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It is written in certain text, ‘however if the 1°?» made the fourth wall,
the Ap°1 pays him only the value of the fourth wall’.

OVERVIEW

The XX X9 interprets s’°01 ‘9 position, that only when the 7?1 made the
fourth wall is he liable to assist in payments for all four walls, but not if the 77pn
made the fourth wall. In our texts, the conclusion is that if the f°p» made all four
walls the 71 pays nothing at all. m501n cites other texts where it states that if the
7°Pn made the fourth wall then (according to >’9) the 71 must assist in paying for
the fourth wall (only). m201n will explain the rationale for this ruling, as well as
why it does not contradict a X773 in p"2.

nvoIn asks:
—HY5 19D 291 KD N1DT 5929 17 1D2AN 1YY 23197 DT YD

And this is difficult; for how do we know that the 71 is required to pay even

for the fourth wall?! Perhaps the 71 need not pay anything if the 7°p» made the
fourth wall. We are now assuming that the term "7y oRXY' refers to the 7°1; that only then is he
21 since 79 RMI7 °PNYT O9A7; implying that if the 7°pn made the fourth wall and there is no "%°3
ny7, the A2°1 is not responsible for anything.

mooIn cites a X3 which supports his contention:
— NPT (Yo HNNNN N1 OWI 3,5 97 80P Ka2) THVN 1Y D93 YIYN 19)

And this is also seemingly indicated in %3277 7x% p=p, that if the 7°pn made the
fourth wall the Ap1 is completely M5, for the X723 says there -

— 9909 *901 RY AN N3N DT NI YNV NV PPN RN 97237 *NIYo
‘The reason "1 maintains that 2277 nR 1°%¥ 723737 is because the qp°1 fenced in the
fourth wall’ however had the ndopn fenced in the fourth wall, the 7?°1 would have
been MwD; we can derive from this ruling of > that in the case where one derives
a benefit and the other (the benefactor) is not lacking on account of this derived

! Seemingly this nM2o1N was not part of the original Moo but was included as an addendum from (presumably)
other ndOIN *Hva. See 7"371 7"7 MdOIN on 2,3 7.

* This Moo is discussing the X at the very end of 2,7 77.

3 The n"37 M7 amends this to read 7?71 977 RHOYY'.

* The xn3 there was discussing a case of n1">nir, wherein a tenant lived in a vacant property of a neighbor. The
tenant was 771771; however the owner of the property was 1on &2, for he had no intention of renting out this property.

> See N1vOIN on OX 71"7 2,7 A7.
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benefit, the beneficiary is exempt’ from paying to the benefactor; since he is not causing
the benefactor any monetary loss.® This is a case of 7or X n 7371 771 and he is Mws.” The XM

there continues —

— NV 93 N92033 5D 20 »199D 119D 99INRT DNN MINY INT
And the X713 there rejects this proof. It is possible to assume that q0n 8% M 7373 77
1s indeed 271, the reason that the 72°1 is VD is because the 7°1 says to the 7°pPn ‘a
17 worth of watching is sufficient for me’. My derived pleasure from your wall is worth
only a 17 to pay for a watchman. A wall is not necessary; it is extravagant. Therefore the 7171 is
only a 17 (which he will be obligated to pay him), but not for the wall(s). However by a regular
731m, perhaps he would be required to pay for the entire 7X17. This concludes the X773 that nvoINn
is citing from p"2. It seems from that X723 that the 71 is obligated to pay a 17 (at most), but not
for the fourth wall, as indicated by the X072 that m»oIn quoted. How can we reconcile this X072
(which requires the A1 to pay for the fourth wall), with the X312 in p"2 (which seems to be
saying that the q°1 is liable only for a X171 72 X7°01)?!

The original question of M501n is based on logic. What reason is there to say that according to >
the Ap°1 must pay for the fourth wall? The second question was that this X073 seemingly
contradicts a Xna.

mooin replies:
— 5N 74D 92091 IV 795N NI 92 NIV %D 1D YYD 9INRD 29NT MNTH VI 1N

However, perhaps this proof can be rejected. There is no proof from "2 that the
n°1 pays only for a X117 72 X703, for this is what the X 12 in p"2 is saying. The np-1
is arguing that for me a 17 worth of security is sufficient. I do not require a more
expensive protection,® therefore the 71 is exempt from any requirement to

assist in the building of the four walls; since he has no 1817 which is worth that much

money —
191N "YAINM 1) NONOY IPPANY YD KIYW BIR 1Y PRT Y90 NI Yax

However, for the fourth wall, he is obligated to assist in paying for its cost for
there is no person who would not be willing to assist in the fourth wall if he

knows that he will be fenced in from all four sides. No one will turn down such a
bargain. It is worth for him to lay out a minor expense to derive a significant improvement in his

® The 7 made the fourth wall for his own benefit, that his fields should be protected. The s'np1 field is then
automatically protected. The np°1 is deriving a benefit from the n’pn. However the benefit that he is deriving is not
causing any loss to the 7°pn. The 7°pn is making the walls for himself.

7 See “Thinking it over # 2.

8 See MpoIN on W "7 2,797 and 2°1p "n7 "7

? Mmoo not only resolves the contradiction from "3, but in addition, maintains that logic dictates that the np°1 be
responsible for the fourth wall.
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property. It is considered that his 7x37 is worth the contribution for the fourth wall.'’

SUMMARY

In the X702 X1 there are two different MR that dispute what position does "
DY maintain, in the case where the 7°p made the fourth wall.

Some texts maintain that > is of the opinion that the 71 owes nothing if the 7°pn
built all four walls. This position is seemingly supported by the X313 in p"2 which
articulates the argument of the 7°1; ‘I only require a X7 X7°01 72’. This seemingly
exempts him from any (additional) payments.

The texts that maintain the even according to >"9 the 7®°1 must pay for the fourth
wall, will argue that even though a X7 72 X7°01 is sufficient, nevertheless the fp°1
must pay for the fourth wall. This is based on the assumption that any person is
willing to assist in the building of one wall when in return, he is fenced in on all
sides.

THINKING IT OVER

1. Why did not moown ask this same question on the previous nuw? who
interpreted the position of the P"n that the 7°1 must pay only for the fourth wall, if
the 7°pn built all four walls?"'

2. nvoIN cites the X3 in "2 as proof that °"7 maintains that the 7°1 owes nothing
if the 7°pn made all four walls. To prove his point Md0IN quotes the "N of the
X3 as well. Seemingly mooin could have proven his point from the original 7°XA.
It states there "Mwd 7°pn X7'. That would seemingly prove that he is M5 completely.
Why was it necessary for maoin to cite the concluding ™7 of 131 ana "IRW, as
well?"?

3. mvoIN first question is why we should assume that he is required to pay for the
fourth wall. Seemingly n901n has already answered this question in 7°12 7"7 N1BOIN
on 1,7 77 in the same manner as he explains it here. Why does he repeat the same
answer twice?

"% It would seem that the value of the 737 is commensurate with the amount of money one would be willing to
spend in order to receive this 1X17. The qp°1 is willing to spend money, assisting for the fourth wall, in order to be
fenced in completely. Therefore he is 71171 the cost of a wall, not merely a X717 72 X701,

' See (1"7v in the) w"wA.

12 See footnote # 7.
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