HALAKHA

Diminishing the height of a cross beam – קֹורה
ָ מיעוּט ְ ּב:ִ If a
cross beam across the entrance to an alleyway is more than
twenty cubits off the ground, the alleyway can be rendered fit
for carrying within it by raising a portion of the ground under
the cross beam. The width of the raised section must be at least
a handbreadth. This ruling is in accordance with Rav Yosef’s
opinion, since he was Abaye’s teacher and the Gemara’s discussion agrees with his position, as explained by the Rambam, the
Rosh, Rabbeinu Yehonatan, and others (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 363:26).
NOTES

Diminishing the height of the alleyway – מיעוּט ָמבֹוי:ִ There are
several variant texts as well as several interpretative approaches
with regard to this issue. According to one variant text, the Sage
who says: One handbreadth, rules that it is prohibited to utilize
the area under the cross beam. Therefore, it is enough to raise
an area the width of a handbreadth, since that handbreadth will
not itself be used. The Sage who says: Four handbreadths, holds
that one is permitted to utilize the area under the cross beam.
Consequently, four handbreadths are required so the boundary
of the alleyway is clearly recognizable (Ra’avad; Sefer HaItim).
Other commentaries follow the Rif’s explanation, according
to which diminishing the height of the alleyway is accomplished
by adding another cross beam under the existing one, so that
the space between the cross beam and the ground will be less
than twenty cubits. According to this approach, the argument
revolves around the question of how large the second cross
beam must be in order to supersede the first beam. Nevertheless,
according to this explanation, the logic of the Gemara’s discussion is difficult to understand. In addition, it is explicitly stated in
the Jerusalem Talmud that the dispute relates to a raised section
built underneath the cross beam.

–  ִּכי ֲא ַתאי ִה ְיל ְכ ָתא, ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאירThe Gemara answers: According to the opinion of Rabbi Meir,
.דֹופן ֲעקו ָּּמה
ֶ  ְלגֹוד ו ְּל ָלבוּד ו ְּלthe halakha with regard to a partition of ten handbreadths is indeed written in the Torah. However, the halakha transmitted to
Moses from Sinai comes to teach other halakhot concerning
partitions, e.g., the halakhot of extending [gode], according to
which an existing partition is extended upward or downward to
complete the requisite measure; and the halakhot of joining
[lavud], according to which two solid surfaces are joined if they
are separated by a gap of less than three handbreadths; and the
halakhot of the curved wall of a sukka. A sukka is valid even if
there are up to four cubits of invalid roofing, provided that this
roofing is adjacent to one of the walls of the sukka. In that case,
the invalid roofing is considered a bent extension of the wall.
These concepts are certainly not written in the Torah.
בֹוה ֵמ ֶע ְ ׂש ִרים ַא ָּמה ו ָּבא ְל ַמ ֲעטֹו
ַּ  ָהיָה ָ ּגThe Gemara returns to the laws of alleyways: If the cross beam
״כ ָּמה ְמ ַמ ֵעט״?! ַּכ ָּמה
ַּ . ַּכ ָּמה ְמ ַמ ֵעטspanning the entrance to an alleyway was higher than twenty
!יה
ּ  דִּ צְ ִריךְ ֵלcubits from the ground and one comes to diminish its height,
how much must he diminish it? The Gemara is surprised by the
question: How much must he diminish it? The amount that he
needs in order to render its height less than twenty cubits.H
:יֹוסף ָא ַמר
ֵ  ָר ְח ּבֹו ְ ּב ַכ ָּמה? ַרב: ֶא ָּלאRather, the space between the cross beam and the ground must,
. ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה: ַא ַ ּביֵ י ָא ַמר. ֶט ַפחof course, be reduced to twenty cubits. However, when one
raises the alleyway, how much must the width of the raised section be in order to render the alleyway fit for carrying within it?
Rav Yosef said: One handbreadth. Abaye said: Four
handbreadths.N
: דְּ ַמאן דְּ ָא ַמר,ימא ְ ּב ָהא ָקא ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י
ָ  ֵלThe Gemara suggests: Let us say that these amora’im disagree
 מו ָּּתר ְל ִה ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּמ ׁש ַּת ַחת: ָק ָס ַבר, ֶט ַפחabout this: The one who said one handbreadth holds that one
. ַה ּק ָֹורהis permitted to utilize the area beneath the cross beam spanning
the entrance to the alleyway, as he maintains that the cross beam
serves as a partition, and the alleyway is considered as if it were
sealed by a partition descending from the outer edge of the cross
beam that faces the public domain. Since the area beneath the
cross beam is part of the alleyway and is less than twenty cubits,
there is a conspicuous demarcation for one standing in the
alleyway.

Perek I
Daf 5 Amud a
HALAKHA

Utilizing the area beneath the cross beam – שימוּש ַּת ַחת ַה ּק ָֹורה:ִׁ
One is permitted to make use of an alleyway, including the area
under the cross beam itself (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 365:4).
A cross beam as a conspicuous marker – יכר
ָ A
ֵּ קֹורה ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ֶה:
cross beam across the entrance to an alleyway is not considered a partition, but only a conspicuous marker (Rambam Sefer
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:9, 15).
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׳א

 ָאסוּר: ו ַּמאן דְּ ָא ַמר ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ָק ָס ַברAnd the one who said four handbreadths holds that the alley. ְל ִה ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּמ ׁש ַּת ַחת ַה ּק ָֹורהway is considered as if it were sealed from the inside edge of the
cross beam, and consequently it is prohibited to utilize the area
beneath the cross beam. As the area beneath the cross beam is
not part of the alleyway, a significant demarcation, i.e., one of
four handbreadths, is required within the alleyway itself.
 מו ָּּתר: דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָע ְל ָמא ָק ָס ְב ִרי,ל ֹא
 ו ְּב ָהא ָקא,ְל ִה ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּמ ׁש ַּת ַחת ַה ּק ָֹורה
,יכר
ָ : ָמר ָס ַבר:ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י
ֵּ קֹורה ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ֶה
.יצה
ָ :ו ָּמר ָס ַבר
ּ ָ קֹורה ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ְמ ִח

The Gemara rejects this explanation: No, everyone agrees that
it is permitted to utilize the area beneath the cross beam,H and
they disagree with regard to this: This Master, Rav Yosef, holds
that a cross beam functions in an alleyway as a conspicuous
markerH that demarcates the alleyway from the public domain,
and consequently a mere handbreadth is sufficient, as even a
handbreadth is sufficiently conspicuous. And this Master, Abaye,
holds that a cross beam serves as a partition, and a partition is
not effective for an area of less than four handbreadths. The
principle that an outer edge descends and seals the alleyway does
not apply if the beam is higher than twenty cubits. In order for it
to be considered a partition, there must be at least four handbreadths that are less than twenty cubits beneath the cross beam.

 דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָע ְל ָמא:ימא
ָ יב ֵעית ֵא
ּ ָ וְ ִא
 וְ ָה ָכא,יכר
ָ
ֵּ קֹורה – ִמ ׁ ּש ּום ֶה
יכר ׁ ֶשל
ֵּ יכר ׁ ֶשל ַמ ָּטה ו ְּב ֶה
ֵּ ְ ּב ֶה
:יפ ְלגִ י; דְּ ָמר ָס ַבר
ַ ּ ַמ ְע ָלה ָקא ִמ
יכר
ֶ ָא ְמ ִרינַן
ֵּ יכר ׁ ֶשל ַמ ָּטה ְּכ ֶה
ֵּ ״ה
 ָלא: ּו ָמר ָס ַבר,ׁ ֶשל ַמ ְע ָלה״
יכר
ֶ ָא ְמ ִרינַן
ֵּ יכר ׁ ֶשל ַמ ָּטה ְּכ ֶה
ֵּ ״ה
.ׁ ֶשל ַמ ְע ָלה״

The Gemara proposes an alternative explanation: And if you wish,
say instead that everyone agrees that a cross beam serves as a
conspicuous marker, and here they disagree with regard to the
relationship between a conspicuous marker below, i.e., the raised
area of the alleyway, and a conspicuous marker above, i.e., the
cross beam. This Master, Rav Yosef, holds that we say that the
halakha that governs the conspicuous marker below is like the
halakha that applies to the conspicuous marker above, and one
handbreadth suffices.H And this Master, Abaye, holds that we do
not say that the halakha that governs the conspicuous marker
below is like the halakha that applies to the conspicuous marker
above. The lower sign must be more prominent and extend four
handbreadths.

 דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָע ְל ָמא:ימא
ָ יב ֵעית ֵא
ּ ָ וְ ִא
יכר
ֵּ יכר ׁ ֶשל ַמ ָּטה ְּכ ֶה
ֵּ ״ה
ֶ ָא ְמ ִרינַן
ׁ ֶשל ַמ ְע ָלה״ וְ ָה ָכא ִ ּבגְ זֵ ָירה ׁ ֶש ָּמא
.יִ ְפחֹות ָק ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י

The Gemara proposes yet another explanation of the amoraic
dispute: And if you wish, say instead that everyone agrees that
we say that fundamentally, the halakha that governs the conspicuous marker below is like the halakha that applies to the
conspicuous marker above, and even a handbreadth should
suffice. But here they disagree whether the Sages decreed that
four handbreadths are necessary, lest people treading upon it will
erode and diminish the raised area.N Rav Yosef is not concerned
that it will be diminished and therefore holds that a raised area of
a handbreadth is sufficient, whereas Abaye is concerned that the
raised area of a handbreadth will erode to less than a handbreadth,
rendering it inconspicuous, and the alleyway will come to be
utilized in a prohibited manner.

״היָ ה ּ ָפחֹות ֵמ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ְט ָפ ִחים
ָ
.וְ ָח ַקק ּבֹו ְל ַה ׁ ְש ִלימֹו ַל ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה״
חֹוקק?! ַּכ ָּמה
ֵ חֹוקק? ַּכ ָּמה
ֵ ַּכ ָּמה
? ִמ ׁ ְש ּכֹו ְב ַכ ָּמה:יה! ֶא ָּלא
ּ דִּ צְ ִריךְ ֵל
 ַא ַ ּביֵ י, ְ ּב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה:יֹוסף ָא ַמר
ֵ ַרב
. ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות:ָא ַמר

The Gemara considers a new case: If the cross beam spanning the
entrance to an alleyway was less than ten handbreadths above
the ground, and one hollowed out the ground under the cross
beam in order to complete the distance from the ground to the
cross beam to ten, how much must he hollow out? The Gemara
is surprised by the question: How much must he hollow out?
However much is necessary for it to increase the height to at least
ten handbreadths. Rather, the question is as follows: How far
must the hollowed-out area extendN into the alleyway in order to
render it permitted to carry throughout the alleyway? Rav Yosef
said: Four handbreadths. Abaye said: Four cubits.H

ימא ִ ּב ְד ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִמי וְ ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִסי
ָ ֵל
 ָמבֹוי ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ַרץ:ָק ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י; דְּ ִא ְּית ַמר
ית ַמר
ְּ  ִא,ֹאשֹו
ׁ ִמ ִ ּצידּ ֹו ְּכ ַל ּ ֵפי ר
:יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִמי וְ ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִסי
ּ ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ
ִאם יֵ ׁש ׁ ָשם ּ ַפס ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה – ַמ ִּתיר
.ְ ּב ִפ ְירצָ ה ַעד ֶע ֶ ׂשר

The Gemara suggests: Let us say that these amora’im disagree
with regard to the ruling of Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi. As it was
stated with regard to the following question: If the side wall of
an alleyway was breachedH toward its entrance,B i.e., close to
where the alleyway opens into the public domain, what is the halakha? It was stated in the name of Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi:
If an upright board four handbreadths wide remains of the original wall or is set up where the original wall had ended, the cross
beam or side post at the entrance to the alleyway renders it permitted to carry in the alleyway even if there is a breach of up to
ten cubits long.

NOTES

Decreed lest people…erode and diminish – גְ זֵ ָרה ׁ ֶש ָּמא יִ ְפחֹות:
According to all of these explanations, Abaye’s opinion should be
explained as follows: Since one handbreadth is insufficient for some
reason, e.g., a decree lest the raised area become worn down, therefore, some other significant measure is required, and that is four
handbreadths (Rashba).
How far must the hollowed-out area extend – מ ׁ ְש ּכֹו ְב ַכ ָּמה:ִ In the
Jerusalem Talmud, other Sages dispute this same issue as follows:
The one who rules that the width of the hollowed-out area must
extend four cubits argues that this is the measure of an alleyway.
The one who maintains that four handbreadths are sufficient argues
that this defines an area as a place.
The authorities disagree with regard to the width of the area that
must be dug. The Rif states that four cubits are required, because
his text reads: Four cubits by four cubits. Based on a different textual reading, the Baĥ claims that a width of four handbreadths is
sufficient. The Rosh requires that the entire length of the alleyway
must be hollowed out. In the Jerusalem Talmud, another opinion is
offered in this matter: It is enough if one hollows out three handbreadths into the alleyway, so long as one digs adjacent to its walls.

BACKGROUND

If the side wall of an alleyway was breached toward its entrance –
ֹאשֹו
ׁ מבֹוי ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ַרץ ִמ ִ ּצידּ ֹו ְּכ ַל ּ ֵפי ר:ָ This describes an alleyway, the side
wall of which was breached close to its entrance, with an upright
board of wall four handbreadths in length remaining adjacent to the
entrance. This is in accordance with the explanation that its head, i.e.,
the entrance, is the side facing the public domain.

HALAKHA

A conspicuous marker above and a conspicuous marker
below – יכר ׁ ֶשל ַמ ָּטה
ֵּ יכר ׁ ֶשל ַמ ְע ָלה וְ ֶה
ֵּ ה:ֶ When the ground
is raised in order to diminish the height of a cross beam
to less than twenty cubits, a raised area one handbreadth
wide suffices, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Yosef.
However, care must be taken that it not be worn down by
people walking over it (Magen Avraham; Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 363:26).
The length of the hollowed-out area in an alleyway –
מ ׁ ֶש ְך ָמבֹוי ָחקוּק:ֶ When hollowing out an alleyway to complete its height to ten handbreadths, the hollowed-out
area must extend four cubits into the alleyway. This ruling
is in accordance with the view of Abaye, because the talmudic discussion appears to endorse his opinion, both in
this context (Hagahot Maimoniyot) and elsewhere (Vilna
Gaon). The width of the hollowed-out section is a mat-



ter of dispute between the early commentaries. Some say
that a width of four handbreadths is sufficient (Korban
Netanel), but most authorities maintain that it must extend the entire width of the alleyway (Rosh), so long as its
width is not greater than its length (Baĥ; Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 363:26).
If the side wall of an alleyway was breached – ָמבֹוי ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ַרץ
מ ִ ּצידּ ֹו:ִ If the side wall of an alleyway was breached close to
where the alleyway opens onto the public domain, so long
as there remains an upright board four handbreadths long
adjacent to the entrance, one may carry in the alleyway
provided that the breach is less than ten cubits. However,
if there is no such upright board or if it is less than four
handbreadths long, one may carry only if the breach is
less than three handbreadths wide (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 365:1).

Alleyway that was breached close to its entrance
ה ףד.  ׳א קרפ. Perek I . 5a
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HALAKHA

Houses and courtyards opening into it – ב ִּתים וַ ֲחצֵ רֹות ְלתֹוכֹו:ּ ָ
The Sages permitted one to carry in an alleyway with a conspicuous marker of a side post or a cross beam, if at least
two courtyards open into the alleyway and each courtyard
contains at least two houses (Rashi; Rosh; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 363:26).

, ּ ָפחֹות ִמ ׁ ּ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה – ַמ ִּתיר,וְ ִאם ָלאו
– יֹוסף
ֵ  ְל ַרב.ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה – ֵאינֹו ַמ ִּתיר
 ְל ַא ַ ּביֵ י – ֵלית,יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִמי
ּ ִאית ֵל
.יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִמי
ּ ֵל

NOTES

Whose length is greater than its width – א ְר ּכֹו יָ ֵתר ַעל ָר ְח ּבֹו:ָ
This statement demonstrates that the length of an alleyway is
not necessarily its longest side. If that were the case, the idea
of an alleyway whose width is greater than its length would
be meaningless. Rather, the length of an alleyway refers to
the direction of the alleyway that extends from the opening
onto the public domain, while the other dimension is called
the width of the alleyway.
BACKGROUND

An alleyway of four handbreadths – מבֹוי ֵ ּבן ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ְט ָפ ִחים:ָ
The area of the alleyway is four handbreadths by four handbreadths. The entrances to the two adjacent courtyards are
on either side of the alleyway. The diagram below differs
slightly from the diagram found in Rashi in order to present
the measurements more precisely (Tosafot).

And if there is no upright board there, the following distinction applies: If the breach is less than three handbreadths, the cross beam or
side post renders it permitted to carry in the alleyway, based on the
principle of lavud. If the breach is three or more handbreadths, the
cross beam or side post does not render it permitted to carry. The
Gemara proposes that Rav Yosef, who says that the hollowed-out area
need only extend four handbreadths, adopts the opinion of Rabbi
Ami, whereas Abaye, who requires a hollowed-out area of four cubits,
does not adopt the opinion of Rabbi Ami.

, ָה ָתם – סֹוף ָמבֹוי: ָא ַמר ָלךְ ַא ַ ּביֵ יThe Gemara rejects this argument: Abaye could have said to you that
יכא
ָּ  ִאי ִא, ָה ָכא – ְּת ִח ַּלת ָמבֹויthe two cases are not comparable: There, in Rav Ami’s case, we are
. ִאי ָלא – ָלא, ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות – ִאיןdealing with the final stage of an alleyway, i.e., an alleyway that had
at first been properly structured, and only later did it become breached.
Here, we are dealing with the initial stage of an alleyway, i.e., an alleyway that from the very outset did not fulfill the necessary conditions. In this case: If there are four cubits in the hollowed-out area,
yes, it is considered an alleyway, and if not, no, it is not considered an
alleyway.
 ְמ נָ א ָא ִמ ינָ א:ָא ַמ ר ַא ַ ּב יֵ י
נִיתר ַ ּב ֶּל ִחי
ָּ  ֵאין ָמבֹוי:ָל ּה – דְּ ַתנְיָא
קֹורה ַעד ׁ ֶשּיְ ה ּו ָ ּב ִּתים וַ ֲחצֵ רֹות
ָ ְו
.ּ ְפתו ִּחין ְלתֹוכֹו

Abaye said: From where do I say that a length of at least four cubits
is required? As it was taught in a baraita: An alleyway is permitted
by means of a side post or cross beam only if it has both houses
opening into courtyards and courtyards opening into it,H as only in
that case can it be called an alleyway.

יכי ַמ ׁ ְש ַּכ ַח ְּת
ִ  ֵה, וְ ִאי ְ ּב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעהAnd if the entire length of the alleyway is only four handbreadths, as
?יה
ּ  ֵלis indicated by Rav Yosef ’s opinion, how can you find this case? Under what circumstances is it possible for such a short alleyway to have
courtyards opening into it? Even if there are only two such courtyards,
the entrance to each is at least four handbreadths wide.

Small alleyway, the length and width of which are four handbreadths

ֹופן
ֶ ּ דְּ ָפ ַתח ָל ּה ַ ּבד:ימא
ָ וְ ִכי ֵּת
ָה ֶא ְמצָ ִעי – וְ ָה ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן
ִיתר ַ ּב ֶּל ִחי
ָּ  ֵאיזֶ ה ּו ָמבֹוי ׁ ֶש ּנ,יטינַן
ִ נְ ִק
,קֹורה – ּכֹל ׁ ֶש ָא ְר ּכֹו יָ ֵתר ַעל ָר ְח ּבֹו
ָ ְו
.ו ָּב ִּתים וַ ֲחצֵ רֹות ּ ְפתו ִּחין ְלתֹוכֹו

And if you say that the alleyway opens into the courtyards through
its middle wall, i.e., the alleyway is only four handbreadths long but
is wide enough to have two entrances opening into two courtyards,
this is difficult. Didn’t Rav Naĥman say that we hold on the authority of tradition: Which is an alleyway that is permitted by a side post
or a cross beam? Any alleyway whose length is greater than its
widthN and has houses and courtyards opening into it. Accordingly,
if the alleyway is only four handbreadths long, its width must be even
less than that. Consequently, argues Abaye, a length of at least four
cubits is required.

.יה ְ ּב ֶק ֶרן זָ וִ ית
ֵ  וְ ַרבAnd Rav Yosef, how would he respond to this? Rav Yosef explains
ּ יֹוסף? דְּ ָפ ַתח ֵל
that the baraita is dealing with a case where the courtyards open into
the alleyway at its corners. In this way it is possible to have two openings, each of which is at least four handbreadths wide, although the
length of the alleyway itself is no greater than four handbreadths,B as
the four handbreadths of the openings to the courtyards are divided
between the width and the length of the alleyway.
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׳א

 ְמ נָ א ָא ִמ ינָ א:ָא ַמ ר ַא ַ ּב יֵ י
ָל ּה – דְּ ָא ַמר ָר ִמי ַ ּבר ָח ָמא ָא ַמר
 ֶל ִחי ַה ּב ֵֹולט ִמדּ ְֹופנֹו ׁ ֶשל:ַרב הוּנָ א
 ּ ָפחֹות ֵמ ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות – נִידּ ֹון,ָמבֹוי
 וְ ֵאינֹו צָ ִריךְ ֶל ִחי ַא ֵחר,ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ֶל ִחי
 ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות – נִידּ ֹון.ְל ַה ִּתירֹו
יך ֶל ִחי ַא ֵחר
ְ  וְ צָ ִר,ִמ ׁ ּש ּום ָמ בֹוי
.ְל ַה ִּתירֹו

Abaye further said: From where do I say that a length of at least four
cubits is required? As Rami bar Ĥama said that Rav Huna said: With
regard to a side post that protrudes from the wall on the side of an
alleyway into the opening of the alleyway, if its protrusion was less
than four cubits, it is deemed a side post that renders it permitted
to carry in the alleyway, and no other side post is required to render
it permitted to carry in it. However, if it protruded four cubits, that
section is deemed an alleyway, as though there were an additional
alleyway within an alleyway, and another side post is required to
render it permitted to carry there. This shows that anything less than
four cubits does not have the status of an alleyway, which supports
the position of Abaye.

–  ְל ַא ּפ ֵֹוקי ִמ ּת ַֹורת ֶל ִחי:יֹוסף
ֵ וְ ַרב
יהוֵ י
ֶ  ְל ֵמ,יכא ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות
ָּ ַעד דְּ ִא
ָמבֹוי – ֲא ִפיל ּו ְ ּב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ְט ָפ ִחים
.נַ ִמי ָהוֵ י ָמבֹוי

The Gemara asks: And Rav Yosef, how would he respond to this? Rav
Yosef distinguishes between the cases: With regard to removing its
status as a side post, this status remains until there are four cubits
in the length of the side post. However, in order to be deemed an
independent alleyway, even with a wall of four handbreadths it is
also considered an alleyway.

 ָא ַמר ַרב, ָא ַמר ָר ִמי ַ ּבר ָח ָמא, גּ ו ָּפאThe Gemara examines Rami bar Ĥama’s statement cited in the
, ֶל ִחי ַה ּב ֵֹולט ִמדָּ ְפנֹו ׁ ֶשל ָמבֹוי: הוּנָ אcourse of the previous discussion. As to the matter itself: Rami
bar Ĥama said that Rav Huna said: With regard to a side post
that protrudes from the wall on the side of an alleyway into the
entrance of the alleyway,
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ּ ָפחֹות ֵמ ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות – נִידּ ֹון ִמ ׁ ּשוּם
.יך ֶל ִחי ַא ֵחר ְל ַה ִּתירֹו
ְ  וְ ֵאין צָ ִר,ֶל ִחי
,ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות – נִידּ ֹון ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ָמבֹוי
.וְ צָ ִריךְ ֶל ִחי ַא ֵחר ְל ַה ִּתירֹו

if its protrusion is less than four cubits, it is deemed a side post
that renders it permitted to carry in the alleyway, and no other
side post is required to render it permitted. However, if it protrudes four cubits, that section is deemed an alleyway, and another side post is required to render it permitted to carry in it.NHB

מֹוקי
ֵ ְּיכן ַמ ֲע ִמידֹו? ִאי ד
ָ  אֹותֹו ֶל ִחי ֵהThe Gemara poses a question: That side post, which is added in
מֹוסיף
ִ אֹוס ִפי הוּא דְּ ָקא
ְ –יה
ּ יה ַ ּב ֲה ֵד
ּ  ֵלorder to permit carrying within the alleyway that was formed by
!יה
ּ  ֲע ֵלthe four-cubit side post, where does one position it such that one
may carry within the alleyway? The Gemara clarifies its difficulty:
If one positions it alongside the first side post as an addition to
it, it looks as if he is merely extending the original side post, and
it is not noticeable that an extra side post is present.
יה ְל ִא ָיד ְך
ֵ ְּ ד:ָא ַמר ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא
ּ מֹוקי ֵל
הֹוש ַע
ֻ ׁ ְיה דְּ ַרב י
ָּ ִ ּג
ּ  ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵר.יסא
.מֹוקי ָל ּה ַ ּב ֲה ֵד ּיה
ֵ ְּימא ד
ָ  ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֵּת:ָא ַמר
.יה
ּ  אֹו ִד ְמ ַב ַ ּצר ֵ ּב,יה
ּ דִּ ְמ ַט ֵפי ֵ ּב

Rav Pappa said: He should position it, the extra side post, on
the other side of the alleyway, near the opposite wall. Rav Huna,
son of Rav Yehoshua, said: Even if you say that he positions it
alongside the first side post, it is valid, so long as he adds to it or
diminishes from it in thickness or height, so that it will be noticeable that it is a side post of its own.H

:הֹוש ַע
ֻ ׁ ְיה דְּ ַרב י
ּ ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵר
 ֲא ָבל,ָלא ֲא ַמ ַרן ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ָמבֹוי ׁ ְשמֹונָ ה
עֹומד ְמרו ֶ ּּבה
ֵ נִיתר ְ ּב
ָּ – ְ ּב ָמבֹוי ׁ ִש ְב ָעה
.ַעל ַה ּ ָפרוּץ

The Gemara limits the application of Rami bar Ĥama’s ruling: Rav
Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: We stated this halakha with
regard to a side post protruding four cubits into the alleyway only
in the case of an alleyway that is at least eight cubits wide. However, in the case of an alleyway that is only seven cubits wide, it
is permitted to carry within the alleyway without an additional
side post, not because the original side post functions as a side
post but rather because it sufficiently seals off the entrance to the
alleyway such that the standing segment is greater than the
breached segment. The alleyway is now closed off from all four
sides, and the remaining opening to the public domain is regarded as an entrance, as most of that side is closed and only a small
part of it is open.

 ו ֶּמה ָחצֵ ר ׁ ֶש ֵאינָ ה.חֹומר ֵמ ָחצֵ ר
ֶ ָוְ ַקל ו
עֹומד
ֵ נִית ֶרת ְ ּב
ֶּ – קֹורה
ָ ְנִית ֶרת ְ ּב ֶל ִחי ו
ֶּ
ִיתר ְ ּב ֶל ִחי
ָּ  ָמבֹוי ׁ ֶש ּנ,ְמרו ֶ ּּבה ַעל ַה ּ ָפרוּץ
עֹומד
ֵ ִיתר ְ ּב
ָּ קֹורה – ֵאינֹו דִּ ין ׁ ֶש ּנ
ָ ְו
?ְמרו ֶ ּּבה ַעל ַה ּ ָפרוּץ

And this is derived by means of an a fortiori inference from a
courtyard: Just as in a courtyard, which is not rendered a permitted domain by means of a side post or a cross beam, but actual partitions are required, it is nevertheless rendered a permitted domain even if there are gaps in the partitions, as long as the
standing segment is greater than the breached segment in an
alleyway, with regard to which the Sages were lenient, as it is
rendered a permitted domain by means of a side post or a cross
beam, is it not right that it is rendered a permitted domain when
the standing segment of the partition is greater than the
breached segment?

ֹאמר
ַ  ּת, ַמה ֶּל ָחצֵ ר ׁ ֶש ֵּכן ּ ִפ ְרצָ ָת ּה ְ ּב ֶע ֶ ׂשרThe Gemara refutes this a fortiori inference that was based on the
! ְ ּב ָמבֹוי ׁ ֶש ּ ִפ ְרצָ תֹו ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבעfact that the legal status of a courtyard is more lenient than that of
an alleyway, as it is in fact more stringent than that of an alleyway
in at least one respect. With regard to what is true of a courtyard,
that as long as its breach is less than ten cubits it remains a permitted domain, can you say the same of an alleyway, which is more
stringent, as in a case where its breach is only four handbreadths
it is not permitted to carry in the alleyway? Therefore, the halakha
of an alleyway cannot be derived from the halakha of a courtyard.


NOTES

A side post that protrudes into an alleyway – ֶל ִחי ַה ּב ֵֹולט
ל ָמבֹוי:ְ A majority of the commentaries hold that this side post
was not originally placed for the purpose of rendering the
alleyway fit for carrying. Rather, it served the needs of the alleyway, e.g., it was one of the beams supporting the walls of the
alleyway or the adjacent houses (Rosh). Many commentaries
tried to explain the Gemara’s words in this context as referring
to a side post that does not protrude into the width of the alleyway, but extends lengthwise into the alleyway (Me’iri). Other
authorities state that the protruding side post is located not at
the entrance to the alleyway, but in its middle, thereby dividing
the alleyway into two: The section from the entrance to the
side post and the section from the side post to the end of the
alleyway. The ensuing debate is whether a protruding side post
of this kind is sufficient to render it permitted to carry in both
sections of the alleyway (Ra’avad; see Rabbeinu Yehonatan).
HALAKHA

A side post along the width of an alleyway – רֹוחב ָמבֹוי
ָ ל ִחי ְ ּב:ֶ
If a side post greater than four cubits is found in an alleyway,
and it was not placed there to render it permitted to carry in
the alleyway or is not relied upon for that halakhic purpose (Beit
Yosef), then a second side post must be added to permit use of
the alleyway. This ruling is in accordance with the view of Rav
Huna (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 363:12).
Placing the side post – תיקוּן ַה ֶל ִחי:ִּ If an additional side post is
required for an alleyway, it should be placed on the opposite
side of the alleyway from the first side post, in accordance
with Rav Pappa’s opinion. Alternatively, it can also be placed
alongside the first side post, if one alters its width or height
such that it is evident that it serves as a halakhic side post, in
accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 363:12).
BACKGROUND

A side post that protrudes into an alleyway – ֶל ִחי ַה ּב ֵֹולט
ל ָמבֹוי:ְ

Alleyway with side post
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HALAKHA

An alleyway that is eight – מבֹוי ׁ ְשמֹונֶ ה:ָ The laws mentioned
above with regard to a side post only apply to an alleyway
that is wider than eight cubits. However, if the alleyway is
exactly eight cubits wide or less, it is permitted to use a
side post of four cubits, in accordance with the opinion of
Rav Ashi, which is the later opinion (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 363:12).
NOTES

The standing segment is equal to the breached segment –
עֹומד ְּכ ָפרוּץ:
ֵ The discussion of the case where the standing
portion of the wall and the breach are exactly equal is connected to a more general question raised in the Talmud: Is
precision possible? Can two things be exactly equal to one
another in length? Tosafot and other commentaries discuss
at length the issue of whether it is possible for man-made
things to be fashioned precisely or whether this is impossible. If this is in fact impossible, then since the two portions
cannot be equal, carrying within the alleyway should be
permitted in either case. It has been suggested that Rav Ashi
made his comment only in accordance with the opinion
of Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, who holds that when
the breached segment is equal to the standing segment,
the wall is considered breached. However, according to
those who disagree, his statement was unnecessary. The
Rashba is uncertain whether it may be inferred from this
discussion that a side post that protrudes past the midline
of an alleyway always renders it permitted to carry in the
alleyway, even in cases where the width of the alleyway
greatly exceeds eight handbreadths. The Rambam maintains,
based on Rav Ashi’s statement, that an alleyway of this kind
is permitted, whatever its width.

:הֹוש ַע
ֻ ׁ ְיה דְּ ַרב י
ּ ָק ָס ַבר ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵר
 ְל ַמאן. ּ ִפ ְרצָ תֹו ְ ּב ֶע ֶ ׂשר,ָמ בֹוי נַ ִמי
 וְ ָהא ַרב הוּנָ א,ָק ָא ְמ ִרינַן – ְל ַרב הוּנָ א
!יה
ּ ּ ִפ ְרצָ תֹו ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע ְס ִב ָירא ֵל

The Gemara answers: Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, holds that
the breach of an alleyway is also ten cubits. The Gemara raises a
difficulty: But in accordance with whose opinion did we state this
a fortiori inference? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rav
Huna. But doesn’t Rav Huna himself hold that the breach of an
alleyway is four handbreadths.

הֹוש ַע ַט ְע ָמא
ֻ ׁ ְיה דְּ ַרב י
ּ  ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵרThe Gemara answers: Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, did not
.יה ָק ָא ַמר
ּ  דְּ נַ ְפ ׁ ֵשcome to explain Rav Huna’s position. Rather, he stated his own
view, and he does not accept Rav Huna’s opinion with regard to the
law of a breach in an alleyway.
ימא ְ ּב ָמבֹוי
ָ  ֲא ִפילּ ּו ֵּת:ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי ָא ַמר
, ְ ַמה ַּנ ְפ ׁ ָשך.ׁ ְשמֹונָ ה נַ ִמי ל ֹא צָ ִריךְ ֶל ִחי
עֹומד ְמרו ֶ ּּבה
ֵ נִיתר ְ ּב
ָּ – עֹומד נָ ֵפ ׁיש
ֵ ִאי
 וְ ִאי ּ ָפרוּץ נָ ֵפ ׁיש – נִידּ ֹון,ַעל ַה ּ ָפרוּץ
ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ֶל ִחי

Rav Ashi went further than Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, and
said: Even if you say that the law with regard to a side post protruding four cubits into the alleyway applies in the case of an alleyway
that is exactly eight cubits wide,H in that it too does not require an
additional side post. Whichever way you look at it, you are forced
to arrive at this conclusion: If you say that the standing segment is
greater, then the alleyway is permitted, because its standing segment is greater than the breached segment; and if you say that the
breached segment is greater, then the protrusion is deemed a side
post, as its width must be less than four cubits.

, ַמאי ָא ְמ ַר ְּת – דְּ ׁ ָשו ּו ַּת ְרוַ יְ יה ּו ִּכי ֲה ָד ֵדיWhat might you say that would require an additional side post?
יהן
ֶ  ו ְּס ֵפק דִּ ְב ֵר,יהן
ֶ יה ְס ֵפק דִּ ְב ֵר
ּ  ֲהוָ ה ֵלWould you suggest that there is yet another possibility, that the two
N
. ְל ָה ֵקלare exactly equal, the standing portion and the breach? This is an
uncertainty with regard to rabbinic law, as carrying in an alleyway
is forbidden only by rabbinic law, and the principle is that where
there is an uncertainty with regard to a rabbinic law, one may assume the lenient position, as opposed to an uncertainty arising with
respect to a Torah law, where one assumes the stringent position.
 ָמבֹוי: ָא ַמר ַרב, ָא ַמר ַרב ָחנִין ַ ּבר ָר ָבאThe Gemara considers a new case: Rav Ĥanin bar Rava said that
 ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ַרץRav said: With regard to an alleyway that was breached,
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HALAKHA

An alleyway that was breached from its side – ָמבֹוי
ש ִּנ ְפ ַרץ ִמ ִ ּצידּ ֹו:
ֶ ׁ It is prohibited to carry in an alleyway that was
breached from the side, or one that was breached directly
from the front and not at the corner (Magen Avraham), if the
breach is ten cubits wide. This rule applies only if people do
not regularly cross through the breach. However, if people
regularly cross through it, it is prohibited to carry in the alleyway until the breach is repaired, even if the breach is only
four handbreadths wide (Rema). This ruling is in accordance
with the opinion of Rav Ĥanin bar Rava, either because the
Talmud itself does not issue a final ruling and the halakha
is lenient in matters of rabbinic law (Rosh), or because Rav
Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, who is a later authority, agrees
with him (Vilna Gaon; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 365:2).
BACKGROUND

The breach is in a corner – נִ ְפ ַרץ ְ ּב ֶק ֶרן זָ וִ ית: This phrase refers
to an alleyway where part of the opening facing the public domain had been closed off. If the corner of these two
adjoining walls is breached, then the Gemara terms this a
breach in a corner.

.ֹאשֹו – ְ ּב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה
ׁ  ֵמר, ִמ ִ ּצידּ ֹו – ְ ּב ֶע ֶ ׂשרif it was breached from its side,H the side wall of the alleyway, carrying within the alleyway is prohibited if the breach is ten cubits
wide. But if it was breached from its front,N the wall that faces the
public domain, carrying within the alleyway is prohibited even if
the breach is only four handbreadths wide.
 ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ִמ ִ ּצידּ ֹו ְ ּב ֶע ֶ ׂשר – דְּ ָא ַמרThe Gemara poses a question: What is the difference such that
נֵימא
ָ – ֹאשֹו נַ ִמי
ׁ  ֵמר, ּ ִפ ְת ָחא הוּאcarrying is prohibited due to a breach from the side only if the
! ּ ִפ ְת ָחא הוּאbreach is ten cubits? This is because you say that up to ten cubits it
is deemed an entrance. If the breach is in the front, let us also say
it is an entrance, and carrying should be permitted if the breach is
less than ten cubits.
 ְּכגֹון:יְהֹוש ַע
ֻ ׁ יה דְּ ַרב
ּ  ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָא ְ ּב ֵרRav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: We are dealing with a case
B
 דְּ ִפ ְת ָחא ְ ּב ֶק ֶרן, ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ַרץ ְ ּב ֶק ֶרן זָ וִ יתwhere the breach is in a corner. Since people do not make an
.ינָשי
ֵ ׁ  זָ וִ ית ָלא ָע ְב ִדי ֱאentrance in a corner, a breach of this kind cannot be viewed as an
entrance, and if the breach is larger than four handbreadths it must
be sealed.

NOTES

Breached from its front – ֹאשֹו
ׁ נִ ְפ ַרץ ֵמר: Various opinions were
offered with regard to the phrase: Breached from its front. Some
commentaries explained this as a case where the side wall of
the alleyway was breached at the end that opens out into
the public domain. Therefore, there was nothing left of the
entrance to the alleyway (cited by the Me’iri). Other authorities
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taught that the above phrase means that the end wall of the
alleyway was breached (Rema). Rabbeinu Ĥananel interpreted
the phrase in the latter manner as well, and even had a variant
reading that supports this interpretation. The Me’iri also preferred this opinion, and the wording of the Jerusalem Talmud
supports it as well.

