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And "an retracted and ruled like >''aw=

OVERVIEW

The X3 cites a X012 which relates that initially "37 ruled like the ’nan
(regarding the issue of MNW 1> W MNY oW 2277 a1 that Hva 17on)." 21
X015 argued with 27 that if you nullify what 7"2 did, then 719> 7"%2 12 7n. Upon
hearing this, *27 relented and ruled (there) like 3"2wn that o»p 370n. Our MBOIN
explains how that ruling can be the source for assuming that here too (by 712
S1v12n), °21 ultimately agreed with 2"awn.

nooIN asks:
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And if you will say; how does 701" 21 derive that because °217 retracted there (by

0°17771 0Y0), he also retracted from what he ruled here that »uan Y»ua?!
— 24 1933 XYW 1910535 290 T DTN DIVT NINN N1YT

Perhaps that case of 2°19°7;7 2 is more similar to the case of 7'"923 Rbw YHwoa -
— 995 1>Yr9975 N’ 127 52 ND NN 129INRT HVIAN 1IPNRT 229 NI ONNT

Where °27 admits that it is not »wan, for in such a case of 722 X5W 1902 (or

perhaps 0°1771 0wW) we do say 712 7'"52 11> % as I explained previously; but not
necessarily where he was 7"°2 °192 Y025,

N1B0IN answers:
— N9 13 PYNY 129 529 NION NYT DIV 1Y NNTH 9O 397 99 Y

And one can say; that >''9 compares 2°177 DWW to 722 17°0°3, since 37 and

2""awn did not have any [other] disputes -
—1°7 532 VXN DIV P3N DIVA N PPT %2 NI NI YD 999 9N NON

' The mwn in 2,08 M2ND states that if the 7"°2 made an error in their assessment of property for a sixth of its value
(or more), the sale is nullified according to the o°»311, however 2"2w7 maintains that the sale is valid since 7"°2 15 i
9.
2 [See 1am1 271 17"7 2,27 mwon (footnote # 9), that before 3" nipn there was a 73PN to be 7van the vi only 7"°2 °192 (but
not 7"2 "192 X%w).] The reason 0°1771 W is more similar to 7"*22 X7w Y7v°2 than 722 19v"2 is because by 2°177 W
there is no other 7"2 to fall back on, this 7""2 is the only 7"2 that made this assessment, therefore we follow its
ruling; the same is if 7"°22 X% 190’2 we have no other 7"°2 which did not nullify such a 210°2. However concerning
721 Y2u3, even though there is the 7"»2 of 1" that nullified this 210°2, nevertheless there is the original 7"»2 that
permitted a 7">22 903, therefore 27 maintains that the 9102 is effective (R"w1rn). See 7w 2" that the 7"2 where
he is 2van the va currently is the other 72 we can rely on (to oppose the 72 of 3"). See 7"nx # 83 and n'"n1.
3 See 1M1 27 "7 2,27 MDoIN at the very end.
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Regarding 1127 7'"72 n> 17, except for these two cases of 291977 2w and 12
Mt in 7''92 -

1T 993 TN AN RNYWI RNNDM 11N 1Y NNPTN 199
So therefore "7 compares them to each other, and presumably when 27

retracted from this case of 2°1>77 012, he also retracted from this other case of
722 17u°a.

SUMMARY
We compare the two case of 0°177 0w and 7"°22 1712 to each other because they
are the only two instances where 3"2w"1 °27 argue regarding 719° 7"'°2 112 7n.

THINKING IT OVER

According to the s™"19 explanation of NvoIN answer (in footnote # 4), why was it
necessary for MdOIN to state that 121 ¥ >0 2172 KR 101 WYX K?7'; what relevance
does it have whether or not there were other npYorn?!’

* Initially *21 maintained by 2°>77 oW that va 719» and was not concerned for 719° 7"*2 12 7n indicating that he did
not compare 2°1™777 OW to 722 K7W 17172 (as MooIn assumed in his question); therefore it is more likely to say that
17 did not change this assessment, but rather he accepted that 719> 7"*2 112 1in is sufficient to uphold even a case of
o°1>77 oW (which is more like 7"°22 191°2), and so therefore the retraction apples to 722 1911 as well (°"19). See
(however) ‘Thinking it over’.
* See n'"m.
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