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I 110 mwn: domains in re: M2 'pn
a  if someone digs a cistern in »"n7 and opens it into 1”7 (so that the opening is there) or vice-versa — 27n
b even if: he digs a cistern in »”n1 and opens it into a different »"n7 —27n
¢ Nn77z interpreting v. 1:
i Snypw ‘7 if someone digs a cistern in "1 and opens it into 1”77 — this is the M1 intended in v. 1
y77. if he disowned his cistern but not his property (where it sits) — this is the 112 intended in v. 1
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7127 all agree to liability for 1”112 713, as per v. 1-liability is generated solely by his digging or opening the cistern
(a) the dispute: re: a cistern dug in his own property
(i) v from v. 2, we see that the 111 has an “owner” - liable;
1. .13 »7r. this is the M2 with which the n71n began its presentation of liability
(if) »”r v.2 means “the one who generated the danger” — but only in 9”11 (i.e. no »n7a M2 *pn)
9o /7. all agree that there is liability for »"n72 M1 — as per v. 2
(a) the dispute: re: a cistern dug in 9”1
(i) 7 also liable, as per v. 1 (as above)
1. 722 17r. this is the M2 with which the "1 began its presentation of ppn
(if) »”r exempt; v. 1 (N9’ »...11 »3) are both necessary:
1. if: it only stated nna’ », R”70 that a “digger” isn’t exempt until he fills it in = "3 »9”
2. and if: it only stated 72’ 3, X"10 that one who merely uncovers isn’t liable even without o2 —%"np

challenge: Xn»72
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if: someone digs a cistern in 1”07 but opens it into "7 — exempt (MOR, as we may not dig under 1"77)
but if: someone digs cisterns, caverns etc. in 071 and opens them into 1”07 — liable
however: someone digging foundation trenches near 1”07 is exempt
(a) dissent: "M 920y "1 —liable unless he puts up a fence v high or moves v*1 away from public walkway
Analysis: if digging for other than foundation, liable - digging in 7”11 and opening to *”n7 — 270 (contra Rw”)
(a) Resolution: according to nN17, W is 7, RYD is Y™
(b) But: according to qov ", the X9’0 is consensus but the w1 follows no authority (?)

(i) Defense: xmoa follows everyone — RW” is a case where he disowned neither the 112 nor his mwn

(if) ’w& "7 now we can establish Xn»11 as internally consistent according to na1 as well:

1. #900. case is where he widened 9”71 = his M1 is now in 1”07 (if not for foundation — 27n)

challenge: Xn12 — if he digs in »”n1 and opens to 1”1 — liable; if in »*n11 near 7”11 — exempt

1

analysis: N17 - could identify it as »; but qo» 1 will have to explain second half as digging for foundation

rn»12:— if he digs and gives ownership to the 0’17 — exempt; if not, he’s liable

1

Story: of 1M "1 the well-digger and his daughter (who nearly drowned) — vv. 3-6

Rn»12: a person shouldn’t clear his property by casting stones into 1”07 (story about fellow who did so and 1on)
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