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And X237 57 in the name of >''1 says, 7237 is not like 427

OVERVIEW

The X713 cites a X712 in which X°win °"1 states (in the name of °") that 79377 is not
212 (and the sender may retract). N80 will reconcile this with another &n»92
where it is evident that °27 maintains 2712 721.

Mmoo anticipates a difficulty:
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And even though °27 maintains in %apns7 P25 that if the husband said to the 5w
(792p% of the woman) ‘7237 and give it to her, acquire it for her, or accept it for

her’, in all these cases the rule is if the husband —
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Wishes to retract (and have the v3 returned to him), he may not retract, for 797

and in are like ’37;4 this seems to contradict what X177 °"1 rules here (in the name of 2py> "
A" 0Wwn nRY)’ that 7917 is 2313 KY!

mooIn responds:
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There by a v3, since the mYw said, ‘your wife said (to me) ‘accept the vx on my
behalf’, therefore he cannot retract -
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a9 is xowan a7 °20.
* The case there is where the woman appointed a > and told him *v) *> %apni1 (she made him for a 792p% 9w,
which means that as soon as the m%w receives the v3, the woman is nw1n). The 7w told the husband your wife
told me, *v°3 °% 22pni. The husband responded by saying either 7% 7137 ,73% 10 7217 or 72 93pni.
? The words *212 1M 79177, do not appear in the Xn»12; it is 90N explanation of the ruling.
*If 1m1 7997 were not *213, then the husband would be able to retract, for even though the woman appointed him for a
772p% mow (which would make her nw 1 as soon as the %W receives the ), nevertheless the husband has the
option of refusing to give the va to this 792p% 5w that he should accept it as a 722p% 7w, rather the husband can
insist that he receive the vx as a 79717 5w, in which case the woman is not w7 until she receives the v3. This
would enable the husband to retract. The fact that he cannot retract (seemingly) proves that when the husband said
7217, he did not mean just be a 757177 m°2w, but rather he meant 37 757 and be a 7%2p% MYw.
> See ‘Thinking it over’ # 2.
% The mw stated clearly that he was appointed a 722p% 2w, therefore unless the husband clearly states, I do not
want you to be a 192p? m°2w’, the assumption is that no matter what the husband said (whether 7917 or *1), he means
that the m>w should accept the v3 as a 722p% 5w (just as the m°>w informed the husband). [See ‘Thinking it over’ #
1.] However in a case where there is no indication that this 1w is acting on behalf of the recipient we do not say
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For presumably the husband is giving the 03 to the m°%w with this intent (that the
5w should accept it as a 772p% m°%w) as long as the husband does not explicitly
state, ‘I do not want that you should accept the v3 on her behalf’.

SUMMARY

"17 generally maintains 312 > 7937 except in a case where it is evident that the
oW is acting on behalf of the %2apn, then 7917 is °212 unless the grantor explicitly
excludes the m°%w from being 71211 for the %2apn.

THINKING IT OVER

1. m»poIn explains that even though 27 maintains °212 X7 7917, nevertheless by a v
where the mhW states v °2 92PN 7K TNWR, we assume that when the husband
said 7977 he meant *31.” In our &n>"2 here 1 1 (also) maintains *313 &> 7217 (like
’27), however in the Xn»12 later (of 121 2pni 7R TNWRY), he maintains that 7217
°13 1RY, not like MooIN assumes. Why is it so that 101 ' does not follow the logic of
moon?®

2. mpoIN contradicts Xwi7 "7 here with °27 later. However why cannot we simply
answer that °27 maintains *212 7977; however here X317 °" was stating the view of
203° " in the name of “n"3 (but it is not the view of >27)!"

7 See footnote # 6.
¥ See IXTMINRA WD 72 M0N.
? See footnote # 5.
12 See n"m.
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