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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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.

 ֶא ָחד זֶ ה וְ ֶא ָחד זֶ ה:וְ ַרב הוּנָ א ָא ַמר
יה ַרב הוּנָ א
ּ  וְ ֵכן ָא ַמר ֵל.ְ ּב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה
, ָלא ִּת ְפלֹוג ֲע ַלאי:ְל ַרב ָחנָן ַ ּבר ָר ָבא
ְד ַרב ִא ְיק ַלע ְל ַד ְמ ַח ְריָ א וַ ֲע ַבד עו ְּב ָדא
, ַרב ִ ּב ְק ָעה ָמצָ א:יה
ִ ְָּכו
ּ  ָא ַמר ֵל.ותי
.וְ גָ ַדר ָ ּב ּה ָ ּג ֵדר

יה
ֵ ָ ְּכו:ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ַ ּבר יִ צְ ָחק
ּ ות
 ָמבֹוי: דְּ ִא ְּית ַמר.דְּ ַרב הוּנָ א ִמ ְס ַּת ְ ּב ָרא
, ּת ָֹורתֹו ִּכ ְמפו ָּּל ׁש: ַרב ָא ַמר,ָעקוּם
. ּת ָֹורתֹו ְּכ ָסתוּם:ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר

Rav Huna disagreed with Rav Ĥanin bar Rava and said: There is no
distinction between the side and the front, for in both this case and
that, a breach of up to four handbreadths is allowed. And so Rav
Huna said to Rav Ĥanan bar Rava: Do not dispute me, as Rav
himself arrived at a place called Damĥarya and performed an action, i.e., issued a practical ruling, in accordance with my opinion.
Rav Ĥanan bar Rava said in response to him: No proof can be
brought from that incident, for in that case Rav found an unguarded
valleyN and fenced it in, i.e., , Rav saw the need to add a safeguard
and was therefore stringent in this case. His ruling, however, was not
generally applied.
Rav Naĥman bar Yitzĥak said: Rav Huna’s opinion stands to
reason, as it was stated that the amora’im disagree about the following issue: With regard to a crooked, L-shaped alleywayHBN that opens
onto the public domain at both ends, Rav said: Its law is like that of
an alleyway that is open on two opposite sides, and it must be treated in a manner suitable for such an alleyway, i.e., an opening in the
form of a doorway must be constructed at both ends, or else such an
opening must be constructed at the point where the two arms of the
alleyway meet and a side post or a cross beam must be placed at each
end. And Shmuel said: Its law is like that of an alleyway that is
closed on one side, and all that is necessary is a side post or a cross
beam at each end.N

יֹותר
ֵ ימא ְ ּב
ָ יל
ֵ  ְ ּב ַמאי ָע ְס ִקינַ ן? ִאThe Gemara clarifies the particular circumstances of the case: With
ימא ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ּת ָֹורתֹו
ָ  ֵמ ֶע ֶ ׂשר – ְ ּב ָהא ֵלwhat are we dealing? If you say that the width of the alleyway at the
!? ְּכ ָסתוּםpoint of the turn is more than ten cubits wide, in this case, would
Shmuel say that its law is like that of an alleyway that is closed on
one side? With an opening of that size, it must be considered like an
alleyway that is open on both ends.

HALAKHA

A crooked, L-shaped alleyway – מבֹוי ָעקוּם:ָ An L-shaped alleyway is treated like an alleyway that is open at both ends.
Therefore, it requires an opening in the form of a doorway at
the point of the turn, as well as a side post or a cross beam
at its entrances. Alternatively, it requires a side post or cross
beam at the point of turn, as well as an opening in the form
of a doorway at its entrances. This ruling is in accordance
with the opinion of Rav, because his opinion, as opposed to
that of Shmuel, is accepted in matters of ritual law (Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 364:3).
BACKGROUND

A crooked alleyway – מבֹוי ָעקוּם:ָ

L-shaped alleyway, with its two ends opening into different public domains

: וְ ָק ָא ַמר ַרב, ֶא ָּלא ָלאו – ְ ּב ֶע ֶ ׂשרRather, are we not dealing with a case where the width of the al ּ ִפ ְירצַ ת ָמבֹוי: ַא ְל ָמא. ּת ָֹורתֹו ִּכ ְמפו ָּּל ׁשleyway at the point of the turn is ten cubits or less, and Rav nonethe. ִמ ִ ּצידּ ֹו ְ ּב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעהless said that the law of such an alleyway is like that of an alleyway
that is open on both ends. Apparently, a breach in the side wall of
an alleyway renders it prohibited to carry even if it is only four
handbreadths wide, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna.
 דְּ ָקא, וְ ַרב ָחנָן ַ ּבר ָר ָבא – ׁ ָשאנֵי ָה ָתםAnd Rav Ĥanan bar Rava argues that the cases cannot be compared:
. ָ ּב ְק ִעי ָ ּב ּה ַר ִ ּביםIt is different there, in the case of the L-shaped alleyway, for many
people cross through the opening from one arm to the other. Since
in practice the alleyway is open to regular traffic, the ruling is stringent even with regard to a small breach.

Crooked alleyway, formed by a closed alleyway with a another alleyway
which opens to the public domain on its side (Me’iri)

 ִמ ְּכ ָלל דְּ ַרב הוּנָ א ָס ַבר ַאף ַעל ַ ּגב דְּ ָלאThe Gemara asks: Can it be inferred from this that Rav Huna holds
 ָ ּב ְק ִעי ָ ּב ּה ַר ִ ּבים? ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ִמדְּ ַר ִ ּביthat even if many people do not cross through the opening, a
? ַא ִמי וְ ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִסיbreach of four handbreadths still prohibits carrying? What is the
difference between this case and the case of the ruling of Rabbi Ami
and Rabbi Asi cited earlier, that an upright board of four handbreadths suffices in order to allow a breach of up to ten cubits?

NOTES

Rav found an unguarded valley – רב ִ ּב ְק ָעה ָמצָ א:ַ That is to say,
the residents of that community were ignorant of Torah and
did not know enough to be meticulous in their observance.
Therefore, they are compared to an unguarded valley that is
open to all.

only one end to the public domain, but out of its side there
is another, smaller alleyway that opens into a different public
domain (Me’iri).

Crooked, V-shaped alleyway that makes one turn, with both ends facing the
same public domain (Me’iri)

The law of a crooked alleyway – דִּ ין ָמבֹוי ָעקוּם: The dispute
between Rav and Shmuel also appears in the Jerusalem Talmud,
A crooked alleyway – מבֹוי ָעקוּם:ָ Most commentaries and where Rabbi Yoĥanan’s opinion aligns with that of Rav, while
halakhic authorities understood the law of a crooked alleyway Reish Lakish’s opinion aligns with that of Shmuel. The wording
according to Rashi’s interpretation: The Gemara’s discussion of the Jerusalem Talmud suggests that according to Reish Lakish,
concerns an L-shaped alleyway that opens into two different the inhabitants of each of the two segments of the alleyway can
public domains. Nevertheless, other explanations have been only carry in their own section, from the entrance to the point
suggested. Some commentaries explain that it refers to an al- where the alleyway turns. Therefore, the inhabitants of the two
leyway shaped like the letter U, with a middle segment and two sections are considered residents of two adjacent alleyways.
ends that open into the same public domain. An alternative Rabbi Yoĥanan maintains that since the inhabitants of the two
opinion is that it is shaped like the letter V with only one turn, sections of the alleyway share a common area, they are all proin which both ends opening into the same public domain. Still hibited from carrying until the middle section of the alleyway
other authorities state that it refers to an alleyway open on is set up in the required manner.
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 ָה ָכא – דְּ ֵל ָּיכא, ָה ָתם– דְּ ִא ָּיכא ִ ּגידו ֵּדיThe Gemara answers: There, there are remnants of a wall that
. ִ ּגידו ֵּדיrender it difficult to pass through the breach, and therefore that
breach does not annul the partitions. However, here, there are
no remnants of a wall.
 ֵּכיצַ ד ְמ ָע ְר ִבין דֶּ ֶר ְך ְר ׁשוּת:ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
,עֹושה צו ַּרת ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח ִמ ָּכאן
ׂ ֶ – ָה ַר ִ ּבים
אֹומר; ֵ ּבית
ֵ  ֲחנַ נְיָה.קֹורה ִמ ָּכאן
ָ ְוְ ֶל ִחי ו
עֹושה דֶּ ֶלת ִמ ָּכאן
ׂ ֶ :אֹומ ִרים
ְ ׁ ַש ַּמאי
–  ו ְּכ ׁ ֶשהוּא יֹוצֵ א וְ נִ ְכנָס,וְ ֶד ֶלת ִמ ָּכאן
עֹושה דֶּ ֶלת
ׂ ֶ :אֹומ ִרים
ְ  ֵ ּבית ִה ֵּלל.נֹועל
ֵ
.קֹורה ִמ ָּכאן
ָ ְ וְ ֶל ִחי ו,ִמ ָּכאן

The Sages taught in a baraita: How does one render a public
thoroughfare fit for carrying by means of an eiruv? He constructs
an opening in the form of a doorway from here, on one side of
the thoroughfare, and a side post or a cross beam from here, on
the other side. Ĥananya disagrees and says: This is the subject of
an early dispute between tanna’im, for Beit Shammai say: He
constructs a door from here, on one side, and a door from here,
on the other side, and when he exits and enters, he must lock
the door. It is not sufficient to construct a symbolic door; rather,
there must be a door that actually closes. And Beit Hillel say: He
constructs a door from here, on one side, and a side post or a
cross beam from here, on the other side.

:יע ְר ָבא? וְ ָה ַתנְיָא
ַ  ו ְּר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים ִמי ִמThe Gemara raises a fundamental question: Can a public domain
: יָ ֵתר ַעל ֵּכן ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדהbe rendered fit for carrying by means of an eiruv? Wasn’t it
taught in a baraita: Furthermore, Rabbi Yehuda said:
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NOTES

One cannot render a public domain fit for carrying by means
of an eiruv – אין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים:ֵ Some of the ge’onim understand that even according to the Gemara’s conclusion,
there is no way whatsoever to establish a public domain fit
for carrying. Rabbi Yoĥanan’s statement does not mean that
Jerusalem became a private domain through the locking of its
doors. Rather, due to its doors, it was no longer considered a
full-fledged public domain (Me’iri),

ִמי ׁ ֶש ָהי ּו לֹו ׁ ְשנֵי ָב ִּתים ִמ ׁ ּ ְשנֵי צִ ידֵּ י
עֹושה ֶל ִחי ִמ ָּכאן
ֶׂ
– ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים
קֹורה
ָ ְקֹורה ִמ ָּכאן ו
ָ  אֹו,וְ ֶל ִחי ִמ ָּכאן
 ָא ְמר ּו.נֹותן ָ ּב ֶא ְמצַ ע
ֵ ְנֹושא ו
ׂ ֵ ְִמ ָּכאן – ו
. ְ ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים ְ ּב ָכך:לֹו

One who has two houses opposite each other on the two sides
of the public domain, and he wishes to carry from one house to
the other on Shabbat via the public domain, he may place a side
post from here, on one side of one of the houses, and an additional side post from here, on the other side. Alternatively, he
may place a cross beam from here, from one end of one house,
and an additional cross beam from here, from the other side of
the house, and then he may carry objects and place them in the
area between them, for in this manner he turns the middle area
into a private domain. The Rabbis said to him: One cannot render a public domain fit for carrying by means of an eiruvN in this
manner. Apparently, there is no way to establish an absolute
public domain fit for carrying by means of an eiruv.

,יע ְר ָבא
ַ  ְ ּב ָכךְ הוּא דְּ ָלא ִמ:ימא
ָ וְ ִכי ֵּת
 וְ ָה ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה.יע ְר ָבא
ַ ָהא ִ ּב ְד ָלתֹות ִמ
, יְ רו ׁ ָּש ַליִ ם:יֹוחנָן
ָ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי,ַ ּבר ַ ּבר ָחנָ ה
נְעלֹות ַ ּב ַּליְ ָלה
ָ ִיה נ
ָ תֹות
ֶ ִא ְיל ָמ ֵלא דַּ ְל
!יה ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים
ָ ַחּיָ ִיבין ָע ֶל

The Gemara questions its previous conclusion: And if you say that
it is only in this manner, by way of a side post or a cross beam,
that a public domain cannot be rendered fit for carrying, but by
means of doors it can be rendered fit for carrying. But this is not
true, as didn’t Rabba bar bar Ĥana say that Rabbi Yoĥanan said:
With regard to Jerusalem, were it not for the fact that its doors
are locked at night, one would be liable for carrying in it on
Shabbat, because its thoroughfares are regarded as a public
domain?H This shows that the presence of a door is not sufficient
to render it permitted to carry in a public domain; rather, the door
must actually be locked.

HALAKHA

Locked doors – דַּ ְלתֹות נְעוּלֹות: A public domain can be rendered fit for carrying only via doors that are locked at night, in
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 364:2).
LANGUAGE

City entrances [abbulei] – א ּבו ֵּלי:ַ Rav Binyamin Mosafya and
others explain that this term comes from the Greek ἔμβολος,
embolos, meaning a portico or a stopper. It is likely, however,
that its root is the Syrian abula, and it is possibly related to the
Hebrew uval, meaning stream (see Daniel 8:2).

, ָהנֵי ַא ּבו ֵּלי דִּ ְמחֹוזָ א: וְ ָא ַמר עו ָּּלאAnd similarly, Ulla stated: With regard to the city entrances [abL
נְעלֹות – ַחּיָ ִיבין
ָ ִיהן נ
ֶ תֹות
ֵ  ִא ְיל ָמ ֵלא דַּ ְלbulei] of Meĥoza, which meet the criteria for a public domain,
!יהן ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים
ֶ  ֲע ֵלwere it not for the fact that their doors are locked, one would
be liable for carrying in them, because they are regarded as a
public domain. Apparently, without the actual locking of doors
it is impossible to establish a public domain fit for carrying by
means of the symbolic partitions of a side post or a cross beam. If
so, how can the Sages in the baraita argue about how to establish
a public domain fit for carrying?
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 ֵּכיצַ ד ְמ ָע ְר ִבין: ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר, ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדהRather, Rav Yehuda said: The wording of the baraita must be emendעֹושה
ׂ ֶ –  ְמבֹואֹות ַה ְמפו ָּּל ׁ ִשין ִל ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּביםed so that this is what it says: How does one render alleyways that
HB
.קֹורה ִמ ָּכאן
ָ ְ וְ ֶל ִחי ו, צו ַּרת ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח ִמ ָּכאןare not themselves public domains but are open on two oppositeN
sides into the public domain fit for carrying by means of an eiruv?
He constructs an opening in the form of a doorway from here, on
one side of the alleyway, and a side post or a cross beam from here,
on the other side.
 ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל, ִה ְיל ְכ ָתא ְּכ ַת ּנָא ַק ָּמא: ַרב ָא ַמר, ִא ְּית ַמרIt was stated that the amora’im differed on how the halakha is to be
. ֲה ָל ָכה ַּכ ֲחנַ נְיָה: ָא ַמרdecided with regard to this issue. Rav said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the anonymous first tanna of the baraita,
and it is sufficient to have the form of a doorway on one side and a
side post or cross beam on the other side in order to render it permitted to carry in an alleyway that is open on two opposite sides to the
public domain. And Shmuel says: The halakha is in accordance with
the opinion of Ĥananya, following the position of Beit Hillel, who
also require a door on one side.
יך
ְ  צָ ִר,יבא דְּ ֵבית ִה ֵּלל
ּ ָ  ַל ֲחנַ נְיָה ַא ִּל:ּיב ֲעיָ א ְלהו
ּ ַ ִא
 דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב, ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע:ִלנְעֹול אֹו ֵאין צָ ִריךְ ִלנְעֹול
 וְ ֵכן ָא ַמר. ֵאינֹו צָ ִריךְ ִלנְעֹול: ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל,יְ הו ָּדה
 ִא ָּיכא. ֵאינֹו צָ ִריךְ ִלנְעֹול: ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל,ַרב ַמ ָּתנָ ה
, ְ ּב ִד ִידי ֲהוָ ה עו ְּבדָּ א: ָא ַמר ַרב ַמ ָּתנָ ה,דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי
. ֵאין צָ ִריךְ ִלנְעֹול:וְ ָא ַמר ִלי ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל

A dilemma was raised before the Sages concerning the position of
Beit Hillel: According to Ĥananya, in accordance with the opinion
of Beit Hillel, must this door be locked or need it not be locked?
Come and hear a proof from that which Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said, who, as mentioned earlier, rules in accordance with Beit Hillel: The door need not be locked. And similarly, Rav Mattana said
that Shmuel said: The door need not be locked. Some say that Rav
Mattana said: A case involving this very issue happened to me, and
Shmuel said to me: The door need not be locked.

HALAKHA

Alleyways that are open – מבֹואֹות ַה ְמפו ָּּל ׁ ִשין:ְ It is permitted to carry in
an alleyway that is open at two opposite sides into the public domain or
into a karmelit if an entrance in the form of a doorway is constructed at

one end, and a side post or a cross beam is placed at the other end. This
ruling is in accordance with the view of Rav, as his opinion is accepted
in matters of ritual law (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 364:1).

BACKGROUND

Alleyways that are open – מבֹואֹות ַה ְמפו ָּּל ׁ ִשין:ְ According to Tosafot, an
open alleyway is considered a full-fledged public domain, because the
length of the public domain runs through the alleyway.

Alternatively an open alleyway may not be considered a public domain,
in the case where the public domain does not pass through the alley
way. Rather, two public domains pass by the alleyway’s entrances.

Open alleyway with a public domain passing through it

Open alleyway with public domains passing by its entrances
NOTES

Open alleyways – מבֹואֹות ְמפו ָּּל ׁ ִשין:ְ According to Rashi, since an al- if the public regularly passes through it. Tosafot differentiate between
leyway does not have the requisite width of a public domain, i.e., a various types of alleyways, because they do not accept Rashi’s position
minimum of sixteen cubits, it is always considered an alleyway, even on this matter.
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HALAKHA

Doors that are fit to be locked – דְּ ָלתֹות ַה ְראוּיֹות ִלנְעֹול: Some
authorities state that the doors of a city that is considered public
domain need not be locked, so long as it is possible to lock the
doors, as in that case it is considered as if they are actually locked.
This is in accordance with the Gemara’s understanding of Rav
Naĥman’s position (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 364:2).

, צָ ִריךְ ִלנְעֹול:ֵיה ֵמ ַרב ָענָן
ּ ָ ּבע ּו ִמ ּינ
 ָּתא:ּאֹו ֵאין צָ ִריךְ ִלנְעֹול? ָא ַמר ְלהו
 דְּ ַטיְ ָמן,ֲחזִ י ָהנֵי ַא ּבו ֵּלי דִּ נְ ַה ְר ְד ָעא
 וְ ָעיֵ יל וְ נָ ֵפיק,ַעד ּ ַפ ְל ַ ּגיְ יה ּו ְ ּב ַע ְפ ָרא
 וְ ָלא ֲא ַמר ְלה ּו וְ ָלא,ָמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
.ִמידֵּ י

BACKGROUND

The alleyway in Neharde’a – ה ָּמבֹוי ִ ּבנְ ַה ְר ְד ָעא:ַ According to Rashi,
the two ends of the alleyway of Neharde’a did not open into two
different public domains, in contrast to other crooked alleyways.
Rather, the alleyway was shaped like the letter U, with both ends
opening into the same public domain. According to Tosafot, the
alleyway in Neharde’a was both an open and a crooked alleyway.

Alleyway with both ends opening into the same public domain

They raised a dilemma before Rav Anan with regard to this issue:
Need the door be locked or need it not be locked? He said
to them: Come and see these city entrances of Neharde’a that
open on two opposite sides into the public domain, the gateways
of which were filled up halfway with earth, so that the doors
themselves could not possibly be locked. Mar Shmuel regularly
goes in and out through them, but has never said anything to
the people of Neharde’a about them. This shows that it is not
necessary for the doors to be locked.

 ָהנָ ְך ְמ ג ּופֹות: ֲא ַמר ַרב ָּכ ֲהנָ אRav Kahana rejected this proof and said: Those doors in
. ֲהוַ איNeharde’a were partially blocked, and therefore there was no need
to lock them, but in general, the door of an alleyway that opens on
both sides into the public domain must be locked.
 ּ ַפנְיו ּּה: ֲא ַמר,ִּכי ֲא ָתא ַרב נַ ְח ָמן
ימא ָק ָס ַבר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן
ָ  ֵל.ְּל ַע ְפ ַריְ יהו
 ֵּכיוָ ן דִּ ְראוּיֹות,״צָ ִריךְ ִלנְעֹול״? ל ֹא
.נְעלֹות
ָ ִ ַאף ַעל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאין נ,ִלנְעֹול

The Gemara relates that when Rav Naĥman came to Neharde’a,
he said: Clear away the earth, so that the doors can be locked.
The Gemara attempts to understand Rav Naĥman’s instruction:
Let us say that Rav Naĥman holds that the door of an alleyway
that is open on two opposite sides must be locked. The Gemara
explains: No, this is not proof. In order for carrying to be permitted in such an alleyway, it is enough that the doors be fit to be
locked,H even if they are not actually locked.

,ַההוּא ָמבֹוי ָעקוּם דַּ ֲהוָ ה ִ ּבנְ ַה ְרדְּ ָעא
יה
ּ יה דְּ ַרב וְ חו ְּמ ֵר
ּ יה חו ְּמ ֵר
ּ ְר ִמי ֲע ֵל
. וְ ַא צְ ְרכ ּוה ּו דְּ ָל תֹות,דִּ ׁ ְשמ ּו ֵא ל
״ת ָֹורתֹו
ּ ח ּו ְמ ֵר
ּ יה דְּ ַרב – דְּ ָא ַמר
 וְ ָה ָא ַמר ַרב ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַת ּנָא.ִּכ ְמפו ָּּל ׁש״
!ַק ָּמא

The Gemara describes a certain crooked, L-shaped alleyway that
was in Neharde’a,NB upon which they imposed the stringency of
Rav and the stringency of Shmuel,N and required it to have
doors. The Gemara attempts to understand this ruling: The stringency of Rav, namely, that which he said, that an L-shaped alleyway is regarded like an alleyway that is open on two opposite
sides. But this is difficult, for didn’t Rav say that the law follows
the anonymous first tanna of the baraita, who says that even an
open alleyway itself does not require doors, and that an opening
in the form of a doorway suffices?

. ֲה ָל ָכה ַּכ ֲחנַ נְיָה: דְּ ָא ַמר, ִּכ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאלThe Gemara answers: They required doors in accordance with
! ּת ָֹורתֹו ְּכ ָסתוּם: וְ ָה ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאלthe opinion of Shmuel, who said that the halakha is in accor. ּת ָֹורתֹו ִּכ ְמפו ָּּל ׁש: דְּ ָא ַמר, ְּכ ַרבdance with the opinion of Ĥananya. But this too is difficult, for
if the doors were required in accordance with Shmuel’s opinion,
didn’t Shmuel say that an L-shaped alleyway is regarded like an
alleyway that is closed on one side, which does not need any doors
at all? The Gemara explains: The doors were required in accordance with the opinion of Rav, who said that an L-shaped alleyway is regarded like an alleyway that is open on two opposite
sides. Therefore, they adopted the stringencies of both Rav and
Shmuel: Rav’s stringency that an L-shaped alleyway is deemed an
open alleyway, and Shmuel’s stringency that an open alleyway
requires a door.

Alleyway in Neharde’a according to Tosafot

NOTES

A crooked alleyway that was in Neharde’a – ָמבֹוי ָעקוּם דַּ ֲהוָ ה
בנְ ַה ְרדְּ ָעא:ּ ִ According to Rashi, this crooked alleyway was in
the shape of the letter U, with both its ends facing the same
public domain. Rashi found it necessary to explain it in this
manner because the Gemara states that doors were required,
implying two doors. Tosafot disagree and say that an alleyway
of this kind would be considered closed even according to
Rav. Rather, the alleyway in Neharde’a actually required only
one door, in accordance with Rabbeinu Ĥananel’s text of the
Gemara. Therefore, Tosafot suggest a crooked alleyway of a

30

Perek I . 6b . ו ףד: קרפ

׳א

different shape, i.e., one that is also an open alleyway, with
regard to which all agree that two doors are required (see
illustrations in the Background notes).
In accordance with Rav and Shmuel – כ ַרב ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל:ְּ Rif explains that the inhabitants of Neharde’a ruled in accordance
with Rav, as the law follows him. However, since Neharde’a
was Shmuel’s place of residence, they did not want to dismiss
his words entirely, so they acted stringently in accordance
with his opinion as well.

:ו ִּמי ָע ְב ִדינַן ִּכ ְת ֵרי חו ְּמ ֵרי? וְ ָהא ַּתנְיָא
 וְ ָהרֹוצֶ ה,עֹולם ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ֵבית ִה ֵּלל
ָ ְל
,עֹושה
ׂ ֶ – ַל ֲע ׂשֹות ְּכ ִד ְב ֵרי ֵבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי
 ִמ ּקו ֵּּלי,עֹושה
ֶׂ
– ְּכ ִד ְב ֵרי ֵבית ִה ֵּלל
,ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי ו ִּמ ּקו ֵּּלי ֵ ּבית ִה ֵּלל – ָר ׁ ָשע
ֵמחו ְּמ ֵרי ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי ו ֵּמחו ְּמ ֵרי ֵ ּבית
״ה ְּכ ִסיל
ַ :אֹומר
ֵ ִה ֵּלל – ָע ָליו ַה ָּכתוּב
 ִא י ְּכ ֵבית, ֶא ָּלא,הֹול ְך ״
ֵ
חש ְך
ֶ ׁ ַ ּב
 ִאי,ׁ ַש ַּמאי – ְּכקו ֵּליהֹון ו ְּכחו ְּמ ֵריהֹון
.ְּכ ֵבית ִה ֵּלל – ְּכקו ֵּליהֹון ו ְּכחו ְּמ ֵריהֹון

The Gemara poses a question: But do we adopt the respective
stringencies of two authorities who disagree on a series of issues?
Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: The halakha is always in accordance with
the opinion of Beit Hillel, but one who wishes to act in accordance
with the opinion of Beit Shammai may do so, and one who wishes to
act in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel may do so. If he
wishes to adopt both the leniencies of Beit Shammai and also the leniencies of Beit Hillel, he is a wicked person. And if he wishes to adopt
both the stringencies of Beit Shammai and also the stringencies of
Beit Hillel, with regard to him the verse states: “The fool walks in
darkness” (Ecclesiastes 2:14).N Rather, he should act either in accordance with Beit Shammai, following both their leniencies and their
stringencies, or in accordance with Beit Hillel, following both their
leniencies and their stringencies.

עֹולם
ָ ״ל
ְ  ָא ְמ ַר ְּת:ָהא גּ ו ָּפא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א
: וַ ֲה ַדר ָא ְמ ַר ְּת,ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ֵבית ִה ֵּלל ״
ָהרֹוצֶ ה ַל ֲע ׂשֹות ְּכ ִד ְב ֵרי ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי
!עֹושה״
ֶׂ

The Gemara first raises a problem concerning the wording of the baraita: The baraita is itself difficult to understand, because it contains an
internal contradiction between its clauses: You first said that the halakha is always in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel, and then
you reversed that and said that one who wishes to act in accordance
with the view of Beit Shammai may do so.

NOTES

The fool walks in darkness – הֹול ְך
ֵ חש ְך
ֶ ׁ ה ְּכ ִסיל ַ ּב:ַ In
tractate Rosh HaShana, Tosafot explain that this phrase
refers not only to one who is uncertain about the law
and is stringent due to the uncertainty, but also to one
who is knowledgeable about the law yet wishes to
add stringencies.

,קֹודם ַ ּבת קֹול
ֶ –  ל ֹא ַק ׁ ְשיָ א; ָּכאןThe Gemara answers: This is not difficult. Here, the baraita’s statement
. ָּכאן – ְל ַא ַחר ַ ּבת קֹולthat a person may act as he wishes was made before the Divine Voice
emerged and announced that the halakha is always in accordance with
Beit Hillel; and here, the statement that the halakha is always in accordance with Beit Hillel was made after the Divine Voice issued this
ruling.
 ָהא וְ ָהא ְל ַא ַחר:ימא
ָ יב ֵעית ֵא
ּ ָ  וְ ִאAnd if you wish, say a different answer: Both this statement and
, ַ ּבת קֹולthat statement were made after the Divine Voice announced that the
halakha is in accordance with Beit Hillel,
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 דְּ ָלא ַמ ׁ ְשגַ ח ְ ּב ַבת,הֹוש ַע ִהיא
ֻ ׁ ְ וְ ַר ִ ּבי יand the latter statement is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
N
. קֹולYehoshua, who does not pay attention to a Divine Voice that attempts to intervene in matters of halakha, for according to him, the
dispute between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel has not yet been decided.
 ָּכל: ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמר,ימא
ָ יב ֵעית ֵא
ּ ָ וְ ִא
יכא דְּ ַמ ׁ ְש ְּכ ַח ְּת ְּת ֵרי ַּת ָּנ ֵאי ו ְּת ֵרי
ָ ֵה
מֹור ֵא י דִּ ְפ ִל יגִ י ַא ֲה ָד ֵד י ְּכ ֵעין
ָ ֲא
לֹוקת ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי ו ֵּבית ִה ֵּלל – ָלא
ֶ ַמ ֲח
,יה דְּ ָמר
ֱ ֶל
ּ יה דְּ ָמר וְ ִכי קו ֵּּל
ּ יע ַבד ִּכי קו ֵּּל
.יה דְּ ָמר
ּ יה דְּ ָמר וְ ִכי חו ְּמ ֵר
ּ וְ ָלא ְּכחו ְּמ ֵר
יה
ּ יה דְּ ָמר ו ְּכחו ְּמ ֵר
ּ  אֹו ִּכי קו ֵּּל:ֶא ָּלא
יה
ּ יה דְּ ָמר ו ְּכחו ְּמ ֵר
ּ  אֹו ְּכקו ֵּל,ָע ֵביד
.ָע ֵביד

The Gemara suggests yet another resolution: And if you wish, say instead that this is what the baraita is saying: Wherever you find two
tanna’im or two amora’im who disagree with each other in the manner of the disputes between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel, one
should not act either in accordance with the leniency of the one
Master and in accordance with the leniency of the other Master, nor
should one act in accordance with the stringency of the one Master
and in accordance with the stringency of the other Master. Rather,
one should act either in accordance with both the leniencies and
the stringencies of the one Master, or in accordance with both the
leniencies and the stringencies of the other Master.

NOTES

Who does not pay attention to a Divine Voice – דְּ ָלא
מ ׁ ְשגַ ח ְ ּב ַבת קֹול:ַ As related in tractate Bava Metzia, even
when a Divine Voice announced that the halakha was
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, Rabbi
Yehoshua refused to listen to it. Furthermore, he declared that the Torah is not in Heaven and that halakhic
decisions reside in the hands of an earthly court.

! ִמ ָּכל ָמקֹום ַק ׁ ְשיָ אAll of this is suggested to explain the wording of the baraita. In any case,
it is difficult to explain the law with regard to the alleyway in Neharde’a,
concerning which they simultaneously adopted the stringencies of both
Rav and Shmuel.
יה ְּכ ַרב
ּ  ּכו ֵּּל: ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן ַ ּבר יִ צְ ָחקRav Naĥman bar Yitzĥak said: In fact, they acted entirely in accor: ָא ַמר ַרב, דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א, ֲע ַבדו ּּהdance with the opinion of Rav, and the reason that they required doors
.מֹורין ֵּכן״
ִ ״ה ָל ָכה וְ ֵאין
ֲ and did not rely on the opening in the form of a doorway alone is due
to that which Rav Huna said that Rav said: This is the halakha; however, a public ruling is not issued to that effect ab initio. Although Rav
maintains that an opening in the form of a doorway is sufficient in an
open alleyway, a public ruling is not issued to that effect; rather, the
ruling is stringent, in accordance with Ĥananya’s position, and requires
doors.
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