Perek I
Daf 14 Amud a
!גמ׳ ֶט ַפח?! ֶט ַפח ו ֶּמ ֱחצָ ה ָ ּב ֵעי

gemara

The Gemara questions the statement in
the mishna with regard to the minimum
width of the cross beam: A handbreadth? A handbreadth and a
half is required, as a small brick is a handbreadth and a half wide.

 ִא ָיד ְך ֲחצִ י, ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ָר ָחב ְל ַק ֵ ּבל ֶט ַפחThe Gemara answers: Since the cross beam is wide enough to
 ַמ ׁ ּ ֶשה ּו ֵמ ַהאי,יה ְ ּב ִטינָ א
ּ  ֶט ַפח ְמ ַל ֵ ּבין ֵלreceive and hold a handbreadth, one can affix the remaining
.ימא
ָ ְ וְ ַקּי,יסא
ָּ יסא ו ַּמ ׁ ּ ֶשה ּו ֵמ ַהאי ִ ּג
ָּ  ִ ּגhalf handbreadth with plaster, a small amount on this side and
a small amount on that side, and the brick will stand in place.
קֹורה
ָ :ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ַרב ה ּונָ א
יאה
ָ יכה ׁ ֶש ְּת ֵהא ְ ּב ִר
ָ ׁ ֶש ָא ְמר ּו – צְ ִר
קֹורה
ָ  ּו ַמ ֲע ִמ ֵידי,יח
ַ ְּכ ֵדי ְל ַק ֵ ּבל ָא ִר
יאין ְּכ ֵדי ְל ַק ֵ ּבל
ִ יכין ׁ ֶשּיִ ְהי ּו ְ ּב ִר
ִ ֵאינָן צְ ִר
 ֶא ָחד: וְ ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א ָא ַמר.קֹורה וְ ָא ִר ַיח
ָ
יאין ְּכ ֵדי
ִ זֶ ה וְ ֶא ָחד זֶ ה צְ ִר ִיכין ׁ ֶש ְּיִהי ּו ְ ּב ִר
.קֹורה וְ ָא ִר ַיח
ָ ְל ַק ֵ ּבל

Rabba bar Rav Huna said: The cross beam of which the Sages
spoke must be sturdy enough to receive and hold a small brick;
however, the supports of the cross beamNH need not be sturdy
enough to receive and hold a cross beam and a small brick. Criteria were established for the cross beam itself, which renders the
alleyway fit for one to carry within it; criteria were not established
for its supports. Rav Ĥisda disagreed and said: Both this, the
beam, and that, its supports, must be sturdy enough to hold a
cross beam and a small brick.

קֹורה ַעל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי
ָ  ִה ּנ ִַיח:ָא ַמר ַרב ׁ ֵש ׁ ֶשת
 וְ ִהגְ ִ ּב ַּיה,יה ַמ ֲחצֶ ֶלת
ָ  ו ָּפ ַרס ָע ֶל,ָמבֹוי
,קֹורה ֵאין ָּכאן
ָ – ִמן ַה ַ ּק ְר ַקע ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה
– קֹורה ֵאין ָּכאן
ָ .יצה ֵאין ָּכאן
ּ ָ ְמ ִח
– יצה ֵאין ָּכאן
ְ דְּ ָהא ִמ
ּ ָ  ְמ ִח,יכ ָסיָ א
יצה ׁ ֶש ַה ְ ּג ָדיִ ים ּב ְֹוק ִעין
ּ ָ דְּ ָהוְ יָ א ָל ּה ְמ ִח
.ָ ּב ּה

Rav Sheshet said: If one placed a cross beam over the entrance
of an alleyway, and draped a mat over it, and raised the lower
end of the mat three handbreadths from the ground,H there is
neither a cross beam here,N nor is there a partition here to render the alleyway fit for one to carry within it. There is neither a
cross beam here, as it is obscured and therefore inconspicuous.
Nor is there a partition here, as it is a partition that is more than
three handbreadths off the ground through which goats can pass,
and therefore it does not have the legal status of a partition.

ֹותל זֶ ה
ֶ קֹורה ַהּיֹוצְ ָאה ִמ ּכ
ָ :ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן
 וְ ֵכן ׁ ְש ֵּתי,כֹותל זֶ ה
ֶ וְ ֵאינָ ּה נֹוגַ ַעת ְ ּב
קֹורֹות ַא ַחת יֹוצְ ָאה ִמ ּכ ֶֹותל זֶ ה וְ ַא ַחת
.יֹוצְ ָאה ִמ ּכ ֶֹותל זֶ ה וְ ֵאינָן נֹוגְ עֹות זֹו ָ ּבזֹו
יך ְל ָה ִביא
ְ ּ ָפחֹות ִמ ׁ ּ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה – ֵאין צָ ִר
 ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה – צָ ִריךְ ְל ָה ִביא,קֹורה ַא ֶח ֶרת
ָ
.קֹורה ַא ֶח ֶרת
ָ

Our Sages taught in the Tosefta: If a cross beam projects from this
wall of an alleyway but does not touch that wall opposite, and
similarly, if there are two cross beams,B one projecting from this
wall and one projecting from that wall opposite, and they do not
touch one another,H if there is a gap of less than three handbreadths between the beam and the wall, or between the two
beams respectively, one need not bring another cross beam to
render the alleyway fit for one to carry within it, as they are considered joined based on the principle of lavud. However, if there is
a gap of three handbreadths, one must bring another cross beam.

 ּ ָפחֹות:אֹומר
ֵ יאל
ֵ ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל
קֹורה
ָ יך ְל ָה ִביא
ְ ֵמ ַא ְר ַ ּבע – ֵאין צָ ִר
קֹורה
ָ  ַא ְר ַ ּבע – צָ ִריךְ ְל ָה ִביא,ַא ֶח ֶרת
.ַא ֶח ֶרת

Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: If the gap is less than four
handbreadths, one need not bring another cross beam. However, if it is four handbreadths, he must bring another cross beam,
as in his opinion the principle of lavud applies to a gap up to four
handbreadths wide.

 ל ֹא,וְ ֵכן ׁ ְש ֵּתי קֹורֹות ַה ַּמ ְת ִאימֹות
ָ ּבזֹו ְּכ ֵדי ְל ַק ֵ ּבל ָא ִר ַיח וְ ל ֹא ָ ּבזֹו ְּכ ֵדי
 ִאם ְמ ַק ְ ּבלֹות ָא ִר ַיח,יח
ַ ְל ַק ֵ ּבל ָא ִר
קֹורה
ָ ְל ָר ְח ּבֹו ֶט ַפח – ֵאין צָ ִריךְ ְל ָה ִביא
יך ְל ָה ִביא
ְ  וְ ִאם ָלאו – צָ ִר,ַא ֶח ֶרת
.קֹורה ַא ֶח ֶרת
ָ

And similarly, if two matching, extremely narrow cross beamsNH
are placed alongside each other, even though there is not sufficient width in this beam to receive a small brick, and there is
not sufficient width in that beam, if the two beams together can
receive a small brick along its handbreadth width, one need not
bring another cross beam to render the alleyway fit for one to
carry within it; but if not, one is required to bring another cross
beam.

HALAKHA

The supports of the cross beam – קֹורה
ָ מ ֲע ִמ ֵידי:ַ Some hold
that the supports of the cross beam must be sturdy enough to
support the cross beam and a small brick on top of it. They rule
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Ĥisda because he was a
greater authority than Rabba bar Rav Huna (Vilna Gaon; Rabbeinu Ĥananel; Rambam; Maggid Mishne; Or Zarua; Roke’aĥ).
Other authorities rule that the supports of the cross beam need
be sturdy enough only to support the weight of the cross beam
alone, in accordance with the opinion of Rabba bar Rav Huna,
because in disputes relating to rabbinic law the ruling is lenient
(Rosh; Mordekhai; Rema; and others). In practice, some authorities ruled leniently (Shulĥan Arukh HaRav), while others ruled
stringently ab initio because the majority of authorities ruled
stringently (Mishna Berura; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 363:18).
A cross beam covered by a mat – קֹורה ַה ְּמכו ָּסה ְ ּב ַמ ֲחצֶ ֶלת:
ָ A
cross beam covered by a mat that does not reach within three
handbreadths of the ground does not render an alleyway fit for
one to carry within it, in accordance with the opinion of Rav
Sheshet (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 363:24).
Adjacent cross beams that do not touch one another – קֹורֹות
סמוּכֹות:ְ If a cross beam projects from one wall and reaches
within three handbreadths of the opposite wall, or if two cross
beams project from two opposite walls and reach within three
handbreadths of each other, they render an alleyway fit for
one to carry within it. Based on the principle of lavud, it is as
though they were a single cross beam (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 363:21).
Matching, extremely narrow cross beams – קֹורֹות ַה ַּמ ְת ִאימֹות:
If two narrow cross beams are placed parallel to each other
within three handbreadths of each other, and neither is wide
enough to hold a small brick, they are considered as one cross
beam and render the alleyway fit for one to carry within it,
based on the principle of lavud (Rambam). Others say that
they must be within one handbreadth of each other, as the
Gemara requires that they must actually be capable of supporting a small brick (Tosafot; Tur; Hagahot Maimoniyot; Rabbeinu
Yehonatan). Shulĥan Arukh HaRav rules stringently (Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 363:22).
BACKGROUND

Two cross beams – ש ֵּתי קֹורֹות:
ְ ׁ The illustration below shows
two cross beams projecting from two alleyway walls, but not
touching each other. Each of these cross beams also serves as
an example of a cross beam that projects from one wall but
does not reach the opposite wall.

Two cross beams projecting from two alleyway walls but not touching one another

NOTES

The supports of the cross beam – קֹורה
ָ מ ֲע ִמ ֵידי:ַ Rabbeinu
Ĥananel explains that the supports of the cross beam are the
alleyway walls upon which the cross beam rests.

handbreadths apart, then the principle of lavud applies, and
they are considered a single cross beam. Others hold that if the
Two matching, extremely narrow cross beams –  ׁ ְש ֵּתי קֹורֹותcross beams are close enough that a small brick can be placed
ה ַּמ ְת ִאימֹות:ַ The early commentaries disagree with regard to this across them, they render the alleyway fit for one to carry within
There is neither a cross beam here – קֹורה ֵאין ָּכאן:
ָ The ques- case. Some (Rambam and other authorities) explain that the it, even if the two cross beams together are less than a handtion is raised, Why isn’t the mat an extension of the cross beam? situation involves two cross beams, each of which measures half breadth wide (Ra’avad; Ritva; Tosafot). This approach maintains
A thick cross beam also renders the alleyway fit for one to a handbreadth or more; together they are minimally a hand- that, according to the principle of lavud, the space between the
carry within it. Some answer that since the mat is not sturdy breadth wide. If the two parallel cross beams are less than three two cross beams is considered as though it were filled.



enough to support a small brick, it cannot serve as a cross
beam (Rashba).
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HALAKHA

One above and one below – א ַחת ְל ַמ ְע ָלה וְ ַא ַחת ְל ַמ ָּטה:ַ
If two cross beams that are narrower than required
are set one above the other and they are within three
handbreadths of each other, they constitute a valid
cross beam, provided that neither of them is above
twenty cubits or below ten handbreadths (Tur, citing
Rambam). The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, whose opinion
is cited elsewhere in the Gemara (Vilna Gaon; Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 363:26).
Four handbreadths wide – רֹוחב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה:
ַ A cross beam
that is four handbreadths wide renders an alleyway fit
for one to carry within it, even if it is not sturdy enough
to hold a small brick. This ruling is in accordance with
the opinion of Rav (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 363:17).

 ִאם ְמ ַק ֶ ּב ֶלת:אֹומר
ֵ יאל
ֵ  ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִלRabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: If the two cross beams can
קֹורה
ָ  ָא ִר ַיח ְל ָא ְר ּכֹו ׁ ְשל ֹשה – ֵאין צָ ִריךְ ְל ָה ִביאreceive a small brick along its length, which is three hand.קֹורה ַא ֶח ֶרת
ָ  וְ ִאם ָלאו – צָ ִריךְ ְל ָה ִביא, ַא ֶח ֶרתbreadths, one need not bring another cross beam, but if not,
one must bring another cross beam.
יֹוסי ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי,ָהי ּו ַא ַחת ְל ַמ ְע ָלה וְ ַא ַחת ְל ַמ ָּטה
רֹואין ֶאת ָה ֶע ְליֹונָ ה ְּכ ִאילּ ּו ִהיא
ִ :אֹומר
ֵ יְ הו ָּדה
, וְ ֶאת ַה ַּת ְח ּתֹונָ ה ְּכ ִאילּ ּו ִהיא ְל ַמ ְע ָלה,ְל ַמ ָּטה
ו ִּב ְל ַבד ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ְּת ֵהא ֶע ְליֹונָ ה ְל ַמ ְע ָלה ֵמ ֶע ְ ׂש ִרים
.ַא ָּמה וְ ַת ְח ּתֹונָ ה ְל ַמ ָּטה ֵמ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה

If these two narrow cross beams are placed one above and one
below,H Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: One considers the upper one as though it were below, and the lower one
as though it were above, i.e., close together. If the two together
are fit to hold a small brick, they render the alleyway fit for one
to carry within it, although they are not actually close to each
other, provided that the upper cross beam is not above twenty cubits and the lower one is not below ten handbreadths,
between which a cross beam renders an alleyway fit for one to
carry within it.

יֹוסי ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ָס ַבר ָל ּה
ֵ  ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י ַר ִ ּביAbaye said: Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, holds in ac ָס ַבר ָל ּה.יה ַ ּב ֲח ָדא
ּ  ו ָּפ ֵליג ֲע ֵל, ַּכ ֲאבו ּּה ַ ּב ֲח ָדאcordance with the opinion of his father with regard to one
,רֹואין
ִ יה
ּ  ַּכ ֲאבו ּּה ַ ּב ֲח ָדא – דְּ ִאית ֵלmatter, and disagrees with his opinion with regard to one
matter. He holds in accordance with the opinion of his father
in one matter, as he is of the opinion that the principle: One
considers, applies. Just as Rabbi Yehuda stated in the mishna
that the cross beam is considered as though it were sturdy even
though it is not, his son, Rabbi Yosei, holds that one considers
two cross beams placed apart as though they were adjacent.
:יה ַ ּב ֲח ָדא – דְּ ִאילּ ּו ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ָס ַבר
ּ  ו ָּפ ֵליג ֲע ֵלAnd Rabbi Yosei disagrees with his father’s opinion with re:יֹוסי ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ָס ַבר
ֵ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי, ְל ַמ ְע ָלה ֵמ ֶע ְ ׂש ִריםgard to one matter. While Rabbi Yehuda holds that a cross
. ְל ַמ ְע ָלה ֵמ ֶע ְ ׂש ִרים – ל ֹא, ְ ּבתֹוךְ ֶע ְ ׂש ִרים – ִאיןbeam renders an alleyway fit for one to carry within it even if it
is higher than twenty cubits, Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, holds: Within twenty cubits, yes, it renders the alleyway
fit for one to carry within it; above twenty, it does not.
 ְר ָח ָבה ַאף ַעל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאינָ ּה:אֹומר
ֵ ַ״ר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
יה ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ְל ִחּיָ יא ַ ּבר ַרב
ָ ְ ּב ִר
ּ  ַמ ְתנֵי ֵל.יאה״
.יאה
ָ  ְר ָח ָבה ַאף ַעל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאינָ ּה ְ ּב ִר:יה דְּ ַרב
ּ ַק ֵּמ
.יאה
ָ יה ְר ָח ָבה ו ְּב ִר
ּ ֵ ַא ְתנִּי:יה
ּ ָא ַמר ֵל

It was stated in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: It suffices
if the cross beam is wide enough to hold a small brick, even
though it is not sturdy enough to actually support it. Rav Yehuda taught this clause of the mishna to Ĥiyya bar Rav in the
presence of Rav: It suffices if the cross beam is wide enough to
hold a small brick, even though it is not sturdy enough to actually support it. Rav said to him: Teach it to him as follows:
Wide enough and sturdy enough to hold a small brick.

 ְר ָח ָבה ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה: ָא ַמר ַרב, וְ ָה ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְיל ַעאיThe Gemara challenges this statement: Didn’t Rabbi Elai say
H
יאה! ְר ָח ָבה ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה
ָ  ַאף ַעל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאינָ ּה ְ ּב ִרthat Rav said: A cross beam that is four handbreadths wide
renders
an
alleyway
fit
for
one
to
carry
within
it
even
if
it
is
not
.ׁ ָשאנֵי
sturdy enough to hold a small brick? The Gemara answers: A
cross beam that is four handbreadths wide is different, as a
beam of that width is considered a roof and not a beam. It is
considered as though the edge of the roof descended and constituted an actual partition, not merely a conspicuous distinction.
–  ַמאי ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן.״היְ ָתה ׁ ֶשל ַק ׁש כו׳״
ָ It was stated in the mishna: Even if the cross beam is made of
! ְ ַהיְ ינ ּו ַהך,רֹואין
ִ  דְּ ָא ְמ ִרינַןstraw or reeds, one considers it as though it were made of metal. The Gemara asks: What is the mishna teaching us? If it is
teaching that we say one considers the cross beam as though it
were fit to bear a brick, then this clause is the same as the previous clause in the mishna: Wide enough even though it is not
sturdy enough.
–  ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ְ ּב ִמ ָּינ ּה, ְ ּב ִמ ָּינ ּה – ָא ְמ ִרינַן:ימא
ָ  ַמה ּו דְּ ֵתThe Gemara answers: There is a novel point here, lest you say
. ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן, ָלא ָא ְמ ִרינַןthat with regard to a cross beam made of material that other
beams of its own kind are sturdy, e.g., wood, we say that even
the flimsiest of cross beams is considered sturdy. However, with
regard to a cross beam made of material that only beams not of
its own kind are sturdy, e.g., straw, which can never support a
brick, we do not say that one considers the cross beam as if it
were made of metal. Therefore, the mishna teaches us that there
is no difference between the cases.
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׳א

ּ אֹות ּה ְּכ ִא
יל ּו ִהיא
ָ
רֹואין
ִ ״עק ּו ָּמה
ֲ
יטא! ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן
ָ  ּ ְפ ׁ ִש.ּ ְפ ׁש ּו ָטה״
 ִהיא:ִּכ ְד ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא; דְּ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא
,ְ ּבתֹוךְ ַה ָּמבֹוי וְ ַע ְקמו ִּמ ָית ּה חוּץ ְל ָמבֹוי
ית ּה
ָ תֹוך ֶע ְ ׂש ִרים וְ ַע ְקמ ּו ִמ
ְ ִה יא ְ ּב
 ִה יא ְל ַמ ְע ָל ה,ְל ַמ ְע ָל ה ֵמ ֶע ְ ׂש ִרים
,ֵמ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה וְ ַע ְקמו ִּמ ָית ּה ְל ַמ ָּטה ֵמ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
ּ  ָּכל ׁ ֶש ִא,רֹואין
ית ּה
ָ יל ּו יִ ָּנ ֵטל ַע ְקמו ִּמ
ִ
יך
ְ וְ ֵאין ֵ ּבין זֶ ה ָלזֶ ה ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה – ֵאין צָ ִר
ְ וְ ִאם ָלאו – צָ ִריך,קֹורה ַא ֶח ֶרת
ָ ְל ָה ִביא
.קֹורה ַא ֶח ֶרת
ָ ְל ָה ִביא

It was taught in the mishna: If the cross beam is curved,HB one considers it as though it were straight. The Gemara challenges: That is
obvious. The Gemara answers that this is in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Zeira, as Rabbi Zeira said: If the cross beam is
inside the alleyway, and its curved section is outside the alleyway;
or it is within twenty cubits of the ground, and its curved section
is above twenty cubits; or it is above ten handbreadths, and its
curved section is below ten handbreadths, meaning that the curved
part of the beam is outside the area where a cross beam is effective,
one considers the situation: In any case where, were the curved
section outside the area where a cross beam is effective removed,
there would not be a gap of three handbreadths between this effective part of the cross beam and that effective part of the cross
beam, one need not bring another cross beam. And if not, if the
gap would be greater, he must bring another cross beam.

תֹוך ָמבֹוי
ְ יטא! ִהיא ְ ּב
ָ ָהא נַ ִמי ּ ְפ ׁ ִש
יכא
ָ ית ּה חוּץ ְל ָמבֹוי ִאיצְ ְט ִר
ָ וְ ַע ְקמו ִּמ
 ֵליחו ּׁש דִּ ְיל ָמא ָא ֵתי:ימא
ָ  ַמה ּו דְּ ֵת,יה
ּ ֵל
. ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן,ְל ַא ְמ ׁש ֵֹוכי ַ ּב ְת ָר ּה

The Gemara comments: That too is obvious, as the curved portion
of the cross beam is considered as though it were straight. The Gemara explains: In a case where the cross beam is inside the alleyway
and its curved portion is outside the alleyway, it was necessary for
him to teach the halakha. Lest you say: Let us be concerned that
he will come to be drawn after it and carry in the area where the
curvature extends beyond the alleyway, Rabbi Zeira teaches us that
this is not a concern.

ּ אֹות ּה ְּכ ִא
יל ּו ִהיא
ָ
רֹואין
ִ ״עגו ָּּלה
ֲ
יפא
ָ  ָהא ּת ּו ָל ָּמה ִלי? ֵס.ְמרו ַ ּּב ַעת״
ּ ֵ  ָּכל ׁ ֶשּיֵ ׁש ְ ּב ֶה:יה
יקפֹו
ָ ִאיצְ ְט ִר
ּ יכא ֵל
.ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ְט ָפ ִחים יֵ ׁש ּבֹו ר ַֹחב ֶט ַפח

The mishna continues: If the cross beam is round,H one considers
it as though it were square. The Gemara asks: Why do I need this
clause as well? Similar cases were already taught in the mishna. The
Gemara answers: It was necessary to teach the last clause of this
section, i.e., the principle that any circle with a circumference of
three handbreadths is a handbreadth in diameter.N

 ָא ַמר,יֹוחנָן
ָ ְמנָ א ָהנֵי ִמ ֵּילי? ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
 ״וַ ּיַ ַע ׂש ֶאת ַהּיָ ם מ ּוצָ ק ֶע ֶ ׂשר:ְק ָרא
ָ ּב ַא ָּמה ִמ ּ ְ ׂש ָפתֹו ַעד ְ ׂש ָפתֹו ָעגֹל ָס ִביב
קֹומתֹו וְ ָקו ׁ ְשל ׁ ִֹשים
ָ וְ ָח ֵמ ׁש ָ ּב ַא ָּמה
.ָ ּב ַא ָּמה יָ סֹוב אֹותֹו ָס ִביב״

The Gemara asks: From where are these matters, this ratio between
circumference and diameter, derived? Rabbi Yoĥanan said that the
verse said with regard to King Solomon: “And he made a molten
sea, ten cubits from the one brim to the other: It was round all
about, and its height was five cubits; and a line of thirty cubits did
circle it round about” (I Kings 7:23).B

!יכא ְ ׂש ָפתֹו
ָּ  וְ ָהא ִאThe Gemara asks: But isn’t there its brim that must be taken into
account? The diameter of the sea was measured from the inside, and
if its circumference was measured from the outside, this ratio is no
longer accurate.
 ְ ׂש ָפתֹו ְ ׂש ַפת ּ ֶפ ַרח:ָא ַמר ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא
 ״וְ ָע ְביֹו: דִּ ְכ ִתיב,יה
ָ ׁ ׁש
ּ ֹושן ְּכ ִתיב ֵ ּב
ֹושן
ָ ׁ ּש ָפתֹו ְּכ ַמ ֲע ֶ ׂשה ּכֹוס ּ ֶפ ַרח ׁש
ׂ ְ ֶט ַפח ו
.ַא ְל ּ ַפיִ ם ַ ּבת יָ ִכיל״

HALAKHA

Curved cross beam – קֹורה ֲעקו ָּּמה:
ָ If cross beam is curved,
and the curved section is located above, below, or outside
the area where a cross beam is valid, the cross beam is
considered as though the curved part were removed. If
the remaining sections are close enough for the principle
of lavud to apply, the cross beam is considered valid, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Zeira (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 363:20).
Round cross beam – קֹורה ֲעגו ָּּלה:
ָ A round cross beam
is valid, provided that its circumference is at least three
handbreadths (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 363:24).
BACKGROUND

Curved cross beam – קֹורה ֲעקו ָּּמה:
ָ If a cross beam is curved
outward, the Gemara states that the section protruding
outside the alleyway is disregarded and considered completely missing. The halakhic validity of the cross beam
depends on the length of the gap, represented in the
sketch below with a broken line. If it is longer than three
handbreadths the cross beam is invalid; if it is less than
three handbreadths, the cross beam is valid.

Cross beam curved outward
Solomon’s Sea – יָ ם ׁ ֶשל ׁ ְשלֹמֹה: The sea, according to the
plain sense of the verses, was a huge half-sphere made of
copper, with a diameter of ten cubits and a circumference
of approximately thirty cubits. It held the water used for
washing the priests’ hands and feet. The laver rested on
twelve statues resembling cattle, which were arranged
three on each side.

Rav Pappa said: With regard to its brim, it is written that the brim
is as the petals of a lily, as stated in the verse: “And it was a handbreadth thick; and its brim was wrought as the brim of a cup, as
the petals of a lily; it contained two thousand bat”B (I Kings 7:26).
The brim was very thin.

 וְ ָה ִא ָּיכא ַמ ׁ ּ ֶשהוּ! ִּכי ָקא ָח ׁ ֵשיב – ִמ ַ ּג ָּואיThe Gemara asks: But nevertheless, isn’t there the minimal amount
. ָקא ָח ׁ ֵשיבof the thickness of the brim? The Gemara answers: When one calculates the circumference, he calculates from the inside.N
 יָ ם ׁ ֶש ָע ָ ׂשה ׁ ְשלֹמֹה ָהיָה:ַּתנְיָא ַר ִ ּבי ִחּיָ יא
.ַמ ֲחזִ יק ֵמ ָאה וַ ֲח ִמ ׁ ּ ִשים ִמ ְקוֶ ה ָט ֳה ָרה
 ִמ ְקוֶ ה ַּכ ָּמה ָהוֵ י – ַא ְר ָ ּב ִעים,ִמ ְּכ ִדי
 ״וְ ָר ַחץ ֶאת ְ ּב ָ ׂשרֹו: ִּכ ְד ַתנְיָא,ְס ָאה

Rabbi Ĥiyya taught in a baraita: The sea that Solomon fashioned
contained a volume of one hundred and fifty baths of ritual purification. The Gemara asks: After all, with regard to a ritual bath,
how much is its volume? It is forty se’a, as it was taught in a baraita:
And he shall bathe his flesh
NOTES

The diameter of a circle – קֹוטרֹו ֶשל ִעיגוּל:
ְ
Tosafot note that
this calculation is imprecise, as the ratio between a circle’s
circumference and its diameter is greater than three to one.
In practice, the difference here is so small, i.e., less than onetwentieth of a handbreadth, that the Sages did not take it
into consideration (Ĥeshek Shlomo). As for the principle itself, Rambam writes that since this ratio is clearly a number
that fundamentally cannot be defined by means of other
numbers, the Sages accepted the simplest approximation
of three to one because they could not arrive at a true and



definitive number for the ratio (Rambam’s Commentary on
the Mishna).

Depiction of Solomon’s Sea
Bat – בת:ּ ַ The liquid equivalent of an ephah, it is one-tenth
of a kor, ranging from approximately 25 to 43 ℓ.

He calculates from the inside – מ ַ ּג ָּואי ָקא ָח ׁ ֵשיב:ִ Since it must
have been obvious when measuring the laver that its circumference was nearly a cubit and a half longer (see Ge’on Ya’akov)
than three times its diameter, some commentaries explain
that the diameter was measured from the outside, while the
circumference was measured from the inside. Calculated in
this manner, the inner circumference was in fact only slightly
more than thirty cubits.
די ףד.  ׳א קרפ. Perek I . 14a
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NOTES

Three lower cubits were square – ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ַא ּמֹות ַּת ְח ּתֹונֹות
מרו ָ ּּבעֹות:ְ In the Jerusalem Talmud, the conclusion is the same,
based on the fact that Solomon’s Sea is described in the verses
as both square and round. Since the verse states that the rim
of the laver was round, the implication is that below its rim it
was square (Ge’on Ya’akov).
BACKGROUND

Square and round – מרו ָ ּּבעֹות וַ ֲעגוּלֹות:ְ

Model of Solomon’s Sea according to Rami bar Yeĥezkel

– ״כל ְ ּב ָ ׂשרֹו״
ָּ .ַ ּב ַּמיִ ם״ – ְ ּב ֵמי ִמ ְקוֶ ה
–  וְ ַכ ָּמה ֵהן.עֹולה ָ ּב ֶהן
ֶ ַמיִ ם ׁ ֶש ָּכל ּגוּפֹו
.ַא ָּמה ַעל ַא ָּמה ְ ּברוּם ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ַא ּמֹות
יער ּו ֲח ָכ ִמים ֵמי ִמ ְקוֶ ה ַא ְר ָ ּב ִעים
ֲ וְ ׁ ִש
.ְס ָאה

in water; specifically in the water of a ritual bath. The expression
“all his flesh” (Leviticus 15:16) teaches that one must immerse in
water that his whole body can enter at once. And how much is
that? A cubit by a cubit by the height of three cubits. And the
Sages calculated that the volume of water necessary for a ritual
bath of this size is forty se’a.

, ַּכ ָּמה ָהו ּו ְלה ּו ֲח ֵמ ׁש ְמ ָאה ַ ּג ְר ִמ ֵידיThe Gemara now calculates how many ritual baths should have
 ִל ְמ ָאה וְ ַח ְמ ׁ ִשין, ִל ְת ָלת ְמ ָאה ְמ ָאהbeen contained in Solomon’s Sea. The volume of the sea was five
! ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע ְמ ָאה וְ ַח ְמ ׁ ִשין ַסגְ יָא, ַח ְמ ׁ ִשיןhundred cubic cubits, as it was ten cubits in length, ten cubits in
width, and five cubits in height. The minimum volume of a ritual
bath is three cubic cubits. Therefore, three hundred cubic cubits
is the volume of a hundred ritual baths, and one hundred and
fifty cubic cubits is the volume of another fifty ritual baths. Consequently, four hundred and fifty cubic cubits are enough to
contain a hundred and fifty ritual baths; but the volume of the sea
was five hundred.
 יָ ם ׁ ֶש ָע ָ ׂשה ׁ ְשלֹמֹה,יבו ָּעא
ּ  ָהנֵי ִמ ֵּילי ְ ּב ִרThe Gemara answers that there is an error in the calculation:
. ָעגֹול ָהיָ הThese calculations with regard to the volume of the sea would
apply to a square, but the sea fashioned by Solomon was round,
and its volume was therefore smaller.
–  ַּכ ָּמה ְמרו ָ ּּבע יָ ֵתר ַעל ָה ִעגּ וּל,ִמ ְּכ ִדי
–  ִל ְמ ָאה,ְר ִב ַיע; ְל ַא ְר ַ ּבע ְמ ָאה – ְמ ָאה
 ָהנֵי ֵמ ָאה וְ ֶע ְ ׂש ִרים,ֶע ְ ׂש ִרים וַ ֲח ִמ ׁ ּ ָשה
!ּוַ ֲח ִמ ׁ ּ ָשה ָהו ּו ְלהו

The Gemara continues to ask: Now, how much larger is a square
of ten-by-ten cubits than a circle with a diameter of ten cubits? A
quarter. Consequently, four hundred cubic cubits of our original
calculation must be reduced to three hundred, which is the volume of one hundred ritual baths; and the remaining hundred
cubits must be reduced to seventy-five, which is the volume of
twenty-five ritual baths. According to this calculation, Solomon’s
Sea was the size of only one hundred and twenty-five ritual baths,
not one hundred and fifty as stated above.

 יָ ם ׁ ֶש ָע ָ ׂשה: ָּתנֵי ָר ִמי ַ ּבר יְ ֶחזְ ֵקאלIn answer to this question, Rami bar Yeĥezkel taught as follows:
 ׁ ְשלֹמֹה ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ַא ּמ ֹות ַּת ְח ּתֹונֹותIn the sea that Solomon fashioned, the three lower cubits were
N
B
. ְמרו ָ ּּבעֹות ו ׁ ְּש ַּתיִ ם ֶע ְליֹונֹות ֲעגוּלֹותsquare and the upper two were round. Consequently, the three
lower cubits of the sea contained the volume of a hundred ritual
baths, and its upper three cubits contained the volume of fifty
ritual baths, for a total of one hundred and fifty ritual baths.
,יפ ָכא ָלא ָמצֵ ית ָא ְמ ַר ְּת
ְ ּ  נְ ִהי דְּ ִאThe Gemara comments: Although you cannot say the opposite,
ימא
ָ  ֶא ָּלא ֵא,״ש ָפתֹו ָעגֹול״ ְּכ ִתיב
ׂ ְ ִּ דthat the bottom of the sea was round, as it is written in the verse
! ֲח ָדאthat its brim was round; you can, however, say that only one
cubit on top was round.
״א ְל ּ ַפיִ ם
ַ : דִּ ְכ ִתיב,ָלא ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲע ָת ְך
 ַ ּבת ַּכ ָּמה ָהוְ יָ א – ׁ ָשל ֹׁש,ַ ּבת יָ ִכיל״
״מ ְע ַ ׂשר ַה ַ ּבת ִמן
ַ : דִּ ְכ ִתיב,ְס ִאין
. דַּ ֲהוָ ה ְלה ּו ׁ ִש ָּיתא ַא ְל ֵפי ְ ּג ִריוֵ י.ַה ּכֹור״

The Gemara rejects this possibility: This cannot enter your mind,
as it is written with regard to the sea: “And it was a handbreadth
thick, and its brim was wrought like the brim of a cup, like the
petals of a lily; it contained two thousand bat” (i Kings 7:26).
How much is the measure of a bat? Three se’a, as the verse states:
“Concerning the ordinance of oil, the bat of oil, you shall offer the
tenth part of a bat out of the kor, which is a ĥomer of ten bat, for
ten bat are a ĥomer” (Ezekiel 45:14). This proves that the bat is a
tenth of a kor, or three se’a, as a kor is thirty se’a. Consequently, the
sea, which contained two thousand bat, contained six thousand
se’a, the volume of exactly one hundred and fifty ritual baths.

״מ ֲחזִ יק ַ ּב ִּתים ׁ ְשל ׁ ֶֹשת
ַ : וְ ָהא ְּכ ִתיבThe Gemara asks: Isn’t it written elsewhere with regard to
. ֲא ָל ִפים״! ַההוּא ְלגו ְּד ׁ ָשאSolomon’s Sea: “It received and held three thousand bat”
(ii Chronicles 4:5)? The Gemara answers: That is referring to the
heaped measure of dry goods that the sea could hold, as dry
goods can be heaped above the brim.
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 ַהאי גּ ו ְּד ָשה: ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה,ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י
 ׁ ִשידָּ ה ֵּת ָיבה: ו ְּתנַ ן נַ ִמי.ְּת ָל ָתא ָהוֵ י
, וְ ַכ ֶּו ֶורת ַה ָ ּקנִים, ַּכ ֶּו ֶורת ַה ַ ּק ׁש,ו ִּמגְ דָּ ל
 ַאף ַעל,וּבֹור ְס ִפינָ ה ֲא ֶל ְּכ ַסנְ דְּ ִרית
ּ ִפי ׁ ֶשּיֵ ׁש ָל ֶהן ׁשו ַּליִ ם וְ ֵהן ַמ ֲחזִ יקֹות
 ׁ ֶש ֵהן ּכ ַֹוריִ ים,ַא ְר ָ ּב ִעים ְס ָאה ְ ּב ַלח
.הֹורין
ִ ַ ּבּיָ ֵב ׁש – ְט

Abaye said: Learn from it that the surplus of dry goods in a vessel
relative to liquids is one-third of the contents of the vessel. We also
learned the same thing in the following mishna: A carriage, a box,
and a cupboard, a round straw barrel, and a round barrel made of
reeds, and the cistern of an Alexandrian ship, which is a large vessel
placed on a boat and filled with potable water, although these vessels
have bottoms, i.e., they are receptacles, since they have a capacity of
forty se’a of liquid, which is the equivalent of two kor of dry goods,
they are ritually pure.H Even if they come into contact with a source
of ritual impurity, they do not become impure. Beyond a certain size,
containers are no longer considered vessels and, consequently, cannot
become ritually impure. This mishna states clearly that a vessel that
holds forty se’a of liquids can hold two kor, or sixty se’a, of dry goods.

mishna

The side posts the Sages spoke of with regard
ֹּוב ָהן ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
ְ מתני׳ ְל ָחיַ יִ ן ׁ ֶש ָא ְמר ּו – ג
to rendering an alleyway fit for one to carry
 ַר ִ ּבי.עֹוביָ ין ָּכל ׁ ֶשהוּא
ְ ְ וְ ָר ְח ָ ּבן ו,ְט ָפ ִחים
within it, their height must be at least ten handbreadths, and their
. ָר ְח ָ ּבן ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ְט ָפ ִחים:אֹומר
ֵ יֹוסי
ֵ
width and thickness may be any amount.H Rabbi Yosei says: Their
width must be at least three handbreadths.

gemara

We learned in the mishna: The side posts
ימא ְּתנַן
ָ  ֵל.״ל ָחיַ יִ ן ׁ ֶש ָא ְמר ּו כוּ׳״
ְ גמ׳
the Sages spoke of, etc. The Gemara asks:
 דְּ ָא ַמר ְל ָחיַ יִ ן,יעזֶ ר
ֶ ְס ָת ָמא ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
Shall we say the mishna taught an unattributed ruling in accor! ָ ּב ֵעינַןdance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who said that in order to
permit carrying in an alleyway, we require two side posts?
 ִאי. ַמאי ְל ָחיַ יִ ן – ְל ָחיַ יִ ן דְּ ָע ְל ָמא, ָלאThe Gemara responds: No; what is meant by the plural term side
 ו ַּמאי,נִיתנֵי קֹורֹות
ְ קֹורה נַ ִמי
ָ  ָה ִכיposts? Side posts in general, and not those required by a single al! קֹורֹות – קֹורֹות דְּ ָע ְל ָמאleyway. The Gemara asks: If so, let the previous mishna also teach the
halakha of a cross beam with the plural term cross beams, and we
would say: What is meant by the plural term cross beams? Cross
beams in general.
אֹותן ְל ָחיַ יִ ן ׁ ֶש ֶּנ ְח ְלק ּו ָ ּב ֶהן
ָ :ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר
יעזֶ ר וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים – גּ ְֹוב ָהן ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
ֶ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
.עֹוביָ ין ָּכל ׁ ֶשהוּא
ְ ְרֹוח ָ ּבן ו
ְ ְ ו,ְט ָפ ִחים
:וְ ַכ ָּמה ָּכל ׁ ֶשהוּא? ָּתנֵי ַר ִ ּבי ִחּיָ יא
.ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְּכחוּט ַה ַּס ְר ָ ּבל

The Gemara answers that this is what the mishna is saying: Those
side posts that Rabbi Eliezer and the Sages disagreed about, of
which Rabbi Eliezer required two and the Sages sufficed with one,
their height must be at least ten handbreadths, and their width and
thickness may be any amount. The Gemara asks: And how much is
any amount?N Rabbi Ĥiyya taught: Even as small as the string used
to tie a coat.N

 ָע ָ ׂשה ֶל ִחי ַל ֲחצִ י ָמבֹוי – ֵאין:ָּתנָ א
יטא! ֶא ָּלא
ָ  ּ ְפ ׁ ִש.לֹו ֶא ָּלא ֲחצִ י ָמבֹוי
 ָהא נַ ִמי. יֵ ׁש לֹו ֲחצִ י ָמבֹוי:ימא
ָ ֵא
 ֵל יח ּו ׁש:ימ א
ָ יט א! ַמ ה ּו דְּ ֵת
ָ ּ ְפ ׁ ִש
,יה
ֵ ׁ יש ַּת
ְ ׁ דִּ ְיל ָמא ָא ֵתי ְל ִא
ּ מֹושי ְ ּבכו ֵּּל
.ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן

It was taught in a Tosefta: With regard to one who erected a side post
for half an alleyway,H i.e., he put it up halfway down the alleyway
rather than at its entrance, he has the right to carry only in the inner
half of the alleyway, but not in the outer half. The Gemara asks: That
is obvious; what novel element was introduced here? Rather, say: He
may carry in the inner half of the alleyway even though there is no
side post at the entrance to the alleyway. The Gemara asks: That too
is obvious. The Gemara explains that nonetheless there is a novelty
here: Lest you say that we should be concerned that if it is permitted
to carry in the inner half one might come to use the entire alleyway,
the Tosefta teaches that carrying in the inner half is permitted.

 ָע ָ ׂשה ֶל ִחי ַל ָּמבֹוי וְ ִהגְ ִ ּביהֹו:ָא ַמר ָר ָבא
 אֹו ׁ ֶש ִה ְפ ִּליגֹו ִמן,ִמן ַה ַ ּק ְר ַקע ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה
.ַה ּכ ֶֹותל ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה – ל ֹא ָע ָ ׂשה וְ ל ֹא ְכלוּם
יאל דְּ ָא ַמר
ֵ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְל ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל
ֵּ ָא ְמ ִרינַ ן ָלבוּד – ָהנֵי ִמ
;ילי ְל ַמ ְע ָלה
יצה
ּ ָ  ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ָהוְ יָ א ְמ ִח,ֲא ָבל ְל ַמ ָּטה
.ׁ ֶש ַה ְ ּג ָדיִ ין ּב ְֹוק ִעין ָ ּב ּה – ָלא ָק ָא ַמר

Rava said: With regard to one who erected a side post in an alleyway
and raised it three handbreadths from the ground,H or distanced it
three handbreadths from the wall, he has not done anything, as it is
not a valid side post. Even according to the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, who said: We say that objects separated by a gap
of up to four handbreadths are considered connected, that applies
only above, e.g., to a cross beam that does not reach the wall of the
alleyway; but below, since it is a partition through which goats can
pass, as a goat can pass through an opening three handbreadths high,
even he did not say that they are considered connected.B

אֹומ ר ָר ְח ָ ּבן ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה
ֵ
יֹוסי
ֵ ַ״ר ִ ּבי
 ֲא ַמר ַרב,יֹוסף
ֵ  ָא ַמר ַרב.ְט ָפ ִחים״
 ֵאין ֲה ָל ָכה: ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל,יְ הו ָּדה
.יֹוסי ל ֹא ְ ּב ִה ְיל ֵמי וְ ל ֹא ִ ּב ְל ָחיַ יִ ן
ֵ ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי


We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yosei says: The width of the side
posts must be at least three handbreadths. Rav Yosef said that Rav
Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The halakha is not in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, not with regard to preparing salt
brine [hilmei]L on Shabbat, and not with regard to side posts.

HALAKHA

Vessels that do not contract impurity – ֵּכ ִלים ׁ ֶש ֵאין
נִט ָמ ִאים:
ְ Vessels that are generally made to remain in a
particular place and which hold forty se’a are not susceptible to ritual impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot
Kelim 3:2).
The measurements of a side post – שיעו ֵּרי ֶל ִחי:ִׁ It is permitted to carry in an alleyway when a single side post is
placed at one side of the entrance. It must be at least ten
handbreadths high, but may be of minimal width and
thickness, as stated by the unattributed mishna and in
accordance with the prevalent custom reported in the
Gemara (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 363:3).
One who erected a side post for half an alleyway – ָע ָ ׂשה
ל ִחי ַל ֲחצִ י ָמבֹוי:ֶ If one erected a side post halfway down
an alleyway, carrying is permitted in the inner half of the
alleyway, as stated in the Tosefta. However, if the outer
half of the alleyway also has the requisite measurements
of an alleyway and it has a side post at its entrance, then
carrying is forbidden in the alleyway unless the residents
of the two halves merge the two sections of the alleyway
together [shituf mevuot] (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim
363:31).
Raised it three handbreadths from the ground – ִהגְ ִ ּביהֹו
מן ַה ַ ּק ְר ַקע ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה:ִ If one placed the side post three handbreadths from the wall or raised it three handbreadths
from the ground, it is invalid, as stated by Rava (Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 363:10).
NOTES

How much is any amount – כ ָמה ָּכל ׁ ֶשהוּא:ַּ This question
seems to be superfluous. Nevertheless, several talmudic
sources indicate that at times, even when a halakha requires any amount of a particular item, there is a specific
minimum measurement that is required. Consequently,
the question is very pertinent (Rashba).
As small as the string used to tie a coat – כחוּט ַה ַּס ְר ָ ּבל:ְּ
Some commentaries explain that this refers to the thick
thread with which a coat is sewn (Rav Hai Gaon).
BACKGROUND

A side post that is not in its place – ל ִחי ׁ ֶש ֵאינֹו ִ ּב ְמקֹומֹו:ֶ
The illustration below features two side posts, neither of
which is valid, due to improper placement. The side post
adjacent to the wall is invalid because it is raised from the
ground by more than the permitted three handbreadths.
The other side post, which is placed on the ground, is
invalid because it is not positioned within three handbreadths of the alleyway wall.

Two non-valid side posts
LANGUAGE

Brine [hilmei ] – ה ְיל ֵמי:ִ From the Greek ἅλμη, almè, meaning concentrated salt water or brine.
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NOTES

With regard to side posts you did not tell us this – ִ ּב ְל ָחיַ יִ ן
לא ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ָלן:ָ Rav Yosef suffered from an illness later in life that
caused him to forget much of his learning. Consequently, his
students would sometimes remind him of what he had taught
them before his illness.
Rabbi Yosei’s reasoning is with him – נִימוּקֹו ִע ּמֹו
ֵ ר ִ ּבי:ַ The
ּ יֹוסי
halakhic authorities disagree whether the principle: Rabbi Yosei,
his reasoning is with him, is limited to ruling in accordance
with Rabbi Yosei when he disagrees with a single opposing
Sage, or whether it applies even when a majority of the Sages
disagree with him. Some authorities prove from this context
that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Yosei even against a majority (see Yad Malakhi and Maharitz
Ĥayyot). Others state that usually the halakha is in accordance
with the Sages when they argue with Rabbi Yosei, yet it could
have been argued that in these specific cases the halakha is in
accordance with Rabbi Yosei, as his reasoning is exceptionally
logical here. Nonetheless, the halakha is in accordance with the
view of the majority (Ritva).
LANGUAGE

Reasoning [nimmuk] – נִימוּק:
ּ Probably related to the Greek
νομικός, nomikos, meaning connected to the law or having
knowledge of the statutes and law. Consequently, the statement that Rabbi Yosei’s nimmuk is with him means that his
opinion is based upon sound legal reasoning.
HALAKHA

One who drinks water to quench his thirst – ֹותה ַמיִ ם
ֶ ַה ׁ ּש
לצְ ָמאֹו:ִ One who drinks water to quench his thirst recites the
following blessing beforehand: By Whose word all things came
to be. Afterward he recites the blessing: Who creates the many
forms of life, as this is the prevalent custom (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 204:7).

 ְ ּב ִה ְיל ֵמי:ֲא ַמר ֵל ּיה ַרב הוּנָא ַ ּבר ִח ָּיננָא
 ַמאי. ִ ּב ְל ָחיַ יִ ן ָלא ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ָלן,ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ָלן
,יה
ּ ׁ ְשנָ א ְ ּב ִה ְיל ֵמי – דִּ ְפ ִליגִ י ַר ָ ּבנַ ן ֲע ֵל
יה! ֲא ַמר
ּ ְל ָחיַ יִ ן נַ ִמי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י ַר ָ ּבנַ ן ֲע ֵל
 ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ָק ֵאי ַר ִ ּבי, ׁ ָשאנֵי ְל ָחיַ יִ ן:יה
ּ ֵל
.יה
ֵ ְָּכו
ּ ות

Rav Huna bar Ĥinana said to him: With regard to brine you told
us that the halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, but with regard to side posts you did not tell us this;N
perhaps you have forgotten that the halakha is in accordance with
his view in that case. Rav Yosef asked: What is different about
brine, with regard to which the Sages disagree with Rabbi Yosei?
In the case of side posts also the Sages disagree with him, and
therefore the halakha should not be in accordance with his view
in either case. Rav Huna bar Ĥinana said to him: Side posts are
different, as Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, and therefore the halakha may be decided
in accordance with their jointly held position.

 ֲא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה,ַרב ַרחו ֵּמי ַמ ְתנֵי ָה ִכי
]יל ת
ַ [בר ׁ ֵש
ּ ַ יה דְּ ַרב ׁ ְשמ ּו ֵא ל
ּ ְ ּב ֵר
יֹוסי
ֵ  ֵאין ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי:יה דְּ ַרב
ּ ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ
:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.ל ֹא ְ ּב ִה ְיל ֵמי וְ ל ֹא ִ ּב ְל ָחיַ יִ ן
: ֲא ַמר ָר ָבא. ָלא:ָּא ְמ ַר ְּת? ֲא ַמר ְלהו
.ֵיה
ּ  וּגְ ִמ ְירנָ א ָל ּה ִמ ּינ,ָה ֱאל ִֹהים! ֲא ָמ ָר ּה
יה – ִמ ׁ ּשוּם
ּ ו ַּמאי ַט ְע ָמא ָקא ֲה ַדר ֵ ּב
.נִימוּקֹו ִע ּמֹו
ֵ דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ יֹוסי

The Gemara reports that Rav Raĥumei taught this version of the
previous discussion: Rav Yehuda, the son of Rav Shmuel bar
Sheilat, said in the name of Rav: The halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, not with regard to brine
and not with regard to side posts. At some later point, someone
said to him: Did you really say this? He said to them: No. Rava
said, reinforcing his words with an oath: By God! He did in fact
say this, and I learned it from him, but he later retracted this
ruling. And what is the reason he retracted it? Due to the wellknown principle that Rabbi Yosei’s reasoning [nimmuko]L is
with him,N and the halakha follows his opinion even against the
majority view.

:יה ָר ָבא ַ ּבר ַרב ָחנָ ן ְל ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRava bar Rav Ĥanan said to Abaye: What is the accepted
 ּפֹוק ֲחזֵ י:יה
ל
ֵ
ר
מ
ַ
א
ֲ
?אי
מ
ַ
א
 ִה ְיל ְכ ָתhalakha with regard to the width of a side post? He said to him:
ּ
. ַמאי ַע ָּמא דְּ ַברGo out and observe what the people are doing; it is common
practice to rely on a side post of minimal width.
יכא דְּ ַמ ְתנִי ָל ּה ַא ָהא; ַה ׁ ּש ֶֹותה ַמיִ ם
ָּ ִא
,״ש ַה ּכֹל נִ ְהיֶ ה ִ ּב ְד ָברֹו״
ֶ ׁ :אֹומר
ֵ ִלצְ ָמאֹו
״ב ֵֹורא נְ ָפ ׁשֹות ַר ּבֹות
ּ :אֹומר
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי ַט ְרפֹון
 ֲא ַמר.את״
ָ וְ ֶח ְסרֹונָן ַעל ָּכל ַמה ׁ ּ ֶש ָ ּב ָר
? ִה ְל ְכ ָתא ַמאי:יה ַרב ָחנָ ן ְל ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ֵל
. ּפֹוק ֲחזֵ י ַמאי ַע ָּמא דְּ ַבר:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל

The Gemara notes that there are those who taught that this answer was given with regard to this discussion: One who drinks
water to quench his thirstH recites the following blessing prior to
drinking: By Whose word all things came to be. Rabbi Tarfon
disagrees and says he recites the blessing: Who creates the many
forms of life and their needs, for all that You have created. Rav
Ĥanan said to Abaye: What is the halakha? He said to him:
Go out and observe what the people are doing; the customary
practice is to say: By Whose word all things came to be.

Perek I
Daf 15 Amud a
HALAKHA

A side post that stands by itself – עֹומד ֵמ ֵא ָליו
ֵ ל ִחי ָה:ֶ A side post
renders permitted carrying in an alleyway even if it was not
originally erected for that purpose, provided that one resolved
to rely on it prior to the beginning of Shabbat. This principle is
in accordance with the opinion of Abaye. One is not required
to explicitly state that he is relying on the side post. Rather, if
it was in place on Friday, it is assumed that the person relies
on it (Rema), unless he explicitly states that he is not relying
on it (Magen Avraham, Shulĥan Arukh HaRav; Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 363:11).
NOTES

They relied on it from yesterday – יה ֵמ ֶא ְתמֹול
ּ ס ְמ ִכינַן ֲע ֵל:ָ All the
Sages, including Abaye, agree that a side post must be relied
upon from the previous day, because a side post is not a real
partition. However, a full-fledged partition functions as a wall
according to Torah law in every regard, irrespective of whether
or not someone relied upon it from the previous day (see Me’iri).

74

Perek I . 15a . וט ףד. קרפ

׳א

 ַא ַ ּביֵ י,עֹומד ֵמ ֵא ָליו
ֵ  ֶל ִחי ָה:ית ַמר
ְּ  ִאIt was stated that the amora’im disagreed about a side post that
H
 ָלא ָהוֵ י: ָר ָבא ָא ַמר. ָהוֵ י ֶל ִחי: ָא ַמרstands by itself, i.e., a side post at the entrance to an alleyway
that
was
not
put
there for the express purpose of permitting one
.ֶל ִחי
to carry on Shabbat. Abaye said: It is a valid side post. Rava said:
It is not a valid side post.
– יה ֵמ ֶא ְתמֹול
ָ ֵה
ּ יכא דְּ ָלא ָס ְמ ִכינַן ֲע ֵל
.ּכו ֵּּלי ָע ְל ָמא ָלא ּ ְפ ִליגִ י דְּ ָלא ָהוֵ י ֶל ִחי
יה
ָ ִּכי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י – ֵה
ּ יכא דְּ ָס ְמ ִכינַ ן ֲע ֵל
 דְּ ָהא, ָהוֵ י ֶל ִחי: ַא ַ ּביֵ י ָא ַמר.ֵמ ֶא ְתמֹול
: ָר ָבא ָא ַמר.יה ֵמ ֶא ְתמֹול
ּ ָס ְמ ִכינַ ן ֲע ֵל
ּ ָ  ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ֵמ ִע,ָלא ָהוֵ י ֶל ִחי
יק ָרא ָלאו
.ַאדַּ ְע ֵּת ּיה דְּ ָה ִכי ֲע ִב ִידי – ָלא ָהוֵ י ֶל ִחי

The Gemara first narrows the scope of the dispute: In a place
where the inhabitants of the alleyway did not rely on it from
yesterday, e.g., the alleyway had another side post that fell down
on Shabbat, all agree that it is not a valid side post. Where they
disagree is in a case where they relied on it from yesterday.N
Abaye said: It is a valid side post, as they relied on it from yesterday. Rava said: It is not a valid side post; since it was not
originally erected for this purpose, it is not considered a valid
side post.

יכי דִּ ְפ ִליגִ י
ִ  ָקא ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲע ָת ְך ִּכי ֵהThe Gemara comments: It might enter your mind to say that just
.יצה
ּ ָ  ְ ּב ֶל ִחי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י נַ ִמי ִ ּב ְמ ִחas they disagree with regard to a side post, they also disagree
with regard to whether a partition that was not erected to serve
that function is considered a valid partition.

