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1A By HNIDT AR PPN 18T lw:n — And since they want to divide,
they build the wall even against either one’s will .

Overview

The X713 proposed an alternate reading of the 71wn. The word 7%°n7 is translated
as a division, and the thrust of the 7wn is as follows; once the partners agreed to
divide the 7xn, 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 7xr. In addition, what is the relevance of this agreement to divide, to the
teaching of our mwn? The 71wn is ultimately concerned about the wall, not about
the division! mpoIn will address these issues.

9P Jap5 — Later? the X7n3 will interpret our mwn, 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 7Iwn is discussing a ¥ -

TPIen 77 712 PRW — where it is not legally enforceable to divide. The mawn states’
that one partner cannot coerce the other partner to divide their joint 7%, unless there is four
mnX space for each partner after the division®. If there is less than that amount of space, then
neither can coerce the other to divide. Our 71wn is discussing such a 7%n. Therefore it is
required that they first both agree to divide the 2x¥n — 7% mn MWY? 1XW Ponws, and (only)
then, one can coerce the other to build a dividing wall jointly, since pri 7R 7°K1 P

mooIn asks:

P 120 1290 — The 2'"1 is perplexed;

1PNeINRT RIN WPl OR2RT - why does the Rin of our 7w discuss a case -

7Y 197 72 182 - where it is not legally enforceable to divide; a small 2zn

%9 %1n?Y — and therefore the Xin must state "1¥9' — they wanted to divide the 23n
127 7109 K9 — the Nin should not state "1X2' at all in the mawn

SRR 107 12 wwa R — and let the Xin discuss a case where there is a 17
.'n?ﬁﬂ! According to this WY that 7 7°nw °R1 P, the RN 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 %1
n"7 72 PRW? It seems totally unnecessary. All the mwn should say is DX P12 Wonw Ponmws

151 HM37 or something similar. By a n"7 72 w°w 2% either partner can coerce the other to both:
a) divide the 2xm, since it has a 72121 "7, and in addition, to b) build a wall.

"It may prove helpful to first study the X3 on &, from 121 1% X1™AX X325 until after the parenthetic text that
ends with (19177, See also *Xn 17"7 R,3 DO,

2R3 97,

3 RN AT

* An object cannot be forcibly divided between 2°5nWw, unless after the division each part retains its original
status. A 7xn1 less than nnR '7, is not considered a viable (usable) 7¥r. A 717 of a total space less than N ' is a
P20 17 72 PRY 13, unless, of course, both partners agree to divide.
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mBDIN answers:
™ yrwn Xp7 7°M — and the °"1 answered that the Xin comes to teach us
something concerning the 1°7 of building a ?m> by a n"7 72 PRY I¥n

TPYPR 197 72 PRW2 PAYT 8pYeT — for it may have entered out minds that by a
7PYPr 197 172 PR %7, if one originally agreed to divide but now refuses to build a wall -
2% mb sxn»T — that he may say that

?1om9 72 'RXNX 92 - when I agreed to you to divide the n"7 72 Prw 937, it was

RT3 My Xow nin YY — on the condition that there be no obligation to build a
wall

RT3 mwy® nim Yy YaRk — but that we should divide on the condition to
ultimately make a wall

7% xR X® — I never agreed to you to divide under such circumstances’. If the mawn
would have just told us the obligation to build a wall by a n"7 72 ww %1, we may have
mistakenly assumed that by a "7 72 PXWw 2xn, 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. The mwn teaches us however, that once both
partners agree to divide (even a 117 712 PXW 7¥n) then either one can coerce the other to build a
wall jointly®.

RY779 12 PnRY PRpnT 2990 w1 — there are texts of N7 that clearly ask and
answer this very same question
RYRw swa — at the end of the discourse’.

Summary
According to the "% that 7%°1 means division then the mwn is discussing a %1

7171 17 12 PRw. That is why their consent for division is necessary. The novelty
of this 7°7 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
wall: 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 7% together?

> Our agreement to divide will be cancelled retroactively if you insist on building a wall. See: ‘Thinking it over’.
® The reason, according to the w"&", is because once we assume that 177 7°nw 7"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,

7 moon is referring to the X3 in parenthesis on X,3 A7.
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