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Intro

Today we will Be“H learn 5> q7’ of Xp X212 noon.
Some of the topics we will learn about include:

15 837 51985 TV v

One is fully liable if his animal eats food that is suitable
for its diet; and even for

PRIV NYOR

Foods that it only eats out of necessity;

DM MV W

One is not liable for 7”792 jw. The Gemara discusses
several related scenarios, and debates whether they are
considered P30 mw1 or 777, including:

An7an 2 Sy, food on an animal’s back, and

TR 939, food that the animal takes from the pran mwn
but eats in the 7"7.

However, although one does not pay damages for jw
7’773,

mImw an nnbon

He DOES have to pay for the benefit he derives from
saving himself the need to feed his animal. The Gemara
discusses how to evaluate this cost.

The Gemara also discusses other examples of paying for
7837, such as

nYIn N5'(U 1720 8N 9370

If someone lives in another’s house without his knowl-
edge, the Gemara debates whether he is obligated to pay
rent. This may depend whether:

MRS R R, the house is ordinarily rented out, and so
Jon 71, he incurs a loss, and

n5 72 812, if the fellow would otherwise rent a
different house, and so 1371 1%, he benefits.

1272V ANR R 710NN

The Gemara debates whether one is exempt for damaging
objects that were left accessible for damage in an unusual
manner.

DafHachaim.org

NTYIN O
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0’290 MYI2 |V
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TMNIY 92NN

N2INIW NN INOVN

Paying for NNJN
such as

19720 I8N 17D
MYTH ROV

N2 NPWI INR R
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So let's review...

Zugt di Mishnah

DIV N T8O

9 IR DR 919N

One’s liability to pay full compensation for food eaten by

his animal is limited to food which is suitable for its needs.

Similarly,

DIV ANnan Ix>

P Mo SRS

An animal is fully liable for eating fruits and vegetables.

However,

299X MO TR

PLa RN {aRablioia

If the animal eats unusual items, such as clothing, it is
classified as 7p, and the owner pays half-damages.

The Mishnah continues;

DMK 0927 703

PYIinmwna

900 O30 M2 7aR

One is liable for jw only in the victim's property, but not in
the public domain.

As the Gemara on 1" 97 explains; although the Pasuk says
772 DR MW

Referring to

127 1w, a domesticated animal;

The Mishnah's repetition includes

17 1w, a wild animal, because

anna 5o rn

The term n»na can refer to a 'n as well.

DafHachaim.org

YN

DY PR TR
M5 N AN D1onb

One’s liability to pay full compensation for food eaten
by his animal is limited to food suitable for its needs

NP MMAT TR
PPN 1D 91985

An animal is fully liable for eating fruits and vegetables.

295 W MBS 19N
B Yen nown

Ifthe animal eats unusual items, such as clothing,
it is classified as p, and the owner pays half-damages.

QYN 0929 "2
pPran nwena
MED B'31T M2 N

One s liable for |w only in the victim’s property,
but not in the public domain.

DT ) - NPNIT W

N2 bboa mn
The termnnn2 can refer to
amn as well.

BavaKama 20-2



Dedicated By:

557 NBp N33

The Gemara cites examples of normal eating:

PYI7 9305 701 R

W2 7DINI P2 1970)

obw praoown

If someone’s wild animal went into someone else’s
property and tore apart an animal and ate it, he pays full
damages. Furthermore,

AR INDT T 5

PR " 5 A9IR)

2IR PHW

If the animal eats food that is not part of its regular diet,
out of necessity, for example, because it was exceptionally
hungry, it is still considered jv, and not 13p. For example,
PIVW MHINY 119

13707 DaRW M

If a cow ate food intended for donkeys, or vice versa,

oW P prbon

The owner is fully liable, since they eat these foods when
necessary.

DafHachaim.org

[/azm/z/a/ of normal eafm?/ ..

P1230 I8N5 NDIW NN
W2 AYIXRI NN NDIV
0o>w prandwn

If someone’s wild animal went into another’s property
and tore apart an animal and ate it,
he pays full damages

NMR IRDT 7T 9D

PNTN 7Y 1Y NYIN)
NYIR MY

Ifthe animal eats food that is not part of its regular diet,
because it was exceptionally hungry,
it is still considered |w

For example,
MW NYIRWY NID
12°07I3 HORW NOM

If a cow ate food intended for donkeys, or vice versa,

oW P PNYYN
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The Mishnah established

w

PYInmwi1n

D297 MW N0

One is only liable for jv if the animal unlawfully wanders
into the victim'’s property; but is exempt for jw in a public
area.

The Gemara now elaborates

Ritauh¥aisiahl

TIRIR TTOWD)

1720 723 S 75N

narn

One is liable for food that his animal eats off the back of
another’s animal while walking in the 9”779, because

MT PYIN RN INNAN D

The animal’s back is considered the victim’s domain.

The Gemara cites a Xn72 in support of this Halachah:
PR NHWOM NP 1NN

1 IR INIZ OV

narn

One is liable if his animal ate from a sack of food that was
hanging on someone’s back, because

MT PINIZAD

However, the Gemara rejoins that we can say that a basket
or sack on the back of a person or animal is considered
0’2797 MY, and he's 7090 based on jw.

However, the Braisa rules that he’s 2»n based on 7p for
which one is liable o297 mw13, because it's a case of
n3opa

The animal jumped up to reach the food, which is unusual.

A related inquiry:

RPT7 03

P2 Y ROP

375 "I 0RO R

If an animal moves food from the "7 to the 7”77 and eats
it there;

What is the determining factor?

MOV PINIR 199K N2

The place where it eats the food; and so it's considered jv
7”172 and he is exempt?

OR

N2 PR POpYT N

The place from where it took the food; and so it's
considered prin mwiajw and he is liable?

Dedicated By:
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MVD
0’270 MY

271
pPrIN MwI2

97192 NNN2
NINIR DLV
N9OR)
nN92n 22 Yyn
na»n

His animal ate off the back
of another’s animal in "M
nNHNIN 11
T PN INND

NDIP NN
PNNRY NHWOM
NIRIX NVLVWD)
12191 NN
na»n

His animal ate from a sack
off someone’s back
MWT PN INND

nyoipa
The animal jumped up to reach the food
which is unusual.

He iy p7p based on P

RPT 7972
7”172 PNY RNDMP
77079 70 NRY 920NN X’

If an animal moves food from the ) to the "M
and eats it there;

MOPYWTINA (7)) nYDRIN

N2»M PR
Where it took the food;
and if so it’s considered

PrIIN MY |w

and he is liable?

NMOUDY PATR
Where it eats the food;
and if so it’s considered
REARPR)
and he is exempt?

Bava Kama 20-4



Dedicated By:

557 NBp N33

The Gemara cites the following Xn»92 as possible proof:
R»M°37°I0

PIN2 NP D210 MIPH MWD

If a sack of food is partly in the *"77 and partly in the 7"777;
N2°N D193 179K

7709 PINA T9OR

He is liable for what it eats inside, but exempt for what it
eats outside. Apparently, because 71X 199K 027

However, the Gemara offers two alternative interpreta-
tions:

1.

N2°10 0392w M Y 159K

MO0 PInaw mn Sy

The animal ate the food without moving it. Therefore, he
is liable for the food that was in the 777 and exempt for the
food in the 7"m.

2.

RNDOORT 1°N93

The xnarefers to a long stalk of grain. Since

PR PR

702 TR MR

The entire stalk naturally gets dragged into the area where
the animal begins to eat it,

72903 PIMR

The animal’s location decides its status.

DafHachaim.org

v
RN 291N

Y1N2 1NXRPNI 02102 INXRPN NN
If a sack of food is partly in the ") and partly in the Y'n;

N3N 0192 NYOR
NMOD PIN2 NYOR

He s liable for what it eats inside,
but exempt for what it eats outside.

/f/b/za//m?‘/?/, because - //é,é 2ot p

X

2) Two alternative Wer/aref@fww 1

N9’Noa S NYOR
RNOODOXRT N2°°N 021D2Y

The Rnm2 refers to
a long stalk of grain. Y.'n:_!'t;)’ S ;D bl’
[

mbMan
Mn2 )TN 51N The animal ate the food
The entire stalk gets dragged without moving it.
into the area where the

animal begins to eat it,

PN N PILIN
The animal’s location.

that was in the ”m
and exempt for food in Y’m.

Therefore, he is liable for food
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The Gemara continues explaining the Mishnah which
stated as follows:

1% IR IR D19RS DTN [N T3

P M0 S19RD N7V MONan T30

05918 MO 1HOR

1730 DOwn

DMK DI2T AN

PrInmwal

TV 0277 MW HaR

This exemption certainly refers to the first clause of the
Mishnah in that one is liable for jv only in the victim’s
property, but not in the public domain.

The Gemara debates however, whether this exemption of
7" also refers to eating clothing as well.

Perhaps he’s mo?

Even though generally 271 9”772 13p, in this case he's 109,
because

TNV APWI IR R WD DI

Since the owner of the clothing treated his objects
unusually by leaving them in the 1”77, one who damages
them is exempt;

OR

Even in this case

21 252 MOIR

One IS liable for the clothing, because

MONM 123 MINT WIR 772V

It IS normal for a person to place his objects in the 7”717,
and rest.

The Mishnah continues

I DR

MW I NN

Even when one does not pay damages for jv, he IS liable
for the benefit he derives from saving himself the need to
feed his animal.

The Gemara debates how to evaluate this benefit:

737 says

POY DT

He pays the value of the animal’s usual meal of straw,
even though it ate more expensive barley.

While X279 maintains

A MW DT

He pays a discounted price for the actual food it ate;
specifically,

817 OTR I DTN

5 IR 327 10P73% HORAS

37 1PRW 9"YR

By evaluating the amount he would pay to feed his animal
better food; Rashi explains that this is 2/3 of the usual
price.

However, the Xn12 adds,

75 YI7 727 IR PON 1PIR

alieh)

If it ate something harmful, he has not benefited, and so he
is not liable at all.

DafHachaim.org

NP PR YD
M9 NI AN 919ND
NI FIAMS T8
DTN D 1aN5
2'95 I8 MDD 1OoN
oh ven obwn

v

DMINN DT NN2 Py
prIN M2
D DN MR SaN

Perhaps he is 1DD
Even though generally
2D YmM2aPp

Even in this case is 2D

21N D521 NIDON

One s liable for the o :
clothing, because in this case he is D, because

W5 MINTIWINITID 12 N2W) INR R MWHN 5o

MOND) NDd
It is normal for a person Since the owner treated his

to place his objects in'm, objects 1"11‘5‘falllfl
and rest. by leaving them in3'm,
one who damages them
is exempt;

B4
PSSR 1 MDY - MY O

Even when one does not pay damages for |,
he is liable for the benefit he derives
from saving himself the need to feed his animal.

£R) DRY)
12 MW DT PNY M7
He pays a discounted price Hepays the value
for the actual food it ate; of the animal’s usual
N8N DTN NPD DTHIN meal of straw,
N5 MNIN I2T KNI HdRNd even thoughiit ate

50 128D 97DR more expensive barley.
By evaluating the amount

he would pay to feed his
animal better food;
Rashis ax/z&m/ that thiy iy
2/3 o%' the usual price.
ANIp
N YN 927 X PON 19X
NNOD

If it ate something harmful, he has not benefited,
and so he is not liable at all.
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The Gemara proceeds to discuss other examples of
payment for mere benefit:

MYTH ROW 1PN N2 777

If one lives in another’s house without permission, it
depends on the circumstances:

1.

RTIRY K7D RHT 872

05 TV RYT RN

If the house was not ordinarily rented, and this fellow
would not otherwise rent elsewhere;

901 RS 7 I RO 7

There is definitely no basis for reimbursement, because
the owner did not incur a loss and the one who lived there
did not derive any monetary benefit;

2.

RN RD?PT 302

INPY TAT RIWN

If the house WAS ordinarily rented, and the fellow
WOULD rent a different home elsewhere,

00 AN I

He is certainly obligated to pay rent, because the owner
incurred a loss and he derived benefit;

3.
RTIIRS R?H RST 9302

MY TAYT RIN

If the house was NOT ordinarily rented, but the fellow
WOULD have rented elsewhere, this is a case of

oM XY AN I M

One derives benefit, while the other one does not lose.
And the Gemara asks:

2w 1D MHYnd 7R

Is he obligated to pay rent? Because

TPINIPR R

He benefited;

OR

W 15 MOYAY PIR PR

He does NOT need to pay, because

PRION RN

He did not cause him any loss?

Now, R1n 9217 compares this case to our Mishnah
TPIW D NRSWD 1373 OR

One must pay for benefit;

However, the Gemara differentiates:

0N 1IN NI TR

301 KD 70 7303 7R

In the Mishnah’s case he certainly pays for his benefit,
because the owner of the food suffered a loss, but in our
case, perhaps he is exempt, because the owner of the
house did not suffer a loss?

However, Xnn 92°»7 compared it to the Mishnah, because
he understood

9”772 Mo 0N

M9 IPON MPOR

One who leaves produce in the 7’717 is resigned to them
becoming partially ruined, and does not expect to collect
even the value of their benefit. Therefore, in the
Mishnah'’s case he is not considered to have suffered a
loss either.
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Other Wﬂ%ﬁa?//m/w W@é@m%f

MYTHN ROW 17720 I8N2 TN

If one lives in another’s house without permission

NIIRD RO RDT NN
325 TV ROT N2
Ifthe house
was not ordinarily rented,
and he would not otherwise
rent elsewhere;

DN R hn Ndna RS A1
There iy no émﬁr .
The awner did nat incar a sy

and the one who luved there
didn't derive o wnefu?/ ém%’f

NIARD NDOYT INN2
2pb TIAVT N2
Ifthe house
was ordinarily rented,
and the fellow would rent a
different home elsewhere,

DD N1 NIND NT
He iy certain éy 05/%41‘@/ o /Jay/

rent, because the owner incurved

w oy and he devived éene%)‘

NIIRD Rpp ROT H¥M
25 TaAvT M2
Ifthe house was not ordinarily rented, but the fellow
would have rented elsewhere, this is a case of
DN R AN nxnd T
One /m’vwém%’f, while the dther one does not lyse:

2

K]

DW 15 MOYNY PN PR
He does NOT need to pay,
because - PNIDN IND
He did not cause him any loss?

PDW Y MHYYNY PN
Is he obligated to pay rent?
Because - mnNmMN RN
He benefited

AV P W)
Compares thiy case to aur Mishnah

Y ONY
PO A Ao

However, the Gemara differentiates...

NN NT NN NI2NJ NT )N1)
DN RD AN DN NN
Inour case, perhaps heis ~ Inthe Mishnah’s case he
exempt, because the owner certainly pays for his

of the house did not suffer  benefit, because the owner
aloss? of the food suffered a loss,
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The Gemara cites two other examples of

pleaheh il

1.

PR WHWNR 1IN PPN

If someone’s fields surround another’s field from all four
sides and he erects walls between their fields, itis a
npom whether he can demand that the inner owner
reimburse him for part of his expenses.

Now, the inner person also benefits from these walls,
while the outer person does not lose because he had to
build the wall anyway.

However, the Gemara differentiates:

He may be liable, because the owner of the walls can
argue

RN ROPH 5 NI NR

I only need to build the walls because of your field;
therefore, I am incurring a loss;

On the other hand, he may be exempt, because he can
reply

R I2RPVILD DT

I would be satisfied with a cheap fence, and so [ am not
benefiting.

2.

Another example;

0w S oYM 177

If ahouse collapses, and the owner of the second floor
wishes to rebuild it, while the owner of the ground floor is
unwilling to contribute; he may build one floor himself,
and reside there until he is reimbursed. However, itis a
nponn whether he must then pay rent, since he benefited.

Here, too, the Gemara differentiates:

He may be exempt, because

TA0NWN TOYH R

The bottom floor is indebted to serve as the foundation of
the upper floor, and so he was entitled to live there, and is
not considered to have benefited.

On the other hand, he may be liable, because of

RIPWRT RIVININW

A new house depreciates as soon as it is lived in;
therefore, the other fellow did incur a loss.

This discussion continues in the next Daf.
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Two other WMU%
DN N5 nn nand N1

1
PMMI WHVN 172N PPN

If someone’s fields surround another’s field on all four sides
and he erects walls between their fields,

Now, the inner person also benefits from these walls,
while the outer person does not lose
because he had to build the wall anyway.

He may be exempt,
because he can reply
53D 7 Td
NIT 92 NYDI2
I'would be satisfied with
a cheap fence, and so
I am not benefiting.

He may be liable,
because the owner of the
walls can argue

N RO 5 poia PR
I only need the walls because
of your field; therefore,
Iamincurring a loss;

2
07w 5w N”5YN Nan

If a house collapses,
and the owner of the second floor wishes to rebuild it,
while the owner of the ground floor
is not willing to contribute;
he may build one floor himself,
and reside there until he is reimbursed.

However, it is a Dm5n» whether he must then pay rent,
since he benefited.

On the other hand, he may
be liable, because of

NIMYNT NOMINNDY
A new house depreciates
as soon as it is lived in;
therefore,
the other fellow did incur

TapNwH Mdvd NN

The bottom floor is indebted
to serve as the foundation of
the upper floor,
and so he was entitled to live
there, and is not considered

to have benefited. aloss.
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