Perek I
Daf 11 Amud a
NOTES

A cornice with regard to the alleyway’s width – א ַמ ְל ְּת ָרא ְ ּב ָר ְח ּבֹו:ֲ
The question appears to be related to the basic reason for the
leniency in the case of a cornice. If the cornice is effective because
its ornamentation causes it to stand out and attract people’s attention even when the cross beam is much higher than twenty
cubits, that would not be relevant to the case of an alleyway
whose entrance is more than ten cubits wide. If, however, the
cornice is effective due to its importance and its ability to turn
an opening into an entrance, then the leniency should apply to a
wide alleyway just as it applies to a high alleyway (Ge’on Ya’akov).
HALAKHA

A cornice with regard to the alleyway’s width – ֲא ַמ ְל ְּת ָרא ְ ּב ָמבֹוי
ר ָחב:ָ If an alleyway is more than ten cubits wide, a cornice does
not render carrying in the alleyway permitted. This issue was not
resolved in the Gemara. Although the halakha is lenient in cases
of uncertainty involving a rabbinic prohibition such as this, the
halakha is stringent in this case, because the rationale to prohibit
is convincing (Beit Yosef; Tur, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 363).

? ִא ּ ְיפ ָכא ַמאיThe Gemara asks: What is the halakha in the opposite situation?
Does an opening in the form of a doorway also serve to permit
carrying in an alleyway that is more than twenty cubits high?
בֹוה
ַּ  ָמבֹוי ׁ ֶשהוּא ָ ּג: דְּ ַתנְיָא, ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמעThe Gemara answers: Come and hear the answer to this ques ֵמ ֶע ְ ׂש ִרים ַא ָּמה – יְ ַמ ֵעט וְ ִאם יֵ ׁש לֹוtion, as it was taught in a baraita: If the cross beam placed over
. צו ַּרת ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח – ֵאינֹו צָ ִריךְ ְל ַמ ֵעטthe entrance to an alleyway is higher than twenty cubits, one
must diminish its height, but if the entrance has an opening in
the form of a doorway, he need not diminish it.
,ֲא ַמ ְל ְּת ָרא ְ ּב ָר ְח ּבֹו ַמאי? ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
בֹוה ֵמ ֶע ְ ׂש ִרים
ַּ  ָמבֹוי ׁ ֶשהוּא ָ ּג:דְּ ַתנְיָא
,ַא ָּמה – יְ ַמ ֵעט וְ ָה ָר ָחב ֵמ ֶע ֶ ׂשר – יְ ַמ ֵעט
ְוְ ִאם יֵ ׁש לֹו צו ַּרת ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח – ֵאינֹו צָ ִריך
 וְ ִאם יֵ ׁש לֹו ֲא ַמ ְל ְּת ָרא – ֵאינֹו,ְל ַמ ֵעט
.צָ ִריךְ ְל ַמ ֵעט

Form of a doorway – צו ַּרת ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח: The form of a doorway renders
it permitted for one to carry even where the breach is greater than
the standing segment of the walls, and even where the opening
is more than ten cubits. This is in accordance with the Gemara’s
conclusion, as even Rabbi Yoĥanan accepts this halakha (Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 362:10).

The Gemara asks: What is the effect of a cornice with regard to
the need to diminish the alleyway’s width?N Does the cornice
render the alleyway fit for one to carry within it, even if the entrance is more than ten cubits wide? The Gemara answers:
Come and hear an answer as it was taught in a baraita: If the
cross beam placed over the entrance to an alleyway is higher
than twenty cubits, one must diminish its height, and if the
alleyway is wider than ten cubits, one must diminish its width.
However, if the entrance to the alleyway has an opening in the
form of a doorway, he need not diminish it, and, similarly, if
it has a cornice, he need not diminish it.H

.ישא
ָ ׁ  ַא ֵר, ַמאי ָלאו ַא ֵּס ָיפא? ָלאThe Gemara explains the proof it wishes to adduce from this
baraita: What, is this statement with regard to the cornice not
referring to the latter clause, i.e., the case of an alleyway that is
wider than ten cubits, proving that a cornice can render an alleyway otherwise too wide fit for one to carry within it? The
Gemara refutes this argument: No, this statement is referring to
the first clause of the baraita, that a cornice is effective for an
alleyway more than twenty cubits high, but it tells us nothing
about one that is more than ten cubits wide.
יה ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ְל ִחּיָ יא ַ ּבר ַרב
ּ  ַמ ְתנֵי ֵלWith regard to the same issue, Rav Yehuda would teach the
 ָא ַמר.״אינֹו צָ ִריךְ ְל ַמ ֵעט״
ֵ :יה דְּ ַרב
ּ  ַק ֵּמbaraita to Ĥiyya bar Rav before Rav as follows: If the entrance
. ״צָ ִריךְ ְל ַמ ֵעט״:יה
ּ ֵ ַא ְתנִּי:יה
ּ  ֵלto an alleyway that is wider than ten cubits has an opening in
the form of a doorway, he need not diminish its width. Rav said
to him: Teach him that the correct version of the baraita is: He
must diminish its width.
: ִמדִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ֵ ּבינ ּו ְנִל ַמד,יֹוסף
ֵ  ָא ַמר ַרבRav Yosef said: From the statement of our teacher, Rav, who
 ָחצֵ ר ׁ ֶשרו ָ ּּב ּה ּ ְפ ָת ִחים וְ ַחלּ ֹונֹות – ֵאינָ ּהsaid that the entrance to an alleyway must be diminished even
if it has an opening in the form of a doorway, we will learn that
.נִית ֶרת ְ ּבצו ַּרת ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח
ֶּ
with regard to a courtyard, the walls of which are mostly entrances and windows, it is not permitted to carry within it even
by having an opening in the form of a doorway. Even if the
entrances have an opening in the form of a doorway, this does
not render a mostly breached courtyard wall into a closed wall.H
יֹותר ֵמ ֶע ֶ ׂשר
ֵ ְהֹואיל ו
ִ – ַמאי ַט ְע ָמא
 ו ָּפר ּו ץ ְמרו ֶ ּּבה ַעל,אֹוסר ְ ּב ָמ בֹוי
ֵ
ּיֹותר ֵמ ֶע ֶ ׂשר
ֵ  ַמה,אֹוסר ֶ ּב ָחצֵ ר
ֵ עֹומד
ֵ ָה
נִיתר ְ ּבצו ַּרת
ָּ אֹוסר ְ ּב ָמבֹוי – ֵאינֹו
ֵ ָה
,עֹומד
ֵ  ַאף ּ ָפרוּץ ְמרו ֶ ּּבה ַעל ָה,ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח
נִיתר ְ ּבצו ַּרת
ָּ אֹוסר ֶ ּב ָחצֵ ר – ֵאינֹו
ֵ ָה
.ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח
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What is the reason? Since an opening of more than ten cubits
renders it prohibited for one to carry in an alleyway, and likewise when the breached segment of a wall that is greater than
its standing segment renders it prohibited for one to carry in
a courtyard, the following claim can be made: Just as, according
to Rav, in the case of an opening more than ten cubits wide that
renders it prohibited for one to carry in an alleyway, carrying
in the alleyway is not permitted by the form of a doorway in
the opening, so too a case where breached segment of a wall is
greater than its standing segment that renders it prohibited
for one to carry in a courtyard, carrying in the courtyard is not
permitted by the form of a doorway in the opening.

אֹוסר ְ ּב ָמבֹוי – ׁ ֶש ֵּכן
ֵ יֹותר ֵמ ֶע ֶ ׂשר ָה
ֵ ַמה ְּל
ל ֹא ִה ַּת ְר ָּת ּבֹו ֵאצֶ ל ּ ַפ ֵּסי ִב ָיראֹות ְל ַר ִ ּבי
עֹומד
ֵ ֹאמר ְ ּב ָפרוּץ ְמרו ֶ ּּבה ַעל ָה
ַ  ּת,ֵמ ִאיר
אֹוסר ֶ ּב ָחצֵ ר – ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ִה ַּת ְר ָּת ֵאצֶ ל ּ ַפ ֵּסי
ֵ ָה
.ִב ָיראֹות ְל ִד ְב ֵרי ַה ּכֹל

The Gemara rejects this argument: What is the basis for comparison to an opening that is more than ten cubits wide that
renders it prohibited for one to carry in an alleyway? It is not
permitted by having an opening in the form of a doorway because you did not permit an opening of that size with regard
to the case of upright boards surrounding a well, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir. Can you say the same
in a case where the breached segment of a wall is greater than
the standing segment that renders it prohibited for one to
carry in a courtyard, that carrying in the courtyard will not be
permitted by the form of a doorway? That situation is clearly
not as severe a problem, as you permitted carrying with regard
to upright boards surrounding a well according to everyone.
Consequently, no comparison can be made between the case
of an opening wider than ten cubits in an alleyway and a partition in which the breached segment is greater than the standing
segment in a courtyard.

 דְּ ָפנֹות ַה ָּלל ּו ׁ ֶשרו ָ ּּבן:יה
ָ  ֵלThe Gemara suggests: Let us say that the following baraita supּ ימא ְמ ַסּיַ יע ֵל
 ו ִּב ְל ַבד ׁ ֶשּיְ ֵהא, ּ ְפ ָת ִחים וְ ַחלּ ֹונֹות – מו ָּּתרports this opinion that the form of a doorway is ineffective in a
case where the breached segments of a wall are greater than its
.עֹומד ְמרו ֶ ּּבה ַעל ַה ּ ָפרוּץ
ֵ
standing segments: With regard to the area enclosed by these
walls that most of them consist of entrances and windows, it
is permitted to carry on Shabbat therein, provided that the
standing segments are greater than the breached segments.
:ימא
ָ ״שרו ָ ּּבן״ ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲע ָתךְ ?! ֶא ָּלא ֵא
ֶ ׁ The Gemara first analyzes the wording of the baraita: The Ge ו ִּב ְל ַבד,יבה ָ ּב ֶהן ּ ְפ ָת ִחים וְ ַח ּלֹונֹות
ּ ָ  ׁ ֶש ִרmara analyzes the formulation of the baraita: Can it enter your
.עֹומד ְמרו ֶ ּּבה ַעל ַה ּ ָפרוּץ
ֵ  ׁ ֶשּיְ ֵהאmind that the baraita is referring to a case where most of the
walls are entrances and windows? If so, the standing segments
are not greater than the breached segments. Rather, emend the
baraita: Carrying in the area enclosed by these walls to which
he added many entrances and windows is permitted, provided that the standing segments are greater than the
breached segments. Apparently, if the breached segments are
greater than the standing segments, carrying is not permitted
even if the breaches are in the form of doorways.
–  ִּכי ַּתנְ יָ א ַה ִהיא: ָא ַמר ַרב ָּכ ֲהנָ אRav Kahana said that his is not an absolute proof: When this
.ימ ֵאי
ָ ית ֵחי ׁ ִש
ְ  ְ ּב ִפbaraita was taught, it was taught with regard to broken entrances [pitĥei shima’ei]NLB that lack the proper form of doorways.

NOTES

Broken entrances – ימ ֵאי
ָ ית ֵחי ׁ ִש
ְ פ:ִ ּ The Arukh explains that a
construction without a roof is referring to the common practice
of building a small roof over a gate for protection against heat
and cold. In the case of broken entrances, this roof was not in
place. Some ge’onim have a variant reading: Does not have
shakfei, to mean that broken entrances are missing a lintel
[mashkof] above the opening. Other commentaries understand
that shakfei is referring to that part of the doorpost into which
the hinge of the door is inserted.
Poles in the four corners – יסין ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע ּ ִפינּ ֹות
ִ ֵּקוּנְ ד: Rabbeinu
Ĥananel explains that reeds stood between the side posts,
each one less than three handbreadths apart from the next. The
reeds serve as a partition, in part because the vines keep them
from falling over. Rashba and other commentaries understand
that this explanation is supported in the Jerusalem Talmud.
LANGUAGE

Broken entrances [ pitĥei shima’ei ] – ימ ֵאי
ָ פ ְית ֵחי ׁ ִש:ִ ּ Rashi tries to
find a Hebrew source and root for the term shima’ei. Tosafot cite
Rabbeinu Ĥananel’s interpretation that it means the entrance
to Eretz Yisrael. Rabbeinu Ĥananel’s statement is based not only
on the expression the land of the sons of Shem, but also on the
Arabic شام, shām, which is the traditional name for Syria and
Eretz Yisrael, as stated in the Arukh.
Poles [kunddeisin] – יסין
ִ ֵּקוּנְ ד: From the Greek word κοντός,
kontos, contus in Latin, meaning a side post or a sharp-edged
pole.
BACKGROUND

Broken entrances – ימ ֵאי
ָ פ ְית ֵחי ׁ ִש:ִ ּ

ימ ֵאי? ּ ְפ ִליגִ י ָ ּב ּה ַרב
ָ ית ֵחי ׁ ִש
ְ  ַמאי ּ ִפThe Gemara asks: What are broken entrances? Rav Reĥumei
 דְּ ֵלית ְלה ּו:יֹוסף; ַחד ָא ַמר
ֵ  ְרחו ֵּמי וְ ַרבand Rav Yosef disagreed on the matter. One said that they do
. דְּ ֵלית ְלה ּו ִּת ְיק ָרה: וְ ַחד ָא ַמר, ׁ ַש ְק ֵפיnot have proper doorposts, and the other one said that they
do not have lintels above the openings.
.יֹוחנָ ן ָס ַבר ָל ּה ְל ָהא דְּ ַרב
ָ וְ ַאף ַר ִ ּבי
 ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי,דְּ ָא ַמר ָר ִבין ַ ּבר ַרב ַאדָּ א
 ַמ ֲע ֶ ׂשה ְ ּב ָא ָדם ֶא ָחד ִמ ִ ּב ְק ַעת:יִ צְ ָחק
יסין
ִ ֵּחֹור ָתן ׁ ֶש ּנ ַָעץ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה קוּנְ ד
ְ ֵ ּבית
מֹורה
ָ ְ ו ָּמ ַתח ז,ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע ּ ִפינּ ֹות ַה ּ ָ ׂש ֶדה
, ו ָּבא ַמ ֲע ֶ ׂשה ִל ְפנֵי ֲח ָכ ִמים,יהם
ֶ ֲע ֵל
.וְ ִה ִּתיר ּו לֹו ְל ִענְיַ ן ִּכ ְל ַאיִ ם

The Gemara comments: And even Rabbi Yoĥanan holds that
opinion of Rav, that an opening in the form of a doorway does
not permit carrying if the opening is more than ten cubits wide.
As Ravin bar Rav Adda said that Rabbi Yitzĥak said: There
was an incident involving a person from the valley of Beit
Ĥortan who stuck four poles [kunddeisin]L into the ground in
the four cornersN of his field, and stretched a vine over them,B
creating the form of a doorway on each side. He intended to seal
the area so that he would be permitted to plant a vineyard in
close proximity without creating a forbidden mixture of diverse
kinds in a vineyard. And the case came before the Sages, and
they permitted him to consider it sealed with regard to diverse
kinds.

 ְּכ ֶד ֶר ְך ׁ ֶש ִה ִּתיר ּו לֹו:וְ ָא ַמר ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש
ְל ִענְ יַ ן ִּכ ְל ַאיִ ם – ָּכ ְך ִה ִּתיר ּו לֹו ְל ִענְ יַ ן
 ְל ִכ ְל ַאיִ ם – ִה ִּתיר ּו:יֹוחנָן ָא ַמר
ָ  ַר ִ ּבי.ׁ ַש ָ ּבת
. ְל ִענְיַ ן ׁ ַש ָ ּבת – ל ֹא ִה ִּתיר ּו לֹו,לֹו

And Reish Lakish said: Just as they permitted him to consider it sealed with regard to diverse kinds, so too they permitted him to consider it sealed with regard to Shabbat, i.e., they
permitted carrying within this area. Rabbi Yoĥanan said: With
regard to diverse kinds, they permitted him to consider it
sealed, however, with regard to Shabbat, they did not permit
him to do so.



Opening that is lacking doorposts and is merely a breach in the wall
Poles and vines – יסין וּזְ מֹורֹות
ִ ֵּקוּנְד:

Four poles over which a grapevine has been stretched, transforming the space
between the poles into the form of a doorway
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NOTES

The form of a doorway from the side – צו ַּרת ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח ִמן
ה ַ ּצד:ַ Some ge’onim, as well as Rabbeinu Ĥananel and
Rif, explain this in a completely different manner: The
person constructed a doorframe properly, but instead
of placing it in the center of the breach, he positioned
it near the wall or in a corner.
HALAKHA

The form of a doorway from the side – צו ַּרת ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח ִמן
ה ַ ּצד:ַ The form of a doorway that is constructed so that
the horizontal cross beam is on the side, rather than
on top, of the two vertical posts is not considered the
form of a doorway with regard to the halakhot of Shabbat. This principle is in accordance with the opinion of
Rav Ĥisda (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 362:11).

ימא ִמן ַה ַ ּצד – וְ ָה ָא ַמר
ָ  ְ ּב ַמאי ָע ְס ִקינַן? ִא ֵילThe Gemara clarifies: With what case are we dealing here? If you
 צ ּו ַרת ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח ׁ ֶש ֲע ָ ׂש ָא ּה ִמן: ַרב ִח ְסדָּ אsay that he draped the vines on the posts from the side, rather than
. ַה ַ ּצד – ל ֹא ָע ָ ׂשה וְ ל ֹא ְכלוּםon top of them, didn’t Rav Ĥisda say with regard to Shabbat: If one
constructed an opening in the form of a doorway from the side,NH
he has done nothing?
– ימא ְ ּב ֶע ֶ ׂשר
ָ  ֶא ָּלא ַעל ַ ּג ָ ּבן; ו ְּב ַמאי? ִא ֵילRather, it must be that he set the vines on top of the posts. And in
!?״ב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת ָלא״
ּ ַ יֹוחנָן
ָ ימא ַר ִ ּבי
ָ  ְ ּב ָהא ֵלwhat circumstances did Rabbi Yoĥanan and Reish Lakish disagree?
If you say that the posts were set at a distance of ten cubits from each
other, would Rabbi Yoĥanan say in that case that with regard to
Shabbat, they did not permit him to consider the area sealed? Everyone agrees that the form of a doorway is effective for an entrance
that is only ten cubits wide.
! ֶא ָּלא ָלאו – ְ ּביָ ֵתר ֵמ ֶע ֶ ׂשרRather, isn’t it referring to a case where the posts were more than
ten cubits apart? Apparently, Rabbi Yoĥanan agrees with Rav, that
an opening in the form of a doorway does not permit carrying if the
original opening is wider than ten cubits.
 ו ִּב ְד ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א,עֹולם ְ ּב ֶע ֶ ׂשר ו ִּמן ַה ַ ּצד
ָ  ְל, ל ֹאThe Gemara refutes this proof: No, actually it is referring to a case
. ָקא ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ יwhere the posts were ten cubits apart, and the person attached the
vines to the posts from the side. And Reish Lakish and Rabbi
Yoĥanan disagree with regard to the opinion of Rav Ĥisda. Reish
Lakish maintains that the form of a doorway is effective even when
the horizontal cross beam is attached to the vertical posts from the
side, and Rabbi Yoĥanan agrees with Rav Ĥisda that a form of a
doorway is ineffective for the purpose of carrying on Shabbat when
constructed in such a manner.
 וְ ָר ֵמי דְּ ֵר ׁיש,יֹוחנָן
ָ יֹוחנָן ַאדְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ָ  וְ ָר ֵמי דְּ ַר ִ ּביThe Gemara comments: But it is possible to raise a contradiction
 דְּ ָא ַמר ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש. ָל ִק ׁיש ַאדְּ ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁישbetween this statement of Rabbi Yoĥanan and another statement
: ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ אof Rabbi Yoĥanan; and it is possible to raise a contradiction between this statement of Reish Lakish and another statement of
Reish Lakish. As Reish Lakish said in the name of Rabbi Yehuda,
son of Rabbi Ĥanina:

Perek I
Daf 11 Amud b
 ֲא ָבל ל ֹא,יאה מו ֶּּת ֶרת ְל ִענְ יַ ן ִּכ ְל ַאיִ ם
ָ ּ ֵפ
יצֹות
ָ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי.ַל ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
ּ  ִּכ ְמ ִח:יֹוח נָ ן ָא ַמר
– יצֹות ְל ִכ ְל ַאיִ ם
ּ  ָּכ ְך ְמ ִח,ַל ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת – דְּ ָלא
.דְּ ָלא

A braid of vines plaited around poles to form a partition is permitted
with regard to diverse kinds, i.e., it is considered a partition that
renders planting grapevines in close proximity to other crops permitted, but not with regard to Shabbat. And Rabbi Yoĥanan said:
Just as such a braid is not considered a partition with regard to
Shabbat, so too it is not considered a partition with regard to diverse kinds. Their opinions in the dispute here apparently contradict
their opinions in the dispute cited above.

 ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא דְּ ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש ַא ְ ּד ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש ָלאGranted, the apparent contradiction between one statement of
 ֶא ָּלא.יה
ּ  ָהא – דְּ ַר ֵ ּב,יה
ּ  ָהא – דִּ ֵיד, ַק ׁ ְשיָ אReish Lakish and the other statement of Reish Lakish poses no
!יֹוחנָן ַק ׁ ְשיָ א
ָ יֹוחנָן ַאדְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ָ  דְּ ַר ִ ּביdifficulty, as this statement, according to which such a braid of vines
is an effective partition even with regard to Shabbat, reflects his own
opinion; that statement, according to which it is an effective partition only with regard to diverse kinds, reflects the opinion of his
teacher, Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabbi Ĥanina. However, the apparent
contradiction between one statement of Rabbi Yoĥanan and the
other statement of Rabbi Yoĥanan, poses a difficulty.
, ָה ָתם – ַעל ַ ּג ָ ּבן: ִאי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמאGranted, if you say that there, where Rabbi Yoĥanan ruled that a
 ֶא ָּלא ִאי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת. ׁ ַש ּ ִפיר, ָה ָכא – ִמן ַה ַ ּצדbraid of vines is an effective partition with regard to diverse kinds, it
?ימר
ַ יכא ְל ֵמ
ָּ  ַמאי ִא, ִא ִידי וְ ִא ִידי ִמן ַה ַ ּצדis referring to a case where the vines were placed on top of the posts,
while here, where he rules that it is ineffective even with regard to
diverse kinds, it is referring to a case where they were attached to the
posts from the side, it works out well. However, if you say that both
this and that are cases where the vines were attached from the side,
what is there to say?
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–  ָה ָתם,עֹולם ִא ִידי וְ ִא ִידי ִמן ַה ַ ּצד
ָ  ְלThe Gemara answers: Actually, both this and that are cases where the
.יֹותר ֵמ ֶע ֶ ׂשר
ֵ  ָה ָכא – ְ ּב, ְ ּב ֶע ֶ ׂשרvines were attached to the side posts from the side. There, where
Rabbi Yoĥanan ruled that the braid is an effective partition with regard
to diverse kinds, it is referring to a case where the poles were only ten
cubits apart; here, where he rules that it is ineffective even with regard
to diverse kinds, it is referring to a case where the poles were more
than ten cubits apart.
יֹותר
ֵ ימ ָרא דְּ ׁ ָשנֵי ָלן ֵ ּבין ֶע ֶ ׂשר ְל
ְ ו ְּמנָ א ֵּת
:יֹוחנָן ְל ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש
ָ יה ַר ִ ּבי
ּ ֵמ ֶע ֶ ׂשר – דְּ ָא ַמר ֵל
הֹוש ַע
ֻ ׁ ְל ֹא ָכךְ ָהיָ ה ַה ַּמ ֲע ֶ ׂשה ׁ ֶש ָה ַלךְ ַר ִ ּבי י
 ַאף,יֹוחנָן ֶ ּבן נו ִּרי ִל ְלמֹוד ּת ָֹורה
ָ ֵאצֶ ל ַר ִ ּבי
 ו ְּמצָ אֹו,ַעל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ָ ּב ִקי ְ ּב ִה ְלכֹות ִּכ ְל ַאיִ ם
מֹורה ֵמ ִא ָילן
ָ ְּיֹושב ֵ ּבין ָה ִא ָילנֹות ו ָּמ ַתח ז
ֵ ׁ ׁ ֶש
 ִאי ְ ּג ָפנִים ָּכאן ַמה ּו, ַר ִ ּבי: וְ ָא ַמר לֹו.ְל ִא ָילן
, ְ ּב ֶע ֶ ׂשר – מו ָּּתר:רֹוע ָּכאן? ָא ַמר לֹו
ַ ְִלז
.יֹותר ֵמ ֶע ֶ ׂשר – ָאסוּר
ֵ ְ ּב

יֹותר
ֵ – ימא ַעל ַ ּג ָ ּבן
ָ ְ ּב ַמאי ָע ְס ִקינַ ן? ִא ֵיל
 ָהי ּו ׁ ָשם ָקנִין:ֵמ ֶע ֶ ׂשר ָאסוּר – וְ ָה ַתנְ יָ א
,יאה ִמ ְל ַמ ְע ָלה
ָ  וְ ָע ָ ׂשה ָל ֶהן ּ ֵפ,ֹוק ָרנִין
ְ ַּהד
!יֹותר ֵמ ֶע ֶ ׂשר – מו ָּּתר
ֵ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְ ּב

And from where do you say that we distinguish between an opening
of ten cubits and an opening of more than ten cubits? As Rabbi
Yoĥanan said to Reish Lakish: That is not the way that the incident
transpired. As Rabbi Yehoshua went to Rabbi Yoĥanan ben Nuri to
study Torah, even though Rabbi Yehoshua himself was an expertN
in the halakhot of diverse kinds and found him sitting among the
trees, and Rabbi Yehoshua stretched a vine from one tree to another and said to him: Rabbi, if there are grapevines here, in the
enclosed area, what is the halakha with regard to sowing diverse kinds
of seeds here, on the other side of the partition? Rabbi Yoĥanan ben
Nuri said to him: In a case where the trees are only ten cubits apart,
it is permitted; however, where they are more than ten cubits apart,
it is prohibited.
The Gemara clarifies the case: With what are we dealing here? If you
say that the vines were placed on top of the trees, when they are more
than ten cubits apart is it prohibited? But wasn’t it taught in a baraita with regard to diverse kinds: If there were forked reeds there and
he plaited a braid of vines above them, then even if the reeds were
set more than ten cubits apart, it is permitted? With regard to diverse
kinds, the form of a doorway when properly constructed is certainly
effective.

NOTES

Even though Rabbi Yehoshua was an expert – ַאף
על ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ָ ּב ִקי:ַ Although Rabbi Yehoshua was an expert
in the halakhot of forbidden mixtures of diverse kinds
[kilayim], nevertheless, he went to study with Rabbi
Yoĥanan ben Nuri, because the latter had an accepted tradition with regard to these halakhot (Me’iri).
Loops [avkata] – א ְב ָק ָתא:
ַ Some commentaries explain that the term avkata is referring to holes in the
threshold and in the lintel into which the hinge of the
door is inserted (Rashi and others). Other authorities
explain that avkata is referring to metal hardware that
is attached to the doorpost, into which the hinge of
the door is placed (ge’onim).
He said nothing – ל ֹא ָא ַמר וְ ל ֹא ְכלוּם: The Rosh explains that he asked them whether they had heard
anything new with regard to this issue in Rav Ashi’s
study hall. Since they had nothing new to report, it
was Rav Aĥa who said to them that a Sage taught
the following baraita: The opening in the form of a
doorway of which they spoke, etc.
BACKGROUND

Opening in the form of a doorway from the side –
צו ַּרת ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח ִמן ַה ַ ּצד: When the horizontal cross beam
does not rest on the vertical posts of a doorframe, it
does not permit carrying on Shabbat.

–  ְ ּב ֶע ֶ ׂשר:יה
ּ  וְ ָק ָא ַמר ֵל, ֶא ָּלא ָלאו ִמן ַה ַ ּצדRather, is it not referring to a case where he attached the vines to the
. ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה.יֹותר ֵמ ֶע ֶ ׂשר – ָאסוּר
ֵ , מו ָּּתרtrees from the side, and he is saying to him: In a case where the trees
are only ten cubits apart, it is permitted; however, in a case where the
trees are more than ten cubits apart, it is prohibited? The Gemara
concludes: Indeed, learn from it that there is a distinction between
poles that are ten cubits apart and poles that are more than ten cubits
apart, and that this distinction resolves the contradiction between the
two statements of Rabbi Yoĥanan.
 צ ּו ַרת ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח: ָא ַמר ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א, גּ ו ָּפאThe Gemara now examines the matter itself with regard to Rav
. ׁ ֶש ֲע ָ ׂש ָא ּה ִמן ַה ַ ּצד – ל ֹא ָע ָ ׂשה וְ ל ֹא ְכלוּםĤisda’s statement cited above. Rav Ĥisda said: If one prepared an
opening in the form of a doorway from the side,B placing the horizontal cross beam to the sides, rather than on top, of the vertical posts,
he has not done anything.
–  צו ַּרת ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח ׁ ֶש ָא ְמר ּו: וְ ָא ַמר ַרב ִח ְסדָּ אAnd Rav Ĥisda also said: The opening in the form of a doorway of
יאה ְּכ ֵדי ְל ַה ֲע ִמיד ָ ּב ּה
ָ יכה ׁ ֶש ְּת ֵהא ְ ּב ִר
ָ  צְ ִרwhich the Sages spoke must be strong enough to mount a door in
H
. וַ ֲא ִפילּ ּו דֶּ ֶלת ׁ ֶשל ַק ׁ ּ ִשין, דֶּ ֶלתit, and even if it is merely a flimsy door of straw.
 צו ַּרת: ָא ַמר ֵר ׁיש ָל ִק ׁיש ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַר ִ ּבי יַ ַּנאיReish Lakish said in the name of Rabbi Yannai: The opening in the
?״ה ֵּיכר צִ יר״
ֶ  ַמאי. ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח צְ ִר ָיכה ֶה ֵּיכר צִ ירform of a doorway requires a mark in the doorpost for hinges. The
. ַא ְב ָק ָתא: ָא ַמר ַרב ָאוְ יָ אGemara Nasks: What is a mark for hinges? Rav Avya said: Loops
[avkata] into which the hinge is inserted, so that it will be possible
to mount a door in the doorway.
יה דְּ ַרב ָאוְ יָ א
ּ ַא ׁ ְש ַּכ ִחינְ ה ּו ַרב ַא ָחא ְ ּב ֵר
 ֲא ַמר ָמר:ּ ֲא ַמר ְלהו,ְל ַת ְל ִמ ֵידי דְּ ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
 ל ֹא ָא ַמר:יה
ּ ִמידֵּ י ְ ּבצו ַּרת ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח? ָא ְמר ּו ֵל
.וְ ל ֹא ְכלוּם

The Gemara relates that Rav Aĥa, the son of Rav Avya, once found
the students of Rav Ashi and said to them: Did the Master, Rav Ashi,
say anything with regard to an opening in the form of a doorway?
They said to him: He said nothing,N implying that an indication for
hinges is unnecessary.

 צו ַּרת ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח ׁ ֶש ָא ְמר ּו – ָקנֶ ה ִמ ָּכאן:ָּתנָ א
יכין ִלי ַ ּגע
ִ  צְ ִר.יהן
ֶ וְ ָקנֶ ה ִמ ָּכאן וְ ָקנֶ ה ַעל ַ ּג ֵ ּב
 ֵאין:יכין ִל ַ ּיגע? ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ָא ַמר
ִ אֹו ֵאין צְ ִר
יכין
ִ  צְ ִר: וְ ַרב ׁ ֵש ׁ ֶשת ָא ַמר.יכין ִל ַ ּיגע
ִ צְ ִר
.ִל ַ ּיגע

A Sage taught a baraita: The form of a doorway of which they spoke
consists of a reed from here, on one side, and a reed from there, on
the opposite side, and a reed on top of them. The Gemara asks: Need
the lower reeds reach high enough to touch the upper reed, or do
they not need to touch it?H Rav Naĥman said: They do not need to
touch it; and Rav Sheshet said: They need to touch it.



Form of a doorway with cross beam attached to sides of vertical posts
HALAKHA

The strength of the form of a doorway – חֹוזֶ ק צו ַּרת
ה ּ ֶפ ַתח:ַ A halakhic form of a doorway must be sturdy
enough to support an actual door, even if it is made
only out of straw. This requirement applies only to
the doorposts (Jerusalem Talmud; Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 362:11).
The lintel of an opening in the form of a doorframe – מ ְשקֹוף צו ַּרת ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח:ַ The horizontal cross beam
that serves as the lintel of the doorframe need not
touch the vertical posts. Even if it is several cubits
higher than them, it is permitted, as long as the cross
beam is positioned directly above them. The halakha
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Naĥman,
since the baraita concerning an arched gateway supports his opinion (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 362:11).
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NOTES

Rav Gadda and the members of the Exilarch’s court – ַרב ַ ּגדָּ א
ֹאש ַהגּ ָֹולה
ׁ נְשי ר
ֵ ׁ וְ ַא: Apparently, the members of the Exilarch’s
court thought at first that Rav Gadda had acted on his own
initiative, and they believed that he had no authority to act
contrary to the opinion of Rabbi Naĥman, who was one of
the leading authorities of the generation. However, when they
realized that he was carrying out the orders of Rav Sheshet,
they released him from jail (Rav Ya’akov Emden).

ֲאזַ ל ַרב נַ ְח ָמן וַ ֲע ַבד עו ְּבדָּ א ֵ ּבי ֵר ׁיש
יה ַרב ׁ ֵש ׁ ֶשת
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵל,יה
ּ ָ ּגלו ָּתא ִּכ ׁ ְש ַמ ֲע ֵת
.ּ ׁ ְשלֹוף ׁ ְש ֵדינְ הו, זִ יל:יה ַרב ַ ּגדָּ א
ּ ְל ׁ ַש ָּמ ֵע
 ַא ְש ַּכחוּה ּו דְּ ֵבי ֵר ׁיש.ּ ׁ ָש ַלף ׁ ַשדִּ ינְ הו,ֲאזַ ל
 ֲאזַ ל ַרב ׁ ֵש ׁ ֶשת ָקם.ּ ֲח ָב ׁשוּהו,ָ ּגלו ָּתא
 ּפֹוק ָּתא! נְ ַפק, ַ ּגדָּ א:יה
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵל,ַא ָ ּב ָבא
.וַ ֲא ָתא

The Gemara relates that Rav Naĥman went ahead and performed an action in the house of the Exilarch in accordance
with his own opinion. He constructed an opening in the form
of a doorway such that the upper reed was not in contact with
the lower reeds. Rav Sheshet said to his attendant, Rav Gadda:
Go, remove those reeds and throw them away. The attendant
went, removed the reeds, and threw them away. Members of
the Exilarch’s court found himN and imprisoned him for destroying the form of a doorway that permitted them to carry. Rav
Sheshet went and stood at the door of the prison, and called
out to him: Gadda, go out and come to me. The Exilarch’s men
released him, and he went out and came to Rav Sheshet.

,יה ַרב ׁ ֵש ׁ ֶשת ְל ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ּ ַא ׁ ְש ַּכ ֵח
? ָּתנֵי ָמר ִמידֵּ י ְ ּבצו ַּרת ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
 ַר ִ ּבי,יפה
ָ ּ  ָּתנֵינָ א; ִּכ, ִאין:יה
ּ ָא ַמר ֵל
.ֹוט ִרין
ְ ֵמ ִאיר ְמ ַחּיֵ יב ִ ּב ְמזוּזָ ה וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים ּפ
יה ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ׁ ֶש ִהיא
ָ וְ ׁ ָשוִ ין ׁ ֶש ִאם יֵ ׁש ְ ּב ַרגְ ֶל
.ַחּיֶ ֶיבת

The Gemara relates that Rav Sheshet once found Rabba bar
Shmuel and said to him: Did the Master teach anything with
regard to the halakhot of the form of a doorway? He said to
him: Yes, we learned in a baraita: With regard to an arched
gateway, Rabbi Meir deems the owner obligated to affix a
mezuza, and the Rabbis deem him exempt. However, they
both agree that if its supports, the vertical sides of the gate
before it arches, are ten handbreadths high, that the gate
requires a mezuza.

בֹוהה
ָ מֹודים ִאם ְ ּג
ִ  ַה ּכֹל:ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י
: ִאי נַ ִמי,יה ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה
ָ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה וְ ֵאין ְ ּב ַרגְ ֶל
– בֹוהה ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
ָ ׁיֵש ְ ּב ַרגְ ֶל ָיה ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה וְ ֵאין ְ ּג
.וְ ל ֹא ְכלוּם

In order to explain the dispute, Abaye said: Everyone agrees
that if the entire arch is ten handbreadths high, but its supports
are less than three handbreadths high, or, alternatively, if its
supports are three handbreadths high but the entire arch is less
than ten handbreadths high, the arch requires no mezuza at all.
Both of these gateways lack the requisite parameters of the form
of a doorway to require a mezuza.

BACKGROUND

Arched gateway – ש ַער ָה ֲע ׂשוּי ְּכ ִכ ּ ָיפה:
ַׁ

Arched gateway that can be hollowed out along the dotted line to complete the
necessary size of the opening

Arched gateway that cannot be hollowed out to complete the necessary size
of the opening

בֹוהה
ָ ְיה ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה וּג
ָ  ִּכי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י – ְ ּביֵ ׁש ְ ּב ַרגְ ֶלWhere they disagree is in a case where the supports are three
 וְ יֵ ׁש ָ ּב ּה, ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה וְ ֵאין ָר ְח ָ ּב ּה ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעהhandbreadths high and the entire arch is ten handbreadths high,
.ימ ּה ְל ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה
ָ  ָלחֹוק ְל ַה ׁ ְש ִלand at the height of ten handbreadths the arch is less than four
handbreadths wide; however, there is room to carve out the
area to complete it to four handbreadths, so that the opening
of the arch measures four handbreadths wide and ten handbreadths high.B
 וְ ַר ָ ּבנַן,חֹוק ִקין ְל ַה ׁ ְש ִלים
ְ : ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ָס ַברAbaye explains the dispute: Rabbi Meir holds that one carves
.חֹוק ִקין ְל ַה ׁ ְש ִלים
ְ  ֵאין: ָס ְב ִריout the area to complete the four handbreadths, i.e., the arch is
considered as though it has already been carved out, and the
opening has the necessary dimensions. And the Rabbis hold
that one does not carve out the arch to complete the four
handbreadths. Since the opening is not actually four handbreadths wide at a height of ten handbreadths, no mezuza need
be affixed. Rabba bar Shmuel indicates that everyone agrees that
the lintel need not touch the doorposts of the entrance; if the
arch’s opening were four handbreadths wide at a height of ten
handbreadths, it would require a mezuza even though the ceiling
is separated by the arch and does not touch the doorposts directly. So too, with regard to the form of a doorway, the upper
reed need not touch the lower reeds, contrary to the opinion of
Rav Sheshet.
ימא
ָ  ִאי ַמ ׁ ְש ַּכ ַח ְּת ְלה ּו – ָלא ֵּת:יה
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵלRav Sheshet said to Rabba bar Shmuel: If you find them, do
 ְלה ּו ְל ֵבי ֵר ׁיש ָ ּגלו ָּתא וְ ָלא ִמידֵּ י ֵמ ָהאnot say to the members of the Exilarch’s household anything
.נִיתא דְּ ִכ ּ ָיפה
ָ  ַמ ְתwith regard to this baraita of an arched gateway, as it is proof
against my opinion.

mishna

There is a basic dispute with regard to the
מתני׳ ֶה ְכ ׁ ֵשר ָמ בֹוי; ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי
method of rendering an alleyway fit for
:אֹומ ִרים
ְ  ו ֵּבית ִה ֵּלל,קֹורה
ָ ְ ֶל ִחי ו:אֹומ ִרים
ְ
one to carry within it on Shabbat. Beit Shammai say: Both a
:אֹומר
ֵ יעזֶ ר
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל.קֹורה
ָ  אֹו ֶל ִחי אֹוside post and a cross beam are required. Beit Hillel say: Either
. ְל ָחיַ יִ ןa side post or a cross beam. Rabbi Eliezer says: Two side posts
are required, one on each side of the alleyway.
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ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵעאל ָא ַמר ַּת ְל ִמיד ֶא ָחד ִל ְפנֵי
 ל ֹא נֶ ְח ְלק ּו ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי ו ֵּבית ִה ֵּלל:ַר ִ ּבי ֲע ִק ָיבא
ַעל ָמבֹוי ׁ ֶשהוּא ּ ָפחֹות ֵמ ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות ׁ ֶשהוּא
 ַעל ַמה ֶּנ ְח ְלק ּו – ַעל,נִיתר אֹו ַ ּב ֶּל ִחי אֹו ַ ּב ּק ָֹורה
ָּ
 ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי,ָר ָחב ֵמ ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות וְ ַעד ֶע ֶ ׂשר
 אֹו:אֹומ ִרים
ְ  ו ֵּבית ִה ֵּלל,קֹורה
ָ ְאֹומ ִרים ֶל ִחי ו
ְ
 ַעל זֶ ה וְ ַעל: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֲע ִק ָיבא.קֹורה
ָ ֶל ִחי אֹו
.ּזֶ ה נֶ ְח ְלקו
!גמ׳ ְּכ ַמאן? דְּ ָלא ַּכ ֲחנַ נְיָה וְ ָלא ְכ ַת ָּנא ַק ָּמא

In the name of Rabbi Yishmael, one student said before Rabbi Akiva: Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel did not disagree about an alleyway
that is less than four cubits wide, as they both agree that carrying is
rendered permitted by either a side post or a cross beam. With regard
to what did they disagree? It is with regard to an alleyway that is
wider than four cubits, and up to ten cubits wide; as Beit Shammai
say: It requires both a side post and a cross beam. And Beit Hillel say:
It requires either a side post or a cross beam. Rabbi Akiva said to the
disciple: It is not so, as they disagree both about this case, i.e., an alleyway that is less than four cubits wide, and about that case, i.e., an
alleyway that is between four and ten cubits wide.

gemara

Before clarifying the various opinions in the
mishna, the Gemara seeks to determine: In
accordance with whose opinion was this mishna taught? Apparently,
it is neither in accordance with the opinion of Ĥananya, nor in accordance with the unattributed opinion of the first tanna of the baraita, who disagree about an alleyway that is open to a public domain on
two opposite sides. The dispute is whether the form of a doorway on
one end and a side post and a cross beam on the other end suffice to
render it permitted for one to carry within it, or whether actual doors
are required, at least on one end. However, they both agree that a side
post and a cross beam alone are not effective. Since at this point the
Gemara assumes that the dispute in the mishna between Beit Shammai
and Beit Hillel applies to all alleyways, whether closed on one side or
open on two opposite sides to the public domain, these opinions reflect
an entirely different position.

״ה ְכ ׁ ֵשר ָמבֹוי
ֶ : ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר, ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדהRav Yehuda said that this is what the mishna is saying: How is a
,קֹורה
ָ ְ ֶל ִחי ו:אֹומ ִרים
ְ  ָסתוּם ֵּכיצַ ד? ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאיclosed alleyway rendered fit for one to carry within it on Shabbat? Beit
.קֹורה״
ָ  אֹו ֶל ִחי אֹו:אֹומ ִרים
ְ  ו ֵּבית ִה ֵּללShammai say: It requires both a side post and a cross beam. And Beit
Hillel say: Either a side post or a cross beam.
ימ ָרא
ְ  ְל ֵמ,קֹורה״
ָ ְ ֶל ִחי ו:אֹומ ִרים
ְ ״בית ׁ ַש ַּמאי
ּ ֵ The Gemara discusses the basis of each opinion. Beit Shammai say: It
יצֹות
ּ  דְּ ָקא ָס ְב ִרי ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי ַא ְר ַ ּבע ְמ ִחrequires both a side post and a cross beam. Is that to say that Beit
?יתא
ָ ְאֹורי
ַ ְּ דShammai hold that in order for an area to be considered a private domain, four partitions are required by Torah law? Since a side post with
a cross beam qualifies as a partition, the fact that they do not permit
carrying within an alleyway without a side post indicates that they
maintain that a private domain requires four partitions.
–  ְל ַט ְל ֵטל,יחּיַ יב
ַ  ִלזְ רֹוק – ִמ ׁ ּ ָשל ֹׁש הוּא דְּ ִמ, ל ֹאThe Gemara rejects this argument: No, there is no proof, as one cannot
.יכא ַא ְר ַ ּבע
ָּ  ַעד דְּ ִאconclude the parameters for a private domain based on the number of
walls required to permit carrying. As with regard to the Torah prohibition to throw an object into a private domain from the public domain,
once an enclosed area has three partitions, one is liable by Torah law.
However, to permit one to carry an object within a private domain, the
Rabbis decreed that it is not permitted until there are partitions on all
four sides.
ימא ָקא
ָ  ֵל,קֹורה״
ָ אֹומ ִרים אֹו ֶל ִחי אֹו
ְ ״בית ִה ֵּלל
ּ ֵ The Gemara attempts to draw an inference from that which Beit Hillel
?יתא
ָ ְאֹורי
ַ ְּיצֹות ד
ּ  ָס ְב ִרי ֵ ּבית ִה ֵּלל ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ְמ ִחsay: Either a side post or a cross beam is required. Is that to say that
Beit Hillel hold that at least three partitions are required by Torah
law, and that an area with fewer is not considered a private domain?
–  ְל ַט ְל ֵטל,יחּיַ יב
ַ  ִלזְ רֹוק – ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ַּתיִ ם הוּא דְּ ִמ, ל ֹאThe Gemara rejects this argument as well: No proof can be cited from
.יכא ׁ ָשל ֹׁש
ָּ  ַעד דְּ ִאhere. With regard to the Torah prohibition to throw an object into a
private domain from the public domain, once an enclosed area has
merely two partitions, one is liable by Torah law. However, to permit
one to carry an object within a private domain, the Rabbis decreed that
it is not permitted until there are partitions on three sides. A cross
beam and a side post do not function as partitions but merely as conspicuous markers, so that one does not mistakenly carry outside the
alleyway.
 ַר ִ ּבי:ּיב ֲעיָ א ְלהו
ּ ַ  ִא. ְל ָחיַ יִ ן״:אֹומר
ֵ יעזֶ ר
ֶ  ַ״ר ִ ּבי ֱא ִלWe learned in the mishna that Rabbi Eliezer says: Two side posts
 אֹו דִּ ְיל ָמא ְל ָחיַ יִ ן,קֹורה ָק ָא ַמר
ָ ְיעזֶ ר ְל ָחיַ יִ ן ו
ֶ  ֱא ִלare required. A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Did Rabbi
?קֹורה ָק ָא ַמר
ָ  ְ ּבל ֹאEliezer intend to say that two side posts and a cross beam are required,
adding a stringency to Beit Shammai’s opinion, that in addition to the
cross beam not one, but two side posts are required? Or perhaps he
intended to say that two side posts without a cross beam are required.
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יעזֶ ר ׁ ֶש ָה ַל ְך
ֶ  ַמ ֲע ֶ ׂשה ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל: ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמעCome and hear a resolution to this dilemma from that which was
יֹוסי ֶ ּבן ּ ְפ ִר ָידא ַּת ְל ִמידֹו
ֵ  ֵאצֶ ל ַר ִ ּביrelated in the Tosefta. There was an incident involving Rabbi
Eliezer, who went to Rabbi Yosei ben Perida, his disciple,
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NOTES

Rabbi Eliezer’s disciple – יעזֶ ר
ֶ ת ְל ִמידֹו ֶשל ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל:ַּ Rashba
asks: According to which opinion in the mishna did that
disciple act: The opinion of Beit Shammai or of Beit Hillel? The Rashba explains that had the student acted in
accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel, he would
have said so to his teacher. Rather, he acted according to
the opinion of Beit Shammai, with whom Rabbi Eliezer
concurs. However, the disciple understood that Rabbi
Eliezer’s opinion states that if a cross beam is present,
two side posts are no longer required. Consequently, his
teacher informed him that a cross beam has no effect
whatsoever; everything depends on the side posts.
Am I required to close it up – יך
ְ סֹותמֹו ֲאנִי צָ ִר
ְ וְ ִכי ְל: In
the Jerusalem Talmud, this dialogue serves as proof that
Rabbi Eliezer rules that a side post must be at least three
handbreadths wide, which is why the addition of another
side post considerably narrows the width of the alleyway,
giving it the appearance of being sealed. However, this is
not the approach of the Babylonian Talmud. The Rashba
explains that this is a case of a very narrow alleyway.
Therefore, even a side post of minimal width is significant
in sealing the entrance. Yet other commentaries explain
this question as an indication that if two side posts and
a cross beam are required, people would think that carrying in an alleyway is permitted only if there are four
complete walls. Rabbi Eliezer, responded that this indeed
is the case. An alleyway must be closed on all four sides.
BACKGROUND

Side posts and a cross beam – קֹורה
ָ ְל ָחיַ יִ ן ו:ְ The illustration shows an alleyway that has two side posts, one on
each side, and a cross beam above, so that the entrance
to the alleyway appears closed.

ּיֹושב ְ ּב ָמבֹוי ׁ ֶש ֵאין לֹו
ֵ ׁ אֹוב ִלין ו ְּמצָ אֹו ׁ ֶש
ְ ְל
 ֲע ֵ ׂשה ֶל ִחי, ְ ּבנִי: ָא ַמר לֹו.ֶא ָּלא ֶל ִחי ֶא ָחד
!?יך
ְ סֹותמֹו ֲאנִי צָ ִר
ְ  וְ ִכי ְל: ָא ַמר לֹו.ַא ֵחר
. ְ ו ַּמה ְ ּב ָכך, יִ ָּס ֵתם:ָא ַמר לֹו

at the town of Ovelin, and found him dwelling in an alleyway
that had only one side post.N He said to him: My son, set up
another side post. Rabbi Yosei said to him: Am I required to
close it up?N Rabbi Eliezer said to him: Let it be closed up; what
does it matter?

 ל ֹא נֶ ְח ְלק ּו:יאל
ֵ ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל
ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי ו ֵּבית ִה ֵּלל ַעל ָמבֹוי ׁ ֶשהוּא
,ּ ָפחֹות ֵמ ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות ׁ ֶש ֵאינֹו צָ ִריךְ ְּכלוּם
ַעל ַמה ֶּנ ְח ְלק ּו – ַעל ָר ָחב ֵמ ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות
 ֶל ִחי:אֹומ ִרים
ְ וְ ַעד ֶע ֶ ׂשר; ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי
 אֹו ֶל ִחי אֹו:אֹומ ִרים
ְ  ו ֵּבית ִה ֵּלל,קֹורה
ָ ְו
.קֹורה
ָ

We learned in that same Tosefta: Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel
said: Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel did not disagree about an
alleyway whose width is less than four cubits, as they both agree
that this alleyway does not require anything to render it permitted for one to carry within it.H About what did they disagree?
About an alleyway that is wider than four cubits, and up to ten
cubits; as Beit Shammai say: It is permitted to carry within it only
if there is both a side post and a cross beam, and Beit Hillel say:
It requires either a side post or a cross beam.

 ִאי,סֹותמֹו ֲאנִי צָ ִריךְ ״
ְ  ״וְ ִכי ְל:יהת
ַ ָק ָתנֵי ִמ
קֹורה – ִמ ׁ ּשוּם
ָ ְָא ְמ ַר ְּת ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ְל ָחיַ יִ ן ו
,יך״
ְ סֹותמֹו ֲאנִי צָ ִר
ְ  ״וְ ִכי ְל:ָה ִכי ָא ַמר
קֹורה – ַמאי
ָ ֶא ָּלא ִאי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ְל ָחיַ יִ ן ְ ּבל ֹא
?סֹותמֹו״
ְ ״ל
ְ

The Gemara explains the proof from this Tosefta. In any case, it
teaches: Rabbi Yosei ben Perida said to Rabbi Eliezer: Am I required to seal it? Granted, if you say that Rabbi Eliezer requires
two side posts and a cross beam,B for that reason the disciple said:
Am I required to seal it? However, if you say that he requires side
posts without a cross beam, what is the meaning of to seal it? The
entrance to the alleyway remains open from above.

סֹותמֹו ִ ּב ְל ָחיַ יִ ן ֲאנִי
ְ  וְ ִכי ְל: ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמרThe Gemara rejects this argument: No absolute proof can be cited
. ְ צָ ִריךfrom here, as perhaps this is what he is saying: Am I required to
seal it with side posts?
:יאל
ֵ  ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל,ָא ַמר ָמר
ל ֹא נֶ ְח ְלק ּו ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי ו ֵּבית ִה ֵּלל ַעל ָמבֹוי
.ׁ ֶש ּ ָפחֹות ֵמ ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות ׁ ֶש ֵאינֹו צָ ִריךְ ְּכלוּם
 ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵעאל ָא ַמר,וְ ָהא ֲאנַן ְּתנַן
 ל ֹא נֶ ְח ְלק ּו:ַּת ְל ִמיד ֶא ָחד ִל ְפנֵי ַר ִ ּבי ֲע ִק ָיבא
ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי ו ֵּבית ִה ֵּלל ַעל ָמבֹוי ׁ ֶשהוּא
נִיתר אֹו
ָּ  ׁ ֶשהוּא,ּ ָפחֹות ֵמ ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות
!קֹורה
ָ ְ ּב ֶל ִחי אֹו ְ ּב

The Master said in the Tosefta: Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel said
that Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel do not disagree about an alleyway whose width is less than four cubits, as they both agree
that it does not require anything to render it permitted to carry
within it. But didn’t we learn in the mishna: A certain disciple
said before Rabbi Akiva in the name of Rabbi Yishmael: Beit
Shammai and Beit Hillel did not disagree about an alleyway
whose width is less than four cubits, as they both agree that carrying in an alleyway of that sort is permitted by either a side post
or a cross beam. How could Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel have
said that according to Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel even that
minimal action is unnecessary?

יך
ְ  ֵאינֹו צָ ִר: ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר,ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
 וְ ל ֹא ְל ָחיַ יִ ן ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי,קֹורה ְּכ ֵבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי
ָ ְֶל ִחי ו
קֹורה ְּכ ֵבית
ָ  ֶא ָּלא אֹו ֶל ִחי אֹו,יעזֶ ר
ֶ ֱא ִל
.ִה ֵּלל

Rav Ashi said: This is what Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel is saying.
It neither requires both a side post and a cross beam, in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai, nor does it require two
side posts, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer;
rather, it requires either a side post or a cross beam, in accordance with the statement of Beit Hillel with regard to a large alleyway. When it said that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel does not
require anything, it meant anything more than that required by
Beit Hillel.

Entrance to an alleyway with side posts and cross beam

HALAKHA

An alleyway whose width is less than four cubits – ָמבֹוי ּ ָפחֹות
מ ַא ְר ַ ּבע:ֵ An alleyway less than three handbreadths wide requires
nothing added to permit carrying. Some authorities rule that
even if it is less than four handbreadths wide, it does not require
any additions to permit carrying within it.
The first opinion is that of the Rambam, who ruled according to the Gemara’s second answer explains that Rabbi Aĥlei’s
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statement is the subject of a dispute between the tanna’im, and
the halakha follows Shmuel’s statement rather than that of Rav
Aĥlei (Vilna Gaon). The second opinion is that of the Rashba and
the Rosh, who maintain that an entrance must be at least four
handbreadths wide, and that an individual opinion cited is the
Gemara is insufficient proof with regard to this issue (Maggid
Mishne; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 363:28).

