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X701 21 does not agree with »Xmw  — HRAWT 7799 720 XY X707 29

OVERVIEW

The X7m3 relates that a person was w7pn a woman with X7m57 X128 and 29
X701 was researching whether this X757 12X is a nv1N9 MW (whereupon
she would be nw17pn) or whether it was not a 70179 MY (and she would not
be nwpPn). The &3 concluded that it is apparent that X701 17 disagrees
with the ruling of SRXww that we are concerned 71D MY RAW elsewhere.
MvoIN questions and explains this conclusion.

— 954515 POV SWITHPA NN $IVY S8 KY NN
Here, concerning the contradiction between the rulings of X701 2 HXNW,
the X713 could not have answered, that this which 581w ruled that j°w>n
"Tna VD MW XAW is concerning a doubtful PwTSR (and X707 27 meant

[that it is not] X7 "¥17°P) as the X713 previously reconciled the view of Yxmw
with that of 7"3 and with X»n 72w 2.

The reason the X3 could not have resolved this contradiction in a similar manner is -
— NV 72 NN Y9N NYIPY Y917 0Ivn

Because the case here was that his brother (of the first wpn) was wpn
this same woman afterward with a 7v19D -

- ININAN 1Y NIONT 7359 99 IND TINTI PYNRI SUITD $PaNY RTON 29 N 1P
And 1'% was interested in invalidating the @ 7sp of the first brother
(and to substantiate the Pw17°p of the second brother), as he said later in the

X3 to X, ‘you are not believed to prohibit her to the latter brother’
who was w7pn her, with your testimony that on that day (when the first brother was w7pn)
it was worth a 7v179 MWY.

mooIn continues with his explanation:
— 311\')24‘1): V) NDINT 99D 7998 19 DN NN POV DIIYNRIT 9N NI N

' This is not mentioned in the X7n3; however Moo assumes this in order to resolve the difficulty. See
following footnote # 2 and ‘Thinking it over’. It is however evident from the X3, that there was a
subsequent 1"¥17°p (but not necessarily a brother).

* This phrase, XWX 72 N7oX7, may indicate a permanent 110°X. This would then lend support to NN
contention that the two o'w7pn were related (brothers). It is only in such a case that the woman becomes
770X permanently on the latter one, even if she receives a vi from the first w7pn (as opposed to unrelated
ow7Pn where the 710°X on the X7n1 is temporary until a V3 is given from the first w7pn).

3 90 "W17°P also require a V.
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And if the X713 would have said (as it did in the previous resolution) that
the w1 7P of the first brother are in doubt (there is a possibility that it was
a valid Pw171°p [as PXMW maintains]), then it would be necessary to assume

that she requires a v from the first brother in order to marry the second brother -
AR NYITY XNNT BIVN ANON NYAN J2 ON

in which case she would be forbidden to the second brother, since she

would be considered a divorcee of one’s brother which is Mox. Therefore we
must say there is no need for a v3 because there is no 7w 7P 290; this proves that X707 27
argues with 2Rmw.

SUMMARY

X70M 27 cannot agree with Xmw since he was attempting to validate the
717°R of the second brother, implying that the w1 7p of the first is totally
invalid.

THINKING IT OVER

MooIN interprets the case of X701 27 where 2"nX 11X Aw7TP which proves that
he disagrees with PXmw. Seemingly this is unnecessary, the same proof can
be if anyone was w7pn her afterwards. If the first was willing to give a va
then what did X701 27 mean by saying X7NaX 7% NIOKT 7112 92 WY, there is
no MOX if he gives a vi. It must therefore be a case where the first wpn
refuses to give a v3 and X701 27 wanted to substantiate the X7n2 “w17p, this
proves that he disagrees with HXmw, for according to Xmw she could not
marry the second w7pn without a v3 from the first.”

* A PIIR NW poD is also MOX.
> See TR X"wAAn and P
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