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] ntroduction to Ny X» Naa
RY’¥N K11 is the next stage in 1 nyon — moving to contested claims and mTar. The first chapter will deal with tangential issues
related to various nm7vow and to whom they should be returned if found — several key v"w-wide topics will be addressed here.
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Note: in our 13w, claims are settled via an oath- this 713w is rabbinically enacted, as presented in this 11p¥(.3)
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I '® mwn: competing claims over nTar or npn
a  If: two are holding a garment, each claiming full ownership, as an n7aR or purchase
i Then: each takes an oath that he owns no less than half and they split
b If: one claims full ownership and the other claims half
i Then: the “full-claimant” takes an oath that he owes no less than % and he collects 3/4
ii  And:the other takes an oath that he owes no less than ¥ and he collects ¥4
I ’a mwn: competing claims of ownership of animal between rider and driver
a  If: 2 were riding on an animal or one was riding and the other leading
b  And: each claimed full, exclusive ownership,
¢ Then: they each take an oath that they own no less than half and split
d  However: if (in any of these cases), if they come to an agreement or there are witnesses — split without an oath
II Clarification and justification of cases in mwn
a  Approach #1: only one case — NR'¥n
i Challenge: it should just say nnrxn 1R
ii  Answer: R0 that he means “I saw it” and that is a valid y3p (see ahead ™p.)
1 Challenge: v. 1 proves that X¥n means possession
2 Defense: in BibHeb, it means possession, but ®Rin is using RabHeb — could mean “I saw it”
iii  Challenge: if so, let there just be the claim of > 151>
iv  Answer: if so, X0 that a claim of n'nxyn (taught elsewhere) would be valid, even though it means “I saw it”
1 Challenge: it is taught as two claims and understood as n7ar and npn, respectively
b Approach #2: separate claims — justification
i If:wehad nxoxn, ™o that 13171 enforced oath because people rationalize keeping a nk>¥n (no loss to other)
ii  And if: we had n"m, ™10 that only there is there an oath, because the (liar) rationalizes that since both he and
the other paid and he “needs” it, he’ll take it and the other will have to shop further
1 Challenge: if so, why not see who paid?
2 Answer: both paid, one with consent of seller and other against his will and he doesn’t remember which
IV Identification of authorities who (perhaps) could not subscribe to the niwn
a  on-a(n:r myaw) — disallowing a double-oath which must include a lie
i Defense: in that case, one is certainly lying; in our case, perhaps they found it together
b oMo (231 p”a) — when pnn is in doubt, the claimants split without an oath
i counter: can it be 127? In that case, they employ the rule of X771 Y5 17ann RN
ii  defense: since n"ynn can’t be applied here (there is no prmn), they would have split w/oath
iii but: vIIMDO — in that case (the N1 who gave birth before or after pr) — no one is holding on and he doesn’t
require NMaw; here, he would certainly not require n»aw (since they are both holding on)
1 Answer: perhaps v1am0 would allow for n»1aw when both are ™2 (unlike there, where they are both xnw)
2 However: according to n”a13, that ©19m0’s ruling extends to *121 12 — could he still subscribe to our niwn?
(a) Answer: yes — in that case (p"2), there is real loss to one of the claimants
(b) Counter: that’s all the more reason to employ the oath there, yet he doesn’t do so
(c) Defense: the oath here is 133771, as per 110V "1’s explanation, to prevent rash unsubstantiated seizures
C »0v "1 (ahead 7:3): if 100/200 were entrusted, and each claims 200, all of it sits until one admits, so that liar will lose
i counter: even 1127 agree that the rest (31 100) remains in trust — so our nwn should be the same
ii  defense: acc. to 1317, in that case, certainly one is lying, but here, it is possible that they both own it (17aR)
iii answer: in our case, there may be no liar, nor may there be reason to “fine” the liar, as he has nothing to lose
1 counter: that is only valid in re: n'7aR, not n"n; answer: as we originally stated (contra vov ')
(a) note: justification why, in n:1 MY12w, we don’t keep 1”nya’s money in trust until “liar” is found
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