reshus hayachid, since it does 

not have the required mechitzos, or as a reshus harabbim, because it does not 

meet the necessary criteria]. Since there are similarities between a reshus 

harabbim and a karmelis, Chazal prohibited carrying between any two 

domains as well as within any domain other than a reshus hayachid itself1 in 

order to prevent any inadvertent transgression of the laws of carrying in a 

reshus harabbim (Shabbos, 6a see Rashi ad loc. and Shulchan Aruch, Orach 

Chaim 346:1). 

Since the only domain in which carrying remains permissible is a reshus 

hayachid, our primary concern when planning the construction of an eruv is 

that we be able to rectify the area under consideration as a reshus hayachid. 

 

1:2A - WHAT IS A RESHUS HAYACHID – MECHITZOS 

The Shulchan Aruch (O.C. 345:2) defines a reshus hayachid as an area that is 

enclosed by walls [mechitzos] which are at least ten tefachim high and 

 



encompass an area that is at the minimum four tefachim by four tefachim. An 

area which is ten tefachim deep or is ten tefachim high is also classified as 

being encompassed by mechitzos. [An alternative form of mectitzah, a tzuras 

hapesach will be dealt with further on; see 2:1.] 

Me’d’Oraysa, if the mechitzos enclose an area on three sides, the area is 

classified as a reshus hayachid (Tur and Shulchan Aruch, O.C. 363:1). At the 

minimum, each of the three sides must be omed merubeh al haparutz [i.e. more 

partition than breaches] for it to be considered whole for halachic purposes 

(ibid., 362:9-10, 363:1).2  

 



 

― 

―



However, me’d’rabbanan, until the area is entirely enclosed, it is classified 

as a karmelis. Therefore, in order that the area be reclassified, me’d’rabbanan, 

as a reshus hayachid, we are required to rectify the fourth side of the 

enclosure ― and the breaches [pirtzos] in the three sides, even those which 

are more than ten amos wide3 ― with a tzuras hapesach [literally: form of a 

 



doorway, comprising of two vertical posts capped by a bar or string].4 Only 

then would it be permissible to carry therein. 

 

1:2B - HOW MECHITZOS CAN BE EMPLOYED FOR CITYWIDE ERUVIN 

Hence, any area, including those that contain the criteria of a reshus harabbim 

therein, which are encompassed on three sides by mechitzos omed merubeh al 

haparutz can be rectified with tzuras hapesachim, and there would be no 

requirement of delasos.5 Additionally, many cities can utilize the omed 

merubeh of the mechitzos habatim that bound their streets on three sides (at 

the minimum).6 Furthermore, most cities can make use of mechitzos habatim 

utilizing the chiddush of the Chazon Ish (see details in the footnote7). 

 



2:1 - RECTIFYING AREAS THAT ARE NOT ENCOMPASSED BY MECHITZOS 

The above is referring to areas that are enclosed by mechitzos, which are 

inherently a reshus hayachid me’d’Oraysa. The following is regarding areas 

that cannot make use of mechitzos: 

A tzuras hapesach8 would reclassify a karmelis as a reshus hayachid. 

However, regarding a reshus harabbim, the Shulchan Aruch (O.C. 364:2) states 

that only delasos [doors to close the breaches] would rectify it and not a 

tzuras hapesach.  

There is a machlokes haposkim whether or not the Shulchan Aruch’s 

requirement of delasos for a reshus harabbim is on a d’Oraysa level or only a 

requirement me’d’rabbanan.  However, many poskim maintain that only 

me’d’rabbanan is there a requirement of delasos; me’d’Oraysa, a tzuras hapesach 

would suffice to reclassify a reshus harabbim as a reshus hayachid.9 

 

―

―



Accordingly, since the requirement of delasos is me’d’rabbanan, we can be 

lenient [safek d’rabbanan l’kulla] and apply any additional heter to remove the 

obligation of delasos.10 

However, since the Shulchan Aruch’s opinion is mired in a machlokes, and 

even according to the poskim who allow a tzuras hapesach for a reshus 

harabbim on a d’Oraysa level, we still have to contend with the requirement 

of delasos me’d’rabbanan, it is essential to establish the classification of an area 

― is it or is it not a reshus harabbim? ― in order to ascertain whether or not 

a tzuras hapesach would suffice on all levels and according to the majority of 

opinions. 

 

2:2A- AREAS CLASSIFIED AS A RESHUS HARABBIM 

The Gemara (Shabbos, 6a) cites a Tosefta which states that there are three areas 

that can be categorized as a reshus harabbim [if they meet all the criteria; see 

further]: sratya, an intercity road;11 platya, marketplace; and mavo’os 

 



ha’mefulashim, alleyways that open into the sratyas and platyas.12 Our roads 

are usually classified as mavo’os hamefulashim since our marketplaces are 

typically indoors [which are essentially a reshus hayachid]13 and our intercity 

roads are highways, which are generally not incorporated into our towns.  

Therefore, since our roads rarely if ever open on both ends into sratyas 

and platyas, they are not classified as a reshus harabbim. However, since 

[some insist that] there is a possibility that we may have sratyas and platyas 

that our mavo’os hamefulashim can open into, and some poskim also maintain 

that it would be sufficient to classify mavo’os hamefulashim as a reshus 

 

 

 

 



harabbim if they open into a karmelis, therefore, we have to define the criteria 

that render these areas a reshus harabbim.  

 

2:2B - THE CRITERIA OF A RESHUS HARABBIM 

The Shulchan Aruch (O.C. 345:7) gives four defining conditions of what 

constitutes a reshus harabbim: rechovos or shevakim14 [marketplaces/platyas] 

that are at least sixteen amos wide, that are not roofed [mikorim], that are 

open and aligned  from gateway to gateway [mefulash m’shaar l’shaar], and 

have 600,000 people traversing it daily [shishim ribo (sixty myriads) ovrim bo 

b’chol yom]. 

Since all four criteria have to be realized for the area to be classified as a 

reshus harabbim, if even one criterion is not met, an eruv of tzuras hapesachim 

can be erected.15 

As most public roads are more than sixteen amos wide and not roofed, 

most citywide eruvin would be predicated on two criteria: mefulash 

u’mechavanim and shishim ribo.  

 

2:3A - THE CRITERION OF MEFULASH U’MECHAVANIM 

The text of the Shulchan Aruch reads: 

“What is a reshus harabbim? Marketplaces that … are not walled and even if 

they are walled but they [the marketplaces] are open from gateway to 

gateway [mefulash m’shaar l’shaar], they would then be classified as a reshus 

harabbim ….” 

The Magen Avraham (345:6; based on the Bais Yoseph) and most poskim16 

assert that mefulash m’shaar l’shaar infers mefulash u’mechavanim m’shaar 

l’shaar, meaning the marketplace is aligned from gateway to gateway. 

 



2:3B - HOW DO WE DEFINE THE CRITERION OF MEFULASH U’MECHAVANIM 

From a simple reading of the Shulchan Aruch, it is apparent that the criterion 

of mefulash m’shaar l’shaar is conditional of a walled marketplace and not a 

walled city.17 Consequently, the city gate that the Shulchan Aruch is referring 

to is the sha’ar of the marketplace and not the sha’ar of the city walls. 

Hence, the overwhelming majority of poskim uphold that the criterion of 

mefulash m’shaar l’shaar as it pertains to city roads is not conditional of a city 

encompassed by walls.18    

 

 

"דמפולש גמור" הוא וכו' ואין לתמוה למה יהיה מבוי   למימרואפי' גרסינן דלתות איכא    רב אמר תורתו כמפולש
עקום חמור "ממפולש גמור"

אבל כשהוא פתוח לשתי רשיות הוא צריך לסבב וע"כ נראה כמפולש מפני שעוברים  וההוא דמבוי העשוי כנדל:  
בתוכו משער לשער 

ולישנא דתורתו כמפולש לא משמע כפירושו דמשמע דתורת מבוי שהוא עקום תורתו כאילו היה מפולש ביושר  
בלי עקמומות 

מבוי אחד ישר ומפולש  מבוי עקום: אבל אחרים פירשו דתורתו כמפולש היינו כאילו היה



The following are some of the poskim who maintain that mefulash 

u’mechavanim m’shaar l’shaar is not conditional of a city encompassed by 

walls: 

The Mishnah Berurah (364:8), when describing the cities of his times, 

stated that there were streets that were sixteen amos wide and mefulash 

u’mechuvanim m’shaar l’shaar. Therefore, a Baal Nefesh should be stringent 

since in order to erect an eruv in these cities, they would have needed to rely 

on the fact that the street did not have shishim ribo traversing it. As we know 

that most towns in his times were not walled, we can deduce that he 

accepted the criterion of mefulash u’mechuvanim as not being dependent on 

a walled city. 

The Divrei Malkiel (4:3) states that to find a street in a large city which is 

mefulash, open from one end of the city to the other, is unheard of, and that 

is why the minhag is to erect eruvin even in the largest of cities. He wrote this 

teshuvah regarding Odessa, a city that was not walled. 

Rav Shlomo Dovid Kahane zt”l (Divrei Menachem, O.C. vol. 2, pp. 42-43), 

one of the main rabbanim of Warsaw before World War II, posited that the 

heter to erect an eruv in a large city such as Warsaw, which was unwalled 

from the year 1877 (Encyklopedia Warszawy, 1994 p. 187), was universally 

accepted as the streets were not mefulashim u’mechuvanim m’shaar l’shaar. 

 

 



More so, he claimed, a small city would have a greater issue establishing an 

eruv since its streets would be mefulash. In a small city, there is usually one 

main street running straight through the center of the town, as opposed to 

a large city where the streets are generally not straight from city gate to city 

gate. [See footnote for an additional list of poskim.19] 

 

2:3C - DOES THE CRITERION OF MEFULASH U’MECHAVANIM PERTAIN TO ALL 

AREAS 

According to all Rishonim and most Achronim, to be classified as a reshus 

harabbim, mavo’os hamefulashim [and the sratyas included in the city] would 

be required to extend and align on both ends through the city limits and to 

connect to the sratyas outside of the city. According to some Achronim, it 

would be sufficient to classify the mavo’os hamefulashim [and the sratyas 

included in the city] as a reshus harabbim if they would open into a karmelis 

outside of the city limits. However, according to some Rishonim and 

Achronim, platyas would need to be mefulash only if they are bounded by 

more than two mechitzos [this is irrelevant today, either because our platyas 

 



are indoors or because they are encompassed on at least three sides by 

mechitzos habatim]. Nevertheless, most Rishonim and Achronim do not make 

this distinction, and irrespective if the platyas are encompassed by mechitzos, 

all areas included in a city would need to be mefulashim u’mechuvanim 

m’shaar l’shaar to be classified as a reshus harabbim.20 

 

2:3D - HOW THE CRITERION OF MEFULASH U’MECHAVANIM CAN BE EMPLOYED 

FOR CITYWIDE ERUVIN 

City roads are classified as mavo’os hamefulashim, and even if [one would 

argue that] some of our roads are classified as sratyas and platyas, since they 

usually are not aligned from one end of the city to the other, they are not 

mefulashim u’mechuvanim m’shaar l’shaar. Consequently, these areas which 

are sixteen amos wide fail to meet this criterion; hence, they cannot be 

deemed as a reshus harabbim, and tzuras hapesachim would suffice to enclose 

the area. 

 

2:4A - THE CRITERION OF SHISHIM RIBO 

The text of the Shulchan Aruch reads: 

“What is a reshus harabbim? Marketplaces that are sixteen amos wide … and 

there are those who say [v’yeish oimrim] that if they [the marketplaces] do 

not have 600,000 people traversing it daily [shishim ribo (sixty myriads) ovrim 

bo b’chol yom], they are not a reshus harabbim.” 

Since there is a difference of opinions among the Rishonim, when the 

Shulchan Aruch (O.C. 345:7) mentions the criterion that the marketplace 

requires shishim ribo, it prefaces it with a qualifier, “vyeish oimrim,” there are 

those who say. Subsequently, there is a machlokas haposkim if the Shulchan 

Aruch maintains that the criterion of shishim ribo can be relied on l’chatchilah.  

 



2:4B - DO WE ACCEPT THE CRITERION OF SHISHIM RIBO L’CHATCHILAH 

The Bais Ephraim rules that relying on shishim ribo is not a matter of 

following a majority but only that the criterion was accepted as our minhag 

in Tzorfas and Ashkenaz. However, since the Mishkenos Yaakov argued that 

the Magen Avraham and Taz were mistaken in their opinion that the majority 

of Rishonim maintain that shishim ribo is a fundament of a reshus harabbim, 

the Bais Ephraim presented evidence that the majority of Rishonim accepted 

shishim ribo.  

In fact, we can add to the Bais Ephraim’s tally of Rishonim, since we know 

today of many more Rishonim who accepted the criterion of shishim ribo 

[more than seventy accept the criterion and thirteen clearly do not21]. Hence, 

 



we accept the fundament either because this is the minhag or because the 

overwhelming majority of Rishonim [and all of those from Tzorfas and 

Ashkenaz,22 and at least four Gaonim23] upheld the criterion l’chatchilah.24      

Additionally, many poskim maintain that, notwithstanding the qualifier, 

“vyeish oimrim,” the Shulchan Aruch does accept the criterion of shishim ribo 

l’chatchilah.25 Moreover, there is no doubt that the Rema accepted shishim ribo 

as a fundament of a reshus harabbim.26 Consequently, Benei Ashkenaz, who 

 

 



follow the Rema, certainly accept the criterion as a fundament of a reshus 

harabbim, l’chatchilah. 

 

2:4C - HOW THE CRITERION OF SHISHIM RIBO IS CALCULATED 

From a simple reading of the Shulchan Aruch, it is apparent that the criterion 

of shishim ribo is conditional of the marketplace/street.  

It was the mesorah through the ages that the criterion of shishim ribo is 

dependent on a single marketplace/street. 27 The Divrei Malkiel (4:3) stated 

 
 

ר"ה: משמע רחב שש עשרה אמה ועיר שמצויין בה ששים רבוא 

דרך עיירות להיות פתחי פילושיהן לאורכם ורה"ר עוברת מפתח לפתח וחלוקה לאורכה ... והני דרסי בהך רה"ר  
... ורה"ר זו מחברתם שכולם מעורבין בה

כך כל מבואות העיר דורסין על    המבוי לחצרות  דדמי מבוי האמצעי לכל מבואות העיר הפתוחין לעיר, כמו
המבוי האמצעי כשרוצין לצאת מן העיר ולהיכנס  

רחב שש עשרה אמה וכו' ומפולש משער לשער ובוקעין בו ס'    רחוב שלהרה"ר, כגון ש   בתוך העיר ימצאכן  ו
רבוא



when writing to the people erecting an eruv in the city of Odessa, which had 

approximately shishim ribo, that, “the minhag is to erect eruvin even in the 

largest of cities, and it does not concern us that they contain shishim ribo 

since the shishim ribo is dispersed over all its streets.”28 [See more about this 

issue when we discuss Rav Moshe Feinstein’s shitos in eruvin (3:1).]  

Furthermore, since the Shulchan Aruch uses the term shishim ribo ovrim 

bo, it implies a thoroughfare in continuous use and not merely the presence 

of 600,000 people in the vicinity who would have the ability to utilize the 

street. 

The Bais Yitzchak (Y.D. siman 136:3) responded to one who suggested that 

the criterion of shishim ribo is not conditional on people actually traversing 

the road, whose mere presence in the area would be sufficient, “[that] this 

is in opposition to most poskim including Rashi and Tosfos.” The Maharsham 

argued (3:188), if the criterion of shishim ribo includes even those who 

occasional use the street, how do we apply limits on the amount of time 

needed to fulfill the criterion. Clearly this is not the method we use to 

calculate the criterion of shishim ribo.29 

 

―



2:4D - DOES THE CRITERION OF SHISHIM RIBO PERTAIN TO ALL AREAS 

There is no doubt that all areas included in city limits such as sratyas [if 

they can be classified as such], platyas, and mavo’os hamefulashim  would 

require shishim ribo to traverse its confines in order to be classified as a reshus 

harabbim. However, some Rishonim and Achronim maintain that if the sratya 

is outside of the city limits, it would not need to include shishim ribo 

traversing it. Nevertheless, the overwhelming majority of Rishonim and 

Achronim maintain that even outside of the city limits, a sratya would also 

require shishim ribo traversing it in order to be classified as a reshus 

harabbim.30      

 

 



2:4E - HOW THE CRITERION OF SHISHIM RIBO CAN BE EMPLOYED FOR CITYWIDE 

ERUVIN 

City roads are classified as mavo’os hamefulashim, and even if [one would 

argue that] some of our roads are classified as sratyas and platyas, since they 

are not traversed by shishim ribo, these areas which are sixteen amos wide 

fail to meet this criterion; hence, they cannot be deemed as a reshus harabbim, 

and tzuras hapesachim would suffice to enclose the area.31  

 

3:1 - ACCORDING TO RAV MOSHE FEINSTEIN ZT”L – THE CRITERION OF 

SHISHIM RIBO 

While, according to Rav Moshe zt”l, we would not be able to rely on the 

criterion of mefulash u’mechavanim, there is no doubt that he would allow 

that we can rely on the fundament of shishim ribo.  
 

Let’s explore Rav Moshe’s shitos regarding the criterion of shishim ribo: 

Like most poskim, Rav Moshe originally maintained (Igros Moshe, O.C. 1:109) 

that the criterion of shishim ribo was dependent on the street having shishim 

ribo traversing it. However, later (ibid., 1:139:5) he formulated his chiddush 

in which shishim ribo, when applied to a city, was not dependent on a street 

but over a twelve mil by twelve mil area [approximately 8.1 by 8.1 square 

miles]. Rav Moshe added that the criterion of shishim ribo ovrim bo would 

require a sizable population living and commuting into the twelve mil by 

twelve mil area so that it could physically satisfy the condition of 600,000 

people collectively traversing its streets. When these criteria are met, the 

area would be classified as a reshus harabbim and a tzuras hapesach would not 

be adequate; delasos at the pirtzos would be needed. However, at this time, 

 

  



Rav Moshe did not quantify how many people would be required to live in 

this twelve mil by twelve mil area. 

In the first teshuvah quantifying how many people would be required to 

live in this twelve mil by twelve mil area, Rav Moshe stated (ibid., 4:87) that 

since, historically, eruvin had been erected in cities with populations 

exceeding shishim ribo, one could not classify a city as a reshus harabbim 

solely on the basis of the existence of a population of 600,000. He then added 

that, although the actual number of inhabitants could possibly vary 

according to the city, in Brooklyn, it would most likely require four to five 

times shishim ribo. In the final two teshuvos which followed regarding 

Brooklyn, we see that Rav Moshe codified his chiddush that the requirement 

is, "just about three million people," (ibid., 5:28:5) or, "at least five times shishim 

ribo," (ibid., 5:29) which could amount to even more than three million 

people. Consequently, in the Chicago eruv pamphlet (West Rogers Park Eruv, 

1993 p. 23), it is stated that Rav Dovid Feinstein shlita was in agreement that 

according to his father's shitah there must be a minimum of three million 

people in order for the city to be defined as a reshus harabbim. 

It’s important to note that Rav Moshe maintained the above regarding 

shsihim ribo only as it applied to a city. However, with regard to a sratya 

[intercity road], Rav Moshe stated (Igros Moshe, O.C. 1:139:5, 4:87, 5:28:16) 

that the shishim ribo would need to traverse a particular section of the road 

on a daily basis to be classified as a reshus harabbim. 

In most cities, since there is no 8.1 by 8.1 mile area encompassing a 

population even close to three million, no doubt, Rav Moshe would allow 

an eruv consisting of tzuras hapesachim anywhere in these cities. 

3:2 - ACCORDING TO RAV MOSHE FEINSTEIN ZT”L – MECHITZOS 

Rav Moshe states regarding Manhattan (ibid., 1:139, and referenced in 

5:28:5), that the bridges leading from the city ― which were open along their 

sides and hence not enclosed by three mechitzos ― would possibly, 

according to his opinion, need to be rectified with delasos. Nevertheless, Rav 

Moshe states clearly (ibid., the end of anaf gimmel) that if the tzuras hapesach 

is erected in a reshus hayachid [in Manhattan proper which is encompassed 



by more than three mechitzos, as opposed to the bridges which are not], it is 

sufficient, and delasos would not be required.32  

Many cities can establish their tzuras hapesachim in an area that is 

encompassed by three mechitzos [such as mechitzos habatim33], a reshus 

hayachid, and delasos would not be required according to Rav Moshe and the 

overwhelming majority of poskim. 
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IN SUMMATION: 

1) Many city streets are encompassed by mechitzos habatim on three sides, 

that are omed merubeh al haparutz; alternatively, many cities can utilize 

existing structures as mechitzos, and notwithstanding the criteria of a reshus 

harabbim contained therein, the area is deemed a reshus hayachid me’d’Oraysa, 

and tzuras hapesachim can be utilized to rectify the breaches.  

2) If mechitzos are not being utilized, many poskim maintain that me’d’Oraysa 

a tzuras hapesach would suffice to reclassify a reshus harabbim as a reshus 

hayachid. Accordingly, since the requirement of delasos is me’d’rabbanan, we 

can be lenient [safek d’rabbanan l’kulla] and apply any additional heter to 

remove the obligation of delasos. 

3) Even if one would argue that it is not universally accepted that a tzuras 

hapesach would suffice to reclassify a reshus harabbim as a reshus hayachid, we 

can establish an eruv of tzuras hapesachim in most cities since we do not have 

a reshus harabbim/sratya and platya for the mavo’os hamefulashim/our streets to 

open into. 

4) Even if one would argue that our streets do not need to open into a 

sratya/platya, we can rely on the fact that our streets do not meet two criteria 

of a reshus harabbim ― shishim ribo and mefulash u’mechavanim ― and 

therefore, an eruv consisting of tzuras hapesachim can be established.  

5) Rav Moshe zt”l would allow most city eruvin, since they do not meet the 

criterion of shishim ribo, and the fact that most city streets are encompassed 

by mechitzos habatim on three sides; alternatively, many cities can utilize 

existing structures as mechitzos. 
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