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7"01
Intro

Today we will 7”va learn 2”1 97 of X X121 NN
Some of the topics we will learn about include.

93701 *27's Halachah of

Erililuabbe)

MmN Pl

'p1teaches that if a bn MW gores a pregnant woman and
killed the 1219, the owner is exempt from paying the 721's
value to the father.

The reasons that °p1 is needed even though the Pasuk
already states

DWIN XD )

DWW RO DWIR

The word owir implies only if a person was the cause
does he pay m79117, but if an ox was the cause the owner
does not pay T nT.

The Machlokes regarding

ORI M NWD Mo

If a person intended to kill his friend, but he unintentional-
ly killed the woman, is he 271 to pay M7 17 or not?

R2pY °27's Halachah of

TV DT PI

'p1 teaches that if a on Mw kills a *1v15 72 the owner is
exempt from paying the ©3p of 30 V50 to the owner, and
only of a 7o w kills a *1v15 72 does the owner pay ©3p.

R2pY 17's Halachah of

VOIS PRI WR M

TOID PR TR R

Just as when the victim is a man, the 791> belongs to his
inheritors, so too, when the victim is a woman, the 1915
belongs to her inheritors, and not to her husband, because
AR RY ROR DONWN PRI DRI

The obligation of 1913 takes effect only after the victim
dies, and

P33 1R 01 San PR

And a husband does not inherit potential assets that his
wife did not own when she was alive.

However, her husband does inherit her 113, compensa-
tion for damages, even if she dies afterward, because she
was a Py since the 2vn for ppii takes effect while she is
still alive

/és) or 99’y Hallachah o%
’pﬂ =i Bﬁ)m
mT9 "MMTN P2

The reasons that P needed
evew z‘/wu?ﬁ/ the Pusuk w&m&/y/ Matey

oEN 185> 0o
DMWY XD DYWIR

WWM&%@M?M/M?/
Nt 17N Mom
DT DR 29

P4 mﬁ/h/of

T2V NTN )

Ly D% Halachak 0/

S PYWMD 1PPTI WX NN

YWY NPT NWR IR

i
Yecheskel
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Dedicated By:

So let'sreview ...

The Gemara in the previous Daf mentions that 71°5x *27
uses the Pasuk of

»IMn Sy

To teach

3

99127311

If aon w kills a person, the owner is exempt from a 1915
payment, and only if a 70 w kills a person does the
owner pay 191.

The Gemara proceeds with other o'xin who use this Pasuk
to teach other Halachos:

One Braisa states

IR 57 0P 20

inlNPIRISRtoR P!

Ifaonw gores a pregnant woman and killed the 921y, the
owner is exempt from paying the 9210’s value to the father.

R2'pY '27 disagrees and holds there is no need for ’pi to
teach M7 17 M09, because this was already taught in
the Pasuk of mT »7;

DWIR I8P 7D

DY RO DWIR

The word owir implies that only if a person was the cause
does he pay m751 17, but if an ox was the cause the owner
does not pay m7 7.

DafHachaim.org

ATVSHN )

i i iy
115 *¥ND )

If apn W kills a person,
the owner is exempt from 31912

Other ptyp use this Fasuk
to teach other Halachos

IIN >Dan oy 1)

mT MTN P2

Ifapn M gores
a pregnant woman and killed the 21,
the owner is exempt
from paying the 2’s value

N2DY 127 disagrees
and holds there is no need for /p2
this was already taught:

o EN 1% )
DMWY X9 DYWIR
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The Gemara offers several explanations for 531 op 2.
1.

X171 2R explain that o'wix alone would not exclude o mw
from mT51°m7. On the contrary, it would include o mw for
mT91 17, because we would understand the exclusion as
follows:

DWIN

WY TWRL JIOR PR

WY R TURI POR W’

Only regarding o'wiR is there a distinction that only if the
woman does not die, does he pay m751 17, but if she does
die he does not pay mT> 17, because he is nirn 27m for her
death, and we apply the concept of

PrnnITAITh op

The 911 WY absolves him of the Spn waw.

However,

DY RN

W1 POR VT I"VRT

Regarding o mw there is no distinction, and even if the
woman dies, the owner pays mT>1 7, because he is not
nn» 27n and we do not apply the concept of
TromTarhop

Therefore, the word °j>1 teaches

M TN Pl

For a mw one does not pay m7>1n7.

727X 72 RTR 27 rejects this explanation because, as Rashi
explains he holds

ORI M D Mon

NN 27T AN NVO

If a person intended to kill his friend, but unintentionally
killed the woman, he is 7m1» W09, and he therefore does
pay M nT.

Therefore, regarding 0w there is no distinction and in
all cases even if the woman dies, they do pay m7> »7 ifit
was unintentional, while 0w in all cases do not pay 7
m75, and there is no need for *p1 Mwn Sy

Dedicated By:
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Several meﬂr '/é;) (oYY
1

oy 7k explain
p@t alone wold not exclude o310 [/me/ 3 4

We woukd understand:
DPIN
1W1Y? NWNRA NONR PR
TWIY? R MWK NOR W2
Onl?/ re?w//m?/ PYE there a distinction:
Only if the woman does not die, does he pay mT5 T,

but if she does die he does not pay MmT5 T,
because he is Ny 2N for her death - m»» N2IT2 MWD Dp

However,
TWIY? NOR WIT I7YRT DMWY XN
Pe?m/m? Pl there iy no distinction,
and even if the woman dies, the owner pays MmT5 mT

because he is not nyy»H 2N
and we do not apply mam N1 mb Dp

Wz?/&m, the word 7/ teaches
MTN MTN P
ZFor a 20 one does nat pay. 2 N3

7o

N2NN 72 RTN 2 rejects this explanation
because he holds

Nt DR 290 DT 1IN MoMm
P2 259 AN NOD

and he therefore does pay mT5 W1

Therefore, re?ar/m?/ P there iy no distinction

and in dll cases t 3l W «%a‘wwumm‘mfwmﬂ

while oot i all cases do not WJ)/?[ w3,
and there it no nee/%w > 7 Y
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Therefore, 727% 92 R7X 17 explains that o'wir alone would
not exclude o mw from M7 17; on the contrary, it would
include o mw for M5 °m7, because we would understand
the exclusion as follows:

DWIN

TWIY NWRI JIOR W0 YR MY 71131001 7D

MW RO 7IDIY WK MM 23

Only regarding o'wiR is there a distinction that if he
intended to kill his friend but unintentionally killed the
woman, he pays m7% 17, because he is not 7r'm» 27m, but if
he intentionally killed the woman he does not pay "»7
mT, because he is nm a7n.

However

DN R

I APRY TR 110N 10K T

Regarding o mw there is no distinction and even if the ox
intentionally killed the woman, the owner pays m7> °»7,
because he is not nr» 27n.

Therefore, the word >3 teaches

MmN Pl

For a 7w one does not pay miT nT.

DafHachaim.org

2

W%W&, DD P 3¢ M explainy
PYE alone wold not exclude o310 /mm/ I3H N

We would understand:
DPIN
Nt AT IMDM
1WIY? QWK IOR WY A"YR
TWIY? XY NNRY NWKRD 110N D
OM?/ re?ar/m?/ PGt there a distinction:
If he intended to kill his friend
but unintentionally killed the woman,
he pays MTh w71, because he is not Ny N,

but if he intentionally killed the woman
he does not pay M5 T, because he is N N

However

DMWY XN
TWIY? NNRY NWKRY 110N 19DRT
Pe?ar/m;/ o/l there i no dustinction:
Even if the ox intentionally killed the woman,
the owner pays YT "7, because he is not nyH N

M%om, the word ) teachey

mT7N MTN P
For a 20 one doey not pay W Wz
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A second Braisa says that X21°py *27 uses the word *p1 to
teach

T2V MO PI

If a on mw kills an °1v15 72p the owner is exempt from
paying the ©1p of 30 Y0 to the owner, and only ifa w7
T kills a 1030 72v does the owner pay ©ip.

The Gemara asks that we would know this even without
the Pasuk, because

D11 ROR OONWH PR INIY NI

The pmbwn for a on W is collected only from the actual
71w, but not from 775y, other assets, and 72v 7 cannot be
collected 1911, because

15 05w 7 b RN

The mw must be brought to Bais Din to be put to death,
and it becomes NX372 MOR, and you cannot collect 19w,

The Gemara at first answers that we need the Pasuk ina
case of

onwm 1’77173 DIpPWwO

If the owner slaughtered the ox before it was sentenced to
death, in which the ox remains 1R372 9m», we would think
that the owner must pay the 1911 ©1p; therefore the Pasuk
teaches

TV DTN PRI

The Gemara however rejects this explanation because

MR RY0P 92 RIPVIT RO

RIP JIZ R

Without the Pasuk we know that he does not pay 191,
because since the ox must be put to death which renders it
7IRI72 TON, the Torah did not obligate the owner to pay '»7
1011 72p at all, even in an unusual case of Y52 DTPW
onw.

Dedicated By:
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/Uecom/Bmem?A/...

:NJ’pD L))
"‘Pﬁ =i BX):w
T2y MNP

Ifapn M kills anwi> Tav

the owner is exempt from paying
the Dap of 30 DWSD to the owner

2

We would know this even without the Pasuk,
because

121N ROR OYNWN PR DRY RN
7RY Wz cannat be collected 10/,
because o/ p/ly /’?J)’P//D)é'PD
and it becomey PR Yok?

We need the Pasuk in a case of

ONWI 1PHY2 DTPWD

In which the ox remains NRIN2 IMN

We would think that the awner must pay the 101EN o)
?‘/Ler%am the Pusuk teaches 7Y ‘NN 'p)

The gem@m/ r?'ea‘j/ this W&anz
N

MmN R0P 72 RIPPYNT RN
RIP IR KRY

Since the ox must be put to death
which renders it NNJN2 JIDN,
the Torah did not obligate the owner
to pay 19121 T2V WT at all,
even in an unusual case
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Therefore, X117 concludes that without the Pasuk we
would have assumed that he pays the ©3p from 775y,
because

PN AR ANY 72V 10NN SRIN

W5 1 DwHWw YHO 1M Y0 N’ PN AW

DWHW 1M1 VYO 1197 T

In a way, ifa 7mn killed an *1v35 72v it is more stringent
than if it killed a 587w, in that the ©3p of 72v "7 can even
exceed the value of the 72y, while 9915 cannot exceed the
value of the Sx .

Therefore, we ought to say

77507 115 T2V 17 0 DONWD

If a on killed an »1v35 72v it should also be more stringent
in that he pays the ©1p from 775, even though if it killed a
587w he does not pay any 1910 not from 775 and not from
100 either?

Therefore the Pasuk teaches

TV DTN PRI

For a on 7w there is no ©ip of 72v 17 at all, even from
779D,

The Gemara proceeds with a Braisa of X2°pp »11 that
discusses 191:

The Pasuk states

TOUR IR WR PO

The wp'n of TWR to WR teaches

POIWD PRI WR D

WD PR R R

Just as when the victim is a man, the 791> belongs to his
inheritors, so too, when the victim is a woman, the 9915
belongs to her inheritors, and not to her husband.

DafHachaim.org

pp) concludes...

Without the Pasuk we would have assumed
he pays the D2p from b, because

PN 1209 IO T2V 23PN NN

TaMm
Y50 ND?
DXWHY M

1PN 2w
Y50 1M YHO ND?
DWOHY 1M DIVHY

Therefore, we ought to say

NM9YN 1N T2V MT M1 DHNWN

T2aY "MTN "P]
ZFor @ pp e there iy no 9p o% >Ry w3 at all,
eum/mm/ il

The Gemara proceeds with a Braisa...

Ly ) discusses 104o...

SN WX PN PR

The b» % DO to Of teaches
Perah 1PN AR
AN PN ON AN
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. Although X2°py »17 himself taught
AR W
MWR DR WP SYIT0 R ?
The husband inherits his wife’s assets Xn»IRT1H?
However, he does not inherit her 1915, because N .
AP INRD ROR DONWH PRI DRI APPY ) W%ﬁ%%
The obligation of 101> takes effect only after the victim ) ¥
dies, as the Pasuk states :-‘T“N w-,“
ORIR VR TP )
POV NWY 1017 DR However
As Rashi explains . "
PYIN MY TV AP0 IR N He does not inherit her 101
Only if the pridies is the ox was put to death, and only ’ y y
then does the owner pay 3910. Therefore, nn n .‘nss Rsx nsnwn I x’ ‘7 an
MR D I
P20 RT3 S0 SYan PRI - o "
And a husband does not inherit potential assets that his an 7N w’N VR
wife did not own when she was alive. % ai Y i Unni
mar ropa oh tho i
However, her husband does inherit her 113, compensa- ,,1:* i Kyynn
tion for damages, even if she dies afterward because she ) i) ﬂ“fw -,973 EN

was »mn, because the 2y for pjpvs takes effect while she
is still alive.

PSP N 7Y Dpop Vx4
) >/ 5y

. PN 1R /@ fo» JSE

Her husband does inherit her
PP, compensation for damages,
even if she dies afterward
because she was ptmn
Because the A/ /or p5) takey %/ea‘
while she iy still alive
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