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Let these first sets say, etc. — SHY9 SRR 737 1RO

OVERVIEW

The Xn> 12 states if they were o°m all three sets of 27y (who testified that his ox is
a V), the o7y are all liable to pay ([the extra 1"r7] for the following 7r°31). The
X723 asks if we maintain X123 >799>% (which means that the owner must be warned
on three separate days), why are the first two sets of 2*7¥ liable for making the ox a
7317, they can claim, ‘we did not know that after three days another set of 7y will
make him into a 79%’°." Our MdOIN suggests there is another (but similar) question
on the ruling of the Xn>12 (if we maintain X723 *T1¥>).

- D15 /X2 INAV 1193 DINUNID TS RYY ININAN T991Y 813 NN 151 XD

It is equally true that the X723 could have asked from the last (the third) set of

o7y, who were not aware of the first two sets of 0>7y, since (according to the 7"»
X123 °79>°7) the three sets of 2°7v came on three different days.
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But the X713 would rather ask from the first sets of 2°7v which is much simpler.

The first sets of 2°7¥ could not have known that others would come in the future to testify falsely

and make him a 7¥1%; however it is possible that the last set was aware that he was already
warned twice.

SUMMARY
Any set of 0”7V can claim we were not aware of any other 2>7v.

THINKING IT OVER

1. Can we argue and say that the claim of the X702 that they were not aware, will
not be acceptable, since the first two sets testified in 7"22, it was well publicized, so
they knew about it.’

2. Would anything be gained by asking from the X702 as opposed to the *Xnp?

! Their claim is that their intent was just to make him pay the 1" for this one goring for which they testified, but not
to make him into a 7¥n.

? The last set of 079 can claim we had no idea that he was already warned twice; our only intent was to make him
pay a 1"11 for this one 7733, but not to make him a 7v.

? See X"2w7 WITA.

TosfosInEnglish.com



