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Babba Kama Daf 30

One who hides thorns in another person’s wall

בבבא קמא דף ל'. תנו רבנן המצניע קוצותיו וזכוכיותיו לתוך כותל של חבירו, ובא בעל כותל וסתר כותלו, ונפל לרשות הרבים, והזיקו, חייב 
המצניע. אמר רבי יוחנן לא שנו אלא בכותל רעוע, אבל בכותל בריא, המצניע פטור, וחייב בעל הכותל.

אמר רבינא, זאת אומרת המכסה בורו בדליו של חבירו, ובא בעל דלי ונטל דליו, חייב בעל הבור. פשיטא, מהו דתימא התם הוא דלא הוי ידע 
ליה דלודעיה, אבל הכא דידע ליה, הוה ליה לאודועיה, קא משמע לן.

- א - 

A baal habor cannot prevent someone from taking down his own wall

An explanation of the words of the Gemora and the Rishonim 
/ If another man took down the wall / The reason that the 
baal hadeli and the baal hakosel are exempt is that a person 
is allowed to do as he pleases in his domain even if damage is 
caused by this to others / One who throws someone else’s item 
onto some pillows and the owner of the pillows removes them / 

Hiding a pit in someone else’s earth
-נמוק"י בשם רמ"ה, דברי יחזקאל, שלטי גבורים, חזון איש- 

 As is mentioned in the Gemora, one who hides .א
thorns in someone else’s wall and the owner of the 

wall destroys it, causing the thorns to fall into the reshus 
harabim where they do damage, is liable for the damages 
of bor and the owner of the wall is exempt if the wall 
was shaky. The reason why the owner of the thorns is 
liable is that, as Rashi1 explains, he should have thought 
about the possibility that the wall would be taken down. 
The owner of the wall is exempt, as the Rosh2 and the 
Nemukei Yosef3 explain, because he is not expected to 
look for thorns in his shaky wall. 

However, if the wall were strong, the one who hid the 
thorns would be exempt because he is not expected to 
think that the wall might be destroyed, and the owner of 
the wall is liable because he should have thought about 
the possibility that people sometimes hide thorns in 
walls belonging to other people if that wall is strong. This 

can be compared to one who opens a covered pit, who 
is liable. This halachah is brought in Shulchan Aruch.4

As is mentioned in the Gemora, Ravina extrapolates 
a halachah from the fact that the one who hid the thorns 
is liable if the wall was shaky. He says that if one covers 
a pit with someone else’s bucket and the owner of the 
bucket takes it, the one who covered the pit is liable. This 
is also because he should have thought that the owner of 
the bucket would take his possessions. This halachah is 
also brought in Shulchan Aruch.5

The Nemukei Yosef6 writes, quoting the Remah, that 
the halachah that, when the wall is shaky, the one who 
hides the thorns is liable and the owner of the wall is 
exempt is said only when the owner of the wall himself 
takes down the wall. If another person would destroy the 
wall without the owner’s permission, that person would 
be liable for the damages even if the wall was shaky and 
the one who hid the thorns would be exempt.

The Divrei Yechezkel7 writes that it can be learned 
from his words that, in the case of covering a pit with 
someone else’s bucket too, if another person would 
remove the bucket without being asked to by its owner, 
that person would be liable and not the one who made 
the bor. 
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Shabbos Daf Lamed Ches

L’halacha the Rishonim disagree concerning whether we pasken
like Rebbi Meir or Rebbi Yehudah. The Rif 9 asserts that the halacha
follows Rebbi Yehudah, and the Ran 10 explains his reasoning to be
because Rav publicly darshened as such. This being the case the
halacha follows suit. The same is raised by both the Rambam 11 and
Ramban 12 as well. Additionally, the Beis Yosef 13 writes that the
words of the Rosh 14 seem to lean this way too.

On the other hand, Tosafos in Chullin 15 asserts that the halacha
follow Rebbi Meir, and his reasoned is because this is how Rav
instructed his students. Additionally, the Beis Yosef 16 brings this
b’shem both the Smag and Sefer HaTerumah as well.

The Shulchan Aruch 17 determines like the opinions of the Rif,
Rambam, and Rosh to pasken like Rebbi Yehudah (as we have already
mentioned).

On the other hand, the Biur HaGra there goes to great lengths and
concludes like Rebbi Meir. The Mishna Berurah 18 cites this opinion
of the Gra and how he follows in the footsteps of Tosafos and his
colleagues who all pasken like Rebbi Meir that even b’mayzid it is
only assur to eat from food cooked on Shabbos until Motzei Shabbos.
This applies even to the one who cooked it, and b’shogeig everyone
can partake from the food immediately on Shabbos itself. The Mishna
Berurah asserts that in a time of need one is allowed to rely on this
where the food was cooked b’shogeig.

The implication of his words is that it is specifically with regards
to shogeig that one can rely on Tosafos to pasken like Rebbi Meir.
On the other hand, b’mayzid on wouldn’t be allowed to rely on Rebbi
Meir’s opinion allowing the cook to partake from the food on Motzei
Shabbos. With regard to a mayzid we must act stringently like Rebbi
Yehudah who holds that the food is perpetually assur.

- ב -
Maiseh Shabbos with regard to a Melacha where nothing is done to the object itself

Where one was motzi something from one reshus to the
other, if such a thing is assur because of Maiseh Shabbos /

Specifics in this inyan

- יונה  רבנו תוס', אדם, חיי רמ"א, טור, -

[ב ] Although both our Mishna and Gemara only make reference to
cooking on Shabbos, it is already made known from the Tur that

this concept of Maiseh Shabbos doesn’t differentiate. Practically

speaking, the issur of Maiseh Shabbos is not something specific to
Bishul creating an issur for one to eat food cooked on Shabbos. On
the contrary, it applies to any Melacha. If someone transgresses any
of the Melachos Shabbos it is then forbidden for him to benefit from
what he did. Additionally, in the Shulchan Aruch 19 the Mechaber
brings this concept of not being able to eat what one cooked on
Shabbos, and the Rema adds that this is applicable to the other
Melachos as well. 

NOTESNOTES

If a Maiseh Shabbos is assur b’hana’ah / Two aspects to Maiseh
Shabbos, and the difference between Mevashel and other Melachos /
Something cooked on Shabbos is given similar status to other
forbidden foods / Where one cooked water and it got cold again /

Where one cooked water for washing and it got cold again
- שלמה  מנחת שו"ת -

[1] The Minchas Shlomo 31 comments on this that the Tur writes how the din Maiseh
Shabbos applies to all Melachos making it assur to benefit from the act performed.
He points out that according to this the issur Maiseh Shabbos isn’t specifically an
issur achilah (eating) but also an issur ha’na’ah (benfit). However, this is difficult
to understand. In Bava Kama 32 we see that even Rebbi Yochanan Hasandler who
holds Maiseh Shabbos is assur min hatorah, nevertheless this is only an issur achilah
and not an issur ha’na’ah, and it is something learnt out from pesukim. Now, if this
is true (that the issur is only an issur achilah and not an issur ha’na’ah) for Rebbi
Yochanan Hasandler who holds that Maiseh Shabbos is assur min hatorah, then it
must certainly should be the case for both Rebbi Meir and Rebbi Yehuda who hold
the issur is merely m’drabbanan. As such, it is difficult to understand how we can
say it is assur to benefit from all types of Maiseh Shabbos.

To answer he asserts that in truth there are two forms of the issur Maiseh
Shabbos. Therefore, although by all the Melachos one does on Shabbos there is an
issur to benefit from them, nevertheless this doesn’t pose a contradiction to what the
Gemara in Bava Kama says concerning how a Maiseh Shabbos is only assur for
consumption and not benefit. We will now bring a brief account of his words.

The first thing to know is that by all Melachos Shabbos whenever the Melacha
actually activates the object for benefit, then it most certainly is assur to benefit from
the Maiseh Shabbos. Examples would include where one heats up water for bathing
purposes, or launders clothing to wear. In such cases it is assur to benefit from the
act of issur although in both situations the issur is purely benefit related. This is
because it is assur to use something if the usage only comes through benefitting from
one of the Melachos Shabbos. The source for this is from the Mishna in Terumos 33

concerning where one toivels vessels on Shabbos. We say there that if done b’shogeig
he may use them, and b’mayzid not. As such, it is clear that the issur Maiseh Shabbos
applies even to benefit through something’s usage, and not just an issur achilah.

On the other hand, concerning Bishul there is an additional element. When one
cooks on Shabbos the meat gets a din of basar tereifah m’drabbanan. As such, it
becomes assur for consumption just like all other forbidden foods. Because of this
the Magen Avraham 34 asserts that even the pot it was cooked in becomes assur as
well. One then needs to do hagalah on the pot and it is necessary even if a 24 hour
period passes making it no longer a Ben Yomo. Although there would have logically
been room to say that after 24 hours the pot should only give off negative tastes
through which one doesn’t benefit, nevertheless we see clearly that the Chachamim
made the issur Maiseh Shabbos by Bishul comparable to all other forbidden foods.
The same way by other issurim the pot is also assur for use even when not a Ben
Yomo, so too this follows for Maiseh Shabbos as well.

With this in mind we can now explain what is said in Bava Kama that even
according to Rebbi Yochanan Hasandler the issur is only an issur achilah and not an
issur ha’na’ah. What this means to say is that although the food get the status of a
maichal assur, nevertheless this only makes it forbidden for consumption and not
benefit. It doesn’t become like Arlah, Klayim, or Hekdesh where benefit is also
forbidden. However, this is said specifically with regard to benefit that one could
have enjoyed even before the Maiseh was performed. This is because it isn’t caused
by the forbidden Melacha such as where one benefits through giving the food to his
friend as a gift, or to his animal to eat. As long as these things are done in a way
where one doesn’t benefit from the Bishul itself, we then say that although the
Chachamim gave it the status of forbidden food, nevertheless this only makes it assur
for his consumption and not benefit. On the other hand, there is also benefit which
one is only capable of having through the act of Bishul that was performed. Such
benefit is most definitely assur being that it is only had through the act of issur, and
this is clear from what the Mishna teaches that one may not use vessels which he
toiveled on Shabbos.
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Notes

Whether the owner of the bucket is exempt because it is his right to 
take the bucket or because the pit is not considered to be covered 
because he is known to be going to take it / A ramification of this 

question is when another person takes the bucket

-מאירי, רמ"ה, דברי יחזקאל-

[1] However, the Chiddushei Hameiri adds to Ravina’s halachah 
that if a pit is covered with someone else’s bucket, the owner 

of the bucket can take it and the one who dug the pit will be liable 
for the damages of the pit. He writes that this is not only when the 
owner of the bucket takes his bucket but even if someone else takes 
the bucket, the one who dug the pit will be exempt. This is because 
the one who dug the pit behaved negligently when he covered the 
pit with someone else’s bucket. This is not like the Remah, who 
writes, concerning the case of the wall, that only the owner of the 
wall will be exempt but not another person. 

The Divrei Yechezkel13 explains the dispute between the Remah 
and the Meiri. He writes that the halachah that the owner of the 
bucket is exempt when he takes his bucket can be explained in one 
of two ways. It can be explained that the reason is that an owner of 
an item is not obligated to keep his possessions in one place. Since 
the owner of the bucket is not obligated to keep it on the pit, he 
cannot be liable for opening up the pit.

Another explanation can be given. The reason that the owner 
of the bucket is exempt for taking the bucket is that even if the 
bucket is on the pit, the pit is not considered to be covered. Since 
it is expected that the owner of the bucket will come and take the 
bucket from the pit, it is as if the one who put the bucket there did 
not cover the pit with it. Therefore, when the bucket is eventually 
taken, the one who dug the pit is liable. 

He writes that the Remah holds that the reason that the owner 
of the bucket is exempt for taking the bucket is not because the pit 
is not considered covered. Rather, even if the pit is considered to 
be covered and the becomes uncovered when the bucket is taken, 
he has a right to take his possessions whenever he likes. Since he is 
not obligated to leave his bucket on the pit, he is not liable for the 
damage that the pit causes even though he opens it. 

The Meiri explains that the reason that the owner of the bucket 
is exempt and the one who dug the pit is liable is that, covering 
the pit with someone else’s bucket, the pit is not considered to be 
covered because the bucket is going to be taken by its owner. If 
so, there is no difference between the owner of the bucket taking 
it and someone else taking it. Either way, one who takes it is not 
revealing a covered pit. 

He explains that it can be learned from here that the 
reason that the owner of the bucket is not liable when 
he removes the cover is that he is not obligated to leave 
his items on the bor. It is his right to use any of his pos-
sessions whenever he wants. Since he does not have 
to leave his bucket covering the pit, he cannot be held 
responsible for removing it, regardless of the fact that 
this leaves a pit uncovered.  The same applies to the case 
of the thorns in the wall. Since one is permitted to use 
his items as he likes, he does not have to hold back from 
destroying his wall just because someone left thorns in 
it. [1] 

Similarly, the Shiltei Giborim8 explains the opinion 
of the Rambam,9 who writes that if one throws his own 
item onto pillows and someone removes the pillows, 
causing the item to break, the person who removed the 
pillows is liable for the damage as if he broke the item 
directly. This is a halachah of garmi. However, if one 
threw someone else’s item onto some pillows and the 
owner of the pillows removed them, the one who threw 
the items is liable. The owner of the pillows cannot be 
held responsible for removing his own property because 
he is allowed to move them whenever he wants. The one 

who threw the item had no right to do so on the assump-
tion that the owner of the pillows will not remove his 
property.

The Chazon Ish10 supports this with the words of the 
current Gemora that states that the owner of the bucket 
is exempt for removing his bucket because the one who 
dug the pit cannot prevent the owner of the bucket from 
moving something that belongs to him. This halachah is 
said even if the bucket was removed by its owner when 
there was an animal in the vicinity of the pit. The same 
thing should be said, therefore, about one who throws 
something onto some pillows. The owner of the pillows 
has the right to remove his own property without being 
concerned about the damage that might occur. Regard-
less of the fact that the pillows were there when the items 
were thrown, the liability is on the one who threw them 
because he has no right to prevent the owner of the pil-
lows from moving something that belongs to him.

The Chazon Ish11 writes further that the halachah that 
the owner of the bucket can remove it from the pit is 
not only said about when someone covered a pit with 
someone else’s bucket but even if he filled the pit in with 
someone else’s earth. Even in that case, the owner of the 
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L’halacha the Rishonim disagree concerning whether we pasken
like Rebbi Meir or Rebbi Yehudah. The Rif 9 asserts that the halacha
follows Rebbi Yehudah, and the Ran 10 explains his reasoning to be
because Rav publicly darshened as such. This being the case the
halacha follows suit. The same is raised by both the Rambam 11 and
Ramban 12 as well. Additionally, the Beis Yosef 13 writes that the
words of the Rosh 14 seem to lean this way too.

On the other hand, Tosafos in Chullin 15 asserts that the halacha
follow Rebbi Meir, and his reasoned is because this is how Rav
instructed his students. Additionally, the Beis Yosef 16 brings this
b’shem both the Smag and Sefer HaTerumah as well.

The Shulchan Aruch 17 determines like the opinions of the Rif,
Rambam, and Rosh to pasken like Rebbi Yehudah (as we have already
mentioned).

On the other hand, the Biur HaGra there goes to great lengths and
concludes like Rebbi Meir. The Mishna Berurah 18 cites this opinion
of the Gra and how he follows in the footsteps of Tosafos and his
colleagues who all pasken like Rebbi Meir that even b’mayzid it is
only assur to eat from food cooked on Shabbos until Motzei Shabbos.
This applies even to the one who cooked it, and b’shogeig everyone
can partake from the food immediately on Shabbos itself. The Mishna
Berurah asserts that in a time of need one is allowed to rely on this
where the food was cooked b’shogeig.

The implication of his words is that it is specifically with regards
to shogeig that one can rely on Tosafos to pasken like Rebbi Meir.
On the other hand, b’mayzid on wouldn’t be allowed to rely on Rebbi
Meir’s opinion allowing the cook to partake from the food on Motzei
Shabbos. With regard to a mayzid we must act stringently like Rebbi
Yehudah who holds that the food is perpetually assur.

- ב -
Maiseh Shabbos with regard to a Melacha where nothing is done to the object itself

Where one was motzi something from one reshus to the
other, if such a thing is assur because of Maiseh Shabbos /

Specifics in this inyan

- יונה  רבנו תוס', אדם, חיי רמ"א, טור, -

[ב ] Although both our Mishna and Gemara only make reference to
cooking on Shabbos, it is already made known from the Tur that

this concept of Maiseh Shabbos doesn’t differentiate. Practically

speaking, the issur of Maiseh Shabbos is not something specific to
Bishul creating an issur for one to eat food cooked on Shabbos. On
the contrary, it applies to any Melacha. If someone transgresses any
of the Melachos Shabbos it is then forbidden for him to benefit from
what he did. Additionally, in the Shulchan Aruch 19 the Mechaber
brings this concept of not being able to eat what one cooked on
Shabbos, and the Rema adds that this is applicable to the other
Melachos as well. 

NOTESNOTES

If a Maiseh Shabbos is assur b’hana’ah / Two aspects to Maiseh
Shabbos, and the difference between Mevashel and other Melachos /
Something cooked on Shabbos is given similar status to other
forbidden foods / Where one cooked water and it got cold again /

Where one cooked water for washing and it got cold again
- שלמה  מנחת שו"ת -

[1] The Minchas Shlomo 31 comments on this that the Tur writes how the din Maiseh
Shabbos applies to all Melachos making it assur to benefit from the act performed.
He points out that according to this the issur Maiseh Shabbos isn’t specifically an
issur achilah (eating) but also an issur ha’na’ah (benfit). However, this is difficult
to understand. In Bava Kama 32 we see that even Rebbi Yochanan Hasandler who
holds Maiseh Shabbos is assur min hatorah, nevertheless this is only an issur achilah
and not an issur ha’na’ah, and it is something learnt out from pesukim. Now, if this
is true (that the issur is only an issur achilah and not an issur ha’na’ah) for Rebbi
Yochanan Hasandler who holds that Maiseh Shabbos is assur min hatorah, then it
must certainly should be the case for both Rebbi Meir and Rebbi Yehuda who hold
the issur is merely m’drabbanan. As such, it is difficult to understand how we can
say it is assur to benefit from all types of Maiseh Shabbos.

To answer he asserts that in truth there are two forms of the issur Maiseh
Shabbos. Therefore, although by all the Melachos one does on Shabbos there is an
issur to benefit from them, nevertheless this doesn’t pose a contradiction to what the
Gemara in Bava Kama says concerning how a Maiseh Shabbos is only assur for
consumption and not benefit. We will now bring a brief account of his words.

The first thing to know is that by all Melachos Shabbos whenever the Melacha
actually activates the object for benefit, then it most certainly is assur to benefit from
the Maiseh Shabbos. Examples would include where one heats up water for bathing
purposes, or launders clothing to wear. In such cases it is assur to benefit from the
act of issur although in both situations the issur is purely benefit related. This is
because it is assur to use something if the usage only comes through benefitting from
one of the Melachos Shabbos. The source for this is from the Mishna in Terumos 33

concerning where one toivels vessels on Shabbos. We say there that if done b’shogeig
he may use them, and b’mayzid not. As such, it is clear that the issur Maiseh Shabbos
applies even to benefit through something’s usage, and not just an issur achilah.

On the other hand, concerning Bishul there is an additional element. When one
cooks on Shabbos the meat gets a din of basar tereifah m’drabbanan. As such, it
becomes assur for consumption just like all other forbidden foods. Because of this
the Magen Avraham 34 asserts that even the pot it was cooked in becomes assur as
well. One then needs to do hagalah on the pot and it is necessary even if a 24 hour
period passes making it no longer a Ben Yomo. Although there would have logically
been room to say that after 24 hours the pot should only give off negative tastes
through which one doesn’t benefit, nevertheless we see clearly that the Chachamim
made the issur Maiseh Shabbos by Bishul comparable to all other forbidden foods.
The same way by other issurim the pot is also assur for use even when not a Ben
Yomo, so too this follows for Maiseh Shabbos as well.

With this in mind we can now explain what is said in Bava Kama that even
according to Rebbi Yochanan Hasandler the issur is only an issur achilah and not an
issur ha’na’ah. What this means to say is that although the food get the status of a
maichal assur, nevertheless this only makes it forbidden for consumption and not
benefit. It doesn’t become like Arlah, Klayim, or Hekdesh where benefit is also
forbidden. However, this is said specifically with regard to benefit that one could
have enjoyed even before the Maiseh was performed. This is because it isn’t caused
by the forbidden Melacha such as where one benefits through giving the food to his
friend as a gift, or to his animal to eat. As long as these things are done in a way
where one doesn’t benefit from the Bishul itself, we then say that although the
Chachamim gave it the status of forbidden food, nevertheless this only makes it assur
for his consumption and not benefit. On the other hand, there is also benefit which
one is only capable of having through the act of Bishul that was performed. Such
benefit is most definitely assur being that it is only had through the act of issur, and
this is clear from what the Mishna teaches that one may not use vessels which he
toiveled on Shabbos.
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Notes

The difference between taking a bucket from on top of a pit and taking 
one’s own stone from under a barrel that is leaning on it

-דרכי משה, רמ"א, הגהות דרישה ופרישה- 

[2] The Darkei Moshe,14 quoting the Shut Harosh,15 writes that 
if a barrel is leaning on someone’s stone and the owner of the 

stone removes his stone from under the barrel, he is liable to pay 
for the damage to the barrel because he should have found another 
stone to put in its place. The Rema16 brings this halachah. However, 
in Darkei Moshe, he questions it heavily. What could be the differ-
ence between this case and one who covers his pit with someone 
else’s bucket, in which case, the owner of the bucket is allowed to 
take it and will not be liable for the damage that the pit causes?

The Hagahos Drishah and Prishah indeed makes a distinction 

between the two cases. He writes that one who takes his stone 
from under a barrel is causing direct damage to the barrel by doing 
so. He is not permitted to damage the barrel in order to take his 
stone. However, one who takes his bucket from on top of a pit is 
not causing direct damage. All he is doing is providing a situation 
where damage could be caused if an animal falls into it. Therefore, 
he is permitted to take his bucket, because he has a right to move 
his possessions being that no direct damage is being caused. 

According to the above, it can be said that one who throws 
someone else’s item to the floor and the owner of the pillows takes 
his pillows from under the item, it can also be considered as if no 
direct damage is being done. Therefore, it would be similar to the 
case of the bucket on the pit and not to the case of the stone under 
the barrel. 

earth is allowed to remove the earth even though he will 
be digging the pit afresh by doing so, and the person 
who originally dug the pit will be liable.

There is a proof for this halachah. The source for the 
halachah that allows the owner of the bucket to remove 
his bucket is from the halachah that allows the owner of 
the wall to knock down his wall even though someone 
hid thorns in there. Thorns hidden in the wall do not 
pose any threat to the passers-by and are not classified 
as a bor (as can be seen on daf 29b from the fact when a 

pile of manure is lifted up three tefachim, it is not called 
a bor). Nevertheless, the owner of the wall does not 
become liable for them when they become a bor in the 
reshus harabim as a result of his actions. The one who hid 
them there is liable because he should not have relied on 
the other person to be careful about them. If so, the same 
applies to one who filled up a pit with someone else’s 
earth. He cannot rely on the owner of the earth not to 
remove his earth, and if it is removed, the one who dug 
the pit is liable. [2]

   

- ב - 

Taking down the wall when the owner knows that there are thorns in it

The exemption of the owner of the wall is based on him not 
being expected to investigate the matter / When he knows that 
there are thorns in the wall / The difference between one who 
destroys his wall and one who takes his bucket from on top of 

a pit

-חזון איש- 

 As has been mentioned, it is evident in the Rosh and .ב
the Nemukei Yosef that the reason that when some-

one hides thorns in a shaky wall, the owner of the wall is 
exempt when he knocks the wall down is that the owner 
of a shaky wall is not expected to look if there are hazards 
hidden in the wall. This is the difference between a shaky 
wall and a strong wall. If the wall is strong, the owner is 
expected to look for potential hazards before he knocks 
it down and he will therefore be liable for damages that 

occur as a result of his actions. When the wall was shaky, 
however, he did not have to look for this. 

However, the Chazon Ish12 makes a very important 
point. It emerges from their words that if the owner of 
the wall, even if it shaky, knows that there are thorns 
hidden inside it, he will be liable for the damage caused 
by the thorns when they fall out and become a bor. As 
has been mentioned, he is exempt only because he is not 
expected to look for hazards before he knocks down his 
wall, but if he knows that they are there, he will be liable.

This is very difficult to understand. The Gemora 
learns from this halachah that if a pit is covered by some-
one’s bucket, the owner of the bucket can take it and the 
one who dug the pit will be liable for the damages that 
ensue. If it is true that the owner of the wall will be liable 
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[3] The Gemora learns the halachah of taking one’s bucket from 
the halachah of knocking down one’s wall, although in the lat-

ter case, the owner of the wall is exempt because of oness, unlike 
the case of the bucket, because the principle aspect of the compar-
ison is the liability of the one who dug the pit to the one who left 

the thorns in the wall. Just as in the case of the wall, knocking down 
the wall is considered a ruach metzuyah that can hold the one who 
left the thorns there liable, so too in the case of the bucket. Because 
the owner of the bucket is allowed to move it, it is considered as a 
ruach metzuyah and the one who dug the pit will be liable.

if he knows that there are thorns in his wall, the same 
should be true of someone who removes his bucket that 
was covering a pit. He surely knows that there is a pit 
underneath the bucket and he should be compared to 
one who knocks down his wall knowing that there are 
thorns in it. 

The Chazon Ish writes that the reason that one may 
not knock down his wall if he knows that there are thorns 
in it is that he is doing something more than what was 
done by the person who put the thorns there initially. 
That person only hid the thorns in the wall. Now that 
the wall is knocked down, the thorns are thrown into 
the reshus harabim by the person who knocked down the 
wall. It is true that the one who put the thorns there was 
wrong for having put them in a place from where they 
were likely to end up causing damage, but what did the 
passers-by do wrong that allows the owner of the wall to 
actually throw those thorns in the road? 

If the thorns had been put low down in the wall, and 
when the wall was knocked down, the thorns would not 
be moved but would merely be uncovered, it would be 
permitted for the owner of the wall to knock it down 
even if he knows about the presence of the thorns and 
even if he knows that they will become a bor in the reshus 

harabim. This is because it is his prerogative to do as he 
wishes with his own wall and the one who hid the thorns 
cannot prevent him from doing that. However, when 
the thorns are placed in the middle of the wall, and by 
knocking down the wall he is throwing the thorns into 
the road, he can only be exempted for this if he is oness, 
not being expected to check the wall before destroying 
it. As long as he knows about this, however, he may not 
damage the reshus harabim by throwing the thorns into 
the road.

This is the difference between taking a bucket from 
on top of a pit, which is permitted although he knows 
that there is a pit underneath and knocking down a wall, 
which is forbidden if he knows that it contains thorns. 
When he takes away his bucket, he is acting within his 
rights to move his own property and the one who dug 
the pit cannot prevent that. By doing this, he is merely 
removing what the first person did to cover the pit. 
However, when he knocks down his wall, he is doing 
something extra by throwing the thorns in the reshus 
harabim. Nothing can permit this extra action aside for 
not being expected to look if they are there. Therefore, if 
he knows that there are thorns there, he may not knock 
down the wall without removing the thorns. [3]

מראי מקומות

     לעיל דף כ"ו: )דף י"ב מדפי הרי"ף( .8     סי' נ' )אות א'( .7     דף י"ד. מדפי הרי"ף .6     חו"מ סי' ת"י סעיף כ"ט .5     חו"מ סי' תט"ו סעיף ב' .4     ף י"ד. מדפי הרי"ף .3     סי' ו' .2     ד"ה חייב .1
  סי' שפ"ג סעיף ב' .16     כלל ק"א )סי' ג'( .15     סי' ת"י .14     שם .13     ב"ק סי' ב' )אות כ'( .12     שם )אות כ'( .11     ב"ק סי' ב' )אות ט"ז( .10     פרק ז' מהלכות חובל ומזיק הלכה ז' ח' .9


