יתא דְּ ָקנֵי ָקא
ָ  גּ ו ְּד ִר:יכא דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי
ָּ ִא
?יתא דְּ ָקנֵי ַמאי
ָ  גּ ו ְּד ִר,יה
ּ ָ ִמ
ּ יב ֲעיָ א ֵל
 ָהיָ ה ׁ ָשם ָ ּג ֵדר אֹו, ְּתנֵיתו ָּה:יה
ּ ָא ַמר ֵל
יצת ַה ָ ּקנִים – נִידּ ֹון ִמ ׁ ּשוּם
ּ ַ ִא ָילן אֹו ִח
?יתא דְּ ָקנֵי
ָ  ַמאי ָלאו גּ ו ְּד ִר,דְּ יו ָּמד

The Gemara cites an alternative version of the previous discussion:
There are some who say that the question was posed differently, and
the dilemma Abaye raised before Rabba was about whether or not
a dense thicket of reeds can serve as a double post. Rabba said to
him: We already learned this law in the following baraita: If a tree,
or a fence, or a barrier of reeds was present, it can serve as a
double post. Does this not refer to a thicket of reeds?

 ִאי. ָקנֶ ה ָקנֶ ה ּ ָפחֹות ִמ ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה, ל ֹאThe Gemara refutes this: No, it may perhaps refer to a barrier of
! ַהיְ ינ ּו ָ ּג ֵדר, ָה ִכיreeds where each reed is less than three handbreadths apart from
the next. The Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, it is exactly a fence.
 ַהיְ ינ ּו,יתא דְּ ָקנֵי
ָ  וְ ֶא ָּלא ַמאי – גּ ו ְּד ִרThe Gemara rejects this argument: What, then? Would you say that
– ימר
ַ  ִא ָילן! ֶא ָּלא ַמאי ִאית ָלךְ ְל ֵמthe baraita refers to a thicket of reeds? If so, this is a tree. Rather,
what must you say is

Perek II
Daf 20 Amud a
 ָה ָכא נַ ִמי – ְּת ֵרי ַ ּגוְ ונֵי, ְּת ֵרי ַ ּגוְ ונֵי ִא ָילןthat the baraita teaches two types of tree; here too, then, you can
. ָ ּג ֵדרsay that it teaches two types of fence, and therefore no proof can
be brought from this baraita.
 ָחצֵ ר:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י ֵמ ַר ָ ּבה
ּ ְ ּב ָעא ִמ ֵּינ
 ַמה ּו,ֹאש ּה נִ ְכנָ ס ְל ֵבין ַה ּ ַפ ִּסין
ָ ׁ ׁ ֶשר
 ו ִּמ ֵ ּבין,ֹוכ ּה ְל ֵבין ַה ּ ַפ ִּסין
ָ ְל ַט ְל ֵטל ִמ ּת
. מו ָּּתר:יה
ָ ַה ּ ַפ ִּסין ְל
ּ תֹוכ ּה? ֲא ַמר ֵל

And Abaye further inquired of Rabba: With regard to a courtyard,
the open end of which interposed between the boards surrounding a well,B what is the law with regard to carrying from inside the
courtyard to the area between the upright boards, and from the
area between the boards into the courtyard? Rabba said to him:
It is permitted.

BACKGROUND

Courtyards and upright boards around a well – ָחצֵ רֹות ו ַּפ ֵּסי
ב ָיראֹות:ּ ֵ The image below illustrates a case in which there are
two courtyards that interpose into the area between the
upright boards surrounding a well, and the wall between
the courtyards is breached. In this way, the courtyards become joined.

. ָאסוּר:יה
ּ  ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם ַמאי? ֲא ַמר ֵלAbaye then asked him: And if two adjacent courtyards interposed
between the boards surrounding a well, what is the law? Is it permitted to carry from inside them to the area between the boards, and
vice versa? Rabba said to him in response: It is prohibited.
 וַ ֲא ִפילּ ּו, ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם ֲאסו ִּרין:ָא ַמר ַרב הוּנָ א
״עירוּב
ֵ ֹאמר ּו
ְ  ְ ּגזֵ ָירה ׁ ֶש ָּמא י,ֵּע ְירבו
: ָר ָבא ָא ַמר.מֹועיל ְל ֵבין ַה ּ ַפ ִּסין״
ִ
.ֵע ְירב ּו מו ָּּתר

 ַּתנְיָא דִּ ְמ ַסּיַ יע,יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י ְל ָר ָבא
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
ֹאש ּה ֶא ָחד נִ ְכנָס ְל ֵבין
ָ ׁ  ָחצֵ ר ׁ ֶשר:ָל ְך
ֹוכ ּה
ָ ַה ּ ַפ ִּסין – מו ָּּתר ְל ַט ְל ֵטל ִמ ּת
,תֹוכ ּה
ָ  ו ִּמ ֵ ּבין ַה ּ ַפ ִּסין ְל,ְל ֵבין ַה ּ ַפ ִּסין
 ַ ּב ֶּמה דְּ ָב ִרים.ֲא ָבל ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם – ָאסוּר
–  ֲא ָבל ֵע ְירב ּו,ֲּאמו ִּרים – ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ֵע ְירבו
.מו ָּּת ִרין

Rav Huna said: In the case of two courtyards, it is prohibited to
carry, even if the residents of the two courtyards made an eiruv
together. This is because of a decree lest they come to say that an
eiruv is effective for the area between the upright boards. Rava,
however, disagreed and said: If they made an eiruv together,N it is
permitted to carry between the courtyards and the area between
the boards, and vice versa; with the preparation of the eiruv, the two
courtyards are regarded as one.
Abaye said to Rava: What was taught in a baraita supports your
opinion, for the baraita states: In the case of a courtyard, one end
of which interposes between the upright boardsNH surrounding a
well, it is permitted to carry from inside the courtyard to the area
between the upright boards, and from the area between the upright boards into the courtyard, but if there were two adjacent
courtyards, this is prohibited. With regard to which case was this
statement made? The statement applies where the residents of the
two courtyards did not make an eiruv together; but if they made
an eiruv together, it is permitted to carry between the courtyards
and the area between the boards, and vice versa.

HALAKHA

A courtyard, one end of which interposes between the
boards – ֹאש ּה ֶא ָחד נִ ְכנָס ְל ֵבין ַה ּ ַפ ִּסין
ָ ׁ חצֵ ר ׁ ֶשר:ָ If a courtyard interposes into the area between the upright boards surrounding a
well, one may carry from the courtyard into the area between
the upright boards and from the area between the upright



boards into the courtyard. However, if there are two courtyards
it is prohibited, unless the residents established a joining of
courtyards [eiruv]. This ruling is in accordance with Rava, since
a straightforward reading of the baraita supports him (Maggid
Mishne; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:34).

Courtyards with a breached wall between them
NOTES

If they made a joint eiruv –  ֵע ְירב ּו: The Ra’avad explains
that the question refers to two courtyards where the joining
of courtyards [eiruv] was accomplished in the manner of
joint alleyways [shitufei mevo’ot], through the open space
between the boards. This practice was prohibited because it
looks like courtyards merging into a breached alleyway. The
phrase: Later became joined, which appears a few lines later
in the Gemara, means that a proper joining of courtyards
[eiruv] was later made between the two courtyards through
a different entrance directly connecting them.
A courtyard, one end of which interposes between the
upright boards – ֹאש ּה ֶא ָחד נִ ְכנָס ְל ֵבין ַה ּ ַפ ִּסין
ָ ׁ חצֵ ר ׁ ֶשר:ָ In the
Jerusalem Talmud, a different opinion is cited: One is permitted to carry from the courtyard to the area between the
upright boards, but it is prohibited to carry from the area
between the upright boards to the courtyard. The Ritva
explains the rationale of the permission to carry inside the
area surrounded by the upright boards without having to
establish a joining of courtyards [eiruv]. Since the area between the boards is not a place of actual human residence,
there is no need to establish an eiruv between the courtyard
and the area between the upright boards.
כ ףד.  ׳ב קרפ. Perek II . 20a
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NOTES

Other water came on Shabbat – בא ּו ַמיִ ם ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת:ּ ָ According to the Rambam, the Me’iri, and the Ritva, even if
there was no water whatsoever at the onset of Shabbat,
and the well filled with water on Shabbat itself, it is
permitted to carry between the upright boards.
HALAKHA

Water dried up on Shabbat – יָב ׁש ּו ַמיִ ם ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת:
ְ If the
water in a well dries up on Shabbat, it becomes prohibited to carry in the area between the upright boards
surrounding the well, in accordance with Rabba (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:34).
Other water came on Shabbat – בא ּו ַמיִ ם ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת:ּ ָ If a
cistern filled with water on Shabbat, one may carry in
the area between the boards, even if the cistern was
dry when Shabbat began (Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hilkhot Shabbat 17:34).
A partition erected on Shabbat – יצה ָה ֲע ׂשוּיָ ה
ּ ָ ְמ ִח
ב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת:ּ ַ It is permitted to carry in an area surrounded
by a partition that was unwittingly erected on Shabbat.
If the partition was intentionally erected on Shabbat, it
is indeed considered a partition, but only for matters
of halakhic stringency. Consequently, it is prohibited
to carry from an area enclosed by such a partition into
the public domain and vice versa, and the Sages prohibited carrying within the area as well. This rule is in
accordance with Rav Naĥman’s understanding of the
baraita (Shulĥan Arukh, Oraĥ Ĥayyim 362:3).
One who throws into the area between the boards –
ּזֹורק ְל ֵבין ּ ַפ ֵּסי ַה ֵ ּב ָיראֹות
ֵ ה:ַ One may not throw an object
from the public domain into the area between upright
boards, even if there is no well and many people pass
through there, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi
Elazar (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:33).

ְיהוִ י ְּתיו ְּב ָּתא דְּ ַרב הוּנָ א! ָא ַמר ָלך
ֱ ימא ֵּת
ָ  ֵלThe Gemara asks: Shall we say that this is a refutation of the opin. ָה ָתם דְּ ָה ְד ָרן וְ ָע ְר ָבן: ַרב הוּנָ אion of Rav Huna, for the baraita explicitly contradicts his opinion?
The Gemara rejects this argument: Rav Huna could have said to
you: There, the baraita is dealing with a case where the two courtyards later became joined by means of the wall that separated them
being breached, and it is clear to all that it is a single courtyard, so
that there is no concern that people will say that an eiruv is effective
for the area between the boards.
 ְיָב ׁש ּו ַמיִ ם ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת:ֵיה ַא ַ ּביֵ י ֵמ ַר ָ ּבה
ּ ְ ּב ָעא ִמ ּינ
יצה
ֲ  ְּכלוּם:יה
ּ ַמהוּ? ֲא ַמר ֵל
ּ ָ נַע ֵ ׂשית ְמ ִח
יצה
ּ ָ  ַמיִ ם ֵאין ָּכאן – ְמ ִח,ֶא ָּלא ִ ּב ׁ ְש ִביל ַמיִ ם
.ֵאין ָּכאן

Abaye asked Rabba yet another question: If the water in the cistern
dried up on Shabbat, what is the law? Is it still permitted to carry
between the boards? Rabba said to him: The boards are considered
a valid partition only on account of the water; since there is no
longer any water here, there is also no longer a valid partition here.

 ְיָב ׁש ּו ַמיִ ם ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת ו ָּבא ּו ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת:ָ ּב ֵעי ָר ִבין
 ְיָב ׁש ּו ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת ָלא:יה ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ַמהוּ? ֲא ַמר ֵל
ֵיה דְּ ָמר ו ָּפ ׁ ֵשיט ִלי
ינ
מ
ִ
י
ע
ֵ
 דְּ ָב.יב ֵעי ָל ְך
ּ ָ ִּת
ּ
ּ
.דַּ ֲא ִסיר

Ravin raised a dilemma: If the water in the well dried up on Shabbat, and then on the same Shabbat it rained and other water cameN
in its place, what is the law? Is the original allowance to carry restored? Abaye said to him: The case where the water dried up on
ShabbatH should not be a dilemma for you, for I already raised
this dilemma before my Master, Rabba, and he resolved for me
that it is prohibited to carry in the enclosed area.

יצה
ּ ָ ָ ּבא ּו נַ ִמי ָלא ִּת
ּ יב ֵעי ָלךְ ֽ דַּ ֲהוָ ה ֵל
ּ ָ יה ְמ ִח
יצה
ּ ָ  ָּכל ְמ ִח: וְ ַתנְ יָ א,ָה ֲע ׂש ּויָ ה ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
, ֵ ּבין ְ ּב ׁשֹוגֵ ג ֵ ּבין ְ ּב ֵמזִ יד,ָה ֲע ׂשוּיָ ה ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת
.יצה
ּ ָ ֵ ּבין ְ ּבאֹונֶס ֵ ּבין ְ ּב ָרצֹון – ׁ ְש ָמ ּה ְמ ִח

The case where other water came on ShabbatH should also not be
a dilemma for you, for this is a case of a partition erected on Shabbat, and it was already taught in a baraita: Any partition erected
on Shabbat,H whether it was erected unwittingly, or whether intentionally, whether by unavoidable accident, or whether willingly, it is called a valid partition. The fact that it was erected in a
prohibited manner, in violation of prohibitions related to building,
does not negate its effectiveness.

 ל ֹא ׁ ָשנ ּו: ָא ַמר ַרב נַ ְח ָמן, וְ ָלאו ִא ְּית ַמר ֲע ָל ּהRavin raised a difficulty: Was it not stated with regard to this ha! ֲא ָבל ְל ַט ְל ֵטל – ל ֹא, ֶא ָּלא ִלזְ רֹוקlakha that Rav Naĥman said: They only taught that such a partition
is called a partition as a stringency; it is prohibited by Torah law to
throw objects from an area enclosed by such a partition into the
public domain and vice versa, but to carry in it as a full-fledged
private domain is not permitted by the Sages?
.ית ַמר
ְּ ית ַמר דְּ ַרב נַ ְח ָמן – ַא ֵּמזִ יד ִא
ְּ  ִּכי ִאThe Gemara refutes this objection: Rav Naĥman’s statement applies only in a case where the partition was erected intentionally.
Since the partition was erected intentionally on Shabbat, the Sages
imposed a penalty that it is prohibited to carry within the enclosed
area. However, in the case of a partition that was erected unwittingly or that arose by itself, no such penalty was imposed, and it is
permitted to carry there.
ּזֹורק ְל ֵבין ּ ַפ ֵּסי
ֵ  ַה: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָעזָ רRabbi Elazar said: One who throws an object from the public
H
יצה
ָ  ּ ְפ ׁ ִש. ַה ֵ ּב ָיראֹות – ַחּיָ יבdomain into the area between the upright boards surrounding a
ּ ָ יטא! ִאי ָלאו ְמ ִח
!?יה ְל ַמ ְלאֹות
ִ  ִהיא ֵהwell is liable. The Gemara asks: This is obvious, for were it not a
ּ יכי ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵרי ֵל
valid partition, how could he be permitted to draw water from the
well? This shows that it is a full-fledged private domain.
 דַּ ֲע ַבד ְּכ ֵעין ּ ַפ ֵּסי ֵב ָיראֹות,יכא
ָ  ָלא צְ ִרThe Gemara answers: Rabbi Elazar’s ruling is only necessary to
.תֹוכ ּה – ַחּיָ יב
ָ  וְ זָ ַרק ְל, ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּביםteach that in the case where one arrange an enclosure similar to
the upright boards surrounding a well in the public domain, in a
place where there was no well, and threw an object into it from the
public domain, he is liable.
יצה
ָ ָהא נַ ִמי ּ ְפ ׁ ִש
ּ ָ יטא! ִאי ָלאו דִּ ְב ָע ְל ָמא ְמ ִח
?יה ְל ַט ְלט ִֹלי
ּ ִהיא – ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ּבֹור ֵה ִיכי ִמ ׁ ְש ַּת ֵרי ֵל
 ַאף ַעל ַ ּגב דְּ ָקא ָ ּב ְק ִעי ָ ּב ּה,יכא
ָ ָלא צְ ִר
.ַר ִ ּבים

The Gemara raises a difficulty: Isn’t this obvious as well? As, were
it not regarded as a partition in general, how could he be permitted to carry in the case of a cistern? The Gemara explains: It is only
necessary to teach you that even though such a partition does not
bar entry and many people pass through it, it is nonetheless considered a partition in regard to Shabbat.

 ו ַּמאי ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן – דְּ ָלא ָאת ּו ַר ִ ּביםThe Gemara asks: And what is he teaching us by this statement,
 ָהא ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָעזָ ר,יצ ָתא
ּ ָ  ו ְּמ ַב ְּט ִלי ְמ ִחthat the passage of many people does not come and negate the
!ימנָ א
ְ ִ ֲח ָדא זeffectiveness of a partition? But Rabbi Elazar stated this idea once
before.
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Perek II . 20a . כ ףד. קרפ

׳ב

 ִאם ָהיְ ָתה:אֹומר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה,דִּ ְתנַ ן
 יְ ַס ְּל ֶק ָּנה,דֶּ ֶרךְ ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים ַמ ְפ ַס ְק ָּתן
 ֵאינֹו:אֹומ ִרים
ְ
 וַ ֲח ָכ ִמים,ִל צְ ָד ִדין
יֹוחנָן וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָעזָ ר דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי
ָ  ַר ִ ּבי. ְצָ ִריך
יעךָ ּכ ָֹחן ׁ ֶשל
ֲ הֹוד
ִ  ָּכאן:ַּת ְרוַ ויְ יה ּו
.יצֹות
ּ ְמ ִח

As we learned in a mishna: Rabbi Yehuda says the following with
regard to the upright boards surrounding a well: If the path of the
public domain passes through the area of the wells and the posts and
obstructs them, he must divert it to the sides, or else the partition
is invalid. And the Rabbis say: He need not divert the path of the
public domain, for even if many people pass through there, the partition is valid. With regard to this mishna, Rabbi Yoĥanan and Rabbi
Elazar both said: Here, the Rabbis informed you of the strength of
partitions. Therefore, we see that Rabbi Elazar already expressed his
opinion that the validity of a partition is not canceled by the passage
of many people through it.

 ָּכאן – וְ ָלא: ִאי ֵמ ָה ָתם – ֲהוָ ה ָא ִמינָ אThe Gemara answers: If it was derived from there alone, I would have
–  ָּכאן: ָקא ַמ ׁ ְש ַמע ָלן,יה
ּ  ְס ִב ָירא ֵלsaid that what Rabbi Elazar meant is that here the Rabbis informed
.יה
ּ  ו ְּס ִב ָירא ֵלyou of the strength of partitions, but he, Rabbi Elazar, does not agree
with them. He therefore teaches us in his present ruling that what he
meant is that here they informed you of this law and he agrees with
them.
ימא ָהא וְ ָלא ָ ּב ֵעי ַהךְ ! ֲח ָדא ִמ ְּכ ָלל
ָ  וְ ֵלThe Gemara asks: If so, let Rabbi Elazar say this ruling that one who
.ית ַמר
ְּ  ֲח ֵב ְיר ָּת ּה ִאthrows an object into the area enclosed by upright boards is liable, and
he would not have need to make his other comment that here the
Rabbis informed you of the strength of partitions. The Gemara answers: Rabbi Elazar did not in fact make two statements, but rather
one was stated by inference from the other.N He only made one of
these statements explicitly; the other was reported by his students in
his name based on an inference from what he had said.
 ְּתנַ ן.״מו ָּּתר ְל ַה ְק ִריב ַל ְ ּב ֵאר וכו׳״
 ל ֹא יַ ֲעמֹוד ָא ָדם ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים:ָה ָתם
 ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת,וְ יִ ׁ ְש ֶּתה ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת ַה ּיָ ִח יד
 ֶא ָּלא,ַהּיָ ִחיד וְ יִ ׁ ְש ֶּתה ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים
ֹאשֹו וְ רו ּּבֹו ַל ָּמקֹום
ׁ ִאם ֵּכן ַמ ְכנִיס ר
.ֹותה
ֶ ׁ ֶשהוּא ׁש

NOTES

One was stated by inference from the other – ֲח ָדא ִמ ְּכ ָלל
ח ֵב ְיר ָּת ּה ִא ְּית ַמר:ֲ There are different opinions as to which
statement was made by Rabbi Elazar himself and which
statement was inferred from his words. Some commentaries indicate that Rabbi Elazar explicitly stated the law
concerning one who throws an object from the public
domain into the area between the upright boards surrounding a well. His students inferred from it the case
of a public thoroughfare passing through the boards
(Rashba). Other commentaries teach that the statement:
Here the Sages informed you, was Rabbi Elazar’s original
ruling, from which his students inferred the law governing
the case of one who throws an object into the area between the upright boards surrounding a well (Maharshal).
However Rabbi Elazar’s opinion is understood, it seems
that Rabbi Yoĥanan, cited along with Rabbi Elazar on the
statement: Here the Rabbis taught about the strength of
partitions, does not agree with the Rabbis. Elsewhere, he
maintains that an inferior partition through which many
people pass is an invalid partition (Me’iri).

We learned in the mishna: It is permitted to bring the upright boards
closer to the well, provided that the enclosed area is large enough for
a cow to stand in and drink, with its head and most of its body inside
the partitioned space. Similarly, we learned there in a mishna: A
person may not stand in a public domain and drink in the private
domain, and likewise he may not stand in the private domain and
drink in a public domain, unless he brings his head and most of his
body into the place where he is drinking.

Perek II
Daf 20 Amud b
. וְ ֵכן ַ ּבגַ תAnd the law is likewise in a winepress with respect to tithes. As long
as one’s head and most of his body is in the winepress, he may drink
from the wine without first separating tithes because drinking wine
in a winepress is considered incidental drinking, which does not require tithing. The activity of harvesting and ingathering grapes is not
considered completed as long as the grapes are in the winepress, since
the grapes are still intended for making wine. Consequently, at this
stage one may consume the produce in a casual, incidental manner.
Once the work has been completed, however, one must tithe the
produce before consuming any of it.

NOTES

Its head and most of its body – ֹאשֹו וְ רו ּּבֹו
ׁ ר: Rashi explains
that the Gemara’s concern is that one might carry the
bucket from one domain to the other while the animal
drinks. However, it is explained in the Jerusalem Talmud
that the concern is that the water passes from one domain to another inside the body of the person or animal.

;ֹאשֹו וְ רו ּּבֹו
ׁ  ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ָא ָדם ָהא ֲא ַמר דְּ ָב ֵעי רThe Gemara clarifies several laws related to this issue: With regard to
ֹאש ּה וְ רו ָ ּּב ּה
ָ ׁ  ִמי ָ ּב ֵעינַן ָל ּה ר, ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ּ ָפ ָרהa person, it was said in connection to these laws that it is necessary
? אֹו ָלאthat his head and most of his body be inside the domain from which
he is drinking. However, a question may be raised with regard to a
cow standing in a public domain and drinking from a private domain,
or vice versa: Is it necessary that its head and most of its bodyN be
inside the domain from which it is drinking, or not?
יכא דְּ ָקא נָ ֵקיט ָמנָ א וְ ָלא נָ ֵקיט
ָ ָּכל ֵה
ֹאש ּה
ָ ׁ יב ֵעי ָל ְך דְּ ָב ֵעי ר
ּ ָ ָל ּה – ָלא ִּת
יכא
ָ  ִּכי ִּת ָ ּב ֵעי ָל ְך – ֵה.וְ רו ָ ּּב ּה ִמ ְּלגָ יו
? ַמאי,דְּ נָ ֵקיט ָמנָ א וְ נָ ֵקיט ָל ּה



The Gemara clarifies: Wherever one holds the bucket from which
the cow is drinking but does not hold the animal, there should not
be a dilemma for you, for it is certainly necessary for its head and
most of its body to be inside, as the cow might move backward and
pull the bucket with it, causing him to carry it from one domain to the
other. Where there should be a dilemma for you is where he holds
the bucket and also holds the animal. What is the law in such a case?
כ ףד:  ׳ב קרפ. Perek II . 20b
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NOTES

A manger that interposes into the area between the
upright boards – אבוּס ֵ ּבין ַה ּ ַפ ִּסים:ֵ Rashi explains that the
animal is standing in a private domain, while the feeding
trough is located partly in the public domain and partly in
the area between the upright boards surrounding a well.
Most commentaries, however, maintain that this is a case
where an animal is standing in the public domain and
eating from a manger, one end of which interposes into
the area between the upright boards surrounding a well
(see Tosafot; Rashba; Ritva).
HALAKHA

One who changed his mind and carried out – נִ ְמ ַל ְך
הֹוצּיא
ִ ל:ְ If one picks up an object in a private domain intending to put it down somewhere else in that domain,
but then decides to carry it out to the public domain, he
is exempt from liability according to Torah law, because
the initial lifting up of the object was not done for this
purpose, as stated by Rabbi Yoĥanan. However, this is
prohibited by rabbinic decree (Rambam Sefer Zemanim,
Hilkhot Shabbat 13:12).

 ו ִּב ְל ַבד ׁ ֶש ְּת ֵהא, ְּתנֵיתו ָּה:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
.ֹאש ּה וְ רו ָ ּּב ּה ִמ ִ ּב ְפנִים וְ ׁש ָֹותה
ָ ׁ ַה ּ ָפ ָרה ר
,ַמאי ָלאו דְּ נָ ֵקיט ָל ּה וְ נָ ֵקיט ָמנָ א! ָלא
.דְּ נָ ֵקיט ָמנָ א וְ ָלא נָ ֵקיט ָל ּה

He said to him: We already learned a resolution to this dilemma, for
we have learned in the mishna: It is permitted to bring the upright
boards closer to the well, provided that the enclosed area is large
enough for a cow to stand in, with its head and most of its body inside the partitioned space and drink. Does this not refer even to a
case where one holds the cow and also holds the bucket? The Gemara rejects this argument: No, this may refer exclusively to the case
where he holds the bucket but does not hold the animal.

?וְ ִכי נָ ֵקיט ָמנָ א וְ ָלא נָ ֵקיט ָל ּה ִמי ׁ ָש ֵרי
 ל ֹא יְ ַמ ֵּלא ָא ָדם ַמיִ ם וְ יִ ֵּתן:וְ ָה ַתנְ יָ א
 ֲא ָבל ְמ ַמ ֵּלא,ַ ּב ׁ ּ ַש ָ ּבת ִל ְפנֵי ְב ֶה ְמ ּתֹו
!יה
ָ ֹותה ֵמ ֵא ֶיל
ָ  וְ ִהיא ׁש, ְהוּא וְ ׁש ֵֹופך

The Gemara raises a difficulty: And where he holds the bucket but
does not hold the animal, is it permitted to give his animal to drink
in such a fashion? Wasn’t it taught in the following baraita: A person
may not fill a bucket with water and hold it before his animal on
Shabbat; but he may fill it and pour it out into a trough, and it, i.e.,
the animal, drinks of its own accord? Consequently, we see that it is
prohibited to give an animal to drink from a bucket if he does not
hold the animal.

 ָה ָכא: ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י,ָהא ִא ְּת ַמר ֲע ָל ּה
בֹוה
ַּ  ָ ּג,עֹומד ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים
ֵ ְ ּב ֵאבוּס ָה
ֹאשֹו
ׁ רֹוחב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה וְ ר
ַ ְֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ְט ָפ ִחים ו
,ֶא ָחד נִ ְכנָס ְל ֵבין ַה ּ ַפ ִּסין

The Gemara refutes this: Wasn’t it stated with regard to this baraita
that Abaye said: Here we are dealing with a cow standing inside a
house with windows open to the public domain, eating from a manger or trough that stands in the public domain that is ten handbreadths high and four handbreadths wide, i.e., it constitutes a private domain, and one end of this manger interposes into the area
between the upright boards surrounding a well?N

יה ְל ֵאב ּוס
ְ ְִּ ּגזֵ ָרה ד
ּ יל ָמא ָחזֵ י ֵל
יה
ּ ֹונֵיה ו ְּד ָרא ֵל
ּ דְּ ִמ ַ ּק ְל ַקל וְ ָא ֵתי ְל ַת ּק
 וְ ָקא ַמ ּ ֵפיק ֵמ ְר ׁשוּת,יה
ּ ְל ַדוְ ָולא ַ ּב ֲה ֵד
.ַהּיָ ִחיד ִל ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים

In such a case, it is prohibited to fill a bucket with water in the area
enclosed by the upright boards and hold it before his animal, unless
the animal is within the enclosed area. This is a rabbinical decree, lest
one see that the manger was damaged on the side in the public
domain and go to fix it, and he might take the bucket with him,
thereby carrying it from the private domain to the public domain.
Rather, he must pour out the water into the manger, so that it reaches
the animal on its own.

יחּיַ יב? וְ ָה ָא ַמר ַרב
ַ וְ ִכי ַהאי ַ ּגוְ ונָ א ִמי ִמ
:יֹוחנָן
ָ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי, ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִמי,ָס ְפ ָרא
ַה ְמ ַפ ֶּנה ֲח ָפצָ יו ִמּזָ וִ ית ְלזָ וִ ית וְ נִ ְמ ַל ְך
 ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ָהיְ ָתה,יאן – ּ ָפטוּר
ָ ִיהן וְ הֹוצ
ֶ ֲע ֵל
! ְאשֹונָ ה ְל ָכך
ׁ ֲע ִק ָירה ִמ ׁ ּ ָש ָעה ִר

The Gemara asks: Even if he carried the bucket into the public domain,
would he be liable in such a case? Didn’t Rav Safra say that Rabbi
Ami said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: With regard to one who transfers
objects from corner to corner in a house, and changed his mind
about them while carrying them and carried them outH to the public domain, he is exempt because the lifting at the first moment was
not for that purpose of carrying out to a different domain; when he
picked them up, he intended merely to move them around his
house. Here too, then, one should not be liable, since when he picked
up the bucket he did not intend from the outset to carry it into the
public domain; accordingly, there is no room for such a decree.

יה וַ ֲה ַדר ְמ ַעּיֵ יל
ּ  ֶא ָּלא זִ ְמנִין דִּ ְמ ַת ֵ ּקן ֵלRather, say that the decree is due to a different concern, that at times
 וְ ָקא ְמ ַעּיֵ יל ֵמ ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים,יה
ּ  ֵלone would fix the manger and then bring the bucket back in again,
. ִל ְר ׁשוּת ַהּיָ ִחידthereby carrying from the public domain into the private domain.
In this case one picks up the bucket from the outset with the intention
of carrying it from a public domain into a private domain.
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׳ב

 ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ָא ָדם – ָהא:יכא דְּ ָא ְמ ִרי
ָּ ִא
.ֹאשֹו וְ רו ּּבֹו
ׁ יה ְ ּבר
ּ ָק ָא ְמ ִרינַ ן דְּ ַס ִ ּגי ֵל
,ֹאש ּה וְ רו ָ ּּב ּה
ָ ׁ ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ּ ָפ ָרה ִמי ַס ִ ּגי ָל ּה ְ ּבר
?אֹו ָלא

Some say a different version of the previous discussion. With regard
to a person, we said that it is sufficient if his head and most of his
body are inside the domain from which he is drinking. But a question
may be raised with regard to a cow standing in a public domain and
drinking from a private domain, or vice versa: Is it sufficient if its
head and most of its body are inside the domain from which it is
drinking, or not? Perhaps all of the cow must be in that domain.

יכא דְּ נָ ֵקיט ָמנָ א וְ נָ ֵקיט ָל ּה – ָלא
ָ ֵה
,ֹאש ּה וְ רו ָ ּּב ּה
ָ ׁ יב ֵעי ָלךְ דְּ ַס ִ ּגי ָל ּה ְ ּבר
ּ ָ ִּת
יב ֵעי ָלךְ דְּ נָ ֵקיט ָמנָ א וְ ָלא
ּ ָ ֶא ָּלא ִּכי ִּת
? ַמאי,נָ ֵקיט ָל ּה

The Gemara clarifies the question. The case where one holds the
bucket from which the cow is drinking and also holds the animal
should not be a dilemma for you, as it is certainly enough if its head
and most of its body are in the domain. Rather, the case where there
should be a dilemma for you is where he holds the bucket but does
not hold the animal. What is the halakha in such a case?

 ו ִּב ְל ַבד ׁ ֶש ְּת ֵהא, ְּתנֵיתו ָּה:יה
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
.ֹותה
ָ ֹאש ּה וְ רו ָ ּּב ּה ִמ ִ ּב ְפנִים וְ ׁש
ָ ׁ ּ ָפ ָרה ר
!ַמאי ָלאו דְּ נָ ֵקיט ָמנָ א וְ ָלא נָ ֵקיט ָל ּה
. דְּ נָ ֵקיט ָמנָ א וְ נָ ֵקיט ָל ּה,ָלא

He said to him: We already learned a resolution to this dilemma in the
mishna: It is permitted to bring the upright boards closer to the well,
provided that the enclosed area is large enough for a cow to stand in,
with its head and most of its body inside the partitioned space, and
drink. Doesn’t this refer even to a case where one holds the bucket
but does not hold the animal? The Gemara rejects this argument: No,
this may refer only to the case where he holds the bucket and also
holds the animal.

 דְּ ִאי נָ ֵקיט ָמנָ א,וְ ָה ִכי נַ ִמי ִמ ְס ַּת ְ ּב ָרא
 ל ֹא:וְ ָלא נָ ֵקיט ָל ּה ִמי ׁ ָש ֵרי?! וְ ָה ַתנְיָא
,יְ ַמ ֵּלא ָא ָדם ַמיִ ם וְ יִ ֵּתן ִל ְפנֵי ְב ֶה ְמ ּתֹו
ֹותה
ָ ֹופ ְך וְ ִהיא ׁש
ֵ ֲא ָבל ְמ ַמ ֵּלא וְ ׁש
!יה
ָ ֵמ ֵא ֶיל

The Gemara comments: So too, it is reasonable to say this, for if one
holds the bucket but does not hold the animal, is it in fact permitted
to give his animal to drink in such a fashion? Wasn’t it taught in a baraita: A person may not fill a bucket with water and hold it before his
animal on Shabbat. But he may fill it and pour it out into a trough, and
the animal drinks of its own accord.

 ָה ָכא: ָא ַמר ַא ַ ּביֵ י,ית ַמר ֲע ָל ּה
ְּ ָהא ִא
ּ
בֹוה
ַּ עֹומד ִ ּב ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים ָג
ֵ ְ ּב ֵאבוּס ָה
ֹאשֹו
ׁ  וְ ר,רֹוחב ַא ְר ָ ּב ָעה
ַ ְֲע ָ ׂש ָרה ְט ָפ ִחים ו
יה
ּ  דְּ זִ ְמנִין דְּ ָחזֵ י ֵל,נִ ְכנַס ְל ֵבין ַה ּ ַפ ִּסין
,ֹונֵיה
ּ ְל ֵאבוּס דְּ ִמ ַ ּק ְל ַקל וְ ָא ֵתי ְל ַת ּק
יה וְ ָקא ַמ ּ ֵפיק
ּ יה ְל ַדוְ ָולא ַ ּב ֲה ֵד
ּ וְ ָד ֵרי ֵל
.ֵמ ְר ׁשוּת ַהּיָ ִחיד ִל ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים

The Gemara refutes this argument: Wasn’t it stated with regard to this
baraita that Abaye said: Here, we are dealing with a manger that stands
in the public domain, and it is ten handbreadths high and four handbreadths wide, i.e., it constitutes a private domain, and one end of the
manger interposes into the area between the upright boards surrounding a well, and the animal is standing at the other end in the public
domain. In such a case, it is prohibited to fill a bucket with water in the
area enclosed by the boards and hold it before his animal, unless the
animal is within the enclosed area. This is a rabbinical decree, lest at
times one see that the manger was damaged on the side in the public
domain and go to fix it and take the bucket with him, thereby carrying
it from the private domain into the public domain.

יחּיַ יב? וְ ָה ָא ַמר ַרב
ַ וְ ִכי ַהאי ַ ּגוְ ונָ א ִמי ִמ
:יֹוחנָן
ָ  ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי, ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ַא ִמי,ָס ְפ ָרא
ַה ְמ ַפ ֶּנה ֲח ָפצָ יו ִמּזָ וִ ית ְלזָ וִ ית וְ נִ ְמ ַל ְך
 ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ָהיְ ָתה,יאן – ּ ָפטוּר
ָ ִיהן וְ הֹוצ
ֶ ֲע ֵל
!אשֹונָ ה ְל ָכ ְך
ׁ ֲע ִק ָירה ִמ ׁ ּ ָש ָעה ִר

The Gemara asks: But would he be liable in such a case? Didn’t Rav
Safra say that Rabbi Ami said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: With regard
to one who transfers objects from corner to corner in a house, and
changed his mind about them while carrying them and took them out
to the public domain, he is exempt because the lifting at the first moment was not for that purpose of carrying out to a different domain;
when he picked them up, he intended merely to move them around his
house. Here too, then, he should not be liable, since when he picked up
the bucket he did not intend from the outset to carry it into the public
domain; accordingly, there is no room for such a decree.

HALAKHA

Feeding an animal between two domains – ַה ֲא ָכ ַלת
ב ֵה ַמה ֵ ּבין ְש ֵּתי ְרשוּיֹות:ּ ְ If an animal is standing with its
head and most of its body in a private domain, one is
permitted to feed it, even if the entire animal cannot enter the private domain. The halakha follows this opinion
because according to the first version it is obvious, and
according to the second version the issue remains an
unresolved problem. The halakha is decided according to the straightforward conclusion (Maggid Mishne;
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:29).
NOTES

An animal and a camel – ב ֵה ָמה וְ גָ ָמל:
ּ ְ The distance
between the upright boards and the well is equal to the
head and most of the body of a cow. In the Jerusalem
Talmud it is stated that this distance is based on the
size of a cow even for all other animals, from a small kid,
whose entire body fits into the area, to a camel, most of
whose body cannot fit into that space.
The author of Ge’on Ya’akov points out that the halakha should differentiate between a camel and other
animals. Even though the laws are equated in this context, it is only for the purpose of refuting the absolute
proof. The legal distinction, however, is reasonable and
the law governing a camel is different.

יה וַ ֲה ַדר ְמ ַעּיֵ יל
ּ  זִ ְמנִין דִּ ְמ ַת ַ ּקן ֵל, ֶא ָּלאRather, we must say that the decree is due to a different concern, that
יה ֵמ ְר ׁשוּת ָה ַר ִ ּבים
ּ  וְ ָקא ְמ ַעּיֵ יל ֵל,יה
ּ  ֵלat times one would fix the manger and then bring the bucket back in
. ִל ְר ׁשוּת ַהּיָ ִחידagain, carrying from the public domain into the private domain. In
this case, he picks up the bucket with the intention of carrying it from
a public domain into a private domain. In any case, no proof can be
brought from this source.
ֹאשֹו וְ רו ּּב ֹו
ׁ  ָ ּג ָמל ׁ ֶשר:ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
.אֹוב ִסין אֹותֹו ִמ ִ ּב ְפנִים
ְ – ִמ ִ ּב ְפנִים
יבוּס ְּכ ַמאן דְּ נָ ֵקיט ָמנָ א וְ נָ ֵקיט
ּ וְ ָהא ִא
!ֹאש ּה וְ רו ָ ּּב ּה
ָ ׁ  וְ ָקא ָ ּב ֵעינַן ר,ָל ּה דָּ ְמיָ א

The Gemara cites a different proof. Come and hear the following baraita: A camel whose head and most of its body are inside a private domain may be force-fed from inside the private domain. Now, forcefeeding is like the case where he holds the bucket and also holds the
animal, as one cannot force-feed an animal without holding it by its
neck, and nonetheless we require that its head and most of its body
be inside the domain where it is eating.

 ָא ַמר, ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ָחא ַ ּבר ַרב הוּנָ אRav Aĥa bar Rav Huna said that Rav Sheshet said: A camel is differהֹואיל וְ ַצ ָּוארֹו
ִ  ׁ ָשאנֵי ָ ּג ָמל: ַרב ׁ ֵש ׁ ֶשתent, as since its neck is long, its head and most of its body must be
. ְ ָארֹוךinside; otherwise it could stretch its neck into the public domain, and
the one feeding it might come to carry the bucket from the private
domain into the public domain.H In the case of other animals, however,
there is no reason for such stringency.
ֹאש ּה וְ רו ָ ּּב ּה
ָ ׁ  ְ ּב ֵה ָמה ׁ ֶשר:ָּתא ׁ ְש ַמע
 וְ ָהא.אֹות ּה ִמ ִ ּב ְפנִים
ָ אֹוב ִסין
ְ – ִ ּב ְפנִים
ִא ּבוּס ְּכ ַמאן דְּ נָ ֵקיט ָמנָ א וְ נָ ֵקיט ָל ּה
ֹאשֹו וְ רו ּּבֹו! ַמאי ְ ּב ֵה ָמה
ׁ וְ ָקא ָ ּב ֵעינַן ר
.נַ ִמי דְּ ָק ָתנֵי – ָ ּג ָמל



The Gemara attempts to cite yet another proof. Come and hear the
following baraita: An animal whose head and most of its body were
inside a private domain may be force-fed from inside the private domain. Now, as stated above, force-feeding is like the case where he
holds the bucket and also holds the animal, and nonetheless we require that its head and most of its body be inside the domain where it
is eating. The Gemara refutes this argument: What is this animal that
is taught in this baraita? It is also a camel.N
כ ףד:  ׳ב קרפ. Perek II . 20b
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Were these two baraitot taught next to each other – ִמידֵּ י
ג ֵ ּבי ֲה ָד ֵדי ַּתנְיָא:ּ ַ Rashi teaches that since the different baraitot
were taught in different schools, such as the school of Rabbi
Ĥiyya, the school of Rabbi Oshaya, and numerous others, it is
impossible to prove the meaning of one baraita from the style
of another baraita that was taught in a different school.
To Festival pilgrims – עֹולי ְרגָ ִלים
ֵ ל:ְ In the Jerusalem Talmud, a
dispute among the amora’im is cited on this issue. Some Sages
rule that the permission to carry in the area surrounded by
upright boards around a well applies only to Festival pilgrims.
Other Sages state that the permission is granted because of the
Festival pilgrims, but that it applies to everyone. Yet other Sages
teach that the allowance applies only during the period of
Festival pilgrimage. It has been suggested that the rationale for
the use of upright boards surrounding a well, which constitute
an inferior partition, applies only for the purpose of a mitzva.
Since Festival pilgrims bring many animals with them for their
sacrifices, they require a large quantity of water. In Eretz Yisrael
during the periods of pilgrimages, water was generally found
only in cisterns and wells (Rabbeinu Yehonatan).
HALAKHA

The permission of upright boards surrounding a well – ֶה ֵּיתר
פ ֵּסי ֵב ָיראֹות:ַ ּ The permission to carry where upright boards surround a well was initially instituted so that Festival pilgrims
could give their animals water to drink, rather than so that
people could drink (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat
17:30).

! וְ ָה ַתנְיָא ְ ּב ֵה ָמה וְ ָה ַתנְיָא ָ ּג ָמלThe Gemara objects: Wasn’t it taught as animal in one baraita, and wasn’t it taught as camel in the other baraita? The
implication is that this law applies not only to camels, but to
other animals as well.
: ִמידֵּ י ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ֲה ָד ֵדי ַּתנְ יָ א?! ַּתנְ יָ א נַ ִמי ָה ִכיThe Gemara answers: Were these two baraitot taught next to
N
הֹואיל וְ ַצ ָּוארֹו
ִ ,אֹוסר ְ ּבגָ ָמל
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָעזָ רeach other? Had both of these baraitot been taught together,
we
would
indeed
expect the tanna not to teach the same law
. ְָארֹוך
using different formulations. However, since these two baraitot come from different sources, it is possible that one of the
tanna’im referred to a camel with the generic term animal, and
hence no proof can be brought from here. This same idea that
a camel is different was also taught in another baraita: Rabbi
Eliezer prohibits this in the case of a camel, since its neck
is long.
 ל ֹא הו ְּּתר ּו:ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יִ צְ ָחק ַ ּבר ַאדָּ א
.עֹולי ְרגָ ִלים ִ ּב ְל ַבד
ֵ ּ ַפ ֵּסי ֵב ָיראֹות ֶא ָּלא ְל
 ל ֹא הו ְּּתר ּו ּ ַפ ֵּסי ֵב ָיראֹות ֶא ָּלא:וְ ָה ַתנְ יָ א
ְלגַ ֵ ּבי ְ ּב ֵה ָמה ִ ּב ְל ַבד! ַמאי ְ ּב ֵה ָמה – ֶ ּב ֱה ַמת
 ֲא ָבל ָא ָדם,עֹולי ְרגָ ִלים
ֵ

Rabbi Yitzĥak bar Adda said: Upright boards surrounding
wells were only permitted to Festival pilgrims.N The Gemara raises a difficulty: Wasn’t it taught in a baraita that
boards surrounding wells were permitted only for cattle?H
The Gemara answers: What is the cattle mentioned here? It
means the cattle of festival pilgrims. However, a person
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Must climb up and climb down – יֹורד
ֵ ְעֹולה ְמ ַט ּ ֵפס ו
ֶ ְמ ַט ּ ֵפס ו:ְ
The author of Ge’on Ya’akov amends this phrase so that it reads
logically: Must climb down and climb up. However, Tosafot
(Pesaĥim 2a) teach that it is the way of the Gemara to mention
ascending and entering first, even if this does not correspond
to reality. Some commentators explain that the Gemara uses
this phrasing to teach that one can do it several times (Rav
Ya’akov Emden).
We require something that is fit for humans – ָ ּב ֵעינַן ִמידֵּ י דַּ ֲחזִ י
ל ָא ָדם:ָ The question is asked: If the permission to utilize upright
boards surrounding a well is intended for animals alone, why
must the water be suitable for humans? The answer is that in
fact this permission occasionally applies to humans as well,
as in the case of wide cisterns. While people can sometimes
descend into a cistern to drink, animals cannot do so and must
drink from a bucket or manger. Consequently, it is required to
make use of such boards for their benefit. Nevertheless, the
primary concern is for humans.
HALAKHA

Who is permitted to use the upright boards surrounding a
well – ל ִמי הו ְּּתר ּו ּ ַפ ֵּסי ֵב ָיראֹות:ְ One is not permitted to rely on the
upright boards surrounding a well for his own needs. Rather,
he must descend into the well or cistern and drink, or erect a
proper partition around it. However, if one cannot descend into
the cistern, he is also permitted to draw from it for his own use
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 17:30).

.יֹורד
ֵ ְעֹולה ְמ ַט ּ ֵפס ו
ֶ ְ ְמ ַט ּ ֵפס וmust climb up and climb downN into the well, and drink
there.
, ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה,ִאינִי?! וְ ָה ָא ַמר ַרב יִ צְ ָחק
 ל ֹא הו ְּּתר ּו ּ ַפ ֵּסי ֵב ָיראֹות:ָא ַמר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל
 וְ ִא י.ֶא ָּלא ִל ְב ֵא ר ַמיִ ם ַח ּיִ ים ִ ּב ְל ַבד
?ַל ְ ּב ֵה ָמה – ַמה ִּלי ַחּיִ ים ַמה ִּלי ְמכו ּּנ ִָסין
.ָ ּב ֵעינַן ִמידֵּ י דַּ ֲחזִ י ָל ָא ָדם

The Gemara raises a difficulty: Is that so? Is the allowance of
upright boards for animals alone? Didn’t Rav Yitzĥak say that
Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: Upright boards surrounding wells were permitted only where the wells contain
potable, running spring water? If the allowance is only for
animals, what is the difference to me if it is spring water and
what is the difference to me if it is collected water? Granted,
collected water is inferior to spring water, but it is still suitable
for animals to drink. The Gemara answers: We require something that is fit for humans.N

 ל ֹא הו ְּּתר ּו ּ ַפ ֵּסי ֵב ָיראֹות ֶא ָּלא:גּ ו ָּפא
עֹולה
ֶ ְ ֲא ָבל ָא ָדם ְמ ַט ּ ֵפס ו,ַל ְ ּב ֵה ָמה ִ ּב ְל ַבד
ּ  וְ ִאם ָהי ּו ְר ָח ִבין – ֲא ִפ,יֹורד
יל ּו
ֵ ְְמ ַט ּ ֵפס ו
 וְ ל ֹא יְ ַמ ֵּלא ָא ָדם ַמיִ ם וְ יִ ֵּתן ִל ְפנֵי.ָל ָא ָדם נַ ִמי
ֹופ ְך ִל ְפנֵי
ֵ  ֲא ָבל ְמ ַמ ֵּלא הוּא וְ ׁש,ְב ֶה ְמ ּתֹו
.יה
ָ ֹותה ֵמ ֵא ֶיל
ָ ְב ֵה ָמה וְ ׁש

The Gemara examines the baraita cited in the course of the
previous discussion. Returning to the matter itself, the statement quoted above: Upright boards surrounding wells were
permitted only for cattle, but a person must climb up and
climb down into the well and drink there. But if the wells
were too wide for him to climb, they are permitted for a
person as well.H A person may not fill a bucket with water
and hold it before his animal on Shabbat, but he may fill it
and pour it out into a trough, and the animal drinks of its
own accord.

הֹועיל ּו ּ ַפ ֵּסי
ִ  ִאם ֵּכן ָמה: ַמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ַרב ָענָןRav Anan strongly objects to this explanation: If so, what
!הֹועילוּ?! ְל ַמ ְלאֹות ֵמ ֶהן
ִ  ֵב ָיראֹות? ָמהpurpose do the boards surrounding a well serve? The Gemara immediately expresses its surprise: How can he ask what
purpose do they serve? They allow people to draw water
from the wells, which would otherwise be prohibited.
?ֹאש ּה וְ רו ָ ּּב ּה ׁ ֶשל ּ ָפ ָרה
ָ ׁ הֹועיל ר
ִ  ָמה: ֶא ָּלאRather, Rav Anan’s question should be understood as follows:
What purpose is served in requiring that the enclosed area
be large enough for the cow’s head and most of its body, if in
any case the cow may not be given to drink straight from the
bucket?
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