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We are testifying about that person that he divorced his wife, etc.

OVERVIEW

The mwn teaches that if o7y testified that a person divorced his wife (thereby
obligating him to pay her 7121n2) and they were ann, they 2°7¥ need to pay the
husband his assessed value in the 72103.> Our n9on discusses why the 0*7y are not
obligated to pay the woman the loss they attempted to cause her.

mooIN asks:
- SUNY Poon 8T Chw) Mo PINY 1295159 1NN ON)

And if you will say; and let us obligate the 7117 27V to pay the woman nie> IRw
(and mw), for they were causing the woman to lose them?!

N1B0IN answers:
- (NP MO INY IV 1192 17Y S0 nuInY 119517 91299 U

And one can say that the 71wn is discussing a case where her ;1> nwy» which

are now in [her] possession are worth as much as her (;71997) N8> 9RW, so the o7y
caused her no loss.

mooIn offers an additional answer:
- 0937 (V)) )N 91139:13 9NN 19 ON) 55399 NININY 1Y W) TV

And furthermore one can say, that we are discussing a case where the wife

" The mooIn should precede the 7¥°3 77 'on.
* See 7 7"7 MmO
> When a man marries a woman he becomes obligated to provide her with 7xw (her food), n103 (clothing), and "1W
(marital relations).
* There is a dispute whether the word 1w is included. Seemingly there is no monetary obligation here, which the
o7y should be liable for. However others argue that there is a price for 11 (as we see by 117 JInX), so the o7V
should be liable to pay her that amount.
> When the 07y testified that she is divorced she is losing her no3 9x&w (and 7nw). The 7y should be obligated to
provide this to her as a fulfillment of the ant 9wk punishment. See ‘Thinking it over’ # 1.
% 77 qwyn (literally the work of her hands) refers to any income the wife produces. This income belongs to the
husband in lieu of the nN1021 %W which he provides for her. However once she is divorced, her 77> 7wyn belong to
her, and in a case where it is worth (at least) as much as (7n1¥1) 7N 77XW, the woman is not suffering any
financial loss. Therefore they 1%m17 2>7v are 7w from paying her anything.
" Others amend this to read 77°2 (instead of 17°2).
¥ See “Thinking it over’ # 3.
? See R X2°py " that (according to '01n) she claimed *3nwo before the o7v testified (therefore she was already mn
her husband the 121 mo> xw). However if the 0°7y testified first (even if later she agreed to them), nevertheless they
should be liable to pay her since they attempted to make her lose 7131 o3 IRW.
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(also) claims, ‘you have divorced me’, so therefore she forgave and forfeited to
her husband any monetary claim for these (three) items.

Mmoo anticipates a difficulty:
- 203N 23U NYYAY NINNRY AUNRD 1959NINT 23 YY GN)

And even though we rule that a woman who says to her husband sinw=s3, she
is believed (to remarry and collect her 721n2) -

mooIn responds:

- Pxb o1y YN9INT XOYD DAN DY NDOYT NI 2951 931
When is this true (that nxaX1 1nwa 79v2% 7998w TwK), only where there are no
2°7» who support her claim that *1nw7°), however when there are 2%7¥ who

support her claim that she is divorced (as in the case of our 7iwn), she is not
believed.

(3,33 91 AYNINDIY NYUNN P9 M2INA 199N T
As the X713 states in [T9RINDIR TWRT P2 NI2IND NODA.

SUMMARY
There is no need for the 27V to pay the AWy for (71Ww1) MD RW, either because her
77> 7wyn is (at least) of equal value, or she forfeits them by claiming “1nw73.

THINKING IT OVER
1. m»doIn asks that the o7y should pay the wife the (713%1) mo> Xw. For how long
will they be required to pay her this 7111 Mo WRw?

2. What is worth more; her 72103 or the 71731 1103 “xw?'™

3. mpdoIN second answer is that we are discussing a case where the woman (also)

' Why are the 1m0 liable to pay him for the 72103, since even without their testimony, he is obligated to pay
her since she is claiming *1nw73. The fact that the 0°7v were o117 has no effect on his obligation to pay her the 721n3.
The 0*7v caused him no loss.
"' See “Thinking it over’ # 4.
12 The reason a woman is believed to claim 1w, is because there is a 7P that 75¥2 192 71D APYH IWKRT PR (a
woman does not have the audacity to contradict her husband in his face); however if there are witnesses that
corroborate her statement then she is 715¥2 192 7210 APy,
" Therefore in our case the woman does not obligate the man to pay her 72103 (since 27y X2°X), rather it is only the
o7y that are 2»r him to pay the 72102, therefore if they are ami the must pay the husband.
' See Tmona *waon MWK # 38-39. [If thennd is worth more, why should they pay the wife, since she is gaining
from their testimony, and if the 121 7Xw is worth more, why should they pay the husband, since he is gaining?]
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claims »1nw=3;" indicating that (according to the first answer) we can also be
discussing a case where she is not claiming *1nw7°3. However, seemingly this
cannot be, for if she is not claiming *1nw7%, she is therefore not claiming her 72102,
so why do the Pnm1r 07 have to pay him for the 7213, since the wife is not
claiming any 1712103, so no loss occurred to the husband!'®

4. mooin writes that when the >V testify that she is divorced, the woman is not
believed to claim *1nw3.'” Why therefore are the w7t o7y liable to pay the
husband, since in fact their testimony helped the husband, for now (since they
testified [and were 0177]) the woman is not believed to claim *1nw7°3; however had
they not testified, the wife would have been believed to claim »1nwa!'®

15 See footnote # 8.
16 See 717 T and TMHNT wIon WX #35.
17 See footnote # 11.
18 See X"wAmn.
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