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Intro

Today we will Be“H learn 1”1 97 of R1p 8321 noon.
Some of the topics we will learn about include:

MNVUA DR AW 779

How to claim damages from a pregnant cow, including:
N ATOW 72

Whether one can claim damages from the offspring or the
egg of a damaging animal;

792"V T PYw

How to evaluate their worth; and

RMON RHVO

Whether the fat and the expansion of the animal due to the
pregnancy belong to the owner of the mother or the owner
of the fetus?

13 9305 0107

When someone brings pots or produce into another’s
courtyard, the Gemara discusses whether the owner of the
courtyard implicitly accepts liability for damages to the
other’s possessions, and whether the owner of the pots
accepts responsibility for damages caused by these items.

5NN RYW 12 N
27 maintains that one is not liable for injury caused to an
animal that eats his produce.

NP0 HY Dap

The degree of responsibility accepted by an owner of a
courtyard who allows someone to leave possessions in his
property;
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. So let's review...

The Mishnah earlier stated

1797 DR MW N0

1731 772D R3O

If an ox gores a cow, and we then find a dead calf next to

FTXD Y MR 97 NN AN I
7919 Pt A - 15 pra ven o

NNXY 2192 NIDY PHW PR

her,

7795 P11 % OYwn MY 21102 TN

T PRI We do not evaluate the damage to the cow and calf separately,
Heltpays p1sn for the cow, and only % of the value of the which would result in a higher payment.

calf,

N9 22 YY THNY PHYW ROR
Rather, we evaluate the value of a pregnant cow,
because the pm can argue

The Gemara now explains
ORY 192 7799 PP PR
MY 192 T

We dotnlot ev?llluﬁte the1 (cilama%te.to t1}11<? C}?W and to tltw calf 1npr(& NN :vn 77D
separately, which would result in a higher payment.
779 225V 75 PO ROR .P R1D”Y RNI2AYN NID

Idamaged a pregnant cow,

Rather, we evaluate the value of a pregnant cow, because - | ) )
and so I am only liable for its value as a single unit.

the 1> can argue

INPIR RNI2VP 1779

75 RIPW RNV 7179

I damaged a pregnant cow, and so I am only liable for its
value as a single unit.

The Gemara gives examples of other damages which are
. similarly evaluated.
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Zugt di Mishnah

PIIITR OO TR

™MW ROW M°371 53 93>

If a potter brought his pots into someone’s courtyard
without permission;

™37 5v3 5w innna maw

Nvo

If the pots were damaged by the homeowner’s animal, the
man5vais not liable.

in=falini=iN]

21 MR va

If the animal was injured by the pots, the potter is liable.

The Gemara infers

MY RA

MR 52 27D RS

%M SYaT Immna P

If the potter had permission he would NOT be liable for
the injury to the animal, because

IR RS

MR Sva yap hiap

I3M HY2TIMONAT RMPO]

We do NOT assume that by requesting permission he
accepted responsibility for damages caused by his pots.

On the other hand, the Mishnah continues

2719317 Y2 MWI1 07197 DRI

If he had permission to bring his pots into the 93, the 5va
2xn;71 s liable for damage caused by his animal, because
"I RPNDI

ROPOI Y ap Hap

We DO assume that by granting permission he accepted
responsibility for his animal’'s damages.

Now, the Gemara asks that they should be the same?
MYTP P12 MY I8N 5Ya7°7 7

mansya I DYIR S5v227mn MmIan

We should say that just as the 9377 5va implicitly accepts
responsibility for his animal, the m7771 1 also implic-
itly accepts responsibility for his pots; and yet the
Mishnah earlier implied otherwise?
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B4
VNP DU PN
neas 85 Man Hys e

If a potter brought his pots into someone’s courtyard
without permission;

nvam s b snnna mesen
RN

If the pots were damaged by the homeowner’s animal,
the man b2 is not liable.

173 PN ONY
A" TR Sy

Ifthe animal was injured by the pots,
the potter is liable.

The Gemara mfm/. .
MDp £
wp fo srop £
190 Jo7 LVDP PSP

AN DY91 ONY
%A ¥nn Sya

If he had permission then
the 3NN dV1 is liable
for damage caused by his
animal

Because. . .
/p/’) fﬁ/') N PO
g /4 7
We DO assume that by dd
é@awe/m‘e redfmwbé'fyx ”
hiss animal’y /MM%&;

V272
/;/7//7') A /p/') fﬁ/')

53 YWIR7 NI

P4

shoukd both, be the same?
M2 I8N HY2T 90 D
MR *PTIa 2N
MITP HY2 210 M1 2N
2N Y2 *pTaa

Just as the y¢nn by2 implicitly
accepts responsibility for his animal,

So too the myTpn dv2 also implicitly
accepts responsibility for his pots?
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Furthermore, the Mishnah eventually concludes

AN 27

2°M PR 19102

MwH a0 Sva rhy Sapw Ty

The owner of the courtyard is only liable for his animal’s
damages if he explicitly assumed responsibility, similar to
the opinion expressed in the Mishnah'’s first case; and
neither one of them implicitly accepts responsibility.

The Gemara questions

727 ROD) R

1329 RN

The Mishnah begins and ends with the opinion of *29, that
there is no implicit acceptance of responsibility, and
interjects with the opinion of the 1327 that there IS an
implicit acceptance of responsibility?

The Gemara offers two answers:

1.

R7an

0w RY 1INV D

There is indeed a Machlokes:

The first section of the Mishnah holds that the 1327 agree
with a9, while the author of the second section holds that
they disagree.

2.

Alternately,

N7 1327 791

The 1327 disagree with °17, and maintain that there is a
difference between the 73m71 5va and the mA 770 Sv3; and
mwIa

23M7 5va 5y Hap MY TR nvnw

72 1M2w1oR)

When he grants permission, the 33171 5v1 accepts responsi-
bility for damages to the pots due to external factors; but
the MR 5va does not accept responsibility, and is
entirely exempt.

DafHachaim.org

2R 19192 - M a0
T nvan Hpa oy Sapw

The owner of the courtyard
is only liable for his animal’s damages if he explicitly
assumed responsibility,
similar to the Mishnah’s first case
and neither one of them implicitly accepts responsibility.

1129 RNDYRNDI - 2279 RDIDI RWM

that there IS an
implicit acceptance
of responsibility?

that there is no
implicit acceptance
of responsibility

R92N
1T MW XY 1T MOW M

There is indeed a Machlokes:

The first section of the Mishnah holds
that the)») agree withy

While the author of the second section holds
that they disagree.

@

R 1229 "M
The 22y disagree with 29,
and maintain that there is a difference
between the y¢nn bva and the mTpn bva; and

mwia
NN Y2 1YHY Yap M TP NIPHWY
M2 172W1 197DR)

When he grants permission,
the%nn bva accepts responsibility for damages to the pots;
but the mTpn Sv2 does not accept responsibility,

and is entirely exempt.
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The Mishnah continues

MWI1 ROW 27102 93D PP 037

If someone brought produce into another’s courtyard
without permission;

™27 502 5w Innna InvoN

Nvo

If they were eaten by the homeowner’s animal, the Sya
axnnis not liable;

271 MYon HY1 172 PN OR)

If the animal was injured by the produce, the mvonSvais
liable.

However,

271 3307 HY2 MwI2 D707 OR)

If he had permission to bring his produce into the 93, the
9317 Yva is liable for damage caused by his animal.

The Gemara explains the damage caused to the animal by
the produce:

27K

172 ARSI ROR 10 RS

MO N9IR IR

If the animal slipped on the produce he is liable; but if it
overate and died, he is exempt, because

9IRN ROV 712 M

The animal should not have eaten, as Tosfos explains
I 12T POV RN PIONNIY (7D

950 270 T OIRTIPR

He cannot hold someone else responsible for its own
actions.

In other words; in the case of 72 nP5mn, the produce
damaged the animal; in the case of 15O, the animal
damaged itself.

Dedicated By:

DafHachaim.org

MR 85 27Ya 9XA% 1D B%Non
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ann ann il

If he had permission, Ifthe animal The¥nn bya
they¥nn bvais was injured is not liable
liable for damage by the produce,
caused by his the myon bva
animal. is liable.

P IME
102 NPOYMNW ROR 1TV XY

TMVD NYIR YarR

Ifthe animal slipped on the produce he is liable;
but if it overate and died, he is exempt
because...

9ORN XYW 1Y NN

Ay Tw/w explaing
MINE 937 POV HISH MOHN3IE 11D
95 51 397HOD Of NHY H
In the mo% 0 P>,
f/w/zm/aw/ the animaly

m/z‘/wmo%aqk,

f/wWM/amM #y@%
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The Gemara challenges this explanation from several
mn»aa:

1.

1730 N2 195 Mnh 0o n

If someone places poison before another person’s animal,
indirectly causing its death;

DY T2 OTRPTN N0

He must make restitution, but 7 2 cannot enforce this
payment.

The Gemara infers

TOIRT RTVT PO

2 PIDTR YT

If the animal was injured by eating ordinary produce he
would be liable to pay 07X *»73, and we do NOT say
5K RO 12 M7

The Gemara answers that he would be DX 271 7105 even
for mo, because we do say 5rn Rbw 15 min. However, the
N1 was teaching that

mni oo IYoR

mOIRT XTIV RHT

DPY rT127N

Even though poison is not fit for consumption, he is
nevertheless oW 371 277

Alternately,

"I DN DO

PO 1T RMTIONI

We are referring to poisonous food, which the animal
would eat, and he is indeed DX *37» 7100 because 715 i
5oRn RHW.

DafHachaim.org

2
17°2N NHNN2A 21D MNN 0O |MIN

If one places poison before another’s animal,
indirectly causing its death

29 MOD
DMWY T2 DTR 22TN

PN W) PIE 7R~ btz £3PY3 N

Z% the animal way injured éyz eating OF/LW?/ /zro/m

he would be liable ty W Ve
W/% Ao we not say

YO8N XYW NY MN
2

°

We do say - 5oRn Rbw nb min

However, the ND™)2 was teaching that

NN 0O 197X
N9IRT RT72Y ROT
DMWY 272 2N
Even though poison is not fit for consumption,
he is nevertheless D'DW 227TH 2N,

o

Alternately,

1 MNinN DO
D 11MNT RNTIODR2

which the animal would eat
and he is indeed DTN 2T» N0 because

5onn Rbw b Nn.
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2.

Another proof;

MWI2 RO 2"7P2 IR0 1MW 0197

™Y PN POR IR

plieh!

If someone brought his ox into another person’s property
without permission, and it ate the homeowner’s wheat and
died as a result, the 931752 is exempt. However,

271 9307 HY2 MWI2 3071 OR)

Ifhe had permission, the homeowner is liable, and we do
not say

5ORN RHW RO Min?

The Gemara differentiates

5V 5ap MW nYpY mwaa

MY NR PINIOR)

When he granted permission to enter he accepted
responsibility for all possible damages like a "W, and so
he is liable even for damages caused by the animal itself.

The Mishnah continues:

NWI1 0107 DR

2719317 532

If one received permission to bring his pots into a
courtyard, the 93m71 5p1 is liable if his animal damages the
pots.

The Gemara now asks;

ROITOI 9V 22T RN

When the 73 51 accepts responsibility for something
left in his property;

And as Rashi adds;

According to the 1127, it's assumed; and according to 19,
where he explicitly said so;

The question is;

75V ST R PWOIT RMTVI

75D D7ap RHYT RMPVIOR IR

Does he accept responsibility only for damage caused by
his own property, or does he accept responsibility even
for damages caused by others?

DafHachaim.org

@

MWYI2 XYW 271V INY 1M D21ON
M TN PON HON)
TVD

However,

27N INNN HY2 MWYI2 020N OX)

If he had permission, the homeowner is liable

Wﬁy&/m'z‘ we
YO8N XYW XY MN

2

&

mwI2
1YY 2P 1MV NPHY
MRY NR PIN 197X

When he granted permission to enter
he accepted responsibility like a yow, and so he is liable
even for damages caused by the animal itself.

21 %R0 ‘71): a)l“aainR=ihiniy il
2

RMI01 NHY 922pPT RN
When they¢n bva accepts responsibility for something
left in his property;

And as Rashic adds;

/fccor/m?/ to the 2, ity assumed;
a//z/accor/m?/ ty 79, where he WW%/MM/M

The question is;
oY 1IPT RN MWDIT RMPV)
Y 922p RNHYT KMV I1PIDR IR

Does he accept responsibility
only for damage caused by his own property,
or does he accept responsibility
even for damages caused by others?
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The Gemara cites several mn»121 as proof:

MwIa ROW man Hpa Isnd YmYo 0o

If someone brought produce into another’s courtyard
without permission;

199K IAR DIPPH T R

NvO

If a third party’s ox wandered into the property and ate
them, the 73mn Hva is not liable.

2”0 MWI2 OO0 ORI

If he had permission, the 73n7 5v1 is liable.

Similarly,

MWI2 ROW 137 5P 9302 1MW ©°157

If he brought his ox into the courtyard without permis-
sion;

AN IR DIPHRN NV R

MO

If a third party’s ox came in and gored it, the 7xmn 5va is
not liable.

271 MWI1 ©°107 DRI

If he had permission, the 73m7 Sva is liable.

These mn>a clearly indicate
75 Hap RbYT RMYOVI
The 73n Svais liable even for damages caused by others?

v

1MW 0D
man Yya 1xns
mMwI2 XHW

TV X2
AN IR DPHH

MOD
If a third party’s ox
wandered into the property
and gored it,
theH¥ni bva is not liable.

mw2 D20 OX)
2N
If he had permission,
the~xnn b2 is liable.

PMID DON
n°2N Yya 1Ny
mMw2 XHY

MO RN
12581 IR PN
MOD
If a third party’s ox
wandered into the property

and ate them,
the¥nn bva is not liable.

mw2 D20N OXY
2N
If he had permission,
the~snn b2 is liable.

These p1p»» ofea/f?/ indicate
%Y 912 RNHYT RMIPV)
The 12p fy> it liable eum%w /mw?w caused é?/ othery”

DafHachaim.org
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However, the Gemara answers that perhaps

5P DapT R PWOIT RMPOI

And the 7317152 is not liable for damages caused by
others; and when the Braisa says 7105 or 20 it's referring
to the third party, the mwn 5v3, the owner of the damaging
0X;

And the Braisos are to be understood as follows:

Regarding the produce,

mwa

N2°M PYImMYI T I RN

Ifhe had permission, it is considered jv in a private
domain, and so he is liable, but

mYIRoY

70O D2 MWIA [ 7D R

Ifhe did not receive permission, it is considered jw in a
public domain, and so he is exempt.

Regarding the ox;

mwmn

PYINI3MA P MO RN

Dow P oYUM

If he has permission, it's considered 7 in a private area,
and 11970 17 says

DOWN DY PR3 PRIn M PP I

One pays full damages for 77 in a private area, but
mYIIRoY

RiaasinrhPlian]

D113 ROR RDYWNH RO

Ifhe did not have permission, it's considered jp in a
public area, and he only pays half damages.

Dedicated By:
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and when the Braisa says Mo or 2nn it’s referring to
the third party, the mwn bva, the owner of the damaging ox;

And the Braisoy are ty be understod as %«%wy

Regarding the produce..

mwI2 RHW mwa

1% RMN n% XRMN
0290 MY W PTIN M2 W

ML Nn2»mMm

If he did not receive permission, If he had permission
it is considered |® in a public it is considered
domain, | in a private domain,
and so he is exempt. and so heis liable,

Regarding the ox...

mwIa XYW
nrR dn
9"N92 1P
P2 o8N D5V
If he did not have
permission,
it’s considered
p inapublic areq,

and he only pays
half damages.

mwi2
N XN

PN INN2 1P

0%w pra ohoMm

If he has permission,
it's considered

p in a private areaq,

and 197D 127 says
PN XN Dp NOWD

DbwY DY pmd
One pays full damages forp

in a private area
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