Perek VIII
Daf 89 Amud a
–  ֲא ָבל ֵע ְירב ּו,ּ ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ֵע ְירבוThey taught this halakha only with regard to a case where the
. מו ָּּת ִריןresidents of the two upper stories did not establish an eiruv together, but if they established a joint eiruv, they are all permitted
to pour water into the courtyard.H
 וְ ִכי ל ֹא ֵע ְירב ּו ַמאי ַט ְע ָמא ל ֹא? ָא ַמר ַרבThe Gemara asks: And where they did not establish an eiruv,N
 ְ ּגזֵ ָירה דִּ ְיל ָמא ָא ֵתי ְל ַא ּפ ֵֹוקי ִמ ָּמאנֵי: ַא ׁ ִשיwhat is the reason that the residents who did not dig a pit may
. דְּ ָב ִּתים ְל ָה ָתםnot pour water into the courtyard? Rav Ashi said: It is a decree,
lest people come to take out vessels filled with water from their
houses into the courtyard, to pour into the pit. In the absence of
an eiruv, this practice is prohibited.
הדרן עלך כיצד משתתפין

HALAKHA

If they established an eiruv or if they did not establish
an eiruv – ע ְירב ּו וְ ּל ֹא ֵע ְירב ּו:ֵ With regard to the residents of
two houses who live opposite one another, and whose
houses face a single courtyard less than four cubits by
four cubits in area, if they did not establish an eiruv, and
only one of the houses dug a pit, the members of that
household are permitted to pour into it, while the inhabit
ants of the other are prohibited from doing so. If they did
establish an eiruv, they are all permitted to use the pit
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 377:1).
NOTES

Two residents who did not establish an eiruv – ׁ ְש ֵּתי
דְּ יֹוטֹות ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ֵע ְירב ּו: Why aren’t the residents of the house
who established an eiruv also prohibited from pouring
water? The others who failed to establish an eiruv should
impose restrictions upon all the residents of the courtyard.
One answer is that this is a case of indirect pouring into
the pit, by way of the upper story, and the Sages did not
extend their decree to such a case (Rosh).
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Perek IX
Daf 89 Amud a
,מתני׳ ָּכל ַ ּגגּ ֹות ָה ִעיר ְר ׁשוּת ַא ַחת
בֹוה ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה אֹו
ַּ ו ִּב ְל ַבד ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא יְ ֵהא ַ ּגג ָ ּג
 וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים. דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר,נָ מוּךְ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
 ָּכל ֶא ָחד וְ ֶא ָחד ְר ׁשוּת ִ ּב ְפנֵי:אֹומ ִרים
ְ
.ַעצְ מֹו

 ֶא ָחד ַ ּגגּ ֹות וְ ֶא ָחד:אֹומר
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון
ֲחצֵ ירֹות וְ ֶא ָחד ַק ְר ּ ֵפיפֹות – ְר ׁשוּת ַא ַחת
 וְ ל ֹא ְל ֵכ ִלים,תֹוכן
ָ ֵהן ְל ֵכ ִלים ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ְבת ּו ְל
.ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ְבת ּו ְ ּבתֹוךְ ַה ַ ּביִ ת

גמ׳ יְ ֵתיב ַא ַ ּביֵ י ַ ּבר ָא ִבין וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֲחנִינָ א
 וְ יָ ְת ִבי,ּיתיב ַא ַ ּביֵ י ַ ּג ַ ּביְ יהו
ֵ ִ ו,ַ ּבר ָא ִבין
 ְּכ ׁ ֵשם: ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ַר ָ ּבנַ ן ָס ְב ִרי:וְ ָק ָא ְמ ִרי
ׁ ֶשדִּ ּיו ִּרין ֲחלו ִּקין ְל ַמ ָּטה – ָּכ ְך דִּ ּיו ִּרין
.ֲחלו ִּקין ְל ַמ ְע ָלה

mishna

All the roofs of the cityB are considered one
domain. It is permitted to carry from one
roof to another, even if the residents of the houses did not establish
an eiruv between them. The Sages did not prohibit carrying between
roofs, as it is rare to transfer an item from one roof to another. However, it is only permitted to transfer objects between roofs provided
that one roof is neither ten handbreadths higher nor ten handbreadths lower than the adjacent roof. This is the statement of
Rabbi Meir. And the Rabbis say: Each and every one of the roofs
is a domain in and of itself. It is permitted to carry from one to the
other only if the residents of both houses established an eiruv.
Rabbi Shimon says: Roofs, courtyards, and enclosuresNH are all
one domain with regard to vessels that were inside them when
Shabbat began, and one may therefore carry from one of these areas
to another. However, they are not one domain with regard to vessels that were inside the house when Shabbat began and were
later taken into one of the above domains. A vessel that was inside
the house when Shabbat began and subsequently carried to one of
these areas may be carried from one roof, courtyard, or enclosure
to another only if an eiruv had been established between the
domains.

gemara

Abaye bar Avin and Rabbi Ĥanina bar
Avin were sitting, and Abaye was sitting
beside them, and they sat and said: Granted, the Rabbis maintain: Just as residents are divided into separate domains below,
and they may not carry from house to house without an eiruv, so
are residents divided into separate domains above, on the rooftops,
and it is prohibited to carry from one roof to another without an
eiruv.

ֶא ָּלא ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ַמאי ָק ָס ַבר? ִאי ָק ָס ַבר
ְּכ ׁ ֵשם ׁ ֶשדִּ יו ִּרין ֲחלו ִּקין ְל ַמ ָּטה ָּכךְ דִּ ּיו ִּרין
ֲחלו ִּקין ְל ַמ ְע ָלה – ַא ַּמאי ְר ׁשוּת ַא ַחת
 דְּ ָכל,ֵהן? וְ ִאי ָק ָס ַבר ֵאין ֲחל ּו ִקין
– ְל ַמ ְע ָלה ֵמ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ְר ׁשוּת ַא ַחת ִהיא
ּ ֲא ִפ
בֹוה ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה וְ נָ מו ְּך ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
ַּ יל ּו ַ ּגג ָ ּג
!נַ ִמי

However, Rabbi Meir, what does he maintain; what is the rationale for his opinion? If he maintains that just as residents are divided into separate domains below, so are residents divided into
separate domains above, why, in his opinion, are they considered
one domain? And if he maintains that they are not divided into
separate domains, as any place above ten handbreadths off the
ground is considered one domain, even if a roof is ten handbreadths higher or ten handbreadths lower than the adjacent roof,
it should likewise be permitted to carry from one roof to the other.

 ָלא ׁ ְש ִמ ַיע ְלכ ּו ָהא:ֲא ַמר ְלה ּו ַא ַ ּביֵ י
אֹומר
ֵ ,ימי
ִ ִּדְּ ָא ַמר ַרב יִ צְ ָחק ַ ּבר ַא ְבד
 ָּכל ָמקֹום ׁ ֶש ַא ָּתה:ָהיָ ה ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
,מֹוצֵ א ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְר ׁשוּּיֹות וְ ֵהן ְר ׁשוּת ַא ַחת
בֹוה ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
ַּ ְּכגֹון ַע ּמוּד ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת ַהּיָ ִחיד ָ ּג
,וְ ָר ָחב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה – ָאסוּר ְל ַכ ֵּתף ָע ָליו
.ְ ּגזֵ ָירה ִמ ׁ ּש ּום ֵּתל ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים
ָה ִכי נַ ִמי – ְ ּגזֵ ָירה ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ֵּתל ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת
.ָה ַר ִ ּבים

Abaye said to them: Have you not heard that which Rav Yitzĥak
bar Avdimi said that Rabbi Meir would say: Any place that you
find two domains, i.e., places set apart from each other by disparity
in height or by boundaries, and yet they are halakhically one
domain,N for example, a pillar ten handbreadths high and four
handbreadths wide situated in a private domain, it is prohibited
to adjust a burden on one’s shoulders upon it, by rabbinic decree,
due to the concern lest he come to do the same thing on a mound
in the public domain. The legal status of a mound ten handbreadths
high and four handbreadths wide located in a public domain is that
of a private domain. In that case, it is prohibited by Torah law to
transfer an object from the public domain to the mound. Here too,
in the case of roofs, Rabbi Meir prohibited transferring objects
between roofs with a height disparity of ten handbreadths, by rabbinic decree, due to the concern lest one come to transfer an object
from the public domain to a mound in a public domain.

BACKGROUND

The roofs of the city – גגֹּות ָה ִעיר:ּ ַ According to Rabbi Meir,
all roofs that are roughly equal in height are considered one
domain, excluding one that is ten handbreadths higher or
lower than the others.

Roof ten handbreadths higher than the rest of the roofs
NOTES

A courtyard and an enclosure – חצֵ ר וְ ַק ְר ּ ֵפף:ָ Rashi distin
guishes between a courtyard and an enclosure in terms of
ownership; a courtyard is typically shared by many houses,
while an enclosure is owned by a single individual. This
explanation has been questioned by other commentaries.
Rashi adds that a courtyard is subject to frequent use, and
people regularly carry objects in it, whereas an enclosure
is designed for specific purposes, e.g., as a garden, and it is
rarely an area where objects are carried from one place to
another (see Maharsha and others).
Two domains and one domain – ש ֵּתי ְר ׁשוּּיֹות ו ְּר ׁשוּת ַא ַחת:
ְׁ
The commentaries explain that Rabbi Meir issued this de
cree only with regard to a private domain such as a court
yard, but not a roofed private domain, as it has nothing in
common with a public domain. Other authorities maintain,
contrary to Rashi’s opinion, that Rabbi Meir’s decree applies
only if the two private domains belong to different people
who did not establish an eiruv, as the prohibition against
carrying from one domain to another is similar to that of
carrying into the public domain. However, Rabbi Meir did
not extend his decree to two private domains that belong
to the same individual (Ritva).
HALAKHA

Roofs, courtyards, and enclosures –  ַ ּג ִ ּגין ֲחצֵ ירֹות וְ ַק ְר ּ ֵפיפֹות:
With regard to rooftops, courtyards, and enclosures owned
by several different people who each established his own
eiruv but did not establish an eiruv together, it is nonethe
less permitted to carry from one to another any utensils
that were located in one of them when Shabbat began.
However, those utensils that were inside the house when
Shabbat commenced may only be carried into a courtyard
whose inhabitants established an eiruv together, in accor
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 372:1).

ּ יל ּו ַמ ְכ ֶּת ׁ ֶשת וַ ֲא ִפ
ּ  ֲא ִפ: ָסבוּר ִמ ָּינ ּהAbaye and Ĥanina bar Avin understood by inference from this
יל ּו
. ִ ּג ִ ּיגיתruling that in the opinion of Rabbi Meir, it would be prohibited to
adjust one’s burden even on a mortar and even on a vat that were
overturned in a private domain and that are large enough to constitute private domains in their own right.
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NOTES

 ל ֹא ָא ַמר: ָה ִכי ָא ַמר ָמר, ֲא ַמר ְלה ּו ַא ַ ּביֵ יAbaye said to them: The Master, Rabba, said as follows: Rabbi Meir
N
,יחיִ ם
ַ  ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ֶא ָּלא ַע ּמוּד וְ ַא ַּמת ָה ֵרspoke only in the case of a pillar or the raised base of a millstone.
Since a person fixes a place for them they are comparable to a mound
.קֹוב ַע ָל ֶהן ָמקֹום
ֵ הֹואיל וְ ָא ָדם
ִ
in a public domain in that they are rarely moved. However, the Sages
did not issue a decree in the case of portable objects.

Base of a millstone – א ַּמת ָה ֵר ַחיִ ם:ַ

,ֹותל ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֲחצֵ ירֹות דְּ ָקבו ַּע
ֶ וַ ֲה ֵרי ּכ
לֹומר ְל ִד ְב ֵרי
ַ ימצֵ י
ְ  ְּכ ׁ ֶש ִּת:וְ ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה
 ֲחצֵ ירֹות, ַ ּג ִ ּגין ְר ׁשוּת ְל ַעצְ ָמן:ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
. ַק ְר ּ ֵפיפֹות ְר ׁשוּת ְל ַעצְ ָמן,ְר ׁשוּת ְל ַעצְ ָמן

Millstone marking the summit of Møllehøj, the highest natural point
in Denmark
Rabbi Meir’s opinion – יטת ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
ַּ ש:
ִ ׁ According to
Rav Yehuda’s explanation of Rabbi Meir’s opinion, in
any place other than an actual house, the Sages issued
a decree that prohibits carrying, based not on owner
ship but rather on the designation and the use of the
domain. Consequently, all courtyards are considered
a single domain in this regard, even if they belong to
different people. The same applies to all roofs and
enclosures. It is not permitted, however, to carry from
one type of domain to another (see Me’iri and Ritva).

The Gemara raises a difficulty. There is the case of a wall that is between two courtyards, which is fixed, and nevertheless Rav Yehuda
said: When you analyze the matter, you will find that according to
Rabbi Meir all roofs form a single domain in and of themselves, and
likewise all courtyards form a single domain in and of themselves,
and all enclosures form a single domain in and of themselves.N It is
permitted to carry from one courtyard to another, although it is not
permitted to carry from a courtyard to a roof.

!ֹותל
ֶ  ַמאי ָלאו – דְּ ׁ ָש ֵרי ְל ַט ְלטו ֵּלי דֶּ ֶרךְ ּכWhat, is it not that it is permitted to move objects from one courtyard to another via a dividing wall, even though it is ten handbreadths
high? This poses a difficulty to the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who prohibits the transfer of an object from one place to a place ten handbreadths higher or lower.
: ָא ַמר ַרב ׁ ֵש ׁ ֶשת, ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָא ַ ּבר יְהו ָּדהRav Huna bar Yehuda said that Rav Sheshet said: No, that explana. ְל ַה ְכנִיס ו ְּלהֹוצִ יא דֶּ ֶרךְ ּ ְפ ָת ִחים, ל ֹאtion is incorrect, as Rav Yehuda meant to say that according to Rabbi
Meir it is permitted to carry in and carry out between one courtyard
and another, or from one enclosure to another, via the openings between them. However, Rabbi Meir concedes that one may not transfer objects over the wall that separates the two domains, as the wall is
considered a domain in and of itself.
אֹומ ִרים ָּכל ֶא ָח ד וְ ֶא ָח ד
ְ
״וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים
: ַרב ָא ַמר,ית ַמר
ְּ  ִא.ְר ׁשוּת ִ ּב ְפנֵי ַעצְ מֹו״
,ֵאין ְמ ַט ְל ְט ִלין ּבֹו ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות
. מו ָּּתר ְל ַט ְל ֵטל ְ ּבכוּלּ ֹו:ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר

We learned in the mishna: And the Rabbis say that each and every
one of the roofs is a domain in and of itself. It was stated that
amora’im disagreed about the following issue. Rav said: According to
the Rabbis, one may move objects on each roof only within four
cubits. As, according to the Rabbis, the legal status of roofs is like that
of courtyards, in that it is prohibited to carry from one roof to another, and each roof is fully open to a domain into which carrying is
prohibited. Therefore, it is also prohibited to carry objects farther than
four cubits on each roof. And Shmuel said: It is permitted to move
objects throughout each entire roof.

ִיכרֹות – דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָע ְל ָמא
ָּ יצֹות ַה ּנ
ּ  ִ ּב ְמ ִחThe Gemara comments: With regard to partitions that are conיצֹות ׁ ֶש ֵאינָן
ּ  ִּכי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י – ִ ּב ְמ ִח. ָלא ּ ְפ ִליגִ יspicuous, i.e., detached houses whose walls are distinct, everyone
agrees that it is permitted to carry throughout each roof. Where they
.נִיכרֹות
ָּ
disagree is with regard to partitions that are not conspicuous, i.e.,
attached houses, which appear as though they share a common roof
although they are owned by different people.
 ֵאין ְמ ַט ְל ְט ִלין ּבֹו ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע:ַרב ָא ַמר
,יצ ָתא
ּ ָ  ל ֹא ָא ַמר גּ וּד ַא ִּסיק ְמ ִח,ַא ּמֹות
, מו ָּּתר ְל ַט ְל ֵטל ְ ּבכו ּּלֹו:ּו ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר
.יצ ָתא
ּ ָ דְּ ָא ַמר גּ וּד ַא ִּסיק ְמ ִח

Rav said: One may carry on each roof only within four cubits. Rav
does not state the principle: Extend and raise the partitions between the houses below, which states that the walls of the houses are
considered to extend upward and create partitions between the roofs.
And Shmuel said: It is permitted to carry throughout each entire
roof, as he states the principle: Extend and raise the partitions.

 ָּכל ֶא ָחד וְ ֶא ָחד:אֹומ ִרים
ְ  וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים, ְּתנַןThe Gemara asks a question based on that which we learned in the
mishna: And the Rabbis say that each and every one of the roofs

Perek IX
Daf 89 Amud b
–  ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ִל ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל, ְר ׁשוּת ְל ַעצְ מֹוis a domain in and of itself. This indicates that each roof constitutes
a discrete domain, and one may carry throughout this entire domain.
! ֶא ָּלא ְל ַרב – ַק ׁ ְשיָ א,נִיחא
ָ
Granted according to the opinion of Shmuel, this works out well,
but according to the opinion of Rav, it is difficult.
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 ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא יְ ַט ְל ֵטל:יה דְּ ַרב
ּ  ָא ְמ ִרי ֵ ּבי ַרב ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמThe Gemara answers that the Sages of the school of Rav said in
. ׁ ְש ֵּתי ַא ּמֹות ְ ּבגַ ג זֶ ה ו ׁ ְּש ֵּתי ַא ּמֹות ְ ּבגַ ג זֶ הthe name of Rav: The ruling in the mishna is not a leniency permitting one to carry throughout the entire roof; rather, it is a stringency, ruling that one may not move an object two cubits on this
roof and two cubits on that roof. The tanna rules that even the
allowance to carry within four cubits is restricted to a single roof.
 ִּכי ָהוֵ ינַ ן ְ ּב ָב ֶבל,וְ ָהא ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָעזָ ר
:ּיה דְּ ַרב ָא ְמרו
ּ  ֵ ּבי ַרב ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ,ֲהוָ ה ָא ְמ ִרינַן
,ֵאין ְמ ַט ְל ְט ִלין ּבֹו ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות
. ֵאין ָל ֶהן ֶא ָּלא ַ ּג ָ ּגן:ּוְ ָהנֵי דְּ ֵבי ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ָּתנו

The Gemara raises a difficulty. But didn’t Rabbi Elazar say: When
we were in Babylonia we would say that the Sages of the school of
Rav said in the name of Rav: One may move an object on each
roof only within four cubits, and those Sages of the school of
Shmuel taughtN a baraita in accordance with their opinion: They
have only their own roof.

״אין ָל ֶהן ֶא ָּלא ַ ּג ָ ּגן״ – ָלאו דְּ ׁ ָשר ּו
ֵ ַמאי
,נִיתין
ִ ימא ִמ ַּמ ְת
ָ יה? ו ִּמי ַא ִּל
ּ ְל ַט ְלטו ֵּלי ְ ּבכו ֵּּל
ימנָ א ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא יְ ַט ְל ֵטל ׁ ְש ֵּתי ַא ּמֹות ְ ּבגַ ג
ְ אֹוק
ִ ְּד
 ׁ ְש ֵּתי:זֶ ה ו ׁ ְּש ֵּתי ַא ּמֹות ְ ּבגַ ג זֶ ה – ָה ִכי נַ ִמי
.ַא ּמֹות ְ ּבגַ ג זֶ ה ו ׁ ְּש ֵּתי ַא ּמֹות ְ ּבגַ ג זֶ ה

The Gemara seeks to clarify this baraita. What is the meaning of the
statement: They have only their own roof? Is it not that they are
permitted to move an object throughout each entire roof? This
baraita poses a difficulty to Rav. The Gemara rejects this contention:
And is this baraita any stronger a proof than our mishna, which
we established as a stringency, that one may not move an object
two cubits on this roof and two cubits on that roof? So too, this
baraita is teaching that one may not carry two cubits on this roof
and two cubits on that roof.N

. ָלא ׁ ְש ִמ ַיע ִלי ָהא ׁ ְש ַמ ֲע ָתא:יֹוסף
ֵ ֲא ַמר ַרב
 וְ ַא ָהא,נִיה ַלן
ֲ  ַא ְּת ָא ְמ ַר ְּת:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
–  ַ ּגג ָ ּגדֹול ַה ָּסמו ְּך ְל ָק ָטן:נִיה ַלן
ֲ ָא ְמ ַר ְּת
.ַה ָ ּגדֹול מו ָּּתר וְ ַה ָ ּק ָטן ָאסוּר

Rav Yosef said, after an illness had caused him to forget his
knowledge: I have not heard this halakha of Shmuel’s with regard
to roofs. His student Abaye said to him: You yourself said it to us,
and it was about this that you said it to us: With regard to a large
roof that is adjacent to a small one,B carrying on the large one is
permitted, as its partitions are distinct where it extends beyond the
small one, and carrying on the small one is prohibited, as it is
breached along its entire length into the other roof, onto which it is
prohibited to carry.N

 ָא ַמר, ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה,וְ ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ָלן ֲע ָל ּה
 ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא ׁ ֶשּיֵ ׁש דִּ ּיו ִּרין ַעל:ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
 דְּ ָהוְ יָ א ָל ּה ָהא דְּ ָק ָטן,זֶ ה וְ ִדּיו ִּרין ַעל זֶ ה
.יצה נִ ְד ֶר ֶסת
ּ ָ ְמ ִח

And you said to us about it: Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said:
They only taught this halakha in a case where there are residents
on this roof and residents on that roof, as the extended, virtual
partition of the small roof is considered a trampled partition. The
residents trample this virtual partition as they move from one roof
to the other, and the entire length of the small roof is considered
breached into the large one.

NOTES

And those of the school of Shmuel taught – וְ ָהנֵי דְּ ֵבי
שמו ֵּאל ָּתנ ּו:
ְ ׁ This baraita, which was taught in the school
of Shmuel, was not well known and is less authoritative
than a mishna or even of a well-documented Tosefta.
Therefore, the Gemara did not cite the fact that despite
the fact that he was an amora, Rav’s status is that of a
tanna, and therefore he may disagree with a baraita,
because that answer is used only as a last resort, when
no other explanation is available (Ritva).
Two cubits on that roof – ש ֵּתי ַא ּמֹות ְ ּבגַ ג זֶ ה:
ְ ׁ The Gemara
might have answered this question simply by stating
that both the mishna and baraita refer to a situation
where the partitions are conspicuous, as in that case
Rav agrees with Shmuel. Nevertheless, the Gemara
chose to provide an answer in keeping with the ques
tion itself, rather than introduce a special set of circum
stances (Me’iri).
A large roof and a small roof –  ַ ּגג ָ ּגדֹול וְ גַ ג ָק ָטן: In the
Jerusalem Talmud a question is raised with regard to
Rav’s opinion: As Rav maintains that it is permitted to
carry only four cubits on any roof, the fact that carry
ing on the small roof is prohibited apparently means
that it is prohibited to carry even four cubits. However,
this level of stringency is not applied even to a public
domain. The answer offered in the Jerusalem Talmud,
similar to the resolution that appears in our Gemara, is
that this statement means that it is prohibited to carry
even less than four cubits into the area of the large roof.
BACKGROUND

A large roof that is adjacent to a small one – ַ ּגג ָ ּגדֹול
ה ָּסמו ְּך ְל ָק ָטן:ַ

Large roof adjacent to small roof

נֵיהן
ֶ  ֲא ָבל ֵאין דִּ ּיו ִּרין ַעל זֶ ה וְ ַעל זֶ ה – ׁ ְשHowever, if there are no residents on this roof and none on that
. מו ָּּת ִריןone, carrying on both roofs is permitted. Presumably, Shmuel’s
reasoning is that in this case the walls of the houses below extend
upward and form partitions between the roofs, in accordance with
the principle: Extend and raise the partitions.
 ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו:ּ ֲאנָ א ָה ִכי ָא ְמ ִרי ְלכו:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
יצה ַעל
ּ ָ יצה ַעל זֶ ה ו ְּמ ִח
ּ ָ ֶא ָּלא ׁ ֶשּיֵ ׁש ְמ ִח
 וְ ָק ָטן נִ ְפ ַרץ,יש ְּת ִרי ְ ּבגִ יפו ֵּפי
ְ ׁ  דְּ גָ דֹול ִמ,זֶ ה
יצה ל ֹא ַעל זֶ ה וְ ל ֹא
ּ ָ  ֲא ָבל ֵאין ְמ ִח.ִ ּב ְמלֹואֹו
.נֵיהן ֲאסו ִּרין
ֶ ַעל זֶ ה – ׁ ְש

Rav Yosef said to him: I remember it now. I said to you as follows:
They taught this halakha, that carrying is prohibited on the small
roof, only with regard to a case where there was an actual partition
on all sides of this roof and an actual partition on all sides of that
roof, not only between the two roofs. In that case, carrying on the
large roof is permitted by means of the remnants of the partition
on either side of the opening, and carrying on the small roof is
prohibited because it is fully breached into the larger one. However, if there is no partition, neither on all sides of this roof nor
on all sides of that roof, carrying on both of them is prohibited.

וְ ָהא דִּ ּי ּו ִרין ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ָלן! ִאי ָא ְמ ִרי ְלכ ּו
 ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא:ּדִּ ּיו ִּרין – ָה ִכי ָא ְמ ִרי ְלכו
יצה
ּ ָ יצה ְראוּיָה ְל ִד ָירה ַעל זֶ ה ו ְּמ ִח
ּ ָ ׁ ֶשּיֵ ׁש ְמ ִח
יש ְּת ִרי
ְ ׁ  דְּ גָ דֹול ִמ,ְרא ּויָ ה ְל ִד ָירה ַעל זֶ ה
.ְ ּבגִ יפו ֵּפי וְ ָק ָטן נִ ְפ ַרץ ִ ּב ְמלֹואֹו

Abaye raised a difficulty: But didn’t you speak to us of residents?
Rav Yosef replied: If I spoke to you of residents, this is what I said
to you: They taught this halakha, that carrying is prohibited on the
small roof, only in a case where there is an actual partition that
renders the area fit for residence on all sides of this roof, and an
actual partition that renders the area fit for residence on all sides
of that roof, as carrying on the large roof is permitted by means of
the remnants of the partition on either side of the opening, and
carrying on the small roof is prohibited because it is fully breached
into the larger one.
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BACKGROUND

If he built an upper story and a partition – בנָ ה ֲע ִלּיָה וְ ַד ָ ּקה:ּ ָ The illustra
tion is of an upper story constructed above one of the houses, with a
partition [dakka] in front of it. This upper story and partition establish
the person’s dwelling upon the roof, as a result of which it is permitted
to carry on the adjacent roofs as well.

יצה ְראוּיָ ה ְל ִד ָירה
ּ ָ ֲא ָבל יֵ ׁש ְמ ִח
 וְ ֵאין ְראוּיָ ה ְל ִד ָירה,ַעל ַה ָ ּגדֹול
ַעל ַה ָ ּק ָטן – ֲא ִפילּ ּו ָק ָטן ׁ ָש ֵרי ִל ְבנֵי
 ַמאי ַט ְע ָמא – ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ָלא.ָ ּגדֹול
יצה – ַס ּלו ֵּקי ְס ִליק ּו
ּ ָ ֲעבוּד ְמ ִח
.נַ ְפ ׁ ַשיְ יה ּו ֵמ ָה ָכא

However, if there is a partition that renders the area fit for a
residence on all sides of the large roof, but there is no partition
that renders the area fit for a residence on the small roof, carrying even on the small roof is permitted for the residents of
the large roof. What is the reason for this? Since the residents
of the small roof did not erect a partition around their roof,
they thereby removed themselves from here and transferred
the right to their domain to the residents of the large roof.

 ָע ָ ׂשה: ְּכ ָהא דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמןThis is in accordance with that which Rav Naĥman said: If one
 סו ָּּלם ָקבו ַּע ְלגַ גּ ֹו – הו ַּּתר ְ ּב ָכלaffixed a permanent ladder to his roof, while the owners of the
. ַה ַ ּג ִ ּגין ּכו ָּּלןneighboring roofs did not do so, it is permitted for him to
carry on all the roofs. The failure of the other owners to erect
a ladder indicates that they relinquished the right to their roofs
to the one who affixed the permanent ladder.

Upper story and partition
NOTES

A small partition [dakka] that permits and prohibits – דַּ ָ ּקה ְל ֵה ֶיתר
ו ְּל ִא ּסוּר: The commentaries dispute the meaning of the word dakka.
Rashi maintains that it connotes an entrance, while Rabbeinu Ĥananel
explains that it is a shelf. Tosafot and other commentaries explain that
it means a partition. In addition, the commentaries dispute the correct
version of the text. Some authorities adopt Rabbeinu Ĥananel’s reading
and explain that if one erects a partition that separates his roof from
the others, those other roofs may be used by their owners, as he no
longer imposes restrictions upon them. However, if it is possible that
he built this partition to provide himself with a vantage point from
which he could survey his garden, there is no longer any proof that
he completely isolated himself from all the other roofs. Therefore, the
existence of the partition does not render it permitted for them to carry
there because of him (Me’iri; Ritva).

 ָ ּבנָ ה ֲע ִלּיָ יה ַעל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי: ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ יAbaye said: If a person built an upper story atop his house, by
– נֶיה דַּ ָ ּקה ַא ְר ַ ּבע
ָ  ֵ ּביתֹו וְ ָע ָ ׂשה ְל ָפsurrounding the roof with walls, and erected before its en. הו ַּּתר ְ ּב ָכל ַה ַ ּג ִ ּגין ּכו ָּּלןtrance a small partition [dakka] four cubits high that opens to
other roofs, it is permitted for him to carry on all the roofs. His
construction of the partition is indicative of his plans to utilize
the other roofs, while the failure of the other owners to do so
indicates that they conceded use of their roofs to him.B
 ּ ְפ ָע ִמים ׁ ֶש ַהדַּ ָ ּקה: ָא ַמר ָר ָבאRava said: Sometimes the small partition leads to prohi
N
יכי דָּ ֵמי – דַּ ֲע ִב ָידא
ִ  ֵה.יסוּר
ּ  ְל ִאbition. What are the circumstances of this case? It is a case
where
the
partition was erected facing toward the garden of
 דַּ ֲא ַמר,יה
ֵ ַל ֲה ֵדי ַּת ְר ִ ּביצָ א דְּ ֵב
ּ ית
his house and the sides facing the other roofs were sealed. The
reason is that through his actions he said

Perek IX
Daf 90 Amud a
LANGUAGE

Garden [tarbitza] – ת ְר ִ ּביצָ א:ַּ Courtyard or garden. Some linguists claim
that the word is Persian in origin, but it is more likely of Semitic origin,
in the form of the Akkadian word tarbāșu.
NOTES

A karmelit and a private domain – ּיָחיד
ִ כ ְר ְמ ִלית ו ְּר ׁשוּת ַה:ַּ Tosafot explain
this: The adjacent pillar is the karmelit, while the roof of the house is
the private domain, which is the opposite of Rashi’s undertanding.
Rabbeinu Ĥananel explains it this way as well.

. ִלנְטו ֵּרי ַּת ְר ִ ּביצָ א הוּא דַּ ֲע ִב ָידאthat he built the upper story to protect the garden [tarbitza],L
not to access the roofs.
 ׁ ְש ֵּתי ַא ּמֹות:ָ ּב ֵעי ָר ִמי ַ ּבר ָח ָמא
?ַּ ּב ַ ּגג ו ׁ ְּש ֵּתי ַא ּמֹות ָ ּב ַע ּמוּד ַמהו
יב ֲעיָ א
ּ ָ  ַמאי ָקא ִמ:ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה
יה? ַּכ ְר ְמ ִלית ּו ְר ׁשוּת ַהּיָ ִחיד
ּ ֵל
!?יה
ּ ָ ָקא ִמ
ּ יב ֲעיָ א ֵל

Rami bar Ĥama raised a dilemma: According to Rav, who
holds that one may carry only within four cubits on each roof,
if he carries an object two cubits on a roof and another two
cubits on a pillar ten handbreadths high and four handbreadths
wide adjacent to the roof, what is the halakha? Rabba said:
With regard to what matter is he raising a dilemma? Is it with
regard to a karmelit and a private domainN that he is raising
a dilemma? The roof is a karmelit and the pillar is a private
domain; certainly carrying from one to the other is prohibited.

יה ל ֹא
ּ וְ ָר ִמי ַ ּבר ָח ָמא ַא ַ ּגב חו ְּר ֵפ
יב ֲעיָ א
ּ ָ  ֶא ָּלא ָה ִכי ָק ִמ,ִעּיֵ ין ָ ּב ּה
 ּו ׁ ְש ֵּתי, ׁ ְש ֵּתי ַא ּמֹות ַ ּב ַ ּגג:יה
ּ ֵל
?ַּא ּמֹות ָ ּב ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרה ַמהו

The Gemara explains that this was not in fact the dilemma, and
Rami bar Ĥama, due to his keen mind, did not analyze the
dilemma carefully and was imprecise in its formulation. Rather,
this is the dilemma he is raising: If one carries an object two
cubits on the roof of a house, and another two cubits on the
slanted roof of a portico,B a roofed structure without walls,
before a house belonging to someone else, what is the halakha?

 ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ָלא ַהאי ֲחזִ י:ִמי ָא ְמ ִרינַ ן
–  וְ ָלא ַהאי ֲחזִ י ְל ִד ָירה,ְל ִד ָירה
: אֹו דִּ ְיל ָמא.ֲח ָדא ְר ׁשו ָּתא ִהיא
 ִמ ַ ּג ג,ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ִמ ַ ּג ג ְלגַ ג ֲא ִסיר
?ְל ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרה נַ ִמי ֲא ִסיר

The Gemara elaborates on Rami bar Ĥama’s dilemma: Do we
say that since neither this roof is fit for residence, nor is this
portico roof fit for residence, it is regarded as one domain, and
therefore carrying between them is permitted? Or perhaps
since carrying from a roof to another roof is prohibited, carrying from a roof to a portico is likewise prohibited, as the
latter is also a domain in and of itself.

BACKGROUND

A house and a portico – ביִ ת וְ ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרה:ּ ַ The image displays the differ
ences between a house and a portico and the ease of transferring
objects from the roof of the portico to the roof of the house.

House with adjoining portico
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