AT PR

102
Intro

Today we will 7”pa learn 2" q7 of pv2a noon
Some of the topics we will learn about include.

A continuation of

172V X1 I0WNA

The Machlokes regarding a person who frees only half of
his 72 with a "ow; whether the 72 becomes partially free
or not?
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Their Machlokes is only if he frees one half 72y, while he
retains the other half. However
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There is no Machlokes that if he frees one half, and he
either sold or gave away the second half, that the 72 does
become partially free.

Four possible explanations for the two contradicting
Breisos regarding
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A person who writes two n7ow for his two servants, that
they each receive all his assets that include the 0’72y, does
each 72v become partially free or not?

72V S0 DWW

Ifaperson’s ox kills another person’s 71y, the owner of the
7w must reimburse the owner of the 72y witha©ip, a
penalty, of 30 silver coins.

19N2 Y9N 170 T2

A 115720 who belongs to a Kohen is permitted to eat
Terumah, because the Pasuk states

12 90R? R1771902 PIp WO IR 22 10

The Gemara asks regarding a

MINW VI WD

As Rashi explains, the Gemara previously discussed
cases in which a 72y is considered free from his owner,
but he still requires a 119w V3, such as a 172V PPON, a
person who declares his servant ownerless, and w7pn»
172, he places a w7pn on his 72Y, and the Mishnah's case
of a pm 12 3m 72w °3m.
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So let'sreview ...

The Gemara in the previous Daf mentioned a Machlokes
regarding

172D O30 IO

A person who frees half his 72y with a q0w;

3P MR 127
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17 holds the 72 does become partially free, because there
is awp’n of VW to 4o in the Pasuk of 719171 Anow

75 103 RS TWO IR ANTOIRY AT

o refers to qoo and nwoin refers to 7vw, and therefore
PXM 21210 2900
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As with 9o, a 70w can free a now both completely and
partially.

While the Chachamim hold that the 72» does not become
free at all, because a 72 is compared to a married woman
through a mw n1 of the word 7;

The Pasuk of nwx v states

M2 990 12 a7

And the Pasuk of 17w v) states
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And therefore
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Just as a v) cannot divorce half a wife, so too a MW V)
cannot free half an 72Y;

The Gemara points out that

romw 1w Hw T2
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Everybody agrees in a case of two partners that if one
frees the 72, he becomes partially free; as Rashi explains,
because he released his entire part in the 72y.
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Everybody agrees in a case of two partners
and if one frees the Tav, he becomes partially free
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Similarly, the Gemara continues

727998
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Their Machlokes is only if he frees one half and retains the
other half] in which the Chachamim hold

P R

Because, he did not surrender complete ownership in the
T3Y;

However,
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There is no Machlokes, and the Chachamim agree that if
he frees one half, and he either sold or gifted the second
half; that the 72» does become partially free, because
W R

He did surrender complete ownership.

»2X however attempts to prove from two contradicting
Breisos that

»wHo 15

They do disagree even if he surrenders complete owner-
ship.

One Braisa states
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As Rashi explains if a person writes two mavw for his two
servants, that they each receive all his assets which
include the 72y, and they accepted the mvw simultane-
ously through a mbw. Each 72 becomes partially free, and
acquires half the assets, and therefore they must each free
the share that they own in the other 7av.

While a second Braisa states

772 731591 1595 PIINI 7023 5 MIRA
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If a person writes that he gives away all his assets to his
two 072y, they do not become free, and they do not
acquire any assets?

»2ax assumes that the explanation is as follows:

Both Breisos are a case of 1913, he gave them each all his
assets; and the first Braisa is the opinion of *2; therefore
up

Because

9025 oW WP

While the second Braisa is the opinion of the Chachamim;
and therefore

PR

Because

TORD 75 1Y 0o

Apparently, the Machlokes is even in the case of 17157
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Their Machlokes is only if he frees one half
and retains the other half
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MIN attempts to prove that they do disagree
even if he surrenders complete ownership
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They do not become free, free, and acquires half the
and they do not acquire ~ assets, and each must free the
any assets share that they own in the
other Tav.
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where he gave
PIE PN/ each of them W DI
ﬂjp R‘) all his assets ﬂjp
Because
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Apparently, the Machlokes is even in the case of 1912
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The Gemara says that this is not necessarily so, and offers
two other explanations:

The Chachamim agree that

iIeRbil!

And both Breisos follow the opinion of the Chachamim,
but they are discussing different scenarios:

1.
Either in the first Braisa

191 IORT

In each "vw he assigned all his assets to each 72, and
therefore

T OR IR

Because

MY RPY

However in the second Braisa

Y311 WONT

In each 70w he assigned only half his assets to each 72y,
and therefore

PR

Because

WV RPN

He did retain partial ownership of the 72y, as Rashi
explains

NNRI 0w 70117798

PR

Even if both mmvw were given simultaneously they do not
become free, because

TPV RN FPNING Ra9D T 203 RDT

Perhaps he wrote both mmvw for the same half and he
retained the other half.

2.

OR we could say that both Breisos refer to 1,13, but in the
first Braisa

mavw w3

He wrote two separate m vw for each 71, and therefore
p.

While in the second Braisa

TR JOW1

He wrote one 70w for both 071, and therefore 115 K>
because, as Rashi explains,

TAR VI DIV DTV IV PR

Two 0772Y cannot be freed through the same 70w, because
MW W is compared to TWR V) where the Pasuk states
> an,

NNk k5 1>

One Gett cannot be used for two wives.

The Gemara mentions two other resolutions of the two
Breisos, but refutes them.
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And both Breisos follow the opinion of the Chachamim
but they are discussing different scenarios:
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The previous Mishnah discussed
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A person who is a partial *1v315 72p and a partial SXyv; as
Rashi explains, he belonged to two partners and one freed
him;

In the nnwxy mwn, the beginning of the Mishnah, the na
557 said that he works for his owner one day and for
himself the other day. But in the nnnx mwn, the ending of
the Mishnah, the 551 ma retracted and agreed with 2
RpW that

PN MR AWV DR PO

P73 5Y 0w MmN

Bais Din compels the owner to set the 72v free, and the
72Y must reimburse the owner for half his worth.

The Gemara now says that according to the inwx1 mwn
NI

1175127 5w op
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If an ox gores this 72y and he cannot work;, if this occurs
on the owner’s day, the owner receives the full
compensation, and if it was on the 72y’s day, the 72
receives the full compensation.

However in the Braisa it states

PN VI TV PINW D IO
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If an ox kills this 72, half of the ©3p goes to the owner,
and half of the 1912 goes to the 72's heirs, and it does not
depend on the day of its occurrence, because

RIP XD RPT

Both the owner and the 72 suffer the loss, as the 72y will
not recover.

However, in the case of mw 1131 the prbwn is given only to
the one on whose day it occurred, because

NI RDI R

The other does not suffer the loss since the 72 will
recover. For example,
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The 72p was hit on his hand and it became swollen, but it
will eventually heal.
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If an ox gores this T2V and he cannot work
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the 7Y receives the owner receives

the M compensation the M compensation

However in the Braisa it says
1Y ]2 18 TP YEAY Y AR
If an ox kills this T2V
902 XM QIp ¥
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It does not depend on the day it occurred, because
R1IP R RPT
Both the owner and the T2V suffer the loss,
as the T2V will not recover.
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The Gemara now asks regarding a

NINW VI AW

As Rashi explains, the Gemara previously discussed
cases in which an 72y is considered free from his owner,
but he still requires a 3197w V3, such as a

172 7o, a person who declares his servant ownerless;
and

172V W*Tpn, he places a wTpn on his 72, according to 727;
and the Mishnah'’s case of a

PN 120 T2V O8N

o Pw
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Does the owner of this 72y receive ©3p if a W kills him?
Ifa person’s ox kills another person’s 71y, the owner of the
9w must reimburse the owner of the 72y witha©ip, a
penalty, of 30 silver coins, which is referred to as v DwHw
T2Y.

Do we say

OIP1H PR

RIDAT IR PITRY 17 DOpw DwHW 903
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Because the Pasuk specifies that only the owner receives
©1p, but this person is NOT the owner anymore. OR
opNRPH W

MNINW O} FOMHT D
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Because he IS considered the owner, since the 72y still
requires a MINW V) from him.

This question remains unresolved.

AS part of this discussion the Gemara cites a Machlokes
regarding a

PV W RYY

Whether in addition

W VI 7% Or
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The Gemara poses another question regarding a
MNINW VI IO
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Ifhis owner is a Kohen, does this 72y eat Terumah or not?
A 19315 720 who belongs to a Kohen is permitted to eat
Terumah, because the Pasuk states

12598 RI771903 P3P WOI MR’ 3 1190

Do we say

N1 IR IR
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Because the Pasuk specifies that only the Kohen’s
property eats Terumah, but this 72v is NOT the Kohen’s
property anymore. OR

N1 SR

MNINW VI FOMHT D

21 RPIP 190D PIP

The 72 IS considered the Kohen's property since he still
requires a MINw V).

This question remains unresolved as well.
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Regarding a MNW DI 220D
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The Gemara discussed cases in which
an T2v is considered free from his owner,
but he still requires a Mnw v2, such as:
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Does the owner of this T2 receive p3p if a W kills him?
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Regarding a MNY DI 22100
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If his owner is a Kohen, does this 12v eat Terumah or not?
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