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Our Shiur began with a well-known Machlokes of X217 »ax:
PORD TN MY DN -

A5 which just happened to be at the entrance of a nan, and
was not put there specifically to allow carrying in the nan -
TS 17 IR 7aR - Abayei says it is a valid 'nb.

TS 7 RY MR K27 - Rava says it is not a valid 'mb.

At first, the Gemara assumes that this Machlokes applies as
well, to

PORD TIWYA IRTN -

A partition that was there naturally, and was not specifically
made to enclose the area -

The X2 proceeds to bring four proofs that a mwyn iz mn
TORD s a valid nzomn.

The proofs come from the following cases:

-1- A 100 with trees as walls -

-2- A wall of reeds used as a corner of N1X7°2°09 to enclose
the area around a well -

-3- A tree that forms a canopy and walls over an area where
one may carry on naw -

-4- Where one establishes his Shabbos residence on a mound
or in a cleft in a rock, by making an pmnn 217,

The first three proofs are rejected because each case may be
speaking of where the trees or reeds were planted for the
purpose of making a nx°mn. The last proof though, stands
since mounds and clefts in rocks are not man made!

Based on this last proof the X9m) concludes;

XTI RIIT 299 RO ROV 912 MXMNA KON -

Everybody agrees that a m5x» mwyn nxmn - is a valid nxnn.
73R and 817 only argue about a’n5 -

73R holds nxmn own N5 - a 'n> works because it is consid-
ered to be a partition, therefore, Yoxm TR N5 is valid, just as
RN MwYR X is valid.

R17 holds X721 ovwn NS - a N> works because it serves as a
reminder, therefore, Pox» 7101 ' is not valid, because

27 R RY ORIV RN DTIARTI N -

If it was placed there for this purpose people take note, and it
serves as a reminder. If it was just there, it does not serve as a
reminder.
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The R cites 2 Braisos which seem to prove
N "7 PORD TN M.

. . 75L
First, the Xn72 says that bricks that protrude from a wall

within three 0'nov of each other can combine to form a 1>,
by dint of T125. Now, the bricks don’t seem to have been made
to protrude for this purpose!

Bricks that protrude '
within 3 DM9V » 1 -~
of each other

COMW to

%orm/ @ P >

The xm2 rejects the proof, because perhaps they WERE built
this way for the purpose of making a 'n>, and the Xn»92 is just
teaching that even though it looks like it was left that way to
add more bricks later, it is still a proper reminder.

Although -
It looks like it was left,

to add more bricks later

Second, a xn»71 teaches about an indented wall, where the
wall itself serves as a 'n5, apparently even though it was not

made for this purpose! An indented wall
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The 22 rejects this proof as well with the same argument -
perhaps it was built this way for the purpose of making a nb,

and it is teachin .
8 The R} uses the same rejection
MO DIWN P73 D719 MW PINAD IR -
Even though the °'n% is not visible from inside the »1am, it still ,’D@r/mf/&- oc
isavalid n>.

Tty just teaching
2520 MM PInan AN

Finally, the Gemara relates an incident where Rav once told
his wnw not to rely on a palm tree as a ’n> since they had not
relied on using it as a 'n> before Shabbos - implying that had
they been relying on it, the tree would have been a valid ’n>

. even though it was not put there on purpose, clearly support-
ing »an!
In fact, Rashi points out that this is one of the six cases of
0" 9"y - where we pasken like »ax rather than x27. Had they relied on it,
it would have been a valid M5
The Gemara had pointed out at the outset that - as in the case I the cas®
of Rav - if they did not rely on this 5x» 717 0> before naw, 00& -3
for example, they had put up another ’n, which subsequently Where they put up a’n>
fell down on naw - all agree that they cannot now rely on this
PORD T T R

A I l
% 'l

% I

The X327 2R N> is only in a case where they did rely on
this PoR» 77 N> to permit carrying in this »1amn.
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The following Mishnah lists three Halachos which would
apply even if a live animal was used.

Zugt di Mishnah;

-1-J0IR PR AN 0PN MWW 1272IP0R 11D P 51 -
Anything may be used for a’n>, even a live animal, and "
R forbids it.

-3- 50199937707 2N W1 VA POV Al -

We may write a v, a divorce document on a live animal, and
"»57°0v " invalidates it.

The X703 explains both *>9317°0v 1 and the 1327 each
understand the 7257 about what a L3 may be written on from
the passuk M35 750 75 2N,

"DHxm 00 7 learns:

> and1 teaches that one may write even on things that are not
parchment, while

790 teaches that it must be written on something similar to a
790, in that it is not food or a living thing.

The 13117 learn:

1% an; teaches that she cannot get divorced with money.
100 just teaches that the va should tell the story of the
divorce.

Tangentially, the Gemara teaches several additional
Halachos of yv that are derived from this passuk in
different ways, according to their respective opinions.

Zugt di Mishnah;

79112 PHVYLM N °DI MOPM VR NN R -

A caravan had encamped in an open field over Shabbos, in
which one may not carry on naw because it's a 573, To
solve this problem, they encircled the area with the trappings
and utensil of the animals. They obviously don’t have
enough materials to create a complete partition. Therefore,
the mwn gives the 3 minimum requirements for a 7x°mm.

-1- D9V TIWY M T RTPW 7251 -
The partition must be at least 10 o'nov high -
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-2- 12N 5 MPTY MY 7 RD) -

The total gaps should not be more than the total walls -
otherwise known as

TN OY 1A P10,

-3- DR IR I ANDI RV 139N NINN TINR TWYI RV 71370 53
An opening of up to 10 m»K is considered a doorway, and
they may carry in the enclosed area. An opening of more
than 10 mnN is considered a breach, and they may not carry
there.

TV PIID IONN -
If the open space is exactly the same as the fencing, there is a
npbnn:

A IR ROD 1 -

Itis a valid nx°m, and they may carry there. His reasoning -
7217 71790 RS T0N% RIDAT PR I -

The *»on nwnb 1357 was taught to 7w» as - Do not leave most
ofthe enclosure open. Therefore, 50-50 is OK.

TOR IR VWK 27T PIARIN 2T -

Itis NOT a valid nx’n», and they may not carry there. His
reasoning - it was taught to 7wn as

1217 17 - Enclose most of it. Therefore, 50-50 is not a valid
partition.

The X2 goes on to bring several proofs, some of which
appear on this q7.

The first proofiis left as a question on YWin’ 297 7172 XN 27
because our Mishnah invalidates only a nx'nn of mm mxyo
1127 5 - where the breaches are more than the wall, but if
they are the same the implication is that it is okay.
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The Gemara next cites a Braisa in 1270 noon which OK’s a
110 which apparently had equal spaces of non-kosher 750 -

such as a spit, which is metal - and kosher 700, which seems AP > AP

to contradict YWiT 277 7772 R 2. =18 naen - Encampment
Similarly, the Gemara cites a Braisa which elaborates on the

case of the caravan encampment, and OK's the enclosure as 7°° Between animals
long as the open space between animals does not equal the ] X

width of an animal - clearly implying that if the ratio of open

and closed sections is exactly 50/50 it is not a valid nx>nmn - Kosher  ON-

contradicting o9 17! losher

Both would answer that they are speaking of a case where PRNm 297 M3 N 29

R DINWI - it was not exactly 50/50 - rather there is some P

wiggle room.
In both cases the open space is actually more than the closed
part.

Extra space between  Extra wiggle room
In the case of the 1D, a spit could easily fit in the space NON-kosher 790, between animals
between 2 other spits - leaving us with more kosher 750 than
non-kosher 700. Therefore it’s a kosher succah even accord-
ing to YWy 277 7172 RN 2.
In the case of the caravan, an animal can easily get through
. the space between 2 animals. Therefore, the nz°mn is not valid

even according to 99 1.

This discussion continues on the next Daf.
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