BACKGROUND

A board at the entrance of a sukka – נֶסר ְ ּב ֶפ ַתח סו ָּּכה:
ֶ The
image depicts a sukka with a board four handbreadths wide
placed atop the entrance. Three handbreadths roof the
sukka, while a single handbreadth extends beyond its walls.

 ָלא ֲא ַמ ִרי ְלכ ּו ֲא ַמ ִרי:ֲא ַמר ְלה ּו ַרב הוּנָ א
 ו ִּמי ֲא ַמר ָלן ָמר ַט ְﬠ ָמא:יה
ּ ְּכוָ ִותי? ֲא ַמר ּו ֵל
 ו ִּמי ְ ּב ֵﬠית ּו:ֵּיה? ֲא ַמר ְלהו
ּ וְ ָלא ַק ְ ּב ִלינַן ִמ ּינ
?ִּמ ַּינאי ַט ְﬠ ָמא וְ ָלא ֲא ַמ ִרי ְלכו

When they related this encounter to Rav Huna, Rav Huna said
to them: Didn’t I tell you that you should say the halakha in
accordance with my opinion? Even Rav Naĥman agrees with me.
They said to him: And did the Master actually say a reason for
this ruling to us, and we did not accept it from him? Rav Naĥman
not only issued a ruling, he also explained his ruling to us. He said
to them: And did you ask me for the reason and I did not say it
to you?

 ֵאינָ ּה ַמ ֲחזֶ ֶקת ְּכ ֵדי:יה
ָ ֵל
ּ ימא ְמ ַסיַּ יע ֵל
 אוֹ ׁ ֶש ִּנ ְפ ְרצָ ה ָ ּב ּה,ֹאשוֹ וְ רו ּּבוֹ וְ ׁשו ְּל ָחנוֹ
ׁ ר
,ֹאש
ׁ ּ ִפ ְרצָ ה ְּכ ֵדי ׁ ֶשיִּ זְ דַּ ֵקר ָ ּב ּה ְ ּג ִדי ְ ּב ַבת ר
נֶסר ׁ ֶשהוּא ָר ָחב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה
ֶ יה
ָ אוֹ ׁ ֶש ָּנ ַתן ָﬠ ֶל
תוֹכ ּה
ָ  ַאף ַﬠל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ִה ְכנִיס ְל,ְט ָפ ִחים
.ֶא ָּלא ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ְט ָפ ִחים – ּ ְפסו ָּלה

The Gemara notes: Let us say that this baraita supports the opinion of Rav Huna: With regard to a sukka that does not hold one’s
head, most of his body, and his table; a sukka whose wall was
breached with a breach large enough for a goat to jump through
headlong, i.e., three handbreadths; a sukka that one placed atop
it a board that is four handbreadths wide, even if he only introduced three handbreadths of the board into the sukka, in all
these cases, the sukka is unfit.

)מאי( ָלאו ְּכגוֹן ׁ ֶש ֲה ָפ ָכן ַﬠל
ַ ?יכי דָּ ֵמי
ִ ֵה
 ָה ָכא ְ ּב ַמאי ָﬠ ְס ִקינַן – ְּכגוֹן,יהם? ָלא
ֶ ֵּצִ יד
 דְּ ָﬠיֵ יל,דַּ ֲאנַ ָח ּה ַא ּפ ּו ָּמא דִּ ְמ ַט ַּל ְל ָּתא
יה
ּ  דַּ ֲהוָ ה ֵל,ְּת ָל ָתא ְלגֵ יו וְ ַא ּ ֵפיק ַחד ְל ַבר
ּ ֶפ ֶסל ַהיּוֹצֵ א ִמן ַה ּסו ָּּכה וְ ָכל ּ ֶפ ֶסל ַהיּוֹצֵ א
.ִמן ַה ּסו ָּּכה נִידּ וֹן ַּכ ּסו ָּּכה

What are the circumstances of the case where one introduces
only three handbreadths of a board that is four handbreadths
wide? What, is it not that he turned the board on its side, thereby diminishing its width from four to three handbreadths, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna? The Gemara rejects this:
No, with what are we dealing here? It is a case where one placed
the board over the entrance of the sukka,B where there is no wall.
He introduced three handbreadths into the sukka and took one
handbreadth out of the sukka, so that the legal status of that part
of the board would be like that of roofing that protrudes from
the sukka, and the halakha is that the legal status of any roofing
that protrudes from the sukka is considered like that of the
sukka. However, since this board is not adjacent to the wall of
a sukka, the principle of curved wall does not apply. Therefore, it
is four handbreadths of unfit roofing; it is prohibited to sleep
beneath that board, and the entire sukka is rendered unfit. Consequently, there is no support for or against the opinion of Rav Huna
from this baraita.

Sukka with a board at the entrance
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NOTES

Moves – מ ַפ ְק ּ ֵפק:ְ The primary definition of this term is to
divert an object from its position and move it. The term
was adapted to describe one who is skeptical about conventional wisdom. Practically speaking, according to the
Rambam, it means removing the nails holding the boards
in place. Others explain that it means pushing the boards
aside creating room for fit roofing of the sukka (Rav Natan,
Head of the Yeshiva; Peirush Kadmon).
ּ ִּת
Rendering the sukka fit by means of moving – יקוּן ַﬠל
יְ ֵדי ּ ִפ ְק ּפוּק: The decree against using boards was issued lest
someone come to sit beneath the boards of a ceiling to fulfill the mitzva of sukka. As moving the boards demonstrates
one’s awareness that it is prohibited to use the ceiling as
roofing for the sukka, the decree is thereby no longer in
eﬀect (see Ramban; Rif; Ritva; Me’iri)

,יבה
ָ ֵיה ַמ ֲﬠז
ָ מתני׳ ִּת ְק ָרה ׁ ֶש ֵאין ָﬠ ֶל
:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ  ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי:אוֹמר
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
 ו ֵּבית,נוֹטל ַא ַחת ִמ ֵ ּבינְ ַתיִ ם
ֵ ְ ו,ְמ ַפ ְק ּ ֵפק
נוֹטל ַא ַחת
ֵ  ְמ ַפ ְק ּ ֵפק אוֹ:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ ִה ֵּלל
נוֹטל ַא ַחת
ֵ :אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר.ִמ ֵ ּבינְ ַתיִ ם
. וְ ֵאינוֹ ְמ ַפ ְק ּ ֵפק,ִמ ֵ ּבינְ ַתיִ ם

mishna

In the case of a roof made of boards that
are four handbreadths wide upon which
there is no coat of plaster, Rabbi Yehuda says that Beit Shammai
and Beit Hillel disagree with regard to the manner in which
to render it fit. Beit Shammai say: One movesN each board,
and then it is considered as though he placed the board there
for the sake of the mitzva of sukka, and one then removes one
board from among the boards and replaces it with fit roofing. Beit
Hillel say: One need not perform both actions; rather, one must
either moveN the boards or remove one from among them. Rabbi Meir says: One only removes one from among them and does
not move the others.H
HALAKHA

Rendering roofing fit for a sukka – ה ְכ ׁ ָש ַרת ִּת ְק ָרה ְלסו ָּּכה:ַ In the
case of a house whose ceiling is not plastered, if one wishes to
render it a fit sukka, he may do so by moving the boards. This is
accomplished by removing the nails that aﬃx the board in place,
with the intention that this action be for the sake of the mitzva
of sukka. Alternatively, one may remove every other board and
replace it with fit roofing, in accordance with the opinion of
Rabbi Yehuda in his dispute with Rabbi Meir, and in accordance
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with the opinion of Beit Hillel in their dispute Beit Shammai
(Rashi; Tosafot; Rif as cited in the Rosh; Ramban; Rosh; Tur). Some
say that this is permitted only in a case where the boards are
less than four handbreadths wide (Rambam; Ran; and others).
Practically speaking, since many later Sages ruled that one may
not use any board ab initio, one should be stringent and adopt
the second opinion (Peri Megadim; Mishna Berura; Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 631:9).

גמ׳ ִ ּב ׁ ְש ָל ָמא ֵ ּבית ִה ֵּלל – ַט ֲﬠ ַמיְ יה ּו
 ִאי,״ת ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה״ וְ ל ֹא ִמן ֶה ָﬠ ׂש ּוי
ַּ ִמ ׁ ּש ּום
נוֹטל
ֵ  ִאי,יה ַמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה
ּ ְמ ַפ ְק ּ ֵפק – ָﬠ ֵביד ֵל
 ֶא ָּלא,ַא ַחת ִמ ֵ ּבינְ ַתיִ ם – ָﬠ ַבד ָ ּב ּה ַמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה
ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי ַמאי ַט ֲﬠ ַמיְ יהוּ? ִאי ִמ ׁ ּשוּם
,״ת ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה״ וְ ל ֹא ִמן ֶה ָﬠ ׂשוּי – ַ ּב ֲח ָדא ַס ִ ּגי
ַּ
נוֹטל ַא ַחת
ֵ ִאי ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ְ ּגזֵ ַרת ִּת ְק ָרה – ְ ּב
!ִמ ֵ ּבינְ ַתיִ ם – ַס ִ ּגי

gemara

The Gemara asks: Granted, according to
Beit Hillel, their reason for initially prohibiting this roof is due to the principle: Prepare it, and not from that
which has already been prepared. If one moves the boards, he
performs an action. Likewise, if he removes one of the boards from
among them, he also performs an action. Therefore, in both cases,
he prepared the roofing and the sukka is fit. However, with regard
to the opinion of Beit Shammai, what is the rationale for their
prohibition against using the original ceiling for a sukka? If the rationale is also due to the principle: Prepare it, and not from that
which has already been prepared, one action should suﬃce. Or if
the rationale is due to the decree of the roof, lest one come to reside
beneath a regular plastered ceiling inside a house, removing one
board from among them should suﬃce.

: וְ ָה ִכי ָק ָא ְמ ִרי,עוֹלם ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ְ ּגזֵ ַרת ִּת ְק ָרה
ָ  ְלThe Gemara answers: Actually, the rationale is due to the decree
נוֹטל ַא ַחת
ֵ  ִאי, ַאף ַﬠל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶש ְּמ ַפ ְק ּ ֵפקof the roof, and this is what they are saying: Although one moves
. ִאי ָלא – ָלא, ִמ ֵ ּבינְ ַתיִ ם – ִאיןthe boards, if he removes one board from among them, yes, it
is fit; if not, no, it is unfit. Moving the boards is inconsequential.
Removing one board from among them is all that is necessary.
אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר:ימא ֵס ָיפא
ָ  ִאי ָה ִכי ֵאThe Gemara asks: If so, say the latter clause of the mishna: Rabbi
Meir says: One removes one from among them but does not move
.נוֹטל ַא ַחת ִמ ֵ ּבינְ ַתיִ ם ֲא ָבל ל ֹא יְ ַפ ְק ּ ֵפק
ֵ
! ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ַהיְ ינ ּו ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאיthe others. This indicates that the opinion of Rabbi Meir is identical
to the opinion of Beit Shammai, as according to the above explanation, Beit Shammai also hold that removing one of the boards and
replacing it with fit roofing can render the sukka fit. It is unreasonable
to say that Rabbi Meir would hold in accordance with the opinion
of Beit Shammai, which is rejected.
 ל ֹא נֶ ְח ְלק ּו ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי ו ֵּבית: ָה ִכי ָק ָא ַמרThe Gemara answers: This is what Rabbi Meir is saying: Beit Sham. ִה ֵּלל ְ ּב ָד ָבר זֶ הmai and Beit Hillel do not disagree on this matter. They agree that
the boards are prohibited due to the decree of the roof and that only
by removing one of the boards is the sukka rendered fit. Rabbi Meir
disagrees with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda that there is a dispute
between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel.
ַמאי ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן – דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ִאית
יה
ּ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ֵלית ֵל,יה ְ ּגזֵ ַרת ִּת ְק ָרה
ּ ֵל
ְ ּגזֵ ַרת ִּת ְק ָרה? וְ ָהא ִא ְפ ִליג ּו ָ ּב ּה ֲח ָדא
 דִּ ְב ֵרי, ְמ ַס ְּכ ִכין ִ ּבנְ ָס ִרים:ימנָ א! דִּ ְתנַ ן
ְ ִז
.אוֹסר
ֵ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר,ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה

The Gemara asks: What is the tanna of the mishna teaching us? Is
it that Rabbi Meir is of the opinion that the Sages issued the decree
of the roof and Rabbi Yehuda is of the opinion that the Sages did
not issue the decree of the roof? But didn’t they disagree about
this once,N as we learned in the mishna above: One may roof the
sukka with boards; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi
Meir prohibits their use. The Gemara explained that the dispute is
whether or not the Sages issued the decree of the roof.

:יוֹחנָן
ָ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ִחיָּ יא ַ ּבר ַא ָ ּבא ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּביRabbi Ĥiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: That is not
 ו ִּמ ׁ ּשוּם,נְס ִרים ְמ ׁשו ּ ִּפין ָﬠ ְס ִקינַן
ָ ישא ִ ּב
ָ ׁ  ֵרthe dispute, as in the first clause, i.e., in the earlier mishna, we are
. ְ ּגזֵ ַרת ֵּכ ִלים נָ גְ ע ּו ָ ּב ּהdealing with the case of planed boards. The rationale for their
disagreement is not due to the decree of the roof; but it is due to
the decree of the vessels that they touched upon it. The dispute is
whether or not the Sages issued a decree prohibiting the use of
planed beams in roofing the sukka, although as flat wooden vessels
they are not susceptible to ritual impurity, lest one come to roof the
sukka with vessels that are susceptible to ritual impurity.
 ִס ְּכ ָכ ּה: דְּ ָא ַמר,ו ְּל ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר ַרב
–  ִ ּבנְ ֵקבוֹת,יצין זְ ָכ ִרים – ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרה
ּ ִ ְ ּב ִח
. וְ ל ֹא ָ ּגזַ ר זְ ָכ ִרים ַא ּט ּו נְ ֵקבוֹת,ּ ְפסו ָּלה
נְס ִרים ְמ ׁשו ּ ִּפין ַא ּט ּו
ָ  ל ֹא נִ גְ זַ ר,ָה ָכא נַ ִמי
!ֵּכ ִלים

The Gemara asks: And according to Rav Yehuda, who said that Rav
said:N If one roofed a sukka with convex arrow shafts, the sukka is
fit, but if he roofed his sukka with concave arrow shafts, the sukka is
unfit; and he did not issue a decree and prohibit roofing with convex shafts due to the prohibition against roofing with concave shafts,
here too, let us not issue a decree and prohibit roofing with planed
boards, due to the prohibition against roofing with actual vessels.

ישא ּ ְפ ִליגִ י ִ ּבגְ זֵ ַרת
ָ ׁ  ַﬠל ָּכ ְר ֲחךָ ֵר, ֶא ָּלאRather, according to Rav, perforce you must say that in the first
,יפא ּ ְפ ִליגִ י ִ ּב גְ זֵ ַרת ִּת ְק ָרה
ָ  ִּת ְק ָרה וְ ֵסclause of the mishna they disagree with regard to the decree of the
?ימנֵי ָל ָּמה ִלי
ְ ִ וְ ַא ְפ ִליגֵ י ְ ּב ַת ְר ֵּתי זroof, and in the latter clause, i.e., this mishna as well, they disagree
with regard to the decree of the roof. Once again, the question
arises: Why do I need them to disagree about the same issue twice?

NOTES

But didn’t they disagree about this once – וְ ָהא ִא ְפ ִליג ּו
ימנָ א
ְ ִב ּה ֲח ָדא ז:
ּ ָ At first glance, this question is diﬃcult,
as the cases are not identical. Earlier, the dispute was
concerning the decree of the roof as it applies to boards
used to roof a sukka, to convey the far-reaching nature of
the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who prohibits its use. Here, the
dispute is with regard to using the ceiling of a house as
the roofing of a sukka, to convey the far-reaching nature
of the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who rules leniently even
when sitting beneath an actual ceiling. The fact that the
Gemara raised this diﬃculty supports the Ritva’s explanation that the mishna concerns a ceiling with boards less
than four handbreadths wide. In that case, everyone
agrees, as they are not inherently unfit but are unfit because they are part of a ceiling (see Arukh LaNer).
And according to Rav Yehuda who said that Rav said –
ו ְּל ַרב יְהו ָּדה ָא ַמר ַרב דְּ ָא ַמר: Apparently, the Gemara is raising an objection to the opinion of one amora, Rav Yehuda
in the name of Rav, based on the opinion of another,
Rabbi Ĥiyya bar Abba in the name of Rabbi Yoĥanan. In
that situation, the Gemara usually asks: Are you raising
a contradiction from the statement of one Sage against
the statement of another Sage of equal standing? Perhaps the Gemara raises it as a question in an attempt
to ascertain how Rav Yehuda would explain the mishna
(Penei Yehoshua).
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NOTES

One who roofs his sukka with skewers – ַה ְמ ָק ֶרה
סו ָּּכתוֹ ַ ּב ׁ ַש ּפו ִּדין: According to the Rambam and others, the reference is to metal skewers. Some explain
that these are wooden spits that are capable of contracting ritual impurity in certain circumstances (Tur;
others; see Tiferet Yisrael). Others explain that the
wooden skewers are capable of contracting impurity
because they have metal tips (Korban Netanel).
The breached segment is equal to the standing
segment – עוֹמד
ֵ פרוּץ ְּכ:ָ ּ This is an issue not limited
to the halakhot of sukka. Rather, it applies in several
diﬀerent areas of halakha. In each case, the key question is whether the Torah requires the majority of the
area to be fit, i.e., standing, or merely that the majority
not be unfit, i.e., breached.

יה
ִ ֵס ָיפא ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
ּ )היא( דְּ ָקא ֲא ַמר ֵל
– נְס ִרים
ָ  ַא ַּמאי ָקא ָא ְס ַר ְּת ִ ּב:ְל ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
 ַהאי ְס ָב ָרא ְל ֵבית,ִמ ׁ ּשוּם ְ ּגזֵ ַרת ִּת ְק ָרה
 ו ֵּבית ִה ֵּלל ָלא,ּׁ ַש ַּמאי הוּא דְּ ִאית ְלהו
 ל ֹא נֶ ְח ְלק ּו ֵ ּבית:ָ ּגזְ ִרי! וְ ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר
.ׁ ַש ַּמאי ו ֵּבית ִה ֵּלל ְ ּב ָד ָבר זֶ ה

The Gemara answers: Rather, the latter clause is the opinion of Rabbi
Yehuda, who is saying to Rabbi Meir: Why do you prohibit roofing
with boards? Is it due to the decree of the roof? That is the reason
according to Beit Shammai, who are of the opinion that the Sages issued the decree. But, contrary to your opinion, Beit Hillel do not issue
the decree. And Rabbi Meir said to Rabbi Yehuda: Beit Shammai and
Beit Hillel did not disagree with regard to this matter at all. These are
not two separate disputes; rather, it is one extended dispute.

לוֹקת ְ ּב ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש
ֶ  דְּ ָא ַמר ַמ ֲח,נִיחא ְל ַרב
ָ ָה
יה
ּ  דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֵמ ִאיר ִאית ֵל,ָ ּב ֶהן ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה
יה ְ ּגזֵ ַרת
ּ ְ ּגזֵ ַרת ִּת ְק ָרה וְ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה ֵלית ֵל
 דְּ ָא ַמר ְ ּב ׁ ֶש ֵאין, ֶא ָּלא ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל.ִּת ְק ָרה
 ֲא ָבל יֵ ׁש ָ ּב ֶהן,לוֹקת
ֶ ָ ּב ֶהן ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ַמ ֲח
יפא
ָ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה דִּ ְב ֵרי ַה ּכֹל ּ ְפסו ָּלה – ֵס
?ְ ּב ַמאי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י

The Gemara continues to ask: This works out well according to Rav,
who said that the dispute is specifically in a case where the boards have
four handbreadths in their width. He says that Rabbi Meir is of the
opinion that the Sages issued the decree of the roof, and Rabbi Yehuda
is not of the opinion that the Sages issued the decree of the roof. However, according to Shmuel, who said that the dispute is specifically in
a case where the boards do not have four handbreadths in their width,
but where they have four handbreadths in their width, everyone
agrees that the sukka is unfit, and both Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda
agree that the Sages issued the decree of the roof; if so, in the latter
clause of the mishna, with regard to what matter do they disagree?

ּ  ְ ּב ִבThe Gemara answers: One may not use boards of this sort for roofing
: ָמר ָס ַבר,יטו ֵּלי ִּת ְק ָרה ָקא ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י
 ְ ּב ָה ִכי ָלא: ּו ָמר ָס ַבר, ָ ּב ְט ָלה ְ ּב ָה ִכיhis sukka. Even according to Rabbi Yehuda, a sukka roofed in that man. ָ ּב ְט ָלהner is unfit, due to the decree of the roof. However, here, in the latter
clause, it is with regard to negating an existing roof that consists of
boards of this sort, in order to render the sukka fit that they disagree.
One Sage, Rabbi Yehuda, holds: The ceiling is thereby negated, by
moving the boards, and one Sage, Rabbi Meir, holds that the ceiling is
not thereby negated unless he also removes one beam from among
them.

mishna

In the case of one who roofs his sukka with
מתני׳ ַה ְמ ָק ֶרה סו ָּּכתוֹ ַ ּב ׁ ַש ּפו ִּדין אוֹ
metal skewersN or with the long boards of
ינֵיהן
ֶ  ִאם יֵ ׁש ֶריוַ ח ֵ ּב,ַ ּב ֲארוּכוֹת ַה ִּמ ָּטה
the bed, which compose its frame, if there is space between each one
חוֹטט ַ ּב ָ ּג ִד ׁיש ַל ֲﬠשׂ וֹת
ֵ  ַה.מוֹתן – ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרה
ָ  ְּכof them equal to the width of the skewers or the boards, and if he
. לוֹ סו ָּּכה – ֵאינָ ּה סו ָּּכהplaces fit roofing in those spaces, the sukka is fit. In the case of one who
hollows out and creates a space inside a stack of grain, it is not a sukka.

gemara

Let us say, based on the mishna, that this will
יהוִ י ְּתיו ְּב ָּתא דְּ ַרב הוּנָ א
ֱ ימא ֵּת
ָ גמ׳ ֵל
be a conclusive refutation of the opinion of
 ּ ָפר ּו ץ: דְּ ִא ְּת ַמר.ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְיה דְּ ַרב י
ּ ְ ּב ֵר
Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, as it is stated that the amora’im dis וְ ַרב הוּנָ א, מו ָּּתר: ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא ָא ַמר,עוֹמד
ֵ  ְּכagreed concerning the following matter: With regard to the domains of
. ָאסוּר:ﬠ ָא ַמר הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְיה דְּ ַרב י
ּ  ְ ּב ֵרShabbat, if the breached segment is equal to the standing segment,N
is it deemed a partition or not? Rav Pappa said: It is permitted to
carry within the partition; as long as the breached segment is not greater, it is considered a solid partition. Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua,
said: It is prohibited to carry within the partition, unless the standing
portion is greater. Apparently, from the mishna, even if the fit roofing
is equal to the unfit skewers and boards, the sukka is fit, contrary to the
opinion of Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua.H
:ﬠ הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְיה דְּ ַרב י
ּ  ָא ַמר ְלךָ ַרב הוּנָ א ְ ּב ֵרThe Gemara answers that Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, could have
.מוֹתן״ – ְ ּבנִ ְכנָס וְ יוֹצֵ א
ָ ״כ
ְּ  ַמאיsaid to you: What is the meaning of: Like the skewers and the boards?
It does not mean that the space between the skewers and boards equals
the width of the skewers and boards themselves. It is referring to a case
where the space is large enough so that the fit roofing can enter and
emerge easily, i.e., it is wider than the unfit roofing. According to this
interpretation, the mishna can be explained according to Rav Huna, son
of Rav Yehoshua, as well. The mishna agrees that even if the standing
and breached areas are equal, the sukka is unfit.

HALAKHA

He roofed it with unfit roofing – ס ְּכ ָכ ּה ִ ּב ְס ָכ ְך ּ ָפסוּל:ִ If one roofed
his sukka with skewers or other unfit roofing materials, even if he
inserted fit roofing between the skewers, the sukka is unfit, because
it is diﬃcult to determine that the valid roofing is equal to the unfit
roofing. This is apparently in accordance with the opinion of Rav
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Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua. However, if one made certain to insert
a greater amount of fit roofing material, or he placed the fit roofing
lengthwise and the unfit roofing widthwise or vice versa, the sukka
is fit, in accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara (Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 631:8).

Perek I
Daf 15 Amud b
: וְ ָהא ֶא ְפ ׁ ָשר ְלצַ ְמצֵ ם! ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִמיThe Gemara asks: But isn’t it possibleN to be precise?N The
. ְ ּב ַמ ְﬠדִּ יףmishna need not be understood in that manner, since it is possible
to calibrate the width of the spaces to equal the width of the unfit
roofing, as the mishna required no more than that. Rabbi Ami
said: The mishna is referring to a case where one extends the
width of the spaces beyond the width of the unfit roofing. The
mishna deems the sukka fit only if the width of the spaces is
greater than the width of the unfit roofing.
ּ  ֲא ִפ: ָר ָבא ָא ַמרRava said: Even if you say that the mishna is referring to a case
ימא ְ ּב ׁ ֶש ֵאין
ָ יל ּו ֵּת
נוֹתנָן
ְ –  ִאם ָהי ּו נְ תוּנִים ׁ ְש ִתי, ַמ ְﬠדִּ יףwhere one does not extend the width of the spaces, and never.נוֹתנָן ׁ ְש ִתי
ְ –  ֵﬠ ֶרב, ֵﬠ ֶרבtheless, the fit roofing is greater than the unfit roofing, if the
skewers were placed lengthwise across the sukka, one places the
fit roofing widthwise, and if the skewers were placed widthwise,
one places the fit roofing lengthwise. By doing so, the fit roofing
overlaps the skewers at least somewhat; otherwise it would fall
between the unfit roofing. Consequently, even if the space equals
the unfit roofing, the fit roofing is greater than the unfit roofing.
ימא ְמ ַסיַּ יע
ָ  ֵל. § ״אוֹ ַ ּב ֲארוּכוֹת ַה ִּמ ָּטה״The mishna continues: Or with the long boards of the bed,B
 דְּ ָא ַמר.יוֹמי
ֵ יה ְל ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִמי ַ ּבר ַט ְב
ּ  ֵלwhich compose its frame, the sukka is unfit. The Gemara suggests:
 ִס ְּכ ָכ ּה ִ ּב ְב ָל ֵאי:יוֹמי
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִמי ַ ּבר ַט ְבLet us say that the mishna supports the opinion of Rabbi Ami
bar Tavyomei, as Rabbi Ami bar Tavyomei said: If one roofed
.ֵכ ִלים – ּ ְפסו ָּלה
the sukka with worn, incomplete, vessels,N the sukka is unfit.
Although these incomplete vessels are no longer susceptible to
ritual impurity, they remain unfit because they were initially unfit
for roofing. Proof can be adduced from the mishna: The long
boards of the bed are no longer vessels but rather pieces from
broken vessels;H still, they may not be used for roofing the sukka.
 ַ ּב ֲארו ָּכה:ִּכ ְד ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ָחנָן ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
. ִ ּב ְק ָצ ָרה ו ׁ ְּש ֵּתי ְכ ָר ַﬠיִ ם,ו ׁ ְּש ֵּתי ְכ ָר ַﬠיִ ם
, ַ ּב ֲארו ָּכה ּו ׁ ְש ֵּתי ְכ ָר ַﬠיִ ם:ָה ָכא נַ ִמי
.ִ ּב ְק ָצ ָרה ו ׁ ְּש ֵּתי ְכ ָר ַﬠיִ ם

BACKGROUND

With the long boards of the bed – ב ֲארוּכוֹת ַה ִּמ ָּטה:ּ ַ In talmudic
times, bed frames consisted of four wooden boards, two long
and two short. The legs of the bed were attached either to the
long boards or to the short ones; when a bed was dismantled
some boards would have legs attached to them and some
would not. The bedding was placed on a series of intersecting
ropes tied to the bed frame, or it was inserted into holes in
the bed frame.

Sketch of ancient bed frame
HALAKHA

If one roofed with broken vessels – יכ ְך ְ ּב ׁ ִש ְב ֵרי ֵכ ִלים
ֵּ ס:ִ As vessels are susceptible to ritual impurity, one may not roof a sukka
with them. This is the halakha even in the case of broken vessels,
which are no longer susceptible to ritual impurity. This ruling
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Ami bar Tavyomei,
as the baraita (16a) supports his opinion (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 629:2).

The Gemara rejects this: The mishna is referring to a case similar
to that which Rabbi Ĥanan said that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said
in another context: It is not referring to the long boards alone.
Rather, it is referring to a case with the long board of the bed and
two of the legs attached to it or to a case with the short board of
the bed with two legs attached to it. In this case, the structure
could be propped up against a wall and used as a bed. Here
too, the mishna is referring to roofing with the long board and
two legs or with the short board and two legs, which are still
considered complete vessels.

– ית ַמר דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ָחנָן ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
ְּ יכא ִא
ָ  ֵהThe Gemara asks: Where is it stated that which Rabbi Ĥanan
: ַא ָהא דִּ ְתנַןsaid that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said? The Gemara answers: As
we learned in a mishna:

NOTES

But isn’t it possible – וְ ָהא ֶא ְפ ׁ ָשר: See Tosafot, who suggest a
variant reading: But isn’t it impossible to be precise? That version appears in other commentaries as well. The change is not
substantive in terms of the discussion in the Gemara; it aﬀects
only to whom the question is being posed. Is the question being posed to the Sage who holds that if the breached segment
equals the standing segment it is fit? Or is it being posed to
the Sage who holds that it is fit only if the breached segment
is less than the standing segment (see Ritva).

e.g., where two items are precisely equal in size or when two
events occur with precise simultaneity. Some Sages hold that
precision is impossible because no two objects are exactly the
same size and no two events occur at exactly the same time;
there is always at least some minute diﬀerence. Others hold
that precision is possible, at least from the perspective of a
human observer, even if in essence, there is always at least a
minuscule diﬀerence between two objects or events.

If one roofed the sukka with worn vessels – ִס ְּכ ָכ ּה ִ ּב ְב ָל ֵאי
To be precise – לצַ ְמצֵ ם:ְ The question whether or not it is pos- כ ִלים:ֵ In the Tosefta, this issue is the subject of a tannaitic desible to be precise in measurement arises in several areas of bate: The first tanna deems roofing made of worn vessels unfit,
halakha, in cases where precision is deemed to be essential, while Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, deems it fit.
: פרק א׳ דף טו. Perek I . 15b
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