NOTES

The domain of utensils that began Shabbat – ְר ׁשוּת ְל ֵכ ִלים
ש ׁ ּ ָש ְבת ּו:
ֶ ׁ The common feature of a roof, a courtyard, and
an enclosed area [karpef] is that none of them is an actual
place of human residence, and the law that applies to them
resembles that of a karmelit. According to Rabbi Shimon,
since none of these areas is a place of permanent residence,
they are not divided into separate domains, as are houses
and courtyards. Consequently, it is unnecessary to make
a joining of courtyards [eiruv] in order to carry from one
to another. However, it is prohibited to carry utensils that
were in the house into an enclosed area, because they are
certainly two separate domains.

יה דְּ ַרב
ּ  ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵר, ״נִזְ ַרע רו ּּבֹו״It was stated above that if the greater part of the karpef was sown
יֹותר ִמ ֵ ּבית
ֵ  ָלא ֲא ַמ ַרן ֶא ָּלא:הֹוש ַע
ֻ ׁ ְ יwith seed crops, it is prohibited to carry in it. Rav Huna, son of Rav
.אתיִ ם – מו ָּּתר
ַ  ֲא ָבל ֵ ּבית ָס,אתיִ ם
ַ  ָסYehoshua, said: We only said this in a case where the sown section
is greater than two beit se’a, but if it is no more than two beit se’a,
it is permitted.
 ַר ִ ּבי,ְּכ ַמאן – ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון; דִּ ְתנַ ן
 ֶא ָחד ַ ּג גּ ֹות וְ ֶא ָחד:אֹומר
ֵ
ׁ ִש ְמעֹון
ֲחצֵ ירֹות וְ ֶא ָח ד ַק ְר ּ ֵפיפֹות ְר ׁש ּות
 וְ ל ֹא,תֹוכן
ָ ַא ַחת ֵהן ְל ֵכ ִלים ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ְבת ּו ְ ּב
.ַל ֵּכ ִלים ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ְבת ּו ְ ּבתֹוךְ ַה ַ ּביִ ת

The Gemara comments: In accordance with whose opinion was
this stated? It was stated in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Shimon, as we learned in a mishna: Rabbi Shimon says: Roofs,
courtyards, and karpeifot are all one domain with regard to utensils that began ShabbatN in them, even if the utensils belong to
different people. Since these are not proper dwelling places, setting
an eiruv is unnecessary, and objects may be carried from place to
place within them. But they are not one domain with regard to
utensils that began Shabbat in the house and that were later taken
outside. This shows that the unsown part of a karpef and the sown
part, which has the status of a garden, are considered a single domain, in which one is permitted to carry, as the garden section does
not prohibit the karpef section.

–  ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ נִ זְ ַרע רו ּּבֹו, ְל ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון נַ ִמיThe Gemara rejects this argument: Even according to the opinion
 ָהוֵ י ַההוּא ִמעו ָּטאof Rabbi Shimon, since the greater part of the karpef is sown, the
minor part
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HALAKHA

The greater part of the karpef was sown – נִזְ ַרע רו ּּבֹו: If most
of the enclosed area [karpef] is sown, it is prohibited to carry
in it, even if the enclosure is no larger than two beit se’a of
grain. Some commentaries rule that it is prohibited to carry
even if the enclosure is smaller than two beit se’a (Rema; Vilna
Gaon; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 358:9).
A minor part of the karpef was sown – נִזְ ַרע ִמעוּטֹו: If less
than half of the enclosed area [karpef] is sown, and the sown
area is the size of two beit se’a, then it is permitted to carry.
It is prohibited to carry if the sown area is greater than two
beit se’a, since the halakha follows the second version in
the Gemara (Maggid Mishne). Furthermore, Rabbi Shimon’s
opinion is accepted as the halakha (Taz; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 358:9).
Planted in rows – ע ׂשוּיִ ין ִאצְ ַט ְ ּב ָלאֹות:ֲ The presence of trees in
an enclosure does not render it prohibited to carry, even if
they were not arranged in rows. The halakha is in accordance
with the opinion of Rav Naĥman both because he was a
preeminent authority and because the Gemara reports an
actual case that was ruled in accordance with his opinion
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 358:9).
NOTES

Rows – אצְ ַט ְ ּב ָלאֹות:
ִ Some commentaries explain that it is
inconvenient to walk through the garden if the trees are
not arranged in rows, and that this impairs the ability of the
karpef to serve as a residence (Arukh).
LANGUAGE

Rows [itztablaot] – אצְ ַט ְ ּב ָלאֹות:
ִ From the Latin stabulum,
meaning a horse stable. The Talmud uses the word to connote stables, and by extension, to describe other items arranged in rows like horses in a stable.
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׳ב

יה ַק ְר ּ ֵפף
ּ  וַ ֲהוָ ה ֵל,יה ְלגַ ֵ ּבי רו ָ ּּב ּה
ּ  ָ ּב ֵטיל ֵלis nullified relative to the greater part, and it is as though the karpef
were entirely sown. And therefore, it is regarded as a karpef greater
.אתיִ ם – וְ ָאסוּר
ַ יֹותר ִמ ֵ ּבית ָס
ֵ
than two beit se’a, in which it is prohibited to carry.
 ָהא:ית ַמר
ְּ ית ַמר ָה ִכי ִא
ְּ  ִאי ִא,ֶא ָּלא
יה
ּ  ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵר.ִמיעו ָּטא ׁ ָש ֵרי
 ָלא ֲא ַמ ַרן ֶא ָּלא דְּ ָלא:הֹוש ַע
ֻ ׁ ְדְּ ַרב י
– אתיִ ם
ַ  ֲא ָבל ֵ ּבית ָס,אתיִ ם
ַ ָהוֵ י ֵ ּבית ָס
.ָאסוּר

Rather, if this was stated, this is what was stated by Rav Huna, son
of Rav Yehoshua: If the greater part of the karpef was sown,H it is
prohibited to carry within it. It follows that if only a minor part of
the karpef was sown,H it is permitted to carry within it. Rav Huna,
son of Rav Yehoshua, said: We said that it is permitted to carry
only if the sown section is not as large as two beit se’a, however, if
it is at least two beit se’a, it is prohibited to carry anywhere in the
karpef, even though most of it is not sown.

. ְּכ ַמאן – ְּכ ַר ָ ּבנַןThe Gemara asks: According to whose opinion was this stated? It
is according to the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Shimon and say that a karpef and a courtyard are regarded as
separate domains, so that it is prohibited to carry from one to the
other.
 ָהא:וְ ַרב יִ ְר ְמיָ ה ִמדִּ ְיפ ִּתי ַמ ְתנֵי ְלקו ָּּלא
יה
ּ  ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵר.ִמיעו ָּטא – ׁ ָש ֵרי
 ָלא ֲא ַמ ַרן ֶא ָּלא ֵ ּבית:הֹוש ַע
ֻ ׁ ְדְּ ַרב י
– אתיִ ם
ַ יֹותר ִמ ֵ ּבית ָס
ֵ  ֲא ָבל,אתיִ ם
ַ ָס
. ְּכ ַמאן – ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון,ָאסוּר

And Rav Yirmeya from Difti would teach this matter as a leniency,
as follows: It was stated that if the greater part of the karpef was sown,
it is prohibited to carry within it. From here it follows that if only a
minor part was sown, it is permitted to carry within it. Rav Huna,
son of Rav Yehoshua said: We only said that it is permitted to
carry if the sown section is not more than two beit se’a, but if it is
more than two beit se’a, it is prohibited to carry. According to
whose opinion was this stated? It was according to the opinion of
Rabbi Shimon.

. וּמו ָּּתר״,״נִטע רו ּּבֹו – ֲה ֵרי הוּא ֶּכ ָחצֵ ר
ַּ
 וְ הוּא:ימי
ִ  ָא ַמר ֲא ִב,ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה
 וְ ַרב נַ ְח ָמן.ׁ ֶש ֲע ׂש ּויִ ין ִאצְ ַט ְ ּב ָלאֹות
 ַא ף ַעל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵא ין ֲע ׂש ּו יִ ין:ָא ַמר
.ִאצְ ַט ְ ּב ָלאֹות

It was stated earlier that if the greater part of the karpef was planted with trees, it is considered like a courtyard, and it is permitted
to carry. Rav Yehuda said that Avimi said: This is only if the trees
were planted in rows [itztablaot],HNL the customary manner of
planting ornamental trees in a courtyard. But if they were arranged
differently it is considered an orchard, which is not made for dwelling, and where it is prohibited to carry. But Rav Naĥman said: This
applies even if they were not planted in rows, as people commonly plant trees in any arrangement in the courtyards of their
houses.

;ָמר יְ הו ָּדה ִא ְק ַלע ְל ֵבי ַרב הוּנָ א ַ ּבר יְ הו ָּדה
,ָחזַ נְ ה ּו ְל ָהנְ ה ּו דְּ ָלא ֲע ִב ִידי ִאצְ ַט ְ ּב ָלאֹות
 ָלא ָס ַבר:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.ּוְ ָקא ְמ ַט ְל ְט ֵלי ְ ּבגַ ַּויְ יהו
 ֲאנָא ְּכ ַרב:ימי? ֲא ַמר ֵל ּיה
ֵ ָל ּה ָמר ְל ָהא דַּ ֲא ִב
.נַ ְח ָמן ְס ִב ָירא ִלי

Mar Yehuda happened to come to the house of Rav Huna bar Yehuda, where he saw certain trees that were not planted in rows, and
people were nevertheless carrying among them. Mar Yehuda said
to Rav Huna: Doesn’t the Master hold in accordance with this opinion of Avimi? Rav Huna said to him: I hold like the opinion of Rav
Naĥman, that it is permitted to carry even if the trees are not planted
in rows.

יֹותר
ֵ  ַק ְר ּ ֵפף: ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל,ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן
 ֵּכיצַ ד,אתיִ ם ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא הו ַ ּּקף ַלדִּ ָירה
ַ ִמ ֵ ּבית ָס
,יֹותר ֵמ ֶע ֶ ׂשר
ֵ עֹושה? ּפ ֵֹורץ ּבֹו ּ ִפ ְירצָ ה
ׂ ֶ הוּא
. וּמו ָּּתר,גֹודרֹו ו ַּמ ֲע ִמידֹו ַעל ֶע ֶ ׂשר
ְ ְו

Rav Naĥman said that Shmuel said: With regard to a karpef that is
greater than two beit se’a, and which was not enclosed from the
outset for the purpose of residence, what should one do if he wishes to carry within it? He should make a breach in the fence larger
than ten cubits, which nullifies the partition, and then fence it off
and reduce the opening to only ten cubits, which thereby creates an
entrance. He is then permitted to carry in the karpef, because it is now
regarded as having been enclosed for the purpose of residence.H

 ּ ָפ ַרץ ַא ָּמה וְ גָ ַדר ַא ָּמה [ו ָּפ ַרץ:ּיב ֲעיָ א ְלהו
ּ ַ  ִאThe Gemara raises a dilemma: If he did not make the breach at once,
,יֹותר ֵמ ֶע ֶ ׂשר
ֵ  ַא ָּמה וּגְ ָד ָר ּה] ַעד ׁ ֶש ִה ׁ ְש ִלימֹו ְלbut rather he breached one cubit and fenced off that same cubit, and
?ּ ַמהוthen breached another cubit and fenced it off, until he completed
the breaching and fencing off of more than ten cubits, what is the
law?
 ּכֹל ְּכ ֵלי ַב ֲע ֵלי: ָלאו ַהיְ ינ ּו דִּ ְתנַן:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלHe said to him: Is this not as we learned in a mishna: All ritually
. ָב ִּתים ׁ ִשיעו ָּרן ָּכ ִר ּמֹונִיםimpure wooden utensils belonging to ordinary homeowners become ritually pure through breaking the utensil, if they have holes the
size of pomegranates.H
ּ ַ : ו ָּב ֵעי ִחזְ ִקּיָ הAnd Ĥizkiya raised a dilemma: If a utensil was perforated with a
,נִיקב ְּכמֹוצִ יא זַ יִ ת ו ְּס ָתמֹו
ּ ַ ְ וְ ָחזַ ר וhole large enough for an olive to emerge, and he sealed it, and then
נִיקב ְּכמֹוצִ יא זַ יִ ת ו ְּס ָתמֹו ַעד
?ּ ַמהו, ׁ ֶש ִה ׁ ְש ִלימֹו ְלמֹוצִ יא ִרמֹוןit was perforated again with a hole large enough for an olive to
emerge, and he sealed it again, and this went on until the holes together completed a space large enough for a pomegranate to emerge,
what is the halakha? In other words, is the ruling that because the sum
of all the holes is the size of a pomegranate the utensil is pure, or is
the ruling that it remains ritually impure because each hole was filled
before the next hole was formed?

HALAKHA

Rendering a karpef fit for carrying within it – ִּתיקוּן
ק ְר ּ ֵפף:ַ If a karpef had been enclosed initially not for the
purpose of residence, and now one wishes to utilize it
for dwelling, he must make a breach in the wall larger
than ten cubits wide, and then rebuild the fence to
reduce the opening to only ten cubits. This breach is
effective even if it was made in stages, in accordance
with the conclusion of the Gemara (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 358:2).
Homeowners’ utensils – כ ֵלי ַ ּב ֲע ֵלי ָב ִּתים:ְּ A ritually
impure wooden utensil that belongs to an individual
becomes ritually pure if it is broken, with a hole no
smaller than the size of a pomegranate. If one makes
a hole the size of an olive in the wooden utensil and
then seals it, and once again makes a hole the size
of an olive and seals it, and continues to make holes
and to seal them until the sum of all the holes is the
size of a pomegranate, the utensil becomes ritually
pure. This is in accordance with the conclusion of
the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 6:2).
The purification of a sandal – ט ֳה ַרת ַסנְדָּ ל:ָ A sandal
retains ritual impurity imparted by treading [midras]
if one of the straps rips. If the sandal is fixed and then
the second strap rips, the sandal is still impure due to
contact with an object that became ritually impure
with impurity imparted by treading. However, if the
second strap rips before the first one is fixed, the
sandal becomes pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot
Kelim 7:12).
BACKGROUND

A sandal – סנְדָּ ל:ַ The strap [ozen] of the sandal probably refers to the strap that holds the foot tightly to
the sole of the sandal.

:ּנִיתה ָלנו
ָ  ׁ ָש, ַר ִ ּבי:יֹוחנָ ן
ָ יה ַר ִ ּבי
ּ  וְ ֲא ַמר ֵלRabbi Yoĥanan his student said to him: Master, you taught us that
B
ְּ  ַסנְ דָּ ל ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ְס ָקה ַא ַחת ֵמ ָאזְ נָיו וְ ִתwith regard to a sandal that became ritually impure by impurity
– יקנָ ּה
, ָט ֵמא ִמ ְד ָרסimparted by the treading of a zav, and one of its ears, i.e., straps, broke
and he repaired it, it remains ritually impure with impurity imparted by treading [midras]N and can still render people and utensils
ritually impure. If one of a sandal’s straps is torn, it can still be used as
a sandal, and therefore it does not lose its status as a utensil.
ְּ  נִ ְפ ְס ָקה ׁ ְשנִ ּיָ ה וְ ִתIf the second ear broke and he repaired it, it is ritually pure in the
יקנָ ּה – ָטהֹור ָ ּב ּה ִמן
. ֲא ָבל ָט ֵמא ַמ ַ ּגע ִמ ְד ָרס, ַה ִּמ ְד ָרסsense that it no longer renders other objects ritually impure as would
a vessel that became a primary source of ritual impurity by means of
impurity imparted by treading.H However, the sandal itself is ritually impureN due to contact with an object that became ritually impure with impurity imparted by treading, i.e., the sandal before its
second strap ripped. Therefore, it can transmit ritual impurity to food
and liquids.
אשֹונָ ה – דְּ ָהא
ׁ  וְ ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ֲע ָל ּה ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ִרAnd you said about this halakha: What is different in a case where
ימא
ָ ְ ׁ ְשנִ ּיָ ה נַ ִמי ָהא ָקי,ימא ׁ ְשנִ ּיָ ה
ָ ְ ָקיthe first ear breaks, that the sandal remains impure? It is because the
!אשֹונָ ה
ׁ  ִרsecond one is intact. However, when the second ear breaks, the first
ear is intact; so how does the sandal lose its utensil status?

Detail of statue with sandal from the talmudic period

NOTES

Ritual impurity imparted by treading [midras] and ritual impurity from contact with a ritually impure object by treading – ִמ ְד ָרס
ו ַּמ ַ ּגע ִמ ְד ָרס: A utensil contracts ritual impurity imparted by treading
[midras] when a zav, or a zava, or a woman after childbirth, or a
menstruating woman sits or treads upon it. This is a stringent form
of ritual impurity, as an object with this type of impurity defiles
other objects that come into contact with it.
The impurity of a sandal – טו ְּמ ַאת ַה ַּסנְדָּ ל: See Rashi and Tosafot
for explanations of the sandal’s impurity due to contact with an
object that became ritually impure with impurity imparted by
treading [midras]. Apparently, there is reason to question the



source of this impurity. Most commentaries agree that a ripped
sandal strap loses its ritual impurity imparted by treading, but
contracts a lower level of impurity when it is reattached to the
sandal, from contact with an object with impurity imparted by
treading. This impurity subsequently spreads throughout the entire sandal, but it is irrelevant because the sandal still has a more
severe level of impurity, namely, the ritual impurity imparted
by treading. However, when the impurity imparted by treading is removed, the lower level impurity, the impurity of contact
with an object with impurity imparted by treading, still remains
(Rashba). See Tosafot for a clarification of some of the difficulties
with this explanation.
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 ּ ָפנִים ֲח ָד ׁשֹות ָ ּבא ּו: וְ ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ָלן ֲע ָל ּהAnd then you said to us with regard to this that the reason it is no
 ָה ָכא נַ ִמי ּ ָפנִים ֲח ָד ׁשֹות ָ ּבא ּו. ְל ָכאןlonger a utensil is because a new entity has arrived here. The legal
. ְל ָכאןstatus of the sandal with the two repaired ears is not that of the original
sandal; it is a new sandal. Here, too, with regard to a utensil that was
perforated several times, where the sum of all the holes adds up to the
size of a pomegranate, let us say that a new entity has arrived here, as
the entire area of the hole is completely new, and the utensil is no longer
the same utensil that had been ritually impure.
יכא
ׁ  ֵלית דֵּ ין ַ ּבר ֱא:יה
ָּ ינָש! ִא
ּ  ָק ֵרי ֲע ֵלĤizkiya was so impressed by Rabbi Yoĥanan’s comment that he ex! ְּכגֹון דֵּ ין ַ ּבר ׁנַש: דְּ ָא ְמ ִריclaimed about him: This is not a human being; rather, he is an angel,
as he is capable of resolving a problem that I struggle with, from something that I myself taught. Some say that he said: This is an ideal human
being. This parallel analysis teaches that if one breached one cubit and
fenced it off, breached another cubit and fenced it off, and continued
this way until he breached and fenced off more than ten cubits, then
this is effective, and he need not breach more than ten meters at once.
,חֹורי ַה ָ ּב ִתים
ֵ  ְר ָח ָבה ׁ ֶש ֲא: ָא ַמר ַרב ָּכ ֲהנָ אRav Kahana said: A fenced-in yard located behind a group of houses,H
. ֵאין ְמ ַט ְל ְט ִלין ּבֹו ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹותwhich is used to store objects not in regular use and which measures
more than two beit se’a, is not treated as a full-fledged private domain.
Therefore, inside it, one may carry objects a distance of only four cubits.
–  ִאם ּ ָפ ַתח לֹו ּ ֶפ ַתח:וְ ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן
 וְ ָלא. ּ ֶפ ַתח ַמ ִּתירֹו,מו ָּּתר ְל ַט ְל ֵטל ְ ּבכוּלּ ֹו
 ֲא ָבל,ֲא ַמ ַרן ֶא ָּלא ׁ ֶש ּ ָפ ַתח ו ְּל ַב ּסֹוף הו ַ ּּקף
.הו ַ ּּקף ו ְּל ַב ּסֹוף ּ ָפ ַתח – ל ֹא

Rav Naĥman said: If one opened an entrance to it from the house, it
is permitted to carry throughout the entire area, because the entrance
permits it, allowing it to be considered as part of the house. And we
stated this allowance only where he opened the entrance and afterward fenced in the area; but if he first fenced it in and only afterward
opened the entrance, he may not carry throughout the yard.

יטא! ָלא
ָ  ּ ְפ ׁ ִש,ּ ָפ ַתח ּו ְל ַב ּסֹוף ה ּו ַ ּקף
:ימא
ָ  ַמה ּו דְּ ֵת.יה ֵ ּבי דָּ ֵרי
ּ  דְּ ִאית ֵ ּב,צְ ִר ָיכא
 ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע,יה
ּ ֵַּאדַּ ֲע ָתא דְּ ֵבי דָּ ֵרי ֲע ַבד
.ָלן

The Gemara raises a difficulty: If he first opened the entrance and afterward fenced in the area, it is obvious that it is permitted to carry
throughout the yard, because it is clear that the area was enclosed for
the entrance, i.e., in order to use it from the house. The Gemara answers:
This ruling is necessary only in the case where there is a threshing
floor in the yard. This is because you might have said that he made the
entrance with the threshing floor in mind,N and not so that he would
be able to use the entire yard. He therefore comes and teaches us that
the entrance renders it permitted to carry in the yard in all cases.

אתיִ ם ׁ ֶשה ּו ַ ּקף
ַ יֹותר ִמ ֵ ּבית ָס
ֵ  ַק ְר ּ ֵפףThe Gemara considers a new case: With regard to a karpef measuring
ימר
ַ  ַסבוּר ַר ָ ּבנַן ְל ֵמ, ַלדִּ ָירה וְ נִ ְת ַמ ֵּלא ַמיִ םmore than two beit se’a, which had been enclosed for the purpose of
. ִּכזְ ָר ִעים דָּ מ ּו – וַ ֲא ִסירresidence but became filled with water, by floods or any other cause,
the Rabbis thought to say that the water is considered like seeds. This
means that the karpef is regarded as if it were sown with seeds, so that
it is prohibited to carry. It is no longer considered as having been enclosed for the purpose of dwelling, since it is not normal to live in a place
filled with water.
יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ְלה ּו ַרב ַא ָ ּבא ֲאבו ּּה דְּ ַרב ְ ּב ֵרRav Abba, father of Rav, son of Rav Mesharshiya, said: We say in the
H
יה
ּ  ָה ִכי ָא ְמ ִרינַ ן ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ: דְּ ַרב ְמ ׁ ָש ְר ׁ ִשּיָ אname of Rava as follows: Water is considered like planted trees, so
.נְט ִעים דָּ מ ּו – וְ ׁ ָש ֵרי
ָ  ַמיִ ם ִּכ: דְּ ָר ָבאthat one is permitted to carry. A courtyard filled with water is still suitable for dwelling, since the water benefits the residents of the courtyard.

HALAKHA

A yard behind houses – חֹורי ַה ָ ּב ִתים
ֵ ר ָח ָבה ׁ ֶש ֲא:ְ It is prohibited to
carry in an enclosed area behind a house if it is larger than two
beit se’a. However, if it has an entrance from the house, it has the
status of a courtyard and one is permitted to carry in it (Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 359:1).

Water is like planted trees – נְט ִעים
ָ מיִ ם ִּכ:ַ If a karpef larger than two
beit se’a was enclosed for the purpose of residence and was then
flooded with water, it is permitted to carry in it, since the same law
applies to water as to planted trees. This ruling is in accordance with
the opinion of Rava (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 358:11).

NOTES

He made it with the threshing floor in mind – ַאדַּ ֲע ָתא דְּ ֵבי
יה
ּ ֵּדָּ ֵרי ֲע ַבד: The uncertainty centers on whether the new
enclosure was made for the sake of the yard itself or for the
sake of the threshing floor. The assumption is that an enclosure for the sake of a threshing floor is not an enclosure con-
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structed for the purpose of residence. According to a variant
version that reads: He opened it with the threshing floor in
mind, a novel approach is required, namely, that the opening of an entrance in a yard of that kind serves to change its
purpose (see Rashba).

Perek II
Daf 24 Amud b
 וְ ה ּו א דְּ ַח זְ יָ ין:ימ ר
ָ  ָא ַמ ר ַא ֵמAmeimar said: This ruling applies only if the water is fit for its
N
 ֲא ָב ל ָל א ַח זְ יָ ין,יש ָּתא
ְ ׁ  ְל ַת ׁ ְש ִמregular use, i.e., for drinking, because in that case it provides for
.יש ָּתא – ָלא
ְ ׁ  ְל ַת ׁ ְש ִמthe needs of residence. However, if the water is not fit for use,
then it is not considered like planted trees. Therefore, the karpef
is no longer considered enclosed for the purpose of residence, and
it is prohibited to carry in the karpef.
יש ָּתא
ְ ׁ  ו ְּד ַחזְ יָ ין ְל ַת ׁ ְש ִמ:ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
נַ ִמי ָלא ֲא ַמ ַרן ֶא ָּלא ׁ ֶש ֵאין ְ ּבעו ְּמקֹו
 ֲא ָבל ִאם יֵ ׁש,אתיִ ם
ַ יֹותר ִמ ֵ ּבית ָס
ֵ
.אתיִ ם – ָאסוּר
ַ יֹותר ִמ ֵ ּבית ָס
ֵ ְ ּבעו ְּמקֹו

Rav Ashi said: And even where the water is fit for use, this ruling
applies only if the water is not ten handbreadths deep over an
area greater than two beit se’a; but if the water is ten handbreadths
deep over an area greater than two beit se’a, it is prohibited to
carry in it, as in such a case the karpef is no longer considered
enclosed for the sake of dwelling.H

 ִמידֵּ י דַּ ֲהוָ ה ַא ָּכ ְריָא, וְ ָלאו ִמ ְּיל ָתא ִהיאThe Gemara comments: And it is not so, just as it is in the case
. דְּ ֵפ ֵיריof a pile of fruit, as even if the pile of fruit is very large, the karpef
does not lose its status as having been enclosed for the purpose
of residence.
ַה ִהיא ְר ָח ָבה דַּ ֲהוַ אי ְ ּבפ ּום נַ ֲה ָרא
 וְ ַחד,יסא ֲהוָ ה ּ ְפ ִת ַיח ְל ָמ ָתא
ָּ דְּ ַחד ִ ּג
,יסא ֲהוָ ה ּ ְפ ִת ַיח ִל ׁ ְש ִביל ׁ ֶשל ְּכ ָר ִמים
ָּ ִ ּג
ו ׁ ְּש ִביל ׁ ֶשל ְּכ ָר ִמים ֲהוָ ה ָס ֵליק ְלגוּדָּ א
.דְּ נַ ֲה ָרא

HALAKHA

Water in a karpef – מיִ ם ְ ּב ַק ְר ּ ֵפף:ַ The presence of potable water
in a karpef does not negate the permission to carry in it, even
if the water is more than ten handbreadths deep and extends
over two beit se’a, as Rav Ashi’s opinion was rejected. If the
water is not potable, and it is also more than ten handbreadths
deep, it is considered like sown seeds. Consequently, the karpef
is not regarded as an enclosure that was enclosed for the purpose of residence (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 358:11).
A yard open to a path – ר ָח ָבה ַה ּ ְפתו ָּחה ִל ׁ ְש ִביל:ְ If a yard is open
on one side to a town and on the other side to a path that
reaches the river bank, one may arrange a side post at the
entrance facing the town to allow him to carry throughout
the yard, in accordance with Rava (Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hilkhot Shabbat 16:11).
BACKGROUND

A yard and a path – ר ָח ָבה ו ׁ ְּש ִביל:ְ

The Gemara relates: There was a certain yard in the town of Pum
Nahara that was larger than two beit se’a and that had not been
enclosed for the purpose of residence. One of its sides opened
to an alleyway in the town, and the other opened to a walled
pathHB between the vineyards, and that vineyard path led to the
bank of a river ten handbreadths high, which is considered a
partition.

יה
ֲ יכי
ִ  ֵה: ֲא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ יAbaye said: What shall we do to permit carrying in the yard,
ּ נַע ֵביד? ֵל ֲע ֵביד ֵל
עֹושין
ׂ ִ יצה ַא ּגו ָּדא דְּ נַ ֲה ָרא – ֵאין
ּ ָ  ְמ ִחwhich is a karmelit, without having to make a breach in one of its
walls wider than ten cubits and then fence it up again? Shall we
.יצה
ּ ָ יצה ַעל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ְמ ִח
ּ ָ ְמ ִח
construct a partition for it on the river bank, so that the vineyard
path is surrounded by partitions on all sides? This is not a viable
solution, as one cannot construct an effective partition on top
of another partition that already exists, and the river bank is
considered a partition relative to the river.

Yard behind a house opening on one side to a vineyard path that reaches the river,
and opening on the other side to the street that leads into town

יה צו ַּרת ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח ַא ּפו ָּמא
ּ  וְ ֵל ֲע ֵביד ֵלShall we arrange a doorframe at the mouth of the vineyard
 דִּ ׁ ְש ִביל ׁ ֶשל ְּכ ָר ִמים – ָאת ּו ְ ּג ַמ ֵּלי ׁ ָש ְדיָ יןpath? That is also not an effective solution in this case, for the
down this path in order to drink water from the
.יה
ּ  ֵלcamels that walk
river will comeN and knock it over.
יע ִביד ֶל ִח י
ֲ  ִל:ֶא ָּלא ָא ַמ ר ַא ַ ּביֵ י
 דְּ ִמגּ ֹו,ית ָחא דִּ ׁ ְש ִביל ׁ ֶשל ְּכ ָר ִמים
ְ ַא ּ ִפ
דִּ ְמ ַה ּנְיָא ִל ׁ ְש ִביל ׁ ֶשל ְּכ ָר ִמים – ְמ ַה ּנֵי
.נַ ִמי ָל ְר ָח ָבה

Rather, Abaye said: We should arrange a side post at the opening of the vineyard path to the yard, since as it is effectiveN for
the vineyard path, to allow one to carry on the path, as it is no
longer breached into a karmelit, it is also effective for the yard,
and the side post will be considered an additional partition that
renders it permitted to carry in the yard.

מֹועיל
ִ ֹאמר ּו ֶל ִחי
ְ  י:יה ָר ָבא
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRava said to him: If so, people will say that a side post is effective
N
! ִל ׁ ְש ִביל ׁ ֶשל ְּכ ָר ִמים דְּ ָע ְל ָמאin permitting one to carry in a vineyard path generally, and this
will cause the public to err, as vineyard paths are usually open at
both ends and do not lead to a river or the like.

NOTES

Is fit for use – יש ָּתא
ְ ׁ וְ הוּא דְּ ַחזְ יָ ין ְל ַת ׁ ְש ִמ: . The presence of potable
water facilitates dwelling in the karpef, just as planting trees in
it facilitates living there. However, water that is not potable, but
only for watering plants and the like, is considered like sown
seeds. Even though it has some use, it does not facilitate living
in the enclosure.
Camels will come – את ּו ְ ּג ַמ ֵּלי:ָ Some commentaries state that
these camels are not going to the river bank, as explained by
Rashi and Tosafot, since if they were, why would one build a
partition on the bank of the river itself? Rather, the camels are



People will say a side post is effective for a vineyard
path – מֹועיל ִל ׁ ְש ִביל ׁ ֶשל ְּכ ָר ִמים
ִ ֹאמר ּו ֶל ִחי
ְ י: See Rashi and Tosafot.
Rashba
explains
that
although
some residents did
Since as it is effective – דְּ ִמגּ ֹו דִּ ְמ ַה ּנְיָא: The concept of miggo
applies in many areas of halakha and its application here indeed use this path, it was called a vineyard path because
is typical. The assumption is that a partition is either effec- only a few residents used it and because the path contintive in all cases or ineffective in all cases. Therefore, since the ued beyond their houses. Consequently, people might misside post is an effective partition in an alleyway, it should takenly say that a side post is effective for a vineyard path,
be equally effective as a partition for a yard, even though a even if there are no residents at all. This is incorrect, since
side post is not generally halakhically effective with regard a side post is halakhically effective only in an alleyway that
to a yard.
has residents.

brought to work in the vineyard or to carry out its produce
(Ritva).
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יה ֶל ִחי ְל ִפ ְית ָחא
ּ  ָע ְב ִדינַן ֵל: ֶא ָּלא ָא ַמר ָר ָבאRather, Rava said: They should arrange a side post at the open– יה ֶל ִחי ְל ָמ ָתא
ּ  דְּ ִמגּ ֹו דִּ ְמ ַה ּנֵי ֵל, דְּ ָמ ָתאing of the yard to the town, as since the side post is effective and
. ְמ ַה ּנֵי נַ ִמי ָל ְר ָח ָבהis considered a partition for the town, it is also effective for the
yard, to permit one to carry within it.
, ִט ְלטו ֵּלי ְ ּב ָמ ָתא גּ ו ָּפ ּה – ׁ ָש ֵרי,ִה ְל ָּכ ְך
 ִמ ָּמ ָתא,ִט ְלטו ֵּלי ָ ּב ְר ָח ָבה גּ ו ָּפ ּה – ׁ ָש ֵרי
ִל ְר ָח ָבה ו ֵּמ ְר ָח ָבה ְל ָמ ָתא – ּ ְפ ִליגִ י ָ ּב ּה ַרב
. ַחד ָא ַסר וְ ַחד ׁ ָש ֵרי,ַא ָחא וְ ָר ִבינָ א

Therefore, in summary, it is permitted to carry within the town
itself and to carry within the yard itself. However, with regard
to carrying from the town to the yard or from the yard to the
town, Rav Aĥa and Ravina disagree: One prohibits doing so
and the other permits it.

Perek II
Daf 25 Amud a
NOTES

Sometimes there are residents in it – ימנִין דְּ ָהוֵ י ָ ּב ּה דִּ יו ִּרין
ְ ִז:
Even though the Sages did not generally institute such
decrees in the laws of eiruvin, this context is different. Even
when residents are present, the residents of the yard will
think that it is permitted to carry in the yard, because they
may carry from the yard into the alleyway. Consequently,
they will not realize that it is prohibited to carry in the
yard itself, even for those who carry from the yard into the
alleyway, because it was not enclosed for the purpose of
residence (Rabbi Eliezer Meir Horowitz).
Reducing the size of a karpef – מיעוּט ֶה ֵיקף ַ ּב ַק ְר ּ ֵפף:ִ The
disputes concerning the reduction of the size of an enclosure can be understood in several ways. The early commentaries disagree with regard to the law and the correct
reading of the text. One approach is to explain that the
construction of new partitions around the enclosure is to
define it as fenced in for the purpose of residence, which
would permit one to carry in the entire area. Alternatively,
the discussion can also be understood as relating to partitions built to reduce the area of the enclosure to less than
two beit se’a. The disagreements among the commentaries focus particularly on the correct textual version and
contextual understandings of the statement of Rabbi Simi,
or, according to variant readings, of Rabba bar Sheila (see
Maggid Mishne; Me’iri; Ritva).

 ו ַּמאן,יכא דִּ יו ִּרין
ָּ  ַמאן דְּ ׁ ָש ֵרי – דְּ ָהא ֵלThe Sage who permits doing so holds that it is permitted since in
 וְ ָא ֵתי,ימנִין דְּ ָהוֵ י ָ ּב ּה דִּ יו ִּרין
ְ ִ דְּ ָא ַסר – זthe yard itself there are no residents, and a place without resi. ְל ַט ְלטו ֵּליdents cannot prohibit carrying in another, adjacent domain. And
the Sage who prohibits doing so holds that it is prohibited because sometimes there are residents in itN who can prohibit
carrying in the other domain, and people might unwittingly come
to carry from the yard to the town in their usual manner, even
though it is prohibited.
אתיִ ם ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא הו ַ ּּקף
ַ יֹותר ִמ ֵ ּבית ָס
ֵ  ַק ְר ּ ֵפףWith regard to a karpef that measures more than two beit se’a
– יעטֹו ָ ּב ִא ָילנֹות
ֲ  ִמ, ַלדִּ ָירה ו ָּבא ְל ַמ ֲעטֹוand that had not been fenced in from the outset for the purpose
N
, ָלא ָהוֵ י ִמיעוּטof residence, andH one came to reduce its size, if he reduced it
by planting trees in a section of the space, it is not a valid reduction, because trees are commonly found in a karpef designed for
dwelling; therefore, they are not considered something out of the
ordinary that would reduce its size.
בֹוה ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה וְ ָר ָח ב
ַּ ָ ּבנָ ה ּב ֹו ַע ּמ ּו ד ָ ּג
–  ּ ָפחֹות ִמ ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה.ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה – ָהוֵ י ִמיעוּט
, ִמ ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה וְ ַעד ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה.ָלא ָהוֵ י ִמיעוּט
 ָלא: וְ ָר ָבא ָא ַמר, ָהוֵ י ִמיעוּט:ַר ָ ּבה ָא ַמר
.ָהוֵ י ִמיעוּט

HALAKHA

Reduction by planting trees – מיעוּט ָ ּב ִא ָילנֹות:ִ If an enclosure that is larger than two beit se’a and that was not initially fenced in for the purpose of residence is planted with
trees, the space taken up by the trees does not reduce the
area of the enclosure, even if each tree is the size of an
independent domain (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 358:4).
Reduction by a column – מיעוּט ָ ּב ַע ּמוּד:ִ If the area of a
karpef is reduced by means of a column ten handbreadths
high, the reduction is effective, provided that the column
is more than three handbreadths wide. This is in accordance with Rabba’s opinion, since the halakha follows
the lenient opinion with respect to eiruvin (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 358:5).
If one distanced himself…from the wall – ִה ְר ִחיק
ֹותל
ֶ מן ַה ּכ:ִ If one distances himself at least three handbreadths from the wall of a karpef and erects an additional
partition, it is effective, in accordance with Rabba’s lenient
opinion and based on the first version of the dispute cited
in the Gemara (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 358:6).

But if he built up a column ten handbreadths high and four
handbreadths wide, it is an effective reduction,H i.e., if the karpef
is thereby reduced to the area of two beit se’a, one is permitted to
carry within it. However, if the column is less than three handbreadths wide, it is not an effective reduction. And if it is between
three to four handbreadths wide, there is a dispute between
amora’im. Rabba said: It constitutes an effective reduction, and
Rava said: It does not constitute an effective reduction.

יה
ּ  ָהוֵ י ִמיעוּט – דְּ ָהא נָ ֵפיק ֵל: ַר ָ ּבה ָא ַמרThe Gemara explains the two opinions. Rabba said that it consti–  ָלא ָהוֵ י ִמיעוּט: ָר ָבא ָא ַמר. ִמ ּת ַֹורת ָלבוּדtutes an effective reduction because it is large enough to be ex. ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ָלא ָהוֵ י ָמקֹום ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה – ָלא ֲח ׁ ִשיבcluded from the principle of lavud, namely, that solid surfaces
with gaps between them less than three handbreadths are considered joined. Since the column stands independently, it reduces
the size of the karpef. Rava said that it does constitute a valid
reduction because as it is not a place of at least four handbreadths, it is not significant. An area of less than four handbreadths is not considered independent.
ֹותל ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה וְ ָע ָ ׂש ה
ֶ ִה ְר ִח יק ִמן ַה ּכ
 ּ ָפחֹות ִמ ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה – ל ֹא,הֹועיל
ִ – יצה
ּ ָ ְמ ִח
: ַר ָ ּבה ָא ַמר, ִמ ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה וְ ַעד ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה.הֹועיל
ִ
.מֹועיל
ִ  ֵאינֹו: ָר ָבא ָא ַמר,הֹועיל
ִ

It was further stated: If one distanced himself four handbreadths
from the wallH of the karpef and erected an additional partition
for the sake of dwelling, it is effective in permitting one to carry
in the fenced-off inner area. But if the distance is less than three
handbreadths, it is not effective, as the new wall is considered
attached to the first by means of the principle of lavud, and it is
like one partition built on top of another. And if the distance is
between three to four handbreadths, that is the topic of the dispute among the amora’im, in which Rabba said: It is effective,
and Rava said: It is not effective.

יה ִמ ּת ַֹורת
ִ : ַר ָ ּבה ָא ַמרThe Gemara explains the two opinions. Rabba said: It is effective,
ּ הֹועיל – דְּ ָהא נָ ֵפיק ֵל
מֹועיל – ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ָלא
ִ  ֵאינֹו: ָר ָבא ָא ַמר. ָלבוּדas it is far enough away to be removed from the principle of la. ָהוֵ י ָמקֹום ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה – ָלא ֲח ׁ ִשיבvud. Rava disagreed and said: It is not effective, because as it is
not a place of at least four handbreadths, it is not significant.
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