n”a

I aT

DREF B0 INSIESTS

Mar 5

“And The Lions Eat The Antelopes etc. etc.” (Lion King, Life Lesson)

Which tastes better, a sheep or a goat? The X771 in 172 NN and 11 0’1100 imply that they are both the
same. In regards for precedence for being brought up on the alter, there is a D°X1n NP in 2 NPA.
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Do Lamb
burgers taste
better than
beef?
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Never Give Up Hope
Did he, or did he not give up hope?
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The Mishnah ruled that if the rescuer stipulated that he must be reimbursed for his donkey, he receives
full compensation. The Gemara cites an inquiry regarding this ruling:

Rav Kahana inquired of Rav: If after making this stipulation [the owner of the less valuable donkey] went
down to rescue the other person’s donkey, and his own donkey then came up from the river on its own,
what is the law? Can he or can he not demand the worth of his donkey? Rav said to Rav Kahana: He is
entitled to full payment, as if his animal had died. As for the reappearance of his donkey, from Heaven
they had mercy upon him, and preserved the life of his donkey. This in no way undermines his claim. This
is like the incident in which Rav Safra was traveling in a caravan, and this certain lion escorted them, and
protected their animals from wild beasts and bandits. Every night they would give the lion a donkey
belonging to one of them, and the lion would eat it. When Rav Safra’s turn came, he sent the lion a
donkey and it did not eat it. Rav Safra hurried and re-acquired [his donkey] before someone else would
take it.

We see that Rav Safra was permitted to take his donkey back without further obligation to the
other members of the caravan. Likewise in Rav Kahana'’s case, the one who abandoned his donkey should
be permitted to retrieve it without losing his promised compensation.

Rav Acha of Difti said to Ravina: Why was it necessary for Rav Safra to re-acquire his donkey? Granted
that he abandoned his donkey to the lion, still, it should not have been necessary for him to reclaim it.
For when he abandoned it, he abandoned it only with regard to the lion; with regard to everyone else,
he did not abandon it! Why then should he now need to re-acquire it? Ravina answered Rav Acha of
Difti: Strictly speaking, Rav Safra had no need to acquire it again. Rav Safra did this only as an added
precaution.
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What is the difference between the case in Xnp X221 and the case in MN>12?

Why in X7 X212 do we say that X790 17 didn’t have to be 1011 in it since he was only WX”n on it on the
condition that it would be eaten by a lion, and that he wasn’t WX>n on it in the event that it would be
taken by someone else if the lion didn’t eat it, whereas in 11’72 we say that once the person was w0
because the T was going to be killed, it becomes permissible even for a third party to be 11217 in it if the
T ends up becoming permitted through 12’10, discrediting the testimony that the M is a P03 Mw?
Why don’t we say that he was WX>n for it to be stoned, but not for someone to take it if it ends up being
not 1’ 1°1°?

Similarly we find in XU>Xn X221 noon:

1”2 70 K I ]J’bDK 271 KP2°17 200 10 X271 2MNPKT MK 201 WK 279 X277 7P XX 27779 0K
(:12 XX X32) 177710 XA IR XIP°Un 117 °9IK X7 °wnm DXpY XI°KT

This is in middle of the discussion of the X773 concerning NUTA X?W X’ which we just established to
be not WX’ in accordance with the opinion of »7aX.

Rav Acha son of Rava said to Rav Ashi: Now that Rava has been refuted in regard to his acceptance of a
state of abandonment even without the owners awareness of it, these wind-blown dates, how are we
permitted to eat them?

Rav Ashi replies: Rav Ashi said to Rav Acha the son of Rava: Since there are vermin and crawling
creatures that eat the fallen dates, the owner certainly despairs of recovering them from the very
beginning, even before they are blown from the tree.

Perhaps you can explain the ruling in the case of X790 17 in X1 X221 that there is enough of a
chance that the lion will not eat the donkey that we can say that he did not give up hope on his donkey
with regard to other sources of losing the donkey other than the lion eating it. However if the chances of
the donkey becoming lost or destroyed are overwhelmingly large and significant enough than even if it
ends up getting destroyed from another source, nevertheless it is considered that the owner gave up
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hope on it. Likewise in the case of X1’X1 X221 and MN’12 the chances of the fruits getting destroyed or
the Pp0171 MW bull getting killed are so high that it is definitely considered that the owner was wX>n.

| think the X111 says this more explicitly in XWX X212:
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Come learn a proof to Abaye’s 1’ from the following : For R’ Yochanan said in the name of R’ Yishmael
Ben Yehotzadak: From where do we derive that a lost object swept away by a flooding river is permitted
to whoever finds it? For it is written in the Torah concerning the commandment to return lost property:
And so shall you do for his donkey, and so shall you do for his garment, and so shall you do for any lost
object of your brother that is lost from him and you have found. This teaches that only that which is lost
to him but is accessible to all mankind must be returned. This case of the object swept away by a flood is
therefore excluded from the law of return inasmuch as the object is lost not only to him, but is
inaccessible to all mankind.

Perhaps the exact 773 of when a person would be &>’ and when he would not, is subject to a
a7t ! DP'I'?TID in XU°Xn X21.

Here is a more fuller quote of that X771 in XU’Xn X211 along with the MBOIN and X737 M0 there.
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Perhaps the explanation in the X”71 is that he understands that the 0”2mn7 is arguing with Mmoo1N.
According to the 0”217 the question is only pertaining to the fruits that are within the stone wall
enclosure. Therefore he must hold that in regards to the fruits that fall outside of the stone wall
enclosure, they are permitted since the owner is WX>1 since there are D°wnM D°XpPWw who will surely eat
them. N190N on the other hand understand the question of X277 7772 XX 17 to be pertaining to the
fruits that wind up outside of the stone wall enclosure, which *wX 17 then goes onto say that they are
MOX. What about the fact that the fruits might end up being eaten by D°wn™ D°Xpw? Apparently mo01N
holds that that is not an inevitable consequence, and so if the owner puts up a stone wall the passerby is
not allowed to take the fruits outside of the stone wall. Without the X”71 | might have thought that the
0”217 and N1ROIN are not arguing. | would say that the 0”277 holds like M2011 and the reason behind
maoIN’s ruling the fruits outside of the stone wall enclosure forbidden to passerby’s is since the owner
showed a N7 "1 that he is 7°DPn on them. | want to say from the w7 of the X”71 it is UNWnN that he
understands that the 0”217 is arguing with M201N here. So | want to say that a lion eating an animal is
the same extant of probability as a fruit getting eaten by D>wn DXpw.
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Either way perhaps we can say a U171 here is that just because an animal is in front of a lion, does not
mean that it will inevitably be eaten by the lion.

(.Xop Mn2’) 2190 ou P7UN PR NPIXT 210 501 1312770




