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I ’»mwn: description of procedure of mwai »7
a  Layout of court: set up in half-moon so that they can see each other
i Source:v.1 - (Aggadic tangents on vv. 1-3)
b Scribes: 2 - stand on each side and write arguments of acquitters and convicters
i 7777 /7. 3 — one writes acquitters’ arguments; one writes convicters” arguments — one writes both
II "7 mwn: 3 rows of scholars sit in front of them (23 in a row); each having a set place (based on rank)
a  If: they need to fill a vacancy, the first one in first row is given n2no and everyone moves up; a member of the gallery
is chosen to take the last place in the third row
II ’n mwn: procedure of intimidating witnesses in cases of mwai »7
a  First: they are brought together and warned that they may not testify about what they assume, assess, heard from ru-
mors or hearsay, even from a trustworthy person and are reminded about the upcoming npm nw1
i Explanation: TR is circumstantial testimony — e.g. seeing A chase B into a building with a weapon, then coming in
to find B dead etc. - still no testimony (story with now 12 nynw - v. 5)
1 But: killer — who was also nmn 2»n for a crime which carries n9w as a punishment — was killed by a snake
ii ~ Challenge: implication is that we allow circumstantial testimony in mnn "7
1 Seems: that this follows 8Nk “1in his ruling about the “crazed camel”, where we find the owner liable based
on circumstantial evidence
2 Block: follows all opinions; inference is wrong; as we mention 7y »an 1y here, but it is also invalid in re: 7
munnn; similarly, 70X is mentioned here but is also invalid in mnnn »7
b Then: the essential difference between 1"1/n"1 is pointed out to them — the irrevocable nature of execution and how, for
example, p was held liable for all of the potential generations of an that he killed (v. 4)
i Additional 7w the word 'p7 (plural) implies that his blood was spilled all over the rocks and trees
1 Tangential mn.
(a) about the murder of Yan (vv. 6-9)
(b) about the value of m¥) as an expiative (vv. 10-14)
(c) about mb and N9, specifically relating to 013> m and np712 Mo (vv. 15-18)
ii  (note: the rest of the mwn will be presented on the next page, with its attendant analysis/tangential mTx)
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