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The payment of the ‘double’ - 5pa7 21°wn

Overview

The X773 cites a case where 0°7¥ testified that someone stole, and the accused replied,
‘I stole the animal and I slaughtered it, however you (the a°7¥) did not observe it,
rather ‘other’ 27y saw it’, and the thief brought witnesses who were 2" the first
0>7v, and the ‘other’ 0>7v testified that he was 12wy 213, the rule is that the 7m11 27V
pay 793, and the 213 pays the remainder of the ' "7 (which is '\ '2). The question is,
since the thief admitted to stealing, why should the 1"¥ pay for the 7177 also. The X713
answered that indeed the 1"y only pay for the 295 (one payment), but not for the 7.
MooIn comments that this answer needs to be applied elsewhere as well.

mooIn anticipates a difficulty:
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And previously when %" established the mw» which states, ‘if one stole an
animal, and the animal was sanctified, and afterwards he slaughtered it, he pays

552, but not 'm '7 (since it was already wpi); so 2" established this 71wn in a case -
- 233) 193 0Oy 1WITPNYI

Where the owner sanctified the animal when it was in the possession of the thief —

mooIn responds:
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It will be necessary to say there also that the 213 pays only the %53, but not the 1.

Summary
The answer of %95 012wn needs to be applied elsewhere.

Thinking it over
Seemingly n1501n should have made this comment there, why did he wait to write it
here?!

! The simple reading may have been interpreted to mean that the 213 was w>7p» it. However, this would present a
problem for w>p% w*I. He, therefore interpreted it to mean that the owner was wTpn it.

2 The difficulty is why does the 231 have to pay 993, since the owner was w>Tp» the animal, he does not owe the owner
for the animal, since it belongs to w7pm.
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