1721 17"7 '01n 2,22"1.7"02

— 719 Hp3 HN137 DR P2 1znT 1
And since they wanted, they build the wall against either one’s will

OVERVIEW

The %713 proposed an alternate reading of the mawn. The word 7% 17 is translated as
a division, and the thrust of the 7mwn is as follows; once the partners agreed to
divide the 2%, each can enforce building a dividing wall. Generally when people
own something in partnership either party can independently dissolve the
partnership and divide it. Why would there be a need for an agreement to divide
the x¥n. In addition, what is the relevance of this agreement to divide, to the
teaching of our mwn? The miwn is ultimately concerned about the wall, not about
the division! m»oIn will address these issues.

— 39N 191 12 PRY 1Y 5PN 0Dy
Later the &7 will interpret our 71wn, which requires that they both must first
agree to divide, and only then can one coerce the other to build a wall jointly; that
our 711 is discussing a 717 where it is not legally enforceable to divide.

n1voIN asks:
— I8 20D APITN 17 N PPN PNINNDT NIN VP INNNT PN 13939Y NNIM

And the >"1 is perplexed; why does the Xin of our 71wn discuss a case where it is

not legally enforceable to divide, and therefore the Xin must state 139" — they
wanted to divide the 7xm -
— 490 197 N2 YIYA 29N 18 29 XY

It may prove helpful to first study the X3 on 8,3 from 121 "R X1INX X2 until after the parenthetic text that ends
with (P79, See also *Xn 77"7 X,1 MoON.
2R,a07.
3 The mwn states (X,X> 77) that one partner cannot coerce the other partner to divide their joint 7%m, unless there is
four mnX space for each partner after the division. [An object cannot be forcibly divided between 050w, unless after
the division each part retains its original status. A 7%n less than Nk '7, is not considered a viable (usable) 7xr. A 2xn
of a total space less than Nk 'm is a 7pY?n 1°7 72 PXW 137, unless, of course, both partners agree to divide.] If there is
less than that amount of space, then neither can coerce the other to divide. Our m1wn is discussing such a 9¥m.
Therefore it is required that they first both agree to divide the 7¥n — 7% Mwy? W Ponmwi, and (only) then, one
can coerce the other to build a dividing wall jointly, since i1 70w 79X PIom.
4 According to this W that P71 7w 7°X1 17, the XIn wants to teach us that either partner can coerce the other to
jointly build a wall. The Xin should have just stated that one party can coerce the other to build a wall. Why the
preamble that they wanted to divide a 11"7 72 PXW 2x¥n? It seems totally unnecessary. All the 71wn should say is
121 2Mo0 DR PN POIY oMW or something similar. By a "7 72 wow xn either partner can coerce the other to both:
a) divide the 11, since it has a 77?1717 %7, and in addition, to b) build a wall.
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The xXi1n should not state 139" at all in the mwn and let the Xin discuss a case
where there is a pYon 17!

N1B0IN answers:
— NN PT A PRYA PIYT RPYOT )9 99UN KT \PM

And the >"1 answered that the Xi1n comes to teach us something concerning the 1°7
of building a Pn> by a n"7 172 1Xw 731 for it may have entered our minds that by

a mIPm 07 112 PRW X7, if one originally agreed to divide but now refuses to build a wall -
— N7 MVYY XOW 17N DY PIvND 15 SHINSININ 95 991D 811

That he may say that when I agreed to you to divide the "7 72 XW 2%7, it was

on the condition that there be no obligation to build a wall -
— 799 65895PN N9 XTI MUY N Yy Yax

But that we should divide on the condition to ultimately make a wall, I never

agreed to you to divide under such circumstances. The mwn teaches us however, that once
both partners agree to divide (even a 1"7 72 PXW %) then either one can coerce the other to
build a wall jointly.?

2:1PNYNY SN N 12 XM PYPNRT 02990 YN
And there are texts of N17n3 that clearly ask and answer this very same question
at the end of the discourse.

SUMMARY

According to the W% that 7¥°n» means division then the mIwn is discussing a 7%n
7171 1°7 72 PRY. That is why their consent for division is necessary. The novelty of
this 77 is that neither can claim that my agreement to divide was based on the
assumption that there will be no wall.

THINKING IT OVER
How are we to understand the X" that one party can claim I never agreed to a

> The 127 M amends this to read >NUXINX.
6 The 1"277 N7 amends this (too) to read >N¥XINK.
" If the mwn would have just told us the obligation to build a wall by a 17 72 w*w 131, we may have mistakenly
assumed that by a i1"7 72 RXWw 1%7, then either one can refuse to build a wall, by arguing that his initial agreement to
divide was contingent that there would be no (additional expense, or loss of area by building a) wall. Our agreement
to divide will be cancelled retroactively if you insist on building a wall. See: ‘Thinking it over’.
8 The reason, according to the w"X", is because once we assume that 1’1 7°nw 1"7, then it is assumed that if they
agreed to divide, it is implicit in their agreement to build a wall to remove the 7°X7 P,
° moon is referring to the X3 in parenthesis on X, q7.
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wall: 10

Does it mean that therefore you have no claim against me and there will be
no wall? Or does it mean that if you insist on the wall, the division is null and we

go back to sharing the 221 together?!!

10 See footnote # 7.
T See 70 mx >
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