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It is similar to a slave and a maidservant — AR TAVNR T VTR

OVERVIEW

The X713, in discussing whether p>17% 1M is a reason to exempt the owner from
payment or not, offers proof from an 72X 72y, that even though by them it is 10113
»179, nevertheless they are Mws.' >"w1 and moown disagree as to what the X3 is
referring to when it states X1 TAYR 77 770,

- 15995 NP0 NYNY 1Y (3,19 971155 92INNA INT DIVN YW /Y9 Y1999 N9
And this should not be understood as >''w=9 explained it that the reference to 72V
7nRY is because we learnt in a 7w in 2177 795 ‘entanglement with a slave or
a woman, etc. is detrimental -

- 2AUN) 73y VPINPY 1YY NN 19 ONT
For if the X712 was referencing that 71wn, the X723 should have mentioned a slave
and a woman; (but not an 78(1 72v), who is not mentioned in the 7wn of Y2177,

mooIn offers his interpretation:
- ‘o1 noon 0T PNININ INPT DIVN NNNY TaY VPIT DN 13°29 Y9I NIN

But rather, explains the n''1 that the X7 mentions ;772X 72 because the X3 is

referencing the ;mwn at the end of 237> N20n. Moo proves his point” -
10NN YNIN TINDIT I NP NNRY DIV RNIYVY

For the reason why the owner of the 71X 72¥ is 79, which is mentioned shortly,

namely because his master may anger him; this reason is explicitly stated there
in 2>7> noon. Therefore it is reasonable to assume that (even) in the X" the X773 was referencing
the 77I1wn in 0°7> NOOA.

SUMMARY
AR 72V 18 mentioned as a reference to the 71W» in 2°7° NODA.

"1t would seem from (7"9X 7"7) >"w" that we are referring to the 71 72v themselves; they are 5. The ‘proof’ then
would be that 137 D is not necessarily a reason for liability in general. However, it would seem more
appropriate that we are referring to the owner, that he is 7199, even when his property (;2X1 72v) damages 71m22.
(This may be partly why msoin disagrees with >"w5.) See >"92.

? The nawn there explains that whoever damages the 7wX) 72y is liable; however if the AwX) 72y damage others they
are not liable. (The i11wn there is not discussing the liability of the master [or the husband].)

? The ‘woman’ would be irrelevant to our discussion here; why should the husband be liable for the damages caused
by his wife; she is not his property (see footnote # 1).

* 1" 1", The mwn there discusses the exemption of the master from payment.

> In addition, n9on is explaining why indeed the X3 cited the 73w in 2> and not the 73w in S5,
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THINKING IT OVER
Is there a tangible difference between >"29 and m»oIn?
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