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I mwn: unintentional homicide by ox
a  if he was rubbing against a wall and it fell on — and killed - a person
b orif he intended to kill an animal and killed a person
¢ orif heintended to kill a n»13 and killed a 5% 2
d orif he intended to kill a (dead) foetus and killed a live person
i inall cases: exempt
1 5xww: exempt from execution; liable for 1912 (as per nw17 above — 191 DR includes unintentional killing)
2 37 exempt from both execution and 1913 (as per ruling above — if the 11 isn’t killed, there’s no 191)
(a) question (to 581p®): the animal is on, there should be no 1913
(b) answer: akin to 17’s answer elsewhere — he is T to all on people in m 12
(i) challenge: if so, he should be killed (seems intentional) — in the case of m13, it’s unintentional; not here
(if) answer: here, too, he is motivated by pleasure (which we see, when he rubs against the wall afterwards)
1. challenge: the case of the wall is a case of m ¥ (2 no 191))
2. answer: in this case, the stones of the wall are directly pushed by the ox
3 Am1asupporting SN1w: there are 4 categorizations:
(a) o2y 99122 271 a T who kills intentionally
(b) 73253 79152 377 a VN who kills unintentionally (YX1nv)
(c) 7253 arPwa 2717, a on who kills intentionally
(d) omawp 102 a on who kills unintentionally
(e) And:unintentional damages (w/o death):
(i) /i 77 liable, as is the case with 7191 (PmSwn::Pm>YN)
(ii) "1 exempt, as is the case with nnn (liability of the ox::liability of the ox = ~liability of the owner)
it implication: if he intended one &7 and killed another — liable
1 note: this is contra ", who requires intent to harm the victim
(a) source: v.1 -> murder::ox-killing; human murder requires intent for the victim as per v. 2
(b) counter: 127 interpret v. 2 as requiring attack on (at least) a group of w5&81w, without one 71 there
(i) Reason: as long as there is one »13, the group is considered »1ap = 50/50 and Ypn% mwa) pav
II 't mwn: execution of “killer ox” of various categories of ownership
a owned by woman, (minor) orphans (w/o 19010aR), trustee, “desert (\pan) ox”, w1pn, owned by 13 who dies w/o heirs
i ruling: all are killed
1 Source: 7 mentions of M in law of goring a person — 1 for itself, 6 to include these unlikely candidates
ii  dissent: " "1 exempts last three, as they have no owners
1 a»i 770" even exempted if the owner was v 1pn (or 1pan) after goring
2 Proof: separate listing of 92100 MW and ... Y» W (which is also 1pan) = even if he was ’pan afterwards
3 Further: Rn»7a supports R0 "1, where nin’ " invokes v. 1 to prove that the ox must maintain status throughout
IIT 'm mwn: status of ox before and after 17 M)
a  if the owner was w*Tpn the animal after 7”3 (on its way out to be stoned) — invalid; if he slaughters at that point — 17oR
b however if: the owner was w1pn before 1n1 — it’s valid; if he slaughters it at that point — the meat is permissible
i ap»1x extends distinction to selling and return by amw to owner (if he returns it before 1"n3, considered returned)
1 dissent: 2py’ "1 — even if the 1mW returns it after 7"n), considered returned (no liability for 1mw)
2 Suggestion: dispute is whether a bail that has become n&ina 71908 may be returned with 11a% 35» »n
(a) Rejection (737): all hold that it may be returned; else their dispute could’ve been extended to noaa ynn
3 Rather: dispute is whether ox must be present for nxTyn:
(a) 237 per v. 1, ox must be present; owner can claim that if he had been returned, he would’ve hid him
(b) 3 "7 no requirement for presence of ox (not a NYv 91) > he would’ve been convicted in absentia
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