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Intro

Today we will 7”pa learn 1”5 97 of R>p 8221 nooN
Some of the topics we will learn about include.

The sources for the distinctions between 7 jw and 17p;

The question of

PYINI3MA PN HY 1077w i

3913 DWNW 1N

Ifaww trampled a child to death in the pvy's property,
does the owner also pay 7913 for 537 as for 17p, or not?

The Mishnah'’s Halachah of

D25 TV OTR

WP P

W PRI P

A person is always fully liable for damage he causes
regardless of whether it was intentional or
non-intentional, whether he was awake or asleep.

However,

PR

K> D727 IR

For injuring a person »w3, he’s liable only for the
damages but not for the other four losses

NWI NIV 19" W

Which apply only 712 but not mw3;

The Gemara describes additional cases of DX 13, in
which one is 271 only for P13 but not for the 027 '7;

The distinctions in the concept of mw3, if a person
committed an action unintentionally;

1.

Regarding ppis

A is not liable for 09177, if he did not intend to do
the action that caused the pvn.

2.

Regarding naw, a mw is nxon 270 only if the 7oX5n was
also a mawn» Nax» in that

7ORDD MWY5 Monia

He did intend to do this action, but he was a »» in that
M oriw M0

I 1 IOROM IR

He assumed that today was not naw, or that this 7ox5» was
permissible.

3,

Regarding m>s, a person goes to the v5p» v if he killed
someone w3, only

RIAPYHD YT 75 0T RPN

Ifhe initially WAS aware of the circumstances that
caused the death;

4,

™ IS

If a person blinded his »w3a 21010 72, there is a
Machlokes whether the 72 becomes free or not.

e pa
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Distinctions between

22N YW and P

PPy
P12°N 723 %Y NOITY
P7210 98N2
791> DO5WNW 1NN

oy TP 0N

A person is always fully liable for damage
he causes regardless of whether..

WPl TMmPta anea
Asleep Awake Intentional Non-
intentional

However,

R 027 NY2IR - PR PRI

Forinjuring a person J2w2..

He’s liable
only for the
damage

But not for
the other
fourlosses

The distinctions
in the concept of 22

Pe?ar/m?/. .

mo  PMIw

Naw
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So let'sreview ...

The Gemara cites sources for the distinctions between v
5371 and 17p to dispel any notion of deriving otherwise
through a mm 5p.

Regarding

S

If a 7w ate someone’s produce, or trampled something
with its feet, it depends:

RiipnEsilvakl

oow prnbwn

If this occurred in the pvy's property, the owner pays full
damages, as the Pasuk states

DOW? 1572 230N M INR 7TV W

And we cannot derive through a M 5p from 1p that he
pays only p13°3n, because

oo

R5pn pbYN

The word 0w implies full reimbursement;

However

D297 MY

Noo

If the 537 1w occurred in a public area the owner is not
liable at all, because the Pasuk specifies Inx 77wa. And we
cannot derive through a 9mm 5p from 1p that mw-a [w
o277 should be liable for at least 713 °3n, because the
Pasuk of 17p states

10D DR IXM

m 5w 1003

IR 5w 1007 R

13 applies only to 13 but not to 53 jw.

Regarding 17p

LA RN iaRablioia)

If a 7w gored another 1w, the owner must pay half the
damages regardless of where it occurred, because the
Pasuk states

190 NRIZM

PRI NP DR DN

The superfluous word pxm» teaches

P1oM PY8M PR

TR MWYIA R DI MWIIRS

Regarding 11 °31 there is no difference where it occurred.
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The Gemara cites sources
for the distinctions between

2N (W and P
to dispel any notion of deriving
otherwise through a ym 5p

22M W

02290 NMwN2
TMVD
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=N

PN Mwna
P URPIé Raplt) e

"5 R SEE v
oo 1293 St

We cannot derive

f/broa?é/w WIN/ /A %fom/
g1xn - g

We cannt derive

z‘/wuz}/m/ ) %mm/
gi1'%n - g

Becaute
n an’ll
X'7Vn miywn

Because

the Pasuk 01/5 Ip Statey
DO IR EM™
i AVAV AV
X IV 1903 XTI

1
218N DOWN

Regardless of where it occurred

190D N 1M
hEre mas N oh

719n pr1xn px
T M2 XY 3370 V12 XY
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The Gemara inquires

MO RDIR

PV IR PPN 23 Y 70T

3913 DWNW 1N

If a 7w trampled a child to death in the p1y's property, does
the owner also pay 391 for %37 as for 13, or not?

Do we say that 27 is similar to 1 in that

T KOO N TAT I 1P

3915 YW R TPAIR

RIW RY 1”7

197 1s 79102 271 only after this occurred three times in
which it became habitual, and therefore 37 is also 271
79101 even after one time because it was iR,

OR

PN 1P

T2 NN PRORA

17 is 79102 2711 only because the Tw's intention was to
harm the person, while regarding 537 it was not, and
therefore 1910m M09,

The Gemara concludes from a Braisa that 537 is 99172270

Zugt Di Mishnah

oowh TN DR

TPV P2

P

A person is always fully liable for damage he causes
regardless of whether it was intentional or
non-intentional, whether he was awake or asleep, in all
cases he is 277,

The Mishnah continues;

D997 DR J2W1 1930 PY IR RO

DSw P obwn

If a person blinded another person, or he broke his utensils
w3, he must reimburse him completely.

DafHachaim.org

.-/S)/t')/p't
1°N 723 5 NOITY 937
PT2IN I8N2
29910 DHYWNW NN

Do we say thatt fr
& similar ty P i that OR
T2AVT D 19 1

NMTRNOM AN (2 Pnd nmd
RN NN NN
791D DHWM MM PR
NI XY 1"0 Ptnd

The Gemara concludes from a Braisa
that9a1is19132 3"n

'3’)/&/
2y s o

A person is always fully liable for damage
he causes regardless of whether..

WA PP TIPS S
Asleep Awake Intentional Non-
intentional

93N NI'D
obamny ARy s

Broke his utensils Blinded another person

now pr abwn
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. The Gemara explains that
D29 TV OTR
T PNV P2
Is derived from the superfluous Pasuk The Gemara explain S
VIO NNN VRO

As Rashi explains, since there is another Pasuk ﬂqrn zq: Jj‘w Tq: nS‘vs ﬂp’n nﬁx

Yoy 12 VY AURIIDYI DN D WN)

is derived from the superfluous Pasuk

HEH T HEG

Since there iy anvther Pasuk

g \oi=R =~ R taidd=R "2 3
H . the G ints out T "
l’z‘zol\;\:Jever e Gemara points ou .,B nwy, 1.: nwy ﬂ@N:

RS D727 YR

For injuring a person »w3, he's liable only for the damage
but not for the other four losses

NWI2) NAW 197 W3R

Which apply only 712 However,

Because the above Pasuk refers only to 13, and there is no
R 0927 NY2IR - PR PN

Pasuk regarding 0127’7 to include mw;
. """" For injuring a person aw2..

He’s liable But not for
only for the the other
damage fourlosses

Which apply only
M1
Because the above Pasuk
refery only to pgy,
M%Zer:’% no /PZM
re?ar/w%/ PIN? 3
ty include 10
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The Gemara proceeds to illustrate several cases of TR *pi3
w3, in which one is 271 only for Pt but not for the 7
DaT:

1.

127 IR

N2 DN AR AR

71PN RY

oo THM

If a person was not aware that a stone was lying in his lap,
and he stood up and the stone fell;

127 rules regarding various results:

271 P3P

MO OI2T AYIIR PIVY

If the stone caused damage, he is liable only for the
damage, but not for the 01277, as explained earlier,
because the stone fell wa.

naw Pd

7797 7IOR NAWNH NOROD

Ifit resulted in naw M>m, for example, the stone traveled 7
0’277 MW MnR, he is not liable for a nkvN 129p, because
as Rashi explains,

Regarding naw one is »ywa nxon 27 only

7OR5H MWY5 1N

He did intend to do this action, but he was a »w in that
piizlaliiRinion)

TN 1RO IR

He assumed that today was not naw, or that this nox5n is
permissible.

However, he’s nkonn 100 where
TOROD MWY5 12N K>
He did not intend to do this action at all.

m vy

NVo

If the stone killed someone, he is exempt from exile,
because as Rashi explains, we derive from the Pasuk
1% 73w ON

W WO

Heis m»a27n only

RIPYD YT D NT RN

If the person was initially aware of the potential danger of
the situation and then forgot;

But he is moan moo if

DN 12 VIR

He was never aware that the stone was in his lap.

Several cases of 221w2 DTN W)...

127 1IIX
1?°N21% NNNP AR NN
N291) TPV N2 0N XN

If a person was not aware that a stone was lying in his lap
and he stood up and the stone fell

02727 7T PO
MLVD

Because the sime
&

mo Py’
mMVD

Because
we /en’u&émm/
& B oh
Siko ol son
he's 3op anly
DYl D'ﬁ/s)? pol0)
PN
But w60 %
PHIN DD 793 t/
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1Pt 15
2N

Naw Py
NAVWNN NOXRYN
NN NION

Heis not liable for a
DNDD 2

Because
one it &) D 71 Wb%/

mkﬁ/)/f)/////ajyp
buit pEOW 160 where
s)a,éﬁ J)/W////JJJ) &/
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T2 PIV5

1327 3" 2w7T ROHO

If the stone blinded his "1v10 72Y, it depends on a
Machlokes 13271 )"2w7 in a Braisa:

The 131271 hold that the 72 becomes free regardless of how
ithappened.

2"aw1 holds that the 72» does not become free if the owner
had no intention to harm him. And he derives this from
the Pasuk of 1 jw which states;

TNAWI AT PY DR WR 1D 0D)

The word nnnw is understood as

nnwS PImw TY

The 72v becomes free only if the owner intended to harm
his eye.

2.

The Gemara continues;

71215 DRI AR AN

W) 12 990

7om W)

Ifaperson WAS initially aware that a stone was in his lap,
and he stood up and the stone fell;

21 PPN IS

MNOO OMIAT T IS

Because the stone fell mwa;

MNOVO NIV IS
Because it was not nawnm» naxon»

0 M9 Pd

He must go to mb», because he was a 3w
RAPYD YT YT

He WAS initially aware of the potential danger.

DafHachaim.org

T2V PIYH
1227 272WIT RNNYD

If the stone blinded his 1> Tav

APID

S 1339
NOT FREE FREE
regardless
of how
it happened

PN =2 o
2§ 152 P IR
=

Djwéf//oﬂé 7y

2

1?7°N2 1% NNM 2R NN

N901) TPV NNOWI N2 ON

If a person WAS initially aware
that a stone was in his lap,
and he stood up and the stone fell;

027 T PIYY PPt PIYH
VD 27N

Because the stone
&0

mha Py naw Pays
297 MOD

Because it wasy NOT
IRl P

Because he way w &&1¢
LY DY 3)'/'/;?
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. T2 PIvS

1327 32w T RONHO
Because the owner had no intentions to harm the eye;

T2y Yy
1227 272WIT RNAMYD

Because the owner had no infentions
ty harm the eye

The Gemara continues with two more scenarios:
3,

YIIR PN D HW PINS PIom

If a person intended to throw a stone two mnr and he 3

threw it four mnK;
Y2IR PIT DXNW PI1TH 11OM

21 PR IS
If a person intended to throw a stone two PMNN

Moo 0727 T P
If the stone injured someone, he pays only {13 but not 7 and he threw it four DIDR

0137, because it is considered »1wa since he did not
intend to throw the stone that far.

09 naw P 037’7 ]’Jl’b ]’Ptl ]’J”b
. If on naw he threw the stone in a 0237 MW7 he is MH, TNVD 29

because it was not nawm» NoR» since his intention was

not fulfilled.

Because ity considered

%) Pavh &

RIDMT MR AT RY TOR

onw PR PN v

ﬁashl offers two opposite explanations: J'l'l'? 1 ], J”l’ NaY ]’]})"

271 0D IS TN R', TR TMOD

He must go to M, because the Pasuk states

W DI TR OIRPP T2 IWI N TR RY TOR RPN MR Because

IS RPN TR DY A NPT O WR TV D) ’13113'7 VI '

According to this version 773 X is understood as he did ] i wass Mfﬂpf/)/\/ﬁ)l’ﬁ

not aim directly at the victim; and therefore, he’s not DN P]']'('J Yince hiy intention waks

considered a 71», but a »w, for which he’s mba 27m. not .

Our case of IR P oW P> ons fits this description, / Z %‘ Z

since he did not intend to throw the stone that far.

OR DI 1IY5

N 39

00 M9 PIvH DTN N> DT RS

He is exempt from ns. He did not aim He did not aim

According to this version 7773 RY is understood as he did at his side, directly

not aim even 1173, at his side, even in the direction of the in the direction at the victim

victim; and only then is he considered a »»w who is 271
mx1. However, one who was 1173, he did aim in the
direction of the victim, is MY Mo, because he cannot

of thevictim

achieve atonement through exile.
Our case of V23R P o'nw M5 1ons fits this description, 733’ ]’J”I’
‘ since he did throw in that direction. ]JJ'I'I A72AWIT RnJ'IbD

72 P ’ _
1327 72077 RO Because the owner had no intentions

Because the owner had no intention to harm the eye; ty harm the eye
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If he intended to throw the stone four Mm»R in a @237 MWH
and he threw it eight mnK;

271 Pt P

MO 0T T PIvS

Because it was »wa as he did not intend to throw the
stone that far.

naw rwb

If on naw he threw the stone in a 2377 Mw1 it depends

PR IIN 3N DI 53 TN

KD RY R

Ifhe did not intend for the stone to land in a specific place
he would be 271, because, as Rashi explains it is nox5»
nawnw, and the stone did travel the 1w of four mnR. But
ifhe did intend for it to land in a specific place he would
be M09, because it is not NaWMH NORM, since his intention
was not fulfilled.

However regarding

VIIR P DNV IS PIonI

Evenif

mMan ARINW opn 5 N

He would be 71090 because

TIN5 MWY5 MONI K>

He has no intention for a 7985, the 11w of four MmnK.

m pavd

According to the first Pshat 271 while according to the
second Pshat o because

773 R TR

AW P VIR PN P1OND 019

T2 P>
1327 3" 2wT RNAHD
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4

Y2IR Y DM
NINW PIN

He intended to throw four MNR in a D270 NN
and he threw it eight MNHNR

02727 T PO 1Pt PIYH
MVD 2N

Because it way &</6p

Nnaw Payh

RY R DIpN 91 IMIR2

N9 PR AN NRINY

If he did not intend for it
to land in a specific place
he would bean

Becawse it s NOT

However regarding
RN A

DIN PIN DD PNTS POM
Hewould bemw® because
NONR5D MWD MonI RS

T2V PIYHY
RNHYD
1227 272WIT

m>3 1y’
DT R WK
1°19N1% VI
Y2IR 1T
NINWY PIN

DI PIV5
s 22lp)
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