NOTES

But doesn’t it state they did not establish an eiruv – ָהא
ל ֹא ֵע ְירב ּו ָק ָתנֵי: Rabbeinu Ĥananel explains this difficulty as
follows. The expression: Established an eiruv, refers specifi
cally to the joining of the houses inside a courtyard, as the
joining of separate courtyards that open into an alleyway
is called a merging of an alleyway. The ensuing response is
also based on a linguistic consideration: Although the term
eiruv usually denotes the joining of households through a
courtyard, this is not its exclusive meaning, as it can also
refer to the merging of several courtyards.
The superfluous teaching – מ ׁ ְשנָ ה יְ ֵת ָירא:ִ Although infer
ences cannot be drawn from seemingly redundant phrases
in a mishna, and certainly not from those of baraitot, in the
manner that they are drawn from verses in the Bible, occa
sionally concepts or halakhot are inferred from superfluous
expressions in a mishna. This is especially true with regard
to obvious repetitions in adjacent sentences, as in this case.

–  וְ ָהא ״ל ֹא ֵע ְירבוּ״ ָק ָתנֵי! ַמאי ל ֹא ֵע ְירב ּוThe Gemara raises a difficulty. But doesn’t the baraita state: They
N
.ּנִש ַּת ְּתפו
ְ ׁ  ל ֹאdid not establish an eiruv, indicating that they did not establish
any eiruv at all, either with the residents of the other courtyard or
within each courtyard? The Gemara rejects this argument. What
is the meaning of: They did not establish an eiruv? It means that
they did not merge the courtyards facing the alleyway.
יהם
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון ְל ִד ְב ֵר:ימא
ָ יב ֵעית ֵא
ּ ָ וְ ִא
דְּ ַר ָ ּבנַן ָק ָא ַמר ְלהוּ; ְל ִד ִידי ָלא ׁ ְשנָ א ֵע ְירב ּו
–  ֶא ָּלא ְל ִד ְידכ ּו,ּוְ ָלא ׁ ְשנָ א ל ֹא ֵע ְירבו
אֹוד ּו ִלי ִמ ַיהת דְּ ֵה ָיכא דְּ ל ֹא ֵע ְירב ּו ְר ׁשוּת
.ַא ַחת ִהיא

And if you wish, say instead: Rabbi Shimon is speaking to the
Rabbis in accordance with their own opinion, not enumerating
the leniencies inherent in his own ruling. His statement should
therefore be understood as follows: According to my own opinion, there is no difference if they established an eiruv and there
is no difference if they did not establish an eiruv. However, according to your opinion, agree with me at least that in a case
where they did not establish an eiruv it is all considered one
domain.

. ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְר ׁשוּּיֹות ֵהן, ל ֹא:יה ַר ָ ּבנַן
ּ  וְ ָא ְמר ּו ֵלAnd the Rabbis said to him: No, although we agree with you in
the cases of a roof, courtyard, portico, and balcony, in the cases of
an enclosure and an alleyway we disagree, as they are two domains and therefore it is prohibited to carry from one to the
other.
ימא ְמ ַסּיַ יע
ָ  ֵל. ו ַּב ָּמבֹוי ָאסוּר:ָא ַמר ָמר
, דְּ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא,יה ְל ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא ָא ַמר ַרב
ּ ֵל
נִש ַּת ְּתפ ּו ּבֹו – ֵאין
ְ ׁ  ָמבֹוי ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא:ָא ַמר ַרב
:ימא
ָ ְמ ַט ְל ְט ִלין ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע אמות! ֵא
.וְ ַל ָּמבֹוי ָאסוּר

The Master said above in the baraita: Vessels that were in a courtyard at the start of Shabbat may be carried within the courtyard,
but in the alleyway it is prohibited. The Gemara asks: Let us say
that this supports that which Rabbi Zeira said that Rav said, as
Rabbi Zeira said that Rav said: In an alleyway in which they did
not merge the courtyards facing it, one may carry only within
four cubits. The Gemara rejects this suggestion. Say that the baraita means: But to an alleyway it is prohibited, i.e., it is prohibited to carry from the courtyard to the alleyway; however, within
the alleyway itself it is permitted to carry.

יכא
ָ ישא! ִמ ׁ ְשנָ ה יְ ֵת ָירא ִאיצְ ְט ִר
ָ ׁ ַהיְ ינ ּו ֵר
יה
ָ  ַמה ּו דְּ ֵת,יה
ּ  ִּכי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י ַר ָ ּבנַן ֲע ֵל:ימא
ּ ֵל
,ּיכא ְד ֵע ְירבו
ָ דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעֹון – ָהנֵי ִמ ֵּילי ֵה
 ָקא,יה
ָ ֲא ָבל ֵה
ּ יכא דְּ ל ֹא ֵע ְירב ּו – מֹוד ּו ֵל
.ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן

The Gemara raises a difficulty. If so, that is identical to the first
clause of the baraita. The tanna would not have taught the very
same thing twice. The Gemara answers: The apparently superfluous teachingN was necessary, lest you say: When the Rabbis
disagree with Rabbi Shimon, it is only in a case where they established an eiruv, but in a case where they did not establish an
eiruv, the Rabbis concede to Rabbi Meir that it is all considered
one domain and carrying is permitted. The baraita therefore
teaches us that the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Shimon in both
cases, as they prohibit carrying in the alleyway even if the residents
did not establish an eiruv.

:יה ָר ִבינָ א ְל ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRavina said to Rav Ashi:

Perek IX
Daf 92 Amud a
יֹוחנָן ָה ִכי? וְ ָהא ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
ָ ִמי ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
ֹותל
ֶ  ּכ: ו ְּתנַן. ֲה ָל ָכה ִּכ ְס ַתם ִמ ׁ ְשנָ ה:יֹוחנָן
ָ
ּ
רֹוחב
ַ ְבֹוה ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ו
ַּ  ָג,ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֲחצֵ ירֹות
ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ׁ ְשנַיִ ם וְ ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין
עֹולין
ִ ֹאשֹו ּ ֵפירֹות – ֵא ּל ּו
ׁ  ָהי ּו ְ ּבר.ֶא ָחד
עֹולין ִמ ָּכאן
ִ  וְ ֵא ּל ּו,אֹוכ ִלים
ְ ְִמ ָּכאן ו
!יֹוריד ּו ְל ַמ ָּטה
ִ  ו ִּב ְל ַבד ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא,אֹוכ ִלים
ְ ְו
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Did Rabbi Yoĥanan actually say this, that the halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Shimon’s opinion that all courtyards constitute a single domain, even if each courtyard established an independent eiruv? But didn’t Rabbi Yoĥanan say that the halakha
is in accordance with an unattributed mishna, and we learned:
With regard to a wall between two courtyards, ten handbreadths
high and four handbreadths wide, they establish two eiruvin,
one for each courtyard, but they do not establish one eiruv.
If there was fruit atop the wall, these, the residents of one courtyard, may ascend from here and eat it, and those, the residents
of the other courtyard, may ascend from there and eat it, provided that they do not take the fruit down from atop the wall to
the courtyards. According to Rabbi Yoĥanan, all the courtyards
are considered a single domain. Why may they not bring the fruit
down?

 וְ ָהא ָּתנֵי.״ל ַמ ָּטה״ – ְל ַמ ָּטה ַל ָ ּב ִּתים
ְ ַמאי
עֹומד
ֵ  ו ִּב ְל ַבד ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא יְ ֵהא זֶ ה:ַר ִ ּבי ִחּיָ יא
עֹומד ִ ּב ְמקֹומֹו
ֵ
 וְ זֶ ה,אֹוכל
ֵ ְִ ּב ְמקֹומֹו ו
!אֹוכל
ֵ ְו

The Gemara answers: What is the meaning of the word down in this
context? It means down to the houses; however, it is indeed permitted to bring the fruit down to the courtyards. The Gemara raises a
difficulty: But didn’t Rabbi Ĥiyya explicitly teach in a Tosefta: Provided that neither will this one stand below in his place in his
courtyard and eat, nor will that one stand in his place in his courtyard and eat?

 ַר ִ ּבי ִחּיָ יא, וְ ִכי ַר ִ ּבי ל ֹא ׁ ְשנָ ָא ּה:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRav Ashi said to Ravina: No proof can be cited from this baraita of
!? ִמ ּנַיִ ן לֹוRabbi Ĥiyya with regard to the mishna. If Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi did
not explicitly teach itN in this manner, from where does his student
Rabbi Ĥiyya know it? If a halakha is not taught by the mishna itself,
it should not be distorted to have it correspond with a Tosefta.
 ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֲחצֵ ירֹות וְ ח ּו ְר ָ ּבה ַא ַחת,ִא ְּת ַמר
. ַא ַחת ֵע ְיר ָבה וְ ַא ַחת ל ֹא ֵע ְיר ָבה,ינֵיהם
ֶ ֵ ּב
אֹות ּה ָלזֹו ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא
ָ נֹותנִין
ְ :ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א
 דִּ ְיל ָמא, ֲא ָבל ְל ׁ ֶש ֵע ְיר ָבה – ל ֹא,ֵע ְיר ָבה
.ָא ֵתי ְל ַא ּפ ֵֹוקי ָמאנֵי דְּ ָב ִּתים ַלחו ְּר ָ ּבה

It was stated that amora’im dispute the following case: If there were
two courtyards and there was one ruinN between them, and the
residents of one courtyard established an eiruv for themselves,
while the residents of the other courtyard did not establish an eiruv
for themselves, Rav Huna said: The Sages confer the right to utilize
the ruin to the residents of that courtyard that did not establish an
eiruv; however, to the residents of the courtyard that established
an eiruv, no, they do not confer the right to utilize the ruin. It is
prohibited due to a decree, lest people come to take out vessels
from one of the houses to the ruin, which is prohibited, as no eiruv
was established with the ruin itself. However, this concern does
not extend to the courtyard whose residents did not establish an
eiruv. They are not permitted to move objects from their houses to
the courtyard, and therefore there is no reason to issue a decree
prohibiting the carrying of objects from the courtyard to the ruin.

, ַא ף ְל ׁ ֶש ֵע ְיר ָבה:וְ ִחּיָ יא ַ ּבר ַרב ָא ַמר
יהן
ֶ ֹאמר ׁ ְש ֵּת
ַ  וְ ִאם ּת.יהן ֲאסוּרֹות
ֶ ּו ׁ ְש ֵּת
נֹותנִין ָחצֵ ר ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא
ְ  ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ָמה ֵאין,מו ָּּתרֹות
– ֵע ְיר ָבה ְל ָחצֵ ר ׁ ֶש ֵע ְיר ָבה

And Ĥiyya bar Rav disagreed with Rav Huna and said: Rights to
the ruin are conferred to the residents of the courtyard that established an eiruv, and consequently, it is prohibited for residents of
both courtyards to carry objects. And if you say that it should be
permitted for residents of both to move articles to the ruin, that is
incorrect. As if that were so, for what reason did the Sages not confer the right to carry in the courtyard that did not establish an eiruv,
to the residents of the courtyard that established an eiruv? If there
is no cause for concern, it should always be permitted to the residents of a courtyard that established an eiruv to carry from their
courtyard to a different courtyard whose residents did not establish
an eiruv.

ָה ָתם ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ִמנְ ָט ִרי ָמאנֵי דְּ ָב ִּתים ֶ ּב ָחצֵ ר
 ָה ָכא ַ ּבחו ְּר ָ ּבה ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ָלא,ָא ֵתי ְל ַא ּפ ֵֹוקי
נְט ִרי ָמאנֵי דְּ ָחצֵ ר ַ ּבחו ְּר ָ ּבה – ָלא ָא ֵתי
ָ ִמ
.ְל ַא ּפ ֵֹוקי

The Gemara refutes this contention: There, in the case of courtyards,
since the vessels from the houses are protected in the courtyard
as well, there is a concern lest people come to take them out from
the house to the courtyard, where they could be confused with those
vessels already in the courtyard, and they might come to move those
objects into the other courtyard. Here, in the case of a ruin, since
the vessels from the courtyard are not protected in the ruin, there
is no concern lest people come to take out the vessels from the
courtyard into the ruin. Therefore, it is possible that residents of both
courtyards would be permitted to utilize the ruin.

 ַאף: ִחּיָ יא ַ ּבר ַרב ָא ַמר,יכא דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי
ָּ ִא
:ֹאמר
ַ  וְ ִאם ּת. ו ׁ ְּש ֵּת ֶיהן מו ָּּתרֹות,ְל ׁ ֶש ֵע ְיר ָבה
נֹותנִים ָחצֵ ר
ְ יהן ֲאסוּרֹות – ְל ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאין
ֶ ׁ ְש ֵּת
 ָה ָתם ֵּכיוָ ן.ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ֵע ְיר ָבה ְל ָחצֵ ר ׁ ֶש ֵע ְיר ָבה
נְט ִרי ָמאנֵי דְּ ָב ִּתים ֶ ּב ָחצֵ ר ָלא ׁ ָשר ּו ְ ּבה ּו
ָ דְּ ִמ
 ֲא ָבל ְ ּבחו ְּר ָ ּבה – ָלא, דְּ ָא ֵתי ְל ַא ּפ ֵֹוקי,ַר ָ ּבנַן
.נְט ִרי
ָ ִמ

Some say a different version of the previous discussion. Ĥiyya bar
Rav disagreed with Rav Huna and said: The ruin belongs even to
the residents of the courtyard that established an eiruv, and it is
permitted for residents of both to carry in the ruin. And if you say
they should both be prohibited to do so in accordance with the
argument presented above, that the Sages do not confer the right
to carry in the courtyard that did not establish an eiruv to the
residents of the courtyard that established an eiruv, this proof can
be refuted. There, since the vessels from the houses are protected
in the courtyard, the Sages did not permit carrying them, due to
the concern lest people come to take them out from the house to
the courtyard and from there to the other courtyard. However, in
the case of a ruin, the vessels are not protected in the ruin, and
therefore, there is no cause for concern.



NOTES

If Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi did not teach it – וְ ִכי ַר ִ ּבי ל ֹא
שנָ ָא ּה:
ְ ׁ It is evident that this principle is not absolute, for
otherwise there would be no point in studying baraitot
and comparing them to the Mishna, which is one of the
primary modes of analysis in the Gemara. This principle
simply means that nothing can be learned from a baraita that contradicts the plain meaning of a mishna
or that leads to a conclusion not found in a mishna, as
in that case it cannot be viewed as an elucidation and
explanation of the mishna. Rather, it represents Rabbi
Ĥiyya’s own opinion (see Tosafot Yevamot).
Two courtyards and one ruin – ש ֵּתי ֲחצֵ ירֹות וְ חו ְּר ָ ּבה ַא ַחת:
ְׁ
This entire discussion is based on Rav’s opinion that
Rabbi Shimon’s statement applies only to a courtyard
whose residents did not establish an eiruv. Rabbi Huna,
Rav’s student, and Ĥiyya, Rav’s son, disagree about his
opinion. Rashi maintains that Ĥiyya received a tradition
from his father that the ruin is permitted even to the
residents of the courtyard who did not establish an
eiruv, but he could not decide whether in practice it
should be prohibited or permitted for both courtyards
to use the ruin.
The Ra’avad explains that this entire discussion with
regard to a ruin applies only if it belongs equally to both
courtyards. However, if it belongs only to the residents
of one of the courtyards, the inhabitants of the other
courtyard have nothing to do with it.
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HALAKHA

Large and small roofs – גג ָ ּגדֹול וְ ָ ּק ָטן:ּ ַ If a wall that
separates a small roof from a larger roof is com
pletely breached before Shabbat, it is prohibited to
carry any utensils that were inside the house when
Shabbat began up to the small roof. However, it is
permitted to carry these utensils to the larger roof.
Even if the wall is breached on Shabbat, since it was
permitted at the beginning of Shabbat it remains
permitted throughout the day (Beit Yosef; Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 374:4).
A large courtyard that was breached into a small
one – דֹולה ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ְרצָ ה ִל ְק ַט ָּנה
ָ ְחצֵ ר ג:ָ If the entire length
of a wall separating a small courtyard from an ad
jacent larger one is breached, and the breach is
less than ten cubits long, it is permitted to carry
utensils from the house into the larger courtyard
if they establish an eiruv there, but residents of the
small courtyard may not carry from the house into
the small courtyard. If the breached wall is more
than ten cubits long, it is also prohibited to carry into
the larger courtyard (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim
374:3).
A roof, its partitions must be conspicuous – ַ ּגג נַ ִמי
יצ ָתא
ּ ָ מנְ ַּכ ָרא ְמ ִח:ִ It is permitted to utilize a large roof
when the wall separating it from an adjacent smaller
roof was breached, only if the walls of the house
below are visible on the roof as well. If not, the status
of the roof is that of a karmelit. This is in accordance
with the opinion of Rav and contrary to the opinion
of Shmuel (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 374:4).
Vines in the large courtyard – דֹולה
ָ  ְ ּג ָפנִים ַ ּב ְ ּג: If vines
are growing in a large courtyard, it is prohibited to
sow seeds in a smaller courtyard that opens into
it. Any seeds sown there are prohibited, although
the vines remain permitted, in accordance with the
conclusion inferred from the mishna (Shulĥan Arukh,
Yoreh De’a 296:49).

mishna

If a large roof was adjacent to a small roof,H
מתני׳ ַ ּגג ָ ּגדֹול ָסמוּךְ ְל ָק ָטן – ַה ָ ּגדֹול מו ָּּתר
and the boundary between them was no
– דֹולה ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ְרצָ ה ִל ְק ַט ָּנה
ָ ְ ָחצֵ ר ג.וְ ַה ָ ּק ָטן ָאסוּר
wider than ten cubits, use of the large one is permitted, i.e., one
 ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶש ִהיא,דֹולה מו ֶּּת ֶרת ו ְּק ַט ָּנה ֲאסו ָּרה
ָ ְ גmay bring objects up to the roof from the house below and carry
.דֹולה
ָ ְ ְּכ ִפ ְת ָח ּה ׁ ֶשל גthem on the roof, and use of the small one is prohibited. A similar
halakha applies to a large courtyard that was breached into a small
one,H in a manner that one entire side of the small courtyard was
breached, but the breach was less than ten cubits; it is permitted for
the residents of the large courtyard to carry, but it is prohibited for
the residents of the small one to do so. The rationale for this difference is because in that case, the legal status of the breach is like that
of the entrance of the large courtyard. As the breach in the wall of
the larger courtyard is surrounded on both sides by the remaining
portions of that wall, and the breach is no greater than ten cubits
wide, its legal status is like that of an entrance in the wall of the
courtyard, and therefore it is permitted to carry in the large courtyard. With regard to the small courtyard, however, since one entire
side of the small courtyard was breached, there remains no partition
whatsoever on that side and carrying in that courtyard is therefore
prohibited.
?יתנֵי ַּת ְר ֵּתי
ְ יה ְל ִמ
ּ גמ׳ ָל ָּמה ֵל

gemara

The Gemara poses a question: Why does
the mishna teach the same halakha twice?
Why is it necessary to repeat the ruling with regard to both roofs
and courtyards when the cases are apparently identical?

 ְל ַרב ָק ָתנֵי ַ ּגג דּ ו ְּמיָ א דְּ ָחצֵ ר; ַמה ָחצֵ ר ִמנְ ַּכ ָראThe Gemara answers: According to the opinion of Rav, with regard
.יצ ָתא
ּ ָ יצ ָתא – ַאף ַ ּגג נַ ִמי ִמנְ ַּכ ָרא ְמ ִח
ּ ָ  ְמ ִחto the lenient ruling that the residents may carry on a roof, the
repetition comes to teach the halakha of a roof similar to that of a
courtyard: Just as a courtyard, its partitions are conspicuous, so
too a roof, its extended partitions, based on the principle: Extend
and raise the walls of the house, must be conspicuousH for it to be
permitted for the residents to carry on their account. In other words,
the roof must not extend beyond the walls of the house.
 וְ ִל ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ַ ּגג דּ ו ְּמיָ א דְּ ָחצֵ ר; ַמה ָחצֵ ר דְּ ָקאWhereas according to the opinion of Shmuel, the repetition should
יה
ּ  דָּ ְר ִסי ָל ּה ַר ִ ּבים – ַאף ַ ּגג נַ ִמי דְּ ָקא דָּ ְר ִסי ֵלbe understood in the opposite manner, as it comes to teach the ha. ַר ִ ּביםlakha of a roof similar to that of a courtyard: Just as a courtyard
is a place where multitudes tread, so too, the roof is a place where
multitudes tread. However, if it is not used by many people, even
the small roof is permitted, as the principle: Extend and raise the
walls of the house, is applied to the wall between the houses, despite
the fact that the partition is not conspicuous.
יתיב
ֵ ִ ו,יְ ֵתיב ַר ָ ּבה וְ ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא וְ ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ַרב ָחנָן
 ׁ ְש ַמע ִמ ָּינ ּה: וְ יָ ְת ִבי וְ ָק ָא ְמ ִרי,ַּא ַ ּביֵ י ַ ּג ַ ּביְ יהו
 וְ ֵאין דִּ ּיו ֵּרי,דֹולה ַ ּב ְּק ַט ָּנה
ָ ְ דִּ ּיו ֵּרי ג:נִיתין
ִ ִמ ַּמ ְת
.דֹולה
ָ ְק ַט ָּנה ַ ּב ְ ּג

Rabba, Rabbi Zeira, and Rabba bar Rav Ĥanan were sitting, and
Abaye was sitting beside them, and they sat and said: Learn from
the mishna that the rights of the residents of the large courtyard
extend into the small one,N but the rights of the residents of the
small courtyard do not extend into the large one.

רֹוע ֶאת
ַ ְדֹולה – ָאסוּר ִלז
ָ  ֵּכיצַ ד? ְ ּג ָפנִים ַ ּב ְ ּגHow so? If there are vines in the large courtyard,H it is prohibited
N
. וְ ִאם זָ ַרע – זְ ָר ִעין ֲאסו ִּרין, ַה ְּק ַט ָּנהto sow crops in the small one, even at a distance of four cubits, due
to the prohibition against planting other food crops in a vineyard.
And if he sowed crops, the seeds are prohibited. As the small
courtyard is considered part of the large one, the vines in the larger
courtyard render the seeds in the smaller courtyard prohibited.

NOTES

The residents of the large one into the small one – דֹולה
ָ ְדִּ ּיו ֵּרי ג
ב ְּק ַט ָּנה:
ּ ַ The Ritva maintains that the principle is that the larger
courtyard is considered as though it spread out and enveloped
the smaller one. However, the residents of the smaller one are not
considered residents of the larger courtyard. This is in accordance
with Rashi’s later version of the text as opposed to his explanation
in this context.
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Vines in the large one and seeds in the small one – דֹולה
ָ ְ ּג ָפנִים ַ ּב ְ ּג
וּזְ ָר ִעים ַ ּב ְּק ַט ָּנה: Generally, both the seeds and the vines that are plant
ed together in a vineyard are prohibited, due to the violation of
planting diverse kinds in a vineyard. However, in this case the vines
were planted first, in an entirely permissible manner. Consequently,
the seeds planted in the other courtyard cannot render them pro
hibited, and the seeds alone are prohibited due to the vines.

Perek IX
Daf 92 Amud b
רֹוע
ַ ְ ְ ּג ָפנִים ַ ּב ְּק ַט ָּנה – מו ָּּתר ִלז. ְ ּג ָפנִים מו ָּּת ִריןThe vines, however, are permitted, as the small courtyard does
.דֹולה
ָ  ֶאת ַה ְ ּגnot extend into and impact upon the large one. The converse is also
true: If there are vines in the small courtyard, it is permitted to sow
other crops in the large oneN ab initio, even if they are not planted
four cubits away from the vines, because the vines are not considered
to be located in the larger courtyard, and therefore there is no prohibition whatsoever.
.דֹולה וְ גֵ ט ַ ּב ְּק ַט ָּנה – ִמ ְת ָ ּג ֶר ׁ ֶשת
ָ  ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ַ ּב ְ ּגLikewise, if there were two adjacent courtyards, and a wife, who
דֹולה – ֵא ינָ ּה
ָ  ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ַ ּב ְּק ַט ָּנה וְ גֵ ט ַ ּב ְ ּגowned both courtyards, was standing in the large courtyard, and
. ִמ ְת ָ ּג ֶר ׁ ֶשתher husband threw her a bill of divorce into the small courtyard, she
is divorced. Her presence in the larger courtyard extends to the
smaller one, and she is therefore considered to be standing in the
small courtyard. If, however, the wife was in the small courtyard
and the bill of divorce was thrown into the large one, she is not
divorced.
– דֹולה ּו ׁ ְש ִל ַיח צִ ּבוּר ַ ּב ְּק ַט ָּנה
ָ  צִ ּבוּר ַ ּב ְ ּגLikewise, with regard to communal prayer, if the congregation was
H
יבוּר ַ ּב ְּק ַט ָּנה ו ׁ ְּש ִל ַיח
ּ ִ צ.חֹוב ָתן
ָ  יֹוצְ ִאין יְ ֵדיin the large courtyard, and the prayer leader was in the small one,
.חֹוב ָתן
ָ דֹולה – ֵאין יֹוצְ ִאין יְ ֵדי
ָ  צִ ּבוּר ַ ּב ְ ּגthey fulfill their obligation through his prayer, as the congregation
is considered to be in the small one as well. However, if the congregation was in the small courtyard, and the prayer leader was in the
large one, they do not fulfill their obligation.
.דֹולה וְ יָ ִחיד ַ ּב ְּק ַט ָּנה – ִמצְ ָט ְר ִפין
ָ  ִּת ׁ ְש ָעה ַ ּב ְ ּגThe same principle applies to a prayer quorum: If there were nine
H
דֹולה – ֵאין
ָ  ִּת ׁ ְש ָעה ַ ּב ְּק ַט ָּנה וְ ֶא ָחד ַ ּב ְ ּגmen in the large courtyard and one man in the small one, they
. ִמצְ ָט ְר ִפיןjoin together to form the necessary quorum of ten, as the small
courtyard is subsumed within the large one, and the individual is
considered to be in the large courtyard. However, if there were nine
men in the small courtyard and one in the large one, they do not
join together.
Furthermore, if there was excrement in the large courtyard,H it is
יאת
ַ דֹולה – ָאסוּר ִל ְקרֹות ְק ִר
ָ צֹואה ַ ּב ְ ּג
ָ
צֹואה ַ ּב ְּק ַט ָּנה – מו ָּּתר
ָ . ׁ ְש ַמע ַ ּב ְּק ַט ָּנהprohibited to recite Shema in the small one, as the excrement is
.דֹולה
ָ יאת ׁ ְש ַמע ַ ּב ְ ּג
ַ  ִל ְקרֹות ְק ִרconsidered to be in the small courtyard as well, and it is prohibited
to recite Shema in the presence of excrement. If, however, there was
excrement in the small courtyard, it is permitted to recite Shema
in the large one.N
יצה
ּ ָ  ִאם ֵּכן ָמצִ ינ ּו ְמ ִח:ֲא ַמר ְלה ּו ַא ַ ּביֵ י
יצה – ַמ ְר ִחיק
ּ ָ  ׁ ֶש ִא ְיל ָמ ֵלי ֵאין ְמ ִח,ְל ִא ּיסוּר
ּ  וְ ִא. זֹור ַע
יל ּו ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא
ֵ ְַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמ ֹות ו
!ֲאסו ָּרה

Abaye said to them: If so, we have found a partition that causes
prohibition.N According to these principles, the existence of a partition renders sowing crops prohibited; in the absence of a partition
sowing the crops would have been permitted due to their distance
from the vines. Ostensibly, this is a counterintuitive conclusion. As,
were there no partition at all, it would be sufficient to distance
oneself four cubits from the vine and sow the crop, whereas now
that the area is divided into two courtyards by means of a partition,
it is prohibited to sow the crop in the entire small courtyard.

NOTES

It is permitted to sow in the large one – רֹוע
ַ ְמו ָּּתר ִלז
דֹולה
ָ את ַה ְ ּג:ֶ This is a surprising statement, as, in gen
eral, the principle is that the seeds are considered as
though they were situated between the vines. Even if
the planted seeds do not render the vines prohibited,
what reason could there be for permitting this act ab
initio? The Ra’avad explains that when the Gemara
states that it is permitted to sow, this does not mean
that it is entirely permitted to maintain the seeds for
an unlimited length of time and one is not required to
uproot them. Rather, he may maintain them until the
grapes begin to ripen, at which point he must uproot
the seedlings before they too reach a fully ripened
state. See Rashi, who addresses this difficulty, as well
as Tosafot, who suggest a different answer.
Small and large courtyards – דֹולה
ָ ְחצֵ ר ְק ַט ָּנה וּג:ָ A
careful analysis of these cases reveals that at least
two fundamental principles are at play. According
to Rashi, for example, from the perspective of the
smaller courtyard, it is considered as though there
were a partition between the domains, which is why
it is permitted to sow in the larger courtyard. However,
in another sense, the status of the smaller courtyard is
negated by that of the larger one. In fact, the smaller
one is subsumed within the larger one, as though it
were merely its entrance. Furthermore, one additional
principle must be taken into account, as the larger
courtyard is not invariably considered the main sec
tion with the smaller one considered its entrance, as
in some cases the situation is reversed. For example,
in the case of a woman and her bill of divorce, the
guiding principle is that the bill of divorce must enter
the woman’s domain. The same is true with regard to
a prayer leader, and when nine people praying are
separated from the tenth (see Ge’on Ya’akov).
A partition that causes prohibition – יצה ְל ִא ּיסוּר
ּ ָ מ ִח:ְ
It is, of course, possible for a prohibition to take effect
due to the presence of a partition. For example, the
domains of Shabbat are based on partitions and the
prohibitions that result from them. The meaning of
this claim in this context, however, is that the exis
tence of the partition causes two items to be deemed
closer together than they actually are, rendering them
prohibited. This is problematic, because the essence
of a partition is for separation, while here it apparently
brings two items together.

HALAKHA

If the congregation was in the large courtyard, and the prayer in the larger courtyard and one person in the smaller one, they
leader was in the small one – יח צִ ּבוּר ַ ּב ְּק ַט ָּנה
ַ דֹולה ו ׁ ְּש ִל
ָ צִ ּבוּר ַ ּב ְ ּג: If a together constitute a quorum. However, if nine are in the smaller
congregation is located in a large courtyard, which is not separated one and one in the larger one, they do not constitute a quorum
by a wall from a smaller courtyard, and the prayer leader is in the (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 55:16).
smaller one, the congregants fulfill their prayer obligation through
his prayers. However, if the community is in the smaller courtyard
Excrement in the large courtyard – דֹולה
ָ צֹואה ַ ּב ְ ּג:
ָ If there is excre
and the prayer leader in the larger one, they do not fulfill their
ment or any other filth in a large courtyard, it is prohibited to recite
prayer obligation by means of his prayers (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Shema in an adjacent smaller one. Conversely, if there is excrement
Ĥayyim 55:17).
in the smaller one, it is permitted to recite Shema in the larger
If there were nine in the large courtyard and one in the small courtyard, provided that there is no foul odor there (Shulĥan Arukh,
one – דֹולה וְ יָ ִחיד ַ ּב ְּק ַט ָּנה
ָ ת ׁ ְש ָעה ַ ּב ְ ּג:ִּ If there are nine people praying Oraĥ Ĥayyim 79:3).
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BACKGROUND

Even its protrusions – יה
ָ ה ׁ ְשוָ ה ֶאת ִ ּג ּיפו ֶּפ:ִ In the im
age, the partition that separates the smaller courtyard
from the larger one is fully breached, while the larger
protrudes to the sides of the smaller one. If, however,
one were to build partitions opposite the smaller
courtyard, as portrayed here by the translucent parti
tions, the two courtyards would be considered en
tirely merged, and it would be prohibited to carry
in both. This constitutes a partition that renders it
prohibited to carry, according to Abaye.

 וְ ל ֹא ָמצִ ינ ּו:יה ַר ִ ּבי זֵ ָירא ְל ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
דֹולה
ָ  ָחצֵ ר ְ ּג:יצה ְל ִא ּיסוּר?! וְ ָהא ְּתנַן
ּ ָ ְמ ִח
דֹולה מו ֶּּת ֶרת
ָ ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ְרצָ ה ִל ְק ַט ָּנה – ְ ּג
 ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶש ִהיא ְּכ ִפ ְת ָח ּה,ו ְּק ַט ָּנה ֲאסו ָּרה
.דֹולה
ָ ׁ ֶשל ְ ּג

Rabbi Zeira said to Abaye: And didn’t we find a partition that causes
prohibition? But didn’t we learn in the mishna: With regard to a large
courtyard that was breached into a small one, it is permitted for the
residents of the large courtyard to carry, but it is prohibited for the
residents of the small one to do so. That is because in that case, the legal
status of the breach is like that of the entrance of the large courtyard.

דֹולה נַ ִמי
ָ יה – ְ ּג
ָ  וְ ִאילּ ּו ִה ׁ ְשוָ ה ֶאת ִ ּג ּיפו ֶּפAnd if he were to even its protrusionsB by constructing partitions in
! ֲאסו ָּרהthe larger courtyard so that the large courtyard no longer protruded
beyond the smaller one, carrying in the large courtyard would also be
prohibited, as it would now be completely breached into the smaller
courtyard. Apparently, in this case, construction of additional partitions
causes prohibition.
.יצֹות הוּא
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלAbaye said to Rabbi Zeira: The two cases are not comparable, as there,
ּ  ָה ָתם ִסילּ וּק ְמ ִח:יה
adding partitions in order to even the protrusions is not considered
establishment of partitions. On the contrary, it is effectively the removal of partitions. These partitions are designed to negate the original
partitions of the courtyard.

Partitions opposite the smaller courtyard

 וְ ל ֹא ָמצִ ינ ּו:יה ָר ָבא ְל ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלRava said to Abaye: And didn’t we find a partition that causes prohi:יצה ְל ִא ּיסוּר? וְ ָהא ִא ְּת ַמר
ּ ָ  ְמ ִחbition? But wasn’t it stated:

Perek IX
Daf 93 Amud a
BACKGROUND

Evened the doorposts – ימ ָיה
ֶ ה ׁ ְשוָ ה ּ ַפ ִ ּצ:ִ The illustration
depicts a portico that has doorposts. The doorposts,
which support the roof, are in each corner, while
the existing partitions are on the outer sides of the
doorposts (A ). If a second set of partitions were to
be constructed on the inside of the doorposts (B ),
the doorposts would no longer be considered valid
partitions.

יכ ְך ַעל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרה ׁ ֶשּיֵ ׁש ָל ּה
ֵּ  ִסIf one placed roofing on top of a portico that has doorposts,NH i.e., a
ּ  וְ ִא,ימין – ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָירה
יל ּו ִה ׁ ְשוָ ה
ִ  ּ ַפ ִ ּצportico with two parallel walls that are valid for a sukka, as well as posts
!יה – ּ ְפסו ָּלה
ָ ימ
ֶ  ּ ַפ ִ ּצin the corners supporting the portico and protruding like doorposts,
which are considered as sealing the other two sides of the portico, it is
a valid sukka. However, if he evened the doorpostsBN by constructing
walls adjacent to the existing walls, obscuring the posts so that they do
not protrude, the sukka is invalid. This teaching indicates that the creation of a partition can cause prohibition.
, ְל ִד ִידי – ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָירה:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵלAbaye said to him: In my opinion, with regard to that case of a portico,
ּיל
.יצֹות ִהיא
ּ  ְל ִד ָיד ְך – ִס וּק ְמ ִחthe sukka is valid. However, even according to your opinion, this is
another instance of the removal of partitions. Evening the doorposts
does not render the sukka invalid through the establishment of new
partitions, but because it negates the original partitions of the sukka.
 וְ ל ֹא:יה ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ַרב ָחנָן ְל ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
 ַ ּביִ ת:יצה ְל ִא ּיסוּר? וְ ָה ַתנְיָא
ָּ ָמצִ ינ ּו ְמ ִח
,קֹורה
ֶ קֹורה וְ ֶחצְ יֹו ֵאינֹו ְמ
ֶ ׁ ֶש ֶחצְ יֹו ְמ
.רֹוע ָּכאן
ַ ְְ ּג ָפנִים ָּכאן – מו ָּּתר ִלז

Porticos with different sets of partitions

Rabba bar Rav Ĥanan said to Abaye: And didn’t we find that a partition causes prohibition? But wasn’t it taught in a baraita: With regard
to a house, half of which is roofedBH and half unroofed, if there are
vines here, under the roofed section of the house, it is permitted to sow
crops there, in the open section. The reason is that it is as though the
edge of the roof descends to the ground and forms a partition between
the two sections of the house.

A house, half of which is roofed – קֹורה
ֶ ביִ ת ׁ ֶש ֶחצְ יֹו ְמ:ּ ַ
The structure has a roof covering half of its area,
underneath which vines have been planted. In the
other, unroofed section, other crops are planted. In
accordance with the principle: The edge of the roof
descends and seals, it is as though the two sections of
the structure are separated by a full-fledged partition.
However, if a roof was subsequently erected over the
unroofed side the building, the entire area would be
considered a single room, and the other crops would
be prohibited.

A portico that has doorposts – ימין
ִ א ְכ ַס ְד ָרה ׁ ֶשּיֵ ׁש ָל ּה ּ ַפ ִ ּצ:ַ Rashi in
tractate Sukka and Tosafot here explain that the Gemara is referring
to a portico with doorposts positioned within three handbreadths
of each other, which means that the principle of lavud is in effect.

Structure with a roof covering half of its area

A portico that has doorposts – ימין
ִ א ְכ ַס ְד ָרה ׁ ֶש ּׁיֵש ָל ּה ּ ַפ ִ ּצ:ַ If one placed
roofing atop a portico with doorposts, the sukka is valid whether
the doorposts are visible from the inside or from the outside. This
halakha is in accordance with the Rambam’s ruling, not with Rashi’s
interpretation. Some authorities dispute this halakha, claiming that
one may not build a sukka in this manner ab initio (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 630:8, and in the comment of the Rema).

NOTES

He evened the doorposts – יה
ָ ימ
ֶ ה ׁ ְשוָ ה ּ ַפ ִ ּצ:ִ According to Rashi, he
built a partition inside, obscuring the doorposts. The Rambam
maintains that the doorposts are regarded as removed only if
there is a double partition completely obscuring them on all sides.

HALAKHA
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A house, half of which is roofed – קֹור ּה
ֶ ביִ ת ׁ ֶש ֶחצְ יֹו ְמ:ּ ַ If a structure
has a roof over one half of its area, while the other half is unroofed,
it is permitted to sow other seeds beneath the roof even if vines
were planted in the unroofed section, or vice versa. However, if
one extended the roof to cover the entire structure, it is prohibited
to sow a second species of plants (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot
Kilayim 7:18).

