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
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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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 ׁ ְש ֵּתי ַא ּמֹות ַ ּב ַ ּגג: ָ ּב ֵעי ַרב ֵ ּב ָיבי ַ ּבר ַא ַ ּביֵ יRav Beivai bar Abaye raised a similar dilemma: If one carries two
?ּ ו ׁ ְּש ֵּתי ַא ּמֹות ְ ּבחו ְּר ָ ּבה ַמהוcubits on the roof of a house and another two cubits on the roof of
a ruin belonging to someone else, one side of which was completely
open to a public domain, what is the halakha?
? ָלאו ַהיְ ינ ּו דְּ ָר ִמי ַ ּבר ָח ָמא:ָא ַמר ַרב ָּכ ֲהנָ א
 וְ ִכי ְמ ַא ֵחר ֲא ָתאי:ֲא ַמר ַרב ֵ ּב ָיבי ַ ּבר ַא ַ ּביֵ י
,וּנְצָ אי?! ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרה – ָלא ַחזְ יָ א ְל ִד ָירה
.וְ חו ְּר ָ ּבה – ַחזְ יָ א ְל ִד ָירה

Rav Kahana said: Is that not precisely the same dilemma raised by
Rami bar Ĥama with regard to a portico? Rav Beivai bar Abaye said:
And did I come late [me’aĥer] merely to quarrel,N and meddle in
other people’s questions? That is not the case, as the two dilemmas
are not identical. A portico is not fit for residence, while a ruin is fit
for residence. Therefore, the halakha might differ in each case.

יב ֲעיָ א
ּ ָ  ַמאי ָק ִמ,וְ ִכי ֵמ ַא ַחר דְּ ַחזְ יָ א ְל ִד ָירה
ימצֵ י
ְ לֹומר ָק ָא ַמר; ִאם ִּת
ַ ימצֵ י
ְ יה? ִאם ִּת
ּ ֵל
לֹומר ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרה ָלא ַחזְ יָ א ְל ִד ָירה – חו ְּר ָ ּב ּה
ַ
 אֹו דִּ ְיל ָמא ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא ִמ ָיהא ֵלית,ַחזְ יָא ְל ִד ָירה
.ָּ ּב ּה דִּ ּיו ִּרין? ֵּתיקו

The Gemara is surprised by this explanation: And now that it is fit for
residence, what dilemma is he raising? The situation is comparable
to the case of two standard roofs. The Gemara answers: Rav Beivai
was unaware of the resolution to the dilemma raised by Rami bar
Ĥama, and therefore, he states the dilemma employing the style: If
you say. If you say that a portico is not fit for residence, and therefore
carrying is permitted, it can be argued that as a ruin is fit for residence,
the legal status of its roof should be like that of a standard roof. Or
perhaps that is not the case, as now in any event there are no residents in the ruin, and therefore its roof is not comparable to a standard roof. No resolution was found for these dilemmas, and they
stand unresolved.

 ַרב, וְ גַ ג יְ ִח ִידי ְל ַר ָ ּבנַן, ַ ּג ִ ּגין ַה ׁ ּ ָשוִ ין ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאירThe Gemara discusses a different question. With regard to roofs that
: ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר, מו ָּּתר ְל ַט ְל ֵטל ְ ּבכוּלּ ֹו: ָא ַמרare level, i.e., with a height disparity of less than ten handbreadths,
. ֵאין ְמ ַט ְל ְט ִלין ּבֹו ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבעaccording to the opinion of Rabbi Meir, or an isolated roof that does
not border other roofs, according to the opinion of the Rabbis, Rav
said: It is permitted to move an object throughout the entire roof;
and Shmuel said: One may move an object in it only within four
cubits.

NOTES

And did I come late [me’aĥer] merely to quarrel –
וְ ִכי ְמ ַא ֵחר ֲא ָתאי וּנְצָ אי: There are several explanations
of this obscure phrase (see Rashi). The Me’iri explains
that Rav Beivai bar Abaye said: Are you treating me
as though I came late to the study hall, missed the
lesson, and am now disagreeing for no reason?
Some commentaries omit the phrase: And did,
transforming the rhetorical question of Rav Beivai
bar Abaye into a statement, saying that he came to
instigate a gratuitous quarrel (Rabbeinu Ĥananel).
Following this version of the text, the Me’iri under
stands me’aĥer differently: He is younger than me
and yet he comes to pick a fight with me.
The opinions of Rav and Shmuel with regard to
level roofs – יטת ַרב ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ְ ּבגַ ִ ּגין ַה ׁ ּ ָשוִ ין
ַּ ש:
ִ ׁ The early
commentaries struggled to account for the Gema
ra’s statement with regard to contradictions in the
rulings of both Rav and Shmuel. Rashi explains, in a
forced explanation, that according to Rav the case
involves an added structure built next to an isolated
roof, which could be considered grounds for prohi
bition (see Ritva). With regard to the contradiction
between Shmuel’s statements, since the Gemara
already established that even Rav agrees in the case
of visible partitions, the focus on Shmuel must serve
to underscore the difficulty, as it is doubly difficult
according to his approach (see Ge’on Ya’akov).

 ַק ׁ ְשיָ א דְּ ַרב, מו ָּּתר ְל ַט ְל ֵטל ְ ּבכוּלּ ֹו: ַרב ָא ַמרThe Gemara seeks to clarify the conflicting opinions. Rav said that it
 ָה ָכא,יצ ָתא
ּ ָ  ַאדְּ ַרב! ָה ָתם – ָלא ִמינְ ַּכ ָרא ְמ ִחis permitted to move objects throughout the entire roof. This is
difficult, as there is an apparent contradiction between one statement
.יצ ָתא
ּ ָ ִמינְ ַּכ ָרא ְמ ִח
of Rav and another statement of Rav. With regard to level roofs, Rav
said that according to the Rabbis one may carry on each roof only
within four cubits. The Gemara answers: There, in the case of a roof
among roofs, the inner partitions between the houses are not conspicuous, and therefore, are not taken into consideration. Here, however, the outer partitions of a single house or group of houses are
conspicuous, meaning that they are considered to extend upward and
delineate the edge of the roof.
 ֵא ין ְמ ַט ְל ְט ִל ין ּב ֹו:ּו ׁ ְשמ ּו ֵא ל ָא ַמ ר
ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות ַק ׁ ְשיָ א דִּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
יֹותר ִמ ֵ ּבית
ֵ ַאדִּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל! ָה ָתם – ָלא ָהוֵ י
.אתיִ ם
ַ יֹותר ִמ ֵ ּבית ָס
ֵ  ָה ָכא – ָהוֵ י,אתיִ ם
ַ ָס
 ְל ַמ ְע ָלה ָלא,יצֹות ְל ַמ ָּטה ֲע ִב ָידן
ּ וְ ָהנֵי ְמ ִח
אתיִ ם
ַ  וַ ֲהוָ ה ְּכ ַק ְר ּ ֵפף יָ ֵתר ִמ ֵ ּבית ָס,ֲע ִב ָידן
יֹותר ִמ ֵ ּבית
ֵ  וְ ָכל ַק ְר ּ ֵפף,ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא הו ַ ּּקף ְל ִד ָירה
אתיִ ם ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא הו ַ ּּקף ְל ִד ָירה – ֵאין ְמ ַט ְל ְט ִלין
ַ ָס
.ּבֹו ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע

The Gemara returns to discuss Shmuel’s ruling. And Shmuel said:
One may carry only within four cubits. Once again, it is difficult, as
there is an apparent contradiction between one statement of Shmuel
and another statement of Shmuel, who said that in the case of level
roofs, according to the Rabbis one may carry throughout each separate roof. The Gemara answers: There, the area of the roof is no
greater than two beit se’a; whereas here, the area is greater than two
beit se’a. And these partitions of the house were erected for use
below as partitions for the residence itself; they were not erected to
serve as partitions for use on the roof above. Consequently, even if
the walls are viewed as extending upward so that they constitute surrounding partitions for the roof, the legal status of the roof is like that
of an enclosure greater than two beit se’a that was not enclosed from
the outset for the purpose of residence; and the principle is that with
regard to any enclosure greater than two beit se’a that was not enclosed from the outset for the purpose of residence, one may move
an object in it only within four cubits.N

 מו ָּּתר ְל ַט ְל ֵטל: ַרב ָא ַמר,ית ַמר; ְס ִפינָ ה
ְּ ִא
 ֵאין ְמ ַט ְל ְט ִלין ָ ּב ּה: ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר,ְ ּבכו ָּּל ּה
 מו ָּּתר ְל ַט ְל ֵטל: ַרב ָא ַמר.ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע
,ְ ּבכו ָּּל ּה

It was further stated that these same amora’im disagreed with regard
to a large ship. Rav said: It is permitted to move an object throughout the entire ship, as it is all one domain; and Shmuel said: One may
move an object in it only within four cubits. The Gemara proceeds
to clarify their respective opinions. Rav said: It is permitted to move
an object throughout the boat,
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The partitions are erected to keep water out – ְמ ִחיצּ ֹות
יח ַמיִ ם
ַ ל ַה ְב ִר:ְ Apparently, Shmuel’s rationale is not that
the sides of a boat are designed solely in order to keep
water out, and that consequently they cannot serve
as a residence. Instead, Shmuel maintains that their
primary function is to support the ship, while their use
for a residence is a secondary one. However, some com
mentaries explain that Rabbi Zeira prohibits carrying
in the entire boat, even if the boat is smaller than two
beit se’a. This ruling is also in accordance with Shmuel’s
opinion that the partitions are not used for a residence
at all (Ge’on Ya’akov).
Is the halakha in accordance with your opinion –
מֹות ְך
ָ ה ְיל ְכ ָתא ְּכ:ִ Although the Sages frequently dis
agreed with each other, and each held firm to his own
principles, occasionally one Sage would rule in favor of
the Sage with whom he disagreed if he concluded that
the other’s reasoning was more convincing. In some
cases, the Sage would completely retract his opinion. In
other cases, despite the fact that he still considered his
own opinion the correct one, he deemed the rationale
behind the opposing opinion more compelling.
Portico – א ְכ ַס ְד ָרה:
ַ According to Rashi, the portico
mentioned here is open on all sides, as it consists
merely of four posts and a roof. Tosafot, by contrast,
maintain that this portico, like all others mentioned by
the Sages, is closed on three sides and entirely open
on the fourth side.
Lest the area of the roof diminish – ש ָּמא יִ ְפ ַחת ַה ַ ּגג:
ֶׁ
The Me’iri explains that the height of the roof might de
crease to the point that it is no longer a private domain,
for example if dirt piled up around the outside of the
house within ten handbreadths of the roof. This explains
why this difference is not immediately visible, as those
living in the house might not notice the change. Con
versely, the decreased partitions of an enclosure are
visible to all. See Tosafot, who suggest a very different
explanation.
HALAKHA

Moving objects on a boat – ט ְלטוּל ִ ּב ְּס ִפינָ ה:ִ It is permit
ted to carry on a boat, even if it is more than two beit
se’a, as it is considered to be enclosed for the purpose
of residence. The halakha is in accordance with the
opinion of Rav, as even Shmuel agrees with him in this
case (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 362:4).
An overturned ship – ס ִפינָ ה ֲהפו ָּכה:ְּ If a boat is over
turned, enabling one to live beneath it, it is permit
ted to carry even on the underside of the boat, which
then serves as the roof of this house, as in a private
domain. However, if it is overturned for it to be tarred,
and its area is greater than two beit se’a, one may carry
only four cubits beneath it (Rashi; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 362:4).
A portico in a field – א ְכ ַס ְד ָרה ַ ּב ִ ּב ְק ָעה:ַ It is permitted
to carry in a portico with three walls and a roof that is
located in a field, based on application of the principle:
The edge of the roof descends and seals, to the fourth
side (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:35).
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׳ט

: ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר.יצ ָתא
ָּ  דְּ ָהא ִאas there are partitions. And Shmuel said: One may move an object
ּ ָ יכא ְמ ִח
–  ֵאין ְמ ַט ְל ְט ִלין ָ ּב ּה ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹותin it only within four cubits, as the partitions of the ship are not
considered full-fledged partitions; they are erected only to keep
.יצֹות ְל ַה ְב ִר ַיח ַמיִ ם ֲע ׂשוּיֹות
ּ ְמ ִח
water out,N not to render it a residence.
:יֹוסף ִל ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ֵ יה ַרב ִחּיָ יא ַ ּבר
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRav Ĥiyya bar Yosef said to Shmuel: Is the halakha in accordance
N
? אֹו ִה ְיל ְכ ָתא ְּכ ַרב,ות ְך
ָ ָ ִה ְיל ְכ ָתא ְּכוwith your opinion or is the halakha in accordance with the opinion
of
Rav?
Shmuel
said
to him: The halakha is in accordance with the
. ִה ְיל ְכ ָתא ְּכ ַרב:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
opinion of Rav, as his rationale is more convincing.H
:יֹוסף
ֵ  ָא ַמר ַרב ִחּיָ יא ַ ּבר,ָא ַמר ַרב ִ ּגידֵּ ל
יה – ׁ ֶש ֵאין
ָ ּמֹודה ַרב ׁ ֶש ִאם ְּכ ָפ ָא ּה ַעל ּ ִפ
ֶ ו
.ְמ ַט ְל ְט ִלין ָ ּב ּה ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות
– יה
ָ ימא ָלדוּר ַּת ְח ֶּת
ָ ְּכ ָפ ָא ּה ְל ַמאי? ִא ֵיל
?ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ִמ ַ ּגג יְ ִח ִידי

Rav Giddel said that Rav Ĥiyya bar Yosef said: And Rav concedes
that if one overturned the ship onto its mouth,H and it is more than
ten handbreadths high, that one may move an object on it only
within four cubits. The Gemara asks: For what purpose was the ship
overturned? If you say it was overturned so that one may reside
beneath it, what is the difference between it and an isolated roof?
The legal status of the overturned ship should in every sense be that
of a house, and therefore it should be permitted to carry throughout
the entire ship.

.זֹופ ָת ּה
ְ  ֶא ָּלא ׁ ֶש ְּכ ָפ ָא ּה ְלRather, it must be that he overturned it to tar it, i.e., to add a fresh
coat to its underside. In that case, the boat certainly does not serve as
a residence, and its sides are not considered full-fledged partitions.
 וְ ַרב ַא ָחא,ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי ַמ ְתנִי ָל ּה ַא ְּס ִפינָ ה
.יה דְּ ָר ָבא ַמ ְתנִי ָל ּה ַא ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרא
ּ ְ ּב ֵר
: ַרב ָא ַמר, ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרה ַ ּב ִ ּב ְק ָעה:ית ַמר
ְּ דְּ ִא
: ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר,מו ָּּתר ְל ַט ְל ֵטל ְ ּבכו ָּּל ּה
.ֵאין ְמ ַט ְל ְט ִלין ָ ּב ּה ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע

Rav Ashi teaches Shmuel’s acceptance of Rav’s opposing view (Ritva)
with regard to a ship, as stated above; and Rav Aĥa, son of Rava,
teaches it with regard to a portico,N as it was stated that amora’im
disagreed with regard to a portico located in a field.H A portico has a
roof and either incomplete walls or no walls. Consequently, in the
case of a portico located in a valley, which is a karmelit, it remains to
be determined whether or not it is permitted to carry in it. Rav said:
It is permitted to move an object throughout the entire portico, as
it is a private domain. And Shmuel said: One may move an object in
it only within four cubits.

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

The Gemara elaborates. Rav said: It is permitted to move an object
throughout the entire portico, as we say: The edge of the roof descends to the ground and seals the portico on all sides, rendering
it a private domain. And Shmuel said: One may move an object in
it only within four cubits, as we do not say: The edge of the roof
descends to the ground and seals the portico.

יט ְל ְט ִלי ִמ ַ ּגג
ַ  ִל,יבא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
ּ ָ  וְ ַרב ַא ִּלThe Gemara asks: But according to Rav’s statement in accordance
 ְל ָחצֵ ר! ְ ּגזֵ ָירה ִמ ׁ ּש ּום דְּ ַרב יִ צְ ָחק ַ ּברwith the opinion of Rabbi Meir that one is permitted to carry from
.ימי
ִ ִּ ַא ְבדone roof to another if they are level, it should also be permitted to
carry from a roof to a courtyard. Why then does Rabbi Meir rule
that roofs and courtyards are separate domains and that carrying
between them is prohibited? The Gemara answers: It is prohibited
because Rabbi Meir issued a decree, due to the opinion of Rav
Yitzĥak bar Avdimi. As stated previously, Rav Yitzĥak bar Avdimi
rules that one may not transfer objects between two halakhically
equivalent but physically distinct domains ten or more handbreadths
high. This is a decree lest one standing in a public domain adjust a
burden on a mound ten handbreadths high and four handbreadths
wide, which is a private domain, an act prohibited by Torah law.
נִיט ְל ֵטל ִמ ַ ּגג
ַּ ,יבא דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן
ּ ָ  ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ַא ִּלThe Gemara continues: And according to Shmuel’s statement in ac ְ ּגזֵ ָירה: ְל ַק ְר ּ ֵפף! ָא ַמר ָר ָבא ַ ּבר עו ָּּלאcordance with the opinion of the Rabbis that the legal status of an
. ׁ ֶש ָּמא יִ ְפ ַחת ַה ַ ּגגisolated roof greater than two beit se’a is that of a karmelit, it should be
permitted to move an object from an isolated roof to an enclosure
within four cubits of the roof, as the legal status of the enclosure is
also that of a karmelit. Why then do the Rabbis rule that roofs and
enclosures are separate domains and carrying from one to the other
is prohibited? Rava bar Ulla said: It is prohibited because the Rabbis
issued a decree lest the area of the roof diminishN to less than two
beit se’a, in which case it would assume the status of a private domain,
as it is prohibited to carry between a private domain and an enclosure.

, ִמ ַק ְר ּ ֵפף ְל ַק ְר ּ ֵפף נַ ִמי ל ֹא יְ ַט ְל ֵטל,ִאי ָה ִכי
 ִאי,טֹולי! ָה ָתם
ֵ דִּ ְיל ָמא ִמ ְיפ ִחית וְ ָא ֵתי ְל ַט ְל
 ִאי, ָה ָכא,יה ִמ ְּיל ָתא
ּ ִמ ְיפ ִחית – ִמינְ ַּכ ָרא ֵל
.ִמ ְיפ ִחית – ָלא ִמינְ ַּכ ָרא ִמ ְּיל ָתא

The Gemara asks: If so, one should also not be permitted to move
an object from one enclosure to another enclosure, due to the
concern that perhaps the area of one of the enclosures will diminish
and become a private domain, and he will come to move an object
from one to the other as before. The Gemara answers: There, if the
enclosure is diminished, the matter is conspicuous, as its walls are
clearly visible. Here, however, if the roof is diminished, the matter
is not conspicuous, as the roof does not have walls.

 ְל ִד ְב ֵרי,לֹומר
ַ  ְּכ ׁ ֶש ִּת ְמצָ א: ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדהRav Yehuda said: After careful analysis, you will find that you can
 ֲחצֵ ירֹות, ַ ּג ִ ּגין ְר ׁשוּת ְל ַעצְ ָמן: ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאירsay that according to the statement of Rabbi Meir, roofs are a
, ְר ׁשוּת ְל ַעצְ ָמןdomain in and of themselves, and one may carry from one roof to
another; and likewise courtyards are considered a domain in and
of themselves, and one may likewise carry from one courtyard to
another.
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: ְל ִד ְב ֵרי ֲח ָכ ִמים.ַק ְר ּ ֵפיפֹות ְר ׁשוּת ְל ַעצְ ָמן
 ַק ְר ּ ֵפיפֹות ְר ׁשוּת,ַ ּג ִ ּגין וַ ֲחצֵ ירֹות ְר ׁשוּת ַא ַחת
 ּכו ָּּלן ְר ׁשוּת: ְל ִד ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון.ַא ַחת ֵהן
.ַא ַחת ֵהן

Similarly, enclosures are a domain in and of themselves, and one
is therefore permitted to carry from one enclosure to another. According to the statement of the Rabbis, roofs and courtyards
constitute one domain, and therefore, one may carry even from a
roof to a courtyard; however, enclosures are one discrete domain.
According to the statement of Rabbi Shimon, all of them, roofs,
courtyards, and enclosures, are one domain, and therefore it is
permitted to carry between any of them.N

יה דְּ ַרב
ֵ ָ ַּתנְ יָ א ְּכו,יה דְּ ַרב
ֵ ַָּתנְ יָ א ְּכו
ּ ות
ּ ות
 ָּכל ַ ּגגּ ֹות ָה ִעיר:יה דְּ ַרב
ֵ ָ ַּתנְיָא ְּכו.יְ הו ָּדה
ּ ות
הֹוריד
ִ  וְ ָאסוּר ְל ַה ֲעלֹות ו ְּל,ְר ׁשוּת ַא ַחת ֵהן
 וְ ֵכ ִלים,ִמן ַה ַ ּג ִ ּגין ֶל ָחצֵ ר ו ִּמן ֶה ָחצֵ ר ַל ַ ּג ִ ּגין
.ׁ ֶש ׁ ּ ָש ְבת ּו ְ ּב ָחצֵ ר – מו ָּּתר ְל ַט ְל ְט ָלן ֶ ּב ָחצֵ ר
 ו ִּב ְל ַבד ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא,ַ ּב ַ ּג ִ ּגין – מו ָּּתר ְל ַט ְל ְט ָלן ַ ּב ַ ּג ִ ּגין
 דִּ ְב ֵרי,בֹוה ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה אֹו נָ מוּךְ ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
ַּ יְ ֵהא ַ ּגג ָ ּג
 ָּכל ֶא ָחד:אֹומ ִרים
ְ  וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים.ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
 וְ ֵאין ְמ ַט ְל ְט ִלין ּבֹו,וְ ֶא ָחד ְר ׁשוּת ְל ַעצְ מֹו
.ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע

The Gemara comments: A baraita was taught in accordance with
the opinion of Rav, and a baraita was taught in accordance with the
opinion of Rav Yehuda. The Gemara elaborates. A baraita was
taught in accordance with the opinion of Rav, that according to the
Rabbis one may carry only four cubits on each roof: All the roofs of
a city are one domain, and it is prohibited to carry objects up or
carry them down, from the roofs to the courtyard or from the
courtyard to the roofs. And with regard to vessels that were inside
a courtyard when Shabbat began, it is permitted to carry them in
the courtyard even if an eiruv was not established, and it is likewise
permitted to carry them from that courtyard to other courtyards.
With regard to vessels that were on the roofs when Shabbat began,
it is permitted to carry them on the roofs, provided that one roof
is neither ten handbreadths higher nor ten handbreadths lower
than the other. 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,
and one may move objects on each roof only within four cubits.

: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי:יה דְּ ַרב יְ הו ָּדה
ֵ ַָּתנְ יָ א ְּכו
ּ ות
לֹומ ִדים ּת ָֹורה ֵאצֶ ל ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון
ְ ְּכ ׁ ֶש ָהיִ ינ ּו
ּנְטית ִמ ַ ּגג
ִ  ָהיִ ינ ּו ַמ ֲע ִלין ׁ ֶש ֶמן וַ ֲאלו,קֹוע
ַ ִ ּב ְת
 ו ֵּמ ָחצֵ ר, ו ֵּמ ָחצֵ ר ֶל ָחצֵ ר, ו ִּמ ַ ּגג ֶל ָחצֵ ר,ְלגַ ג
 ַעד ׁ ֶש ָהיִ ינ ּו, ו ִּמ ַ ּק ְר ּ ֵפף ְל ַק ְר ּ ֵפף ַא ֵחר,ְל ַק ְר ּ ֵפף
.רֹוחצִ ין ּבֹו
ֲ יעין ֵאצֶ ל ַה ַמ ְעיָ ין ׁ ֶש ָהיִ ינ ּו
ִ ַמ ִ ּג

Likewise, a baraita was taught in accordance with Rav Yehuda’s
interpretation of the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: When we were studying Torah with Rabbi Shimon in
Tekoa,B we would carry oil for smearing and a towel for drying from
roof to roof, and from roof to courtyard, and from courtyard to
courtyard, and from courtyard to enclosure, and from enclosure
to enclosure, to refrain from carrying in a prohibited place, until we
reached the spring in which we would bathe.

 ַמ ֲע ֶ ׂשה ִ ּב ׁ ְש ַעת ַה ַּס ָּכנָ ה: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדהAnd similarly, Rabbi Yehuda said: There was an incident during a
, ו ִּמ ַ ּגג ֶל ָחצֵ ר, וְ ָהיִ ינ ּו ַמ ֲע ִלין ּת ָֹורה ֵמ ָחצֵ ר ְלגַ גtime of danger, when decrees were issued that banned religious
. ִל ְקרֹות ּבֹו, ו ֵּמ ָחצֵ ר ְל ַק ְר ּ ֵפףobservance, and we would carry a Torah scroll from courtyard to
roof, and from roof to courtyard, and from courtyard to enclosure,
to read from it.

NOTES

The opinion of the Rabbis with regard to moving
objects – יטת ֲח ָכ ִמים ְ ּב ִט ְלטוּל
ַּ ש:
ִ ׁ It is unclear from the
formulation of the baraita in this context, with regard
to the opinions of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and Rabbi
Yehuda, whether or not the latter agrees with Rabbi
Shimon. The more precise version of the text indicates,
as stated in the Jerusalem Talmud, that there are in
fact four opinions: The first is that of the Rabbis, who
maintain that each roof is considered a domain in its
own right. The second opinion is Rabbi Meir’s. He rules
that all level roofs form a single domain, but it is one
that is discrete from courtyards and enclosures. Rabbi
Yehuda offers a third opinion. He teaches that roofs
and courtyards are one domain, while enclosures con
stitute an independent domain. The fourth opinion is
that of Rabbi Shimon, who considers all these areas a
single domain.
BACKGROUND

Tekoa – קֹוע
ַ תְּ : There are at least two cities in Israel
called Tekoa, one in Judea and the other in the Galilee.
Based on the time period, the city mentioned in this
context is probably the Galilean Tekoa.

Tekoa in the Galilee

. ֵאין ׁ ְש ַעת ַה ַּס ָּכנָ ה ְר ָאיָ ה: ָא ְמר ּו לֹוThe Sages said to him: The halakha cannot be determined from that
incident, as an incident occurring during a time of danger is no
proof. At a time of danger it is permitted to carry even in places
where carrying is ordinarily prohibited by rabbinic law.
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