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Intro

Today we will 7"pa learn v"1 97 of R X121 NOON nv’UJ nDU P

Some of the topics we will learn about include.

A Braisa that discusses methods of assessing damage
done to produce in all its stages;
1.

Y03 MR ’
If the animal uprooted a young tree, t tn n D N

2.

The Machlokes regarding

TINAR

If the animal ate while it was still nnw, hay, and before the

actual crop grew;
Whether nnw is assessed as grown fruits or not? 17 ' ’ n DR

3,
The Machlokes regarding
JTIOO PR
If the animal ate fruits while they were in their initial
stage;
. Whether 17100 is assessed as grown fruits or not?

The Machlokes regarding

RION WM

Whether we deduct from the pmbwn amount, the damage
that grown 021 would usually cause by weaking the

vine, while here there was no actual damage to the vine? RJD’J wn D:

The Machlokes regarding
10N P
If a person causes damage to a field, do we also assess the

damage oww3, or as per the actual damage.
And a distinction of what type of tree; 191 J 7 Pt J :
The Mishnah’s Halachah of

MW ROV 190 7TW PN W TN
If a person stored his produce in someone else's field

ith ission, and th: 's animal ate th
produce orwas injured by the producer 17721 NTW N2 WTaNnN
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So let's review ...

The Gemara in the previous Daf mentioned a Braisa that
discussed the methods of assessing damage to produce in
all its stages.

1.

Y01 AR

If an animal uprooted a young tree;

DR DOWITIW MR I TR 0P 027

nNIYW N2 RYv)

902 N

DJwnw nl

903 YR

The o'noninitiated a ©1p, a penalty, that for a one year old
tree, the nmn2's owner pays a minimum of two silver coins,
and for a two year old tree he pays four silver coins.

2.

DI A9IR

If the animal ate while it was still nnw, hay, and before the
actual crop grew;

"537 07 137 say’s

12V TIWPI NPT

We consider the nnw as the fruits that eventually grew in
the same field, and the p1» pays the higher price of those
fruits.

The o'non disagree and hold we do not consider the nnw
as grown fruits, but rather

19 PR NI IR PRI

19 RO NI

We assess the damage through the decrease in value of the
entire nxV, its worth before the m17p was damaged, and
after the 717 was damaged, and the 1o pays the
difference; and as the Gemara in the previous Daf
explained

Dww1

The value of a 8D is assessed according to a larger field
of RO DwW.
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Methody oﬂ@ assessing /ama?& to produce
wall ity Stages

@

nY 01 NPV

If an animal uprooted a young tree;
PN pl@?fpé NIYGE 951K = ML 10)7 132
NNJY N1 NI
"’DD my
DY DY NI NLDI
"7D3 NDVIIN

@

TN NN
Ifthe animal ate while it was still nDw, hay,
and before the actual crop grew

PN /ﬁa (Y

NIMR PR 12V IMVN2 NPT
NDY NN NND We consider the nnw
N9 XN AN as the fruits that eventually
We assess the damage through grew in the same field,
the decrease in value of the and the pm pays the higher
entire nND, its worth before the price of those fruits.
nany was damaged, and after
the nany was damaged, and the
o pays the difference.
As the Gemara previously explained
Dwwa - the value of a nNp is assessed according
to a larger field of nND DWW,
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3.

IO NPIR

If the animal ate fruits while they were in their initial
stage;

YOI 17 says

IS MTDW D723 711K IR PRI

We consider 770 as fully grown fruit ready to be
harvested, and the >t pays the higher price of grown
fruits.

Here too, the o'»on disagree and hold we do not consider
the 970 as grown fruits, but rather

19 ANPH AN AR PRI

19 N7 7nd)

DYDY 227 DION WIR T 12 YW °217

DIRN N 07192 7295 7HIRW P2 R"72

Only shoots that had no fruits are considered nnw and
assessed by

197 PR 79I IR PRI

197 RO DI

According to the field;

JOI2IR PAO TTHO IR HAR

But fruits in their initial stages

IWTH MTW 02V 1R TR PRI

Are considered fruit and assessed accordingly;

As the Gemara explains, the distinction between ywip 27
and py»nw 17 isin

NRI9NN WNo1

MO R

Whether we deduct from the pbwn amount, the damage
that grown 0°21» would usually cause the vine to become
weakened, although there was no actual damage done to
the vine;

However, it is not clear which opinion considers X191 wn>

The onon however disagree with both and hold that we do
not consider 370 as fully grown fruits but rather as nnw
and therefore

197 A7 0 PRI

19 RO 0

DWYWI
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©)

9TNO NYIR

Ifthe animal ate fruits
while they were in their initial stage;

PN S 3 p1ly 337 1> 1l 17 V2]
DR PR NYORW JNT2 R T2 IR PRI
1D NN ANd 0193 129Y 021y J0 19RO
DY XN NN 07RN M NNN I82YH MTOWY

We assess the damage Only shoots that had no fruits We consideryTop
through the decrease in are considered pnw as fully grown fruit
value of the entire nNp, its A998 YR ready to be harvested,
worth before the nany and the o pays

was damaged, and after 7012 R 12D ITNO the higher price

the nap was damaged Fruits in their initial stages of grown fruits.

J

The distinction between them is in
The pon however

disagree with both MMON R - RIDI WNd2
and hold that Whether we deduct from the pmbwn amount,
we do not considerymp  damage that grown by usually cause a vine to weaken
as fully grown fruits although there was no actual damage done to the vine;

but rather as nnw. . . o .
However, it is not clear which opinion considers N9 WN2
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The Gemara mentions other o’Xin who also hold that we
deduct the potential wn> from the Pbwn;

As the Braisa that refers to m75 »7 cites a Machlokes;
ININOY 27

ik

We deduct from the m791 7 the costs of a midwife, and
certainly

Mm "3

We deduct the extra food costs for a naawn.

Nt j2 disagrees and says

M’ I3

We only deduct from the m751 17 the extra food costs for
a n72wn, but not N °o1 because

ROTIRMTPO 7T RANK 779 MRT

R RVIAD RO

The husband claims that his wife is capable in giving birth
on her own, without a midwife.

Nevertheless, we see that both opinions agree that we
deduct that which the 1 saved.

The Gemara in the previous Daf mentioned a Machlokes
regarding

101 P2

If a person caused damage to a field;

1117 and also Ywip 277 7772 R 2N RO 27 ruled

YY1

The priis assessed according to a field sixty times larger
than the actual pvn, which is less, as with i opia.

While the XmY wr ruled that the P11 is assessed accord-
ing to the actual damage, which is more, as X171 explains;
OO PR OR

DM PIITIDR

Only if an animal causes damage to a field, were the o»on
lenient to the "1 and the damage is assessed ww3; but if
aperson causes damage to a field, the o'»on were stringent
and the damage is assessed according to the actual
damage.

The Gemara now concludes with the following distinc-
tion:

YW 277 7772 RN 27 ROD 27T N N5

ARMINT ROPTA

Regarding an average palm tree, he pays o'ww3, according
to the field, which is less, because it does not possess its
own value.

R W7 PN RN

AIRDID ROPT2

Regarding a unique palm tree, he pays for the actual tree,
which is more, because as Rashi explains

TIRD R 20N

NIV 191 DN

It does possess its own value.

DafHachaim.org

The Gemara mentions other pRan who also hold that
we deduct the potential wn> from the pmbw;

’/.’)’}/ » W 10/ 7
MmNt 01 NN D)

We only deduct from We deduct from the m1h1mT
the m1b 7 the extra food the costs of a midwife,
costs for a mawn, and certainly

but notmn ) - because mMNTn "M

the husband claims that his We deduct the extra
wife is capable of giving birth food costs for amawp
on her own. ’
Nevertheless, we see that both gpinions ﬁ?rw
that we dedict that which the Sy saved,

1912 7PTI2

If a person caused damage to a field;

,é/)/% &>
The prn is assessed

according to the actual
damage, which is more,

£O0 » - //!/\/] 22
V9> 9% 90 9/3 A9/

DYVWWwa
The prn is assessed
according to a field sixty
times larger than the
actual prn, which is less,
as with1mn 1.

As N explains;

1200 P12 NPON DN
1912 P12 MNNY
Only if an animal causes damage to a field, were the pwon
lenient to the pm and the damage is assessed Dwwa;
but if a person causes damage to a field,
the pwon were stringent and the damage is assessed
according to the actual damage.

Dt fenof
V9> 579 D5 9/3) P/ £OO 577

NRNIRT ROPT2
Regarding an average palm tree,
he pays pwwa, according to the field, which is less,
because it does not possess its own value.

;&y)/ﬁ 033 21> £nofoy
NRDID RHPT2

Regarding a unique palm tree,
he pays for the actual tree, which is more,

Ay Bashio %éz(%wm/
WY D3 DIEM 7PN DO 3EDN
Via /o&y/mam i owne value:
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Zugt Di Mishnah

MW ROV 190 7TY PN WTNON

If a person stored his produce in someone else’s field
without permission;

77wn Sra Sw imona 1nbaN

NV

72PN DR

R Ea Rl pinlvioh}

If the landowner’s animal ate the produce, he is not liable
for the produce;

And if the animal was injured by the produce, the owner
of'the grain is liable for the animal;

Because he had no permission to place his produce there;

MY W7 ORI

21 Twn Hra

If he stored the produce there with permission, and the
animal ate the produce, the nTwn Yva is liable for the
produce.

The Gemara asks

299 RDT 1IN0 RYH

Perhaps the Mishnah does not concur with 17 in Daf' 1"
who holds

WS M0 Sva voy Saprw T

Even if the 77w Hva does give the w731 5va permission to
store his produce in his property, he is not liable unless he
specifically agrees to guard the produce?

R0 17 explains that the Mishnah does concur with *a1 and
this is a case of

77019012

The people in the area were all accustomed to store their
grain in one field and one person was appointed to guard
all their produce in his field. Therefore,

W 57Y DR

RI7 75 0N O

When the 777wn Yva gave the w71 YY1 permission to store
his grain, he meant to guard the grain as well.
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YN
N3 NOY 'R e N2 R

If a person stored his produce in someone else’s field
without permission

[) [) ] ]
M3 7PN N N 1NN
eam Oy MmOy b
v ST

Ifthe landowner’s
animal ate the produce
he is not liable for the
produce.

Ifthe animal was injured by
the produce, the owner of the
grain is liable for the animal;
Because he had no permission
to place his produce there.

211 AR '711: - PWOR2 WYTaR N

7270 RDT 12N RN

Perhaps the Mishnah
does not concur with 23 who holds
MW 1220 HY2 1YY IPPW TY
Even if the nTwn bva does give the wTan bva
permission to store his produce in his property,
he is not liable unless he specifically agrees
to guard the produce?

v

£00 > explaingy

The Mishnah does concur with2) and this is a case of

77 %2 7012

The people in the area were all accustomed
to store their grain in one field
and one person was appointed to guard it all.

Therefore,
WITH) DY H"RT
RN 72 02X MY

When the nTwn bva gave the wy1an bva permission to
store his grain, he meant to guard the grain as well.
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