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How will a widow after betrothal collect - X933 SRX%3 J90YR:T 1% JTIA9NR

Overview

"R recanted and said, we cannot maintain that in place where a 72102 is written, the
rule is that she collects her 72103, only if she presents her 72105 (for otherwise the
husband can claim >ny9 [in opposition to the view! of 73m '7]), for then how will an
101K 1M 79K collect her 72105?! The heirs will claim, ‘we already paid her the
72112’ Our MdoIN explains why 2R did not use another proof.

NdOIN asks:
= 28%2) NN 71995 NN AN PRY DIPNIY PRIVIIN 12 NINION 9INN ON)

And if you will say, let >2X ask (to prove his point that *ny75 is not believed against a

7"2vn), ‘how will an RT3 735K collect her 7721N2 in a 72105 PPanI2 PRW 2997 -
— 095 9N NYT 199919N KDY IN

Unless we maintain like °"1 that 2192 928 XY 7"2v7 0K 07!

mooin explains the advantage of this question as opposed to the question »ax asked:
= 19255 PRY DIPNA PRIVIIN 119 TIN99) 3H2IND 1Y 5HYNRT NIIINY D199 PN POIVNRN N7

For »2X was not able to prove that an 79179857 3% 712X receives a 72102 at all, so
let »>2X ask from an PRSI 3 79X (who certainly receives a 72102) in a place

where 772112 1°2n012 PR, how will she collect? This would seemingly prove that "1 is correct
that *ny7o is ineffective against a 7"2yn.

Mmoo answers, that we could not prove the ruling of > from 712112 122M2 PRW DIPHA PRIVIT 12 TIAOK:
= INYI9 991D 1IN 1INT 929V INN 12253 PPRY DIPNIAT Y U

And one can say; that in a Pam> R 2%, it is understood that he is not

believed to claim "ny=D, even if we disagree with >"1 and maintain that >nya9 is 7281 even
against a 7" 7wyn, however in this case it is different -

= 40P IMINA NN NIPNI NIT 5
Since it was not instituted to write a ;71202 in that place, therefore it is obvious that
one cannot claim *ny15 without a valid proof (even if generally we disagree with >"9 and maintain
that °ny19 is X1 even 7"2yn AnR). This explains why *"2X did not use m»oIN proof (from a 2pPn

133 '3 maintains 2172 7R R? 72 qwWyn X WI0A; you cannot claim °nymn against a 7"2yn, such as a 72N, unless
there is valid proof that it was already paid.
2 The heirs will always claim 11v78 (we paid the 721n3), since she has no 72103 (for it is a 72103 17213 PRW 0pn). This
proves the ruling of *" that 2173 R X2 7"2v71 NR Wwn..
3 See the Xma shortly. If an 1°017°X7 11 719K may not receive a 7210 at all, *ax has then no proof at all!
4 In such a place the rule will be 727w P23 to protect the husband, but if the husband has no 721w, she collects.
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7am> PRY). Now mooin will explain s'2x proof that 7281 1°X “nyAs (from a Pamaw a1pn)° —
= SNADIN HraWA NIN N2INI NIPNI RY IN NNYYA Pamay DI1pNa NON

However, in a 202w 2p»; it is rightly understood (why we do not write a 72115
for an 7017R), only if the writing of a 772102 was instituted, solely on account of the

112102 N128IN, so no one could claim °ny1d, for she is showing a 72105 (but without a 721N she

could not collect the 72105 MvOIN) -
= 21N 1PN XY NODIN NY PNT POIIINRN 11 291D SNPI9 91217 JINI 19X 7DINNMY N3N YaN

However regarding the 29°nx» 72 (which is a 7"2vn), he is not believed to claim
*nYa5 (as *" rules), so therefore 1°017°X:7 12 where there is no msoIn,? they did not

institute to write a 173112 (since you cannot claim *ny1o against the 72102 which is a 7"2vn) -
- 951P99 Y PANIT NN 2NV 1PN TXNND NN TIVN N N YaN

However, if we will maintain (not like °"9) that they instituted to write a 720>

even for the 2»>nK» 771, since he is believed to claim >nY9p even without a 721w (not

like >"), so therefore if she is an X -
$N2IND 12INDY 193P5) YNYID 9210 PRI RN ) POIVNN N

1°017°R:7 32 he should also be believed to claim sny=s, so they should institute to
write a 5712IN2 even 77017°%7 11! Otherwise how will the 1°017°X:7 1 7an%XR collect her 721n15?!

Summary

5> Seemingly the same question we had on an 72102 12aM2 XY DPR2 PRI T2 MIR2X (that 72105 73pN3 X927 110 he is not
believed to claim °ny1o [even if we disagree with >"1]), the same question is by an 1017°K7 11 715K that since we do
not write a 7210 for an 7019R, no one can claim *nyao!
¢ The 712303 MooIN (the amount the husband adds to the 721> 7p°v [the o»nX» 1)) is not a 7"avn, it is a personal
commitment. In this case all agree that one can claim °ny-s (as is the rule concerning any claim [which is not a 7"2yn]).
Therefore it was necessary to write this in a (72102) “vw, and ancillary, also write the 72103 9p°¥ [for which a 0w is
not really necessary, since it is a 7"2v7]).
7 The 723 payout, if one weds an 79X is a 71n, and if one weds a 79102 it is 0»nXn. For this there is no need for a
72102, since the husband cannot claim >nya9 (for 2173 K 82 7"2wn IR 19I07).
8 A person is willing to give 72103 MoOIN only if they live together as man and wife (1°X1°1), but not for 101X alone.
% The issue at hand here is whether one cannot claim >ny for a 7203 (like >"7), and therefore we do not need to write a
712105 (since she can always collect, unless he has a 121); or whether we maintain that one can claim >ny= on a 7212
(not like >"7) and therefore we write a 72102 (for a IXw1). Therefore if we agree with *"'3 that there is no need for a 772103
(a mn3 is only for the NMvoIN) we understand that by an 7017& (which has no nvon, there is no 712112, and she collects
nevertheless, since one cannot claim *ny15 against a 712103. However if we disagree with "1 and maintain that *ny79 is a
valid claim (if the woman has no 1121n2), we understand that a 72102 needs to be written (for a iXw1), so why did they not
write a 72105 for an 701K as well, for otherwise she will never collect, since the heirs can always claim 11y75?!
101t is a place where 72115 1an12 (for 1"X11), so why write a 92w for an 701X and he is not believed to claim Ny, it is
more reasonable to write a 72102 (like we do for a RWw1) and he will be believed to claim *ny7s. See ‘Thinking it over’.
' 0N maintains that the proof of »ax is not merely from the fact that since an 7017 can claim her 72103, this proves
that 7283 1R °ny19 (for we can ask that since 701IX? 72105 1°2M13 PR therefore 181 1°K *nyo [see footnote # 5]), rather
the proof is from the fact that we were not jpnn to write a 72105 for an 701X, and *ny-5 should be 1»X1 as in all other
cases (see footnote # 10).
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Even if one disagrees with "9, it is understood that 72102 7°2M12 PRW 2IPM2, one is
not believed with a claim of >n¥75 on a 72n3. The proof from POIRT 1 7IAOK is
why were the 0121 not jpnn to write a 7712102 for an 701X,

Thinking it over

nMooIN writes that 1am> 1Xw op»a he will not be able to claim *ny19.!? Seemingly
there 1s a special 11PN that even though generally one may claim *ny-s even against
a 7"2yn, however by a 712102 1°2M> PRY 21P1, one may not claim “ny15. Why cannot
we therefore say that even though one may claim °n¥15 against a 72102 (by a axw1),
nevertheless by an 701X there is a (similar) 71pn,!? that one cannot claim >ny1o?!14

12 See text by footnote # 4.
13 See footnote # 10.
14 See mwn nom1 and (72X A"72) VPN MR ATV QN2 M2
3

TosfosInEnglish.com



