Perek I
Daf 11 Amud a
,בוֹה ֲﬠ ָ ׂש ָרה
ּ  ַאף ַﬠל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאין ָ ּג, ו ַּביִ ת נַ ִמיAnd this halakha that it is not suﬃcient to place his head out
 דְּ ָלא ָ ּג ַרע,אוֹה ָלא הוּא
ָ – יﬠ  ֵּכיוָ ן דִּ ְק ִבthe window applies also to a house even if it is not ten hand. ִמ ִּקינוֹפוֹתbreadths high. Since it is a fixed structure it is considered a
tent in and of itself, as it is no less permanent than a bed with
four posts, which is considered a tent even though the netting
is less than ten handbreadths higher than the bed.
 ָא ַמר ַרב, ָא ְמ ִרי ָל ּה,ישנָ א ַא ֲח ִרינָ א
ָ ׁ ִל
 מו ָּּתר ִל ׁישֹן ְ ּב ִכ ַּילת:יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
 ַאף ַﬠל, ְל ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאין ָל ּה ַ ּגג,ֲח ָתנִים ַ ּב ּסו ָּּכה
ָ ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ְ ּג
.בוֹהה ֲﬠ ָ ׂש ָרה

BACKGROUND

Bridal canopy – כ ַּילת ֲח ָתנִים:ִּ

Some say another version of the previous discussion: Rav
Yehuda said that Shmuel said: It is permitted to sleep inside
a netted bridal canopyB in the sukka since it is inclined and
does not have a roof, even though it is ten handbreadths
high.

ִ  ֵמThe Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: One who
 ַהיָּ ׁ ֵשן ַ ּב ִּכ ָּילה ַ ּב ּסו ָּּכה – ל ֹא יָ צָ א:ית ִיבי
חוֹבתוֹ! ָה ָכא ְ ּב ַמאי ָﬠ ְס ִקינַן – ְ ּב ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש
ָ  יְ ֵדיsleeps in a bed with netting inside the sukka did not fulfill
. ָל ּה ַ ּגגhis obligation. The Gemara answers: With what are we dealing here in the baraita? It is with a bed with netting in a case
where, unlike a bridal canopy, it has a roof.
יטין ׁ ְשנַ יִ ם וְ ִקינוֹפוֹת
ִ  נַ ְק ִל:ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
, ּ ֵפ ַירס ַﬠל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ִקינוֹפוֹת – ּ ְפסו ָּלה.ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה
 ו ִּב ְל ַבד ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא יְה ּו,יטין – ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרה
ִ ַﬠל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי נַ ְק ִל
.בוֹהין ִמן ַה ִּמ ָּטה ֲﬠ ָ ׂש ָרה ְט ָפ ִחים
ִ יטין ְ ּג
ִ נַ ְק ִל
ּ
 ַאף,בוֹהין ִמן ַה ִּמ ָטה ֲﬠ ָ ׂש ָרה – ּ ְפסו ָּלה
ִ ָהא ְ ּג
!ַﬠל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאין ָל ּה ַ ּגג

Come and hear another question from what we learned:
Naklitin are two posts and kinofot are four posts. If one
spread a sheet over four posts, the sukka is unfit; if he spread
a sheet over two posts the sukka is fit, provided the two posts
are not ten handbreadths higher than the bed. It can be
inferred from here: But if they are higher than ten handbreadths the sukka is unfit even though it has no roof,
contrary to the opinion of Shmuel.

יהוֵ י
ֱ יﬠי – ֶל
ִ  ִאי ְק ִב.יﬠי
ִ יטין דִּ ְק ִב
ִ  ׁ ָשאנֵי נַ ְק ִלThe Gemara answers: Two posts are diﬀerent from the bridal
 ְלגַ ֵ ּבי,יﬠי
ִ  ַּכ ִּקינוֹפוֹת! ְלגַ ֵ ּבי ִקינוֹפוֹת ָלא ְק ִבcanopy because they are fixed in the bed, and therefore the
.יﬠי
ִ  ִּכ ָּילה – ְק ִבsheet over them is considered a tent even with an inclined roof.
The Gemara asks: If they are fixed then let them be considered like four posts and let them render the sukka unfit even
when they are less than ten handbreadths high. The Gemara
answers: Vis-à-vis four posts, two posts are not considered
fixed and therefore, they render the sukka unfit only when
they are ten handbreadths higher than the bed. However, visà-vis a bed with netting, two posts are considered fixed and
consequently, they render the sukka unfit even though they
lack a roof.H
 מו ָּּתר ִל ׁישֹן:דָּ ַר ׁש ַר ָ ּבה ַ ּבר ַרב הוּנָ א
 ַאף ַﬠל ּ ִפי, ַאף ַﬠל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש ָל ּה ַ ּגג,ְ ּב ִכ ָּילה
, ְּכ ַמאן – ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה.בוֹהה ֲﬠ ָ ׂש ָרה
ָ ׁ ֶש ְ ּג
 ָלא ָא ֵתי א ֶֹהל ֲﬠ ַראי ו ְּמ ַב ֵּטל א ֶֹהל:דְּ ָא ַמר
נוֹהגִ ין ָהיִ ינ ּו
ֲ : ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה, דִּ ְתנַן.ֶק ַבע
.ִל ׁישֹן ַּת ַחת ַה ִּמ ָּטה ִ ּב ְפנֵי ַהזְּ ֵקנִים

Rabba bar Rav Huna taught: It is permitted to sleep in a bed
with netting even though it has a roof and even though it is
higher than ten handbreadths. In accordance with whose
opinion did Rabba bar Rav Huna teach this halakha? It is
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi YehudaN who said
that in principle, a temporary tent does not come and negate
a permanent tent, as we learned in a mishna that Rabbi
Yehuda said: We were accustomed to sleep beneath the bed
before the Elders. Since a bed is a temporary tent relative to
the more permanent sukka, even one sleeping beneath a bed
is considered to be sleeping in the sukka and he fulfills his
obligation in that manner.

Bridal canopy in accordance with Rashi’s explanation

Bridal canopy in accordance with the explanation of Tosafot
HALAKHA

Two posts and four posts – יטין וְ ִקינוֹפוֹת
ִ נַ ְק ִל: If a bed placed in
a sukka has two posts at opposite ends of the bed, and netting
is spread over it, one may sleep inside the netting, provided
its roof is less than one handbreadth wide and the posts are
less than ten handbreadths high (Ran; Tur). Some rule that it
is permitted even if the posts are ten handbreadths high (Rif;
Rambam), but one should follow the stringent first opinion
(Bikkurei Ya’akov; Biur Halakha). However, one may not sleep in
a four-post bed in the sukka, where the covering forms a roof
at least one handbreadth wide, even if the posts are not ten
handbreadths high (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 627:3).

! ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה:ימא
ָ  וְ ֵלThe Gemara asks: And if the statement of Rabba bar Rav Huna
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, let him
say simply that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Yehuda.

NOTES

In accordance with Rabbi Yehuda – כ ַמאן ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה:ְּ The
Ritva explains that the Gemara emphasizes that this statement
is in accordance with Rabbi Yehuda only to establish that
everyone agrees. The Rabbis certainly maintain that netting

of this kind that fills most of the area of the sukka does not
render the sukka unfit, as neither is it a permanent structure
nor does it possess the necessary measurements to render
it unfit.
. פרק א׳ דף יא. Perek I . 11a
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LANGUAGE

Ivy [kissos] – ק ּיסוֹס:ִ From the Greek κισσός, kissos, meaning
the plant known today as ivy.
BACKGROUND

Ivy – ק ּיסוֹס:ִ The ivy is a perennial climbing plant from the
family Araliaceae. The most common type in Israel is Hedera
helix, also known as common ivy or English Ivy, and has dark
green leaves that resemble those on a grapevine. The plant
climbs on fences and other trees with the help of aerial rootlets that protrude from its branches and which attach to
other surfaces.

 ֲהוָ ה,ִאי ָא ַמר ֲה ָל ָכה ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי יְ ה ּו ָדה
ֵּ  ָהנֵי ִמ:ָא ִמינָ א
 דִּ ְלגַ ָ ּב ּה,ילי – ִמ ָּטה
– תוֹכ ּה ֲﬠ ׂשוּיָ ה
ָ  ֲא ָבל ִּכ ָּילה דִּ ְל,ֲﬠ ׂשוּיָ ה
 ַט ְﬠ ָמא דְּ ַר ִ ּבי: ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן,ימא ָלא
ָ ֵא
יְ הו ָּדה דְּ ָלא ָא ֵתי א ֶֹהל ֲﬠ ַראי ו ְּמ ַב ֵּטל
 ָלא ׁ ְשנָ א ִמ ָּטה וְ ָלא ׁ ְשנָ א,א ֶֹהל ֶק ַבע
.ִּכ ָּילה

The Gemara answers: If he said the halakha is in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, I would have said that this
applies only to a bed, which is made for use atop it and not
beneath it. Perhaps the reason a bed is not considered a tent in
and of itself is that its primary purpose is to lie on top of it, not in
the space beneath it. However, with regard to a bed with netting,
which is made for use of the space within it, say that no, it is
indeed considered a tent in and of itself and one who sleeps in it
does not fulfill his obligation. Therefore, Rabba bar Rav Huna
teaches us that the rationale for the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda is
that a temporary tent does not come and negate a permanent
tent, and there is no diﬀerence whether the temporary tent is a
bed or whether it is the netting over a bed.

mishna

If one trellised climbing plants such as
יה ֶאת ַה ֶ ּג ֶפן וְ ֶאת
ָ מתני׳ ִה ְד ָלה ָﬠ ֶל
a grapevine, or gourd plant,N or ivy
–  וְ ִס ֵּיכךְ ַﬠל ַ ּג ָ ּב ּה,ַהדְּ ַל ַﬠת וְ ֶאת ַה ִּק ּיסוֹס
[kissos],LB over a sukkaNH while they were still attached to the
 אוֹ, וְ ִאם ָהיָה ִס ּיכוּךְ ַה ְר ֵ ּבה ֵמ ֶהן. ּ ְפסו ָּלהground, and then added roofing atop them, the sukka is unfit. If
. ׁ ֶש ְּקצָ צָ ן – ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרהthe amount of fit roofing was greaterH than the plants attached
to the ground, or if he cut the climbing plants so that they were
no longer attached to the ground, it is fit.
, ָּכל ׁ ֶשהוּא ְמ ַק ֵ ּבל טו ְּמ ָאה:זֶ ה ַה ְּכ ָלל
.וְ ֵאין ִ ּגידוּלוֹ ִמן ָה ָא ֶרץ – ֵאין ְמ ַס ְּכ ִכין ּבוֹ
 וְ גִ ידּ וּלוֹ,וְ ָכל דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ְמ ַק ֵ ּבל טו ְּמ ָאה
.ִמן ָה ָא ֶרץ – ְמ ַס ְּכ ִכין ּבוֹ

Ivy

This is the principle with regard to the roofing of a sukka: Anything that is susceptible to ritual impurity, e.g., vessels, or its
growth is not from the ground,N e.g., animal hides, one may not
roof his sukka with it. And anything that is not susceptible to
ritual impurity and its growth is from the ground, one may roof
his sukka with it.NH

NOTES

Grapevine or gourd plant – את ַה ֶ ּג ֶפן וְ ֶאת ַהדְּ ַל ַﬠת:ֶ These plants
in particular were mentioned, because as climbing plants they
provide extensive shade and consequently are ideal for use in
roofing (Rabbeinu Yehonatan).
If one trellised a grapevine…over a sukka – יה ֶאת
ָ ִה ְד ָלה ָﬠ ֶל
ה ֶ ּג ֶפן:ַ Rabbeinu Tam understands that this is specifically a case
where one trellised a grapevine over fit roofing. There are two
separate cases in the mishna; in one case one trellises vines over
fit roofing, and in the other case one places valid roofing on top
of trellised vines. In his opinion, there is a diﬀerence between
the two cases (see Rabbi Aharon HaLevi).

Its growth is not from the ground – אין ִ ּגידוּלוֹ ִמן ָה ָא ֶרץ:ֵ There
are some objects, e.g., untreated animal hides, which in other
areas of halakha are considered items whose growth is from the
ground, since animals are sustained by vegetation. See Rashi,
who concludes, based on the formulation in the Gemara, that
nevertheless in this case they are not included in that category
(see Rabbi Aharon HaLevi and Me’iri).
And anything that is not susceptible to ritual impurity and
its growth is from the ground, one may roof his sukka with
it – וְ ָכל דָּ ָבר ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ְמ ַק ֵ ּבל טו ְּמ ָאה וְ גִ ידּ וּלוֹ ִמן ָה ָא ֶרץ ְמ ַס ְּכ ִכין ּבוֹ: This
principle is not designed to permit or prohibit the use of ritually impure items as roofing of a sukka. Rather, it comes to require that the sukka will be roofed with items that grow from
the ground in their natural state. Only items that have been
processed or crafted are susceptible to ritual impurity. While
a flat wooden board is not susceptible to ritual impurity, if
it was fashioned into a ladder or shaped into a spoon it is a
vessel and consequently is capable of becoming ritually impure. A vessel may not be used in roofing a sukka, even if it is
ritually pure.

Grapevine trellised over a sukka
HALAKHA

If one trellised a grapevine…over a sukka, etc. – יה
ָ  ִה ְד ָלה ָﬠ ֶלbranches are intertwined with the fit roofing (see Sukka 9b;
את ַה ֶ ּג ֶפן וכו׳:
ֶ No item that is attached to the ground is fit for Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 626:1).
roofing a sukka, in accordance with the mishna (Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 629:13).
What is fit roofing – מה ּו ְס ָכ ְך ָּכ ׁ ֵשר:ַ Valid material for roofing
ּ ב:
Nullification of unfit roofing – יטוּל ְס ָכ ְך ּ ָפסוּל
ּ ִ If there are must be a form of vegetation, detached from the ground, and
branches on top of the sukka that are still attached to a tree, not capable of contracting ritual impurity, in accordance with
but the majority of the roofing is fit, the sukka is fit if those the mishna (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 629:1).
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Perek I . 11a . .פרק א׳ דף יא

gemara

Rav Yosef sat before Rav Huna, and he
,יה דְּ ַרב הוּנָ א
ֵ גמ׳ יְ ֵתיב ַרב
ּ יוֹסף ַק ֵּמ
sat and said, citing the mishna: Or if he
. אוֹ ׁ ֶש ְּקצָ צָ ן ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרה:יתיב וְ ָק ָא ַמר
ֵ ִו
cut them, it is fit. He added: And Rav said that it is not enough
.נֵﬠ נַﬠ
ֲ  צָ ִריךְ ְל: וְ ָא ַמר ַרבmerely to cut the climbing plants; one is obligated to move the
branches,H thereby performing an action with the branches in
order to render the roofing fit. When he placed the climbing
plants atop the sukka, they were attached and therefore unfit roofing. When he ultimately cut them, it was as if the sukka were
roofed by itself. In that case, the sukka is unfit due to the principle:
Prepare it, and not from that which has already been prepared,
derived from the verse: “You shall prepare for you the festival of
Sukkot” (Deuteronomy : ).
 ָהא ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל:יה ַרב הוּנָ א
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
יה
ֵ  ַא ַה ְד ִרינְ ה ּו ַרב.ֲא ָמ ָר ּה
ּ יוֹסף ְל ַא ּ ֵפ
 ַא ּט ּו ִמי ָק ָא ִמינָ א ָלךְ דְּ ָלא:יה
ּ וַ ֲא ַמר ֵל
ֲא ָמ ָר ּה ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל?! ֲא ָמ ָר ּה ַרב וַ ֲא ָמ ָר ּה
 ָה ִכי:יה ַרב הוּנָ א
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
 דִּ ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ֲא ָמ ָר ּה וְ ל ֹא,ָק ָא ִמינָ א ָל ְך
 ִּכי ָהא. דְּ ַרב ַא ְכ ׁש ּו ֵרי ַמ ְכ ׁ ַשר,ַרב
דְּ ַרב ַﬠ ְמ ָרם ֲח ִס ָידא ְר ָמא ְּת ֶכ ְל ָּתא
 ְּת ָל ָאן וְ ל ֹא,יה
ֵ ינָשי ֵב
ֵ ׁ ְל ּ ִפ ְרזו ָּמא דֶּ ֱא
ּ ית
.אשי חו ִּטין ׁ ֶש ָּל ֶהן
ֵ ׁ ּ ָפ ַסק ָר

Rav Huna said to Rav Yosef: Shmuel stated this halakha. Rav
Yosef turned his face awayN in anger and said to him: Did I say
to you that Shmuel did not say it? Rav said it, and Shmuel said
it as well. What is your point? Rav Huna said to him: This is what
I am saying to you, that Shmuel said it and not Rav, as Rav
deems the roofing fit merely by cutting them, without moving
them, as in that incident where Rav Amram the Pious cast the
sky-blue dye, i.e., ritual fringes, upon the garment [pirzuma]L of
the people of his household.N However, he attached them, but
did not cut the ends of their strandsNB prior to tying them, i.e.,
he took a single string, folded it a number of times, and inserted
it into the hole in the garment. Since the fringes were uncut when
he tied them, he was uncertain whether they were fit for use in
fulfilling the mitzva, due to the principle: Prepare it, and not from
that which has already been prepared.

,יה דְּ ַרב ִחיָּ יא ַ ּבר ַא ׁ ִשי
ּ ֲא ָתא ְל ַק ֵּמ
 ָה ִכי ָא ַמר ַרב ְמ ַפ ְּס ָקן:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
 ּ ְפ ִס ָיק ָתן זוֹ ִהיא: ַא ְל ָמא.וְ ֵהן ְּכ ׁ ֵש ִרין
 ְקצִ יצָ ָתן זוֹ ִהיא: ָה ָכא נַ ִמי,יתן
ָ ֲָﬠ ִ ׂשיּ
.יתן
ָ ֲָﬠ ִ ׂשיּ

Rav Amram came before Rav Ĥiyya bar Ashi and asked him
about the halakhic status of the ritual fringes. He said to him
that this is what Rav said: One cuts them into separate strands
and they are fit. There is no need to remove them, cut them, and
reattach them to the garment as separate strands. Apparently,
according to Rav, their cutting is their preparation. Cutting
them qualifies as active preparation of the fringes. Here too, in
the case of the roofing of a sukka, Rav holds: Their cutting is their
preparation, and no further action is required.

וְ ָס ַבר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ָלא ָא ְמ ִרינַן ּ ְפ ִס ָיק ָתן זוֹ
ִהיא ֲﬠ ִ ׂשיָּ ָיתן? וְ ָהא ָּתנֵי ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ִמ ׁ ּשוּם
 ִה ִּטיל ִל ׁ ְשנֵי ְק ָרנוֹת ְ ּב ַבת:ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא
אשי חו ִּטין
ֵ ׁ  וְ ַא ַחר ָּכ ְך ּ ָפ ַסק ָר,ַא ַחת
וֹשר
ֵ ׁ  ַמאי ָלאו – ׁ ֶש ּק.ׁ ֶש ָּל ֶהן – ְּכ ׁ ֵש ִרין
וֹסק וְ ַא ַחר
ֵ  ׁ ֶש ּפ,וֹסק? ל ֹא
ֵ וְ ַא ַחר ָּכךְ ּפ
.קוֹשר
ֵ ׁ ְָּכך

The Gemara asks: And does Shmuel hold that we do not say:
Their cutting is their preparation? But didn’t Shmuel teach in
the name of Rabbi Ĥiyya: If one cast fringes upon two corners
of a garment simultaneouslyB by repeatedly inserting one strand
into holes in both corners and afterward cut the ends of their
strands resulting in two full-fledged fringes, the fringes are fit.
What, is it not referring to a case where one ties the fringes as
required and afterward cuts them? The Gemara answers: No, it
is referring to a case where he cuts the strands and afterward ties
them.

HALAKHA

Moving tree branches to render them fit roofing – ּﬠ נִﬠנו
ְ
ל ַה ְכ ׁ ִשיר ַﬠנְ ֵפי ֵﬠצִ ים:ְ In a case where a sukka is covered with
branches attached to a tree, and one severs those branches
from the tree, the roofing is fit, provided that one moves each
individual branch, in accordance with the mishna and the
opinion of Shmuel (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 626:2).
LANGUAGE

Garment [pirzuma] – פ ְרזו ָּמא:ִ ּ From the Greek περίζωμα, perizoma, meaning loincloth or apron.
BACKGROUND

Attached them but did not cut the ends of their strands –
אשי חו ִּטין ׁ ֶש ָּל ֶהן
ֵ ׁ ת ָל ָאן וְ ל ֹא ּ ָפ ַסק ָר:ְּ

Uncut fringes
Cast upon two corners simultaneously – ִל ׁ ְשנֵי ְק ָרנוֹת ְ ּב ַבת
א ַחת:ַ

Uncut fringes cast upon two corners

ֵ ׁ ְוֹסק וְ ַא ַחר ָּכך
ֵ  ּפThe Gemara asks: If the reference is to a case where he cuts the
!ימ ָרא
ְ קוֹשר ַמאי ְל ֵמ
:ימא
ָ  ַמה ּו דְּ ֵתstrands and afterward ties them, what need was there to state
that the ritual fringes are fit? That is the prescribed manner of
preparing ritual fringes. The Gemara answers: Lest you say that
in addition to tying the fringes separately

NOTES

Rav Yosef turned his face away – יה
ֵ א ַה ְד ִרינְ ה ּו ַרב:ַ The
ּ יוֹסף ְל ַא ּ ֵפ
seating arrangement in the academies of those days was that
the head of the yeshiva, in this case Rav Huna, would sit facing
the students who congregated to attend his lecture, with the
front row reserved for the greatest scholars. The discussions in
the yeshiva would be conducted primarily between the head
of the yeshiva and those scholars. Rav Yosef, in turning his face
away, expressed dissatisfaction with what Rav Huna said. It is
clear that Rav Yosef was held in high esteem by Rav Huna, if
his harsh statement was tolerated.
The garment of the people of his household – ינָשי
ֵ ׁ ּ ִפ ְרזו ָּמא דֶּ ֱא

יה
ֵ ב:ֵ This refers to a four-cornered garment belonging to
ּ ית
his wife, who is referred to here as his household. In tractate
Menaĥot it is explained that Rav Amram held that there is an
obligation to wear ritual fringes at night as well. This would
mean it is not a time-bound positive mitzva and consequently
women would be obligated to perform it.
Cutting the ends of the strands – אשי חו ִּטים
ֵ ׁ מ ְפ ִסיק ָר:ַ The
ends of the ritual fringes [tzitzit] must be severed from each
other like the hair at the corners of one’s head, also called
tzitzit (see Ezekiel 8:3).
. פרק א׳ דף יא. Perek I . 11a
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Perek I
Daf 11 Amud b
NOTES

Is it not saying that the ritual fringes are unfit forever –
עוֹלם
ָ מאי ָלאו ּ ְפסו ִּלין ְל:ַ Why does the Gemara assume that the
baraita is saying that the ritual fringes are unfit forever and
consequently raise a diﬃculty against the opinion of Rav? The
baraita can also be interpreted as saying that the fringes are
unfit until one remedies the situation. Some explain that had
a remedy been possible, the baraita would have mentioned
the remedy, e.g., cutting them, rather than using the term unfit.
The use of the term unfit in the baraita leads to the conclusion
that no remedy is available (Arukh LaNer).
Where he pulled the branches – דְּ ׁ ָש ְל ִפינְ ה ּו ׁ ְשלו ֵּפי: Some explain that one uprooted them from the ground but left them
in place, so that they appear as though they are still attached
(Rashash).
A diﬃculty to the opinion of Rav – ק ׁ ְשיָ א ְל ַרב:ַ Despite the
Gemara’s failure to answer this diﬃculty, this term indicates
that a response exists. Some commentaries explain that Rav
holds that there is a tannaitic dispute with regard to this matter,
a possibility raised by the Gemara below, and he holds that
performing the mitzva with what has already been prepared
does not prevent fulfillment of the mitzva (Kashot Meyushav;
Arukh LaNer). Others maintain that the reason the fringes in
the baraita are unfit is that they were not cut for the sake
of the mitzva (LaMenatze’aĥ LeDavid). Alternatively, Rav is a
tanna in the sense that, unlike other amora’im, his opinion is
not rejected when the opinions of the tanna’im disagree with
it (Kashot Meyushav).
HALAKHA

Unfit forever – עוֹלם
ָ פסו ִּלין ְל:ְ ּ One is required to sever the ends
of the ritual fringes to create eight separate ends before tying
them to the corner of the garment. If he ties the strands to
the corner and only then severs them, the ritual fringes are
unfit due to the principle: Prepare it, and not from that which
has already been prepared, in accordance with the opinion of
Shmuel and contrary to the opinion of Rav, whose opinion was
rejected (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 11:13).
BACKGROUND

Myrtle branch – ה ַדס:ֲ

Myrtle branch with berries
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Perek I . 11b . :פרק א׳ דף יא

 ָקא,יכא
ָּ  ָ ּב ֵﬠינַ ן ָּכנָ ף ִ ּב ׁ ְש ַﬠת ּ ְפ ִתיל וְ ֵלwe require that it must be a single corner at the time of thread. ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלןing the strand through the hole. And there is not a single corner
in this case, as although he ties the fringes separately, he threads
the two corners simultaneously. Therefore, Shmuel teaches us
that with regard to threading it is not a concern.
אשי חו ִּטין
ֵ ׁ  ְּת ָל ָאן וְ ל ֹא ּ ָפ ַסק ָר:ית ִיבי
ִ ֵמ
 ַמאי ָלאו – ּ ְפסו ִּלין.ׁ ֶש ָּל ֶהן – ּ ְפסו ִּלין
: ו ְּתיו ְּב ָּתא דְּ ַרב? ָא ַמר ְלךָ ַרב,עוֹלם
ָ ְל
.ַּמאי ּ ְפסו ִּלין – ּ ְפסו ִּלין ַﬠד ׁ ֶשיִּ ּ ָפ ְסקו
 וְ ֵכן.עוֹלם
ָ  ּ ְפסו ִּלין ְל:ּו ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ָא ַמר
 וְ ֵכן ָא ַמר ַרב,עוֹלם
ָ  ּ ְפסו ִּלין ְל:ָא ַמר ֵלוִ י
.עוֹלם
ָ  ּ ְפסו ִּלין ְל:ַמ ָּתנָ ה ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל

The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: If one attached
the ritual fringes and did not first cut the ends of their strands,
they are unfit. What, is it not saying that the ritual fringes are
unfit foreverNH with no way to remedy the situation, and this
is a conclusive refutation of the opinion of Rav? The Gemara
answers that Rav could have said to you: What is the meaning
of unfit? It means they are unfit until they will be cut; not that
they are unfit forever. And Shmuel said that it means they are
unfit forever. And Levi also said: They are unfit forever. And
likewise, Rav Mattana said that Shmuel said: They are unfit
forever.

 ְ ּב ִד ִידי: ָא ַמר ַרב ַמ ָּתנָ ה,יכא דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי
ָּ  ִאSome say that Rav Mattana said: There was an incident that
יה דְּ ָמר
ּ  וַ ֲא ַתאי ְל ַק ֵּמ, ֲהוָ ה עו ְּבדָּ אhappened to me involving this uncertainty with regard to ritual
.עוֹלם
ָ  ּ ְפסו ִּלין ְל: וְ ָא ַמר ִלי, ׁ ְשמו ֵּאלfringes, and I came before Master Shmuel and he said to me:
They are unfit forever.
אשי
ֵ ׁ  ְּת ָל ָאן וְ ַא ַחר ָּכ ְך ּ ָפ ַסק ָר:ית ִיבי
ִ ֵמ
 וְ עוֹד ַּתנְיָא ַ ּג ֵ ּבי.חו ִּטין ׁ ֶש ָּל ֶהן – ּ ְפסו ִּלין
.״ת ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה״ – וְ ל ֹא ִמן ֶה ָﬠ ׂש ּוי
ַּ :סו ָּּכה
יה ֶאת ַה ֶ ּג ֶפן
ָ  ִה ְד ָלה ָﬠ ֶל:ִּמ ָּכאן ָא ְמרו
יכךְ ַﬠל
ֵּ וְ ֶאת ַהדְּ ַל ַﬠת וְ ֶאת ַה ִּק ּיסוֹס וְ ִס
.ַ ּג ָ ּבן – ּ ְפסו ָּלה

The Gemara raises an objection to Rav’s opinion from a diﬀerent
baraita: If one attached the ritual fringes and only afterward cut
the ends of their strands, they are unfit. And furthermore, it is
taught in another baraita with regard to a sukka: The verse states:
“Prepare for you the festival of Sukkot” (Deuteronomy : ), and
from the language of this verse the Sages derived the principle:
Prepare it, and not from that which has already been prepared.
From here the Sages said: If one trellised a grapevine, a gourd
plant, or ivy over a sukka while still attached to the ground, and
then he added roofing atop the vines, the sukka is unfit.

– ימא ְ ּב ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא ְקצָ צָ ן
ָ יכי דָּ ֵמי? ִא ֵיל
ִ ֵה
״ת ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה״ וְ ל ֹא ִמן
ַּ ַמאי ִא ְיריָ א ִמ ׁ ּשוּם
.ּיה דִּ ְמחו ָ ּּב ִרין נִינְ הו
ּ ֶה ָﬠ ׂשוּי? ֵּת ּיפוֹק ֵל
 ו ׁ ְּש ַמע,״פסו ָּלה״
ְ ּ  וְ ָק ָתנֵי,ֶא ָּלא ְ ּב ׁ ֶש ְּקצָ צָ ן
ִמ ָּינ ּה דְּ ָלא ָא ְמ ִרינַ ן ְקצִ יצָ ָתן זוֹ ִהיא
ָ ֲָﬠ ִ ׂשיּ
! ו ְּתיו ְּב ָּתא דְּ ַרב,יתן

What are the circumstances? If we say that the baraita is referring to a case where he did not subsequently cut the vines, why
does the tanna particularly teach that it is unfit due to the principle: Prepare it, and not from that which has already been
prepared? Let him derive that the climbing plants are unfit for
roofing due to the fact that they are attached to the ground,
unrelated to the manner in which they were placed. Rather, it
must be referring to a case where he cut them and nevertheless,
the baraita is teaching that the vines are unfit, and learn from it
that we do not say: Their cutting is their preparation; and this
is a conclusive refutation of the opinion of Rav.

–  ָה ָכא ְ ּב ַמאי ָﬠ ְס ִקינַ ן:ָא ַמר ְלךָ ַרב
 דְּ ָלא ִמינְ ְּכ ָרא ֲﬠ ִ ׂשיָּה,דְּ ׁ ָש ְל ִפינְ ה ּו ׁ ְשלו ֵּפי
 ְּת ָל ָאן וְ ַא ַחר ָּכ ְך, ִמ ָּכל ָמקוֹם.ּדִּ ְידהו
.ּ ָפ ַסק ַק ׁ ְשיָ א ְל ַרב! ַק ׁ ְשיָ א

Rav could have said to you: With what are we dealing here?
It is a case where he pulled the branchesN until they broke oﬀ the
tree. Since, in that case, their active preparation is not
conspicuous, it does not render the climbing plants fit roofing.
The Gemara asks: In any case, does that which was taught with
regard to ritual fringes: If one attached the ritual fringes and only
afterward cut their strands, etc., pose a diﬃculty to the opinion
of Rav?N The Gemara concludes: Indeed, it remains diﬃcult according to Rav.

ְּ  ָﬠ ַבר וְ ִל:ימא ְּכ ַת ָּנ ֵאי
,יק ָטן – ּ ָפסוּל
ָ  ֵלThe Gemara suggests: Let us say that this dispute is parallel to a
 וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים, דִּ ְב ֵרי ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ַ ּבר יְ הוֹצָ ָדקdispute between tanna’im. If black berries grew on a myrtle
B
. ַמ ְכ ׁ ִש ִיריןbranch, one of the four species taken on Sukkot, and its berries
were more numerous than its leaves, the myrtle branch is unfit
for use in fulfilling the mitzva of taking the four species on Sukkot.
However, if one picked enough berries so that the leaves were
more numerous, it is fit, although one may not pick the berries
on the Festival itself. If he transgressed and picked them on the
Festival, it is unfit; this is the statement of Rabbi Shimon bar
Yehotzadak. And the Rabbis deem it fit in that case.

יך
ְ  דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָﬠ ְל ָמא לו ָּלב צָ ִר: ְס ָברו ָּהThe Gemara proceeds to explain the basis for the comparison between
 דִּ ְכ ִתיב, וְ יָ ְל ִפינַ ן לו ָּלב ִמ ּסו ָּּכה, ֶאגֶ דthe dispute with regard to the roofing of the sukka and the dispute with
.״ת ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה״ וְ ל ֹא ִמן ֶה ָﬠ ׂשוּי
ַּ  ַ ּג ֵ ּבי סו ָּּכהregard to the myrtle branch. The Sages initially thought that everyone,
Rabbi Shimon bar Yehotzadak and the Rabbis, agrees that in fulfilling
the mitzva of the four species, the three species, i.e., the lulav, the myrtle
branch, and the willow branch, require a binding by Torah law. Therefore, it is relevant to discuss preparation with regard to this binding. And
the Sages also initially thought that everyone agrees that we derive the
halakhot of lulav from the halakhot of sukka, as it is written with regard
to sukka: Prepare, from which is derived the principle: Prepare it, and
not from that which has already been prepared, and the same applies
to the halakhot of lulav as well.
 דְּ ַמאן,יפ ְלגִ י
ַ ּ ַמאי ָלאו ְ ּב ָהא ָקא ִמ
 ָא ְמ ִרינַ ן ַ ּג ֵ ּבי סו ָּּכה:דְּ ַמ ְכ ׁ ִשיר ָס ַבר
 וְ גַ ֵ ּבי לו ָּלב,יתן
ָ ְָקצִ יצָ ָתן זוֹ ִהיא ֲﬠ ִ ׂשיּ
.יתן
ָ ָיט ָתן זוֹ ִהיא ֲﬠ ִ ׂשיּ
ָ נַ ִמי ָא ְמ ִרינַן ְל ִק
 ָלא ָא ְמ ִרינַ ן ַ ּג ֵ ּבי: ָס ַבר,ו ַּמאן דְּ ָפ ֵסיל
 וְ גַ ֵ ּבי,יתן
ָ ָסו ָּּכה ְקצִ יצָ ָתן זוֹ ִהיא ֲﬠ ִ ׂשיּ
יט ָתן זוֹ ִהיא
ָ לו ָּלב נַ ִמי ָלא ָא ְמ ִרינַן ְל ִק
?יתן
ָ ֲָﬠ ִ ׂשיּ

What, is it not that the tanna’im disagree with regard to the following?
That the one who deems the myrtle branch whose berries were picked
on the Festival fit, holds that with regard to the branches on a sukka we
say: Their cutting is their preparation, and therefore, with regard to
berries on the myrtle branch as one of the species bound with the lulav
as well, we say: Their picking is their preparation, and no further action is required. And the one who deems it unfit holds that with regard
to the branches on a sukka we do not say: Their cutting is their preparation, and therefore, with regard to lulav as well, we do not say: Their
picking is their preparation. Therefore, since the myrtle branch was not
prepared for use prior to the Festival, and it was bound together with the
other species, it is considered already prepared and picking the fruit oﬀ
the branch is not active preparation suﬃcient to render it fit.

 דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָﬠ ְל ָמא ָלא ָא ְמ ִרינַ ן ַ ּג ֵ ּבי,ָלא
 וְ ָה ָכא,יתן
ָ ָסו ָּּכה ְקצִ יצָ ָתן זוֹ ִהיא ֲﬠ ִ ׂשיּ
 ַמאן.ְ ּב ֵמ ַילף לו ָּלב ִמ ּסו ָּּכה ָק ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י
 ָלא יָ ְל ִפינַ ן לו ָּלב:דְּ ַמ ְכ ׁ ַשר – ָס ַבר
 יָ ְל ִפינַ ן:ִמ ּסו ָּּכה ּו ַמאן דְּ ָפ ֵסיל ָס ַבר
.לו ָּלב ִמ ּסו ָּּכה

The Gemara rejects that explanation of the dispute. No, the fact is that
everyone agrees that we do not say with regard to sukka: Their cutting
is their preparation, and here in the case of the myrtle branch, it is with
regard to deriving the halakhot of lulav from the halakhot of sukka that
they disagree. The one who deems the myrtle branch fit holds that we
do not derive the halakhot of lulav from the halakhot of sukka, and
therefore the principle: Prepare it, and not from that which has already
been prepared, does not apply to lulav. And the one who deems the
myrtle branch unfit holds that we derive the halakhot of lulav from the
halakhot of sukka.

 ִאי ְס ִב ָירא ָלן:ימא
ָ וְ ִאי ָ ּב ֵﬠית ֵא
יך ֶאגֶ ד ּכו ֵּּלי ָﬠ ְל ָמא ָלא
ְ דְּ לו ָּלב צָ ִר
 וְ ָה ָכא.ּ ְפ ִליגִ י דְּ יָ ְל ִפינַ ן לו ָּלב ִמ ּסו ָּּכה
, צָ ִריךְ ֶאגֶ ד:ְ ּב ָהא ָק ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י; ָמר ָס ַבר
 ו ִּב ְפלוּגְ ָּתא. ֵאין צָ ִריךְ ֶאגֶ ד:ו ָּמר ָס ַבר
 לו ָּלב ֵ ּבין ָאגוּד: דְּ ַתנְיָא,דְּ ָהנֵי ַּת ָּנ ֵאי
 ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה.ֵ ּבין ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ָאגוּד ָּכ ׁ ֵשר
ֵ
–  ׁ ֶש ֵאינוֹ ָאגוּד, ָאגוּד ָּכ ׁ ֵשר:אוֹמר
.ּ ָפסוּל

And if you wish, say instead: If we hold that lulav requires a binding,
everyone agrees that we derive the halakhot of lulav from the halakhot
of sukka and the principle: Prepare it, and not from that which has already been prepared, applies to the halakhot of the four species as well.
And here it is with regard to the following that they disagree: One Sage,
Rabbi Shimon bar Yehotzadak, holds that the lulav requires a binding,
and therefore the myrtle branch is unfit; and the other Sage, i.e., the
Rabbis, holds that the lulav does not require a binding, and therefore,
preparation is not relevant with regard to lulav and it makes no diﬀerence
whether the berries were picked before or after the myrtle branch was
bound together with the lulav and the willow branch. And they disagree
with regard to the same topic as in the dispute between these tanna’im,
as it is taught in a baraita: A lulav, whether it is bound with the myrtle
and willow and whether it is not bound, is fit. Rabbi Yehuda says: If it
is bound it is fit; if it is not bound it is unfit.

יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי יְ ה ּו ָדה? יָ ֵליף
ּ ַמאי ַט ְﬠ ֵמ
 ְּכ ִתיב,יחה ֵמ ֲאגוּדַּ ת ֵאזוֹב
ָ יחה ְל ִק
ָ ְל ִק
 ״ו ְּל ַק ְח ֶּתם ֲאגוּדַּ ת ֵאזוֹב״ ו ְּכ ִתיב:ָה ָתם
אשוֹן״
ׁ  ״ו ְּל ַק ְח ֶּתם ָל ֶכם ַ ּביּוֹם ָה ִר:ָה ָכא
ַמה ְּל ַה ָּלן ַ ּב ֲאגו ָּדה – ַאף ָּכאן נַ ִמי
יחה
ָ יחה ִמ ְּל ִק
ָ  ְל ִק: וְ ַר ָ ּבנַ ן.ַ ּב ֲאגו ָּדה
.ָלא יָ ְל ִפינַן

The Gemara asks: What is the rationale for the opinion of Rabbi
Yehuda? From where does he derive this requirement by Torah law? The
Gemara answers: By means of a verbal analogy, he derives the term taking, written with regard to the four species, from the term taking written
with regard to the bundle of hyssop. It is written there, in the context
of the sacrifice of the Paschal lamb in Egypt: “Take a bundle of hyssop”
(Exodus : ), and it is written here, in the context of the four species:
“And you shall take for yourselves on the first day the fruit of a beautiful tree, branches of a date palm, and boughs of a dense-leaved tree, and
willows of the brook, and you shall rejoice before the Lord your God
seven days” (Leviticus : ). Just as there, with regard to the Paschal
lamb, the mitzva to take the hyssop is specifically in a bundle, so too
here, the mitzva to take the four species is specifically in a bundle. And
the Rabbis hold: We do not derive the term taking from the term
takingN by means of the verbal analogy.

NOTES

We do not derive taking from taking – יחה
ָ יחה ִמ ְּל ִק
ָ ְל ִק
לא יָ ְל ִפינַן:ָ Proof that this is not a full-fledged derivation
is that, even according to Rabbi Yehuda, only three of
the four species must be bound, with the etrog remaining outside the binding (Sefat Emet).
: פרק א׳ דף יא. Perek I . 11b
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