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Let the — 91 ana Yar 7Y 29K 227 7743 7II7972 109 Sl
Xn»™2 differentiate by teaching it in the same case; when are
these rules applicable, by a 7¥%, however by a an, etc.

Overview

The Xn3 cites the X012 of MYy 9"y 0wn 1771 191 1MW N7 to prove that 1"D
X111 (assuming that we are discussing a an). The X723 refutes this proof,
saying that the Xn»™2 is discussing a 7vm. The X7 challenges this
refutation, arguing that the &n>92 should have differentiated between a v
and a an (instead of differentiating between an 72¥ and a [27X1] 7W). NBOIN
has a difficulty with this proposed differentiation between a on and a 9.

nvoIn asks:
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It is astounding! How could have the xXn>72 stated this: ‘however by a an
he does not pay by his own admission’ (as opposed to a 7311)?!

— 153159 NN MY NNNY DYV B1Y 59 YT YUt
For this statement would indicate that by the testimony of witnesses he
would pay2 in the case where his ox Killed someone; but this inference may

not be true, for - ,
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Perhaps the Xn™12 does not agree with 3'';7°9 who maintains that a an

pays 9912 275 but rather the XN*72 maintains that there is no 7912 payment at all by a
nnaw an. Therefore the Xn»M 2 can indeed be discussing a 7v, but it could not have
concluded “mxy 5"y obwn PR ona 2ar’, for this would be a misleading statement (in the
[first] case of *1795 MR »w n°n77) indicating that he is only Mgy 5"y MW5 but not 2>7v 5"y,
where in reality it is possible that the Xn°>72 maintains that by a on there is never a 791>
payment even 2°7¥ 8"v. M50 does not offer an answer.

Summary
It 1s difficult to understand how the &n>12 could have said that in a case of

19 DR W N1 that he is not Mxy 5"y o5wn if it is a an; for the inference is
that if it were 2>7v 9"y, he is o%wn. This is not necessarily so; for the Xn»72
may not agree with 3" that 991> (°¥n1) o%wn on.

Thinking it over

" See 21997 "7 >"w that the question of 121 °311°91 2199 was only concerning the case of 11w > n"ai. See
X"w1n who explains why mooin rejects this explanation (for to divide the X"712 as *"w1 maintains, would
require a lengthier explanation which is (generally) not acceptable w">*¥).

2 When it says that you do not pay 1y 5"y, the inference is that you pay o7y 2"y.

? See “Thinking it over’
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mooIn states” that there is a difficulty since perhaps the Xn*a disagrees with
3"7"7. However it would seem that there is a greater difficulty. How can the
X nx argue that the Xn>12 should state that by a on the rule is that a%>wn X
>yaxy 9"y, for if the X2 agrees with "7, then the only time that a an pays
1913 is if it is m¥y 9"y; for if it is @7V 9"V (where he is 77°p0 21n) then the
on is 715 from 7975 since the owner can say °72 09w 7"*2% 10, Therefore
the only way to explain this Xn>72 that by a an he does not pay 172x¥y 5"y 9912
1s if we disagree with 3"7°7 and maintain there is no an2 7912. Then the
question of Moo is much stronger; how can the Xn>72 state that by an he is
not MY 5"y own, indicating that by 0°7v 5"v he is 02wn, when this Xn»12
certainly disagrees with 3"57 and maintains that 191577 N 0%wn K an.’

* See footnote # 3.

> This will refer to the case of 1195 X *Mw N1 (in regard to 1913) and to the case of 1MW W N1 (where
he is 7w [since] we maintain that Xo1p 1"5.

% See previous X1 71"7 n1v0IN (footnote # 8).

7 See: 1N a"72 A"AR2 AW "2 ,(0 MR MY YAIRR) TR KA.
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