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Joining for half, is joining for the whole — 779159 TR0 RaDEY TR0

OVERVIEW

The X773 cited the view of X177 27, that if the new wall that was placed adjacent to
the original wall was only half the size of the original wall, nevertheless he is
required to pay for half of the entire original wall. The reason is because we
assume that eventually he will enlarge the new wall to the same dimensions as the
original wall, and utilize the entire original wall.
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This statement, that the new wall was half the size of the old wall, is discussing
both cases; whether it was half the length of the original wall, or whether it was

half the height of the original wall. In both cases the same rule applies; that it is 77137 710,
and he must pay for the cost of half the original wall.

SUMMARY
It makes no difference whether the new (adjoining) wall was smaller than the
original wall in height or length; in both cases he must pay for half of the entire
original wall.

THINKING IT OVER
What would be the 17 if the new wall was smaller than the original wall in both
length and height?

' One may have thought that the rule of X137 770 X399 710 is only when it was as long as the original wall but not
as high; for it is customary to build a wall upwards, row by row, therefore it is likely that he will eventually build it
up to the height of the dividing wall. However if the wall did not extend the full length of the dividing wall I may
have thought that it is unusual to extend it sideways in the length. See following 7711 7"7 M2, for a possible
proof/explanation why N1901n maintains that 83757 710 is in both dimensions.
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