 דְּ כו ֵּּלי ָﬠ ְל ָמא ִּכי:ימא
ָ יב ֵﬠית ֵא
ּ ָ וְ ִא
 וְ יֵ ׁש ֵאם,ﬠ ֲא ַתאי ִה ְל ְכ ָתא – ִלגַ ֵר
ּ דוֹר ׁ ִשין ְּת ִח
ילוֹת
ְ  וְ ָה ָכא ְ ּב,סוֹרת
ֶ ַל ָּמ
, דּ ְוֹר ׁ ִשין ְּת ִחילּ וֹת:ָק ִמ ּ ַיפ ְלגִ י; ָמר ָס ַבר
. ֵאין דּ ְוֹר ׁ ִשין ְּת ִחילּ וֹת:ו ָּמר ָס ַבר

And if you wish, say instead that everyone agrees that when the
halakha transmitted to Moses comes to teach, it is to reduce the
dimension of one of the three walls. And everyone agrees that the
tradition of the verses is authoritative, and there are four mentions
of sukka in the verse. And here it is with regard to whether one
derives numbers for halakhic matters from the first mention of a
term in the Torah that they disagree. When that total is derived
from the number of instances a certain word appears in the Torah,
there is a dispute whether the first instance is included in the tally,
or whether the first instance is necessary to teach the mitzva itself
and the number may be counted only from subsequent mentions.
One Sage, Rabbi Shimon, holds that one derives numbers from the
first mention and therefore four walls derived from the verses. And
one Sage, the Rabbis, holds that one does not derive numbers from
the first mention, and therefore only three walls are derived from
the verses.

יה דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן
ּ  ַט ְﬠ ֵמ:ַרב ַמ ָּתנָ ה ָא ַמר
יוֹמם
ָ  ״וְ סו ָּּכה ִּת ְהיֶ ה ְל צֵ ל:ֵמ ָה ָכא
חוֹרב ו ְּל ַמ ְח ֶסה ו ְּל ִמ ְס ּתוֹר ִמזֶּ ֶרם
ֵ ֵמ
.ו ִּמ ָּמ ָטר״

Rav Mattana said that the rationale for the opinion of Rabbi
Shimon is derived from here: “And there shall be a sukka for
shadeN in the daytime from the heat, and for refuge and cover
from storm and from rain” (Isaiah : ). A sukka without three
full-fledged walls does not provide shelter nor serve as refuge.

NOTES

And there shall be a sukka for shade, etc. – וְ סו ָּּכה ִּת ְהיֶה ְלצֵ ל
וכו׳: In the Jerusalem Talmud it is taught that both opinions
can be derived from this verse. “And there shall be a sukka
for shade in the daytime from the heat” is one wall; “and
for refuge and cover from storm” is a second wall. There is
a dispute with regard to the phrase “from storm and from
rain”: According to Rabbi Shimon, “from storm” is a third
wall and “from rain” is a fourth wall, while according to the
Rabbis, “from storm and from rain” together is the source for
only one wall, for a total of three.

:יכן ַמ ֲﬠ ִמידוֹ? ָא ַמר ַרב
ָ  § וְ אוֹתוֹ ֶט ַפח ֵהThe Gemara asks: According to the opinion that a sukka can be
. ַמ ֲﬠ ִמידוֹ ְּכנֶ גֶ ד ַהיּוֹצֵ אbuilt with two full-fledged walls and a third that is one handbreadth,
where does one position that third wall that measures one handbreadth? Rav said: He positions it at the end of one of the standing
walls opposite the wall that emerges from the other end of that wall.
:יה ַרב ָּכ ֲהנָ א וְ ַרב ַא ִסי ְל ַרב
ּ  ָא ְמ ִרי ֵלRav Kahana and Rav Asi said to Rav:
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.ֹאש ּתוֹר! ׁ ָש ֵתיק ַרב
ׁ  וְ יַ ֲﬠ ִמ ֶידנּ ּו ְּכנֶ גֶ ד רAnd let him position the wall measuring one handbreadth opposite
the wall that emerges like the diagonal line formed by the end of
the furrowsNB as the field gradually narrows. This third partition
would represent the third side of a triangle and would make the
sukka appear more like a full-fledged structure, as the diagonal
would represent closure of both unwalled directions. Rav was
silentN and did not respond.
יה
ְּ  ִאIt was also stated that Shmuel said in the name of Levi: He posiּ  ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ,ית ַמר נַ ִמי
מוֹרין
ִ  וְ ֵכן. ַמ ֲﬠ ִמידוֹ ְּכנֶ גֶ ד ַהיּוֹצֵ א: דְּ ֵלוִ יtions it at the end of one of the standing walls opposite the wall that
B
. ַמ ֲﬠ ִמידוֹ ְּכנֶ גֶ ד ַהיּוֹצֵ א: ֵ ּבי ִמ ְד ָר ׁ ָשאemerges from the other end of that wall. And similarly, they rule
in the study hall: He positions it at the end of one of the standing
walls opposite the wall that emerges from the other end of that wall.

NOTES

The diagonal line formed by the end [rosh tor] of the
furrows – ֹאש ּתוֹר
ׁ ר: The early commentaries dispute the
meaning of the term rosh tor. Some explain that it means
to place the handbreadth-wide wall diagonal to one of the
two standing walls (Rashi; others). Others maintain that
this beam is positioned opposite the standing walls in the
empty corner, to serve as a marker to indicate that the walls
of the sukka extend from the standing walls lengthwise and
widthwise to that point (ge’onim; Me’iri; others).
Rav was silent – ש ֵתיק ַרב:
ָ ׁ Similar reactions appear elsewhere in the Talmud, and the meaning behind them is not
always the same. At times, a Sage is silent when he does not
have a satisfactory answer to the question posed. At other
times the Sage remains silent if in his view the question
raised is not particularly diﬃcult or is not worthy of discussion at all. Some hold that Rav believes that their suggestion
is included in his statement.

BACKGROUND

Opposite the wall that emerges like the diagonal line formed
by the end of the furrows – ֹאש ּתוֹר
ׁ כנֶ גֶ ד ר:ְּ

Opposite the wall that emerges – כנֶ גֶ ד ַהיּוֹצֵ א:ְּ

Handbreadth-wide wall pointing toward the end of the opposite wall

Handbreadth-wide wall parallel to the opposite wall
. פרק א׳ דף ז. Perek I . 7a
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NOTES

An expansive [soĥek] handbreadth – וֹחק
ֵ ט ַפח ׂש:ֶ The Hebrew term soĥek, which means laughing or smiling, also
means expansive because when one smiles his mouth widens. All measures slightly larger than the standard are referred
to in this manner (Arukh). Some quantify the addition to the
standard handbreadth at half a fingerbreadth, approximately
1–1.5 cm (Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh).

ﬠ ֶ ּבן ֵלוִ י הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְימא ַר ִ ּבי י
ָ ית
ֵ  וְ ִא,ַר ִ ּבי ִסימוֹן
 ו ַּמ ֲﬠ ִמידוֹ,וֹחק
ֵ עוֹשה לוֹ ֶט ַפח ׂש
ׂ ֶ :ָא ַמר
,ְ ּב ָפחוֹת ִמ ׁ ּ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ְט ָפ ִחים ָסמוּךְ ַלדּ ֶוֹפן
וְ ָכל ּ ָפחוֹת ִמ ׁ ּ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ָסמוּךְ ַלדּ ֶוֹפן ְּכ ָלבוּד
.דָּ ֵמי

The form of a doorway – צו ַּרת ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח: This mechanism appears in diﬀerent areas of halakha where partitions are required. In essence, a doorway is formed by placing two poles
of any width upright and placing a third pole across the top.
This type of doorway is deemed a fit partition for halakhic
purposes even in cases where other mechanisms for creating
halakhic partitions are ineﬀective.
And it is permitted only in the form of a doorway – וְ ֵאינָ ּה
נִית ֶרת ֶא ָּלא ְ ּבצו ַּרת ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח:
ֶּ The explanation cited here is according to Rashi, who combines the two opinions and requires
both a handbreadth and the form of a doorway. One takes
the beam measuring one handbreadth, divides it into two,
positions the two halves separately, and places a crossbeam
across them. However, most commentaries reject that understanding outright for diﬀerent reasons.
BACKGROUND

Handbreadth with the form of a doorway – ֶט ַפח ִﬠם צו ַּרת
ה ּ ֶפ ַתח:ַ

Handbreadth-wide third wall is split, with the form of a doorway bridging
the halves.

Rabbi Simon said, and some say it was Rabbi Yehoshua ben
Levi who said, that the third wall is positioned diﬀerently. He
establishes for the third side a wall that measures an expansive
handbreadth,NH measured with the fingers spread apart, which
is slightly larger than a standard handbreadth. And he then positions it less than three handbreadths from and adjacent to the
wall opposite the second wall. And the legal status of any item
positioned less than three handbreadths from and adjacent to
the wall is like an item joined to that wall. In this way, the handbreadth-wide wall is joined to the adjacent wall, and it is as if it is
a wall of four handbreadths, which is the majority of the minimum measure of the wall of a full-fledged sukka, seven handbreadths.

–  סו ָּּכה ָה ֲﬠשׂ וּיָה ְּכ ָמבוֹי: ָא ַמר ַרב יְהו ָּדהRav Yehuda said: A sukka constructed like an alleyway,H with
ּח  וְ אוֹתוֹ ֶט ַפח – ַמ ֲﬠ ִמידוֹ ְל ָכל רו, ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרהtwo parallel full-fledged walls, is fit, and with regard to that third
. ׁ ֶשיִּ ְרצֶ הwall that measures one handbreadth, he positions it adjacent to
one of the walls in any direction that he chooses, as it is merely
a conspicuous marker.
ﬠ ֶ ּבן ֵלוִ י הוֹש
ֻ ׁ ְימא ַר ִ ּבי י
ָ ית
ֵ  וְ ִא,ַר ִ ּבי ִסימוֹן
,ּעוֹשה לוֹ ּ ַפס ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ו ַּמ ׁ ּ ֶשהו
ֶׂ
:ָא ַמר
,ו ַּמ ֲﬠ ִמידוֹ ְ ּב ָפחוֹת ִמ ׁ ּ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ָסמוּךְ ַלדּ ֶוֹפן
וְ ָכל ּ ָפחוֹת ִמ ׁ ּ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ָסמוּךְ ַלדּ ֶוֹפן ְּכ ָלבוּד
.דָּ ֵמי

Rabbi Simon said, and some say it was Rabbi Yehoshua ben
Levi who said: In the case of a sukka built like an alleyway open
on two ends, a third wall measuring a single handbreadth is insufficient. Rather, one establishes for the third side a board with a
width of four handbreadths and a bit and positions it less than
three handbreadths from and adjacent to either wall, as a wall
on either of the open ends. And the legal status of any item positioned less than three handbreadths from and adjacent to the
wall is like an item joined to that wall. The result is a full-fledged
seven-handbreadth sukka wall.

ו ַּמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ָה ָתם דְּ ָק ָא ְמ ַר ְּת ַסגְ יָ א ֶט ַפח
 ּו ַמאי ׁ ְשנָ א ָה ָכא דְּ ָק ָא ְמ ַר ְּת,וֹחק
ֵ ׂש
יכא ׁ ְש ֵּתי
ָּ ָ ּב ֲﬠיָ א ּ ַפס ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה? ָה ָתם דְּ ִא
,וֹחק
ֵ ׂיה ְ ּב ֶט ַפח ש
ּ ְד ָפנוֹת ְּכ ִה ְל ָכ ָתן – ַסגִ י ֵל
יכא ּ ַפס
ָּ  ִאי ִא,יכא ׁ ְש ֵּתי דְּ ָפנוֹת
ָּ ָה ָכא דְּ ֵל
. ִאי ָלא – ָלא,ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה – ִאין

The Gemara asks: What is diﬀerent there, in the case of two
attached walls, where you say that a wall with the dimension
of an expansive handbreadth suﬃces to complete the third
wall, and what is diﬀerent here where you say that it requires
a board that measures four handbreadths and a bit? The Gemara
answers: There, where there are two walls in the standard sense,
as they are attached forming a type of structure, it is suﬃcient to
have the third wall measure an expansive handbreadth in order
to render the sukka fit; however, here, where there are not two
walls in the standard sense, as they are not attached, if there is a
board that measures four handbreadths as the third wall, yes, it
is fit, and if not, no, it is unfit.

 וְ ֵאינָ ּה נִ ֶּת ֶרת ֶא ָּלא ְ ּבצו ַּרת: ָא ַמר ָר ָבאRava said: And the sukka consisting of two adjacent walls with
. ַה ּ ֶפ ַתחa third wall measuring one handbreadth is permitted and fit only
if the third wall is in the form of a doorway.NB One can render
the sukka fit only by splitting the one-handbreadth wall and
attaching one half to the standing wall and one half across from
the other wall that emerges from the standing wall, and then
placing a pole across the two halves.N By creating the form of a
doorway, that third wall becomes like an open gate, which is
considered a halakhic partition.
HALAKHA

He establishes for the third side a wall that measures an
expansive handbreadth – וֹחק
ֵ עוֹשה לוֹ ֶט ַפח ׂש:
ֶׂ
If the sukka has
two adjacent walls, the third wall may be even just somewhat
more than a handbreadth wide. One places it less than three
handbreadths from one of the walls. In addition, he must position a pole at least seven handbreadths removed from that
adjacent wall and complete the form of a doorway by placing
a crossbeam from the top of the wall that is slightly more than
a handbreadth to the pole. The halakha is ruled in accordance
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, as apparently the
later amora’im, Rava and Rav Kahana, held in accordance with
his opinion. The halakha was also ruled in accordance with
the latter version of Rava’s statement and the custom of Rav
Kahana that the form of a doorway is also required. Apparently
that is a requirement by rabbinic law, as by Torah law a wall
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measuring one handbreadth is suﬃcient (Baĥ; Shulĥan Arukh,
Oraĥ Ĥayyim 630:2).
A sukka constructed like an alleyway – סו ָּּכה ָה ֲﬠ ׂשוּיָה ְּכ ָמבוֹי:
If a sukka has two parallel walls, then in order to complete
the sukka one establishes a wall measuring somewhat more
than four handbreadths perpendicular to and less than three
handbreadths from the edge of one of the standing walls. In
addition, here too one must erect the form of a doorway along
that third wall, as Rava’s ruling applies to this case as well (Rif;
Rambam; others). Some hold that the form of a doorway is
not required (Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz; Rosh). If the third wall
measures a bit more than seven handbreadths and there is
no reliance on the principle of lavud, the form of a doorway is
certainly not required (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 630:3, and
in the comment of the Rema).

 וְ נִ ֶּת ֶרת נַ ִמי: ָא ַמר ָר ָבא,יכא דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי
ָּ  ִאSome say that Rava said: And a sukka consisting of two adjacent
. ְ ּבצו ַּרת ַה ּ ֶפ ַתחwalls is also permitted and fit if the third wall is in the form of a
doorway. In other words, Rava does not reject the remedy of the
expansive-handbreadth wall suggested by Rabbi Yehoshua ben
Levi; rather, he suggests an alternative.
יכא נַ ִמי
ָ  וּצְ ִר: ָא ַמר ָר ָבא,יכא דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי
ָּ  ִאSome say a third version of that which Rava said: And a sukka
. צו ַּרת ַה ּ ֶפ ַתחconsisting of two adjacent walls, even with a third that is an expansive handbreadth wide as suggested by Rabbi Yehoshua ben
Levi, also requires the form of a doorway to be fit. In other words,
in addition to Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi’s remedy, one must also
create the form of a doorway to render the sukka fit.
יה ְל ַרב ָּכ ֲהנָ א דְּ ָקא
ּ ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי ַא ׁ ְש ַּכ ֵח
 וְ ָקא ָﬠ ֵביד צו ַּרת,וֹחק
ֵ ָﬠ ֵביד ֶט ַפח ׂש
 ָלא ָס ַבר ָמר ְל ָהא:יה
ּ  ֲא ַמר ֵל.ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח
 וְ נִ ֶּת ֶרת נַ ִמי ְ ּבצו ַּרת: דְּ ָא ַמר ָר ָבא,דְּ ָר ָבא
ישנָ א
ָ ׁ  ֲאנָ א ְּכ ִא ָידךְ ִל:יה
ּ ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח? ֲא ַמר ֵל
יכא
ָ  וּצְ ִר: דְּ ָא ַמר ָר ָבא,דְּ ָר ָבא ְס ִב ָירא ִלי
.נַ ִמי צו ַּרת ַה ּ ֶפ ַתח

The Gemara relates: Rav Ashi found Rav Kahana establishing his
sukka, which had two adjacent walls, and establishing a third wall
that was an expansive handbreadth wide and establishing the
form of a doorway as well. Rav Ashi said to him: And does the
Master not hold in accordance with that opinion of Rava, as
Rava said: And the sukka is also permitted and fit if the third wall
is in the form of a doorway? Why are you establishing a wall that
is an expansive handbreadth wide as well? Rav Kahana said to
him: I hold in accordance with the other version of the opinion
of Rava, as Rava said: And the sukka also requires the form of
a doorway, in addition to the expansive handbreadth, to be fit.

 וְ ֵכן: ָא ַמר ָר ָבא.״ש ַּתיִ ם ְּכ ִה ְל ָכ ָתן״ כו׳
ְ ׁ § It is taught in the Tosefta that if the sukka has two walls in the
ּ
ּ
–  ִמגוֹ דְּ ָהוְ יָ א דּ ֶוֹפן ְל ִﬠנְיַ ן סו ָּּכה. ַל ׁ ַש ָ ּבתstandard sense and a third wall that measures one handbreadth,
. ָהוְ יָ א דּ ֶוֹפן ְל ִﬠנְיַ ן ׁ ַש ָ ּבתit is fit. Rava said: And likewise with regard to Shabbat that occurs during the festival of Sukkot, since it is considered a wall with
regard to the halakhot of sukka it is considered a partition with
regard to the halakhot of Shabbat. Were one to construct a sukka
in that manner in a public domain adjacent to the entrance to his
house, its legal status would be that of a private domain and one
would be permitted to move objects from it to his house and vice
versa on Shabbat that occurs during the Festival. However, that
structure is not considered a private domain on any other Shabbat.
? ּו ִמי ָא ְמ ִרינַ ן ִמ גּ וֹ:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ֵ ית
ִ ֵא
ּ יב
,דוֹפן ׁ ַש ָ ּבת
ֶ וֹפן סו ָּּכה ְּכ
ֶ ּ ד:וְ ָה ַתנְ יָ א
ו ִּב ְל ַבד ׁ ֶש ּל ֹא יְ ֵהא ֵ ּבין ָקנֶ ה ַל ֲח ֵברוֹ
.ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ְט ָפ ִחים

Abaye raised an objection to Rava’s opinion from a baraita: And
do we say that this principle: Since it is considered, etc., applies
in this area of halakha? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: The specifications of the wall of a sukka are like those of a partition with
regard to the halakhot of Shabbat. Just as with regard to the
halakhot of Shabbat, one forms a partition by establishing adjacent
reeds, so too, one forms the wall of a sukka in the same manner,
provided that the gap from one reed to another will not be as
much as three handbreadths. If the gap is three handbreadths or
greater, the legal status of the reeds is that they are not considered
joined.

 ׁ ֶש ַה ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת ֵאינָ ּה, וִ ֵית ָירה ׁ ַש ָ ּבת ַﬠל סו ָּּכהBut the stringency of the halakha with regard to Shabbat goes
,עוֹמד ְמרו ֶ ּּבה ַﬠל ַה ּ ָפרוּץ
ֵ  נִ ֶּת ֶרת ֶא ָּלא ְ ּבbeyond the stringency of the halakha with regard to sukka, in
. ַמה ׁ ּ ֶש ֵאין ֵּכן ַ ּב ּסו ָּּכהterms of the criteria for eﬀective partitions, as with regard to
Shabbat, carrying is permitted only in a case where the total of
the standing segments of the partition, the actual wall, is greater
than the total of the breached segments of the partition, the gaps
that are less than three handbreadths. That is not so with regard
to the sukka, where, even if the breached segments total more
than the standing segments,H e.g., a sukka consisting of two walls
in which there are gaps and a third wall measuring only a single
handbreadth, it is still fit.
, יְ ֵת ָירה ׁ ַש ָ ּבת דְּ סו ָּּכה ַא ּסו ָּּכה: ַמאי ָלאוThe Gemara analyzes the baraita. What, isn’t the baraita teaching
! וְ ָלא ָא ְמ ִרינַן ִמגּ וֹthat the stringency with regard to Shabbat that occurs during the
festival of Sukkot goes beyond the stringency with regard to the
rest of the festival of Sukkot? And apparently, we do not say the
principle: Since it is considered a fit partition for sukka let it also
be considered a fit partition for Shabbat. This is diﬃcult according
to Rava, in whose opinion that principle is applied in this case.

HALAKHA

The breached segments total more than the standing segments – עוֹמד
ֵ פרוּץ ְמרו ֶ ּּבה ַﬠל ַה:ָ ּ When rendering a sukka fit
by means of mechanisms like a one-handbreadth wall and
the form of a doorway, it is fit even if there are breaches in
the two complete walls, provided that no individual breach
exceeds ten cubits. This is the ruling even if the total area of
the breached segments exceeds the total area of the standing
segments (Rashi; others). According to the Rambam, if all of
the breaches together exceed ten cubits, then even if they
are built in the form of a doorway, they still render the wall
and the sukka unfit unless the standing segments exceed
the breached segments. However, most authorities disagree
(Me’iri; Rosh). Nowadays, the practice is to use full-fledged
walls because not everyone is well versed in the details of
the halakhot of partitions (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 630:5,
and in the comment of the Rema).
. פרק א׳ דף ז. Perek I . 7a
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 יְ ֵת ָירה ׁ ַש ָ ּבת דְּ ָﬠ ְל ָמא ַﬠל ׁ ַש ָ ּבת, ָלאRava rejects that interpretation of the baraita. No, the baraita is
. דְּ סו ָּּכהteaching that the stringency with regard to Shabbat in general
goes beyond the stringency with regard to Shabbat that occurs
during the festival of Sukkot. On Shabbat during the festival of
Sukkot, a partition where the total of the breached segments of
the partition is greater than the total of the standing segments
is eﬀective, as, since it is eﬀective as a wall in a sukka, it is eﬀective
as a partition for Shabbat as well. That is not the case on Shabbat
during the rest of the year, when a partition of that sort is
ineﬀective on Shabbat.
 יְ ֵת ָירה סו ָּּכה:יתנֵי נַ ִמי
ְ ִאי ָה ִכי ִל
ּ  דְּ ִא,דְּ ָﬠ ְל ָמא ַא ּסו ָּּכה דְּ ׁ ַש ָ ּבת
יל ּו
,וֹחק
ֵ ׂסו ָּּכה דְּ ָﬠ ְל ָמא – ָ ּב ֲﬠיָא ֶט ַפח ש
ּ וְ ִא
יל ּו סו ָּּכה דְּ ׁ ַש ָ ּבת – ָלא ָ ּב ֲﬠיָ א
. וְ ַסגִ י ַ ּב ֶּל ִחי,וֹחק
ֵ ֶט ַפח ׂש

Abaye asked: If it is so that the distinction in the baraita is not
a fundamental distinction between the halakhot of sukka and
the halakhot of Shabbat, but is instead a distinction between
the halakhot of Shabbat in general and the specific case of Shabbat during the festival of Sukkot, then let the baraita also teach
a novel distinction involving Shabbat that occurs during the
festival of Sukkot. The stringency with regard to sukka in general during the rest of Sukkot goes beyond the stringency with
regard to sukka on Shabbat that occurs during the festival of
Sukkot, as a sukka in general consisting of two parallel walls, like
an alleyway, requires that its third wall measure an expansive
handbreadth, while a sukka on Shabbat does not require an
expansive handbreadth for this purpose, and it is suﬃcient for
the third wall to be established with a side post ten handbreadths
high and any width.

יכךְ ַﬠל
ֵּ  ִס: דְּ ָהא ַא ְּת הוּא דְּ ָא ְמ ַר ְּתSince the side post is eﬀective as a partition with regard to the
! ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ָמבוֹי ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש לוֹ ֶל ִחי – ָּכ ׁ ֵשרhalakhot of Shabbat, it should also be eﬀective as a wall with
regard to the halakhot of sukka although it is less than one handbreadth wide, as you are the one who said: If one placed roofing
over an alleyway which has a side post on one of the open ends
to permit carrying in that alleyway on Shabbat, it is fit as a sukka
for that same Shabbat, although it would not be fit during the rest
of the week of the Festival.N
ָ ַההוּא ָלא ִאצְ ְט ִר
 ָה ׁ ְש ָּתא,יה
ּ יכא ֵל
ְּ ִמ ִּק
,יל ָתא ַל ֲח ִמ ְיר ָּתא – ָא ְמ ִרינַ ן
ְּ ֵמ ֲח ִמ ְיר ָּתא ְל ִק
יל ָתא – ל ֹא ָּכל
!?ׁ ֶש ֵּכן

Rava replied to him: That is indeed my statement; however, the
fact is that the baraita does not cite that distinction, because it is
not necessary to state that there are circumstances in which the
general halakhot of sukka are stricter than its halakhot on Shabbat,
as there is no novelty in the concept that the halakhot of partitions on Shabbat should apply to a sukka. Now that we say that
halakhot may be derived from a leniency to a stringency, as a
halakha that applies to sukka, which is a positive mitzva, is applied to the halakhot of Shabbat, which is a stringent prohibition
punishable by karet; then from a stringency, the halakhot of
Shabbat, to a leniency, all the more so may halakhot be derived.
Therefore, there is no reason for the baraita to mention that
distinction explicitly.

: ָא ַמר ָר ָבא,גּ ו ָּפא

§ Apropos roofing over an alleyway, the Gemara elaborates
about the matter itself. Rava said:

NOTES

Shabbat and sukka – ש ָ ּבת וְ סו ָּּכה:
ַ ׁ The relationship between
the halakhot of Shabbat and sukka is evident from the start
of the tractate, where the two are compared. They are comparable due to the significance of partitions in both areas of
halakha. However, despite their similarities, the halakhot are
not identical. That is due to the fundamental diﬀerence be-

34

Perek I . 7a . .פרק א׳ דף ז

tween the function served by the partitions in the diﬀerent
areas. In the halakhot of Shabbat, they serve as boundaries
between diﬀerent domains. In the halakhot of sukka, they
serve to establish a structure. This distinction leads to various stringencies and leniencies applicable in each case (see
Ĥiddushei Rabbi Meir Arak).

Perek I
Daf 7 Amud b
– יכ ְך ַﬠל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ָמ בוֹי ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש לוֹ ֶל ִחי
ֵּ  ִסIf one placed roofing over an alleywayNH that has a side post, it
. ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרהis fit for use as a sukka.
–  ִס ֵּיכךְ ַﬠל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ּ ַפ ֵּסי ִב ָיראוֹת: וְ ָא ַמר ָר ָבאAnd similarly, Rava said: If one placed roofing over upright
NBH
. ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרהboards surrounding wells, it is fit for use as a sukka. A well is
usually at least four handbreadths wide and ten handbreadths
deep. Therefore, it is considered a private domain, and it is prohibited to draw water from it on Shabbat, as that would constitute a violation of the prohibition to carry from a private domain
into a public one. In order to permit drawing water from the well,
the surrounding area must be partitioned oﬀ and rendered a
private domain. For the benefit of Festival pilgrims, the Sages
instituted a special leniency that full-fledged partitions need not
be constructed around the well for this purpose. Rather, it is
suﬃcient if there are four double posts at the four corners of
the area surrounding the well. Since these symbolic barriers
are considered partitions for the halakhot of Shabbat, they are
considered partitions for the halakhot of sukka on Shabbat as well.
 דְּ ִאי ַא ׁ ְש ַמ ִﬠינַן ָמבוֹי – ִמ ׁ ּשוּם,יכא
ָ וּצְ ִר
 ֲא ָבל,יתא
ָ ָיכא ׁ ְש ֵּתי דְּ ָפנוֹת ְמ ַﬠ ְּלי
ָּ דְּ ִא
יכא ׁ ְש ֵּתי דְּ ָפנוֹת
ָּ ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ּ ַפ ֵּסי ִב ָיראוֹת דְּ ֵל
.ימא ָלא
ָ יתא – ֵא
ָ ְָמ ַﬠ ְּלי

The Gemara notes: And it is necessary for Rava to state the halakha in each of the two similar cases, as if he had taught us only
that the sukka is fit in the case of the alleyway, one could say that
it is due to the fact that there are two full-fledged walls; however, in the case of upright boards surrounding wells, where
there are not two full-fledged walls and most of the area is
breached, say no, it is not considered a fit sukka.

וְ ִאי ַא ׁ ְש ַמ ִﬠינַ ן ּ ַפ ֵּסי ִב ָיראוֹת – ִמ ׁ ּשוּם
 ֲא ָבל,יכא ׁ ֵשם ַא ְר ַ ּבע דְּ ָפ נוֹת
ָּ דְּ ִא
יכא ׁ ֵשם ַא ְר ַ ּבע
ָּ  דְּ ֵל,יכךְ ַﬠל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ָמבוֹי
ֵּ ִס
.ימא ָלא
ָ דְּ ָפנוֹת – ֵא

And if he had taught us only the case of upright boards surrounding wells, one could say that it is due to the fact that in that
case it is in the category of a sukka with four, albeit virtual, walls;
however, in the case where one placed roofing over an alleyway,
where it is not in the category of a sukka with four walls, say no,
it is not considered a fit sukka.

 וְ ִאי ַא ׁ ְש ַמ ִﬠינַ ן ָהנֵי ַּת ְר ֵּתי – ֵמ ֲח ִמ ְיר ָּתאAnd if he had taught us only these two cases, to teach that a
–  ֲא ָבל ְמ ִק ְּיל ָתא ַל ֲח ִמ ְיר ָּתא, ְל ִק ְּיל ָתאpartition with regard to the halakhot of Shabbat is a partition
.יכא
ָ  צְ ִר,ימא ָלא
ָ  ֵאwith regard to the halakhot of sukka, one could say that it is
due to the fact that one can derive a halakha from a stringency,
the halakhot of Shabbat, to a leniency,N the halakhot of sukka;
however, to derive a halakha from a leniency to a stringency,
say no. Therefore, it is necessary to teach the third halakha
with regard to a sukka consisting of two walls in the standard
sense and a third wall measuring a handbreadth: Since the third
wall is considered a wall with regard to the halakhot of sukka, a
leniency, it is considered a wall with regard to the halakhot of
Shabbat, a stringency.

NOTES

One placed roofing over an alleyway – יכךְ ַﬠל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ָמבוֹי
ֵּ ס:ִ See
Halakha note, where it is noted that the commentaries and
the halakhic authorities dispute the matter of this alleyway.
Most hold that it refers even to an open-ended alleyway that
has a vertical post at one end. Although it is prohibited by
rabbinic law to carry in such an alleyway on Shabbat, since
by Torah law it is permitted to carry there, it is fit as a sukka.
Others maintain that this halakha is limited to an alleyway
that is open to the public domain at one end and closed at
the other. The question arises because the roofing was not
placed at the closed end of the alleyway where there are three
walls, as that is clearly a fit sukka. Rather, it was placed at the
open end of the alleyway, where there are only two parallel
walls and a vertical post on the third side.
Upright boards surrounding wells – פ ֵּסי ִב ָיראוֹת:ַ ּ The ordinance of upright boards surrounding wells was instituted to
meet a specific need, to allow the Festival pilgrims to draw
water for their animals on Shabbat. This method of partitioning the area surrounding the well was permitted only in
Eretz Yisrael and only during the period of the pilgrimages to
Jerusalem. Others maintain that this ordinance is also in eﬀect
when it facilitates the fulfillment of other mitzvot as well, e.g.,
for yeshiva students returning to their studies (Me’iri).
From a stringency to a leniency – מ ֲח ִמ ְיר ָּתא ְל ִק ְּיל ָתא:ֵ Most
authorities hold that it is permissible to use a sukka built in
an alleyway or from upright boards surrounding a well only
on Shabbat. Others maintain that the reasoning: Since they
are partitions for the halakhot of Shabbat, they are partitions
for the halakhot of sukka, permits their use throughout the
Festival (cited by Ran). Others (Ĥokhmat Shlomo; Be’er Avraham) ask: According to the first opinion, the sukka should be
completely unfit, as it is not suitable for use for the entire Festival. Several answers were suggested. The fact that this sukka
is not fit for use all seven days is not due to a fundamental
deficiency; therefore, once incomplete walls are permitted,
all the more so, the fact that it may not be used throughout
the Festival does not render the sukka unfit (see Arukh LaNer,
Emek Sukkot, and others).
BACKGROUND

Upright boards surrounding wells – פ ֵּסי ִב ָיראוֹת:ַ ּ

Upright boards framing a space around the well

HALAKHA

One placed roofing over an alleyway – יכ ְך ַﬠל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ָמבוֹי
ֵּ ס:ִ If
one places roofing over an alleyway with a side post at its
entrance, the resulting sukka is fit for use on Shabbat during
the Festival; since the post is considered a partition with regard to the halakhot of Shabbat it is considered a wall with
regard to the halakhot of sukka as well. This is in accordance
with the opinion of Rava. There is a dispute about the nature
of this alleyway. Some hold that this is the halakha even in

the case of an open-ended alleyway (Rashi; Rambam; Rosh),
while others maintain that this is the halakha only in a case
where the alleyway is closed on three sides (Tosafot; Ran; Me’iri;
Rema as explained by the Vilna Gaon; Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 630:7).
Roofing over upright boards surrounding wells – יכךְ ַﬠל ַ ּג ֵ ּבי
ֵּ ִס
פ ֵּסי ִב ָיראוֹת:ַ ּ If one places roofing over upright boards or double

posts, since they are considered a partition with regard to the
halakhot of Shabbat, they are considered a wall with regard to
the halakhot of sukka as well, and one may use the resulting
sukka on Shabbat. Some restrict the fitness of the sukka to
circumstances where these walls are eﬀective with regard to
the halakhot of Shabbat, i.e., only in Eretz Yisrael and for Festival
pilgrims (Ran; Me’iri; Rema as explained by the Vilna Gaon;
Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 630:7).
: פרק א׳ דף ז. Perek I . 7b
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HALAKHA

Whose sunlight is greater than its shade – ח ָּמ ָת ּה ְמרו ָ ּּבה ִמ ִ ּצ ָּל ָת ּה:ַ
A sukka whose sunlight exceeds its shade is unfit. This applies
only with regard to sunlight that passes through the roofing;
however, sunlight that passes through the sides does not render
the sukka unfit. This ruling is not in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Yoshiya because his opinion is consistent with the
approach of the tanna’im that was rejected (Beit Yosef; Shulĥan
Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 630:1).

.״וְ ׁ ֶש ַח ָּמ ָת ּה ְמרו ָ ּּבה ִמ ִ ּצ ָּל ָת ּה ּ ְפסו ָּלה״

§ The mishna continues: And a sukka whose sunlight, i.e., the
sunlight that passes through the roofing, is greater than its
shade,H is unfit.

 וְ ל ֹא, ְיכוּך
ּ  ַח ָּמ ָת ּה – ֵמ ֲח ַמת ִס: ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַןThe Sages taught in a baraita that in the statement: Whose
 ַאף:אוֹמר
ֵ ֹאשיָּ ה
ִ ׁ  ַר ִ ּבי י. ֵמ ֲח ַמת דְּ ָפנוֹתsunlight is greater than its shade, the reference is to sunlight that
. ֵמ ֲח ַמת דְּ ָפנוֹתpasses through due to sparse roofing, and not to the sunlight
entering due to gaps in the walls. It is possible for a sukka to
have more sunlight than shade due to sunlight passing through
the sides and not the roofing, in which case the sukka is fit.
Rabbi Yoshiya says: If the sunlight exceeds the shade the sukka
is unfit, even if the sunlight is due to gaps in the walls.
יה
ָ ֵָא ַמר ַרב י
ּ ימר ַ ּבר ׁ ֶש ֶל ְמיָ ה ִמ ׁ ּ ְש ֵמ
יה דְּ ַר ִ ּב י
ּ  ַמ אי ַט ְﬠ ֵמ:דְּ ַא ַ ּב יֵ י
וֹת ַﬠל ָה ָארוֹן
ָ  ״וְ ַס ּכ:ֹאשיָּ ה – דִּ ְכ ִתיב
ִׁ י
 וְ ָקא,יצה
ֶ  ּ ָפ.רוֹכת״
ֶ ֶאת ַה ּ ָפ
ּ ָ רוֹכת ְמ ִח
יצה
ּ ֵַק ְרי
ּ ָ  ְמ ִח: ַא ְל ָמא.יה ַר ֲח ָמנָ א ְס ָכ ָכה
.ִּכ ְס ָכךְ ָ ּב ֵﬠינַן

Rav Yeimar bar Shelemya said in the name of Abaye: What is
the rationale for the statement of Rabbi Yoshiya? It is as it is
written: “And you shall screen [vesakkota] the Ark with the
curtain” (Exodus : ). The curtain is a partition and not a
covering over the Ark, and nevertheless, the Merciful One calls
it roofing [sekhakha]. Apparently, we require the purpose of
a partition to be similar to the purpose of roofing; just as the
roofing must be mostly impermeable by sunlight, so must the
partition.

,יה ּפ ּו ְר ָּתא
ּ  ַההוּא דְּ נֵיכוֹף ֵ ּב: וְ ַר ָ ּבנַ ןAnd how do the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Yoshiya, in. ְ דְּ ֶמ ֱחזִ י ִּכ ְס ָכךterpret the term: And you shall screen [vesakkota]? That term
teaches that we should bend the top of the curtain a bit so that
it appears as roofing over the Ark.
 וְ ַר ִ ּבי,ֹאשיָּ ה
ִ ׁ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי י, ַר ִ ּבי:ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י
 ו ֵּבית,יאל
ֵ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן וְ ַר ָ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל,יְהו ָּדה
 ּכו ְּלה ּו, וַ ֲא ֵח ִרים,יﬠזֶ ר
ֶ ׁ ַש ַּמאי וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל
. סו ָּּכה דִּ ַירת ֶק ַבע ָ ּב ֵﬠינַן:ְּס ִב ָירא ְלהו

Abaye said: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and Rabbi Yoshiya, and
Rabbi Yehuda, and Rabbi Shimon, and Rabban Gamliel, and
Beit Shammai, and Rabbi Eliezer, and Aĥerim all holdN that
we require the sukka to be sturdy and fit for dwelling like a
permanent residence.

 ָּכל סו ָּּכה:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי, ַר ִ ּבי – דְּ ַתנְ יָ אAbaye cites the relevant statements of the tanna’im listed above.
 ׁ ֶש ֵאין ָ ּב ּה ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמוֹת ַﬠל ַא ְר ַ ּבעRabbi Yehuda HaNasi states this opinion, as it is taught in a
. ַא ּמוֹת – ּ ְפסו ָּלהbaraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: Any sukka that does
not have an area of four cubits by four cubits is unfit. These
are the dimensions of a permanent residence.
.ֹאשיָּ ה – ָהא דַּ ֲא ָמ ַרן
ִ ׁ  ַר ִ ּבי יThe fact that Rabbi Yoshiya holds that a sukka must be a permanent residence can be seen from that which we stated, that the
walls must also be impermeable by sunlight like the walls of a
permanent residence.
בוֹהה
ָ  סו ָּּכה ׁ ֶש ִהיא ְ ּג: ַר ִ ּבי יְהו ָּדה – דִּ ְתנַןRabbi Yehuda also holds that a sukka must be a permanent
 ַר ִ ּבי, ְל ַמ ְﬠ ָלה ֵמ ֶﬠ ְ ׂש ִרים ַא ָּמה – ּ ְפסו ָּלהresidence, as we learned in the mishna: A sukka that is more
. יְ הו ָּדה ַמ ְכ ׁ ִשירthan twenty cubits high is unfit; Rabbi Yehuda deems it fit.
As explained above, in constructing a sukka more than twenty
cubits high, one cannot render his residence a temporary residence; rather, he must construct a sturdy permanent residence.
 ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם ְּכ ִה ְל ָכ ָתן:וְ ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן – דְּ ַתנְיָא
ּ ישית ֲא ִפ
 ַר ִ ּבי ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן.יל ּו ֶט ַפח
ִ ׁ ּו ׁ ְש ִל
יﬠית ֲא ִפילּ ּו
ִ  ו ְּר ִב, ׁ ָשל ֹׁש ְּכ ִה ְל ָכ ָתן:אוֹמר
ֵ
.ֶט ַפח

Rabbi Shimon agrees, as it is taught in a baraita: The dimensions of a sukka are two walls in the standard sense, and a third
wall that measures even a handbreadth; Rabbi Shimon says:
Three of the walls must be walls in the standard sense, and
a fourth wall is required that measures even a handbreadth.
Apparently, a sukka must be surrounded on four sides like a
permanent residence.

עוֹשה סו ָּּכתוֹ
ׂ ֶ  ָה:יאל – דְּ ַתנְיָא
ֵ  ַר ָ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִלRabban Gamliel holds that a sukka must be a permanent resi ַר ָ ּבן,ֹאש ַה ְּס ִפינָ ה
ׁ ֹאש ָה ֲﬠגָ ָלה אוֹ ְ ּבר
ׁ  ְ ּברdence, as it is taught in a baraita: In the case of one who estab. וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא ַמ ְכ ׁ ִשיר,וֹסל
ֵ יאל ּפ
ֵ  ַ ּג ְמ ִלlishes his sukka atop a wagon or atop a boat, Rabban Gamliel
deems it unfit; a mobile structure is not a permanent residence.
Rabbi Akiva deems it fit. Apparently, Rabban Gamliel requires
that a sukka be a permanent residence.
NOTES

They all hold – כו ְּלה ּו ְס ִב ָירא ְלה ּו:ּ There is an accepted halakhic
principle dating back to the time of the ge’onim that wherever the Gemara presents the opinions of multiple Sages
as a single approach, the halakha is not in accordance with
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that approach. The Gemara presents all the opinions as one
approach only to teach that despite nuanced diﬀerences
between them, they all represent an approach that is rejected
and not ruled as halakha.

ֹאשוֹ וְ רו ּּבוֹ
ׁ  ִמי ׁ ֶש ָהיָ ה ר: ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי – דִּ ְתנַןBeit Shammai agree, as we learned in a mishna: In the case
 ֵ ּבית ׁ ַש ַּמאי, וְ ׁשו ְּל ָחנוֹ ְ ּבתוֹךְ ַה ַ ּביִ ת, ַ ּב ּסו ָּּכהof one whose head and most of his body were in the sukka
.וֹס ִלין ו ֵּבית ִה ֵּלל ַמ ְכ ׁ ִש ִירין
ְ  ּפand his table was in the house, Beit Shammai deem the
sukka unfit, since a small sukka is unfit for use and one cannot
fulfill the mitzva of sukka with it. And Beit Hillel deem it fit.
Apparently, Beit Shammai require that the sukka be similar to
a permanent structure.

NOTES

A sukka built like a dovecote – סו ָּּכה ָה ֲﬠ ׂשוּיָ ה ַּכ ׁ ּש ָוֹב ְך: According to most authorities, Rabbi Yoĥanan disagrees with
Aĥerim in this matter (see Rashi). Some explain that a sukka
built like a dovecote is specifically a small, narrow sukka,
like an actual dovecote; however, a sukka of the requisite
area is not deemed unfit due to its shape (see Arukh LaNer).

,עוֹשה סו ָּּכתוֹ ְּכ ִמין צְ ִריף
ׂ ֶ  ָה:יﬠזֶ ר דִּ ְתנַן
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִלRabbi Eliezer holds that a sukka must be a permanent resiוֹסל ְל ִפי
ֵ יﬠזֶ ר ּפ
ֶ  ַר ִ ּבי ֱא ִל,וֹתל
ֶ  אוֹ ׁ ֶש ְּס ָמ ָכ ּה ַל ּכdence, as we learned in a mishna: In the case of one who es. וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים ַמ ְכ ׁ ִש ִירין, ׁ ֶש ֵאין ָל ּה ַ ּגגtablishes his sukka like a type of circular hut whose walls
slope down from the center and has no roof, or one who
rested the sukka against the wall, taking long branches and
placing one end on the ground and leaning the other end
against the wall, establishing a structure with no roof, Rabbi
Eliezer deems it unfit because it does not have a roof, and
the Rabbis deem it fit. A permanent residence has a roof.
 סו ָּּכה:אוֹמ ִרים
ְ  ֲא ֵח ִרים, ֲא ֵח ִרים – דְּ ַתנְ יָ אAĥerim agree, as it is taught in a baraita that Aĥerim say: A
N
 ְל ִפי ׁ ֶש ֵאין ָל ּה, ָה ֲﬠ ׂשוּיָ ה ַּכ ׁ ּש ָוֹב ְך – ּ ְפסו ָּלהsukka built in a circular shape like a dovecote is unfit, becorners, and a permanent residence
. זָ וִ יּוֹתcause it does not have
is one with corners.H
 ִאם, סו ָּּכה ָה ֲﬠ ׂשוּיָ ה ַּכ ִּכ ְב ׁ ָשן:יוֹחנָן
ָ  § ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּביRabbi Yoĥanan said: With regard to a sukka that is shaped
B
ישב ָ ּב ּה ֶﬠ ְ ׂש ִרים וְ ַא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה
ֵ ׁ  יֵ ׁש ְ ּב ֶה ֵ ּק ָיפ ּה ְּכ ֵדי ֵלlike a furnace and is completely round, if its circumference
. וְ ִאם ָלאו – ּ ְפסו ָּלה, ְ ּבנֵי ָא ָדם – ְּכ ׁ ֵש ָרהhas suﬃcient space for twenty-four people to sit in it, it is
fit, and if not, it is unfit.
 ָּכל סו ָּּכה ׁ ֶש ֵאין ָ ּב ּה: דְּ ָא ַמר, ְּכ ַמאן – ְּכ ַר ִ ּביThe Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion did
. ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמוֹת ַﬠל ַא ְר ַ ּבע ַא ּמוֹת – ּ ְפסו ָּלהRabbi Yoĥanan rule that the sukka must be so expansive?
The Gemara answers: It is undoubtedly in accordance with
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who said: Any sukka
that does not have an area of four cubits by four cubits is
unfit. Since he requires the sukka with the largest minimum
dimensions, Rabbi Yoĥanan must hold in accordance with his
opinion.

Dovecote
BACKGROUND

Furnace – כ ְב ׁ ָשן:ִּ

 ָּכל ׁ ֶשיֵּ ׁש ְ ּב ֶה ֵ ּקיפוֹ, ַ ּג ְב ָרא ְ ּב ַא ְּמ ָתא יָ ֵתיב, ִמ ְּכ ִדיHowever, even if he holds in accordance with the opinion of
יסר
ַ  ִ ּב ְת ֵר,רוֹחב ֶט ַפח
ַ  ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה ְט ָפ ִחים יֵ ׁש ּבוֹRabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the question arises: Now, since when
! ַס ִ ּגיa person sits, he occupies one cubit of space, the circumference required by Rabbi Yoĥanan for the sukka is twenty-four
cubits. However, mathematically, for every three handbreadths circumference in a circle, there is a diameter of
approximately one handbreadth. Consequently, rather than
requiring a sukka that holds twenty-four people, a sukka that
holds merely twelve people should suﬃce, since a sukka with
a circumference of twelve cubits has a diameter of approximately four. In that case, why does Rabbi Yoĥanan require the
sukka to have double the necessary circumference?

Ruins of cylindrical furnaces in Almería, Spain, used for melting iron ore

HALAKHA

A circular sukka – סו ָּּכה ֲﬠגֻ ָּלה: A round sukka is fit, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yoĥanan. With regard
to the required minimum size of a round sukka, since the
minimum size of a fit sukka is a bit more than seven by

seven handbreadths, the circumference of a round sukka must
measure approximately thirty handbreadths, in accordance
with the conclusion of the Gemara (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ
Ĥayyim 634:2).
: פרק א׳ דף ז. Perek I . 7b

37

