Perek IX
Daf 94 Amud a
ּ ַ  זֶ ה ְמ ַט ְל ֵטל ַעד ִעThis one may carry to the base of the former partition, and that
 וְ זֶ ה ְמ ַט ְל ֵטל,יצה
ּ ָ יקר ְמ ִח
ּ ַ  ַעד ִעone may likewise carry to the base of the partition, as he maintains
.יצה
ּ ָ יקר ְמ ִח
that since it was permitted at the beginning of Shabbat, it remains
permitted until the conclusion of Shabbat.
 ֶא ָּלא,וְ ָהא דְּ ַרב ָלאו ְ ּב ֵפיר ּו ׁש ִא ְּת ַמר
 דְּ ַרב ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָהו ּו יָ ְת ִבי.ִמ ְּכ ָל ָלא ִא ְּת ַמר
 ֲא ַמר. נָ ַפל גּ ו ָּדא דְּ ֵבינֵי ֵ ּבינֵי,ְ ּב ַההוּא ָחצֵ ר
.ימא נְ גִ יד ּו ָ ּב ּה
ָ  ׁ ְשקֹול ּו ְ ּג ִל:ְלה ּו ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל

The Gemara comments: And this ruling of Rav was not stated
explicitly; rather, it was stated by inference; i.e., it was inferred by
his students from another one of his teachings. As once Rav and
Shmuel were sitting in a certain courtyard on Shabbat, and the
wall between the two courtyards fell.H Shmuel said to the people
around him: Take a cloak and suspend it on the remnant of the
partition.

: ֲא ַמר ְלה ּו ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל.יה
ּ  ַא ַה ְד ִרינְ ה ּו ַרב ְל ַא ּ ֵפRav turned his face away,N displaying his displeasure with Shmuel’s
נֵיה) ו ְּק ַטר ּו
ְ (ה
ֵ  ִאי ָק ֵפיד ַא ָ ּבא – ׁ ְשקֹול ּוopinion, as Rav maintained it was prohibited to carry a cloak in this
ּ ימ
. ָ ּב ּהcourtyard. Shmuel said toN them in a humorous vein: If Abba, Rav,
is particular, take his belt and tie it to the cloak, to secure it to the
partition.
 זֶ ה: וְ ִל ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ָל ָּמה ִלי ָהא? ָהא ָא ַמרThe Gemara asks: And according to Shmuel, why was it necessary
ּ ַ  ְמ ַט ְל ֵטל ַעד ִעto suspend the cloak? He himself said: If a wall between two court וְ זֶ ה ְמ ַט ְל ֵטל,יצה
ּ ָ יקר ְמ ִח
ּ ַ  ַעד ִעyards collapsed on Shabbat, this one may carry to the base of the
!יצה
ּ ָ יקר ְמ ִח
former partition, and that one may likewise carry to the base of
the partition.
. ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ָע ֵביד ִלצְ נִיעו ָּתא ְ ּב ָע ְל ָמאThe Gemara answers: Shmuel did not do so to render it permitted
to carry in the courtyard. He did so merely for the purpose of privacy, as he did not want the residents of the other courtyard to see
into his own courtyard.
!יה
ָ יה דַּ ֲא ִסיר – ֵל
ּ ימא ֵל
ּ  ִאי ְס ִב ָירא ֵל, וְ ַרבThe Gemara asks: And Rav, if he maintains that in this case carry.יה דִּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ֲהוָ ה
ּ  ַא ְת ֵרing is prohibited, he should have said so to him explicitly. The
Gemara answers: It was Shmuel’s place.N Rav did not want to
disagree with his colleague in his jurisdiction, as he accepted the
opinion of the local authority.
?יה
ּ  ַמאי ַט ְע ָמא ַא ַה ְד ִרינְ ה ּו ְל ַא ּ ֵפ, ִאי ָה ִכיThe Gemara asks: If so, if he accepted the jurisdiction of the local
 (וַ ֲה ַדר,יה
ְ  דְּ ָלאrabbinic authority, why did he turn his face away? The Gemara
ּ נֵימר ּו ִּכ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ְס ִב ָירא ֵל
).יה
ּ יה ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ַמ ֲע ֵת
ּ  ֵ ּבanswers: He acted in this manner so that people would not say that
he holds in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel, and that he
retracted his opinion with regard to this halakha.

mishna

With regard to a courtyard that was
,מתני׳ ָחצֵ ר ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ְרצָ ה ִל ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים
breached into the public domain,NH and the
ּיָחיד אֹו ֵמ ְר ׁשוּת
ִ ַה ַּמ ְכנִיס ִמ ּת ָֹוכ ּה ִל ְר ׁשוּת ַה
breach was more than ten cubits wide, so that it cannot be consid.יעזֶ ר
ֶ  דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל,תֹוכ ּה – ַחּיָ יב
ָ  ַהּיָ ִחיד ְלered an entrance, one who carries an object from inside the courtyard into the private domain, or from the private domain into it,
is liable, as it ceases to be a private domain and is subsumed into
the public domain. This is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer.
 ִמ ּת ָֹוכ ּה ִל ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים:אֹומ ִרים
ְ  וַ ֲח ָכ ִמיםAnd the Rabbis disagree and say: One who carries from inside the
N
 ִמ ּ ְפנֵי,תֹוכ ּה – ּ ָפטוּר
ָ  אֹו ֵמ ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים ְלcourtyard into the public domain, or from the public domain
into
it,
is
exempt,
because
its
legal
status
is like that of a karmelit.
.ׁ ֶש ִהיא ַּכ ַּכ ְר ְמ ִלית
Although it ceases to be a private domain, it does not become a fullfledged public domain.

NOTES

Rav turned his face away – יה
ַ
ּ א ַה ְד ִרינְ ה ּו ַרב ְל ַא ּ ֵפ:
According to Rav, this case involves two prohibitions,
and he maintains that placing the cloak in place of a
fallen partition creates a full-fledged partition (Tosafot).
Consequently, one who erects a partition of this kind
on Shabbat performs the prohibited labor of building.
Shmuel, in contrast, maintains that its legal status is not
that of a partition, and therefore its construction does
not violate the prohibition against building (Rabbeinu
Yehonatan; Tosafot).
Take his belt – נֵיה
ְ שקֹול ּו ֵה:
ְ ׁ This comment was
ּ ימ
certainly spoken in jest. Some commentaries explain
that Shmuel is pointing out that if Rav feels that a par
tition consisting of a cloak is not sturdy enough, he
should use his belt to tighten it.
Shmuel’s place – יה דִּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
ַ Although it is im
ּ א ְת ֵר:
proper to defer to a Torah authority in a case involving a
Torah prohibition, since this incident involves a rabbinic
prohibition, one may remain silent in deference to the
local Torah scholar (Me’iri). Furthermore, as no defini
tive halakhic ruling was reached, it is not considered
a mistake contrary to an explicit teaching of a mishna.
Therefore, there is no reason to rule against the local
scholar (Ritva).
A courtyard that was breached into the public
domain – חצֵ ר ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ְרצָ ה ִל ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים:ָ The early com
mentaries ask: As the Sages said that by Torah law the
legal status of any area surrounded by three partitions
is that of a private domain, how can this be the topic of
a dispute between the Rabbis and Rabbi Eliezer in the
mishna? The Ra’avad resolves this apparent contradic
tion by pointing out that three partitions are effective
by Torah law only if there is some sort of barrier on the
fourth side as well, either by means of a conspicuous
marker in its construction or by a difference in height.
Alternatively, if one of the partitions collapses, it can be
assumed that they are all removed, which leaves the
courtyard bereft of proper partitions and surrounded
by mere protrusions (Ge’on Ya’akov).
From inside the courtyard into the public domain –
ֹוכ ּה ִל ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים
ָ מ ּת:ִ The difference in phrasing be
tween Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis, where Rabbi Eliezer
speaks about carrying out into or in from a private do
main, while the Rabbis refer to carrying out into or in
from a public domain, is deliberate and serves as a
point of emphasis. Rabbi Eliezer is underscoring the
point that the status of this courtyard is not that of a
private domain at all, and therefore one who carries
an object into it is liable. In contrast, had the Rabbis
merely exempted one who carries an article from a
private domain, this would have created the impression
that they consider the courtyard a private domain, and
consequently their ruling was stringent as a precaution.
To avoid this erroneous conclusion, they emphasize
that the courtyard is a full-fledged karmelit, even when
this entails a leniency (Tosafot; Ritva).

HALAKHA

A wall between courtyards that fell – כ ֶֹותל ֶׁש ֵ ּבין ָחצֵ רֹות ֶשנָ ַפל:ּ
With regard to a wall between two courtyards that collapses
after the residents of each courtyard established an inde
pendent eiruv, if the wall collapses on Shabbat, it is permit
ted to carry throughout the courtyard up to where the wall
once stood, as though it had not fallen. The halakha is in ac
cordance with the opinion of Shmuel, who acted upon his



own ruling. In addition, the halakha is in accordance with the
principle that something permitted at the onset of Shabbat
remains permitted throughout Shabbat (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 374:2).

yard that was breached into the public domain, as its legal
status is that of a karmelit. It is also prohibited to carry from this
courtyard into a private or a public domain and vice versa. The
same halakha applies to carrying from the place where the
wall stood into the public or private domains. The halakha is in
A courtyard that was breached into the public domain – accordance with the majority opinion of the Rabbis (Shulĥan
חצֵ ר ְשנִ ְפ ְרצָ ה ִל ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים:ָ It is prohibited to carry in a court Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 361:2).
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gemara

The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi
 ִמ ׁ ּשוּם דְּ נִ ְפ ְרצָ ה,יעזֶ ר
ֶ גמ׳ וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
Eliezer, due to the fact that the courtyard
ִל ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים ָהוְ יָ א ָל ּה ְר ׁשוּת
was breached into the public domain, does it become the public
.יה
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל, ָה ַר ִ ּבים?! ִאיןdomain? The Gemara answers: Yes, as in this regard the opinion of
ּ יעזֶ ר ְל ַט ְע ֵמ
Rabbi Eliezer conforms to his standard line of reasoning.
אֹומר ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַר ִ ּבי
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה, דְּ ַתנְיָאAs it was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda said in the name
–  ַר ִ ּבים ׁ ֶש ָ ּב ְרר ּו דֶּ ֶרךְ ְל ַעצְ ָמן:יעזֶ ר
ֶ  ֱא ִלof Rabbi Eliezer: In a situation where the multitudes selected a
.ּ ַמה ׁ ּ ֶש ָ ּב ְרר ּו ָ ּב ְררוpath for themselves in a field, or between fields, the path that they
selected, they selected, and they retain the right to traverse this
path even if the place belongs to an individual. Here too, as the
partition of the courtyard was breached to the extent that the public
can enter, its status is that of a public domain.
: ָא ַמר ַרב, ִאינִי?! וְ ָה ָא ַמר ַרב ִ ּגידֵּ לThe Gemara expresses surprise at this opinion: Is that so? But didn’t
 וְ הוּא ׁ ֶש ָא ְב ָדה ָל ֶהן דֶּ ֶר ְך ְ ּבאֹותֹוRav Giddel say that Rav said: And this applies only if they had
. ָ ׂש ֶדהmisplaced a path in that field. Generally speaking, the public does
not have the right to establish a path wherever it chooses. The baraita is referring to a case where a public path used to run through that
field, but it fell into disuse, and no one remembers its precise course.
In this case the public may once again select a path through the field.
 ָה ָכא נַ ִמי ְּכגֹון ׁ ֶש ָא ְב ָדה:ימא
ָ  וְ ִכי ֵּתAnd if you say: Here too, the mishna is dealing with a case where
אֹות ּה ָחצֵ ר – וְ ָה ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
ָ  ָל ּה דֶּ ֶרךְ ְ ּבthe public misplaced a path in that courtyard. They do not remember the exact position of the partition that once separated the court!לֹוקת
ֶ יצה ַמ ֲח
ּ ָ  ַעד ְמקֹום ְמ ִח:ֲחנִינָ א
yard and the public domain. The public claims that the residents of
the courtyard appropriated that part of their domain. It is only this
area that Rabbi Eliezer says is considered a public domain. The
Gemara asks: But didn’t Rabbi Ĥanina say: The dispute between
Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis is with regard to the entire courtyard
to [ad] the place of the fallen partition, not only the small section
that might have been a public path.
.לֹוקת
ֶ יצה ַמ ֲח
ָ  ֵאThe Gemara rejects this argument: Say that Rabbi Ĥanina stated that
ּ ָ  ַעל ְמקֹום ְמ ִח:ימא
Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis disagree over [al] the place of the
partition, i.e., the dispute does not concern the entire courtyard,
but only the former location of the partition, where a public path
might once have passed.

BACKGROUND

Stakes – ח ּיפו ֵּפי:ִ

House with stakes on the side facing the public domain, to prevent carriages
and crowds of people from approaching the walls of the house
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 ְ ּבצִ ידֵּ י ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים:ימא
ָ יב ֵעית ֵא
ּ ָ וְ ִא
 צִ ידֵּ י:יעזֶ ר ָס ַבר
ֶ יפ ְלגִ י; דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ַ ּ ָק ִמ
,ְּר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים – ִּכ ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים דָּ מו
 צִ ידֵּ י ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים – ָלאו:וְ ַר ָ ּבנַן ָס ְב ִרי
.ִּּכ ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים דָּ מו

And if you wish, say instead that the mishna is dealing with a
case where the location of the original partition is known, and the
tanna’im disagree with regard to the legal status of the sides of
a public domain. As Rabbi Eliezer maintains that the sides of
a public domain are considered like a public domain, i.e., the
areas adjacent to the public domain are subsumed into the public
domain. The same applies to the place of the partition that once
separated the courtyard and the public domain but was breached.
And the Rabbis maintain that the sides of a public domain are not
considered like a public domain.

!וְ ִל ְיפלֹוג ְ ּבצִ ידֵּ י ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים ְ ּב ָע ְל ָמא
יפ ִליג ּו ְ ּבצִ ידֵּ י ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים
ְ ִאי ִא
 ִּכי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י:ְ ּב ָע ְל ָמא – ֲהוָ ה ָא ְמ ִרינַ ן
יעזֶ ר – ָהנֵי ִמ ֵּילי
ֶ יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ּ ַר ָ ּבנַן ֲע ֵל
יכא
ָ  ֲא ָבל ֵה,יכא ִח ּיפו ֵּפי
ָ ֵה
ָּ יכא דְּ ִא
,יה
ָ יכא ִח ּיפו ֵּפי – ֵא
ָּ דְּ ֵל
ּ ימא מֹוד ּו ֵל
.ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן

The Gemara asks: If so, let them disagree with regard to the sides
of a public domain in general; why did they disagree about this
particular case? The Gemara answers: Had they disagreed with
regard to the sides of a public domain in general, we would have
said: When do the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Eliezer? This
dispute applies only where there are stakesB alongside the houses,
which interfere with the use of the sides of the public domain. However, where there are no such stakes, say that they concede to him
that the sides of a public domain are considered like a public domain.
By formulating the dispute with regard to a courtyard that was
breached into the public domain, the mishna is teaching us that they
disagree in all cases.

!״מ ּת ָֹוכ ּה״ ָק ָא ַמר
ִ  וְ ָהאThe Gemara raises a difficulty: But didn’t Rabbi Eliezer say with
regard to a courtyard that was breached into the public domain, that
one who carries an object from inside the courtyard into the private
domain is liable? Apparently, he is liable if he carries an article into
the private domain from anywhere in the courtyard, not only from
the area adjacent to the public domain, as the entire courtyard is
considered a public domain.

 ֲא ַמר ִאיה ּו נַ ִמי,״מ ּת ָֹוכ ּה״
ִ  דַּ ֲאמוּר ַר ָ ּבנַןThe Gemara answers: As the Rabbis said: From inside the
.״מ ּת ָֹוכ ּה״
ִ courtyard, Rabbi Eliezer also said: From inside the courtyard.
No conclusion can be inferred from his use of the term, as he
was referring only to the section adjacent to the public domain.
יעזֶ ר צִ ידֵּ י ְר ׁשוּת
ֶ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל, וְ ַר ָ ּבנַ ןThe Gemara asks: But, if that is the case, the statement of the
!?״מ ּת ָֹוכ ּה״
ִ  ו ְּמ ַהדְּ ר ּו ֵל ּיה ִאינְ ה ּו, ָה ַר ִ ּביםRabbis is difficult. Rabbi Eliezer said that the legal status of the
sides of the public domain is like that of a public domain, and
they replied to him by referring to: From inside the entire
courtyard? They appear to be addressing two different cases.
:יעזֶ ר
ֶ יה ַר ָ ּבנַ ן ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
ּ ָה ִכי ָק ָא ְמ ִרי ֵל
יכא דְּ ִט ְיל ֵטל
ָ מֹודית ָלן ֵה
ֵ ִמי ָלא ָקא
 ו ֵּמ ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים,ִמ ּת ָֹוכ ּה ִל ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים
,תֹוכ ּה דְּ ָפטוּר – ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶש ִהיא ַּכ ְר ְמ ִלית
ָ ְל
.צִ ידֵּ י נַ ִמי ָלא ׁ ְשנָ א

The Gemara answers: This is what the Rabbis are saying to
Rabbi Eliezer: Don’t you concede to us with regard to a case
where he carried an object from inside the courtyard to the
public domain, or from the public domain to the courtyard,
that he is exempt, because the courtyard is considered like a
karmelit? The sides of the public domain are no different, and
should have the status of a karmelit as well.

יעזֶ ר – ָה ָתם ָלא ָקא דָּ ְר ִסי ָל ּה
ֶ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִלAnd how does Rabbi Eliezer counter this argument? There, the
. ָה ָכא – ָקא דָּ ְר ִסי ָל ּה ַר ִ ּבים, ַר ִ ּביםpublic does not tread on the courtyard; here, the public treads
on the edge of the courtyard adjacent to the public domain, and
therefore its status is that of a public domain in every sense.
מתני׳ ָחצֵ ר ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ְרצָ ה ִל ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים
 וְ ֵכן ַ ּביִ ת ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ַרץ ִמ ׁ ְש ֵּתי,יה
ָ ּחֹות
ֶ ִמ ׁ ְש ֵּתי רו
קֹורֹותיו אֹו
ָ
 וְ ֵכן ָמבֹוי ׁ ֶש ָּנ ְטל ּו,ּחֹותיו
ָ רו
 וַ ֲאסו ִּרים,ְל ָחיָ יו – מו ָּּת ִרים ְ ּבאֹותֹו ׁ ַש ָ ּבת
. דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה,ֶל ָע ִתיד ָלבֹא

 ִאם מו ָּּת ִרין ְלאֹותֹו:אֹומר
ֵ
יֹוסי
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי
 וְ ִאם,ׁ ַש ָ ּבת – מו ָּּת ִרין ֶל ָע ִתיד ָלבֹא
ֲאסו ִּרין ֶל ָע ִתיד ָלבֹא – ֲאסו ִּרין ְלאֹותֹו
.ׁ ַש ָ ּבת
– ימא ְ ּב ֶע ֶ ׂשר
ָ גמ׳ ְ ּב ַמאי ָע ְס ִקינַן? ִא ֵיל
״פ ְית ָחא
ִ ּ ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ֵמרו ַּח ַא ַחת – דְּ ָא ַמר
!ית ָחא הוּא
ְ  ִמ ׁ ְש ֵּתי רוּחֹות נַ ִמי ּ ִפ,הוּא״
ּ ֶא ָּלא ְ ּביָ ֵתר ֵמ ֶע ֶ ׂשר – ִאי ָה ִכי ֲא ִפ
יל ּו
!ֵמרו ַּח ַא ַחת נַ ִמי

mishna

With regard to a courtyard that was
breached on Shabbat into a public domain from two of its sides, and likewise with regard to a house
that was breached from two of its sides, and likewise with
regard to an alleyway whose cross beams or side posts were
removed on Shabbat, the residents of that domain are permitted to carry there on that Shabbat,N but are prohibited from
doing so in the future. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda.

Rabbi Yosei says: This cannot be the halakha, as if they are
permitted to carry there on that Shabbat, they are likewise
permitted to do so in the future, and if they are prohibited
from carrying there in the future, they are also prohibited from
carrying there on that Shabbat.

gemara

The Gemara poses a question: With
what case are we dealing? If you say
the mishna is referring to a case where the breach was up to ten
cubits wide, in what way is a breach on only one side different?N
It is due to the fact that we say: It is an entrance rather than a
breach, and carrying is therefore permitted. If so, if it was
breached on two sides as well, say: It is an entrance, and there
are entrances on two sides of the courtyard. Rather, the mishna
is certainly dealing with a breach that is greater than ten cubits.
If so, it should be prohibited to carry even if the courtyard was
breached on only one side, as a breach that size negates all the
partitions.

,עֹולם ְ ּב ֶע ֶ ׂשר
ָ  ְל: ָא ַמר ַרבRav said: Actually, the mishna is dealing with a breach that is
no wider than ten cubits,

NOTES

Permitted on that Shabbat – מו ָּּת ִרים ְ ּבאֹותֹו ׁ ַש ָ ּבת: Some
commentaries explain that Rabbi Yehuda conforms with his
standard line of reasoning here. By Torah law, two partitions
create a private domain. As the Torah permits one to carry
in this courtyard and house, there is no need to completely
refrain from using them for one Shabbat, as the Sages permit
ted using the courtyard in exigent circumstances (see Tosafot;
Rashash; and others).

situation where a courtyard or house was breached on op
posite sides, as in that case everyone agrees that the principle:
The edge of the roof descends to the ground and seals the
opening is not in effect and therefore it is prohibited to carry.
Tosafot and other commentaries explain that since the mishna
does not specify which walls collapsed, it can be assumed
that the same halakha applies regardless of which sides were
affected. Other authorities claim that it makes no difference
In what way is a breach on one side different –  ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ אaccording to Rabbi Yehuda, as he permits carrying even if the
מרו ַּח ַא ַחת:ֵ The early commentaries ask: Perhaps this refers to a breaches are on opposite sides (see Me’iri and Ritva).
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Perek IX
Daf 94 Amud b
HALAKHA

The courtyard was breached in a corner on two sides –
חצֵ ר ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ְרצַ ה ְ ּב ֶק ֶרן זָ וִ ית:ָ It is prohibited to carry in a courtyard
that was breached in a corner, even if the breach was nar
rower than ten cubits wide, in accordance with Rav’s expla
nation of the mishna (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 361:2).
A house that was breached from two sides – ַ ּביִ ת ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ַרץ
ּחֹותיו
ָ מ ׁ ְש ֵּתי רו:ִ With regard to a house that was breached in
a corner with a breach less than ten cubits, if the ceiling
also partially collapsed such that the breach runs diagonally
across as explained by Tosafot, or if the roof was inclined as
explained by Rashi, it is considered breached and it is pro
hibited to carry there. This ruling is in accordance with the
opinion of Rav (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 361:2).

ית ָחא
ְ  דְּ ִפ, ו ְּכגֹון ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ְרצָ ה ְ ּב ֶק ֶרן זָ וִ יתand with a case where the courtyard was breached in a corner,
H
.ינָשי
ֵ ׁ  ְ ּב ֶק ֶרן זָ וִ ית ָלא ָע ְב ִדי ֱאso that it is breached on two sides. Although the opening is no
more than ten cubits wide, it cannot be considered an entrance,
as people do not build an entrance in a corner.N It is therefore
clear that this is a breach that negates the partition.
 ַמאי.ּחֹותיו״
ָ ״וְ ֵכן ַ ּביִ ת ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ַרץ ִמ ׁ ְש ֵּתי רו
״פי ִּת ְק ָרה
ִ ּ ׁ ְשנָ א ֵמרו ַּח ַא ַחת – דְּ ָא ְמ ִרינַן
ימא
ָ  ֵל, ִמ ׁ ְש ֵּתי רוּחֹות נַ ִמי,סֹותם״
ֵ ְיֹורד ו
ֵ
!סֹותם״
ֵ ְיֹורד ו
ֵ ״פי ִּת ְק ָרה
ִּ

NOTES

An entrance in a corner – פ ְת ָחא ְ ּב ֶק ֶרן זָ וִ ית:ִ ּ Tosafot explain
that people do not generally consider a corner breach an
entrance. If, however, they decided to construct the form of
a doorway in a corner, it certainly assumes the status of an
entrance, as indicated by the Gemara elsewhere.
Its roofing was inclined – קירוּיֹו ַ ּב ֲא ַל ְכסֹון:ֵ The Ra’avad main
tains that if the roof was breached diagonally as explained by
Tosafot, the edge of the roof descends and seals. However, if
the roof was intact when a section of the partition fell, the
principle: The edge of the roof descends and seals, does
not apply, because in that case, the edge of the roof is not
positioned above the walls.

We learned in the mishna: And likewise, with regard to a house
that was breached on Shabbat from two of its sidesH into a public domain, the residents are permitted to carry in the house on
that Shabbat, but not a future Shabbat. The Gemara asks: In what
way is a breach on one side different? The difference is due to
the fact that we say: The edge of the roof descends and seals
the house, as if there were a full-fledged partition there. So too,
when it is breached on two sides, let us say: The edge of the roof
descends and seals.

 ְּכגֹון ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ַרץ:יה דְּ ַרב
ּ  ָא ְמ ִרי דְּ ֵבי ַרב ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמThe Gemara answers: The Sages of the school of Rav said in the
יכא
ָּ  דְּ ֵל, וְ ֵקירוּיֹו ַ ּב ֲא ַל ְכסֹון, ְ ּב ֶק ֶרן זָ וִ יתname of Rav: The mishna is referring to a case where the house
B
NB
.סֹותם״
ֵ ְיֹורד ו
ֵ ״פי ִּת ְק ָרה
ִ ּ ימר
ַ  ְל ֵמwas breached in a corner, and its roofing was inclined, as in
that case, one cannot say: The edge of the roof descends and
seals, as the edge of an inclined roof does not appear to be the
beginning of a partition.
 ִאי. ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְ ּביָ ֵתר ֵמ ֶע ֶ ׂשר: ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמרAnd Shmuel said: The mishna is referring to a breach that is even
! ֵמרו ַּח ַא ַחת נַ ִמי, ָה ִכיwider than ten cubits. The Gemara asks: If so, why did the mishna cite a case where it is breached from two sides? It should be
prohibited to carry there even if it were breached from one side.
. ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ַ ּביִ תThe Gemara answers: The reason that it is prohibited only if it
is breached from two sides is due to the fact that it is a house. In
the case of a courtyard, the same halakha would apply even if it
were breached on only one side. However, the mishna sought
to teach the halakha of a house as well, in which case, it is prohibited to carry only if it is breached on two sides. If it is breached on
one side, the edge of the roof descends and seals, and carrying is
permitted.
 ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ֵמרו ַּח,יה ִּת ְק ׁ ֵשי
ּ ו ַּביִ ת גּ ו ֵּפ
,סֹותם״
ֵ ְיֹורד ו
ֵ ״פי ִּת ְק ָרה
ִ ּ ַא ַחת – דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי׳
יֹורד
ֵ ״פי ִּת ְק ָרה
ִ ּ נֵימא
ָ ִמ ׁ ְש ֵּתי רוּחֹות נַ ִמי
!סֹותם״
ֵ ְו

The Gemara asks: But the halakha of a house itself should pose
a difficulty according to this explanation. In what way is a breach
on one side different? It is due to the fact that we say: The edge
of the roof descends and seals the house, as if there were a fullfledged partition there. So too, when it is breached on two sides,
let us say: The edge of the roof descends and seals.

BACKGROUND

The house was breached in a corner – ביִ ת ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ַרץ ְ ּב ֶק ֶרן זָ וִ ית:ּ ַ
Its roofing was inclined – קירוּי ַ ּב ֲא ַל ְכסֹון:ֵ The house in the
The house in the image below is breached at a corner, while its image below, with an inclined roof, is breached at a corner.
roof above is also breached at an angle. According to Shmuel, This illustration follows Rashi’s interpretation.
the principle: The edge of the ceiling descends and seals, is not
applicable to this case. This illustration follows the interpreta
tion of Tosafot.

Breach in the corner according to Tosafot
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Breach in the corner according to Rashi

יֹורד
ֵ יה ִל ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ּ ִפי ִּת ְק ָרה
ּ  ִמי ִאית ֵל:ּוְ תו
; ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרה ַ ּב ִ ּב ְק ָעה,סֹותם? וְ ָהא ִא ְּת ַמר
ֵ ְו
 ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל, מו ָּּתר ְל ַט ְל ֵטל ְ ּבכו ָּּל ּה:ַרב ָא ַמר
 ֵאין ְמ ַט ְל ְט ִלין ָ ּב ּה ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע:ָא ַמר
!ַא ּמֹות

And furthermore: Is Shmuel of the opinion that there is a principle:
The edge of a roof descends and seals? But wasn’t it stated that there
is an amoraic dispute with regard to a portico located in a valley,
which has the status of a karmelit. Rav said: It is permitted to carry
in the entire portico, as he maintains that the edge of the roof of the
portico descends and seals, rendering it a private domain. And Shmuel said: One may carry only within four cubits. Apparently, Shmuel
does not accept the principle: The edge of a roof descends and seals.

,יה – ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע
ּ  ִּכי ֵלית ֵל, ָהא ָלא ַק ׁ ְשיָ אThe Gemara answers: This is not a difficulty. Where Shmuel is not
.יה
ּ  ֲא ָבל ְ ּב ׁ ָשל ֹׁש – ִאית ֵלof the opinion that this principle is applied, it is with regard to a
structure where walls on all four sidesN are formed in that manner.
However, with regard to a structure where only three sides are
formed in that manner and the fourth side is an actual wall, he is of
the opinion that the principle is applied.
! ִמ ָּכל ָמקֹום ַק ׁ ְשיָ אThe Gemara comments: In any case, this is difficult. Although the
contradiction between the two statements of Shmuel was resolved,
the question remains: Why do we not apply the principle: The edge
of a roof descends and seals, to two sides of the house?
 ְּכגֹון ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ַרץ:יה דְּ ַרב
ּ  ִּכ ְד ָא ְמ ִרי ֵ ּבי ַרב ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמThe Gemara answers: The reason is as the Sages of the school of Rav
: ָה ָכא נַ ִמי, ְ ּב ֶק ֶרן זָ וִ ית וְ ֵקירוּיֹו ַ ּב ֲא ַל ְכסֹוןsaid in the name of Rav: The mishna is referring to a case where the
. ְּכגֹון ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ַרץ ְ ּב ֶק ֶרן זָ וִ ית וְ ֵקירוּיֹו ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבעhouse was breached in a corner, and its roofing was inclined, as in
that case, one cannot say: The roof of the house descends and seals.
Here too, Shmuel’s opinion can be explained in a similar manner: The
mishna is dealing with a case where the house was breached in a
corner, and its roof is at a distance of at least four handbreadths from
the breach,B and is uneven. In that case, the principle: The edge of a
roof descends and seals, would have to be applied to four corners, and
Shmuel is of the opinion that it may not be applied in that case.
ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ל ֹא ָא ַמר ְּכ ַרב – ֲא ַל ְכסֹון ָלא
 וְ ַרב ל ֹא ָא ַמר ִּכ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל – ִאם.ָק ָתנֵי
,יה
ּ  וְ ַרב ְל ַט ְע ֵמ,יה ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרה
ּ ֵּכן ָהוְ יָ א ֵל
ּ
. ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרה מו ָּּתר ְל ַט ְל ֵטל ְ ּבכו ָּל ּה:דְּ ָא ַמר

The Gemara explains: Shmuel did not say his explanation of the
mishna in accordance with the opinion of Rav, as the mishna does
not teach that the roof was slanted, which is the crux of Rav’s explanation. And Rav did not say his explanation of the mishna in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel, as if so, even if the roof was
breached on several sides, its legal status would be that of a portico,
and Rav conforms to his standard line of reasoning, as he said: With
regard to a portico, it is permitted to carry throughout the entire
portico.

: ַרב ָא ַמר, ַא ְכ ַס ְד ָרה ַ ּב ִ ּב ְק ָעה,ית ַמר
ְּ  דְּ ִאThe Gemara proceeds to cite the dispute between Rav and Shmuel in
: ו ׁ ְּשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר, מו ָּּתר ְל ַט ְל ֵטל ְ ּבכו ָּּל ּהa more comprehensive manner. As it was stated that Rav said: It is
. ֵאין ְמ ַט ְל ְט ִלין ָ ּב ּה ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמֹותpermitted to carry in the entire portico as it is considered sealed.
And Shmuel said: One may carry only within four cubits. As the
portico does not have actual partitions it is subsumed into the field,
and shares its status of a karmelit.
 ָא ְמ ִרינַן, מו ָּּתר ְל ַט ְל ֵטל ְ ּבכו ָּּל ּה:ַ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 ַא ּמֹות
.סֹותם״
ֵ ְיֹורד ו
ֵ ״פי ִּת ְק ָרה
ִ ּ ָלא ָא ְמ ִרינַן

NOTES

Where Shmuel is not of the opinion that this
principle is applied, it is with regard to a structure
where walls on all four sides – יה ְ ּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע
ּ כי ֵלית ֵל:ִּ
The text in the Gemara is in accordance with Rashi’s
reading. This reading is the subject of a fundamental
dispute between Rashi and Tosafot, here and else
where, with regard to the definition of the term akhsadra, translated here as portico. Rashi maintains that
an akhsadra located in a valley consists of only four
posts and no partitions, whereas Tosafot and most
commentaries explain that an akhsadra has three
walls and is open on only one side. Consequently,
according to Tosafot, the correct version of Shmuel’s
statement is: Where Shmuel is not of the opinion that
this principle is applied, it is with regard to a structure
where there are walls on three sides. In other words,
if there are only three partitions, Shmuel does not ac
cept the principle that the edge of the roof descends
and seals. However, if there are four partitions, three
of which were properly constructed while the fourth
has protrusions or side posts, Shmuel concedes to Rav
that the principle is applied. The entire discussion is
subject to two different explanations, in accordance
with these two approaches.
BACKGROUND

A roof that collapsed at a distance of at least
four handbreadths from the breach – ַ ּגג ׁ ֶש ָּנ ַפל ֵקירוּיֹו
ב ַא ְר ַ ּבע:
ּ ְ The house in the image below is breached
in the corner, while the roof collapsed unevenly in
a manner that is four handbreadths away from the
walls. It is necessary, therefore, to complete not only
one wall but four, by means of the edge of the roof, as
indicated by the dotted lines.

Collapsed roof at a distance of four handbreadths from the breach

The Gemara elaborates on their respective opinions. Rav said: It
is permitted to carry in the entire portico, as he maintains that we
say: The edge of the roof descends and seals the portico to form a
partition. As there is a roof over the portico, it is considered sealed
with partitions on all four sides. And Shmuel said: One may carry
only within four cubits, as we do not say: The edge of the ceiling
descends and seals.

–  ִּכי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י, ְ ּב ֶע ֶ ׂשר ּכו ֵּּלי ָע ְל ָמא ָלא ּ ְפ ִליגִ יThe Gemara elaborates further: If the openings on the sides of the
. ְ ּביָ ֵתר ֵמ ֶע ֶ ׂשרportico are no wider than ten cubits, everyone agrees that they are
considered sealed, as the status of even an unroofed breach of ten
cubits or less is that of an entrance, and one is permitted to carry
throughout the entire domain. They disagree only in a case where
the openings are more than ten cubits wide.
 ְ ּביָ ֵתר – ּכו ֵּּלי ָע ְל ָמא ָלא:יכא דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי
ָּ  וְ ִאAnd some say: On the contrary, if the openings are more than ten
. ִּכי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י – ְ ּב ֶע ֶ ׂשר, ּ ְפ ִליגִ יcubits wide, everyone agrees that they are considered breaches, and
the principle: The edge of the roof descends and seals, is not applied.
They disagree only in a case where the openings are no wider than
ten cubits.
: וְ ָהא דְּ ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדהAnd that which Rav Yehuda said:
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