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Intro
Today we will 7”va learn 1”3 97 of Xp X212 NHOH
Some of the topics we will learn about include.

DIR DTN NV IR VI 02T VIR

DPY OrTIM

The four claims of damage for which a person cannot be
compelled by p7 n°a to pay, but he is liable o»w °»72. He
has a moral obligation to pay for the damages.

Five other applications of this Halachah that are alluded
in
23w 17an hw ooa TN 0

The Mishnah's Halachos of

DUDH MOV IR 77772 77879)

OO AP TN ORI

If the fence broke during the night or thieves broke the
fence, and the animal escaped on its own and caused
damage, the owner is not liable for the P,

7NN RS 199K

Regardless of whether the animal broke the fence or even
ifit collapsed on its own;

annannin

AP TN RS JOP RO WD 7700w IR

R

If the owner left his animal under the blazing sun, or he
entrusted his animal with a mentally incompetent person,
and the animal escaped on its own and caused damage, the
owner is liable for the prn.

70N 179K

Regardless of whether the fence collapsed on its own, and
even if the animal broke the fence

VDY MR

P2°M DV

If the thieves actually took out the animal, they are liable
for the pv'n, as the Gemara explains;

Either

7OR2 12 W7

The ovob did not actually pull the animal, but rather they
blocked its path in a way that the animal was diverted
toward the nnp and ate the grain, and the 005 are 27N
even though there was no n>wn ip, because noR2 75 R
is considered like 7y, as if they actually placed the
animal on the grain.

OR

T

The ovoY hit the animal and compelled it to run forward,
and they are 2°n even though they did not actually pull the
animal, because nw’oi is considered like a n>wn» y3p and
the animal was transferred into their jurisdiction.
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If the owner handed over his animal into the care of a

ilsefhheercdé Itrlllzr:il]g; gls;ilrllr;les all responsibilities. n }’11 b n 1 D D
;373:: &?l?? owner entrusted his animal to a mw, a 1’ n n n n },1 1 n D J 3 J

guardian, and the 9mw handed over the animal to the ny,
the ny1 assumes the 1W’s responsibilities, while the w
remains 0o,

The Machlokes regarding

MWD oY MW

If a 9w gave the 1179 to a second 1w and the 7o was
damaged, is the first "W liable or not?

IMMIVY ONW INWY
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So let's review ...

The Gemara cites a Braisa

YW 27 IR NN

IR WV D727 VIR

DIR DTN NVD

DPY YT

There are four claims of damage for which a person
cannot be compelled by 77 n°a to pay, but he is liable *»72
o»w. He has a moral obligation to pay for the damages.
1.

1720 NP2 2102 9T PION

If a person broke open someone’s fence and his animal
escaped; as the Gemara explains

Y15

R PInonST

The wall or fence was weak and in danger of collapsing
and needed to be torn down. Therefore, as Tosfos
explains, he is completely v for the wall even o'pw 173,
but for the mmna he is

DR 1TH NOD

DPYrT127Mm

However

R™M25M5

20PIDTR YT

As Rashi explains, if the wall was sturdy, he is liable for
the wall even 07X *173, because he actually broke it 073,
but he is D78 *372 Mo for the animal because he did not
actually remove it, it was merely a X,

(ed note, please label each one of the next explanations
o731 or R as applicable)

DafHachaim.org
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There are four claims of damage

for which a person cannot be compelled by p1 ma to pay,
but he is liable pw 1372,

1
172N NP2 2152 T3 PNDN

If he broke open someone’s fence and his animal escaped
as the Gemara explains

»IYI OSMda

WP NINONHT
MDD DTN T2

However

X172 HYmd2
2N I DTN PT2
Ifthe wall was sturdy,
he is liable for the wall

even DTN T2, because he
actually broke it T2,

Therefore, as Tosfos explains,
he is completely 2o for the
wall even pmw 172,

But for thennna heis
DTR TH YD
DWW 11T M)

He is DTR 272109
for the animal because he
did not actually remove it,

it was merely a RpY2.
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If a person turned someone’s produce toward the path ofa
fire, and the fire destroyed it;

The Gemara offers two explanations. Either

IZD APRY M2 RODT

The fire was now only able to catch on through an
uncommon wind. Therefore, he is 07X "7 MY, because
he did not actually ignite the grain (x»7)), but even so he is
liable o'nw 'y 72. However,

IRD M2

27N PIDTR YT

If the fire was now able to catch on even through an
average wind, he is 07X *72 271 because, as Rashi
explains

PYIT DTN

He is considered to have actually ignited the grain.

OR

WRA PHL VT

He did not turn the »p, rather he covered it so that the
owner of the WR became Mo from reimbursing the owner
of the nop.

He is 07R *» 7m0 M09 because this was not his fire, and he
did not actually cause it to burn (X»73), but he is still 271
o'»w °r71 because he caused a loss to the owner.

3,

YA WV TV WM

If a person hires witnesses to testify falsely that someone
owed money; as the Gemara explains,

ikl

The o7y testified that the person owed money to someone
else. Therefore, the 127w is not liable 07X *3721 because he
did not actually testify, but even so he is liable w172
because he caused him a loss. However,

ol

271 MI0TR YT

If they testified that the money was owed to him, the 721w,
then he is liable, even 07X '173, to return the money that
was wrongly extracted.
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If a person turned someone’s produce
toward the path of a fire, and the fire destroyed it;

RYONT ™2 RONT

N1IXND M2 INIXND NIRWY
2N DI DTR P72 IO DTN 1T

he is DTN 2272 27N because,
as Rashi explains

MDY3D OY713 M0
He iy considered ty have

Mm@ We&/ the grain

Heis DR w270 WD,
because he did not actually
ignite the grain,
but he is ppw 172 2N,

WR2 MOV NMOT

but he is pww 172 27D
because he caused
a loss to the owner.

HeispTR 270 10D
because he did not
actually cause this fire

3
TYND PW ITY IWVM

If a person hires witnesses to testify falsely
that someone owed money...

WYY NNy
M IMNI DTN DT 709 DTN T2

Therefore, the 1w is not
liable pTR 272 because he did
not actually testify,
but heis liable ppw 1372
because he caused him a loss.

he s liable, even DTN 2172,
to return the money that
was wrongly extracted.
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4.

AN MTY YT

19 TV IPRY

If a person knows that someone is owed money, but he
refuses to testify for him; as the Gemara explains,

ian!

He is the only witness, and can only compel the yani to
swear but not to pay. Nevertheless, he is liable onw °»72
because perhaps the yani would choose to pay rather than
to swear falsely. However,

N1

R RDIIRT ROWD

If they were two witnesses, he is already held liable *»72
oY through the Pasuk of

MY RWN TR RY DX

The Gemara mentions five more instances in which we
apply the Halachah of

DTN ITD 0O

DPYW PTIM

And they are alluded to in the j»©

22w1 1A HW) Do IR

1.

NIROM 17921 NIROM 1A IR W

If a person performed work with nxvn > or with the
actual n7R 7179 and it became 509, he is not liable *»72
DTN, because as Rashi explains

A2°1IPRY PR

The damage is not discernible

2.

17720 NP2 2392 MDD OO I

If a person placed poison before someone’s animal, which
consumed the poison and died; he is not liable 07X *173,
because he did not actually feed the animal.

DafHachaim.org

4

172N MTY YT
19 YN 11N

If a person knows that someone is owed money,
but he refuses to testify..

9N 722 T2
MDD DTN 2PT2

NN RIMINT RDWO
If they were two
witnesses, he is already
held liable pow 1»72
through the Pasuk of

=i N N
WP RPH

Nevertheless,
he is liable pow 372
because perhaps the vam
would choose to pay
rather than swear falsely.

five more instances in which we apply the Halachah of

DTR 2TN NMOD
DNW ?1°T72 27

And they are alluded tv in the o
WY 1n wlly pop 205
1

NNRVN D2 NOXRHN NIV
NXRVN NIDN

he is not liable TN 2372

because as Rashio @W = 2yl ps>
The /W i not discernible

2
19721 NNN2 2192 MNN OO 1MIN

he is not liable pTR 2273,
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3,

TOPY N0 WIN T2 7IYA7 DR 1N

If a person handed over his fire to a jop 70w wIN, and the
fire spread and caused damage, he is not liable 0% 372
because he did not actually spread the fire.

4.

1720 DR Yani

If someone suddenly screamed into a person’s ear and he
became deaf from fright, he is not liable 07X 3721 because
1912 WY TIY RS

He did not actually harm him.

5,

P50 K91 7"72 170 17aws

ATHYR RN O™ 0]

If someone’s jug broke and he did not remove it, or his
camel fell and he did not stand it up, the 0’»on hold he is
not liable 07X °373, but even so in all these cases

DPY YI127N

DafHachaim.org

3

NIYAN DR NN
1O NOY WIN T2

heis not liable bTN 972
because he did not actually spread the fire.

4
17721 NR NYann

heisnot liableDTN T2
because - 19122 NWYD T2V RD
He did not actually harm him.

5

NPY0 X7 71”N7217D "MW
NTMYN 8 1912 NHDI

the pon hold he is not liable DTN 272,

In all these cases he iy
D)W T2 2NN
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The previous Mishnah taught

VDY MRIOW IR 177593 1%I0]

MO NPT NIRIN

If the fence broke during the night or thieves broke the
fence, and the animal escaped on its own and caused
damage, the owner is not liable for the pri. However,
DOOh MRRIN

P2°m DV

If the thieves actually took out the animal, they are liable
for the pvn.

i g byl gl

AP IR JOPY O WIND 7I0NY IR

N

If the owner left his animal under the blazing sun, or he
entrusted his animal with a mentally incompetent person,
and the animal escaped on its own and caused damage, the
owner is liable for the pvn.

The Gemara explains that the Mishnah refers to a bm>
N3, a sturdy wall, and in the xw™

n>52 773703

Rieh]

70N RS 190K

The owner is Mo regardless of whether the animal broke
the fence, or even if it collapsed on its own, because he
was not Ywio, since it was a X712 5md. However, in the ko0
N2 NN

rn

7NN

The owner is 2°n regardless of whether the fence
collapsed on its own, and even if the animal broke the
fence, because he was ywio since he left the animal under
the blazing sun. And

RO RT2Y 72015 1D IPRT RPTIO 9

The owner knows that the animal would do anything to
escape its suffering.

DafHachaim.org
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If the fence broke during the night or thieves broke the fence,
and the animal escaped on its own and caused damage,
the owner is not liable for the prn

However,

aeh NI
AN DBDY

If the thieves actually took out the animal
they are liable for the prn.

e anNe
AP NS JEPY W 2anb a0me W
N
Ifthe owner left his animal under the blazing sun, or
he entrusted his animal with a mentally incompetent person,

and the animal escaped on its own and caused damage,
the owner is liable for the pra.

WQWWWM/?‘/W‘?‘/L&WMM/W Yty @
NM2 5no
v

In the noD In the o

aPN2 NN N2 NN
297 MNOD
2970 19°0X8) NINN XY 1998
Regardless of whetherthe  Regardless of whether the

fence collapsed onits own, animal broke the fence, or even

or the animal broke it
because he was yw1o

since he left the animal

under the blazing sun.

Becawse. . .
£PIy £3RY ?pry//s)/ﬂk;? {.7)?37{ 5
The owner knowy that the animal woudd dy

T

if it collapsed on its own,
because he was not o,
since it was a Nm2 bmd
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The Gemara now discusses the Mishnah’s Halachah of
DV MRRIN
727°m ovoH

The Gemara asks

IPORT 1) RO'WO

M2 535 i mwaa mb Rvp

Why did the Mishnah need to teach that the 005 are 270
if the animal caused damage? When the ovob pulled the
animal, it was transferred to their jurisdiction for all
matters through n>wn 11p, as in the case of a 21?
Similarly, the Gemara compares it to

1720 NN THYPI

17an R Sy

N

If someone stands one person’s animal on another
person’s grain, he is liable. Here too, we can ask

ROWD THYN

Ifhe did this o713, he is certainly liable?

The Gemara offers two explanations

1.

7OR2 1O WPT

In both cases, the ovob did not actually pull the animal,
but rather they blocked it path in a way that the animal
was diverted toward the n»p and ate the grain. The ooo5
are 271 even though there was no n>wn» 11p, because this
is considered like 7y, as if they actually placed the
animal on the grain.

2.

OR

7982 115 MWPT

NvO

If they only blocked the animal they would be mvo
because 1982 119 11 is not considered THY®.

However, the Mishnah is a case of

mwanT

The ovO? hit the animal and compelled it to run forward;
and they are 271 even though they did not actually pull the
animal, because nw’on IS considered 7»yn, and like a pip
n>wn, and the animal was transferred to their jurisdiction
to be liable.

DafHachaim.org
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Why did the Mishnah need to teach that
the pwpb are 2 if the animal caused damage?

When the pwpb pulled the animal,
it was transferred to their jurisdiction for all matters
through n2Wn P, as in the case of a 223?

120 hap 51) 1920 DRR2 TMaAPRT
20
If someone stands one person’s animal on another’s
grain, he s liable. Here too, we can ask

ROYWD TOYN

If he did this o123, he is certainly liable?

@

NONR2 N MPT

In both cases, the pwpb did not actually pull the animal, but

rather they blocked it path in a way that the animal was
diverted toward the nop and ate the grain.

The pwpb are n even though there was no n>wn pap,
because this is considered like THyn
as if they actually placed the animal on the grain.

@

MLVD - NDBXR2 N MPT
Ifthey only blocked the animal they would be 2o
because non2 nb wj is not considered Ty,

2N - MWINT

they are 2vn even though they did not pull the animal,
because nwon is considered Tyn, which is an>wn pap,
and the animal was transferred
to their jurisdiction.
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The previous Mishnah taught

iRy pivia)

PINN Y177 0103

If the owner handed over his animal into the care of a
shepherd, the v assumes all responsibilities.

The Gemara explains

IWT PINN

Even if the owner entrusted his animal to a 7w, a
guardian, and the 9mw handed over the animal to the 7y,
the 7v17 assumes the 1mw's responsibilities, while the
MW remains NOO.

However, according to the opinion that

277 WD TOBY I

If a 7w transferred the 1179 to a second mw and the
170 was damaged, the first 7w is liable for all damages;
we must explain the Mishnah as a case of

Y112 1901 R?

7125

The first 7w was a N1 who handed over the animal to
his apprentice, and he is Mo because

21925 oY AT PRTIRT

It is acceptable for a 717 to entrust his apprentice with the
animals. However,

21 NRY

If the 9w handed over the animal to someone else, he
would be liable for all damages.

While according to the opinion that

00 WY TOPY IV

The first 9w is not liable for damages for which he
would have been 0o while the 1179 was in his care;
lab)

NP RODDT RANR

RS PRI

The Mishnah only mentions to a 77v17 because it is
common, but the same applies if the 9mw handed the
animal to anyone else, he remains 7709 for the damages
for which he would have been 7709 while the animal was
in his care.

Dedicated By:
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If the owner handed over his animal
into the care of a shepherd,
the NN assumes all responsibilities.

V0
bz

Even if the owner entrusted his animal to a mw,
a guardian, and the ymw handed over the animal to the nvn,
the nun assumes the yw'’s responsibilities,
while the mw remains Mwo.

However, according to

the: gpinion that
0D 7/1//%0/\/2 wl

PD 7/«//2/70/\/6 wyl
We must egplain the Mishnahs
3))//7//70// AN
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>3/
%% ,éy)/ AP
ML /7> A1/

//)7,3/70//7\//9)//7? IPILZ
A7 7/»&’/

Bava Kama 56 - 9



