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That two people brought the v3 - 5N %2 TNNT

OVERVIEW

The x7n3 states that if two people were 2°m>w to bring a >"77a1 13, according
to X271 they are not required to say 1"92. Our Moo1n will discuss the reason
why they are not required to say 1"92.
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>"w9 explains that according to the one (X27) who maintains that the
reason we say 1'92 is because %P 1¥% 27Y PR, then it is not necessary
to say 1"92 because these two people who brought the vi, and seemingly
would be familiar with the witnesses' who signed the v, they will be a»p»a

the Va7 >7v, and since the purpose of saying 1"92 is to assure us of L7 *7¥ O1°p, in this case
1"91 is not necessary.”

mooIn has difficulties with this interpretation.
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And it is difficult to understand this interpretation. Are we indeed going to
hold these two 2°m%¥ in a cell so that they can be at the ready to be a%p»
the v when the husband will come and contest the validity of this 02!’

mooIn has an additional question:
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And furthermore why is it necessary to present this difference (between
727 and X27) in a case where two people brought the vx (which may be
somewhat unusual)
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It would be the same if there are two people (not 2m>w) from the street

' See “Thinking it over # 1.

* However according to 127 who maintains the reason for saying 1"52 is because we are concerned that it
was not written mw?, then (even) if two people bring the v, they are required to say 1"92.

? The purpose of saying 1"52 (according to X27) is that in case the 72 will come later and be 79 ¥» on the
3, the woman will not have to search for ovp >7v, because the m>w by saying 1"92 was already 0>pn the va.
In this case we are saying that if two people brought the v they do not have to say 1"92, because if the ¥
will come later and be 7y7vn, they will be available to be 0™ pn the vi. mMaoIN asks: who can guarantee that
these two people will be here when the 5¥2 is 7w¥n; we are obviously not going to sequester them till the
S¥a comes and is Tyyn!
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that recognize the signatures of the witnesses; in that case there would also be
no reason (according to X27) to say 1"93, since these people can be »p» the a1 *v*.

mooin offers a different explanation of the X723:
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And the R'"'2%9 explains that two people brought the v and they said that

the husband sent them to give this v3 to his wife. This is sufficient’ (according to
X37), for this is tantamount to va7 a1p°.
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for the husband will not be believed anymore to say ‘I did not send them’
and the v3 is a forgery made up by someone else, since they say that the husband himself
sent them’.

mdoIn bolsters his point by quoting the Xna:
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For this is what the X723 says later, ‘two people who brought a >"771m1 V3
are not required to say an21 192, etc. The x7»3 gives a reason -
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For what would be if they would say that ‘He divorced his wife in our

presence’ would they not be believed! Therefore since these two people have the
power to render the woman a divorcee, we believe them as well when they claim that the
husband sent them®.

moon will now clarify an anticipated objection:
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However we are not concerned'’ that perhaps the husband intentionally

* This would seem to be more common than sending a vx with two 2m>w. Also since they are local

residents, they would presumably be available for o1p whenever the 2¥2 would be 1y7vn. Therefore let the

X3 say instead, that one of the differences between 727 and X217 is if we know that there are two people

who recognize the 07y nn°nm; according to 7727 it is required to say 1"92 but not according to X17. See

‘Thinking it over’ # 3.

> They do not need to be present at the vx7 N NM N2°N3, to testify 1"93.

6 According to 121 however they would still be required to say 193, because the fact that the husband sent

them does not assure us that it was written 7nw®.

7 Therefore it is not necessary to sequester them, for once they say that the husband sent them, the v3 is

o°pn and the 9¥a cannot be 7y1yn anymore.

¥ See “Thinking it over’ # 2.

’ They were relatives to each other, for instance, or he simply forged the signatures.

' What good is the testimony of the o’mb>w that the husband sent them, since they are not actually being

o»pn the v3, and they do not actually know the witnesses (in opposition to the interpretation of *"w"), it may
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signed on the v invalid witnesses.

mdoIn answers that this is of no concern:
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For presumably since he sent her a w3, and this we know from the ombw
who testify that he sent her a v, therefore we may assume that he made the
v properly, for he is not suspect to purposely harm her."!

SUMMARY

""w states that two 2°mW are not required to say 1"92 according to RaM,
because they themselves could be o»pn the va.

nMooIN raises two objections; a) How can we be sure that the 2>m>w will be
here when the Yva is 7v1¥»; and b) The X should state that if there are two
witnesses in the area who are familiar with the signatures there is no need
for 1"m2.

moon explains the X3 to mean that if they are two om>w, all that is
required of them is to say that the husband sent them, and that would be in
place of 1"92. n1B0IN concludes that we are never concerned that the husband
will willfully send a 9105 v to harm his wife.

THINKING IT OVER
1. Why does "1 assume'” that the 'm>w know the o>7vi1 nn°nn?

2. Why is it necessary for the X3 to give a reason, that the ombw are
believed because of a 1n'"; they should be believed because they are o>7v!"*

3. Why does the second question on *"1,"” pose no problem to the X"2°7?

be possible that the husband did indeed give them then v3, but the witnesses on the v are invalid, and
therefore there is no va.
" Our concern according to X271 is only that perhaps the husband (will claim that he) did not actually send
this v3 to his wife. This concern is addressed by the fact that the 2°m>w testify that he did indeed send them.
However, we do not suspect that a man would want to ruin his wife’s life by sending her a false v and
having her marry while she is still an w°& nwx.
2 See footnote # 1.
" See footnote # 8.
14 See 3w NIX 7 N30 and AN on A1,
'3 See footnote # 4.
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