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MNORS AT 3D RN? - At the end of the previous 97 Abayei
said that we never find a case where adding walls creates an

Mo'R that did not exist when the walls were not there. We The N33 continues to challenge »aN

have already challenged this statement from two sources,

and the X continues to challenge »ax from two more St ..Nnm

places: AP YA A2
22, 2 TP N IIM

. o1l 7

-1- First, 7mpm R PSmM ampn PO 1 R - -

A house that has a roof over half of it and vines are planted *

under the roofed part, it is 7m» to plant grain in the other part, Dadhedin

because

omol T PN o -

We view the edge of the roof as if it extends straight down.
However, if he extends the roof to cover the entire house it
becomes 7ON?

7R responds that extending the roof is actually mx>mn m>0 -
removing the roof’s edge which served as a nx’n», and now
the entire area below is one field.

AtZopp /')//a

-2- Second, the Xn»12 says that in an open field where there is
no wall, we may plant grain four m»x away from vines, but ond
where there is a wall that surrounds the field, we may not
plant grain between the vines and the wall unless there is at
least 12 mnX from the vines to the wall - apparently the
presence of the wall creates a X!

AP

Open field Walled field
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»IR answers that when a vineyard is surrounded by a wall,
the first four m»x around the wall are not fit for planting,
because it loosens the fence - the four mnx closest to the
vines may not be planted, because it is D737 NV - it's
needed to be able to work on the 073, and therefore, part of
the vineyard - and if the remaining space is less than four
mnR according to 557 ma or eight minK according to 'Row 173,
itis not considered a separate field, but 502 to the o7, and
therefore 17oR. Only if there is ample space to plant even
after leaving four empty mnR near the wall and four empty
MnR near the vines, may we plant grain there.

It's not the wall that causes the Wo°R, but the lack of available
space.

A 1> /6/”,3

Considered a separate field
NOT the wall causes the 1104,

7 I32 7 M0 WHw AT 27 IR -
There are three enclosures next to each other, each with one
person - and the middle one opens to both outer enclosures -
Ifthe middle one is narrower than the outer mo°97p, the e
dgmaln ofthe outer ones extend 1nt[0 the m¥ddle one, and we ¥ M MSDp v
view all three people as if they are in the middle 99p. ;
Therefore, they may carry no matter how large the

. enclosures are, because a group of three people is viewed as a
RIY, a caravan, for which there is no limit to the area they
are allowed to enclose.
If the middle one is wider than the two outer ones, we do not
view all three people as being in the middle 997p, because
only the wider area extends to the narrower area, but the
narrower area does not extend to the wider area. Therefore,
the total area enclosed by the three mo°99p may not be more
than a total of six RO 1’2 - two X 2 for each 497p.

D PVRBRA DIV T TARY M TAR MO RV -
What if there is one person in each of the outer mo’07p and
two people in the middle, do we assume that both middle
residents form a group of three with each of the single outer
residents, allowing them a total of more than 6 "o 2 - OR -
each one of the two middle residents forms a group of two
with one of the outer residents, and they are limited to 6 n"a
ND?
Even if the previous example is not viewed as being a
residence of three people, what if there was two people in
each of the outer mo’07p and one person in the middle - do
we assume that it's advantageous for the single person to
combine with the two residents of at least one of the two
outer M9’07p, so that they become a X1°w who is allowed
more than 6 780 1’1 - OR - since we cannot determine which
way he will go, none of the mo*07p can be viewed as having
. three people, and they are limited to 6 ixo n°2?

Wore thaw

& o

Limited to
K975 2 RNoYM - in both of the last two cases we are limited to & Df0,»
lenient, and allow them an area larger than 6 XD 13, by SR

considering them a X7w, a caravan of at least three people.
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POIOIM PR VNN RN AW T RTON 27 IR -

When there is a five nov elevation and a five nov wall on top
of it, it is considered a n3’n» for the lower 73n, because from
their perspective they see a wall of 10 o'nov, but it is not
considered a nx’n» for the upper 731, because from their
perspective they see a wall of only 5 onov.

POIORD TWNN AR WA TITX I WIT -

T n disagree with X7om 17 and holds that the elevation and
wall combine to be considered a 10 nov wall even for the
upper J3m.

POTORM VNN XTI WA TR RN -

The 25 follows > that it’s a valid nx°m» even for the
upper J3m.

TORW 171 NAWA PRI PINT ROVWIT 2TV -

If a5z had an 217°v and then conditions changed that
exposed new residents to the 9xn, such as when a wall
between two mxn collapsed, does the original 217V remain
valid?

This 758w was posed to X317 27 and 777 27 by 727 in the
reverse scenario -

71, N2N7 DNON 19N TIT 27V ,ANON DNON ANON JIT 27D -
Two m7xn had joined in one 217, by way of a door or
window in the wall between them, which became closed on
Naw - they are now separate M3, and one I3 is now
separated from the 217°v - may they continue to carry?

R 37 and 7 21 both answered;

7N N [P0 NAW -

Once it was permitted to carry in this 931 at the onset of nav,
it remains permitted for the duration of this naw. The 71250
does not change in the middle of naw.

In the following Daf we will learn that this is actually a
Machlokes 17 and HRinw.
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This is actually a Machlokes
29 and SN
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