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Today’s Daf Digest is dedicated  

In honor of our top Maggid Shiur Rabbi Avraham Bartfeld shlita 

and חיים זאב בן שלמה“לע   

by his children Mr. and Mrs. Leonard Goldberg, Toronto Canada  

Distinctive INSIGHT OVERVIEW of the Daf 
1) The מקושש עצים (continued) 

A second discussion between R’ Akiva and R’ Yehudah ben 

Besaira is recorded, wherein R’ Yehudah ben Besaira criticizes R’ Aki-

va for revealing a sin the Torah intended to conceal. 

Following the mention of Miriam’s sin of falsely accusing Moshe 

Rabeinu of wrongdoing, Reish Lakish teaches the consequence for 

falsely accusing innocent people of wrongdoing. 

It is also demonstrated that good things come from Hashem more 

quickly than bad. 

2) The dispute between R’ Akiva and Chachamim 

Rabbah inquired: Do R’ Akiva and Chachamim disagree in a case 

where the object passed through the public domain below ten tefo-

chim or do they disagree in a case where the object passed through the 

public domain above ten tefochim? 

R’ Yosef answered from a comment of R’ Hamnuna that the disa-

greement arises in a case where the object passed through the public 

domain below ten tefochim. 

The Gemara notes that R’ Hamnuna’s explanation is at odds with 

R’ Elazar’s explanation of R’ Akiva. R’ Chilkiyah bar Tovi, however, 

also disagrees with R’ Elazar’s explanation and a Beraisa supports R’ 

Chilkiyah bar Tovi’s explanation. 

3) Throwing from one private domain to another 

An earlier quoted Beraisa ruled it permitted to throw an object 

from one private domain to another through a public domain as long 

as the private domains are owned by an individual. This ruling seem-

ingly refutes the position of Rav who ruled that one may not throw an 

object from one house to another through a public domain. 

(Continued on page 2) 

The Concept of  ק ל ו ט ה 
רבי עקיבא מחייב   –מרשות היחיד לרשות היחיד ורשות הרבים באמצע   

 וחכמים פוטרים

R abba conducts an inquiry to determine the nature of the dispute 

between Rabbi Akiva and the Chachamim. First, Rabba suggests that 

the case may be where the item was thrown across the public thor-

oughfare, remaining below ten tefochim off the ground the entire 

time. Rabbi Akiva holds the person throwing it is liable, because we 

use the concept of חהקלוטה כמה שהו. This means that as the item 

flies through the airspace, we consider this state of being absorbed as if 

it is placed on the ground below it. Consequently, Rabbi Akiva consid-

ers it as if we have a proper placement/חהה, and he is חייב. 

Chachamim disagree, and they hold that the item flying through is 

not considered at rest. The one throwing it is therefore exempt. 

There are two approaches to understand how קלוטה - being 

absorbed in the airspace – works. Some say that although the object is 

flying through the air, we consider it stationary in the air. The item is 

completely surrounded by the רשות הרבים, and it is therefore “at rest” 

in that domain. Others want to say that when the item is flying 

through the air, we consider as if it is at rest on the ground below it. 

This approach is suggested by the Kehillas Yaakov ('סימן ו). 

Even according to Rabba, once the object is above ten tefochim, 

all agree that we cannot apply the concept of קלוטה. According to the 

first approach, this is relatively simple, because even if we look at the 

object as if it is frozen in space, the area above ten tefochim is no long-

er רשות הרבים. It is a מקום פטור, and the one throwing the item is 

exempt. 

According to the second approach, where we consider the object 

connected to the ground, why can we not say the same thing even if 

the object is flying at the height above ten tefochim? Sfas Emes explains 

that because the area below this object is comprised of two domains, a 

 below ten, we no longer look at רשות הרבים above ten, and מקום פטור

it as if it is connected to the ground. Another approach is that when 

we say it is considered as if it is connected to the ground, it does not 

mean that it is as if it is on the ground that is below it. Rather, we see it 

as if it stretched and extended from where it is all the way to the 

ground. This being the case, the object, even if it is connected to the 

ground, is still partially situated in a מקום פטור. This is why he is 

exempt, even according to Rabbi Akiva (Kehillas Yaakov, ibid.). 

 REVIEW and Remember 
1. What is the consequence for suspecting an innocent person of 

wrongdoing? 

2. Explain  לבוד. 

3. Explain  חהקלוטה כמה שהו. 

4. Why is the comparison between writing  שם from  שמעון and 

throwing four amos instead of eight not valid? 

 כגון דמידלי חד ומתתי חד...

In our Gemara, we allow throwing from 

one house to another, across the public 

domain, if both houses are owned by one 

person.  In :עירובין פה Rav prohibits this.  

However, Rav only disallows it when the 

houses are different heights, where the 

throw may be off target. 

Daf DIAGRAM 

Today’s Daf Digest is dedicated by the Kaufman and Wolper families 

In loving memory of their grandmother 
 מרת שרה בת ר' ברוך יסן ע"ה 

Today’s Daf Digest is dedicated in memory of our parents 
 ר' יצחק ארי' בן ר' יעקב אליעזר ומרת רייזל בת אהרן זיסל ,ע"ה

By Eliezer and Breena Freid  
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 Halachic filling in of space between solid areas1- לבוד

T he principle of  לבוד (Lavud) dictates that solid objects or strips of solid 

material situated within 3 tefochim (approx. 11 in.) of each other are con-

sidered halachically connected or combined. In this way, the non-solid air 

spaces in between the solid matter assume the halachic status of solid matter 

as though they were "filled in".  

The concept of Lavud affects many halochos of Mechitzos. The follow-

ing are examples of this: 

“Mechitza T'luyoh” - Suspended Partition 

“Porutz M'ruboh Al Ha'omed” - Open space greater than solid 

 Mechitza T'luyoh - Suspended Partition 

A "Mechitza T'luyoh" (suspended partition) is a partition 

that does not reach the ground, thereby leaving a gap 

(thus appearing suspended).  Such a partition cannot 

create a valid enclosure because it could not prevent small-

er animals from slipping' through. 

However, if the bottom of the partition reaches within 

3 tefochim of the ground, the bottom of the partition 

becomes Halachically "connected" to the ground under 

the principle of Lavud, and the gap is thereby "filled-in", thus qualifying the 

partition. 

"Porutz M'ruboh Al Ha'omed" - Open space greater than solid 

A valid partition does not necessarily have to be completely solid. It 

may have many open spaces (e.g. windows and door openings, small gaps 

etc.) and still be valid. 

However, the sum total of the partition must be 

composed of at least 50% solid matter. A parti-

tion whose total area is mostly open space (i.e. 

less than 50% solid) is not valid because of the 

principle of Porutz M'ruboh Al Ha'omed. 

Under the principle of Lavud, it is often possible to contrive a perfectly 

valid partition even when it is composed mostly of open space and a minimum 

of solid material. This can be effected if the solid strips, boards or wires are 

within 3 tefochim of each other.  

> Example:  

A chain-link fence is a perfectly valid partition even though it is composed 

mostly of open space (i.e. between the wires) and the solid wire is only a frac-

tion of the total area of the partition. It is valid because the wires are all within 

3 tefochim of each other, thus complying with the principle of Lavud. 
1 The 39 Melachos, by Rabbi Dovid Ribiat, p. 1307-1309. Used with the per-

mission of the author.   
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The Secret of the  ג ז י ר ה   ש ו ה 
 גזירה שוה לא גמר -ואלא גמר גזירה שוה!  

R abbi Yehuda ben Besaira did not agree 
that the unidentified wood collector who had 

violated the Shabbos was Tzelaphchad, because 

he had not learned the גזירה שוה from his 

Rebbe, and one cannot derive a גזירה שוה 

without a tradition from an authentic tradi-

tion. Tosafos asks, though, why couldn’t Rabbi 

Yehuda accept the tradition from Rabbi Akiva 

who had received this tradition directly from 

his rebbe? This was certainly a legitimate source 

to verify that this lesson was correct. 

Tosafos answers with a tremendous princi-

ple in Shas. The Tannaim each knew that there 

was a specific number of  גזירות שוות to be 

learned according to the Mesorah. There are 

various differences of opinion what words and 

lessons made up that number, but the rule was 

that once any Tanna had his quota filled, he 

could not accept any other  גזירה שוה as being 

valid, unless he could determine that one of 

those he already had was incorrect. Here, Rabbi 

Yehuda ben Besaira had his total number of 

 accounted for, so he could not גזירות שוות 

accept this additional lesson which Rabbi Akiva 

had which helped to identify the wood collector. 

This rule of Tosafos helps us explain many 

places in Shas where we find Tannaim who argue 

about a halacha, and the issue turns out to be 

that one had a  גזירה שוה and the other did not. 

The reason the one lacking the  גזירה שוה does 

not accept the  גזירה שוה outright as a tradition 

can be because he had his quota filled, and he 

was not able to add a new lesson of this sort. 

Some Rishonim (Aruch, Rabeinu Chan-

anel) do not agree with Tosafos. They learn that 

Rabbi Akiva had not heard this particular   גזירה

 from his rabbeim, but he presented it on שוה 

his own to decipher the identity of the wood 

collector. Rabbi Yehuda ben Besaira argued and 

said that if it was a legitimate  גזירה שוה he 

would accept it, but being it was an original idea 

of Rabbi Akiva, Rabbi Yehuda rejected it. 

Gemara GEM 

HALACHAH Highlight The Gemara explains that Rav’s concern is limited to a particular 

circumstance. 

4) Lavud 

The Gemara identifies Halacha L’Moshe M’Sinai as the source of 

the concept of lavud. 

5) Throwing from one public domain to another 

Rebbi and Chachamim disagree about liability in a case where an 

object is thrown from one public domain to another through a private 

domain. Rav and Shmuel explain that even Rebbi’s strict position 

applies only if the private domain is roofed. 

It is further stated in the name of Shmuel that Rebbi held him 

liable to two chataos, one for taking out and one for bringing in. 

R’ Chana finds difficulty with this explanation because Rebbi 

does not hold a person liable to bring a chatas for a toldah if he also 

violated the av. 

R’ Yosef answers that he avoids R’ Chana’s difficulty because he 

learned the comment quoted in the name of Shmuel as having been 

stated in reference to a different Tanna. 

6) Issues of intent 

Ravina asked R’ Ashi: According to the original understanding of 

R’ Yehudah, that a person is liable to bring two chataos when he 

throws an object from a private domain four amos into a public do-

main, what was the throwers intent? Seemingly he intended the object 

to land in a specific place and he should be liable only one chatas. 

R’ Ashi responded: The case refers to where the thrower’s intent 

was for the object to rest wherever it pleases. 

A ruling is refuted based upon the preceding exchange between 

Ravina and R’ Ashi. 

7) An intervening domain 

If an object is thrown from one public domain to another 

through a private domain and it traveled a total of four amos in the 

public domains the thrower is liable. The novelty of this ruling is that 

the two public domains combine for liability and we do not say that 

the object is considered to have come to rest in the intervening do-

main.   

(Overview...continued from page 1) 


