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I 7 mwn: cases (parallel to 'a nywn) where nwnm NY1IX is not assessed, but Y9 is paid
a  if there are 2 witnesses to n23), but only one (or his own admission) to n1an1 nn’av
b  stole and slaughtered on naw; stole and slaughtered for 1"y (n"2%p)
¢ stole his father’s, then father died and then he slaughtered/ stole
d if he stole, then was w*1pn and then slaughtered/stole
i dissent: ™ — if these are »W7p that carry nvInk (e.g. 1) — pays nwnmM nYaIx; if no NNy, only Y93
I Dispute YR1nw/a1 re: liability for someone who admits to a vap 2vn but is followed by 1y to that effect (23: 109; YRNWY: 27N)
a  Observation about our mwp: juxtaposition of 1 7v with 1y 2" —just as 17, if followed by another — 2n;
i So too: if someone admits to a vap 21N and ©*7Y come and testify to that effect — 27n (contra 29)
b Challenge (to 8117 73, citing 27): story - 1 knocked out »av’s eye; was happy (wanted to free him) and told ywyn» "1 about it
i Then: yviv "1 negated 3"7’s actions,
1 Version #1: reason — there are no witnesses
(a) Implication: if witnesses came, even afterwards, would still go free
(b) Block: in this case, ¥ didn’t yet admit in front of 772 (though " was 72y, it was outside of 1"2)
2 Version #2: reason — you've already admitted to it
3 Proposal: author of version #1 —2n 07Ty 181 3’NRY DIP2 NTIN; version #2 — NV
(@) Rejection (on behalf of 27): all agree M9; #1 - admitted outside of 173; #2 — admitted in 7”2 (no more liability)
¢ Source for 27 v. 1 makes v. 2 unnecessary > teaches that even if 0’1y come afterward, still exempt
i Swpwv. 1 needed for essential liability of 583 for all ma as per ’prn »a7 Ran (above, .70-:30)
d  challenge (27> 5x%w): k2 - if he saw witnesses approaching and he admits to n2)3 but denies n"v - only liable for 17p
i defense: in that case, the witnesses turned back (never testified)
1 block: v"arv’s dissent — “let the witnesses come and testify” implies that they hadn’t turned back
ii  Rather: YR1mWw subscribes to ¥"arY’s approach
iii  Question: must 29 admit that his approach is disputed (by w”ar1) or can he claim it to be unanimously accepted?
1 Answer: "ar1 only claims that the witnesses may come if we see that the perpetrator admitted due to fear
e (27.37220) Kapa 7 27's exemption is only reasonable if the original admission generates some liability
i Inthe &na: if: he admitted to na2, he generates liability for 13p 2 109;
1 but if: he denied n2>1 and then they testified to na>1, then he admitted n"v and then they testified — liable
ii ~ ~27 challenge to X1nn "1 — from »"’s admission to » (above) — he generated no liability but was exempt
1 and: ®10n "1 challenged 810 "1 (27's ruling) with this and 810 "7 didn’t use this limitation to defend his position
iii  Support for 8107 T
1 pnv 77: explicitly ruled this way
2 »wN 1 both our mwn and the above-cited Xn»1a support R1mnn 27
(a) v if there are 2 witnesses to N2731 but only 1 or himself to n"v — no liability for n"w
(i) why not: bring case where there are no witnesses at all and he admits to all of it — only pays 17p
(if) rather: only in case where he generated some liability with his admission is the rest exempt
(b) &m7772 if he admits to na2 (before 1Y) and denies N0 - since he generated 17p 21N, Ma from Y93 and 4/5
(i) rejection: reason for including admission of N1 is to teach that if he admitted to the n113, exempting
him from Y93, there can be no more liability for n"1v, since he can’t pay 3/4, as the n7in presented 4/5
iv  suggestion: perhaps 811110 "7’s position is subject to DRI NyO>NN:
1 if: 2 testified to n2213 and another 2 to n"v and 1% set was onn — testimony is all annulled; but if: 2nd set was onn:
(a) o0 he pays Y93, 27 set pays 3/2
(b) opmio: they pay (2" half of) Y93, he pays 3/2 (! - impossible in this case):
(i) “hidden” case: 1% set testified to N3, he admitted to n"v1 but not in their presence, they were
subsequently onn then witnesses came to n"v
1. o7pom: even though his admission was driven by o>, it still exempts him
2. pimp: since it was driven by o1y and generated no liability — not an “admission” — liable
(c) rejection: dispute in re: NRTAY 5127 NNR YRYW MTY; case as above, but he identified 01y (now cannot be nrn)
(i) and: those o1y testify to n"v3 — but they cannot be onn, as he identified them
(ii) challenge: we hold mTy 810 RY TS 5120 R"RY MYTY; defense: only if they don’t specify time/place
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