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I ’» mwn: the four oM (with three categories of payment) ; follows 117’ " who equates 121w to W"w (MaR 72 na flips »1/ n™)
a DI MY —swears and is exempt (except in case of neglect)
b YRWw - pays (except in case of NIRYN NN NN
¢ w"and 12w - swears in case of DN, pays in case of theft or loss
II  ’a mwn: exemptions of a n"v from 8”Maw
a  If: the Tpan requested his 117po and the n"w lied about its whereabouts; and the lie would exempt him
i and: the reality would exempt him as well — 1108
II ’» nwn: further cases of a n"Y in re: 8”Maw
a  If: he denied any knowledge of the 7pa (0”1n%) and the lie would exempt him
i and: the reality would exempt him as well — 1109
b if: he claimed that it was lost (or o1 etc.)
i and: oy testify that he took it himself — pays 17p
ii ~ But if- he admitted it on his own — pays nwry wmym 17p (i.e. liable for nTpan ny1aw)
¢ If-he swore that it was stolen and >y testify that he took it himself — pays %23 (213 nyv M)
i Butif he admitted it on his own — pays nwRry wmm 19p (i.e. liable for Tpan ny1aw)
IV 1 mwn: similar claims/denials with a non-ymw
a  If: he accused someone (not a 1mw) of stealing his animal and he denied it
i If: o testify that he stole it — pays %93
ii  If: they testify that he slaughtered or sold it — pays 4/5
iii ~ But if: he saw the 0”1y coming and admitted to the theft, but not n"yo — pays only 17p
V i mwn: exemptions of a YR from 2”maw
a  If: the Tpan requested his 11po and the YR lied about its whereabouts; but the lie would obligate him
i and: the reality would obligate him as well — 7109
VI 'y mwn: further on omwn maw
a  Further ruling on Y®: if he denied any knowledge - which would exempt him — and the reality renders him laible
i Then: he is 27n for violating 8”maw
b  Rulings regarding v"w and 12 (per »’s approach)
i If: he claimed that one of the exempting factors happened (nawy ,72w1 ,nn) and in reality a different exempting
factor happened — 18
ii  Orif he claimed an obligating loss happened (e.g. TaR) and the other obligating loss happened (e.g. 211) — 7108
iii  But if he claimed that an exempting loss happened and the reality was that one of the obligating losses hap-
pened - then he is 27n
iv However: if he claimed that an obligating loss happened and in reality an exempting loss happened — 7109
General rule: any oath from 71025 705 or N2INY 2NN or MVAL NINY — exept
d  But: any oath from nam}5 va is liable
i In other words: any oath that makes the consequence more lenient on him than reality should dictate —2»n
1 And: any oath that makes the reality harsher (or no difference) on himself — 9102
VII Analysis — YRmw 11 regarding culpability for “false oaths” here that carry no liability for 8”maw
a 17 in all these cases, even though he is exempt from 8”maw, he is liable for 2”120

0

i Reason: it can be “flipped” from positive (e.g. “it was stolen”) to opposite (“it wasn’t stolen”)
b 5®nw:in all these cases, when he is exempt from 8”maw, he is also exempt from 212w
i Reason: it cannot be “flipped” from past (e.g. “it was stolen”) to future (“it will be stolen”)
1 Challenge: they already had this dispute above (.n3) re: @% 917% "™MY%a pr
2 Answer: if we only had that dispute, 870 that 21 holds that position since he took his own oath,
(a) But:in our case, when the 7”1 administered the oath, he may agree with YR, as per "R ™:
(i) o8 77 v. 1 (per 9"'s rule about "5”) - excludes liability for 2”»1aw to any oath administered by 72
(b) And: if we only had this case, X*10 that YR1Ww limits his exemption to a 7"a-generated oath — 5"np
¢ X”7 per 11-liable for 212w and exempt from PImWN 2w except for those cases where we ruled 1»n in our niwn
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