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I Continuation of '8 mwn: Distinctions between mnnn »7 and mwai 77
e  Reopening the case: for either mar or nam (n”7);only for m>ar (37)
i Challenge:ruling that if a 71 errs in judgment - including 717V NR RO or RNVN NR IO —
ii  Then: the ruling is not overturned, but the 7”2 must pay the losses to the wronged litigant
1 Resolution#1 (9o 27): if it is a NN, we reopen case; if not — settled and he must pay
(a) Challenge: in case of a nnmn, the ruling is that he needn’t pay = we don’t reopen case
(i) Defense (17): if there was a great 1»1 (Yann 511), he could force it to be reopened
2 Resolution #2 (nww 79): if error was a matter of code (n1wn 127)- reopened
(a) But:if it was a “judgment call” (nyTn W) — not reopened and he must pay
(b) Definitions:
(i) mwp 727 even Amoraic rulings (e.g. YRINVI 27 — even R117 YVR ")
(ii) sv77 517w if there is a dispute without an explicit ruling, but most 0’7 rule one way
(c) Challenge (’213077 7): ©" declared a cow that had had a hysterectomy to be a nav
(i) Then: based on Theodos, the doctor’s information that every cow (and sow) leaving Alexandria is
neutered (2 not a 97V as they live on) — he was worried that he would have to pay the owner
1. Consolation (¥”): since he is a ©27% nnNMn, he is exempt
2. Explanation: if nywn 9272 nYV is reopened, why didn’t y™ say that to him?
a.  Defense: y™ gave him both reasons to be consoled
(ii) Question (8275 »7227): what was the challenge? Here, the cow was fed to dogs — nothing to reopen
1. Answer: had niwn 7272 NYY been "N 18" > the ruling stands (hence he was afraid)
a.  But:if 9nn mwn 9272 nyv > ruling is null (even though the cow was destroyed)
3 Resolution#3 (x7on 79): if the 11 handed over the money, he is liable; else, it is reopened
(a) Challenge: in the Xn»91, we read 2»nn NR 12t —no money changed hands — where is the 71 11 RVI?
(i) Answer:ruling that he was exempt is tantamount to handing over the money
1. Block: in the mwn (which is a parallel), we have n21n% 910 — which could only have meant that the
17 originally ruled “exempt”; yet it is reopened because the 177 isn’t liable
a.  Defense (n7): the mwn only referred to one case- 1N RNV MY
i.  Refutation: then 1”1 are no different; (possibility of oTn Y81 nan is rejected)
ii.  Plus: the use of n2n% pa Moty paimplies that either is reopened
b.  Defense (x82227): if the nn held a pledge, which the 11 handed to nm% (i.e. really 772 111 Rw))
4 Final issues in X7772: MO0 NR R>0 — he took the item and pushed a 7w on it (to demonstrate its nrRMY)
(a) And: Rnon nNR 9770 — he mixed it in with his ma
iii ~ ap?773 sources for reopening 1”1 for mat and not namn (v. 1) —apply to Mm% »a»n (N¥17::n¥) and nYpYn (Y:pw7)
1  Note: opposite applies to n’on as per v. 2
iv  Limitation (7211779): if the mistake m1> in 17 was a matter explicit in X1pn, we reopen
1 Note: in re: nvy, it will always be reopened (x7pna wnan), except for e.g. NI773 XYY X2
f  Who can reopen case: anyone (n"7) or a limited group (3"7)
i Observation: seems to run contra N’ 7”2 70y "1 who ruled (v. 3) — that an 7y may argue ma%
1 Interpretation: mn>...my’ RY — but he may argue nvn%
(a) 227 he would seem to be an interested party (as he is blocking his own accusation in case of nnrn)
2 Defense (97): could be referring to one of the n*1n%n present, with which even »”21 would agree
3 And:paninterpret v. 3 as referring to a student who may not argue n2in%; the 7» may not even argue mat
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