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:
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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).

:יה
ּ  וְ ִאילּ ּו ִה ׁ ְשוָ ה ֶאת ֵקרוּיֹו – ָאסוּר! ֲא ַמר ֵלAnd if he evened its roofing, by extending the roof to cover the
.יצֹות הוּא
ּ  ָה ָתם ִס ּילוּק ְמ ִחentire house, it would be prohibited to sow other crops there. It is
evident that the very placement of a partition, in this case a roof,
causes prohibition. Abaye said to him: There too it is an instance
of the removal of partitions. It is prohibited to sow not due to the
added roofing; rather, it is prohibited due to the negation of the
imaginary partition.
יה ָר ָבא ְל ַא ַ ּביֵ י ְ ּביַ ד ַרב ׁ ְש ַמ ְעיָ ה ַ ּבר
ּ ׁ ָש ַלח ֵל
:יצה ְל ִא ּיסוּר? וְ ָה ַתנְיָא
ּ ָ  וְ ל ֹא ָמצִ ינ ּו ְמ ִח:זְ ֵע ָירא
?יצֹות ַה ֶּכ ֶרם ְל ָה ֵקל ו ְּל ַה ְח ִמיר; ֵּכיצַ ד
ּ יֵ ׁש ִ ּב ְמ ִח
ּ ַ זֹור ַע ֵמ ִע
ּ ַ ֶּכ ֶרם ַה ּנָטו ַּע ַעד ִע
יקר
ֵ – יצה
ּ ָ יקר ְמ ִח
ּ  ׁ ֶש ִא,יל ְך
יצה
ָ יצה וְ ֵא
ּ ָ יל ּו ֵאין ׁ ָשם ְמ ִח
ּ ָ ְמ ִח
יצֹות
ֵ ְַמ ְר ִחיק ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות ו
ּ  וְ זֶ ה הוּא ְמ ִח,זֹור ַע
.ַה ֶּכ ֶרם ְל ָה ֵקל

Rava sent a different proof to Abaye by means of Rav Shemaya bar
Ze’eira, with regard to the same issue. And didn’t we find a partition causes prohibition? But wasn’t it taught in a baraita: There is
an element in the partitions of a vineyard that causes leniency with
regard to diverse kinds of seeds and an element that causes
stringency.H How so? With regard to a vineyard that is planted
until the very base of a partition, one sows crops from the base of
the other side of the partition onward. This is a leniency, as were
there no partition there, he would be required to distance himself
four cubits from the last vine and only then sow there. And this is
an element in partitions of a vineyard that causes leniency.

ו ְּל ַה ְח ִמיר ֵּכיצַ ד? ָהיָ ה ָמ ׁשוּךְ ִמן ַה ּכ ֶֹותל ַא ַחת
 ׁ ֶש ִא ְיל ָמ ֵלי,ֶע ְ ׂש ֵרה ַא ָּמה – ל ֹא ִיָביא זֶ ַרע ְל ׁ ָשם
,זֹור ַע
ֵ ְיצה – ַמ ְר ִחיק ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות ו
ּ ָ ֵאין ְמ ִח
!יצֹות ַה ֶּכ ֶרם ְל ַה ְח ִמיר
ִ ְו
ּ זֹוהי ְמ ִח

And as for an element in partitions that causes stringency, how so?
If the vineyard was distanced eleven cubits from a wall, one may
not bring the seeds of other crops there, between the vineyard and
the wall, and sow that area. This is a stringency, as were there no
partition, it would suffice to distance himself four cubits from the
last vine, and sow there. This is an element of partitions in a vineyard that causes stringency, a clear situation of a partition that
causes prohibition.

,נִיתין
ִ אֹות ַבן ִמ ַּמ ְת
ְ ,יך
ְ יט ְע ִמ
ַ  וְ ִל:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
:אֹומ ִרים
ְ  ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי, ָק ַר ַחת ַה ֶּכ ֶרם:דִּ ְתנַ ן
:אֹומ ִרים
ְ  ו ֵּבית ִה ֵּלל,ֶע ְ ׂש ִרים וְ ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹות
 ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי, ְמחֹול ַה ֶּכ ֶרם.ׁ ֵש ׁש ֶע ְ ׂש ֵרה ַא ָּמה
 ו ֵּבית ִה ֵּלל, ׁ ֵש ׁש ֶע ְ ׂש ֵרה ַא ָּמה:אֹומ ִרים
ְ
. ׁ ְש ֵּתים ֶע ְ ׂש ֵרה ַא ָּמה:אֹומ ִרים
ְ

Abaye said to him: And according to your reasoning that this
presents a difficulty, raise an objection against our opinion from
a mishna, rather than a less authoritative baraita, as we learned in
a mishna: With regard to a clearing in a vineyard,H Beit Shammai
say: Its measure is twenty-four cubits, and Beit Hillel say: Sixteen
cubits. With regard to the perimeter of a vineyard, Beit Shammai
say: Sixteen cubits, and Beit Hillel say: Twelve cubits.

וְ ֵאיזֹו ִהיא ָק ַר ַחת ַה ֶּכ ֶרם – ֶּכ ֶרם ׁ ֶש ָח ַרב
–  ִאם ֵאין ׁ ָשם ׁ ֵש ׁש ֶע ְ ׂש ֵרה ַא ָּמה.ֶא ְמצָ ִעיתֹו
 ָהי ּו ׁ ָשם ׁ ֵש ׁש ֶע ְ ׂש ֵרה,ל ֹא יָ ִביא זֶ ַרע ְל ׁ ָשם
זֹור ַע ֶאת
ֵ ְ ו,בֹודתֹו
ָ נֹותן לֹו ְּכ ֵדי ֲע
ֵ – ַא ָּמה
.ֹותר
ָ ַה ּמ

The mishna explains: And what is a clearing in a vineyard? It is
referring to a vineyard whose middle section was laid bare of vines.
If there are not sixteen cubits across in the clearing, one may not
bring foreign seeds and sow them there, due to the Torah prohibition against sowing other crops in a vineyard (Deuteronomy 22:9).
If there were sixteen cubits across in the clearing, one provides the
vineyard with its requisite work area, i.e., four cubits along either
side of the vines are left unsown to facilitate cultivation of the vines,
and he sows the rest of the cleared area with foreign crops.

.ֵאי זֹו ִהיא ְמחֹול ַה ֶּכ ֶרם – ֵ ּבין ַה ֶּכ ֶרם ַל ָ ּג ֵדר
ׁ ֶש ִאם ֵאין ׁ ָשם ׁ ְש ֵּתים ֶע ְ ׂש ֵרה ַא ָּמה – ל ֹא ִיָביא
נֹותן
ֵ –  ָהי ּו ׁ ָשם ׁ ְש ֵּתים ֶע ְ ׂש ֵרה ַא ָּמה,זֶ ַרע ְל ׁ ָשם
.ֹותר
ָ זֹור ַע ֶאת ַה ּמ
ֵ ְבֹודתֹו ו
ָ לֹו ְּכ ֵדי ֲע

The mishna continues: What is the perimeter of a vineyard? It is
the vacant area between the vineyard and the fence surrounding
it. If there are not twelve cubits in that area, one may not bring
foreign seeds and sow them there. If there are twelve cubits in
that area, he provides the vineyard with its requisite work area,
four cubits, and he sows the rest. However, were the vineyard not
surrounded by a fence, all he would need to do is distance himself
four cubits from the last vine. It is clear from this halakha that the
partition causes prohibition.

ֶא ָּלא ָה ָתם ָלאו ַהיְ ינ ּו ַט ְע ָמא – דְּ ָכל ַא ְר ַ ּבע
 ְלגַ ֵ ּבי,בֹודת ַה ֶּכ ֶרם
ַ ַא ּמֹות ְלגַ ֵ ּבי ֶּכ ֶרם – ֲע
ָ ּג ֵדר – ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ָלא ִמזְ דַּ ְר ָען – ַא ְפקו ֵּרי ַמ ְפ ַקר
,יכא ַא ְר ַ ּבע – ֲח ׁ ִש ָיבן
ָּ  ִאי ִא, דְּ ֵבינֵי ֵ ּבינֵי.ְּלהו
.וְ ִאי ָלא – ָלא ֲח ׁ ִש ָיבן

Rather, the objection was not raised from there because there, isn’t
this the reason that the partition is not considered to cause prohibition? It is because the entire area of four cubits alongside a vineyard is considered the vineyard’s work area, and is therefore an
actual part of it. Likewise, with regard to the four cubits alongside
the fence surrounding the vineyard, since they cannot easily be
sownN due to the wall, he renounces ownership over the area. With
regard to the space in between, if it is four cubits, it is deemed
significant in its own right, and if not, it is not significant and is
nullified relative to the rest, and it is prohibited to sow there. A
similar reasoning applies to the baraita. The stringency is not due
to the fact that the partition causes prohibition, but because the
partition impedes cultivation of the vineyard.



HALAKHA

The partitions of a vineyard as a leniency and as
a stringency – מ ִחיצּ ֹות ַה ֶּכ ֶרם ְל ָה ֵקל ו ְּל ַה ְח ִמיר:ְ If a fullfledged partition, ten handbreadths high, separates
a vineyard from the adjacent land, it is permitted to
sow other crops on the other side. If there is a gap
of less than twelve cubits between the vineyard and
the partition, which is the measure of the perimeter
of a vineyard, it is prohibited to sow there (Rambam
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Kilayim 7:13).
A clearing in a vineyard – ק ַר ַחת ַה ֶּכ ֶרם:ָ If there is a
clearing free of vines inside a vineyard sixteen by
sixteen cubits in size, it is permitted to sow crops
there four cubits from the vines. The halakha is in
accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel (Rambam
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Kilayim 7:11).
NOTES

They cannot easily be sown – לא ִמזְ דַּ ְר ָען:ָ This area
is generally left unsown, either because the plow
would loosen the earth, or because the crops
themselves would undermine the fence and ruin it
(Rashash).
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BACKGROUND

Protruding enclosures – ק ְר ּ ֵפיפֹות ְמגו ּ ָּפ ִפים:ַ Three enclosures
in a row, with the middle one fully open into the outer two,
which extend beyond it.

Outer enclosures extending beyond the inner one
The middle enclosure protruded – א ְמצָ ִעי ְמגו ּ ָּפף:
ֶ Here
the middle enclosure extends beyond the two outer ones,
which open into it.

 ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ַק ְר ּ ֵפיפֹות זֶ ה:ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה
יצֹונִים ְמגו ּ ָּפ ִפים
ּ  ו ׁ ְּשנַיִ ם ַה ִח,ְ ּבצַ ד זֶ ה
 וְ יָ ִחיד ָ ּבזֶ ה,וְ ָה ֶא ְמצָ ִעי ֵאינֹו ְמ גו ּ ָּפף
נֹותנִין ָל ֶהן
ְ ְוְ יָ ִחיד ָ ּבזֶ ה ּנ ֲַע ֶ ׂשה ְּכ ׁ ַשּיָ ָירא ו
.צֹור ָּכן וַ דַּ אי
ְ ָּכל

יצֹונִים ֵאינָן
ּ  ֶא ְמצָ ִעי ְמגו ּ ָּפף ו ׁ ְּשנַיִ ם ַה ִחHowever, if the middle enclosure protruded, and the two outer
 וְ יָ ִחיד ָ ּבזֶ ה וְ יָ ִחיד זֶ ה [וְ יָ ִחיד, ְמגו ּ ָּפ ִפיןones did not protrude, i.e., they were narrower than the middle
B
,נֹותנִין ָל ֶהם ֶא ָּלא ֵ ּבית ׁ ֵש ׁש
ְ  ָ ּבזֶ ה] ֵאיןenclosure, so that their entire width was breached into it, and there
is one person in this one and one person in that one and yet another in the third, one provides them only an area of six beit se’a,
in accordance with the halakha of individuals in a field, who may
enclose an area of only two beit se’a per person. As the middle enclosure is larger than the two outer ones, it determines their status,
in accordance with the principle stated above, not the other way
around. Consequently, the person in the middle enclosure is regarded as though he established residence in only one of the outer
enclosures, constituting a group of no more than two, which does
not have the legal status of a caravan.
 ֶא ָחד ָ ּבזֶ ה וְ ֶא ָחד ָ ּבזֶ ה:ּיב ֲעיָ א ְלהו
ּ ַ ִא
ו ׁ ְּשנַיִ ם ָ ּב ֶא ְמצָ ִעי ַמהוּ? ִאי ְל ָה ָכא נָ ְפ ִקי
 וְ ִאי ְל ָה ָכא נָ ְפ ִקי ְּת ָל ָתא,ְּּת ָל ָתא ָהוו
.ָּהוו

Middle enclosure extending beyond the outer two
HALAKHA

Three enclosures and there are individuals in them –
יח ִידים ָ ּב ֶהם
ִ ִשל ׁ ָֹשה ַק ְר ּ ֵפיפֹות ו:
ְ ׁ Three enclosures in a row are
considered a single domain. This halakha is in effect only if
the middle enclosure is narrower than the outer enclosures
and its opening into those enclosures is less than ten cubits.
The Ritva adds another condition: The wall separating the
enclosures must not be a side post that is even with the
entrance on the inside and visible on the outside. In addi
tion, there can be only one person in each of them. Some
authorities state that the residents of the enclosures receive
only two beit se’a, as the statement: One provides them with
all the space that they require, refers only to the middle
enclosure (Rashi; Tur). If the middle enclosure is wider than
the others, and the other two are fully breached into it, the
residents of the outer enclosures are each provided an area
of two beit se’a (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 360:3).
Two in one of the enclosures – יפים
ִ שנַיִ ם ְ ּב ֶא ָחד ַה ַק ְר ּ ֵפ:
ְׁ
If there were two people in one of these enclosures, and
a single person or two people in the middle one, whether
they were all situated in the middle one or one of the outer
ones, they are considered like members of a caravan, and
are provided with all the space they require in the middle
enclosure (Magen Avraham; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim
360:3).

Rav Yehuda said: If there are three enclosures alongside one another, and the two outer ones protrude, i.e., they are wider than
the middle one, so that there are partitions on both sides of the
breach between them and the middle enclosure, and the middle
one does not protrude, and there are no partitions between it and
the outer enclosures, as it is totally breached, and there is one
person in this one and one person in that one and yet another
person in the third enclosure,B the people in the enclosures are
considered as though they are all living in one large enclosure.H
Consequently, the legal status of the group becomes like that of a
caravan, and one provides them with all the space that they require. In other words, they may use the entire enclosure even if it is
very large, just as there are no limits to the size of the enclosed area
in which members of a caravan may carry.

Based on these assumptions, a dilemma was raised before the
Sages: If there is one person in this outer enclosure, and one person
in the other outer enclosure, and two people in the middle
enclosure,H what is the halakha? Is the ruling that if the pair exit
to here, one of the outer enclosures, they are three people in one
place, and if they exit to there, the other outer enclosure, they are
three people in one place, and three people are considered a caravan
and provided with all the space they require, as stated above?

 וְ ַחד, ַחד ְל ָה ָכא נָ ֵפיק:יל ָמא
ְ ִּ אֹו דOr perhaps, as one may exit to hereN and the other may exit to
. ְל ָה ָכא נָ ֵפיקthere, in which case there would be no more than two people in
each enclosure, they are provided with only two beit se’a per person.
 ַחד ְל ָה ָכא נָ ֵפיק וְ ַחד:לֹומר
ַ ימצֵ י
ְ וְ ִאם ִּת
,ְל ָה ָכא נָ ֵפיק; ׁ ְשנַיִ ם ָ ּבזֶ ה ו ׁ ְּשנַיִ ם ָ ּבזֶ ה
 ִאי,וְ ֶא ָחד ָ ּב ֶא ְמצָ ִעי ַמהוּ? ָה ָכא וַ דַּ אי
 וְ ִאי ְל ָה ָכא,ְּל ָה ָכא נָ ֵפיק ְּת ָל ָתא ָהוו
ימר
ַ  ֵא: אֹו דִּ ְיל ָמא,ּנָ ֵפיק ְּת ָל ָתא ָהוו
?ימר ְל ָה ָכא נָ ֵפיק
ַ  וְ ֵא,ְל ָה ָכא נָ ֵפיק

And if you say that one may exit to here and one may exit to there,
if there were two people in this outer enclosure, and two people in
that outer enclosure, and one person in the middle enclosure, what
is the halakha? Is the ruling that here, certainly, if he exits to here
they are three, and if he exits to there they are likewise three, and
consequently they should be provided with all the space they require in any case? Or perhaps, in this case too there is uncertainty,
as say that he might exit to here, and say that he might exit to there.
As the direction in which he will leave his enclosure is undetermined,
they should be provided with only two beit se’a each.

. ָ ּב ֲעיַ ין ְלקו ָּּלא: וְ ִה ְל ְכ ָתאThese dilemmas were essentially left unresolved, but the halakha is
that these dilemmas are decided leniently,N and they are provided
with all the space they require in these cases.
: ָא ַמר ַרב ִח ְסדָּ אRav Ĥisda said:

NOTES

Perhaps one may exit to here – דִּ ְיל ָמא ַחד ְל ָה ָכא נָ ֵפיק: This is a
distinct possibility, because it stands to reason that they would
each seek a larger area in which to live. Therefore, they are each
likely to move in different directions.

tion, the halakha would be lenient in any case. One explana
tion is that according to the Rambam’s principle that in cases
where the Gemara presents two alternatives, introducing the
second with the phrase: If you wish, say instead, the halakha is
in accordance with the latter opinion, the first case should be
But the halakha is that these dilemmas are decided leni- prohibited. Therefore, it was necessary to specify that the ruling
ently – וְ ִה ְל ְכ ָתא ָ ּב ֲעיַ ין ְלקו ָּּלא: The later commentaries are puzzled is lenient in all these cases, even the first one (see Beit Yitzĥak;
by this statement: As these dilemmas involve a rabbinic prohibi Rashash).
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Perek IX
Daf 93 Amud b
יצה ֲח ִמ ׁ ּ ָשה
ּ ָ  ִ ּגידּ ּוד ֲח ִמ ׁ ּ ָשה ּו ְמ ִחAn embankment, a height disparity between two surfaces of five
H
 ַעד ׁ ֶשּיְ ֵהא אֹו ּכוּלּ ֹו, ֵאין ִמצְ ָט ְר ִפיןhandbreadths, and an additional partition of five handbreadths
do
not
join
together
to
form
a
partition
of
ten
handbreadths,
the
.ְ ּבגִ ידּ וּד אֹו ּכוּלּ ֹו ִ ּב ְמ ִחיצָ ה
minimum height for a partition to enclose a private domain.B It is
regarded as a partition of ten handbreadths only if the barrier
is composed entirely of the embankment or if it is composed
entirely of a partition.
 ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֲחצֵ ירֹות זֹו ְל ַמ ְע ָלה:ית ִיבי
ִ ֵמ
בֹוהה ִמן ַה ַּת ְח ּתֹונָ ה
ָ  וְ ֶע ְליֹונָ ה ְ ּג,ִמּזֹו
 אֹו ׁ ֶשּיֵ ׁש ָ ּב ּה ִ ּגידּ וּד,ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ְט ָפ ִחים
יצה ֲח ִמ ׁ ּ ָשה – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין
ּ ָ ֲח ִמ ׁ ּ ָשה ו ְּמ ִח
 ּ ָפחֹות.ׁ ְשנַיִ ם וְ ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ֶא ָחד
ִמ ָּכאן – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ֶא ָחד וְ ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין
!ׁ ְשנַיִ ם

The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: If there were two
courtyards, one above the other, and the upper one was ten
handbreadths higher than the lower one, or if it had an embankment of five handbreadths and a partition of five handbreadths,
the two courtyards are considered separate domains and they
establish two eiruvin, one for each courtyard, and they do not
establish one eiruv. If the height disparity was less than ten handbreadths, the two areas are considered a single domain, and they
establish one eiruv and they do not establish two eiruvin.

מֹודה ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א
ֶ
):ָא ַמר ַ(רב
רֹואה ּ ְפנֵי
ֶ ְהֹואיל ו
ִ
,ַ ּב ַּת ְח ּתֹונָ ה
 ַּת ְח ּתֹונָ ה ְּת ָע ֵרב, ִאי ָה ִכי.ֲע ָ ׂש ָרה
 ֶע ְליֹונָ ה ל ֹא,ׁ ְשנַיִ ם וְ ל ֹא ְּת ָע ֵרב ֶא ָחד
!ְּת ָע ֵרב ל ֹא ֶא ָחד וְ ל ֹא ׁ ְשנַיִ ם

Rav said: Rav Ĥisda concedes that an embankment and a partition combine with regard to the lower courtyard, since it faces
a wall of ten, i.e., there is a full partition of ten handbreadths before its residents. The Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, according
to this reasoning, the residents of the lower courtyard, from whose
perspective there is a valid partition, should establish two eiruvin,
i.e., an independent eiruv, and do not establish one eiruv together with the upper courtyard, while the residents of the upper
courtyard establish neither one eiruv nor two. The residents of
the upper courtyard neither establish an eiruv on their own, as it
is breached into the lower one, nor can they establish an eiruv together with the lower courtyard, because the latter is separated
from it.N

HALAKHA

An embankment of five and a partition of five – ִ ּגידּ וּד ֲח ִמ ׁ ּ ָשה
יצה ֲח ִמ ׁ ּ ָשה
ּ ָ ו ְּמ ִח: An embankment five handbreadths high and a wall
that is five handbreadths high combine to form a valid partition
ten handbreadths in height (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 362:2).
BACKGROUND

An embankment…and a partition – יצה
ּ ָ  ִ ּגידּ וּד…ו ְּמ ִח: The partition
between the upper and lower courtyards is partly a constructed
wall and partly an embankment, which in this case is the height
disparity between the courtyards.
A protrusion that extended up to ten cubits – ְמגו ּ ֶּפ ֶפת ַעד ֶע ֶ ׂשר
א ּמֹות:ַ The upper courtyard is enclosed by a partition ten hand
breadths high, while the section that is five handbreadths high is
deemed an entrance, provided that it is not wider than ten cubits.
NOTES

Rav Ĥisda’s opinion with regard to an embankment – יטת ַרב
ַּ ׁ ִש
ח ְסדָּ א ְ ּבגִ ידּ וּד:ִ Apparently, Rav Ĥisda maintains that the status of a
barrier consisting of an embankment five handbreadths high and
a wall five handbreadths high is not that of a partition at all. In
deed, this seems to be the reasoning of the Gemara at the outset.
As the discussion continues, however, it becomes evident that this
partition is a valid one, especially after the Gemara states that Rav
Ĥisda agrees in the case of the lower courtyard. The reason that
Rav Ĥisda disagrees with regard to the upper courtyard is due to
the concern that one might arrive at the mistaken conclusion that
a partition five handbreadths high is sufficient, as that is all that
the residents of the upper courtyard can see (Ritva).

 ְּכגֹון ׁ ֶש ָהיְ ָתה: ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר עו ָּּלאRabba bar Ulla said: The baraita is referring to a case where the
. ֶע ְליֹונָ ה ְמגו ּ ֶּפ ֶפת ַעד ֶע ֶ ׂשר ַא ּמֹותupper courtyard had full-fledged ten-handbreadth-high walls that
protruded on both sides of the section of the partition that was
merely five handbreadths high, a protrusion that extended up to
ten cubits.B In this case, the upper courtyard is properly enclosed
by a partition ten handbreadths high, while the section that is only
five handbreadths high is deemed an entrance. Consequently, even
the residents of the upper courtyard can establish an eiruv on their
own. But the two courtyards cannot be merged by a single eiruv,
because the lower courtyard is enclosed by a partition from which
there is no entrance to the upper courtyard.
 ּ ָפחֹות:יפא
ָ ימא ֵס
ָ  ֵא,ִאי ָה ִכי
ִמ ָּכאן – ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ֶא ָחד וְ ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין
 ִאי, ִאי ָ ּב ְעיָ א – ַחד ְּת ָע ֵרב.ׁ ְשנַיִ ם
!ָ ּב ְעיָ א – ְּת ֵרי ְּת ָע ֵרב

The Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, say the latter clause of that
same baraita: If the height disparity was less than ten handbreadths, they are considered a single domain, and the residents
therefore establish one eiruv, but they do not establish two eiruvin. According to the explanation suggested above, that there is
a partition ten handbreadths high between the courtyards with an
entrance of sorts between them, if they wish, they establish one
eiruv, and if they wish, they establish two eiruvin. That is the
halakha in a case of two courtyards with an entrance between
them.

 ְּכגֹון:יה דְּ ָר ָבא
ּ  ָא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה ְ ּב ֵרRabba, son of Rava, said: The baraita refers to a case where the
לֹואה
ָ  ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ְרצָ ה ַה ַּת ְח ּתֹונָ ה ִ ּב ְמlower courtyard was fully breached into the upper one, i.e., the
. ָל ֶע ְליֹונָ הgap in the wall spanned the entire width of the lower courtyard.
In that case, the residents of the lower courtyard establish a joint
eiruv with the upper courtyard; however, they may not establish
an eiruv of their own, in accordance with the mishna in which we
learned that if a large courtyard is breached into a smaller 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.
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NOTES

Has the master taught anything – תנֵי ָמר ִמידֵּ י:ָּ
This style of questioning originates with a certain
idea or basic assumption that seems to be particu
larly reasonable, in this case that the embankment
and the partition combine to form a partition of
ten handbreadths. Consequently, if the Sage did
not teach anything in this regard, he evidently
accepts the basic assumption. In these cases, the
absence of comment indicates that the more
novel approach is rejected (Rosh).
Residents who arrive on Shabbat – דִּ ּיו ִּרין ַה ָ ּב ִאין
ב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת:ּ ַ Although the cases of residents who arrive
on Shabbat and partitions that are removed on
Shabbat are apparently identical, there is a differ
ence between them. If courtyard partitions that
face the public domain are removed, the area is
no longer a private domain. Consequently, the
principle: Since it was permitted it was permitted,
is not in effect as it is in the case of residents who
arrive, even though it also involves ruined parti
tions. The rationale for this difference is that the
destruction of partitions between courtyards does
not affect the status of the courtyard, as it remains
a private domain. It merely adds new residents to
the courtyard, which affects the halakhot of eiruv.
As a result, the principle: Since it was permitted it
was permitted, is in effect.

 ַּת ְח ּתֹונָ ה – ַחד ְּת ָע ֵרב ְּת ֵרי ל ֹא, ִאי ָה ִכיThe Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, the halakha should be that the residents
, ִאי ָ ּב ְעיָא – ְּת ֵרי ְּת ָע ֵרב, ֶע ְליֹונָ ה. ְּת ָע ֵרבof the lower courtyard establish one eiruv together with the upper one, but
! ִאי ָ ּב ְעיָ א – ַחד ְּת ָע ֵרבthey do not establish two eiruvin, i.e., the residents cannot establish an
independent eiruv for their courtyard. However, with regard to the upper
one, if its residents wish, they establish one eiruv together with the lower
courtyard, and if they wish, they establish two eiruvin. The residents of
the upper courtyard can establish an independent eiruv for their courtyard,
as the larger courtyard renders it prohibited for the residents of the smaller
courtyard to carry, but not vice versa.
״פחֹות ִמ ָּכאן
ָ ּ : וְ ִכי ָק ָתנֵי. ִאין ָה ִכי נַ ִמיThe Gemara answers: Yes, it is indeed so; that is the halakha. And when
–  ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ֶא ָחד וְ ֵאין ְמ ָע ְר ִבין ׁ ְשנַיִ ם״the baraita teaches: If the height disparity was less than ten handbreadths,
. ַא ַּת ְח ּתֹונָ הthe residents establish one eiruv, but they do not establish two eiruvin,
this statement is not referring to both courtyards, but only to the lower one.
יצה
ָ דָּ ַר ׁש ָמ ֵר
ּ ָ  ִ ּגידּ וּד ֲח ִמ ׁ ּ ָשה ו ְּמ ִח:ימר
יה ָר ִבינָ א
ּ  ַא ׁ ְש ַּכ ֵח.ֲח ִמ ׁ ּ ָשה ִמצְ ָט ְר ִפין
:יה
ּ יה דְּ ָר ָבא ֲא ַמר ֵל
ּ ְל ַרב ַא ָחא ְ ּב ֵר
:יה
ּ ָּתנֵי ָמר ִמידֵּ י ִ ּב ְמ ִחיצָ ה? ֲא ַמר ֵל
יצה
ּ ָ  ִ ּגידּ וּד ֲח ִמ ׁ ּ ָשה ו ְּמ ִח: וְ ִה ְל ְכ ָתא.ָלא
.ֲח ִמ ׁ ּ ָשה – ִמצְ ָט ְר ִפין

Mareimar taught: An embankment of five handbreadths and an additional partition of five handbreadths above it combine to form a partition
of ten handbreadths. Ravina met Rav Aĥa, son of Rava, and said to him:
Has the Master taught anythingN with regard to this partition, whether
it is effective or not? He said to him: No. The Gemara concludes: The halakha is that an embankment of five handbreadths and a partition of five
handbreadths combine to form an effective partition of ten handbreadths.

 דִּ ּיו ִּרין ַה ָ ּב ִאין ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת:הֹוש ֲעיָא
ַ ׁ  ָ ּב ֵעי ַרבRav Hoshaya raised a dilemma: What is the ruling with regard to resiN
?ּ ַמה ּו ׁ ֶשּיַ ַא ְסרוdents who arrive on Shabbat, i.e., who join the residents of a courtyard
on Shabbat, e.g., if the wall between two courtyards collapsed on Shabbat
so that new residents arrive in one courtyard from the other. Had these
people arrived before Shabbat they would have rendered it prohibited
for the residents to carry in the courtyard unless they participated with
the original residents in their eiruv. Do these residents render it prohibited for the original residents to carry in the courtyard, even if they arrive
on Shabbat itself?
דֹולה
ָ  ָחצֵ ר ְ ּג, ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע:ָא ַמר ַרב ִח ְסדָּ א
דֹולה מו ֶּּת ֶרת
ָ ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ְרצָ ה ִל ְק ַט ָּנה – ַה ְ ּג
 ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶש ִהיא ְּכ ִפ ְת ָח ּה,וְ ַה ְּק ָטנָ ה ֲאסו ָּרה
ימר ִמ ְ ּבעֹוד
ַ  ֵא: ֲא ַמר ַר ָ ּבה.דֹולה
ָ ׁ ֶשל ְ ּג
.יֹום נִ ְפ ְרצָ ה

Rav Ĥisda said: Come and hear a resolution to the dilemma from the
mishna: With regard to a large courtyard that was breached into a small
courtyard, 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. It is permitted to carry in the large courtyard because the breach is regarded like
the entrance of the large courtyard. Apparently, even if the breach occurred on Shabbat, it is prohibited for the residents of the small courtyard
to carry. Rabba said: Say that the mishna is dealing with a case where it
was breached while it was still day, i.e., on Friday. However, there is no
prohibition if the breach occurred on Shabbat itself.

ימר״
ַ ״א
ֵ ימא ָמר
ָ  ָלא ֵּת:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
 דְּ ָהא.ֶא ָּלא ״וַ דַּ אי ִמ ְ ּבעֹוד יֹום נִ ְפ ְרצָ ה״
,ֵיה ֵמ ַרב הוּנָ א
ּ  ְ ּב ַעי ִמ ּינ:ָמר הוּא דַּ ֲא ַמר
 ֵע ֵירב דֶּ ֶר ְך:ֵיה ֵמ ַרב יְ הו ָּדה
ּ ו ְּב ַעי ִמ ּינ
 ֵע ֵירב דֶּ ֶרךְ ַחלּ ֹון,נִס ַּתם ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח
ְ ְַה ּ ֶפ ַתח ו
, ׁ ַש ָ ּבת: ַמהוּ? וְ ָא ַמר ִלי,נִס ַּתם ַה ַחלּ ֹון
ְ ְו
.ֵּכיוָ ן ׁ ֶשהו ְּּת ָרה – הו ְּּת ָרה

Abaye said to him: The Master should not state: Say, indicating that it is
possible to explain the mishna in this manner. Rather, the mishna is certainly referring to a case where the courtyard was breached while it was
still day. As Master, you are the one who said: I raised a dilemma before
Rav Huna, and I raised a dilemma before Rav Yehuda: If one established
an eiruv to join one courtyard to another via a certain opening, and that
opening was sealed on Shabbat, or if one established an eiruv via a certain
window, and that window was sealed on Shabbat, what is the halakha?
May one continue to rely on this eiruv and carry from one courtyard to the
other via other entrances? And he said to me: Once it was permitted to
carry from courtyard to courtyard at the onset of Shabbat, it was permitted
and remains so until the conclusion of Shabbat. According to this principle,
if a breach that adds residents occurs on Shabbat, the breach does not
render prohibited activities that were permitted when Shabbat began.

ֹותל ׁ ֶש ֵ ּבין ׁ ְש ֵּתי ֲחצֵ ירֹות
ֶ  ּכ, ִא ְּת ַמרIt is stated that amora’im disagreed: With regard to a wall between two
 ֵאין ְמ ַט ְל ְט ִלין ּבֹו ֶא ָּלא: ַרב ָא ַמר, ׁ ֶש ָּנ ַפלcourtyards, whose residents did not establish a joint eiruv, that collapsed
, ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹותon Shabbat, Rav said: One may carry in the joint courtyard only within
four cubits, as carrying in each courtyard is prohibited due to the other,
because they did not establish an eiruv together. Rav does not accept the
principle that an activity that was permitted at the start of Shabbat remains
permitted until the conclusion of Shabbat.
: ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמרAnd Shmuel said:
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