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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 ָטח ּבֹו ִטיט וְ יָ כֹול:ימי ַמ ְתנֵי ְלקו ָּּלא
ִ ַרב ִ ׂש
 ֵאינֹו יָ כֹול.ַל ֲעמֹוד ִ ּב ְפנֵי ַעצְ מֹו – ָהוֵ י ִמיעוּט
, ָהוֵ י ִמיעוּט: ַר ָ ּבה ָא ַמר,ַל ֲעמֹוד ִ ּב ְפנֵי ַעצְ מֹו
. ָלא ָהוֵ י ִמיעוּט:ָר ָבא ָא ַמר

Rav Simi would teach a more lenient version of the dispute between
Rabba and Rava. If one plastered the walls of a karpef larger than two
beit se’a with plaster,H and the plaster can stand on its own, all agree
that it is an effective reduction, as it is considered as if he has made
a new partition. But if the plaster cannot stand on its own, and it only
stays in place because it is attached to the existing wall, there is an
amoraic dispute in which Rabba said: It is an effective reduction, and
Rava said: It is not an effective reduction.

יהא
ָ  ָהוֵ י ִמיעוּט – ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא ִמ: ַר ָ ּבה ָא ַמרThe Gemara explains the two opinions. Rabba says: It is an effective
 ָלא ָהוֵ י ִמיעוּט – ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ל ֹא: ָר ָבא ָא ַמר. ָק ֵאיreduction, because for now, in any case, it stands. Rava says: It is
. יָ כֹול ְל ֵמ ַיקם ִ ּב ְפנֵי ַעצְ מֹו – ל ֹא ְכלוּם הוּאnot an effective reduction, because as it cannot stand on its own, it
is nothing, i.e., it is insignificant.
– יצה
ּ ָ  ִה ְר ִחיק ִמן ַה ֵּתל ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה וְ ָע ָ ׂשה ְמ ִחIf one distanced himself four handbreadths from a mound ten handbreadths high that stands in a karpef larger than two beit se’a, and he
.הֹועיל
ִ
erected a partition for the sake of dwelling, it is effective to permit
one to carry.
 ַרב, ּ ָפחֹות ִמ ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה אֹו ַעל ְ ׂש ַפת ַה ֵּתלBut if he erected the partition less than three handbreadths from the
 וְ ַחד,הֹועיל
ִ : ִח ְסדָּ א וְ ַרב ַה ְמנוּנָ א; ַחד ָא ַמרmound or on the edge of the mound itself, so that it is like a partition
.הֹועיל
ִ  ל ֹא: ָא ַמרbuilt on top of another partition, this is a dispute between Rav Ĥisda
and Rav Hamnuna. One of them said: It is effective, and the other
one said: It is not effective.
: דְּ ִא ְּת ַמר.הֹועיל
ִ  ִּת ְס ַּתּיֵ ים דְּ ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א ָא ַמרThe Gemara seeks to clarify which of the Sages held which opinion.
 ָא ַמר ַרב,יצה
ָּ יצה ַעל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ְמ ִח
ׂ ֶ  ָהConclude that it was Rav Ĥisda who said it is effective, for it was
ּ ָ עֹושה ְמ ִח
,הֹועיל
ִ –  ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת: ִח ְסדָּ אstated that the amora’im disagreed about the following: If one erected a partition on top of an existing partition, Rav Ĥisda said: With
regard to the halakhot of Shabbat, e.g., if the first partition was not
erected for the purpose of residence, the second partition is effective.
. ְ ּבנִ ְכ ֵסי ַה ֵ ּגר – ל ֹא ָקנָ הHowever, with regard to the property of a convert,N he does not
acquire it. The property of a convert who dies without heirs is regarded as ownerless unless he had transferred it to someone as a gift
during his lifetime. Whoever first implements a valid mode of acquisition upon such property acquires it. For example, one may acquire
property by performing an act of taking possession, such as construction of a partition around it. But if one erects a partition around the
property of a deceased convert on top of an existing partition,H he
does not acquire the property in this manner.
 ַאף ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת נַ ִמי ל ֹא: וְ ַרב ׁ ֵש ׁ ֶשת ָא ַמרAnd Rav Sheshet said: Even with regard to Shabbat it is not effective. The Gemara comments: Indeed, conclude that it is Rav Ĥisda
. ִּת ְס ַּתּיֵ ים,הֹועיל
ִ
who maintains that one partition built on top of another is effective
for Shabbat.H

HALAKHA

If one plastered the walls with plaster – טח ּבֹו ִטיט:ָ If
one plasters the walls of an enclosure and the plaster
can stand on its own, the action serves to reduce the
size of the enclosure. However, if the plaster cannot
stand on its own, the action does not reduce the size
of the enclosure, in accordance with Rava’s opinion
and as explained by the Ra’avad and Rabbi Zeraĥya
HaLevi. The apparent contradiction between this ruling and the prior one has been noted by the Baĥ and
the Perisha (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 358:7).
A partition on top of an existing partition – יצה
ּ ָ ְמ ִח
יצה
ּ ָ על ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ְמ ִח:ַ A partition erected on top of another
partition does not suffice for the acquisition of the
property of a deceased convert (Shulĥan Arukh,
Ĥoshen Mishpat 275:23).
A partition on top of an existing partition with
regard to Shabbat – יצה ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
ּ ָ יצה ַעל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ְמ ִח
ּ ָ מ ִח:ְ A
partition erected on top of another partition is not
halakhically effective with regard to Shabbat, since
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of
Rav Sheshet, who was considered a greater authority than Rav Ĥisda. However, if it was erected on
top of a mound, the partition is effective, as in that
case even Rav Sheshet agrees (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 358:8).
NOTES

The property of a convert – נִ ְכ ֵסי ַה ֵ ּגר: A Jew by birth
always has heirs. Even if one does not have sons or
close relatives, his ancestry is traced in search of relatives, if necessary all the way back to the patriarch
Jacob. However, a convert’s familial connections are
severed by the conversion. Therefore, if no children
were born to the convert after his conversion, he
has no legal heirs, and at his death his property is
regarded as ownerless.
A partition on the mound – יצה ַעל ַה ֵּתל
ּ ָ מ ִח:ְ Several
explanations have been offered concerning the nature of this mound. Rashi teaches that the mound
was one of the partitions of the karpef. The Ritva understands that the enclosure was surrounded on all
sides by a mound. Other commentaries explain that
the enclosure was surrounded by a ditch ten handbreadths deep, and that consequently, the construction of a partition on top of this ditch is considered
the addition of a partition on top of a pre-existing
partition (see Me’iri).

ּמֹודה ִלי ַרב ׁ ֵש ׁ ֶשת ׁ ֶש ִאם
ֶ  ו: ָא ַמר ַרב ִח ְסדָּ אRav Ĥisda said: Rav Sheshet agrees with me that if one erected a
N
.הֹועיל
ִ יצה ַעל ַה ֵּתל ׁ ֶש
ּ ָ  ָע ָ ׂשה ְמ ִחpartition on the mound, rather than merely adjacent to it, that it is
effective to permit one to carry on the mound itself, even though,
according to him, it is prohibited to carry in the rest of the karpef.
יצֹות
ִ –  ַמאי ַט ְע ָמאWhat is the reason for this? Since he dwells in the space between the
ּ הֹואיל ו ַּב ֲאוִ יר ְמ ִח
. ָה ֶע ְליֹונֹות הוּא דָּ רupper partitions, he utilizes these new partitions and they serve a
function. Although in relation to one positioned below the mound
these are partitions built on top of the pre-existing partitions of the
mound, and therefore they do not allow him to carry in the karpef, they
are nonetheless effective in allowing him to carry on the mound itself.
יצֹות
ּ  נִ ְב ְלע ּו ְמ ִח: ָ ּב ֵעי ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ַ ּבר ָחנָ הRabba bar bar Ĥana raised a dilemma: If the lower partitions were
?ּ ַמהו, ַה ַּת ְח ּתֹונֹות וְ ָה ֶע ְליֹונֹות ַקּיָ ימֹותswallowed up, e.g., if they sank in boggy ground, and the upper
partitions that he had erected still stand, what is the law?
ְל ַמאי? ִאי ְלנִ ְכ ֵסי ַה ֵ ּגר – ַהיְ ינ ּו דְּ יִ ְר ְמיָ ה
 ָא ַמר ַרב, דְּ ָא ַמר יִ ְר ְמיָ ה ִ ּב ָיר ָאה,ִ ּב ָיר ָאה
 ַהאי ַמאן דִּ ׁ ְש ָדא ִל ְיפ ָתא ַא ּ ִפ ָילא:יְ הו ָּדה
 וַ ֲא ָתא יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל ַא ֲח ִרינָ א ְר ַפק,דְּ ַא ְר ָעא דְּ גֵ ר
. ַק ָּמא ָלא ָקנֵי,ָ ּב ּה ּפו ְּר ָּתא – ַ ּב ְת ָרא ָקנֵי



The Gemara asks: With regard to what issue was this dilemma raised?
If it was raised with regard to acquiring the property of a convert, this is precisely the same as the ruling cited by Yirmeya Bira’a,
as Yirmeya Bira’a said that Rav Yehuda said: If one sowed turnip
seeds in cracks which he found in land that had belonged to a convert,
and another Jew came and plowed the ground a little, the latter one,
the one who plowed, acquires the property, and the first one does
not acquire it.
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BACKGROUND

 ַמאי ַט ְע ָמא? ְ ּב ִעידָּ נָ א דִּ ׁ ְש ָדא – ָלאWhat is the reason that the first one who sowed the seeds does not
ילא ָקא
ָ  ִּכי ָקא ׁ ְש ָב ָחא ִמ ֵּמ, ָקא ׁ ְש ַבחacquire the property? At the time that he sowed, the land was not
with the growth
. ַמ ׁ ְש ַ ּב ָחאimproved by his sowing. When it did improve,
of the turnips, it improved on its own.H That is to say, the act of
sowing alone is not a sufficiently noticeable action that changes
and improves the property at the time. Although the sowing later
proves to have been beneficial, this is seen as an improvement of
the land that comes on its own. Therefore, an action that will only
provide benefit in the future cannot serve as an act of acquisition.

A roofed karpef – קֹורה
ֶ ק ְר ּ ֵפף ְמ:ַ

Enclosure with a third of its area covered with a roof
NOTES

Its covered space renders it in excess [meyatero] – ֲאוִ יר
קירוּיֹו ְמיַ ְּיתרֹו:ֵ Some commentaries have an alternate version: Its covered space permits it [matiro]. In this version,
this sentence expresses the view that the covered space
reduces the size of the enclosure such that one is permitted to carry in it, rather than the view that it is prohibited
to carry in the enclosure. Interestingly, the slight linguistic
adjustment here leads to a reversal in the descriptions of
the opinions of Rava and Rabbi Zeira.

יצה ַה ּנ ֲַע ָ ׂשה
ּ ָ  וְ ֶא ָּלא ְל ִענְיַ ן ׁ ַש ָ ּבת – ָהוֵ י ְמ ִחRather, you must say that the dilemma was raised with respect to
, ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבתShabbat, in which case it is a partition that was made on Shabbat;
beforehand it was not a valid partition, and the upper ones acquired
the status of a partition only after the lower partitions sank into the
ground.
 ֵ ּבין,יצה ַה ּנ ֲַע ָ ׂשה ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
ּ ָ  ָּכל ְמ ִח: וְ ַתנְ יָ אAnd it was already taught in a baraita: Any partition made on
.יצה
ּ ָ  ְ ּב ׁשֹוגֵ ג ֵ ּבין ְ ּב ֵמזִ יד – ׁ ְש ָמ ּה ְמ ִחShabbat, whether unwittingly or intentionally, is called a valid
partition.H Consequently, the upper partitions should be regarded
as valid partitions that allow one to carry in the karpef.
 ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו: ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן, ָלאו ִא ְּית ַמר ֲע ָל ּהThe Gemara raises a difficulty: Wasn’t it stated about this law that
. ֲא ָבל ְל ַט ְל ֵטל – ָאסוּר, ֶא ָּלא ִלזְ רֹוקRav Naĥman said: They taught that such a partition is called a
partition only as a stringency, in that it is prohibited to throw from
an area enclosed by such a partition into the public domain and
vice versa; but to carry within it as a full-fledged private domain is
prohibited. This implies that these are not proper partitions.
.ית ַמר
ְּ ית ַמר דְּ ַרב נַ ְח ָמן – ַא ֵּמזִ יד ִא
ְּ  ִּכי ִאThe Gemara refutes this objection: When that statement of Rav
Naĥman was stated, it was stated with regard to a case where one
erected the partition intentionally. Since one intentionally violated Shabbat when he erected the partition, the Sages imposed a
penalty that he is prohibited to carry within the enclosed area. But
if the partition was made unwittingly or came about by itself, no
such penalty was imposed, and one is permitted to carry.
יצה ַעל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי
ְּ ַה ִהיא ִא
ּ ָ ית ָתא דְּ ָע ְב ָדה ְמ ִח
 ֲא ָתא ַההוּא ַ ּג ְב ָרא,יצה ְ ּבנִ ְכ ֵסי ַה ֵ ּגר
ּ ָ ְמ ִח
,יה דְּ ַרב נַ ְח ָמן
ּ  ֲא ָתא ְל ַק ֵּמ.ְר ַפק ָ ּב ּה ּפו ְּר ָּתא
וחא
ָ ְיהי וְ ָקא צָ ו
ִ  ֲא ַתת ִא.יה
ְ
ּ אֹוק ָמ ּה ִ ּב ֵיד
יע ִביד ָל ְך דְּ ָלא
ֲ  ַמאי ִא: ֲא ַמר ָל ּה.יה
ּ ַק ֵּמ
?ינָשי
ֵ ׁ ַמ ְחזַ ְק ְּת ִּכ ְד ַמ ַחּזְ ִקי ֱא

The Gemara cites a related incident: A certain woman erected a
partition on top of another partition in the property of a deceased convert. A certain man then came and plowed the ground
a little. The man came before Rav Naĥman, who established the
property in his possession. The woman then came and cried out
before Rav Naĥman. He said to her: What can I do for you, as
you did not take possession of the property in the manner that
people take possession.

; וְ ִק ָירה ּבֹו ֵ ּבית ְס ָאה, ַק ְר ּ ֵפף ֵ ּבית ׁ ָשל ֹׁשWith regard to a karpef the size of three beit se’a, and one roofed
HB
 וְ ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא, ֲאוִ יר ֵקירוּיֹו ְמיַ ְּיתרֹו: ָר ָבא ָא ַמרone beit se’a of it, the amora’im disputed whether or not the area
.יתרֹו
ְּ ַ ֵאין ֲאוִ יר ֵקירוּיֹו ְמי: ָא ַמרof karpef is two beit se’a, in which case it is permitted to carry there,
or three beit se’a, in which case it would be prohibited. Rava said:
Its roofed space renders it in excessN of two beit se’a, meaning that
the roofed area is not considered separate from the rest, and so it
is prohibited to carry in the karpef. And Rabbi Zeira said: Its
roofed space does not render it in excess of two beit se’a, and it is
permitted to carry there.

HALAKHA

Taking possession on its own – חזָ ָקה ִמ ֵּמ ָילא:ֲ The property of a
deceased convert can be acquired only by an action that produces an immediate improvement upon or change in the property.
Therefore, actions such as sowing or building one partition on top
of another are not effective, as they bring about improvement
only at some later point (Shulĥan Arukh, Ĥoshen Mishpat 275:22).
A partition that formed on its own – יצה ִמ ֵּמ ָילא
ּ ָ מ ִח:ְ A partition
that was formed on its own on Shabbat is a valid partition and
allows one to carry. An example would be if a lower partition
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sank into the ground, leaving the upper partition above ground
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 358:8).
A karpef covered with a roof – ק ְר ּ ֵפף ֶש ִק ָירה ּבֹו:ַ If an enclosure is
larger than three beit se’a, and the owner roofs one beit se’a, then
one is permitted to carry throughout the karpef, in accordance
with the opinion of Rabba according to the variant reading of the
Rambam and the Rosh that it is Rabba who maintains the lenient
position, because the halakha follows the lenient opinion with regard to the halakhot of eiruv (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 358:12).

ימא ָר ָבא וְ ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא ִ ּב ְפלוּגְ ָּתא
ָ ֵל
,ית ַמר
ְּ דְּ ַרב ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָקא ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י? דְּ ִא
 מו ָּּתר: ַרב ָא ַמר,ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרה ַ ּב ִ ּב ְק ָעה
 ֵאין: ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר,ְל ַט ְל ֵטל ְ ּבכו ָּּל ּה
.ְמ ַט ְל ְט ִלין ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות

The Gemara comments: Let us say that Rava and Rabbi Zeira
dispute the same point that was the subject of dispute between
Rav and Shmuel. These amora’im disagreed about the following, as
it was stated: With regard to an enclosed veranda [akhsadra],LB
which is a roofed structure without walls or with incomplete walls,
in a fieldH that has the status of a karmelit, Rav said: One is permitted to carry in the entire enclosed veranda, as it is considered a
private domain. And Shmuel said: One may carry only a distance
of four cubits.

–  מו ָּּתר ְל ַט ְל ֵטל ְ ּבכו ָּּל ּה:ַרב ָא ַמר
.סֹותם
ֵ ְיֹורד ו
ֵ  ּ ִפי ִּת ְק ָרה:ָא ְמ ִרינַ ן
 ֵאין ְמ ַט ְל ְט ִלין ֶא ָּלא:ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר
ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות – ָלא ָא ְמ ִרינָן ּ ִפי ִּת ְק ָרה
.סֹותם
ֵ ְיֹורד ו
ֵ

The Gemara explains the two opinions: Rav said: One is permitted
to carry in the entire enclosed veranda, since we say that the edge
of the roof descends to the ground and closes up the enclosed
veranda on all sides; consequently, it is considered a separate private
domain. And Shmuel said: One may carry only a distance of four
cubits, as we do not say that the edge of the roof descends and
closes up the enclosed veranda.

LANGUAGE

Enclosed veranda [akhsadra] – א ְכ ַס ְד ָרה:
ַ From the Greek
ἐξέδρα, exedra, meaning an entrance room or a kind of open
porch.
HALAKHA

An enclosed veranda in a field – א ְכ ַס ְד ָרא ַ ּב ִ ּב ְק ָעה:
ַ An enclosed veranda in a field that has the status of a karmelit is
regarded as a private domain in which one is permitted to
carry, since the edge of the roof is regarded as though it
descends to the ground and encloses the veranda on all
sides. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rav, as the
halakha is ruled according to his opinion in disputes with
Shmuel over ritual law (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot
Shabbat 17:35).
BACKGROUND

Enclosed veranda [akhsadra] – א ְכ ַס ְד ָרה:ַ According to Rashi,
an akhsadra is a roof resting on pillars. According to Rav, the
outer edge of the roof is regarded as descending to the
ground and sealing off the veranda on all sides.

Perek II
Daf 25 Amud b
. ִאי דַּ ֲע ִב ָידא ִּכי ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרה – ָה ִכי נַ ִמיThe Gemara rejects this argument: If the roof in the covered section
 ָה ָכא ְ ּב ַמאי ָע ְס ִקינַ ן – דְּ ָע ְב ָדה ִּכיof the karpef were made like an enclosed veranda whose roof is
. או ְּרזִ ָילאlevel, indeed, both Rava and Rabbi Zeira would agree that the edge
of the roof descends to the ground and closes up the area. With
what are we dealing here? We are dealing with a case where the
roof is made like a hammock, i.e., slanted, and therefore one cannot
say that the edge of the roof descends to the ground and encloses
the area.
מֹודינָ א ְ ּב ַק ְר ּ ֵפף
ִ  ּו: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָיראRabbi Zeira said: I agree with Rava with regard to a karpef that is
H
 ַמאי. ׁ ֶש ָאסוּר, ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ַרץ ִ ּב ְמלֹואֹו ֶל ָחצֵ רfully breached into a courtyard, meaning the entire wall between
.הֹואיל וַ ֲאוִ יר ָחצֵ ר ְמיַ ְּיתרֹו
ִ –  ַט ְע ָמאthem is breached, that it is prohibited to carry in it. What is the
reason for this? Because the additional space of the courtyard
joins to the karpef and renders it in excess of two beit se’a. Consequently, it is prohibited to carry in it.

Roof resting on pillars

 וְ ִכי ֲאוִ יר ַה ּמו ָּּתר:יֹוסף
ֵ  ַמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ַרבRav Yosef strongly objects to this explanation: Does a space in
N
!?אֹוסרֹו
ְ  לֹוwhich it is permitted to carry, the courtyard, render the karpef,
prohibited? Given that it had been permitted beforehand to carry
from the courtyard to the karpef, why say that now that the partition
between them is breached, the additional space, which was itself
permitted, should render it prohibited to carry in the karpef?
HALAKHA

A karpef that is fully breached into a courtyard – ַק ְר ּ ֵפף
ש ִּנ ְפ ַרץ ִ ּב ְמלֹואֹו ֶל ָחצֵ ר:
ֶ ׁ If the entire wall of an enclosure that
separates it from a courtyard is breached, and the enclosure
is exactly the area of two beit se’a, it is prohibited to carry
in the enclosure because the width of the walls counts to-

ward the area of two se’a. In addition, if the courtyard is not
wider than the enclosure and nothing remains of the wall
separating it from the enclosure, then it is prohibited to carry in the courtyard as well (Magen Avraham; Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 358:13).

NOTES

Does a space in which it is permitted – וְ ִכי ֲאוִ יר ַה ּמו ָּּתר: Rav
Yosef thought that the rationale for Rabbi Zeira’s opinion is
that it is prohibited to carry from the courtyard into the enclosure, based on the following principle: If it is prohibited to
carry between two domains, then the removal of the partition



separating the two domains creates a prohibition to carry
within each domain. Consequently, he was surprised when
Rabbi Shimon taught that this case is prohibited, since the
airspace of the courtyard does not render it prohibited to carry
in the enclosure.
הכ ףד:  ׳ב קרפ. Perek II . 25b
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LANGUAGE

Orchard [bustana] – בו ְּס ָּתנָ א:
ּ From the Persian bōstān,
meaning garden.
Mansion [apadna] – א ּ ַפ ְדנָא:ַ From the Old Persian apadāna,
meaning palace or audience hall. The word was borrowed
into Aramaic at a relatively early stage and appears in the
book of Daniel with the meaning of palace or splendid
house.
Pavilion [abvarneka] – א ְ ּבוַ ְורנְ ָקא:ַ Probably originally akhvarnka, this word was borrowed from Iranian and is apparently related to the Middle Persian xwarnaq, meaning
a sumptuous building. The ge’onim describe the structure
as a small pavilion built inside a garden.
BACKGROUND

An orchard and a mansion – בו ְּס ָּתן וְ ַא ְרמֹון:
ּ If the outer
wall of the mansion were to collapse, the orchard would
still be fenced off by one of the inner walls of the mansion.
Rabbi Beivai suggested relying on this wall as a partition.

Orchard adjacent to mansion
An orchard and a pavilion – בו ְּס ָּתן וְ ַא ְ ּבוַ ְורנְ ָקא:ּ The path
from the orchard to the pavilion [abvarneka] was enclosed
by partitions made of reeds.

, ְּכ ַמאן – ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵלAbaye said to him: In accordance with whose opinion do you say
יכא ֲאוִ יר ְמקֹום
ָּ  ָהא ִא, ְל ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון נַ ִמיthis? Apparently, it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Shimon, who holds that one is permitted to carry from a courtyard
!יצֹות
ּ ְמ ִח
to a karpef. But even according to Rabbi Shimon, there is the
space where the walls that are now breached had once stood. This
space had not been fit for carrying from the outset, even according
to Rabbi Shimon; therefore, if the karpef had been at first exactly
the area of two beit se’a, it would be prohibited to carry in the entire
karpef due to the additional space of the fallen walls.
 ַק ְר ּ ֵפף ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ַרץ ִ ּב ְמלֹואֹו: דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב ִח ְסדָּ אThis is as Rav Ĥisda said with regard to a karpef that is fully
. ֶל ָחצֵ ר – ָחצֵ ר מו ֶּּת ֶרת וְ ַק ְר ּ ֵפף ָאסוּרbreached into a courtyard: In the courtyard one is permitted to
carry and in the karpef he is prohibited to carry.
,יה ִ ּג ּיפו ֵּפי
ּ  ָחצֵ ר ַמאי ַט ְע ָמא – דְּ ִאית ֵלThe Gemara asks: As for the courtyard, what is the reason that this
! וְ ָהא זִ ְמנִין דְּ ַמ ׁ ְש ְּכ ַח ְּת ָל ּה ִא ּ ְיפ ָכאis permitted? Is it because it has the remnants of the original walls
on either side of the breach, which allow the breach to be treated
like an entrance? But at times you find just the opposite; if the
courtyard was narrower than the karpef and the partition between
them was fully breached, it is the karpef that retains the remnants
of the original walls on either side of the breach, while the courtyard is breached in its entirety.
 ִמ ׁ ּש ּום דְּ ָא ְמ ִרינַ ן זֶ ה – ֲאוִ יר: ֶא ָּלאRather, it is because we say that with regard to this one, the karpef,
 וְ זֶ ה – ֵאין ֲאוִ יר,יתרֹו
ְּ ַיצֹות ְמי
ּ  ְמ ִחwhich was not enclosed for the purpose of residence and where one
is permitted to carry only if it is no more than two beit se’a, the space
.יתרֹו
ְּ ַיצֹות ְמי
ּ ְמ ִח
of the fallen walls renders it in excess of two beit se’a. However,
with regard to that one, the courtyard, which was enclosed for the
purpose of residence and where there is no size limit above which
it is prohibited to carry, the space of the fallen walls does not
render it in excess of any limit.
יך ְלגוּדָּ א
ְ ַההוּא ּבו ְּס ָּתנָ א דַּ ֲהוָ ה ְס ִמ
יתא
ָ ְיתא ָ ּב ַר י
ָ  נְ ַפל ָא ׁ ִש,דְּ ַא ּ ַפ ְד נָ א
ְיסמֹוך
ְ  ִל:ימר
ַ  ָס ַבר ַרב ֵ ּב ָיבי ְל ֵמ.דְּ ַא ּ ַפ ְדנָ א
.אתא
ָ ַָאגּ ו ָּדא ַ ּגוַ וי

The Gemara cites a related incident: A certain orchard [bustana]L
was adjacent to the wall of a mansion [apadna].LB The orchard
was larger than two beit se’a and was enclosed for the purpose of
residence by a wall, part of which was the wall of the mansion. One
day the outer wall of the mansion, which also served as a wall for
the orchard, collapsed. Rav Beivai thought to say that we can rely
upon one of the mansion’s inner walls to serve as a partition for
the orchard and thereby permit one to carry there in the future as
well.

 ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דַּ ֲאת ּו ִמ ּמו ָּל ֵאי:יה ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ִפי
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
ֵּ ָא ְמ ִר ית ּו ִמ
יאתא?! ָה נָ ְך
ָ ָיל י מ ּו ַל י
 ְל ַב ַראי – ָלא, ְלגַ וַ אי – ֲע ִב ָידן,יצֹות
ּ ְמ ִח
.ֲע ִב ָידן

Rav Pappi said to him: Because you come from truncated
[mula’ei] people,N as Rav Beivai’s family traced their lineage to the
house of Eli, all of whose descendants were destined to be shortlived (see i Samuel 2:31), you speak truncated [mulayata] matters,
as the inner wall cannot be relied upon at all. That is because these
walls were made for the inside of the mansion, and they were not
made for the outside; that is, they were not designed from the
outset to serve as partitions for the orchard.

יה ְל ֵר ׁיש
ּ ַה ִהיא ַא ְ ּבוַ ְורנְ ָקא דַּ ֲהוָ ה ֵל
יה ְל ַרב הוּנָ א
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵל,נֵיה
ּ ָ ּגלו ָּתא ְ ּבבו ְּס ָּת
 דִּ ְל ָמ ָחר,יע ִביד ָמר ַּת ַ ּקנְ ָּתא
ֲ  ִל:ַ ּבר ִח ָּיננָ א
.נֵ אכֹול נַ ֲה ָמא ָה ָתם

The Gemara relates: The Exilarch had a banqueting pavilion [abvarneka]LBN in his orchard that was larger than two beit se’a and that
had not been enclosed from the outset for the purpose of residence.
The Exilarch said to Rav Huna bar Ĥinnana: Let the Master make
some arrangement so that tomorrow, on Shabbat, we may eat
bread there, i.e., so that we may be permitted to carry food and
utensils from the house to the pavilion via the orchard.

Path from orchard to pavilion
NOTES

You come from truncated [mula’ei] people – דַּ ֲאת ּו
מ ּמו ָּל ֵאי:ִ Various explanations have been offered for this expression. Elsewhere, Rashi explains that mula’ei is related to
umlalim, miserable ones. He further suggests that mula’ei
means blemished ones [ba’alei mumim] or hunchbacks.
Some commentaries explain that the descendants of Eli
were called mula’ei because they came from a place called
Mamla (Tosafot; Rashbam). The ge’onim explain that this is
an expression referring to a great person who makes grand
and clever statements.
A banqueting pavilion – א ְ ּבוַ ְורנְ ָקא:ַ Various explanations
of the context and content of this incident are offered by
the early commentaries, including two versions cited by
Rashi. The translation above is based on the mainstream
view among the early commentaries and is the second
explanation cited by Rashi from the ge’onim. According
to Rashi’s first explanation, the case is one of a very large
tree which provides shade over an area greater than two
beit se’a; the question becomes what type of enclosure is
necessary to render it permitted to carry under the tree.
Rabbeinu Ĥananel also basically accepts Rashi’s first explanation.
Within the framework of Rashi’s first explanation, most
commentaries explain that the partition of reeds was
not made to serve as a path. Rather, either Rav Huna bar
Ĥinnana constructed it so that part of the orchard would
be enclosed for the purpose of residence, or he intended
to utilize the reed partition to reduce the area of the orchard to less than two beit se’a (see Rabbeinu Ĥananel;
Rashba; Me’iri).
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. ֲאזַ ל ֲע ַבד ָקנֶ ה ָקנֶ ה ּ ָפחֹות ִמ ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשהRav Huna bar Ĥinnana went and erected a fence of reeds, each
 ֲאזַ ל ָר ָבאreed separated from the next by less than three handbreadths. That
is to say, he erected two such partitionsH between the house and the
pavilion with a passageway between them, through which the Exilarch and his men could carry whatever they needed, as the partitions were constructed in the proper manner for the purpose of
residence. Rava, however, went
HALAKHA

Two partitions – ש ֵּתי ְמ ִחיצּ ֹות:
ְ ׁ This is referring to a case in which
an enclosure larger than the area necessary to grow two measures of grain was not initially enclosed for the purpose of residence, and one wall of the enclosure was breached to a length

of more than ten cubits before being closed off by a partition. If
this latter partition falls as well, then once again it is prohibited
to carry within the enclosure, even if there is another partition
present (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 358:14).

