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I Various rulings re: liability for mmw
a  Rnn71n7’s ruling re: obligation of all 4 types of nmw to take oath — only if they admit to some liability and deny some
i Source: nm 1w — v. 1 (exlicit); 79w 1MW — vv. 2-3; YR — v. 4 (connects to V"W); 19 is either like n"w or V"V
b qov 12 87N ’7's ruling — a 1MW who claims na1 isn’t liable unless he spent or damaged (17 mmYw) the pTpa - v. 5
i Challenge: if so, he became a 191 when he was 7 n%w and there’s no liability for 93
ii ~ Answer (1212 73): case in the nmn is where there was no 7 mn»>w (e.g. the animal was standing at the trough)
1 Question: does > maintain that only in such a case is there liability, but if there was T mnbw, the 1mw is nnp?
2 Proposed answer: similar ruling of " — if 1mWw claims 7ar niyv (and swears), then 233 MYY PV — exempt (for 2nd)
(a) Explanation: he is exempt because he was nnp via the 1st ny1aw
(b) Rejection: he has already sworn to the 0’5y (once) and has no further liability towards them (support — )
iii ~Dissent (mww "): if he takes an oath and is " N — he is exempt, as per v. 5
1 Challenge (179): he is administered 3 oaths — wasn’t neglectful, no 7 mmn»»v, isn’t in his possession
2 Assumption: oath of T mn5w:>mwa — in both cases, when he is proved to be lying, he is liable
3 Correction: oath of T mnY5w:>nywa — in both cases, when he is proved to be lying, he is exempt (from %53)
¢ Question (n727): is he exempted from wmn due to %93 or the oath?
i Split the difference: he claimed 213 & swore, then Tar & swore & 01y responded to 1%t and he admitted to the 2nd —
1 Question: is he liable wnin for the 24 oath?
2 Answer (837): if someone defended against a claim of n11 with an oath and he lied — 0" generate 593,
admission generates wnm 19p
3 Explanation: if oath generates exemption, in this case, if the 0*7Y came (i.e. oath 704 &%) he should be 2n 1/5
4 - itis the pnn of Y93 that generates the exemption of wnin
d  ®»a7:can wmin and 523 be applied to the same ny1aw?
i Example: he handed his ox to 2 people, both claimed 211 and were lying, one admitted, the other didn’t (n>1y) -p'n
e 9™:can wmn or %23 be applied to one man (if he swore twice)
i Lemmal: did the nmn limit 2 different payments (¢¥mn and 593) on same item OR
ii ~ Lemma2: did the nmn limit 2 different payments on one n»1aw
iii  Answer (837): v. 6 implies multiple nvwnn on a single 17p
f  If he claimed 11, took the oath and paid 10 n1wn 01a% and the 211 was found — the money goes to:
i »an owner - once the owner was troubled to go to 773, he didn’t give rights to Y93 to the 1mw
ii ~ ~279mW - once he paid, he “owns” rights to Y93
iii ~And: their dispute is in how to interpret 8:3 n”a nwn —
1 »ax infers from ®w™ — once he takes the oath, all proceeds go to owner
(a) His take on the x89°p: if he didn’t want to pay before the oath — goes to the owner
2 Na7 infers from 89’0 — once he pays, all proceeds go to 1w
(a) His take on the 8»7: if he paid and didn’t want to swear in any case — to 1MW
g  If: the 1w claims 113 niyv and takes an oath and the 111 is found and the 1mw makes the 213 take an oath
i And: the 23 admits to the 1mWw but denies to the owner (and B>y come) — is he exempted from 593 due to his nrTIn?
ii  Answer (837): if the original oath of the 1w was honest — exempted; if not, still liable
1 Question: if he was about to lie under oath but never got to — is the admissino still meaningful? ypm
2 Version 2: if he lied under oath, is the admission still meaningful? yp'n
h  If: the 1MW claims 233 myv and takes an oath and the 21 is found and the 1mw makes the 211 take an oath
i And: the 233 admits to the owner but denies to the 9mv (and 0’1y come) — is he exempted from 93 due to his nxTn?
1 Leamm1: does the 1w tell the owners that once they got their payment, they are no longer players OR
2 Lemma2: do the owners claim that both of them were after the 131 and each should get his “portion”? yp'n
i If: it was stolen from the 1MW and the 111 was found; »ax- n"» may choose to pay and go after a1 or take the oath and be
exempt, but v must take the oath; X171 — can choose in either case (unlike X2 27’s ruling — before the oath)
j Variation: if it was stolen v1R3, then returned and died ny>wa3, is he liable? yp'n
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