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And for one who nullifies a v — RU3 DuanT DY

OVERVIEW

After a v has been written, if it was not yet received by the wife (or her
mow) it can be nullified (9v12n) by the husband. However it was frowned
upon, and 27 would punish anyone who was Pvan a vi. There is a dispute
between "2 and MdOIN in understanding under which circumstances would
27 mete out this punishment.

-NYD VA 79 5NMY V) 1Y AN HYYA Y931 INUKRY VI NHIYD 1N DIVHPN YD
“"'"w explained the case of X3 5027 is for instance if a husband sends a w3
(with a %) to his wife and the husband reached the mw (before he
delivered the v3 to his wife) and the husband said to the 7°5w, ‘the vs which

I gave you (to give to my wife) is nullified’. It is for such an act that 27 would
give mpon -
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For there is a concern that perhaps the m°»w would give the woman the v

after the husband was »va» it, and she will remarry with this v3 as evidence
of her divorce (even though in reality she is not divorced for the v had been voided).

mooIn disagrees with >"wA:
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And this interpretation is not correct, for it is not logical to assume that

the m%2 would give her the v3, since the husband is protesting it, and
nullified it -

- 1oy s9Ya ONT
For are we discussing about wicked people who would do such a reprehensible
act; tricking a married woman into thinking that she is divorced and cause her (and
others) to transgress the 710X of WX NWK!

mooin offers his explanation:
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Therefore it is preferable to explain it as the mwn states there; ‘initially
the husband would assemble a 7'">2 and would nullify the vx in their

presence without the wife or the 7w being aware of this 9102 -
— 19 1PWIY 175 XYY N9 129 1PPNN

" There is therefore no reason to punish the husband (who was 7van the 7w 192 v3), since there will be no
negative repercussions.
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bR 973 320 instituted that they should not do this (to be Svan the v not in the
presence of the woman or the m5v)’, and 271 would give mpo» if someone transgressed
the m1pn of 3™ and was Pvan a v not in their presence.
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However there is a dispute there what is the status of the v if he was van
it o192 XHw, for there is one opinion that maintains that if the husband

was 1192 XYW buan, the v is indeed ®¥a and his wife remains an WX nwX -
— RYISH YDAV *AYTI NN R AUN 290U NN 7971

And according to that 7"n it is understood why 27 gave mphn to the
husband for such an act, since this woman who received the v} from the

mow is unaware that her husband was »wa» it, and she will remarry

(assuming that she is properly divorced).
1021 DY 1YY NONIN 291 DIPN Y91 HVIAN 1IN 1YV DN DNN ININT INIY 19P9N)

And even according to the opinion which maintains there that the
nullification is not effective and the v3 is valid, and the woman i1s divorced
if the m>w gave her the v, so seemingly why should 27 give mpY» to the
husband, since no harm was done, for she is legally divorced and can marry
whomever she pleases. NMooIn explains that nevertheless 27 gave the

husband mpo» for he is spreading false rumors concerning this w3. People
will [mistakenly] say that she is not divorced for the husband was %van the va.

SUMMARY

"1 maintains that the 910°2 was in the presence of the m°%w, and the concern
is that the m%w will give her the Y1127 v3. MDOIN maintains that the 912 was
0777192 ROW and the concern is either that if we maintain 5027 1703, she may
remarry, or that there will be a 1% on this 3. M5OIN cannot accept that if 1712
Wi °192 that the %W would give it to the wife.

THINKING IT OVER
Why did >"wA prefer his explanation over N800 explanation?

2 539 maintains Y237 13, while 32w maintains that S02n 1R 19072
? The % is also unaware of the 21072 since it took place 17192 Xow.
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