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Note: again, the entire chapter of m122w1 is presented before the 805 as such, we will only present & wp here and its attendant 892
and then go back to the subsequent m»wn later
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I '® mwn: class, circumstances and liability for pTpan ny1aw (v. 1)
a  class: applies to all classes (men/women, D’1y7p etc.)
b location: whether he takes the oath himself or the Y13/7pan (etc.) administers it — liable for denial in 772
i n™:if he takes the oath himself, liable even outside of 71 (as his approach in y"maw)
ii  o'nan:in either case, liable anywhere
¢ liability: intentional or »mW (of consequence) — but must be cognizant of the “lie” at the time
d  consequence: DWR (for 2 silver pieces) (and 1/5% fine over the 11p)
II x> "7's question of the students of na1 »a- if the 1MW intentionally lies and there is nXINn — does the punishment get raised —
either to man in lieu of 1379p or man in addition to j29p?
a  lemmal: since the whole liability for »”naw is a w¥1n, NXINN no longer plays a role OR
b lemma2: n®Inn nonetheless “raises the bar”
i argument: Rn»11 which determines that 9”112w is more “severe” than ¥”maw, in that pTr->mon and nY->wmMm DWR
1 implication: nRINM 01y (else, no Man), and the XN is mon (to which a person would avoid with 127p)
(a) conclusion: with nXnn, only man given — not 12p
(b) block »ror 72 17 — that Xn»1is authored by v, who doesn’t allow for 12792 111 793
il counter: Ran3 "1 has alternate version of Xn»»1 — XImN of 8”Maw is DWR (2 q03) over Y — case is MWY1 (no proof)
1 alternate version: 9”maw has no liability for 71, but nwR for A
(a) suggestion: infer from here that there is only 129p for 8”maw even with nxnn
(i) block: this case is also w/o nRINN
2 note: Rnv 1 (MIN) is contrasted with 9”Maw (127p) = must be NXINN3, and only 127p for 9”Maw
(a) rejection: that may mean that 1’11 completes his obligation with man (1297 is to allow him to begin mn
17nv) as opposed to 8”maw which is not completed with man - also needs j17p
iii  they brought the problem to 727 who reacted by noting that the premise is faulty:
1 premise: 9"maw where there are n»1y against his denial generate a 21n — it's immaterial and Xn%ya o727 N9
2 support (7375 8221 77): 12 WM (v. 1) — excludes if he admitted to any of the claimants
(a) and:qpw Yy yawn - excludes a nk1Yn with a 90w or or1Ya (assumption - fully excluded)
(i) rejection (737): this is a case of immaterial admission (Xn%ya o217 N7293)

1. proof: since 1% clause ("2 wna1) must exclude a case where he admitted the debt, but claimed that it
was only owed to one partner or brother, similarly 2" clause must be where he admitted to the
debt, but denied that there were 01y or a 70w (i.e. no proof for n17’s position from here)

3 argument: he isn’t liable for mw, but 1711 — wMM DWR
(a) isn't this: a case of nRINN (“D7TY PT”)
(b) rejection: it is a case of mxy P71 (he knew that he was lying)
4 challenge: previous niwn — if 2 sets of 071y lie under y"maw, both liable = 111 193 w/D77Y is not “immaterial”
(a) block: that is per R117’s explanation (above) — that 2"d n> were @arp at time of 1t nd’s denial
5  challenge: if 1mw claimed 213 MY, took the oath and 71y came to dispute him and he confessed
(a) if: he admitted before they came, liable for wnn+owr
(b) if: he admitted after they came, liable for Dwr+%93 (=77 V5Y WV NN NPad - liable)
(i) rejection: as per Ry11 (above) — i.e. D"V were D217 at time of his oath
6  challenge (»wN "15 X2°37): contrast of 9”Maw to ”maw — that 9”mMaw carries man if done 71 - must be o7y
(a) rejection: as per Rin3 7's alternate version (above)
7 refutation of 737 from contrast of (NPY) XV P11 (2> 0*7Y) with 9"Mavw 2 270 — 1Y PHY WY NN NP
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c v ’7's approach: denial of liability is 271 if there are n»1y, but not if it’s a debt with a 70w
i explanationl (977): 07y might die, 90w remains
1 rejection (»777 /7772 A7 77): @ 70V can also be lost
ii  explanation2 (»773 777): 70V generates YpIp T1ayw and there is no liability for mypap Mayw nyas
iii  related dispute: Ypap *v »729n — R 11Ny "7 disagree whether there is liability
1 assumption: 13y 'y must take the position that it is exempt (as per »7 7712 R1n 'Y's explanation)
2 suggestion (1728 17 707 77): this dispute mirrors 1329/8™ re: YpIp non
(a) case: if someone stole land and it became flooded
(i) &7z 150 must fulfill n>1n nawn by paying for original value (0% 10 nywa)
(i1) 237191 can tell Y1 — 1% 150 M0
1. and: we explained that their dispute is in reading v. 1:
a. X771 uses VWM N7 and only excludes 70w from NN Nawn
b. 7237 use V1M Y93 and exclude (D*72Y+) YPIP 0V
3 rejection: the position of 71108 would claim that even 8" would agree — %an allows for some things to be included
in N 10 nawn but excluded from nyaw (i.e. Ypap)
4 support (8275 977):'n mwn includes claim of »1W nX N1, but omits *72p NX Nan - no MMaw for o712y (as above)
(a) rejection (299 77): end of that nawn uses Y930 ni; perhaps that is including 12y Nk naxn
(i) rather: no proof from this nMwn to either position

www.dafyomivicc.org ) © Yitzchak Etshalom 2010




