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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Daf 12 Amud a
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).

ימא ַרב
ָ ית
ֵ  וְ ִא, וְ ַכ ָּמה? ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ְח ֵליThe Gemara asks: And how narrow must an alleyway be so that it would
. ַעד ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה:יאל
ֵ  יְ ִחnot require even a side post, according to all opinions? Rav Aĥlei said,
and some say it was Rav Yeĥiel who said: Up to a width of four handbreadths, the alleyway requires nothing in order to render it permitted
for one to carry within it.
 ָא ַמר ַרב יִ ְר ְמיָ ה ַ ּבר,ָא ַמר ַרב ׁ ֵש ׁ ֶשת
מֹודים ֲח ָכ ִמים ְל ַר ִ ּבי
ִ : ָא ַמר ַרב,ַא ָ ּבא
: וְ ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ָא ַמר.יעזֶ ר ְ ּב ַפ ֵּסי ָחצֵ ר
ֶ ֱא ִל
.יעזֶ ר ְ ּב ַפ ֵּסי ָחצֵ ר
ֶ ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל

– מֹודים
ִ  ַמאן:ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ַ ּבר יִ צְ ָחק
[מאן ּ ָפ ֵליג
ַ , ֲה ָל ָכה ִמ ְּכ ָלל דִּ ְפ ִליגִ י.ַר ִ ּבי
נִית ֶרת
ֶּ  ָחצֵ ר: דְּ ַתנְ יָ א.יה –] ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
ּ ֲע ֵל
. ִ ּב ׁ ְשנֵי ַפ ִּסין:אֹומר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי.ְ ּב ַפס ֶא ָחד

Rav Sheshet said that Rav Yirmeya bar Abba said that Rav said: The
Rabbis concede to Rabbi Eliezer with regard to the upright boards
of a courtyard.H That is to say, the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Eliezer
only about the number of side posts needed to permit carrying within
an alleyway. However, they agree that if a courtyard was breached into
the public domain, it can be considered closed only if upright boards
of wall, similar to side posts, remain on both sides of the breach. But
Rav Naĥman said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Eliezer with regard to the upright boards of wall that are
required in a courtyard.N
Rav Naĥman bar Yitzĥak said: Who are the Rabbis to whom Rav referred when he stated that they concede to Rabbi Eliezer? He was referring to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Furthermore, as Rav Naĥman said that
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, one can
learn by inference that the Sages dispute this issue as well. Who are
the ones who disagree with Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi? It is the Rabbis, as
it was taught in a baraita: In a courtyard that was breached into the
public domain, with the width of the breach not exceeding ten cubits,
it is permitted to carry if one upright board remains on one side of the
breach. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: It is permitted only if there remain
two upright boards, one on each side of the breach.

 ָחצֵ ר:יֹוחנָן
ָ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי,ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִסי
יה ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא
ָ צְ ִר
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.יכה ׁ ְשנֵי ַפ ִּסין
?יֹוחנָ ן ָה ִכי
ָ  ִמי ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי:ְל ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִסי
יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ וְ ָהא ַא ְּת הוּא דְּ ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ
יכין ׁ ֶשּיְ ֵהא ָ ּב ֶהן
ִ  ּ ַפ ֵּסי ָחצֵ ר צְ ִר:יֹוחנָ ן
ָ
ימא ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ִמ ָּכאן
ָ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה! וְ ִכי ֵּת
– וְ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ִמ ָּכאן

Rabbi Asi said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: A courtyard that was
breached requires two upright boards of wall on either side of the
breach, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Zeira said to Rabbi Asi: Did Rabbi Yoĥanan really say that? But
weren’t you the one who said in the name of Rabbi Yoĥanan: The
upright boards in a courtyard must be four handbreadths wide? This
indicates that only one board is necessary. And if you say that Rabbi
Yoĥanan requires one upright four handbreadths board from here, one
side of the breach, and one upright four handbreadths board from
there, the other side of the breach, this is difficult.

יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ִ וְ ָה ָתנֵי ַרב ַאדָּ א ַ ּבר ֲא ִב
ּ ימי ַק ֵּמ
יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ א
ּ  וְ ָא ְמ ִרי ָל ּה ַק ֵּמ,ֲחנִינָ א
– דֹולה
ָ ְ וּג, ְק ַט ָּנה – ְ ּב ֶע ֶ ׂשר:ַ ּבר ּ ַפ ּ ִפי
!ְ ּב ַא ַחת ֶע ְ ׂש ֵרה

But didn’t Rav Adda bar Avimi teach the following baraita before
Rabbi Ĥanina, and some say it was before Rabbi Ĥanina bar Pappi,
with regard to the halakha governing a small courtyard that was
breached along its entire length into a large courtyard. The baraita
teaches that the residents of the large courtyard may use their courtyard
even if the small courtyard has a width of ten cubits, and the large one
has a width of eleven cubits. In this case, the difference between the
length of the smaller courtyard and that of the larger courtyard is only
one cubit, i.e., six handbreadths. Therefore, there cannot be upright
boards of four handbreadths on each side, as together they would
amount to more than a cubit.

HALAKHA

The upright boards of a courtyard – פ ֵּסי ָחצֵ ר:ַ ּ If an
entire wall of a courtyard was breached and the breach
was less than ten cubits wide, the courtyard can be rendered fit for one to carry within it by means of a board
four handbreadths wide on one side of the breach, or
by means of two boards of minimal width on both
sides of the breach. This halakha is in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Zeira, Rav Pappa, and Rav Huna,
son of Rav Yehoshua. The same applies if a section of
the wall remains. Carrying is permitted in the courtyard
if there is a wall four handbreadths wide on one side,
or a wall one handbreadth wide on each side. The Beit
Yosef rules that the walls on either side can be less than
one handbreadth wide (Rabbeinu Yehonatan; Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 363:2).
NOTES

The halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Eliezer
with regard to the upright boards in a courtyard –
יעזֶ ר ְ ּב ַפ ֵּסי ָחצֵ ר
ֶ ה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל:ֲ Tosafot ask: Why did Rabbi
Naĥman state that the halakha follows Rabbi Eliezer,
rather than stating that the halakha follows Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi? Some commentaries explain that Rabbi
Yehuda HaNasi agrees with Rabbi Yosei and maintains
that a side post must be three handbreadths wide.
Therefore, the Gemara emphasizes that the halakha
follows Rabbi Eliezer, who requires only two upright
boards of minimal length (Tosafot Yeshanim).
When Rabbi Zeira ascended from his sea travels
[ yamei ] – כי ָס ֵליק ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא ִמּיַ ֵּמי:ִּ The Ritva explains the
term yamei not as the plural of sea [yam] but the name
of a particular place.

 ְ ּברו ַּח: ּ ֵפ ְר ׁ ָש ּה, ִּכי ָס ֵליק ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא ִמּיַ ֵּמיThe Gemara resolves this difficulty: When Rabbi Zeira ascended from
N
–  ִמ ׁ ְש ֵּתי רוּחֹות, ַא ַחת – ְ ּב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעהhis sea travels, he explained the contradiction between the statements
of
Rav
Yoĥanan
in the following manner: If there is an upright board in
.ַמ ׁ ּ ֶשה ּו ְל ָכאן ו ַּמ ׁ ּ ֶשה ּו ְל ָכאן
only one direction, it must be four handbreadths, however, if there are
upright boards from two directions, it suffices if there is any amount
here, on one side, and any amount there, on the other side.
,ימי – ַר ִ ּבי ִהיא
ִ  וְ ָה ְד ָתנֵי ַאדָּ א ַ ּבר ֲא ִבAnd that which Adda bar Avimi taught with regard to the difference
.יֹוסי
ֵ  וְ ָס ַבר ָל ּה ְּכ ַר ִ ּביin size between the two courtyards is not universally accepted, as according to Rabbi Zeira it is sufficient if one courtyard is four handbreadths larger than the other. Rather, it is in accordance with the view
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who requires two upright boards of wall in a
breached courtyard. And furthermore, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who says that a side post
must be at least three handbreadths wide. Consequently, the two upright boards together must be at least six handbreadths, which is why
the minimum difference between the smaller and the larger courtyards
is a cubit.
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NOTES

I do not know – אנָ א ָלא יָ ַד ֲענָ א:ֲ The phrase means: I do not
know how to resolve the contradiction, but I do know that
Rav Yehuda permitted it, in accordance with the lenient
opinion (Me’iri).
HALAKHA

Suspended partition – יצה ְּתלוּיָה
ּ ָ מ ִח:ְ A suspended partition is not considered a proper partition. However, it does
permit carrying in a courtyard when it is suspended over
water that entered the courtyard because the Sages were
lenient with regard to water, as stated by Rav (Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 355:3).

 ָא ַמר, ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה,יֹוסף
ֵ ָא ַמר ַרב
 ָא ַמר.נִית ֶרת ְ ּב ַפס ֶא ָחד
ֶּ  ָחצֵ ר:ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
 ִמי ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל:יֹוסף
ֵ יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י ְל ַרב
ּ ֵל
יה ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ְל ַרב ֲחנַ נְיָה
ּ ָה ִכי? וְ ָהא ֲא ַמר ֵל
 ַא ְּת ָלא ַּת ֲע ֵביד עו ְּבדָּ א ֶא ָּלא:ַ ּבר ׁ ֵש ָילא
!אֹו ְ ּברֹוב דּ ֶֹופן אֹו ִ ּב ׁ ְשנֵי ַפ ִּסין

Rav Yosef said that Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: A breached
courtyard is permitted if one upright board of wall remains on
one side of the breach. Abaye said to Rav Yosef: Did Shmuel really say this? But didn’t Shmuel say to Rav Ĥananya bar Sheila:
You must not perform an action, i.e., issue a ruling to permit carrying in a breached courtyard, unless there remains standing either
the majority of the wall or two upright boards on either side of
the breach.

 דְּ עו ְּב ָדא, וַ ֲאנָ א ָלא יָ ַד ֲענָ א:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
 ְל ׁשֹון יָ ם ַה ִּנ ְכנָס,ֲהוָ ה ְ ּבדו ָּרה דְּ ַר ֲעוָ ָתא
יה דְּ ַרב יְ הו ָּדה
ּ  וַ ֲא ָתא ְל ַק ֵּמ,ְל ָחצֵ ר ֲהוָ ה
.יה ֶא ָּלא ּ ַפס ֶא ָחד
ּ וְ ָלא ַאצְ ַר ֵכ

Rav Yosef said to Abaye: I do not know how to resolve this
contradiction.N All I know is that there was an incident in a shepherds’ village with regard to a narrow inlet of the sea that penetrated a courtyard, breaching one of its walls in its entirety, and the
matter came before Rav Yehuda, and he required only one upright
board of wall to remain in order to permit it.

 ְל ׁשֹון יָ ם ָק ָא ְמ ַר ְּת – ַקל הוּא:יה
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵלAbaye said to Rav Yosef: You speak of a narrow in inlet of the sea,
. ׁ ֶש ֵה ֵקלּ ּו ֲח ָכ ִמים ַ ּב ַּמיִ םbut an inlet is different and nothing can be derived from that case,
for we know that this is a leniency in which the Sages lessened the
requirements in cases involving water. In these cases, the Sages did
not require properly constructed partitions, but were satisfied with
inferior ones.
יצה
ּ ְּכ ִד ְב ָעא ִמ ּינ
ּ ָ  ְמ ִח:ֵיה ַר ִ ּבי ַט ְב ָלא ֵמ ַרב
 ַמה ּו ׁ ֶש ַּת ִּתיר ְ ּבחו ְּר ָ ּבה? ֲא ַמר,ְּתלוּיָ ה
יצה ְּתלוּיָ ה ַמ ֶּת ֶרת ֶא ָּלא
ּ ֵל
ּ ָ  ֵאין ְמ ִח:יה
, ַקל הוּא ׁ ֶש ֵה ֵקלּ ּו ֲח ָכ ִמים ְ ּב ַמיִ ם,ְ ּב ַמיִ ם

The Gemara supports the assertion that the Sages were more lax
with regard to water from the following dilemma that Rabbi Tavla
raised before Rav: Does a suspended partition permit carrying
in a ruin? Do we say that the remnants of the walls that are suspended in the air are considered as if they descend to the ground,
closing off the area so that it is regarded as a private domain? Rav
said to him: A suspended partitionH of this kind permits carrying
only in the case of water; this is a leniency in which the Sages
lessened the requirements in cases involving water.

! ִמ ָּכל ָמקֹום ַק ׁ ְשיָ אThe Gemara continues: In any case, it is difficult. The contradiction
between the conflicting statements of Shmuel remains unresolved.
יה דְּ ַרב
ּ ִּכי ָאת ּו ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא וְ ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵר
–  ֵמרו ַּח ַא ַחת: ּ ֵפ ְיר ׁשו ָּה,הֹוש ַע ִמ ֵ ּבי ַרב
ֻ ׁ ְי
 ִמ ׁ ְש ֵּתי רוּחֹות – ַמ ׁ ּ ֶשה ּו ְל ָכאן,ְ ּב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה
.ו ַּמ ׁ ּ ֶשה ּו ְל ָכאן

The Gemara resolves the difficulty: When Rav Pappa and Rav
Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, came from the house of their teacher, they explained the contradiction in the following manner: If
there is an upright board from only one direction, it must be of
four handbreadths; but if there are upright boards from two directions, i.e., both sides of he breach, it suffices if there is a bit here, on
one side, and bit here, on the other side.

 ִאי ַק ׁ ְשיָא ִלי – ָהא ַק ׁ ְשיָא:ָא ַמר ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא
יה ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ְל ַרב ֲחנַ נְיָה ַ ּבר
ּ ִלי; דַּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
 ַא ְּת ָלא ַּת ֲע ֵביד עו ְּבדָּ א ֶא ָּלא אֹו:ׁ ֵש ָילא
.ְ ּברֹוב דּ ֶֹופן אֹו ִ ּב ׁ ְשנֵי ַפ ִּסין

Rav Pappa said: If this issue is difficult for me to understand, this
is my difficulty: For Shmuel said to Rav Ĥananya bar Sheila: You
must not perform an action, i.e., issue a ruling to permit carrying
in a breached courtyard, unless there remains standing either most
of the wall or two upright boards on either side of the breach.

ָל ָּמה ִלי רֹוב דּ ֶֹופן? ְ ּב ַפס ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ַס ִ ּגי! וְ ִכי
,דֹופן ׁ ִש ְב ָעה
ֶ ימא ַמאי ְ ּברֹוב דּ ֶֹופן – ְ ּב
ָ ֵּת
 ָל ָּמה ִלי.יה רֹוב דּ ֶֹופן
ּ דִּ ְב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ֲהוָ ה ֵל
ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה? ִ ּב ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ו ַּמ ׁ ּ ֶשה ּו ַס ִ ּגי! דְּ ָהא
:יאל
ֵ ימא ַרב יְ ִח
ָ ית
ֵ  וְ ִא,ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ְח ֵלי
!ַעד ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה

The Gemara asks: Why do I need most of the wall? An upright
board of four handbreadths should suffice. The Gemara further
explains the difficulty: And if you say, what is the meaning of most
of the wall mentioned here? It is referring to the special case where
the wall is seven handbreadths wide, so that four handbreadths
constitutes most of the wall, this too is difficult. Even if the wall is
seven handbreadths wide, why do I require an upright board of four
handbreadths to seal? Three handbreadths and any amount should
suffice, as Rav Aĥlei, and some say it was Rav Yeĥiel who said: A
narrow alleyway up to four handbreadths wide requires nothing at
all. Here too, after sealing up slightly more than three handbreadths,
the remaining gap that remains is less than four handbreadths, so
nothing further should be required.

 ָּכאן, ָּכאן – ְ ּב ָחצֵ ר:ימא
ָ יב ֵעית ֵא
ּ ָ  ִאThe Gemara answers: If you wish, say that here, the statement of
 דְּ ַרב ַא ְח ֵלי:ימא
ָ יב ֵעית ֵא
ּ ָ  וְ ִא. ְ ּב ָמבֹויShmuel is referring to a courtyard, where even a breach of less than
.יה ַּת ָּנ ֵאי ִהיא
ּ  גּ ו ֵּפfour handbreadths requires action. There, the statement of Rav
Aĥlei, is referring to an alleyway. And if you wish, say that the
statement of Rav Aĥlei is itself subject to a dispute between the
tanna’im.
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׳א

–  ְל ׁשֹון יָ ם ַה ִּנ ְכנָס ֶל ָחצֵ ר:ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן
ימנּ ּו ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת ֶא ָּלא
ֶ ֵאין ְמ ַמ ְּל ִאין ֵה
בֹוה ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
ַּ יצה ָ ּג
ּ ָ ִאם ֵּכן ׁיֵש לֹו ְמ ִח
–  ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים ֲאמו ִּרים.ְט ָפ ִחים
 ֲא ָבל,יֹותר ֵמ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
ֵ ׁ ֶש ּ ִפ ְירצָ תֹו ְ ּב
.ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה – ֵאין צָ ִריךְ ְּכלוּם

,ְמ ַמ ֵּלא ה ּוא דְּ ָלא ְמ ַמ ְּל ִא ינַ ן
 וְ ָהא.טֹולי – ְמ ַט ְל ְט ִלינַ ן
ֵ ָהא ַט ְל
לֹואה ְל ָמקֹום
ָ נִ ְפ ְרצָ ה ָחצֵ ר ִ ּב ְמ
!ָה ָאסוּר ָל ּה

The Sages taught the following baraita: With regard to a narrow
inlet of the sea that enters into a courtyard,BHN partially breaching
one of its walls, one may not fill water from it on Shabbat. The
inlet is a karmelit, from which it is prohibited to carry into a private
domain, e.g. a courtyard. This is the halakha unless there is a partition ten handbreadths high at one side of the wall’s breach, which
would incorporate the inlet as part of the courtyard. In what case
is this statement said? Where the breach through which the water
enters is more than ten cubits wide; but if it is only ten cubits wide,
nothing is required.”
The Gemara asks: The baraita indicates that one may not fill water
from the inlet because that would involve carrying from a karmelit
into a private domain, but in the courtyard itself one may indeed
carry. But isn’t the courtyard breached along its entirety, i.e., more
than ten cubits, into a place that is prohibited to it? Since it is
prohibited to carry to or from the inlet, it should also be prohibited
to carry within the courtyard itself.

NOTES

A narrow inlet of the sea that enters into a courtyard – ל ׁשֹון יָ ם ַה ִּנ ְכנָ ס ְל ָחצֵ ר:ְ Some commentaries explain
that when the baraita says that “it has a partition,” the
reference is to the inlet, namely, that inlet itself was

separated from the courtyard by ten handbreadths.
This could occur, for example, if the sea formed a
deep trench in the ground which it filled with water
(see Rashba and Me’iri).

BACKGROUND

A narrow inlet in a courtyard – ל ׁשֹון ַהיָ ם ַ ּב ָחצֵ ר:ְ This illustration
depicts a case where the wall of the courtyard remains mostly
intact. In that case it is permitted to carry in the courtyard itself,
as well as from the inlet to the courtyard.
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Wall of a courtyard breached by an inlet

A narrow inlet of the sea that enters into a courtyard – ְל ׁשֹון
יָ ם ַה ִּנ ְכנָס ְל ָחצֵ ר: If the sea breaches part of a courtyard wall and
penetrates into a courtyard, one is permitted to draw water and
carry in the courtyard, so long as the breach is less than ten cubits
wide. However, if the wall is fully breached or if the breach is
more than ten cubits wide, then one is permitted to draw water
in the courtyard only when there are remnants of the wall ten
handbreadths high, even though the remnants are covered by
water. Still, one may not carry the water from the courtyard into
the house unless a proper partition is constructed, in accordance
with the baraita (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 356:2).
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HALAKHA
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יה
ּ  ָה ָכא ְ ּב ַמאי ָע ְס ִקינַ ן דְּ ִאית ֵלThe Gemara answers: With what are we dealing here in this baraita?
. ִ ּגידו ֵּדיIt is a case where the wall has not been fully breached, but rather
remnantsN of the wall remain on each side (Rabbeinu Ĥananel;
Rif).
 ָמ בֹוי ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא:ָא ַמר ַרב יְ ה ּו ָדה
–  ִה ְכ ׁ ִשירֹו ְ ּב ֶל ִחי,נִש ַּת ְּתפ ּו ּבֹו
ְׁ
 ִה ְכ ׁ ִשירֹו,ּזֹורק ְלתֹוכֹו ַחּיָ יב
ֵ ַה
.ּזֹורק ְלתֹוכֹו ּ ָפטוּר
ֵ קֹורה – ַה
ָ ְ ּב

Rav Yehuda said: If several courtyards open onto a common alleyway, the residents of the houses in the courtyards are prohibited
to carry in the alleyway, unless the alleyway is rendered fit for one
to carry within it by placing a side post or a cross beam at its entrance, and by the inhabitants of each courtyard placing food in a
common area for the duration of Shabbat, symbolically converting
the entire alleyway into a single household. It is prohibited to carry
in an alleyway that the residents did not merge. Nevertheless, if the
alleyway was rendered fit by means of a side post placed at its entrance, one who throws an object into it from the public domain
is liable; the side post functions as a partition, and the alleyway is
deemed a full-fledged private domain. If, however, the alleyway was
rendered fit by means of a cross beam, one who throws an object
into it from the public domain is exempt; the cross beam functions
only as a conspicuous marker. It is not considered a partition that
renders the alleyway a private domain.H

Remnants – גידו ֵּדי:ּ ִ Various explanations have been offered with
regard to these remnants (see Rashi and Tosafot). Some commentaries explain that these are large stones protruding from
the water, such that there is no breach of more than ten cubits
between the protrusions. Although below, in the water itself, the
space between them is greater than ten cubits (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). Other commentaries teach that these remnants served
as an additional partition between the water and the courtyard,
and the distance from sea floor to the top of the partition was ten
handbreadths (see Tosafot; Rashba).

HALAKHA

Throwing into an alleyway – תֹוך ָמבֹוי
ְ זְ ִר ָיקה ְל: If an alleyway is closed on one side and rendered fit for one to
carry within it by a cross beam, one who throws an object
from the public domain into the alleyway is exempt, even
though it is a private domain in the sense that it is permitted to carry in the alleyway. However, if the alleyway was
rendered fit by a side post, the one who throws an object
into it is liable. This ruling is in accordance with the explana-



tion of the Gemara that maintains that a side post functions
as a partition, while a cross beam functions as a conspicuous marker. According to the Rambam’s variant reading, a
private domain requires four partitions by Torah law. The
Ra’avad, on the other hand, rules that three partitions suffice.
Therefore, the Gemara is referring to an open alleyway, as
explained by Rashi (Maggid Mishne; Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hilkhot Shabbat 17:9).
בי ףד:  ׳א קרפ. Perek I . 12b
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He raised an objection – יה
ִ א:
ֵ The commentaries
ּ ית ֵיב
point out that the objection cannot be based solely on
the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. If that were case, Rava
could have replied that he agrees with the opinion of the
anonymous tanna of the baraita, which is the accepted
halakha. Rather, the question arises from the wording of
his disputants, which indicates that they do not disagree
with Rabbi Yehuda’s basic approach with regard to a side
post and a cross beam. Instead, they indicate that in a place
used as a public thoroughfare, the passersby nullify status
of a private domain that was established by the partitions
(Ritva; see Rashi and Tosafot). Rabbi Akiva Eiger points out
that Rabbi Yehuda’s statement appears to offer proof that
even a cross beam is considered a partition. He explains
that, at the very least, all seem to agree that a side post
functions as a partition, as stated by Rav Yehuda.

 ַט ְע ָמא דְּ ל ֹא:ַמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ַרב ׁ ֵש ׁ ֶשת
נִש ַּת ְּתפ ּו ּבֹו – ֲא ִפילּ ּו
ְ ׁ  ָהא,נִש ַּת ְּתפ ּו ּבֹו
ְׁ
 וְ ִכי ִּכ ָּכר זֹו.קֹורה נַ ִמי ַחּיָ יב
ָ ִה ְכ ׁ ִשירֹו ְ ּב
ָע ָ ׂשה אֹותֹו ְר ׁשוּת ַהּיָ ִחיד אֹו ְר ׁשוּת
?ָה ַר ִ ּבים

Rav Sheshet strongly objects to this due to the following: The
reason that one is exempt in the latter case is due to the fact the
residents of the alleyway did not merge. By inference, if they did in
fact merge, one would be liable even if the alleyway was rendered
fit by way of a cross beam. This, however, is difficult. One can ask:
Does this loaf, through which the residents joined together to form
a single household, render the alleyway a private domain or a
public domain?

 ֲחצֵ ירֹות ׁ ֶשל ַר ִ ּבים ו ְּמבֹואֹות: וְ ָה ַתנְיָאBut wasn’t it taught in a baraita: Courtyards shared by many and
 ֵ ּבין ֵע ְירב ּו ו ֵּבין ל ֹא, ׁ ֶש ֵאינָן ְמפו ָּּל ׁ ִשיןalleyways that are not open on two opposite sides, whether the
!תֹוכן ַחּיָ יב
ָ ּזֹורק ְל
ֵ  ֵע ְירב ּו – ַהresidents established an eiruv or did not establish an eiruv, one
who throws an object into them from the public domain is liable.
This seems to contrary to Rav Yehuda’s statement.
 ָא ַמר,ֶא ָּלא ִאי ִא ְּית ַמר – ָה ִכי ִא ְּית ַמר
, ָמבֹוי ׁ ֶש ֵאינֹו ָראוּי ְל ׁ ִש ּיתוּף:ַרב יְהו ָּדה
.ּזֹורק ְלתֹוכֹו ַחּיָ יב
ֵ ִה ְכ ׁ ִשירֹו ְ ּב ֶל ִחי – ַה
ּזֹורק ְלתֹוכֹו
ֵ קֹורה – ַה
ָ ִה ְכ ׁ ִשירֹו ְ ּב
.ּ ָפטוּר

Rather, if it was stated, it was stated as follows. Rav Yehuda said:
In the case of an alleyway that is not fit for merging, i.e., an alleyway
that is open on two opposite sides, if the alleyway was rendered fit
for one to carry within it by means of a side post, one who throws
an object into it from the public domain is liable. In that case, the
side post is considered a third partition, and since the alleyway is
closed on three sides it is deemed a private domain. If, however, the
alleyway was rendered fit for one to carry within in by means of a
cross beam, one who throws an object into it is exempt.

,יצה
ּ ָ  ֶל ִחי ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ְמ ִח:ַא ְל ָמא ָק ָס ַבר
: וְ ֵכן ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה.יכר
ָ ְו
ֵּ קֹורה ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ֶה
ּ
ּ
קֹורה ִמ ׁש ּום
ָ ְיצה ו
ּ ָ ֶל ִחי ִמ ׁש ּום ְמ ִח
 ֶא ָחד זֶ ה וְ ֶא ָחד זֶ ה: וְ ָר ָבא ָא ַמר.יכר
ֵּ ֶה
.יכר
ֵּ ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ֶה

Apparently, Rav Yehuda holds that a side post functions as a partition, whereas a cross beam functions as a conspicuous marker but
is not considered a partition. And, so too, Rabba said: A side post
functions as a partition, whereas a cross beam functions as a conspicuous marker. But Rava said: Both this, the side post, and that,
the cross beam, function as a conspicuous marker.

:יה ַר ִ ּבי יַ ֲעקֹב ַ ּבר ַא ָ ּבא ְל ָר ָבא
ִ  ֵאRabbi Ya’akov bar Abba raised an objection to Rava from the folּ ית ֵיב
 ֵאין, יֵ ׁש לֹו ֶל ִחי – ַחּיָ יב,ּזֹורק ְל ָמבֹוי
ֵ  ַהlowing baraita: One who throws an object from the public domain
! לֹו ֶל ִחי – ּ ָפטוּרinto an alleyway, if the alleyway has a side post, he is liable; if it
does not have a side post he is exempt. This shows that a side post
is considered a proper partition.
,יך ֶא ָּלא ֶל ִחי
ְ  ֵאינֹו צָ ִר: ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמרRava replied: This is what the baraita is saying: If the alleyway is
 ֶל ִחי וְ ָד ָבר,ּזֹורק ְלתֹוכֹו – ַחּיָ יב
ֵ  ַהclosed on one side such that it requires only a side post in order to
.ּזֹורק ְלתֹוכֹו ּ ָפטוּר
ֵ  ַא ֵחר – ַהpermit carrying within in, one who throws an object into it from
the public domain is liable because the alleyway already has three
partitions and is therefore a proper private domain according to
Torah law. However, if the alleyway requires a side post and something else in order to permit carrying within it, one who throws an
object into it from the public domain is exempt because the alleyway
has only two partitions and is therefore not considered a private
domain.
: יָ ֵתר ַעל ֵּכן ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה:יה
ּ ֵא ִית ֵיב
ִמי ׁ ֶשּיֵ ׁש לֹו ׁ ְשנֵי ָב ִּתים ִ ּב ׁ ְשנֵי צִ ידֵּ י
עֹושה ֶל ִחי ִמ ָּכאן וְ ֶל ִחי
ׂ ֶ ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים
,קֹורה ִמ ָּכאן
ָ ְקֹורה ִמ ָּכאן ו
ָ  אֹו,ִמ ָּכאן
.נֹותן ָ ּב ֶא ְמצַ ע
ֵ ְנֹושא ו
ׂ ֵ ְו
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׳א

He raised an additional objectionN to Rava from the following baraita. Furthermore, Rabbi Yehuda said: The halakha is as follows
with regard to one who has two houses opposite each other on two
sides of the public domain, if he chooses, he may create a private
domain for himself in the area of the public domain. He may place
a ten-handbreadth high side post from here, perpendicular to the
public domain. This creates a symbolic wall which, in the halakhot
of alleyways, has the legal status of a wall. And, he may place an additional post from here, on the other side, and that has the same
legal status as if he closed the public domain on all of its sides. Or,
he can implement a different solution appropriate for alleyways by
placing a beam extending from here, from one end of one house, to
the end of the house opposite it. This creates a symbolic partition
across the width of the street. And, he may place a beam extending
from here, from the other side of the house. According to Rabbi
Yehuda, in that way, one is permitted to carry objects and place them
in the area between the symbolic partitions, as he would in a private
domain.

! ְ ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים ְ ּב ָכך: ָא ְמר ּו לֹוThe Rabbis said to him: One may not place an eiruv in the public domain in that way. One who seeks to transform a public
domain into a private domain must place actual partitions. Apparently, according to Rabbi Yehuda, the side posts function as partitions in the public domain, creating a private domain between the
two houses. It follows from this that a side post is in fact deemed
a proper partition, contrary to Rava’s statement.
יצֹות
ּ  ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְמ ִח: ָה ָתם ָק ָס ַבר ַר ִ ּבי יְ ה ּו ָדהThe Gemara answers: This is not the reason behind Rabbi Yehu.יתא
ָ ְאֹורי
ַ ְּ דda’s statement. Rather, there Rabbi Yehuda holds that by Torah
law two partitions suffice to constitute a private domain, and he
requires side posts only as a conspicuous marker. Therefore, Rava’s
position cannot be disproved from this source either.
 ָמבֹוי ׁ ֶש ָא ְר ּכֹו ְּכ ָר ְח ּבֹו: ָא ַמר ַרב,ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה
 ָא ַמר ַרב ִחּיָ יא ַ ּבר.ּנִיתר ְ ּב ֶל ִחי ַמ ׁ ּ ֶשהו
ָּ ֵאינֹו
נִיתר
ָּ  ָמבֹוי ׁ ֶש ָא ְר ּכֹו ְּכ ָר ְח ּבֹו ֵאינֹו: ָא ַמר ַרב,ַא ׁ ִשי
.קֹורה ֶט ַפח
ָ ְ ּב

Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: Unlike other alleyways, carrying
within an alleyway whose length is equal to its width is not
permitted by means of a side post of minimal width. Like a
courtyard, carrying within it is permitted only by means of an
upright board four handbreadths wide. Rav Ĥiyya bar Ashi said
in the name of Rav: Carrying within an alleyway whose length
is equal to its width is not permitted by a cross beam with the
width of a handbreadth.

; ַּכ ָּמה ְמ ַכ ְּוונַן ׁ ְש ַמ ֲע ָתא דְּ ָס ֵבי: ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָיראRabbi Zeira said: How precise are the traditions of the Elders.
 וְ ָחצֵ ר,יה ָחצֵ ר
ּ  ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ָא ְר ּכֹו ְּכ ָר ְח ּבֹו – ֲהוָ ה ֵלHe explains: Since the length of the alleyway is equal to its width,
.קֹורה ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ַפס ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה
ָ ְנִית ֶרת ְ ּב ֶל ִחי ו
ֶּ  ֵאינָ ּהit is regarded like a courtyard, and carrying within a courtyard
is not permitted by means of a side post or a cross beam, but
only by means of an upright board of four handbreadths.
, ִאי ַק ׁ ְשיָ א ִלי – ָהא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א ִלי: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָיראRabbi Zeira said: Nonetheless, if this issue is difficult for me to
!נִש ְּת ִרי
ְ ׁ ְיהוֵ י ַהאי ֶל ִחי ְּכ ַפס ַמ ׁ ּ ֶשה ּו ו
ֱ  ֶלunderstand, this is my difficulty: Let this side post be considered
like an upright board of minimal width and permit carrying
within the alleyway, just as an upright board permits carrying in
a breached courtyard.
יה ָהא דְּ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִסי ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
ְ יש ַּת ִּמ
ְ ׁ  ִאThe Gemara explains that this is incorrect, as that which Rabbi
ּ יט ֵת
Asi said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said escaped Rabbi Zeira’s attenיכין ׁ ֶשּיְ ֵהא ָ ּב ֶהן ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה
ִ  ּ ַפ ֵּסי ָחצֵ ר צְ ִר:יֹוחנָן
ָ
tion: The upright boards of a courtyard must be four handbreadths wide, whereas a side post may be of minimal size.
ִיתר
ָּ  ֵאיזֶ ה ּו ָמבֹוי ׁ ֶש ּנ, נָ ְק ִטינַ ן:ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן
,קֹורה – ָּכל ׁ ֶש ָא ְר ּכֹו יָ ֵתר ַעל ָר ְח ּבֹו
ָ ְְ ּב ֶל ִחי ו
 וְ ֵאיזֹו ִהיא.ו ָּב ִּתים וַ ֲחצֵ רֹות ּ ְפתו ִּחים ְלתֹוכֹו
קֹורה ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ַפס
ָ ְנִית ֶרת ְ ּב ֶל ִחי ו
ֶּ ָחצֵ ר ׁ ֶש ֵאינָ ּה
.ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה – ָּכל ׁ ֶש ְּמרו ַ ּּב ַעת

Rav Naĥman said: We have a tradition that states: What is the
type of alleyway in which carrying is permittedH by means of a
side post or a cross beam? Any alleyway whose length is greater
than its width and has houses and courtyards opening into it.
And what is the type of courtyard in which carrying is not permitted by means of a side post or a cross beam, but by an upright
board of four handbreadths? Any courtyard that is square.

 ִאי: ֲעגו ָּּלה – ָלא?! ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר, ְמרו ַ ּּב ַעת – ִאיןThe Gemara wonders: If it is square, then yes, is it considered a
 ו ָּמבֹוי,יה ָמבֹוי
ּ  ָא ְר ָּכ ּה יָ ֵתר ַעל ָר ְח ָ ּב ּה – ֲהוָ ה ֵלcourtyard? If it is round, no, is it not considered a courtyard? The
This is what it is saying: If its length
. וְ ִאי ָלא – ֲהוָ ה ָל ּה ָחצֵ ר,קֹורה ַסגְ יָ א
ָ ְ ְ ּב ֶל ִחי וGemara makes a correction:
is greater than its width,N it is considered an alleyway, and for
an alleyway a side post or a cross beam suffices; but if its length
is not greater than its width, i.e., it is square, it is considered a
courtyard.
יכא ּ ִפי
ַ  וְ ַכ ָּמה? ָס ַבר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ְל ֵמThe Gemara asks: And by how much must its length exceed its
ָּ  ַעד דְּ ִא:ימר
: ָה ִכי ֲא ַמר ֲח ִב ִיבי,יה ַרב
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל. ׁ ְשנַיִ ם ְ ּב ָר ְח ָ ּב ּהwidth so that it can be considered an alleyway? Shmuel thought
is
.ּ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ַמ ׁ ּ ֶשהוat first to say: It is not considered an alleyway unless its length
double its width, until Rav said to him: My uncle [ĥavivi],L Rav
Ĥiyya, said this: Even if its length is greater than its width by only
a minimal amount, the halakhot of an alleyway apply to it.
. ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַר ִ ּבי יִ ׁ ְש ָמ ֵעאל ָא ַמר ַּת ְל ִמיד ֶא ָחד כו׳״We learned in the mishna: A certain disciple said before Rabbi
Akiva in the name of Rabbi Yishmael, etc.
LANGUAGE

My uncle [ĥavivi] – ח ִב ִיבי:ֲ The primary meaning of ĥaviv is meanings, beloved and uncle. The Palestinian Targum of the
beloved. It took on the secondary meaning of uncle, since it Torah translates dod and doda, uncle and aunt respectively, as
became synonymous with the word dod, which also has two ĥavivei and ĥavivatei.



HALAKHA

The alleyway which is permitted – ִיתר
ָּ איזֶ ה ּו ָמבֹוי ׁ ֶש ּנ:ֵ
In the case of an alleyway whose length is greater
than its width and that has houses and courtyards
opening into it, carrying within it can be permitted
only by means of a side post or a cross beam. This
halakha is in accordance with the statement of Rav
Naĥman (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 363:26).
NOTES

A courtyard whose length is greater than its
width – חצֵ ר ׁ ֶש ָא ְר ָּכ ּה יָ ֵתר ַעל ָר ְח ָ ּב ּה:ָ The text of the
Ra’avad reads: If its length is greater than its width.
In his version of the text, the sentence is formulated
in the masculine. Thus, it is referring to an alleyway
rather than a courtyard. Similarly, according to the
majority of the halakhic authorities, even though a
square alleyway is treated like a courtyard, a courtyard cannot be considered an alleyway.
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