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102
Intro

Today we will 7”1 learn n”v 97 of Xpp X332 noon
Some of the topics we will learn about include.

A continuation of

0 MRV OIPN 5

D’RY7T IR R'RIT ROR IR

Wherever the Pasuk mentions the word nw it comes to
exclude oRY3, a hybrid animal born from two different
species.

This is relevant to either

NNN VO

In that

DY PTIO PR

D’RYII RN

A 1 900 cannot be redeemed with a sheep that is from
DR,

OR

To the Issur to eat a Rpv animal,

NV D TNV RV

RPOT P IND)

If a x»nv animal, such as a horse, was born from x5, the
mother was a 170, a cow, while the father was a RV, a
horse, the offspring may not be eaten.

The Mishnah'’s Halachah of

1AW ARDD TARD PIN 170D

If a person stole an animal and he only sold part of the
animal, and kept even one-hundredth for himself;

OR

momw 21> Y

He was a partial owner of the animal, and he stole it from
his partner and sold it,

593 "5wn DwH

WM IYIIR IOWN DOV PR

He pays only 93, but he does not pay m "7’

DafHachaim.org

NW IDRIW DIPN 9

NOR 11°R
D°RYON DR RININO

NN VD
121 PTID PR
D'RY52 XM

NNLVLY
MNNLVN N TONY

RPOVN P N2V

1150
NRPN TORN PIN
12V

1219 NNNWY
Momw
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. The four opinions regarding
12W FIRM TR PINOND
What part of the animal would be considered a 7w, an
exclusion from the sale, for which the 233 is 1709 from m 7.

The two contradicting Breisos regarding ? RD

]I:fjtl\lscl ;:;tflers stole one animal, are they are liable to pay n NDD 7n RD ?1n
m'T ornot?

The question of 1: w

NN IO PIN
If the 213 sold a pregnant cow, but he did not sell the 721,
does he pay m’7 or not?

1222W POMY

10D N2V PIN
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So let's review ...

The Gemara in the previous Daf mentioned X271 who says
T MRIW DIPD 5

D'RYI7 IR N2 ROR PR

Wherever the Pasuk mentions the word 7w it excludes
'R5, a hybrid animal born from two different species.

The Gemara explains that this 553 is not needed to exclude
DR from owTp, Korbanos, because the Pasuk there
clearly states

IR AW IR N

DRI5 VIO

And the 557 is not needed to exclude X5 from JwwYn
i3 because

DWIPR P NAn nnn

mna wwn is derived from 0w TR through a mw 7 of the
word nnn.

And the Y57 is not needed for 7172 because

IVYNH ’]"7’ 772Yn n02aYn

M1is derived from 702 7wYn through a mw 771 of the
word 77avn.

Rather the 555 is needed for

N0

As the Mishnah in mm52 noon states

121 PTI0 PR’

D’RYIIRD

A n 7o cannot be redeemed with a sheep that is DR,

However, according to 71v5X »29, the 55 does not apply to
o Vo either, because

RS2 I WHR 729

0 RITW 2301

TtY5R *27 holds a W 700 can be redeemed with a sheep
from o'R53, because it is still considered a sheep.
Therefore, according to 75X 127, the 551 is needed for the
Issur of RV N5, not to eat a XL animal, in the case of
NV D TV ROV

ROV 11N

If a xpv animal, such as a horse, was born from o'r5; the
mother was a M1V, a cow, while the father was a xnv, a
horse;

The offspring may not be eaten, because the Pasuk states
19IRN TUR WO DR

1Y W W W MW

v

RO VIO
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PV
"N IDNIW DIpn 5o
D'N5on DN IND NON 1R

Wherever the Pasuk mentions the word nw
it excludes Rb2, a hybrid animal
born from two different species.

This /b s nat needed to W&pa&ﬁ/m/w .

702 nNPNI VDD DwTp

because because because
SA=PEENEs mrnn SRR W
WYDD PH DWTpD P 5
DINDOS 1D

Wﬁzzﬁw@/@//m .
20D IO

As the Mishnah in nm>2a nopp states
08902 X9 - 101 PTID PR

A 7PN IO cannot be redeemed
with a sheep that is DNb?.

/fccar/m?/ f Wé », z%@g/owmr‘ﬂ/zzpfyz‘o W 200. ..

D’NRD22 PNV IMYON 1)
NnY NN 129D
A0 o can be redeemed with a sheep from Db,
because it is still considered a sheep.

/fccor/m?/ to 7;/@ », the /b s needed, /ar. ..
NDD NHDON

in the case of

MAVN P THNW RNV
RNON P 1N

If annp animal, such as a horse, was born from DRb>;
the mother was a ™, a cow,
while the father was a R, a horse;
The offspring may not be eaten, because the Pasuk states

Yoo AN S N
i Sy s By
/o';&’gf iz,
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However, according to ywi 13 the 553 is not needed for
RV NYOR, because he derives this from the pluralized
words of

D W) DWI O

W3 1R WA PIR RPW TV
The animal may be eaten only if both parents were sheep.

Zugt Di Mishnah

12W AR TORD YIn 170D

593 "m>wn ohwn

WM AYIIR MHIOVN DOV PR

If a person stole an animal and he only sold part of the
animal, and kept even one-hundredth for himself, he pays
only 503, but he does not pay m "7, because the animal was
not completely sold.

The Gemara asks;

12W IR TR PINOND

What part of the animal would be considered a 0w, an
exclusion from the sale, for which the 233 would be o
mm?

And offers four opinions by first citing a Machlokes in a
Braisa;

1.

The x»p R0 says; and this is also the opinion of n5;
IR PIN AP PIN AW PN 70 YIn 7700

AWM YIIR HIOVN DOV IR

Ifhe sold the animal, but excluded any portion, such as the
hand, the foot, the horn, or even the least significant part,
its wool, he does not pay m 7’

Because the Pasuk states

1990 IR IN20)

1PY215131m20)

1PY21910 17000

The complete animal must have been either slaughtered
or sold.

DafHachaim.org

/fccor/o‘nf to Yl 1 the /b it nat needed, /ar DL,
because he devives this from. . .
o) Sy oo 5
D020 jt1 G0 ppf g8 3y

Bl
Y21 [N TN P Y50
bas mahen obes
MY FIPIIN 0RN DO 13N

If one stole an animal but only sold part of the animal,
and kept even one-hundredth for himself,
he pays only 593, but not 'm "1,
because the animal was not completely sold.

2

12W ARPN TAXRN PIN RO

What part of the animal would be considered a v,
an exclusion from the sale,
forwhich the 223 would be ‘m 10 Wwo?

@

W - o &
NTD YID NN
MDY YIN NIPH YID DDV YN
NWHN NYIN MDWN DOwH 1IN

If he sold the animal, but excluded any portion

even its least significant part, its wool, he does not pay ' '1
m

Because the Pasuk states

™23 1 Tty

I o

YR
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2.

AMIN’T

[iekiniuini)lor ki

ORI Y2IR HIWN DYWN PR

»17 says it depends, only if he excluded a vital limb that
would disqualify the no'nw, and render the meat 7523 or
1970, forbidden to be eaten, does he not pay m 7.

VWA 29D PRV

UM YR YWD DYV

If he excluded a limb that would not disqualify the hvnw,
he does pay m "7, because the Pasuk states

1991 IR IN20)

AP0 AT TN 1IN

The n7on must be for all that is needed to validate the
7o,

AP0 RN RYT T PIORD

The next two opinions are

TMYOR 12 PYHW 2277 RIOR ORIN N

3,

In one Braisa 715K 2 pynw 137 says

PN YN

Ifhe excluded the animal’s horn,

TONM VIR OWN DO PR

However

I PIN

If he only left over its wool

UM YR MOUN 0Hwn

Because

R RN RYT RITP

RINvRIT

Only the horn, that is not meant to be cut from the live
animal, is considered an exclusion; but

MR YT M)

WY IR

The wool, that is meant to be sheared, is not considered an
exclusion from the sale.

@

WL DI
NN DDV IINY) NN 210DHN 12T
mbwn Dbwn mbwN DOWN 1N
NWHN) NDIN DWHN NDIIN

If he excluded a limb Only if he excluded
that would not disqualify avital limb that would
the npmw, disqualify the npmw,
he does pay 'm '1. and render the meat
522 or NOMY,
does he not pay ‘m 1.

123 N M
20R05 YDZ I 1IN
The 200 must é&%ar all that 'wm/e/ﬁr wvalid >0ne.
2025 19 s o prot]

©)

Wé W //}7«/6 »)

MIDIAD YIN NN YD

If he only left over If he excluded the
its wool animal’s horn,

mbwn Dbwy  mbwn Dbwn 1N

PN NVIIN NP NDIN
v v
nm N2
) TINDT ND"D RTIPD ROT
WY NN RD VR

The wool that is meant Only the horn, that is
to be sheared, is not not meant to be cut
considered an exclusion fromthe live animal, is

from the sale. considered an exclusion;

DafHachaim.org Bava Kama 78-5
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4.

In a second Braisa mvR 12 w7 says; and this is also the
opinion of 17;

93 PIM AT YIN 700

Ifhe left over a limb, such as a hand or foot;

AWM AY2IR YWD DYUN PR

However

TPTIAN PIN NIIPH PIN

Ifhe left over only the horn or its wool;

UM AYIIR YWD DYV

Because the Pasuk states

1997 IR 1720

The n7o» must be for a portion that requires nvnw.
Therefore,

A IR T PN YT

WV N

Only the hand and foot that require 7v°nw are considered
an exclusion; but

AP0 3% KT PMUN IR

MWW IR

The horns and wool that do not require 70°nw are not
considered an exclusion from the sale.

DafHachaim.org

®

P - b’}’é/p//)éﬂ/é P2

NP YINMOY AT YN DD

PRINIAD YID NDIIM yIM

If he left over only the If he left over a limb,
horn or its wool; such as a hand or foot;

mbwn Dhwn bW DOwn 1IN
NWHN NN

NYNN) NVIIN

Because the Pasuk states
1921 W M
The nyon must be for a portion that requires npmw.
But Therefore,
PN MY b 1
NN DN ROT MY 1DINT
WY NN RS VRN

The horns and woolthat  Only the hand and foot

do not require no'nw are that require nonw are
not considered an considered an

exclusion from the sale. exclusion:
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The Gemara asks

N 13°v]

D AIYD YIN

If the 233 sold a pregnant cow, but he did not sell the fetus,
does he pay m"7"?

And the Gemara elaborates;

There is no question according to the opinion of

RITIOR P 2

The fetus is considered part of the mother;

That he is certainly 7109, because

7290 N7

He excluded a limb of the mother.

The question is according to the opinion of

MR TP IR 2

The fetus is not considered part of the mother;

Do we say,

W 772 2T D

N

Since the 721p is connected to its mother, it is considered
an exclusion from the sale and he does not pay m’7'?

OR

TPV M7 RYORP 1D WIONIT 1D

2°m

Since the 72 is meant to eventually come out, it is not
considered an exclusion from the sale and he does pay "7
e

The Gemara mentions another version of this question:
Do we say,

I NI RY RITIBR P IRDT D

2m

Since the 721y is not considered part of the mother, it is not
an exclusion and he does pay m 7”2

OR

0TI TN PIINWRY TIRT I

MT IOV PWT IRMI

Rlieh)|

Since the 921v becomes permitted for eating through the
mother’s 70N, it is considered an exclusion and he does
not pay im’'7'?

N

This question remains unresolved.

Dedicated By:
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2

17097 727 %2
1NN NI2YN YIN

Ifthe 221 sold a pregnant cow, but he did not sell the fetus,
does he pay 'm '1?

According to the opinion of

NN DN 7P 121D

The fetus is considered part of the mother;
Heis certainly MDD,

According to the opinion of

DR 7P IRD 72
The fetus is not considered part of the mother;
ot

Do we say,

N2 HINPT ))’3
RINVRID)
71DO)

Since the 2w is connected
to its mother,
it is considered an

exclusion from the sale
and he does not pay ‘'m '1?

Or do we say,
NI WIOPDT D
MW NN RS Np
an)
Since the 2w is meant to
eventually come out,
it is not considered an

exclusion from the sale and
he does paym '1'?

Anather version o% thiy Www
P

7D 127 232
NN NN PIN

Ifthe 221 sold a pregnant cow, but he did not sell the fetus,
does he pay 'm '1?
Do we say, Or do we say,
1=, MINYRD INT D
NIN DN P INST oMY NTN2
WY 1N R 9122 MYT INDD
M) 7DO)

Since the 2w Since the 21w becomes
is not considered permitted for eating through
part of the mother, the mother’s nonw,
it is not an exclusion it is considered an exclusion
and he does pay 'm '1? and he does not pay 'm '1?
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The Mishnah continues

MOMW 121 MW IR 1211791

If he was a partner in the animal and he stole it from his
partner and sold it;

59 "m5wn oown

WM AYIIR PIOVN DIV PR

He pays only 595, but he does not pay m ', because, as
Rashi explains the Pasuk states

19911 which implies

RNO'R2 19D 1790

The complete sale was forbidden, while here the sale of
his portion was permitted.

The Mishnah continues

172752300 VMY

If the 213 Shechted the animal, but the 7o'nw was disquali-
fied, and the animal became a 713

OR

VBN N

He slit the animal’s neck or he uprooted the o3>’ but
there was no nonw;

593 m>wn oHwn

WM YR YWD DOV 1PN

He pays only Y95 but not m 7 because he did not perform
anonw.

The Gemara cites apparently contradicting Braisos:

One Braisa states

1NDY DOMWY)

DO

If two partners stole one animal, they are not liable to pay
T,

And a second Braisa states

1D POMY

17:77“

They are liable to pay m 7.

DafHachaim.org

YW
PIBNNE 13 1% NI N 19Y Y08

If he was a partner in the animal
and he stole it from his partner and sold it;

a5 waown o
PR P28 bR a5e 1)

He pays only 593, but he does not pay 'm 1,

A Rashic explaing
the Fasuk states - VN - which implies
Lo 1o /M)
The COW& salle wass /(/réw//w
while here the sale % /L('A/porz‘éom way M/m#e/

Y2 [H3N R

Ifthe 223 Shechted the animal, but the nvnw

was disqualified, and the animal became a n>22;
OR

Py Anua

He slit the animal’s neck or he uprooted the Db
but there was no no»nw;

bas savbn pbws
FIIAMY FIPSON 0N DO 13N

He pays only 59> but not 'm '1
because he did not perform a npmw.

P4

[}

One Braisa states

1212W DO MY
D"MOD

Iftwo partners stole one

And a second Braisa states

12120 POMWY
12N
They are liable
topay 'm'1
topaym'T'

animal, they are not liable
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1Pn3 17 explains:

The second Braisa refers to

1920 NYTY 120w GMwa

7N

Iftwo people stole one animal and then one partner
Shechted it with the consent of the other partner, they are
both liable to pay m "7, because the one who Shechted is
considered a mbw of the other partner, and 2w is one of
the exceptions in which

772 7275 v v

The second partner is liable for the 77°2p through his m">w;
and therefore

R2P121913 1M30)

The complete a0 was with liability.

However, the first Braisa refers to

1730 YT ROW navw 9mwa

NV

If two people stole one animal, and then one partner
Shechted it without the consent of the other partner, they
are both NOT liable for m "7

Because the one who Shechted was not the 5w of the
other partner, and

R2PM 191 M0 R

Only the 2w of his share was with liability, while the
2w of the other partner’s share was not with liability,
because, as Rashi explains

217 INR A0 5N

NV

He is considered like someone who Shechted an animal
that someone else stole, in which the Mishnah in 20 q7:
rules that he is not liable for m'7".

"y >
v

N2AVWY HMwa
122N NYTH
2N
If one partner Shechted it
with the consent of the other
partner, they are both
liable to pay 'm "1, because
the one who Shechted
is considered a mbw
of the other partner, and

112w 727D Mdw »»
The second partner is liable for
the nmap through his mbw;
Therefore
N2PN2 1510 1N2D)
The complete nmap
was with liability.

DafHachaim.org

N2VY HMwa
17°2N NYTH RHW

MOD
If one partner Shechted it
without the consent of the
other partner, they are both
NOT liable for 'm 1"
The one who Shechted
is not considered the mbw
of the partner,
N2PN2 1515 1201 ROH)
Only the nmav of his share
was with liability - because,
as Rashi explains
3200 9NH N3IWS 5”0
NV
He s considered like
someone who Shechted what
someone else stole, in which
he is not liable for 'm 1.
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