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21 did not flog for all of those cases — 29 7o KD 9102

OVERVIEW

Initially the X723 stated that 27 was 72 for various offenses; including
sons-in-law who dwelt in their in-laws house (because of the suspicious
relationship between the son-in-law and mother-in-law). The >¥7771 limited
the scope when 27 was 7°31 and excluded the case of a mnm °22 977 RInm.
Our mpoIn discusses the (then) present day custom where the senior in-laws
shared their dwelling with the younger couple.
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Nowadays, the sons-in-law who live in their mothers’-in-law houses

depend on this ruling of >y7771 that 21 was not 713 a 01 who is YA N°22 97 -
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And even according to the one who previously maintained that we are

concerned and 21 was 7% one who is mnn 22 97, nevertheless this does not apply

nowadays, because -
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That which the 2°1nn live nowadays in their mothers’-in-law houses is

because of a financial benefit; so that they can live rent-free -
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So there is proof that they are not living there because of a suspect
relationship with their mother-in-law, but rather on account of other
favors which their in-laws provide for them.

SUMMARY

Nowadays young couples (may) live with their in-laws, because [according
to °*¥7773, 27 was not 7°217 for this, and] today the financial benefits incurred
dispels any suspicions that there may be an illicit relationship.

THINKING IT OVER
The *y7771 (merely) state that 27 was not 7% for a M °2 777 Xinm; from
where does Moo1n derive that it is permissible?

"If there is no 737 N2 then the mere fact that they share a house arouses suspicion; however if there is a
IR N2, then there are no grounds for suspicion (see *"'nXy).

* It would seem that according to the *¥71711 one is permitted to live by his in-laws even if he receives no
benefit. See “Thinking it over’.
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