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I 28 mwn: those who are (920) 330 ©727n: murderers and NNTIN Y VIR
a  Direct murder which carries liability: if someone hit another with a stone or metal, or held him under water or prevented
his escape from a fire and he cannot get out — liable
1 Note: even though he didn’t push him in but only forced him under, since he cannot get out — 2n
(a) Source (for liability for pushing him in): v. 1 — n2a>R1 extends to nx¥nxn
(b) Story/dispute: man pushed another’s animal out into the sun, with no way out and it died
(i) ~2237 found him liable; vp from n¥17, where intent matters
(if) 27 72 #nx 27 exempted him; n¥n¥n is only liable in murder, as per special threshold of v. 1
ii  But:if he could get out of there — the perpetrator is exempt
1 Note: even though he pushed him in; since he could get out - exempt
iii If: he sicced a dog or snake on him — exempt
iv  But: if he caused the dog to bite him — nmn> 1 holds that he is liable; Dnon exempt him
1  Note: the nn doesn’t mention a “handle” for metal, (unlike wood or stone) in 1% 72TN2
(a) Reason: there is no minimum Mpw to metal - if used to pierce/stab.
I Series of rulings by 811 re: direct or indirect murder
a  Note: general rule — if he tied him down at a point where the cause of death was already present — liable; else — 7108
i If: he tied a man down and he later died of hunger — 7108
ii  But if he tied him down in the sun and he died of exposure or in the cold and he died of hypothermia - 2»n
1 But:if the heat or cold came later — 7108
iii  If: he tied him down in front of a lion — 7104 (see »®1); in front of mosquitoes — 27N
1 Dissent: "0R 17 — even in the case of mosquitoes; the ones who eventually kill him are “new” to the scene
b »72m if he put a pot over the other’s head and he died of asphyxiation; or destroyed his roof and he died of cold
i &7r N7 one finds liable, the other exempts
1 Assumption: R17 exempts as per examples above
(a) Challenge: ®v1 "1 may exempt, as per his ruling re: putting another in a marble room and lighting 91 — 2»n
(i) Implication: only because he lit the candle (affecting air) — else, 71108
(ii) Rejection: in that case, without the candle, he would live; here, the pot would eventually kill as is
¢ More of ¥37's rulings: causal killing
i If: he pushed someone into a M1 (too deep to get out) that had a ladder, and another came by and removed it
1 Or even: if he removed it, even while the other was falling in — 7109
2 Reason: at time he pushed him, it was an escapable 12
ii  Parallel: if he shot an arrow at someone with a shield, and another removed it and he consequently died
1 Or even: if he ran ahead and took it away after the shot - 7108 (same reasoning)
iii ~ Paraellel: if he shot an arrow and the victim was holding a salve, and another came by and blew it away
1 Or even: if he himself ran and blew it away, even before the arrow hit — 7105 (same reasoning)
2 Implication (*wr "7): even if there were drugs/salves available to buy and the victim declined
(a) Question asked of »wx 27 what if 1100 became available to him afterwards and he declined to buy them?
(i) Answer: shooter is exempt
iv  If: he threw a rock against a wall and it bounced off and killed someone — 21 (if he intended to kill him)
1 Asper: Rn»11 — those who throw balls against a wall — if intentionally — »n3; if inadvertently — mb5» 27n
(@) Question: isn’t M) obvious here?
(b) Answer: the w11n is M — as it is a pao NARINN (we don’t know if it will kill)
2 Note: ®an taught that if the victim is within 8™7 of the wall — thrower is 1109; if further — 2n
(a) Question (*wN 775 81237): if it was his intent, even 8”7 7in should be 27n; if not — even further — 9102
(i) Answer: when people play this game, distance matters > if it doesn’t go far, not his ny1
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(b) Question: is this (ricochet) considered 1n3?
(i) Challenge: rule about nron 'n V1PP; if some of the ashes fell elsewhere and then “bounced” in to the
rock-well for the water — %100
1. Block: in that case, it didn’t “bounce” from his energy, but dripped in
(ii) Challenge: if a nn-RnY needle is sitting on piece of ceramic and he did nrri towards it, but there is a
pav if he hit the needle or it “squeezed” off of the ceramic —invalid nxrn
1. Block: read "R¥n” instead of “n¥m”; i.e. the nRtn was found on it afterwards
d  ~99 7 rules of indirect killing:
i If: someone tied another down and then directed tributary of a river towards him (and he died) — 2»n
1 Limitation: only if directly w3; if, e.g. the river filled a pond which overflowed & drowned him —n3 N2 = 708
ii  If: someone threw a rock directly up and it veered away and killed someone - liable
1 Challenge (»wx 77 72 99): - if it is w3, it should've gone straight!
2 Defense: if it isn’t 13, it wouldn’t have gone at all
(a) Rather: itis a “weak” ymn3
I xn»aabout “group murder”
a  If: ten people beat someone up and he died, they are exempt
i If: they beat him in sequence:
1 oo exempt
2 jgvna 2 am 7 last one is liable
(a) Explanation (7211 77): v. 2 — DTR w91 93
(i) a7 mustkill the whole person
(if) 272’7 any part of the wa
b Analysis (¥27): all agree that killing a n9»v carries no liability; killing a “natural vow” carries full liability
i Dispute: killing a “man-made” oon
1 p’pom compare with 1910 — he was attacked and is dying
2 377 compare with 0'nw »172 von — he doesn’t have oo cut
i Np7Iataught before w71 v. 2 — wa1 93 includes someone who dealt a mortal blow but another came and hit him be-
fore dying and he died - that the latter is liable
1  Note: this Rn» 1 ono follows n1'na 12 NN’ 3
IV na7 rules about a N80 as perpetrator and victim
a  If: someone kills a N0 — he is exempt
i But:a na»v who kills is only liable if he does so in front of 772 as per 727pn Y71 N (v. 3)
ii ~ However: if elsewhere, cannot be killed as testimony against him is n1n% %120 R"RY MTY > MTY NNV IRY
b If: someone rapes a na™v — liable
i But:a na™v who rapes another is only liable if he does so in presence of 1”1 (as above)
1 Question: why the need for both rulings? Aren’t they parallel?
2 Answer: N80 Y1 isn’t obvious; perhaps we should consider it akin to necrophilia — 5"np
¢ If witnesses conspired against a N9 (a117) — cannot be killed
i But: witnesses who were ma7v who were found to be wnmr o1y are killed
1 Dissent (#&» 37): even here, they can’t be killed, as 1nmw 'nmir can’t be executed properly
d If:amw who was a nav killed a person - he is still killed
i But: the ox of a n9™v who killed isn’t killed; as per v. 4 (ox only killed if his master could be)
ii  Dissent (?w& 27): even a N9 MW isn’t killed; since, if his master were N9V, he wouldn’t be killed = can’t be killed
V  Analysis of end of mwn — dispute between nnan/nmin’ "1 about “fanging” a snake on someone
a  Bone of contention: where poison is positioned in snake
i /1 7 the poison is sitting between his fangs, ready to come out->snake is exempt, “fanger” is liable
ii  ppom poison is manufactured internally ->snake is killed; “fanger” is exempt
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