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).
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 ַ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.

עֹושה סו ָּּכתֹו ֵ ּבין
ׂ ֶ  ָה:ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
– ילנֹות דְּ ָפנֹות ָל ּה
ָ  וְ ִא,ילנֹות
ָ ָה ִא
ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָירה! ָה ָכא ְ ּב ַמאי ָע ְס ִקינַן – ׁ ֶש ּנ ְָט ָען
ָּ ִמ ְּת ִח
!יטא
ָ  ּ ְפ ׁ ִש, ִאי ָה ִכי.ילה ְל ָכ ְך
יל ָמא ָא ֵתי
ְ ִּ ִליגְ זֹור ד:ימא
ָ ַמה ּו דְּ ֵת
. ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן,מֹושי ְ ּב ִא ָילן
ֵ ׁ יש ַּת
ְ ׁ ְל ִא

Come and hear a proof based upon what we learned in the following mishna: With regard to one who makes his sukka among the
trees, and the trees serve as its walls,H it is a valid sukka. This
proves that the trees function as partitions even though they were
not erected for this purpose. The Gemara responds: With what are
we dealing here, in this mishna? To a case where he planted the
trees from the outset for this purpose. The Gemara asks: If so, it is
obvious that the trees constitute valid walls. The Gemara answers:
Lest you say the Sages should issue a decree to prohibit using a
sukka with trees as its walls, due to a concern that perhaps one will
come to use the tree on the Festival and detach a branch or leaf in
the process, the mishna therefore teaches us that no such decree
was made and the sukka is permitted.

HALAKHA

Trees serving as the walls of a sukka – א ָילנֹות ִּכ ְד ָפנֹות ְלסו ָּּכה:ִ
A sukka whose walls are formed by trees is a valid sukka
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 630:10).
One who established his Shabbat abode on a mound or in
a cavity – ש ַבת ְ ּב ֵתל אֹו ְ ּבנֶ ַקע:
ָ If one established his Shabbat
abode in a place that is surrounded by walls that were not
constructed for the purpose of creating a dwelling place,
and the enclosed area is less than two beit se’a, the enclosed
area is comparable to one’s private domain. One may walk
on Shabbat throughout the area and another two thousand
cubits beyond its walls (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 396:2).

 ָהיָ ה ׁ ָשם ִא ָילן אֹו ָ ּג ֵדר אֹו: ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמעThe Gemara tries to present another proof. Come and hear a proof
.יֹומד
ַ ְּיצת ַה ָ ּקנִים – נִידּ ֹון ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ד
ּ ַ  ִחfrom a baraita: If there was a tree there, or a fence, or a barrier of
reeds that are interconnected and form a hedge, it is judged to be
a valid double post, i.e., it qualifies as a partition suitable to enclose
a public well, as will be explained below. This indicates that a partition not constructed to serve as a partition is nonetheless valid.
ָה ָכא נַ ִמי ְ ּב ַמאי ָע ְס ִקינַ ן – ׁ ֶש ֲע ָ ׂש ָאן
ָּ ִמ ְּת ִח
 ִאי ָה ִכי ַמאי ָקא.ילה ְל ָכ ְך
יצת
ּ ַ ] ִח:ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן? ָ[קא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן
ַה ָ ּקנִים ָקנֶ ה ָקנֶ ה ּ ָפחֹות ִמ ׁ ּ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה
.ֵיה ַא ַ ּביֵ י ֵמ ַר ָ ּבה
ּ  ְּכ ִד ְב ָעא ִמ ּינ,ְט ָפ ִחים

The Gemara rejects this proof: Here, too, with what are we dealing?
With a case where one constructed them from the outset for this
purpose. The Gemara asks: If so, what does it teach us; is it not
obvious that it is a valid double post? The Gemara answers: It teaches us that a barrier of reeds is a valid partition if the distance between one reed and the next is less than three handbreadths, as
Abaye raised this dilemma to Rabba, and the baraita teaches that
it is valid.

,יך ַעל ָה ָא ֶרץ
ְ  ִא ָילן ַה ֵּמ ִס:ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
בֹוה ִמן ָה ָא ֶרץ ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה
ַּ ִאם ֵאין נֹופֹו ָ ּג
 ָה ָכא נַ ִמי.ְט ָפ ִחים – ְמ ַט ְל ְט ִלין ַּת ְח ָּתיו
ָּ ְ ּב ַמאי ָע ְס ִקינַ ן – ׁ ֶש ְּנ ָטעֹו ִמ ְּת ִח
ילה
. ְְל ָכך

The Gemara suggests another proof. Come and hear a proof from
the following mishna: With regard to a tree whose branches hang
over from a height of greater than ten handbreadths and reach almost to the ground, if the ends of its branches are not higher than
three handbreadths from the ground, one may carry under it; the
branches constitute partitions all around, and it is therefore permissible to carry in the enclosed area. The Gemara responds: Here, too,
with what are we dealing? With a case where he planted the tree
from the outset for this purpose.

 ַא ָּל ָּמה,יט ְל ֵטל ְ ּבכ ּו ּלֹו
ַּ  ִאי ָה ִכי ִלThe Gemara asks: If so, it should be permitted to carry in all of it
:הֹוש ַע
ֻ ׁ ְיה דְּ ַרב י
ּ  ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵרno matter how large the area. Why, then, did Rav Huna, the son of
!אתיִ ם
ַ  ֵאין ְמ ַט ְל ְט ִלין ּבֹו ֶא ָּלא ֵ ּבית ָסRav Yehoshua, say: One may only carry under the tree if its branches enclose an area no larger than two beit se’a, i.e., five thousand
square cubits? If the area is larger, it is not considered a courtyard,
and carrying there is prohibited. This indicates that the branches are
not considered full-fledged partitions.
,יש ּה ָל ֲאוִ יר
ָ ׁ  ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ ָהוֵ י דִּ ָירה ׁ ֶש ַּת ׁ ְש ִמThe Gemara answers: The reason that carrying is permitted only if
יש ּה ָל ֲאוִ יר ֵאין
ָ ׁ  וְ ָכל דִּ ָירה ׁ ֶש ַּת ׁ ְש ִמthe enclosed area is less than this size is because it is a dwelling
.אתיִ ם
ַ  ְמ ַט ְל ְט ִלין ָ ּב ּה ֶא ָּלא ֵ ּבית ָסwhose use is for the open air beyond it, i.e., it is used by guards who
are watching the fields beyond it, rather than as an independent
dwelling place, and the halakha with regard to any dwelling whose
use is for the open air beyond it is that one may carry in it only if
its area is no larger than two beit se’a.
בֹוה
ַּ  ׁ ָש ַבת ְ ּב ֵתל ׁ ֶשהוּא ָ ּג:ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
 וְ הוּא ֵמ ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות וְ ַעד,ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
 וְ ֵכן ְ ּבנֶ ַקע ׁ ֶשהוּא ָעמֹוק.אתיִ ם
ַ ֵ ּבית ָס
 וְ הוּא ֵמ ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות וְ ַעד ֵ ּבית,ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
יבֹולֹות
ּ  וְ ָק ָמה ְקצ ּו ָרה וְ ׁ ִש,אתיִ ם
ַ ָס
אֹות ּה – ְמ ַה ֵּל ְך ֶאת ּכו ָּּל ּה
ָ ַמ ִּקיפֹות
.וְ חוּצָ ה ָל ּה ַא ְל ּ ַפיִ ם ַא ָּמה



The Gemara suggests another proof. Come and hear that which was
taught in the following baraita: With regard to one who established
his Shabbat abode on a mound that was ten handbreadths high
and its area was anywhere from four cubits to the two beit se’a; and
similarly, one who established his Shabbat abode in a natural cavityH of a rock that is ten handbreadths deep and its area was anywhere from four cubits to two beit se’a; and similarly, one who
established his Shabbat abode in a field of reaped grain, and rows
of stalks ten handbreadths high that have not been reaped surround
it, serving as a partition enclosing the reaped area, he may walk in
the entire enclosed area, and outside it an additional two thousand
cubits. This indicates that a partition not specifically constructed
to serve as a partition is nonetheless valid.
וט ףד.  ׳א קרפ. Perek I . 15a
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NOTES

A mound and a cavity – תל וָ נֶ ַקע:ֵּ The primary proof is from
the choice of words. The words mound [tel] and cavity
[neka], refer exclusively to places not fashioned by human
hands, as a man-made valley is called a ditch or something
similar (see Rashi in tractate Sukka).
Rav and Rav Huna – רב וְ ַרב הוּנָא:ַ A similar story is recounted
in the Jerusalem Talmud, or perhaps it is a different version
of the incident recounted here: Rav pulled down the side
post of a certain alleyway because it was not constructed in
accordance with the halakha, and he did not want to rely on
the palm tree that was situated at the entrance to the alleyway because they had not relied on it from the previous day.
HALAKHA

A partition that stands by itself – יה
ָ עֹומ ֶדת ֵמ ֵא ֶל
ֶ יצה ַה
ּ ָ מ ִח:ְ A
partition that was not originally constructed to serve as a
partition is nonetheless valid (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim
362:50).

 ָה ָכא נַ ִמי ׁ ֶש ָע ָ ׂשה ִמ ְּת ִח ָּילה,ימא
ָ  וְ ִכי ֵּתAnd if you say that here, too, it is a case where he made it from
 ֶא ָּלא ֵּתל. ְל ַחּיֵ י, ְל ָכךְ – ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ָק ָמהthe outset for this purpose, there is a difficulty. Granted, in the
but with regard to a mound
?ימר
ַ יכא ְל ֵמ
ָּ  וָ נֶ ַקע ַמאי ִאcase of the grain, this answer is all right;
and a cavity, what can be said?N They were there from time
immemorial and were not constructed to serve as partitions.
יצֹות ּכו ֵּּלי ָע ְל ָמא ָלא
ּ  ִ ּב ְמ ִח:ֶא ָּלא
. ִּכי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י ְ ּב ֶל ִחי,יצה
ָּ ּ ְפ ִליגִ י דְּ ָהוְ יָ א ְמ ִח
 ֶל ִחי ִמ ׁ ּשוּם: דְּ ָא ַמר,יה
ּ ַא ַ ּביֵ י ְל ַט ְע ֵמ
יה
ָ יצה ָה ֲע ׂשוּיָ ה ֵמ ֵא ֶל
ּ ָ  ו ְּמ ִח,יצה
ּ ָ ְמ ִח
: דְּ ָא ַמר,יה
ָּ ָהוְ יָ א ְמ ִח
ּ  וְ ָר ָבא ְל ַט ְע ֵמ.יצה
–  ִאי ֲע ִב ָידא ְ ּביָ ַדיִ ם.יכר
ֵּ ֶל ִחי ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ֶה
.יכר
ֵּ  וְ ִאי ָלא – ָלא ָהוֵ י ֶה,יכר
ֵּ ָהוְ יָ א ֶה

Rather, the Gemara rejects its previous argument and explains:
With regard to partitions, all agree that a partition that stands by
itself is a partition,H despite the fact that it was not erected for that
purpose. Where they disagree is with regard to a side post. Abaye
follows his usual line of reasoning, as he said that a side post serves
as a partition, and a partition that stands by itself is a valid partition. And Rava follows his usual line of reasoning, as he said that
a side post serves as a conspicuous marker. Therefore, if it was
made with a person’s hands for that purpose, it is considered a
conspicuous marker; and if not, it is not considered a conspicuous
marker.

 ַא ְבנֵ י גָ ֵדר ַה ּיֹוצְ אֹות:ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
 מו ְּבדָּ לֹות זֹו ִמּזֹו ּ ָפחֹות,ִמן ַה ָ ּג ֵדר
,יך ֶל ִחי ַא ֵחר
ְ ִמ ׁ ּ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה – ֵאין צָ ִר
.ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה – צָ ִריךְ ֶל ִחי ַא ֵחר

The Gemara now attempts to prove which side is correct according
to this version of the dispute. Come and hear a proof from the
Tosefta: With regard to stones of a wall that protrude from the wall
and are separated from each other by less than three handbreadths,
there is no need for another side post in order to permit carrying
in the alleyway; the protruding stones join together to form a side
post. However, if they are separated by three handbreadths, there is
a need for another side post. This indicates that a side post is valid
even if it was not erected for that purpose.

 ִאי. ְ ׁ ֶש ְ ּבנָ ָאן ִמ ְּת ִח ָּילה ְל ָכך, ָה ָכא נַ ִמיThe Gemara rejects this proof: Here, too, we are dealing with a case
יסר
ַ ימא ְל ֵמ
ָ יטא! ַמה ּו דְּ ֵת
ָ  ּ ְפ ׁ ִש, ָה ִכיwhere one built them from the outset for this purpose. The Ge. ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן, ִ ּבנְיָינָא הוּא דַּ ֲע ִב ָידאmara comments: If so, it is obvious that the side post is valid. The
Gemara explains: Lest you say that it was only in order to connect
the building to another building that he built the wall with protruding stones, it teaches us that it is a valid side post. We are not concerned that onlookers might assume that the wall was not originally
built as a side post.
ֹותל
ֶ  ּכ: דְּ ָתנֵי ַר ִ ּבי ִחּיָ יא,ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
 ֵ ּבין,ׁ ֶש ִ ּצידּ ֹו ֶא ָח ד ָּכנ ּוס ֵמ ֲח ֵברֹו
 ו ֵּבין,ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְר ֶאה ִמ ַ ּבחוּץ וְ ׁ ָשוֶ ה ִמ ִ ּב ְפנִים
ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְר ֶאה ִמ ִ ּב ְפנִים וְ ׁ ָשוֶ ה ִמ ַ ּבחוּץ – נִדּ ֹון
.ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ֶל ִחי

The Gemara suggests another proof: Come and hear the following
Tosefta taught by Rabbi Ĥiyya: A wall, one side of which is more
recessed than the other, whether the indentation is visible from
the outside and the wall looks even from the inside, or it is visible
from the inside and the wall looks even from the outside, it is
considered a side post. This indicates that a side post is valid even
if it was not erected for that purpose.

ָּ ָה ָכא נַ ִמי ׁ ֶש ֲע ָ ׂשאֹו ִמ ְּת ִח
.ילה ְל ָכ ְך
ִאי ָה ִכי ַמאי ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן? ָהא
 נִ ְר ֶאה ִמ ַ ּבחוּץ וְ ׁ ָשוֶ ה:ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן
.ִמ ִ ּב ְפנִים – נִ דּ ֹון ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ֶל ִחי

The Gemara answers: Here, too, it is a case where one fashioned it
from the outset for this purpose, to serve as a side post. The Gemara asks: If so, what does it teach us? The Gemara answers: This
teaches us that a side post that is visible from the outside and looks
even with the wall from the inside is considered a side post, although this view is not universally accepted.

 דְּ ַרב ֲהוָ ה יָ ֵתיב ְ ּב ַההוּא:ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
.יה
ָ ְמ
ּ  ֲהוָ ה יָ ֵתיב ַרב הוּנָ א ַק ֵּמ,בֹואה
 זִ יל ַאיְ ִיתי ִלי ּכוּזָ א:ֲא ַמר ֵל ּיה ְל ׁ ַש ָּמ ֵע ּיה
 ַא ֲחוֵ י. ַעד דַּ ֲא ָתא נְ ַפל ֶל ְחיָ א.דְּ ַמּיָ א
יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.יה
ּ  ָקם ַאדּ ו ְּכ ֵּת,יה
ּ יה ִ ּב ֵיד
ּ ֵל
מֹוך
ְ  ָלא ָס ַבר ָל ּה ָמר ִל ְס:ַרב הוּנָ א
 דָּ ֵמי ַהאי ֵמ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן:יק ָלא? ֲא ַמר
ְ ִַּאד
.ינָשי ׁ ְש ַמ ֲע ָתא
ֵ ׁ ְּכ ַמאן דְּ ָלא ּ ָפ ְר ׁ ִשי ֱא
?יה ֵמ ֶא ְתמֹול
ּ ִמי ָס ְמ ִכינַן ֲע ֵל

The Gemara suggests another proof: Come and hear the following
story: Rav was sitting in a certain alleyway, and Rav Huna was
sitting before him.N He said to his attendant: Go, bring me a small
pitcher of water. By the time he came back with the water, the side
post at the entrance to the alleyway had fallen. Rav signaled to him
with his hand that he should stop, and the attendant stood in his
place. Rav Huna said to Rav: Doesn’t the Master hold that it is
permissible to rely on the palm tree located at the entrance to this
alleyway as a side post? Rav said: This scholar, Rav Huna, is comparable to one who does not know the teachings of the Sages. Did
we rely on the palm tree from yesterday? Since we did not, carrying
in the alleyway is not permitted.

–  ָהא ָס ְמ ִכינַן, ַט ְע ָמא – דְּ ָלא ָס ְמ ִכינַןBased on Rav’s response, the Gemara argues as follows: The reason
! ָהוֵ י ֶל ִחיthat the palm tree could not serve as a side post is because we did
not rely on the palm tree from yesterday. This indicates that had we
relied on it, it would be a valid side post, thus proving that a side
post that was not erected for that purpose is nonetheless valid, in
accordance with the opinion of Abaye.
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׳א

ימא ַא ַ ּביֵ י וְ ָר ָבא ִ ּב ְד ָלא ָס ְמ ִכינַ ן
ָ ֵל
– יה
ּ  ָהא ָס ְמ ִכינַ ן ֲע ֵל,יה ּ ְפ ִליגִ י
ּ ֲע ֵל
 דְּ ַההוּא, ְֲהוָ ה ֶל ִחי? ָלא ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲע ָתך
 דְּ ָהו ּו ּ ְפ ִליגִ י,ַּ ּב ְר ָקא דַּ ֲהוָ ה ֵ ּבי ַ ּבר ָחבו
.ָּ ּב ּה ַא ַ ּביֵ י וְ ָר ָבא ּכו ֵּּלי ׁ ְשנַיְ יהו

The Gemara suggests: Shall we say that Abaye and Rava disagree only in a case where they did not rely on it before
Shabbat, but in a case where they did rely on it, all agree it is
a valid side post? The Gemara answers: This should not enter
your mind, as there was a certain balcony [barka]L that was
in the house of Bar Ĥavu that Abaye and Rava disagreed
about their entire lives. The residents of the alleyway began
relying on a pillar upon which the balcony rested as their side
post. Since Abaye and Rava disagreed about this case, it is clear
that their disagreement applies even when the residents had
relied on the item as a side post from before Shabbat.

mishna

One may construct side posts from
ּ  ֲא ִפ,עֹושין ְל ָחיַ יִ ן
יל ּו
ׂ ִ מתני׳ ַ ּב ּכֹל
anything, even a living creature,N pro וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר,ְ ּב ָד ָבר ׁ ֶשּיֵ ׁש ּבֹו רו ַּח ַחּיִ ים
vided that it was properly attached to the entrance of the
, ו ְּמ ַט ֵּמא ִמ ׁ ּשוּם גּ ֵֹולל.אֹוסר
ֵ
alleyway,H and Rabbi Meir prohibits using a living creature
as a side post. The mishna continues with a similar dispute:
Even a living creature imparts ritual impurity if it used as the
covering of a grave.NH

LANGUAGE

Balcony [barka] – ב ְר ָקא:ּ ַ The plural form of the biblical word yatzi’a,
i.e., a second story (Arukh). Some authorities claim that this word
originates from the Middle Persian word vārag, which can mean
an enclosure.
NOTES

A living creature – ד ָבר ׁ ֶשּיֵ ׁש ּבֹו רו ַּח ַחּיִ ים:ּ ָ The rationale of those
who prohibit utilizing an animal is either because it might die and
then shrink at the time of death to less than the required height, or
because a partition of this kind, which is maintained by the spirit,
i.e., whose entire essence is the life it contains, is not considered
a partition. Opinions cited in the Jerusalem Talmud differentiate
between a side post and a partition, and hold that a living creature
is valid for only one of these two functions; some say as a side post,
while others say as a partition.
Covering of a grave – גֹּולל:
ֵ The nature of this item is subject to dispute. The ge’onim, Rashi, Rambam, and other commentaries explain
that a golel is the gravestone placed over a grave. Rabbeinu Ĥananel
and other authorities state that golel refers to the heavy stone placed
over the corpse in order to cover the open coffin.
HALAKHA

A side post from a living creature – ל ִחי ִמ ַ ּב ַעל ַחּיִ ים:ֶ A side post can
be fashioned from anything, including a living creature. However, if
it is an animal, it must be securely tied in place so that it cannot run
away or crouch down below the required height. Even a person who
is tied up can serve as a side post (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 363:3,
in the comment of the Rema).
The impurity of the covering of a grave – גֹּולל
ֵ טו ְּמ ַאת: Anything
can become ritually impure as the covering of a grave. If an animal
is tied in place over a grave, it transmits seven-day impurity to
whoever touches it as long as it is tied there (Rambam Sefer Tahara,
Hilkhot Tumat Met 6:4).

Perek I
Daf 15 Amud b
יטי
ֵ כֹות ִבין ָע ָליו ִ ּג
ְ ְ ו. וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ְמ ַט ֵהרBut Rabbi Meir deems it pure. Likewise, one may write
H
.ֹוסל
ֵ יֹוסי ַה ְ ּג ִל ִילי ּפ
ֵ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי,נָשים
ִ ׁ women’s bills of divorce on anything, even a living creature.
But Rabbi Yosei HaGelili invalidates a bill of divorce written
on a living creature.
 ָּכל דָּ ָבר:אֹומר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר,גמ׳ ַּתנְיָא
עֹושין אֹותֹו
ׂ ִ ׁ ֶשּיֵ ׁש ּבֹו רו ַּח ַחּיִ ים ֵאין
, וְ ל ֹא ֶל ִחי ַל ָּמבֹוי,ֹופן ַל ּסו ָּּכה
ֶ ּל ֹא ד
. וְ ל ֹא גּ ֵֹולל ַל ֶ ּק ֶבר,ל ֹא ּ ַפ ִּסין ַל ִ ּב ָיראֹות
 ַאף ֵאין:ּיֹוסי ַה ְ ּג ִל ִילי ָא ְמרו
ֵ ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַר ִ ּבי
.נָשים
ִ ׁ יטי
ֵ ֹות ִבין ָע ָליו ִ ּג
ְ ּכ
?ילי
ִ יֹוסי ַה ְ ּג ִל
ֵ ַמאי ַט ְע ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
, ֵאין ִלי ֶא ָּלא ֵס ֶפר,״ס ֶפר״
ֵ :דְּ ַתנְ יָ א
לֹומר
ַ ִמ ּנַיִ ין ְל ַר ּבֹות ָּכל דָּ ָבר – ַּת ְלמוּד
 ִאם ֵּכן ַמה.״וְ ָכ ַתב ָל ּה״ ִמ ָּכל ָמקֹום
 ַמה: ָלֹומר ְלך
ַ – ״ס ֶפר״
ֵ לֹומר
ַ ַּת ְלמוּד
ֵּס ֶפר דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶש ֵאין ּבֹו רו ַּח ַחּיִ ים וְ ֵאינֹו
 ַאף ָּכל דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶש ֵאין ּבֹו רו ַּח ַחּיִ ים,אֹוכל
ֶ
.אֹוכל
ֶ וְ ֵאינֹו



gemara

HALAKHA

On what may a bill of divorce be written – על ָמה נִ ְכ ַּתב גֵ ט:ַ A bill
of divorce may be written on any surface, even on an animal. It
must then be legally transferred to the woman. This halakha is in
accordance with the ruling in the unattributed mishna (Shulĥan
Arukh, Even HaEzer 124:2).

It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi
Meir says: An animate object may
neither be used as a wall for a sukka, nor as a side post for
an alleyway, nor as one of the upright boards surrounding a
well, nor as the covering of a grave. They said in the name
of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili: Nor may one write women’s bills
of divorce on it.

The Gemara asks: What is the reason for Rabbi Yosei HaGelili’s opinion? As it was taught in a baraita with regard to the
verse: “When a man takes a wife, and marries her, then it
comes to pass if she finds no favor in his eyes, because he has
found some unseemly thing in her; that he write her a scroll
of severance and give it in her hand, and send her out of his
house” (Deuteronomy 24:1): From the word scroll, I have
derived that only a scroll is valid. From where is it derived to
include all objects as valid materials upon which a bill of divorce may be written? The Torah states: “That he write her,”
in any case, i.e., any surface upon which the formula can be
written. If so, why does the verse state “scroll”? To tell you
that a bill of divorce must be written on a surface like a scroll:
Just as a scroll is neither alive nor food, so too, a bill of divorce may be written on any object that is neither alive nor
food. That is why Rabbi Yosei HaGelili invalidates a bill of
divorce written on a living being.
וט ףד:  ׳א קרפ. Perek I . 15b
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HALAKHA

With what means can a woman be divorced – ַ ּב ֶּמה
מ ְת ָ ּג ֶר ׁ ֶשת:ִ A woman may be divorced only by means
of a bill of divorce, not through the transfer of money
or by any other means (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Geirushin 1:1).
Conditions in a bill of divorce – תנַ אי ְ ּבגֵ ט:ְּ A bill
of divorce that contains a condition that binds the
woman to her husband indefinitely is not valid. One
should refrain from attaching a condition that is limited in time if it difficult for her to fulfill it, as it is likely
that this will cause the bill of divorce to be invalidated
retroactively, which would lead to extreme halakhic
difficulties (Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 143:20–21).
The size of a breach – ג ֶֹּודל ּ ִפ ְירצָ ה: A gap in a partition
up to ten cubits wide is considered an entrance. If
the breach is greater, it is not considered an entrance,
and the partition is halakhically disqualified (Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 362:9).

– ״ס ֶפר״ ְּכ ִתיב
ֵ ?״ב ֵּס ֶפר״
ּ ַ  ִמי ְּכ ִתיב: וְ ַר ָ ּבנַןThe Gemara asks: And how do the Rabbis, who disagree and say that
. ִל ְס ִפירֹות דְּ ָב ִרים ְ ּב ָע ְל ָמא הוּא דַּ ֲא ָתאa bill of divorce may be written even on a living creature or on food,
interpret the verse? They contend: Is the verse written: “Let him write
for her in the scroll [basefer],” indicating the only type of surface on
which the bill of divorce may be written? No, scroll [sefer] is written,
which comes to teach that a mere account of the matters [sefirot
devarim] is required. In other words, sefer is referring not to the surface on which a bill of divorce must be written, but rather to the essence of the bill of divorce. The verse teaches that the bill of divorce
must contain particular content.
?יה
ּ  ַהאי ״וְ ָכ ַתב ָל ּה״ ַמאי דָּ ְר ׁ ִשי ֵ ּב,וְ ַר ָ ּבנַן
,יבה ִמ ְת ָ ּג ֶר ׁ ֶשת
ָ  ִ ּב ְכ ִת:יה
ּ ַההוּא ִמ ָ ּב ֵעי ֵל
 ָס ְל ָקא דַּ ֲע ָת ְך.וְ ֵאינָ ּה ִמ ְת ָ ּג ֶר ׁ ֶשת ְ ּב ֶכ ֶסף
,יאה ַל ֲהוָ יָ ה
ָ ִית ַק ׁש יְ צ
ְּ הֹואיל וְ ִא
ִ :ָא ִמינָ א
יאה ְ ּב ֶכ ֶסף – ָקא
ָ ִַמה ֲהוָ יָ ה ְ ּב ֶכ ֶסף ַאף יְ צ
.ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן

NOTES

A matter that severs all connection between him
and her – ד ָבר ַה ּכ ֵֹורת ֵ ּבינֹו ְל ֵבינָ ּה:ּ ָ The addendum of
a condition to a bill of divorce does not in itself invalidate it, even if the condition will be in effect for
many years. Some authorities maintain that even
a condition that is in effect for a lifetime does not
invalidate the bill of divorce. If a woman wants the
divorce to take effect, she must fulfill any valid condition stipulated in the bill of divorce. However, if the
content of the bill of divorce clearly indicates that the
husband is not releasing the woman from all of her
obligations to him, the bill of divorce is invalid since
it does not result in severance.
Scroll [sefer] of severance – ס ֶפר ְּכ ִריתוּת:ֵ Some commentaries interpret this phrase as requiring the husband to clearly tell his wife that he is separating from
her, since the Hebrew sefer, a book or scroll, is etymologically related to the verb sapper, tell. Therefore, in
the case of a bill of divorce that includes an indefinite
condition, when receiving the bill of divorce, there
is no way for the wife to be certain whether or not
she will be effectively divorced, If she fails to fulfill
the condition, the bill of divorce will be invalidated.
Consequently, a bill of divorce of this kind does not
include an account [sippur] of severance (Rabbi Elazar
Moshe Horowitz).

The Gemara continues: And what do the Rabbis derive from the
phrase “that he write her”? The Gemara answers: That phrase is required to teach the principle that a woman is divorced only by means
of writing, i.e, a bill of divorce, and she is not divorced by means of
money.H It might have entered your mind to say: Since in the verse,
leaving marriage, i.e., divorce, is juxtaposed to becoming married,
i.e., betrothal, then, just as becoming married is effected with money,
so too, leaving marriage may be effected with money. Therefore, the
Torah teaches us: “That he write for her”; divorce can be effected only
with a written bill of divorce.

?יה
ֵ  וְ ַר ִ ּביThe Gemara asks: And Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, from where does he
ּ  ַהאי ְס ָב ָרא ְמנָ א ֵל,יֹוסי ַה ְ ּג ִל ִילי
״ס ֶפר ְּכ ִריתוּת״ – ֵס ֶפר ּכ ְֹור ָת ּה
ֵּ יה ִמ
ּ  נָ ְפ ָקא ֵלderive this reasoning, that a woman cannot be divorced with money?
. וְ ֵאין דָּ ָבר ַא ֵחר ּכ ְֹור ָת ּהThe Gemara answers: He derives it from the phrase: A scroll of severance, which teaches that a scroll, i.e., a written document, severs
her from her husband and nothing else severs her from him.
יה
ּ ָ ״ס ֶפר ְּכ ִריתוּת״ ִמ
ֵ  ַהאי,וְ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
ּ יב ֵעי ֵל
 ֲה ֵרי: ְל ִכ ְד ַתנְיָא.ְל ָד ָבר ַה ּכ ֵֹורת ֵ ּבינֹו ְל ֵבינָ ּה
 ַעל,יט ְך ַעל ְמנָ ת ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ִּת ׁ ְש ִּתי יַ יִ ן
ֵּ זֶ ה ִ ּג
– עֹולם
ָ יך ְל
ְ ְמנָ ת ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ֵּת ְל ִכי ְל ֵבית ָא ִב
 ָּכל ׁ ְשל ׁ ִֹשים יֹום – ֲה ֵרי.ֵאין זֶ ה ְּכ ִריתוּת
.זֶ ה ְּכ ִריתוּת

The Gemara continues: And the Rabbis explain that this phrase: A
scroll of severance,N is required to teach that a bill of divorce must be
a matter that severs all connection between him and her.N As it was
taught in a baraita: If a man says to his wife: This is your bill of divorce,
on condition that you will never drink wine, or on condition that
you will never go to your father’s house, that is not severance; the
bill of divorce is not valid. If a bill of divorce imposes a condition upon
the woman that permanently binds her to her husband, her relationship with her husband has not been completely severed, which is a
prerequisite for divorce. If, however, he imposes a condition for the
duration of thirty days, or any other limited period of time, that is
severance, and the bill of divorce is valid, as the relationship will be
completely terminated at the end of the thirty-day period.H

״כ ֵרת״
ִ יֹוסי ַה ְ ּג ִל
ֵ  וְ ַר ִ ּביAnd Rabbi Yosei HaGelili derives that a condition without a termiָּ יה ִמ
ּ ילי נָ ְפ ָקא ֵל
.״כ ִריתוּת״
ְּ nation point invalidates the divorce from the fact that instead of using
the term karet, the verse uses the more expanded term keritut. Inasmuch as both terms denote severance, using the longer term teaches
us two things: Divorce can be effected only by means of writing and
not through money, and divorce requires total severance.
.״כ ִריתוּת״ ָלא דָּ ְר ׁ ִשי
ְּ ״כ ֵרת״
ָּ , וְ ַר ָ ּבנַןAnd as for the Rabbis, they do not derive anything from the expansion
of karet to keritut.

mishna

If a caravan camped in a valley, i.e., an open
מתני׳ ׁ ַשּיָ ָירא ׁ ֶש ָחנְ ָתה ַ ּב ִ ּב ְק ָעה וְ ִה ִּקיפו ָּה
space not enclosed by walls, and the travelers
 ו ִּב ְל ַבד,תֹוכ ּה
ָ ְּכ ֵלי ְ ּב ֵה ָמה – ְמ ַט ְל ְט ִלין ְ ּב
enclosed their camp with partitions made of the animals’ equipment,
 וְ ל ֹא יְ ה ּו,בֹוה ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ְט ָפ ִחים
ַּ  ׁ ֶשּיְ ֵהא ָ ּג ֵדר ָ ּגe.g., saddles and the like, one may carry inside the enclosed area,
. ּ ִפ ְירצֹות יְ ֵתרֹות ַעל ַה ִ ּבנְיָ ןprovided that the resultant partition will be a fence ten handbreadths high, and that there will not be breaches in the partition
greater than the built segment.
, ָּכל ּ ִפ ְירצָ ה ׁ ֶש ִהיא ְּכ ֶע ֶ ׂשר ַא ּמֹות – מו ֶּּת ֶרתAny breach that is approximately ten cubits wide is permitted and
. יָ ֵתר ִמ ָּכאן – ָאסוּר, ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶש ִהיא ְּכ ֶפ ַתחdoes not invalidate the partition because it is considered like an
entrance.H However, if one of the breaches is greater than ten cubits,
it is prohibited to carry anywhere in the enclosed area.

gemara

It is stated that the amora’im disagree about
: ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא ָא ַמר,עֹומד
ֵ  ּ ָפרוּץ ְּכ:גמ׳ ִא ְּית ַמר
the case where the breached segment of the
:הֹוש ַע ָא ַמר
ֻ ׁ ְיה דְּ ַרב י
ּ  ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵר.מו ָּּתר
partition equals the standing portion. Rav Pappa said: It is permit. ָאסוּרted to carry within that enclosure. Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua,
said: It is prohibited.
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יה ַר ֲח ָמנָ א
ּ  ָה ִכי ַאגְ ָמ ֵר, מו ָּּתר:ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא ָא ַמר
יה
ּ  ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵר. ל ֹא ִּת ְפרֹוץ רו ָ ּּב ּה:ְלמ ׁ ֶֹשה
יה
ֻ ׁ ְדְּ ַרב י
ּ  ָה ִכי ַאגְ ָמ ֵר, ָאסוּר:הֹוש ַע ָא ַמר
. ְ ּגדֹור רו ָ ּּב ּה:ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ְלמ ׁ ֶֹשה

The Gemara explains: Rav Pappa said: It is permitted. This is what
the Merciful One taught Moses:N Do not breach the majority of
the partition; as long as the greater part is not breached, it is considered a partition. Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: It is prohibited. This is what the Merciful One taught Moses: Circumscribe the greater part; if the greater part is not enclosed, it is not
a partition.

 ָהא, וְ ל ֹא יְ ה ּו ּ ִפ ְירצֹות יְ ֵתרֹות ַעל ַה ִ ּבנְיָ ן: ְּתנַןWe learned in the mishna: And there will not be breaches in the
! ַּכ ִ ּבנְיָ ן – מו ָּּתרpartition greater than the built segment. Only then would carrying
be permitted in the enclosed area. By inference, if the breaches
equal the built segment, it is permitted. This presents a difficulty
for Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua.
:ימא
ָ  ֶא ָּלא ֵא,ימא ָהא ַּכ ִ ּבנְיָ ן מו ָּּתר
ָ  ָלא ֵּתThe Gemara responds: Do not say: By inference if they equal the
. ִאם ִ ּבנְיָ ן יָ ֵתר ַעל ַה ּ ִפ ְירצָ ה – מו ָּּתרbuilt segment, it is permitted; rather, say: If the built segment is
greater than the breach, it is permitted to carry in the enclosed
area.
:יתנֵי
ְ  ִל, ֲא ָבל ַּכ ִ ּבנְיָ ן ַמאי? ָאסוּר? ִאי ָה ִכיThe Gemara continues: However, according to that way of under. ״ל ֹא יְ ה ּו ּ ִפ ְירצֹות ַּכ ִ ּבנְיָ ן״! ַק ׁ ְשיָ אstanding the mishna, if the breach equals the built segment, what
is the halakha? Is carrying prohibited? If so, let the mishna teach
that carrying is permitted, provided that the breaches do not equal
the built segment. It can be inferred from this that if the breaches
are greater than the built segment, it is certainly prohibited. The
Gemara concludes: Indeed, this poses a difficulty to the opinion of
Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua.
 ַה ְמ ָק ֶרה סו ָּּכתֹו ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ּפו ִּדין אֹו: ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמעThe Gemara cites a proof to support Rav Pappa’s opinion. Come
ינֵיהן
ֶ  ִאם יֵ ׁש ֶריוַ ח ֵ ּב, ַ ּב ֲארוּכֹות ַה ִּמ ָּטהand hear that which the mishna taught about the halakhot of sukka:
H
!מֹותן – ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָירה
ָ  ְּכWith regard to one who roofed his sukka with metal skewers or
with bed posts, both of which are unfit for sukka roofing because
they are susceptible to ritual impurity, if there is space between
them, equal to their width, filled with materials valid for sukka
roofing, the sukka is valid.N Apparently, with regard to roofing, if
the valid materials equal the invalid, the sukka is valid. Similarly, if
the built segment of an enclosure equals the breached segment, it
is a valid enclosure for the purpose of carrying on Shabbat. This
supports Rav Pappa’s opinion against that of Rav Huna, son of Rav
Yehoshua.
. ָה ָכא ְ ּב ַמאי ָע ְס ִקינַן – ְּכ ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְכנָס וְ יֹוצֵ אThe Gemara contests this conclusion. With what are we dealing
here? It is with a case where the skewers can be inserted and extracted easily. In other words, the case of the mishna in Sukka is not
one where there are equal amounts of valid and invalid roofing. It
is referring to a case where there is additional space between the
skewers, which allows for their easy insertion and removal. Consequently, the space filled by the valid roofing is greater than that filled
by the skewers.

NOTES

The Merciful One taught Moses – יה ַר ֲח ָמנָא ְלמ ׁ ֶֹשה
ּ אגְ ָמ ֵר:ַ
Some commentaries were troubled by this passage,
which implies that an enclosure whose combined
breaches are wider than its combined standing portions is invalid either by Torah law or on the basis of
a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai (Rashba;
Ritva). Given the halakha of boards surrounding a well,
it is unlikely that the invalidation of a partition whose
breached segments are greater than its standing segments is Torah law (see the mishna on 17b, p. 95, and
the Gemara on 10a, p. 48). The Ra’avad explains that the
phrase: The Merciful One taught Moses, should not be
taken literally. He maintains that the disqualification of
a partition is only by rabbinic decree, even in a case
where the breached segments are greater than the
standing segments of the partition.
A sukka and a partition – סו ָּּכה ו ְּמ ִחיצָ ה: How can the
law of the walls of a courtyard be compared to the laws
of the roofing of a sukka? Since these laws are not derived from the same source, perhaps their requirements
are completely different. The Ritva answers that initially
the Gemara entertained the possibility that there is
an abstract, general question with regard to objects
consisting of both valid and invalid components. When
the valid component is greater than the invalid, or vice
versa, the legal status of the object is determined by the
majority. The question here is with regard to the status
of an item that is composed of exactly half valid and half
invalid components. Ultimately, the Gemara concludes
that there is no overriding principle in this matter. In
some halakhot, the legal status of half is like that of the
majority. In others, the legal status of half is like that of
the minority and does not determine the object’s status.
HALAKHA

A sukka roofed with skewers – קֹורה ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ּפו ִּדין
ָ סו ָּּכה ַה ְּמ: If
one roofed his sukka with skewers that are less than four
handbreadths wide, and the gaps between the skewers
are exactly equal to the width of the skewers, the sukka
is invalid, since it is impossible to make certain that the
precise amount of requisite roofing is in place. However,
if one widened the gaps between the skewers even
minimally, or if one positioned the roofing material
across rather than parallel to the skewers, the sukka is
valid, in accordance with the ruling of Rabbi Ami and
Rava (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 631:8).

! וְ ָהא ֶא ְפ ׁ ָשר ְלצַ ְמצֵ םThe Gemara asks: Isn’t it possible to be precise? Couldn’t the
mishna in Sukka be understood as describing a case where the gaps
between the skewers equal the width of the skewers? That understanding supports the opinion of Rav Pappa, who maintains that
when the valid segment precisely equals the invalid segment, the
whole is valid.
. ְ ּב ַמ ְעדִּ יף: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִמיRabbi Ami said: This mishna is referring to a case where one adds
roofing, so that the area of the valid roofing is greater than that of
the skewers.
נֹותנֹו
ְ –  ִאם ָהי ּו נְ תוּנִין ֵע ֶרב: ָר ָבא ָא ַמרRava said: This is referring to a case where if the skewers were
.נֹותנֹו ֵע ֶרב
ְ –  ׁ ְש ִתי, ׁ ְש ִתיplaced crosswise to the sukka, he should place the valid roofing
lengthwise, and similarly, if the skewers were placed lengthwise, he
should place the valid roofing crosswise, ensuring that there is
more valid than invalid roofing.
 ׁ ַשּיָ ָירא ׁ ֶש ָחנְ ָתה ַ ּב ִ ּב ְק ָעה: ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמעThe Gemara seeks to adduce a proof in support of the opinion of
, ְ ּבאו ָּּכפֹות, וְ ִה ִּקיפו ָּה ִ ּבגְ ַמ ִּליןRav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua: Come and hear that which was
taught in a baraita: If a caravan camped in a field, and the travelers
surrounded their camp with camels that were made to crouch
down, or with their saddles,
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