D0 MYRID/T VPRI ORI XMP X22 noon M AT TIOY Y BT

20.9.8
99b (5p5pw 1mIx nav 58w IpK8) > 100b (11173083 372 w12 17)

2 7109 &2 779 5wp 11T 1PN TN TNRI TIO NP 197 19907
2 7109 17 70 mow :YY? TYR NYYHD DRI A2 1992 7370 NR DNY RYTIN NIRD NRY DHND DR 0N RN .2

I 9%nw’s ruling (and wording) about a vmw who fouls the slaughtering is liable — he is a 13, and a ywia
a  Question: why the doubled language — >t and yv1a?
i Answer: pn only obtains if he is being paid; ywia addresses case of someone doing it for free
ii  Challenge: if a professional slaughters for free, he isn’t liable
1 Answer: YR1nw was adopting n™’s position
(a) Identifying which statement of »”7. that a person must take extra care
(i) Possibility: n™’s position re: liability for an ox that damages, even on, even if properly locked
1. Rejection: that dispute (and his position) is based on issues of interpretation (390w 8Y1)
(if) Rather: n™’s ruling re: dyeing the wrong color, that the dyer must pay for the wool
1. Rejection: there, he did the damage directly with his hands
(iii) Rather: n™’s opinion of full liability for someone who slips on a discarded item and damages it
1. And: we know that the dispute (0’nan/n") is about the liability of the one who tripped (yw1a Ypna)
II  ynv 0 if an expert slaughterer fouled the nvnY, he is liable
a  Contradictory story: nav came before 1 and he responded that if he could prove he was an expert vmwv, he’d be exempt
i Answer: if it was for pay, he’d be liable
ii ~ Hence: the advice — to get money from a nav, pay him first!
Challenge: an artisan who fouls his work is liable because he is like a 75% Xwn (>even for free, still liable)
Answer: read “he is a 79w X" (i.e. he’s getting paid)
d  Story: an animal, n523 according to 1321 (but not TN’ 92 °01 1) was brought to 27 — he invalidated the nvnw but found
the nav to be exempt.
i Comment: of X313 "3 and »oR 3: “>nIn 2 Tay 17”7
1 Proposed meaning: two unfavorable rulings (n%21 contra nTi» 92 >0y 1 and exempted the nav
(a) Challenge: this is a violation of v. 1
2 Rather: two favorable rulings — saving him from n%21 pav and from n%n pov
II Similar discussion in re: coin appraisals
a 1y 2 if he shows a coin to a »»n%w (and he confirms it to be good) and it proves to be bad:
i Version 1: a professional is exempt; an amateur is liable
ii ~ Version 2: both are liable
1 Resolution: only experts, like 1237 and 110°r are exempt — since they are such experts, they generally don’t need
to be so careful (the error - it was a new minting)
iii ~ Story: woman brought coin to ®»n '3; he pronounced it valid but was in error
1 Consequence: ®n "1 told 11 to pay (from his money) and to make a note that it was an avoidable error
2 Note: ®»n 7, like MoRY 1037, was exempt; he paid as a supererogatory act (10 n1wn 01a) as per v. 2
iv  Story: 9" showed a coin to 8™, who confirmed it to be valid
1  Response: R™ noted that it shouldn’t matter, as he assumed that 9" rejected n” (who affirmed 737 R17)
2 Correction: 9" supported 'n1 817 and would have found him liable if the coin was invalid
(a) Question: where is the statement of n” that is the source of his position on 7 817
(i) Proposal: ruling that if a judge judged incorrectly, it is recorded but he must pay the losses
1. Rejection: we read that ruling as in re: a case where the judge acts on the rulings “with his hands”
(ii) Rather: the next mwn, where n" finds dyer liable for value of wool
1. Rejection: there, too, he acted “with his hands” (i.e. it was an active and direct pn)
(iii) Rather: n™'s ruling that if someone covered another’s wheat with his grape arbor — wp (=0'8%2)
1. Rejection: there, too, he acted “with his hands”
(iv) Final suggestion: n"v’s ruling that if a wall separating his field from his neighbor’s vineyard fell and he
failed to build it up in the time allotted him - D)%
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