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Come and hear; he incited a dog against him

OVERVIEW

The X773 attempted to prove the "9 is not > 7xn2 from a 71wn which stated that
if he incited a dog he (the inciter) is 79, seemingly indicating that the 2377 ¥2 is
2»n; proving that "o is not P 1A Tx¥n2, for otherwise why would the 27077 Hv2a be
2»n." Our Mmoo explains why the ®»3 did not refute this proof in the same manner
which the X313 shortly rejects a similar proof.

nooIN asks:
- 7202 13599R79 *19597N N NIDP 1Y 53U KY SNNPNT 11995

And it is astounding! Why does not the X773 answer that there is no proof, since
we do not say X257 X192 121 °va °Rn in regards to Killing as the X713 states

shortly, regarding wnn nx 12 wn -
= VNN NN I PYNT XY NN NIvnN 71T

For this mwn of 29577 nX 12 770°w is the Xwv of Wit N 12 T -
= (0w 3,9 97 P21ID) 299WIN 1N 1IN P92 291 N2 NNT
Which the X3 cites afterwards; this 71wn is in 7959%37 Y98 P985 so just as regarding

the X2°0 of Wi NX 12 W3 the R rejects any proof since MR RY XPvP 1Y, the same
refutation should have been giver regarding the X>7. Why did not the X 13 offer this refutation?!

mooIn responds:
= 1991 12390 193 NN PIYY P2 XY 3199 ynwn xPYY

And perhaps the X3 had some indication that the 829 (of 2277 DX 12 7O°W) is

discussing cases both regarding killing and regarding damages (as opposed to the
X9°0 [of 7wn] which is discussing killing exclusively.

mooin offers support that the assumption is that 27571 nX 12 70°Ww is regarding 1p°1a:
99520 YW 1255 NOYN NP 33N NY 209 ) 1P

' See previous wwan "7 Mooin (TIE footnote # 19) for a (more) detailed explanation.
? Even if we maintain *»7 p>ma71 78m2 9"9, and regarding 1°2°13 he will be Mo, since he can claim 121 k=92 121 %2 "X,
however regarding the killing by an animal we do not say 131 °¥2 *Xn, but rather the owner of the animal is liable.
Therefore there is no proof from 7°w7, as the X3 shortly states, since it involves killing. The case of 22577 nX 12 now
is (presumably also) discussing killing (as is the X2°0 of 7wi1). Therefore there can be no proof from here. See
‘Thinking it over’.
? See P"now that in the X9°0 he mentions only wr1 (which usually kills its victim), however in the X@> it mentions
293 (also), which usually only damages but does not kill.
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And also later? the X3 cites this mwn of 191 70w regarding the query where

one incited his friend’s dog; indicating that the assumption is that the 71wn of 70w is
regarding damaging (as well).

SUMMARY
We may assume that the case of 70°w is regarding damages (also), as opposed to
the ¥9°0 of Wi which may be discussing killing (exclusively).

THINKING IT OVER

The X3 infers from the fact that the Xn®12 states Mo 121 70°w, that the 70w 1s
79, but the 29277 Yva is 271 (and therefore wants to prove the °»7 P17 q%nD 9'").
moon asks that perhaps we are discussing a case where the dog killed and 7y
MR X2 Xoup.” How can mooin say that we are discussing killing by the dog; the
15571 Hva would certainly not be liable® (for in>n 2vn) if his dog killed?!’

* 2,73. The query there is regarding one who incites his friend’s dog to attack someone; is the owner of the dog
liable. The query is only regarding damages which the dog caused; however there can be no thought that the dog’s
owner should face a capital crime if his dog killed (by someone inciting him). The X713 cites this 71wn of nX 12 70w
25911 to resolve this query
> See footnote # 2.
® See footnote # 4.
7 See 117 7.
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