M BT N1 32

® -
e e e e o NXY NI N
YOPa WM
LIPS WIN

The Mishnah'’s Halachah of
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If an ox killed a person and 137 933, Bais Din already
sentenced it to death, and the owner then made it w7pn, the
w7pn does not take effect. However
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If before Bais Din sentenced the ox, the owner made it
wTpn, the wipn does take effect.
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If the owner gave his ox to one of the w7, four groups

of people who accepted it for safekeeping, and the ox ‘7 ‘7 ‘7

gored while in the 99w’s custody, the 9w takes over the N‘w 1 n:n 1?:“:) ﬁDD
owner’s obligation to guard the animal, and he is liable for S s

the damages. Therefore 1:1w 1 sz sw\:

v
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If the ox became a TV, the 9w must pay for the
complete pr7.

:321*311 oown nn‘ -‘V‘n
And if the ox was only a on, the /1w pays for only half the Pr: ﬁxn nswn nsw P?; nswn

oo,
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. The Machlokes regarding
POV 125 I I
WM IR
If after Bais Din sentenced the ox, the safe keeper returns
the ox to the owner, the Tanna Kamma holds the "mw is AP ;9/’
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Even if after Bais Din sentenced the ox, the 7w returned .‘THVD '\TH'I?D 1:’&

it to its owner, he is not liable to compensate the owner.

The two explanations to the Machlokes;
1

fhey disagree in whether ]’1)‘)1& ]’ﬂD]N ]’R
it NIR1N YNOR2 NIR1N NOR2
lperjson c;m return an item that became forbidden in all T,ng’ 151,) ian .I,ng, 15\’) N

benefits, and is no worthless.
2.
They disagree in whether

1192 KOW N0 YW 0T PIOR ]’ﬂD]J ]’1)‘_‘)]3 ]?N
Bais Din sentences a ox even while it is not present, and
N YW 17 N W 117

therefore
NI RIT NPT 1192 ROV 1192 RON
If the 9w brought the ox to Bais Din he did not actually

. cause the ox to become 710K, because even 1191 ROV it
would have become MoR.

The four opinions regarding
NS 7nw
Minimal protection

Fowr Wwwre?ar/m;/
Or NIND NIINY

VN 1YY
Superior protection

or
N2IYN NIPNHY
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So let's review ...

Zugt Di Mishnah:

PO TR HPo D RIY RITW MW

WIPIN PR

If the owner consecrated an ox after 137 9123, after Bais
Din already sentenced it to death for killing a person, the
wpi does not take effect, because, as Rashi later explains
RP PIDT PIMWITIRG

After 7 9m3 the ox is no longer in the owner’s jurisdiction.
OR

onY

MONR W1

If the ox was slaughtered after 17 9123, the meat is
forbidden, as the Gemara on X" 97 derived from the
Pasuk;

1IW1 DR IR KDY

However,

POV TRRIPT T ROW TV DN

I

If the owner consecrated the ox before 137 9033, the wIpn
does take effect, because

Rp w2

Before y7 913, the ox is still in the owner’s jurisdiction.
TONW ORI

RigiisRim]

Or, if the ox was slaughtered before 17 913, the meat is
permitted.

The Mishnah continues with an unrelated issue:

W5 W RWIH HRIWS) DI WY 1701

537 NNN 0I5

If the owner gave his ox to one of the 1w 7, one of four
groups of people who accepted it for safekeeping, the "mw
takes over the owner’s obligation to guard the animal.
Therefore, if it gored while in the 9mw’s custody, he is
liable for the damages; and

Dbw PR oW TYm

31731 05Wn DM

DafHachaim.org

SPo™ REY M

wamw YOpa W
DN D BT NN

Ay the Gemarar Because,
Aderived /mm the Pasuk, 2p7 200 1

s IR aN N 7
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Because,
p 20/0

211 S Y100
A5 9% NS SRS
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The MW takes over the owner’s obligation
to guard the animal

now pra abwn apn
Ph XM Do oM
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The Gemara cites a Braisa which elaborates:

PRI N

T I ROV TY

Before it was sentenced to death;

miBisRR i)

The sale is effective.

VI W TN

The wpnis effective.

TN WA IONY

The meat is permitted.

P5pa a5 I N

NN

If this occurred while the ox was in the 71w’s custody,
who then returned the ox to its owner, the 9w is not liable
to compensate the owner even though Bais Din will
eventually confiscate the ox, because as Rashi explains
RI7 ROV MW IVIAIWI KT

The ox still had value.

However,

DT INIOD

After it was sentenced to death;

IV IPRIIOD

The sale is not effective.

WIM IPR W TN

The w7pnis not effective.

TOX W ONY

The meat is forbidden.

52 135 I I

NI IR

If the "mw returned the ox to the owner, the X»p Xin holds
that the 9w is liable to compensate the owner, because it
has no value.

apy 111 disagrees and says

T IAIIUD 4R

W P55 W I

Even after Bais Din sentenced the ox, if the 9w returned
it to its owner, he is not liable to compensate the owner.

The Gemara initially assumes that the Machlokes is based
on the following:

The x»p Nin holds

WDIPRIPION

Because

IRITNORI PIDIRPR

7195 5w N

A person cannot return an item that became forbidden in
all benefits, and is now worthless.

While 39y »27 holds

W|WIDIINA

Because

7395 15w M ARITNORA PIVIN

A person can return an item that became forbidden in all
benefits, because it is still in its original state, even though
it's now worthless.
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The Yemara assumes

the Wachlokey is:

IR
PRIN YNONR2
7°195 75w N

IR PR
RN YNDMNR2
7°19% 75w "IN

Because
i@t iy now worthlessy
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7127 says that this is not necessarily so.

Perhaps, all agree that

7395 75w 37 NI NORI PR

Regarding

moo2 N

plinie!

If a person stole y»r and over Pesach it became 77ox
7RI, he can still return the pron to the owner after Pesach,
because as Rashi explains,

75 IR RDDD RNORT

The 233 did not actually cause the yr to become J10R.

However, they do disagree regarding 5o w:

The x»p Nin holds

MWD IPRIPIA

And the "mw is liable for compensation, because

R DTIARDV

The 9w, who brought the ox to Bais Din, actually caused
the ox to become 71OR, because

M HWIPT PION PR

11031 ROR

Bais Din does not sentence the ox if it is not present. And,
RPIRY 75 RIPIVH N

He could have hidden the ox.

While 2py’ »a7 holds

NN IPINN

And the " is not liable for compensation, because
RITTRYDBT R

The 9w who brought the ox to Bais Din did not cause the
ox to become MOR, because

M 5w IPT PINH

11031 ROV

Bais Din does sentence the ox even if it is not present.
And

RYT2 75 703 N7 IOPD NO N0

Bais Din would have sentenced it anyway.
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Perhaps, all agree that
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and wer Pesach it became PR ok,
hes cam still return the: Jup a%fer Pesach
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However,
they do disagree regarding Spomn W
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. The Gemara explains the Machlokes as follows:
The x»p Rin holds
1302 ROR NW W 13T PO PR
Because the Pasuk states
oY Yova on Spor wn

The Gemara explaing the Machlokes:

D5V N AP £

NV NPT

o101 D5V D ]’1D13 ],1D13 ]’R
7193 70 N MY SV T MY SV 1T
Bais Din sentences a person only while he is present. 17192 wa 17192 be
While 2y 21 holds

BT D2 KNIwa BFD" mips
NP YL 11 0HYa ’RpHW3 N1 N1vL M ™™y 7"133): n&)
RI7 RDIVV 71 N0 ROR

Only a person must be present so that he can defend Y NN 0"ya hnmd

himself, but an ox does not need to be present since it
cannot defend itself.

7xin XNV 12 YN AR P
DN'191 0"va nn
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Zugt Di Mishnah:

moMma PHYa R

R 1192 5V

2T RX”

If an owner provides a 1mno 77»W, a minimal protection
for his ox, in that he tied the ox with a rope, or he locked
the door, but the ox managed to escape and cause damage;
271 TV TAR) DN TR

PRP 2727

R» 17 holds that for both a on or T

If the owner provided the nmno 771w, he is liable for the
»vm; but if he provided a n5wn 7w, superior protection,
he is Mo».

A 27 disagrees regarding mno 77w and says it
depends

2non

NV TV

For aon he is liable, but for a 7v1 he is not liable.

As the Gemara explains, X 27 holds

7P MW NPIN IRD MW DNO

People generally do not guard their oxen, and for this
reason the Torah rules;

2’non

Apparently, because

amno Y Y w7

A onrequires a minimal 77w which he did not do.
However, regarding a 7, the words 1w’ k9 add
another n»Ww to teach that a 7y requires a mmYn TVHV.
And the mw 77 from 7 to on through the word
teaches that a on W also requires a m9wn 1PHW like a
VM.

Therefore, R *27 holds that regarding both on and 7
210 N9 7YY

0D TNV PPV

While 71 °27 holds

MO WPV NPINA DMWY DNO

People generally do guard their oxen, and even so the
Torah rules

2’non

Because

WD PPV 1 Y17

A pnrequires a superior 77w which he did not do.
And regarding Ty, the words 17w’ X5 add another
rnY,

VYN ROR 1277 IR 127 PRI

Whenever a source is repeated twice the second source
comes to minimize; and

AW TPHYH 2N VYD

Then Torah reduced the requirement for a 7y to only a
NS 7N,

However, we do not apply this to on through the mw 7t
of a1 because

1YW R RIDAT VYD K7l

The word 1w is exclusive which teaches

MRS R D

Only for a 7y is a nmno 77w sufficient, but aon
requires a 72,wn 1vpw; and therefore, only regarding 7w
MNVO AMND APV

However regarding on

20 MN9 NPHY

MNOD ANV POV
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If an owner provides a minimal protection for his ox
but the ox managed to escape and cause damage
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:on .on
N because N because
NNIND DYDY M5 wIT DNIND NYHY M5 wInT

vin Tvin
10D NS The words 123w R
adds another nynw, add another mmw

nn mt; ”35’7 PRI to teach that a TV
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However, we do not this o pp
through the /€ 9175 % M
b
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YW L fpiod Gy o>
which teaches
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The Braisa cites a third opinion;

2pY? 12 M'HR 27 says

TVID ORI DN TR

VO MO ATPV 1IHDVY

For both a on or 7o, a nmino 1»w is sufficient, because
AORT T 7270 79 720

7930 MR 7YY TV

He concurs with 77 27 that for a 7 a minimal 77»w is
sufficient, and he applies this to on through the mw 71 of
.

The Mishnah concludes with a fourth opinion:

IR NPHOR 727

190 ROR PV B PR

For a 7vw, even ifhe provided a m>wn 7w he is 27n,
because there is no possible 77w for a 7y unless he
slaughters it.

The Gemara explains that 31’58 *27 concurs with 103’27
who says;

P2 N2 Y2595 0TR DT ROV I

TP PN VI 090 THY HR)

A person may not maintain a dangerous situation in his
home, such as a wild dog or shaky ladder, because the
Pasuk states

22 0T DWN RN

And as Rashi explains; therefore

MW’ R R

RIT1ID7R RS

The words 139w’ X9 are actually a prohibition for one to
keep a 7o 1. Therefore, even if he did a 5 wn nvow he
1827,
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The Braisa cites a third opinions;

PPy Vs 7)7/;@ »)
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Because
WWEZ DT/ P 3)/790

s)fﬁ(a NS DIN FYIN

The Mishnahs concludes withs a /azm‘/u opinion:

IME 7)1/% )
1VOD NON T 10 PN

ForaTvm,
even if he provided an wn N YHW heis N,
because there is no possible n"nW for a TLID
unless he slaughters it.

The Gemara explaing
Aryax  concurs with N1
who says;
O7TR 572 ROW N
112 N2 Y1290
N2 N2 Y1V 0N TNY? HN)

9rPEs TS R N

W%m
IO VHNPY H5 INES H5 HD
The wordy jyypt L are acz‘w/l?/ @ prohibition
r one to éeqm/ Y /.
W%&r&, even 74 he did & /iy Dp0 he s 3
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‘ The Gemara cites a Machlokes regarding 77 "17's
opinion of
MN0O TN ) )
7278 92 RTR 27 says Wg emaras cites o Machlukes ”?”/"7
12W ARTYI T ROX °"7 0O KD WD FYN - D3/ D)
The owner is exempt only from paying 05w 11 as a TV,
because he provided the nmno 7w of a Tvw.
T PR Mnn 73 Har

However, part of the ox is also considered a on and an MR XTI
therefore he is still liable to pay j»11°3n from the actual W, NN TN 4 99D R‘,
because he did not provide the m5wn nynw of aon.

nMPNI NG IRTYN TR ROR
27 however disagrees and holds n-rrnv 120

TP PP IR MinD T3
The ox is considered only a 7y but not a bn; and

ﬂwo/oia/m%/aﬂ)///\/ Because he provided

therefore he is not liable to pay even pt1°xn. but not & o the /O Dy %a/ E27/%
T I MW P79 Y 71T and ther %W o liable nmnn I '73&

We have B“h completed the fourth Perek of Xip X122 noomn, fo pay ever p z7

and will begin the fifth Perek, 7797 nR myiw 71w, in the next j nTD’” nDIPD:
Shiur 7"pa. He iy still biable ts pay ps) z7

o the actual /€,
because he did not /Wo(/d/@
the: 2y DMl @/ @)

T A T 0 0 19T

wp |
NPT
Yecheskel
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