Perek I
Daf 9 Amud a
BACKGROUND

Cross beam drawn away from one direction – קֹורה ְמ ׁשו ָּכה
ָ
מרו ַּח ַא ַחת:ֵ

Cross beam that is attached to one wall of an alleyway but does not reach
the other wall
Cross beam suspended in the air – קֹורה ְּתלוּיָ ה ִמ ׁ ְש ֵּתי רוּחֹות:
ָ

Cross beam not attached to the alleyway walls but distanced from them on
both sides
Cross beam suspended and drawn away – קֹורה ְּתלוּיָ ה
ָ
ו ְּמ ׁשו ָּכה:

ְמ ׁש ּו ָכ ה אֹו ְּתל ּו יָ ה; ּ ָפ חֹות
קֹורה
ָ יך ְל ָה ִביא
ְ ִמ ׁ ְּשל ׁ ָֹשה – ֵאין צָ ִר
קֹורה
ָ  ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה – צָ ִריךְ ְל ָה ִביא,ַא ֶח ֶרת
:אֹומר
ֵ יאל
ֵ  ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל.ַא ֶח ֶרת
ּ ָפחֹות ֵמ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה – ֵאין צָ ִריךְ ְל ָה ִביא
 ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה – צָ ִריךְ ְל ָה ִביא,קֹורה ַא ֶח ֶרת
ָ
.קֹורה ַא ֶח ֶרת
ָ

drawn away from the alleyway wallsB or suspendedN in the air,B the
following distinction applies: If the cross beam is less than three
handbreadths from the walls, one is not required to bring a different cross beam, for it is considered attached to the walls based
on the principle of lavud, which views two solid surfaces as connected if the gap between them is less than three handbreadths
wide. However, if the distance is three or more handbreadths from
the walls, he is required to bring a different cross beam in order
to permit carrying in the alleyway. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel,
who holds that the principle of lavud applies to a gap of up to four
handbreadths wide, says: If the cross beam is less than four handbreadths from the wall, one is not required to bring a different
cross beam; but if the distance is four handbreadths from the wall,
he is required to bring a different cross beam.

 ו ְּתלוּיָ ה, ַמאי ָלאו – ְמ ׁשו ָּכה ִמ ַ ּבחוּץThe Gemara wishes to clarify the baraita: What, is it not that when
! ִמ ִ ּב ְפנִיםthe baraita speaks of a cross beam that is drawn away from the
alleyway walls, it is referring to a cross beam that is distanced from
the alleyway walls and situated on the outside in the public domain,
similar to the case of the cross beam resting on pegs mentioned
above? And when it speaks of a cross beam that is suspended, isn’t
it referring to a cross beam that is distanced from the alleyway walls
and placed on the inside in the alleyway? This interpretation contradicts Rava’s statement above that disqualifies such a cross beam.
–  ִא ִידי וְ ִא ִידי ִמ ִ ּב ְפנִים; ְמ ׁשו ָּכה, ל ֹאThe Gemara rejects this interpretation: No, both this, the cross
. ו ְּתלוּיָה – ִמ ׁ ְש ֵּתי רוּחֹות, ֵמרו ַּח ַא ַחתbeam that is drawn away, and that, the crossbeam that is suspended, are located on the inside of the alleyway. The difference between them is that the cross beam that is drawn away is distanced
from the wall from one direction, while a suspended cross beam
does not lie on the alleyway walls at all, but is distanced from them
from both directions.
 ֵמרו ַּח ַא ַחת ָא ְמ ִרינַ ן:ימא
ָ  ַמה ּו דְּ ֵתLest you say that if the cross beam is distanced from the wall from
, ִמ ׁ ְש ֵּתי רוּחֹות ָלא ָא ְמ ִרינַן ָלבוּד, ָלבוּדone direction, we say that the principle of lavud applies, and it is
. ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלןas if the cross beam is joined to the wall; but if it is distanced from
the wall from two directions, we do not say that the principle of
lavud applies. The baraita, therefore, comes and teaches us that
there is no difference in this regard.

Cross beam suspended in the air above the entrance to the alleyway and
distanced from the two alleyway walls

. ְמ ׁשו ָּכה וְ ִהיא ְּתלוּיָ ה:ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי ָא ַמר
יכי דָּ ֵמי – ְּכגֹון ׁ ֶש ּנ ַָעץ ׁ ְש ֵּתי יְ ֵתידֹות
ִ וְ ֵה
 ׁ ֶש ֵאין,כֹות ֵלי ָמבֹוי
ְ ֲעקו ּּמֹות ַעל ׁ ְשנֵי
יתן
ָ  וְ ֵאין ְ ּב ַע ְקמו ִּמ,גֹוב ָהן ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה
ְ ְ ּב
״לבוּד״
ָ  אֹו:ימא
ָ  ַמה ּו דְּ ֵת.ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה
 ָלבוּד,״חבוּט״ ָא ְמ ִרינַ ן
ָ ָא ְמ ִרינַ ן אֹו
. ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן,וְ ָחבוּט ָלא ָא ְמ ִרינַן

HALAKHA

Joined [lavud ] and pressed down [ĥavut] – לבוּד וְ ָחבוּט:ָ A
cross beam that is distanced from and above the walls of the
alleyway by less than three handbreadths is valid, because
we say that the cross beam is both joined [lavud ] and pressed
down [ĥavut], in accordance with the statement of the Gemara (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 363:25).

Rav Ashi said: The baraita refers to a cross beam that is drawn
away from the walls and also suspended in the air.B And what are
the circumstances where this would be the case? For example,
where he inserted two bent pegs on the tops of the two alleyway
walls, and the height of the pegs from the top of the walls is less
than three handbreadths, and their bend inward is less than three
handbreadths, and a cross beam rests on top of them. Lest you say
that we either say lavud, i.e., we consider the cross beam to be
virtually extended and thus connected to the wall, or we say ĥavut,
pressed down, that we consider the cross beam to be pressed down
vertically; but we do not say both lavud and ĥavut.NH The baraita
therefore teaches us that even in that case we say that any item
adjacent to another with a gap of less than three handbreadths
between them is considered connected to it, whether to the side
or below, and even in both directions at once.

NOTES

Drawn away or suspended – מ ׁשו ָּכה אֹו ְּתלוּיָ ה:ְ Apparently, if
it is permitted to carry in an alleyway where the cross beam
is suspended in the air, it is certainly permitted to carry in an
alleyway where the cross beam is drawn away. Why, then, are
both halakhot needed? Had it only stated the halakha with
regard to a cross beam that is suspended, the implication would
have been that a cross beam that is drawn away is permitted,
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even if it is more than three handbreadths from the wall (Rav
Ya’akov Emden).

than three handbreadths from the alleyway walls also permitted due to ĥavut? Ritva answers that since the principle
of joining [lavud ] is applied, the principle of being pressed
Pressed down [ĥavut] – חבוּט:ָ The principle of ĥavut usu- down [ĥavut] cannot be applied as well. It is illogical to conally refers to something that is placed high up off the sider the cross beam as though it were pressed down from
ground. The object is considered as though it were thrown above to below, and then to extend the imaginary cross beam
to the ground. Tosafot ask: Why isn’t a cross beam higher to the sides as well.

:יֹוחנָ ן
ָ יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ּ  ָּתנֵי ַר ִ ּבי זַ ַּכאי ַק ֵּמRabbi Zakkai taught the following baraita before Rabbi Yoĥanan: The
 ֵ ּבין ְל ָחיַ יִ ם וְ ַת ַחת ַה ּק ָֹורה – נִידּ ֹוןarea between the side posts and beneath the cross beam has the legal
. ּפֹוק ְּתנֵי ְל ָב ָרא: ֲא ַמר ֵל ּיה. ְּכ ַכ ְר ְמ ִליתstatus of a karmelit, and it is forbidden to carryN in it. Rabbi Yoĥanan
said to him: Exit and teach this halakha outside, i.e., this baraita is not
in accordance with the accepted halakha, and therefore it should not be
made part of the regular learning in the study hall.
ְּ  ִמ ְס ַּת ְ ּב ָרא ִמ:ֲא ַמ ר ַא ַ ּביֵ י
יה
ּ יל ֵת
 ֲא ָבל ֵ ּבין,יֹוחנָ ן ַּת ַחת ַה ּק ָֹורה
ָ דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
 ֵ ּבין ְל ָחיַ יִ ם: וְ ָר ָבא ֲא ַמר.–אסוּר
ָ ְל ָחיַ יִ ן
.נַ ִמי מו ָּּתר

The Gemara records a dispute with regard to the scope of Rabbi
Yoĥanan’s statement: Abaye said: Rabbi Yoĥanan’s statement is reasonable with regard to the area beneath the cross beam, as only the
area beneath the cross beam should be considered a private domain, but
between the side posts, carrying is indeed prohibited, in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Zakkai. And Rava said: The entire statement
of Rabbi Zakkai is to be rejected, as Rabbi Yoĥanan asserted, and even
in the area between the side postsH carrying is permitted.

 ְמנָ א ָא ִמינָ א ָל ּה – דְּ ִכי:ֲא ַמר ָר ָבא
 ָמקֹום:יֹוחנָן
ָ ימי ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
ִ ֲִּא ָתא ַרב ד
ׁ ֶש ֵאין ּבֹו ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ַעל ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה –מו ָּּתר
ּיָחיד
ִ ִל ְבנֵי ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים וְ ִל ְבנֵי ְר ׁשוּת ַה
.ּ ו ִּב ְל ַבד ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא יַ ֲח ִליפו,ְל ַכ ֵּתף ָע ָליו

Rava said: From where do I know to say this, that carrying is permitted
even between the side posts? For when Rav Dimi came from Eretz
Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: A place that has
an area of less than four by four handbreadths and is located between
a public and private domain but belongs to neither has the status of an
exempt domain with regard to carrying on Shabbat. Therefore, it is
permitted for both the people in the public domain as well as the
people in the private domain to use it for loading their burdens onto
their shoulders, so long as they do not exchange objects with one
another. Therefore, a place having an area of less than four handbreadths
is not considered a karmelit, but rather an exempt domain, where carrying is permitted. Consequently, the area between the side posts
should likewise be considered an exempt domain, and carrying should
be permitted within it.

.בֹוה ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה
ַּ ָ–ה ָתם ְ ּבג
ָ  וְ ַא ַ ּביֵ יAnd Abaye said that this offers no proof, as there, with regard to Rav
Dimi’s statement, the area being discussed is at least three handbreadths
high, setting it apart from the other domains. It is therefore considered
a domain in its own right, and has the halakha of an exempt domain.

NOTES

Exit and teach outside – פֹוק ְּתנֵי ְל ָב ָרא:ּ This expression
indicates that a certain source taught by the person
who would recite the mishnayot in the beit midrash
has been totally rejected and should not be taught in
the study hall. The practical implication is that one who
seeks to clarify this baraita should do so outside the
study hall’s walls. Indeed, the Gemara reports instances
of Sages leaving the study hall to clarify for themselves
ideas that were not taught there. The meaning of the
expression in this context is that this baraita has no
place within the framework of accepted halakha.
A permanent resident is on the ground – יַ ִ ּצ ָיבא
ב ַא ְר ָעא:ּ ְ This expression is a translation, worded slightly
differently, of a verse found in portions of rebuke in
the book of Deuteronomy: “The stranger that is in your
midst shall rise above you higher and higher, and you
shall come down lower and lower” (Deuteronomy
28:43). Its meaning expresses astonishment and even
bitterness over a state of affairs that seems to be the
opposite of the proper order.
HALAKHA

Between the side posts – בין ְל ָחיַ יִ ם:ּ ֵ It is permitted to
carry between the side posts in an alleyway. This is in
accordance with the opinion of Rava, whose opinion is
followed when he disagrees with Abaye, and because
his opinion accords with Rabbi Yoĥanan’s statement
(Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 365:4).
An entrance that opens to a karmelit – ּ ֶפ ַתח ַה ּ ָפתו ַּח
ל ַכ ְר ְמ ִלית:ְ It is prohibited to use the space under a cross
beam when the entrance opens to a karmelit as opposed to a public domain, because of the principle: It
has found its own type and been awakened. This is in
accordance with the statement of Rava. However, if the
cross beam is four handbreadths wide and strong, it is
considered like a roof. Thus, its outer edge closes off the
alleyway, and it is permitted to use the space underneath it even if the alleyway opens to a karmelit (Magen
Avraham; Taz; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 365:4).

 ְמנָ א ָא ִמינָ א ָל ּה – דְּ ָא ַמר: ֲא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ יThe Gemara considers the position of Abaye: Abaye said: From where
ֹוך
ְ  ּת: ָא ַמר ַרב, ַרב ָח ָמא ַ ּבר גּ ו ְּריָ אdo I know to say this, that the area between the side posts has the ha. ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח צָ ִריךְ ֶל ִחי ַא ֵחר ְל ַה ִּתירֹוlakha of a karmelit? For Rav Ĥama bar Guria said that Rav said: The
area within the opening, i.e., the doorway between two entrance posts
that serve as side posts to permit carrying in the alleyway, requires
another side post in order to permit carrying there, for the entrance
posts alone do not suffice. This demonstrates that it is forbidden to
carry in the space between the side posts without another side post.
יה ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ַעל
ָ וְ ִכי ֵּת
ּ ימא דְּ ִאית ֵ ּב
 וְ ָה ָא ַמר ַרב ָחנִין ַ ּבר ָר ָבא.ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה
 ַאף ַעל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאין, ּתֹוךְ ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח:ָא ַמר ַרב
ּבֹו ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה ַעל ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה – צָ ִריךְ ֶל ִחי
.ַא ֵחר ְל ַה ִּתירֹו

And if you say that this is a case where the doorway has an area four by
four handbreadths, and therefore an additional side post is required to
permit carrying there, this is not a valid argument. For didn’t Rav
Ĥanin bar Rava say that Rav said: The area within the opening itself,
even if it does not have an area of four by four handbreadths, requires
an additional side post in order to permit carrying within it. This indicates that the area between the side posts is not to be used.

, וְ ָר ָבא – ָה ָתם דְּ ָפתו ַּח ְל ַכ ְר ְמ ִליתAnd Rava replies that a distinction must be made between the cases:
There, the case of Rav’s ruling refers to a scenario where the alleyway’s
entrance opens to a karmelit,H and thus the space between the entrance
posts is also viewed as a karmelit, and an additional side post is required.
? ֲא ָבל ִל ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים ַמאי – ׁ ָש ֵריThe Gemara poses a question: But if the entrance opens to a public
!ּיֹורא ִ ּב ׁ ְש ֵמי ׁ ְש ַמּיָא
ָ ִ יַ ִ ּצ ָיבא ְ ּב ַא ְר ָעא וְ גdomain, what would be the halakha? Would it be permitted to carry
there even without an additional side post? If so, it follows that the halakha of a karmelit is more stringent than that of a public domain. However, this seems untenable, for carrying in a karmelit is prohibited only
by rabbinic decree, owing to the similarity between a karmelit and the
public domain. This is similar to a situation where a permanent resident is down on the ground,N while a stranger is raised up to the
highest heaven, the very opposite of the appropriate state of affairs.
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NOTES

It has found its own type and been awakened [nei’or] – ָמצָ א
מין ֶאת ִמינֹו וְ נֵיעֹור:ִ This expression appears in other halakhic
contexts as well, particularly with regard to the halakhot of
mixtures. Some commentaries explain the word nei’or to mean
shaken [nin’ar], i.e., once it found its own type, it leaves its
previous place and cleaves to the similar type. Nevertheless,
apparently nei’or is related to the verse “like a man who awakens [yei’or] from his sleep” (Zechariah 4:1). In other words, the
prohibition, which was lying in a concealed, dormant state,
reawakens after finding its own type (Rashi).
BACKGROUND

An alleyway was lined with side posts – מבֹוי ׁ ֶש ְרצָ פֹו ִ ּב ְל ָחיַ יִ ן:ָ

. ָמצָ א ִמין ֶאת ִמינֹו וְ נֵיעֹור, ִאיןThe Gemara comments: Yes, it is possible that this is the ruling,
for we can say that it has found its own type and been awakened.N
In other words, as the area within the entranceway is not a defined
domain, it doesn’t have the status of an independent domain.
Therefore, when it opens into a karmelit, to which it is similar, its
status is negated, and it joins with the karmelit to form a single
unit. However, when it opens into a public domain, it cannot join
with it because it is not similar to a public domain, which has a
totally different set of laws; and therefore it is considered part of
the alleyway, and it is permitted to carry within it.
הֹוש ַע
ֻ ׁ ְיה דְּ ַרב י
ּ יה ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵר
ּ ָא ַמר ֵל
 וְ ַא ְּת ָלא ִּת ְס ְ ּב ָרא דְּ ֵבין ְל ָחיַ יִ ן:ְל ָר ָבא
 ָא ַמר,ָאסוּר? וְ ָה ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ַ ּבר ָחנָ ה
 ָמבֹוי ׁ ֶש ְרצָ פֹו ִ ּב ְל ָחיַ יִ ן ּ ָפחֹות:יֹוחנָן
ָ ַר ִ ּבי
לֹוקת
ֶ ּ ָפחֹות ֵמ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה – ָ ּבאנ ּו ְל ַמ ֲח
.יאל וְ ַר ָ ּבנָן
ֵ ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל

Rav Huna, the son of Rav Yehoshua, said to Rava: And you do
not hold that in the area between the side posts carrying is prohibited? But didn’t Rabba bar bar Ĥana say that Rabbi Yoĥanan
said: If an alleyway was lined with side posts,B each one set more
than three but less than four handbreadths apart from its neighbor, we have arrived in this matter at the dispute between Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel and the Rabbis with regard to the
measure of lavud.

יאל דְּ ָא ַמר
ֵ ְל ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל
ָא ְמ ִרינַ ן ָלבוּד – ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּמ ׁש ַעד חוּדּ ֹו
 ְל ַר ָ ּבנַ ן,נִימי
ִ נִימי ׁ ֶשל ֶל ִחי ַה ּ ְפ
ִ ַה ּ ְפ
דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי ָלא ָא ְמ ִרינַן ָלבוּד – ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵּמ ׁש
 ֲא ָבל ֵ ּבין.יצֹון
ִ ַעד חוּדּ ֹו ַה ּ ְפ
ּ נִימי ׁ ֶשל ִח
!ְל ָחיַ יִ ן –דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָע ְל ָמא ָאסוּר

How so? According to Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, who said
that if the gap between two items is less than four handbreadths,
we say that the principle of lavud applies; all the side posts are
considered a single side post. He may therefore only utilize the
alleyway up to the inner edge of the innermost side post, but no
more. However, according to the Rabbis, who say that we do not
say the principle of lavud applies unless the gap is less than three
handbreadths, he may utilize the alleyway up to the inner edge
of the outermost side post. This discussion demonstrates that the
argument revolves around the question as to which side post establishes the permitted area. But with regard to the area between
the side posts, all agree that carrying is prohibited.

Alleyway in which side posts have been placed one after the other

. וְ ָר ָבא – ָה ָתם נַ ִמי דְּ ָפתו ַּח ְל ַכ ְר ְמ ִליתAnd Rava answers that there too, it refers to a case where the
alleyway’s entrance opens to a karmelit.
? ֲא ָבל ִל ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים ַמאי – ׁ ָש ֵריThe Gemara raises a difficulty: But if the entrance opens to a
!ּיֹורא ִ ּב ׁ ְש ֵמי ׁ ְש ַמּיָ א
ָ ִ יַ ִ ּצ ָיבא ְ ּב ַא ְר ָעא וְ גpublic domain, what is its legal status – would carrying be per. ָמצָ א ִמין ֶאת ִמינֹו וְ נֵיעֹור, ִאיןmitted? If so, the halakha of a karmelit is more severe than that of
a public domain. Once again, this can be likened to a situation
where a permanent resident is down on the ground, while a
stranger is raised up to the highest heaven. The Gemara answers:
Yes, indeed, this is the ruling, but one should not be perplexed, as
we have explained: it has found its own type and been awakened.

Perek I
Daf 9 Amud b
 ְּכגֹון ׁ ֶש ְרצָ פֹו ִ ּב ְל ָחיַ יִ ם: ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי ָא ַמרThe Gemara provides an alternative explanation of Rabbi
 ְ ּב ֶמ ׁ ֶשךְ ַא ְר ַ ּבע, ּ ָפחֹות ּ ָפחֹות ֵמ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעהYoĥanan’s statement. Rav Ashi said: According to Rabbi Yoĥanan,
. ַא ּמֹותcarrying in the area between the side posts is actually permitted.
The dispute between Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel and the Rabbis
concerning the principle of lavud is in a case where there was an
alleyway that one lined with side posts, each positioned less
than four handbreadths from the next, and the side posts extend
for a length of four cubits.
יאל דְּ ָא ַמר
ֵ ְל ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל
,יה ָמבֹוי
ָ
ּ ״א ְמ ִרינַ ן ָלבוּד״ – ֲהוָ ה ֵל
 ו ְּל ַר ָ ּבנַ ן.יך ֶל ִחי ַא ֵחר ְל ַה ִּתירֹו
ְ וְ צָ ִר
ְדְּ ָא ְמ ִרי ָלא ָא ְמ ִרינַן ָלבוּד – ל ֹא צָ ִריך
.ֶל ִחי ַא ֵחר ְל ַה ִּתירֹו
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According to Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, who said that for a
gap of up to four handbreadths we say that the principle of lavud
applies, all the side posts are considered a single side post, and
since the side post in that case is four cubits long, it is considered
a separate alleyway; therefore, it requires an additional side post
to permit carrying in it. And according to the Rabbis, who say
that we do not say that the principle of lavud applies unless the
gap is less than three handbreadths, this area does not require an
additional side post to permit carrying within it.

 ֶל ֱהוֵ י ְּכנִ ְר ֶאה,יאל
ֵ  ו ְּל ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִלThe Gemara asks: And even according to the opinion of Rab! ִמ ַ ּבחוּץ וְ ׁ ָשוֶ ה ִמ ִ ּב ְפנִיםban Shimon ben Gamliel, why is another side post required?
Let it have the same legal status as a side post that is visible from
the outside, protruding from the wall of the alleyway, but appears to be even with the wall from the inside. Since it is evident
from the outside that it is a side post and not part of the building,
carrying is permitted there.

BACKGROUND

A side post that is not conspicuous – נִיכר
ָּ ל ִחי ׁ ֶש ֵאינֹו:ֶ This
side post, which is positioned within the alleyway, is visible
to those inside the alleyway; however, to people on the
outside it appears as a continuation of the alleyway wall.

 ָהא ִּכי,יֹוחנָן
ָ  ִמידֵּ י הוּא ַט ְע ָמא ֶא ָּלא ְל ַר ִ ּביThe Gemara answers: As Rav Ashi’s reason is only according
 נִ ְר ֶאה ִמ ַ ּבחוּץ:יֹוחנָן
ָ  ֲא ָתא ָר ִבין ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּביto the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan, when Ravin came from Eretz
. וְ ׁ ָשוֶ ה ִמ ִ ּב ְפנִים – ֵאינֹו נִידּ ֹון ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ֶל ִחיYisrael to Babylonia, didn’t he say that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: If
a side post is visible from the outside, protruding from the wall
of the alleyway, but it appears to be even with the wall from the
inside, it is not considered to have the legal status of a side
post?
– ית ַמר; נִ ְר ֶאה ִמ ִ ּב ְפנִים וְ ׁ ָשוֶ ה ִמ ַ ּבחוּץ
ְּ ִא
 נִ ְר ֶאה ִמ ַ ּבח ּוץ וְ ׁ ָשוֶ ה.נִידּ ֹון ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ֶל ִחי
 ַחד. ַר ִ ּבי ִחּיָ יא וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי,ִמ ִ ּב ְפנִים
 ֵאינֹו: וְ ַחד ָא ַמר, נִידּ ֹון ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ֶל ִחי:ָא ַמר
.נִידּ ֹון ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ֶל ִחי

An amoraic dispute was stated: If a side post is visible from the
inside, protruding from the wall of the alleyway, but it appears
to be even with the wall from the outside,BH it is considered a
side post.B However, if a side post is visible from the outside
protruding from the wall, but it appears to be even with the wall
from the inside, there is a disagreement between Rabbi Ĥiyya
and Rabbi Shimon, son of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, with regard
to its status. One said: It is considered to have the legal status
of a side post. And the other one said: It is not considered to
have the legal status of a side post.

ִּת ְס ַּתּיֵ ים דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ִחּיָ יא הוּא דְּ ָא ַמר ״נִידּ ֹון
 ּכ ֶֹותל ׁ ֶש ִ ּצידּ ֹו: דְּ ָתנֵי ַר ִ ּבי ִחּיָ יא,ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ֶל ִחי״
 ֵ ּבין ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְר ֶאה ִמ ַ ּבחוּץ,ֶא ָחד ָּכנוּס ֵמ ֲח ֵבירֹו
 ו ֵּבין ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְר ֶאה ִמ ִ ּב ְפנִים וְ ׁ ָשוֶ ה,וְ ׁ ָשוֶ ה ִמ ִ ּב ְפנִים
. ִּת ְס ַּתּיֵ ים,ִמ ַ ּבחוּץ – נִידּ ֹון ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ֶל ִחי

The Gemara clarifies: Conclude that Rabbi Ĥiyya is the one
who said that it is considered to have the legal status of a side
post, as Rabbi Ĥiyya taught: In the case of a wall at the entrance to an alleyway whose one side is more recessed than
the other, whether the recess is visible from outside the alleyway but appears to be even from the inside, or the recess is
visible from the inside but appears to be even from the outside,
it is considered to have the legal status of a side post. The Gemara states: Indeed, conclude that Rabbi Ĥiyya is the one who
said it has the legal status of a side post.

:יה ָהא?! ֶא ָּלא
ָ  וְ ַר ִ ּביThe Gemara rejects this conclusion: And Rabbi Yoĥanan, who
ּ יֹוחנָן ִמי ָלא ׁ ְש ִמ ַיע ֵל
, ַר ִ ּבי ִחּיָ יא נַ ִמי, וְ ל ֹא ָס ַבר ָל ּה,יה
ּ  ׁ ְש ִמ ַיע ֵלexplicitly said that a side post of that kind is not considered a
! ל ֹא ָס ַבר ָל ּהside post, did he not hear this halakha? The Tosefta was widely
known. Rather, he heard it, but he does not hold in accordance
with it. Perhaps, then, Rabbi Ĥiyya also does not hold in
accordance with it.
יֹוחנָן ל ֹא ָס ַבר
ָ ַהאי ַמאי?! ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ַר ִ ּבי
 ֶא ָּלא ַר ִ ּבי,ָל ּה – ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ָה ִכי ָלא ָּתנֵי ָל ּה
 ָל ָּמה,יתא דְּ ל ֹא ָס ַבר ָל ּה
ָ ִחּיָ יא – ִאי ִא
?יתנָ א
ְ יה ְל ִמ
ּ ֵל

The Gemara answers: What is this comparison? Granted, Rabbi Yoĥanan does not hold in accordance with that halakha.
That is why he did not teach it. But Rabbi Ĥiyya, if it is true
that he does not hold in accordance with it, why would he
teach it?

 נִ ְר ֶאה ִמ ַ ּבחוּץ:ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ַרב הוּנָ א
 ָא ַמר.וְ ׁ ָשוֶ ה ִמ ִ ּב ְפנִים – נִידּ ֹון ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ֶל ִחי
״חצֵ ר ְק ַט ָּנה
ָ ּמֹות ִבינַ ן ַא ׁ ְש ַמ ְע ִּתין
ְ  ו:ַר ָ ּבה
דֹולה מו ֶּּת ֶרת ו ְּק ַט ָּנה
ָ דֹולה – ְ ּג
ָ ְׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ְרצָ ה ִלג
.דֹולה״
ָ  ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶש ִהיא ְּכ ִפ ְת ָח ּה ׁ ֶשל ְ ּג,ֲאסו ָּרה
 ְק ַט ָּנה נַ ִמי ִּת ׁ ְש ְּת ִרי ְ ּבנִ ְר ֶאה,יתא
ָ וְ ִאם ִא
!ִמ ַ ּבחוּץ וְ ׁ ָשוֶ ה ִמ ִ ּב ְפנִים

Rabba bar Rav Huna said: If a side post is visible from the
outside, protruding from the wall of the alleyway, but appears
to be even with the wall from the inside, it is considered to
have the legal status of a side post. Rabba said: And we raise
an objection to our own halakha from a mishna: With regard
to a small courtyard that was breached along the entire length
of one of its walls so that it opens into a large courtyard, in the
large one it is permitted to carry and in the small one it is
prohibited to carry. This is because the breach is considered
an entrance of the large courtyard. The wall of the smaller
courtyard was breached along its entire length, therefore there
is no visible partition from inside the smaller courtyard. However, the partition is noticeable from the outside, i.e., in the large
courtyard, since the breach is flanked on both sides by the remaining segments of the wall of the large courtyard. And if it is
so, that a partition that is visible from the outside is considered
a partition, carrying in the small courtyard should also be
permitted in this case, as the wall is visible from the outside
but appears to be even from the inside.



Side post visible only from the inside of the alleyway
A side post that is visible from the inside and from the
outside – ל ִחי ַה ִּנ ְר ֶאה ִמ ִ ּב ְפנִים ו ִּמ ַ ּבחוּץ:ֶ According to Rashi, this
is the side post that is visible both from within the alleyway
and by those standing outside it.

Side post visible from both sides
HALAKHA

Visible from the inside but appears to be even from the
outside – נִ ְר ֶאה ִמ ִ ּב ְפנִים וְ ׁ ָשוֶ ה ִמ ַ ּבחוּץ: A side post [leĥi ] that
can be seen only from the inside but looks even from the
outside is considered a side post, and all agree that it renders
the alleyway fit for one to carry within it (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 363:9).
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NOTES

Where the walls of the small courtyard protrude into the
large one – דֹולה
ָ ְֹות ֵלי ְק ַט ָּנה ִלג
ְ נָסין ּכ
ִ בנִ ְכ:
ּ ְ The ge’onim, who
might have had a variant reading of this text, explain that this
is a case where the walls of the smaller courtyard protrude
three handbreadths into the larger one, and the principle
of lavud should be applied to the length of the walls rather
than to their width.

נָסין ּכ ְֹות ֵלי ְק ַט ָּנה
ִ  ְ ּבנִ ְכ: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָיראRabbi Zeira said: This mishna is referring to a case where the walls
B
N
.דֹולה
ָ ְ ִלגof the small courtyard protrude into the large one, i.e., the
breached wall of the small courtyard is not in line with the wall of
the large one. Therefore, even when viewed from the outside there
are no walls visible, and that is why carrying is prohibited there.
!״לבוּד״ וְ ִת ׁ ְש ְת ִרי
ָ ימא
ָ  וְ ֵלThe Gemara asks: And let us say that the principle of lavudB applies,
and then carrying will be permitted even in the small courtyard.
The ends of the breached wall should be considered attached to the
side walls of the large courtyard, rendering the wall of the large
courtyard visible. Then it will be permitted to carry in the small
courtyard based on the principle governing side posts visible from
the outside.
ימא דְּ ַמ ְפ ְלגִ י טו ָּבא – וְ ָהא
ָ וְ ִכי ֵּת
יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי
ִ ָּתנֵי ַרב ַאדָּ א ַ ּבר ֲא ִב
ּ ימי ַק ֵּמ
דֹולה ְ ּב ַא ַחת
ָ  ְ ּג, ְק ַט ָּנה ְ ּב ֶע ֶ ׂשר:ֲחנִינָ א
!ֶע ְ ׂש ֵרה

And if you say that the walls of the smaller courtyard are too separate from the walls of the larger courtyard, such that the distance
between the walls is too great for the principle of lavud to apply,
didn’t Rav Adda bar Avimi teach before Rabbi Ĥanina: The small
courtyard of which they speak is referring even to one ten cubits
wide; the large one is referring even to one eleven cubits wide?
Apparently, this halakha applies even when the difference in width
between the courtyards is a single cubit, which is six handbreadths.
Assuming the small courtyard is located equidistant from the ends
of the large courtyard, only three handbreadths separate it on each
side from the wall of the large one. Therefore, the principle of lavud
applies.

ֹותל זֶ ה
ֶ  ְ ּבמו ְּפ ָלגִ ין ִמ ּכ: ָא ַמר ָר ִבינָ אRavina said: It is a case where the walls of the smaller courtyard
.ֹותל זֶ ה ְ ּב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה
ֶ  ו ִּמ ּכ, ִ ּב ׁ ְשנַיִ םare separated from this wall of the larger courtyard by two handbreadths and from this wall of the larger courtyard on the other
side by four handbreadths. Since there is a distance of more than
three handbreadths, the principle of lavud does not apply.
! וְ ִת ׁ ְש ְּת ִרי,ימא ָלבוּד ֵמרו ַּח ַא ַחת
ָ  וְ ֵלThe Gemara asks: And let us say that the principle of lavud applies
from one direction, then carrying will be permitted even in the
small courtyard.

BACKGROUND
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Where the walls of the small courtyard protrude – נָסין
ִ ְ ּבנִ ְכ
כ ְֹות ֵלי ְק ַט ָּנה:ּ In the image below, there is a small courtyard adjacent to a large one. The wall between them has been breached
and the walls of the small courtyard protrude into the large
one. Therefore, when viewed from inside the small courtyard,
it appears to be entirely open into the large one.

And let us say the principle of lavud applies – ימא ָלבוּד
ָ וְ ֵל: If
the principle of lavud is applied and the walls of the smaller
courtyard attach to the adjacent, parallel walls of the larger
courtyard, then the walls of the smaller courtyard no longer
protrude into the larger one, and it is considered like the typical
case of a small courtyard that opens into a large one.

Adjacent courtyards with protruding walls

Principle of lavud applied to adjacent courtyards

