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If it was her boulder; she is nwTipn — NWTIPR W YU0 7 AN

OVERVIEW

The Xn»72 taught that if a man wanted to be w7Pn a woman with a 71 and
she told him to place it on a ¥>0, she is not nwTpn. However if the v%0
belonged to her, she is nwmpn. The X3 then posed a query; what is the
ruling if the ¥70 belonged to both of them, is she nw7pn» or not. >"w and
mooin disagree as to why she is nw7Ipn by a 7°w vo0.

— Y navp N8NT 'oavpa W

>"w9 explained that her ‘courtyard’ acquired for her the 7 and therefore
she is nwmpn.

mooin disagrees with >"w7:
— 11 DNV YV YD S¥a SNN 19 DNT N9 XY

And this is incorrect, for if it were so (that she is nw7P»n because of 7°1p
7x¢r), why is there a query if the boulder belonged to both of them, what

is the ruling -
— DNNY HY I8N RINT 1990 NP NINRT NVIYD

It is obvious that such a 7x17 cannot acquire anything for her since it is a

931 which belongs to both of them -
— IND? 229 99N (3,79 97 nana x232) NI’QDVN NN 92190 P99 12299N71D

As the X771 states in 77195977 IR 991257 P95, that °X1° "1 ruled that by a -
— 111 N7 193D PAMY 1Y HY 8N

937 of two partners they may acquire items one from another in the 23r -
— NY ¥PYPN 9Y 1113 YaN ‘nDv YW IN9YD TINa 1103 1Y SPI)

And the X 13 establishes this ruling of °X1* 7 in a case where he measured
the item to be sold into the basket of (his partner) the buyer, however if he

measured it on the ground of their joint 7%17 the buyer does not acquire it.
This proves that by a Pamw *aw 5w 1%, neither can acquire from the other based on ip

" oxy ",

? There is a general rule that one acquires ownership of an object (that is sold or gifted to him) if the object
is (placed) in his possession; including in his property. The ¥50 is her property; therefore by placing the 71
on the Y90 she acquires the 73 for 103 1Ip of PP through 130 1Ip.

3 The issue, according to (Mo01n understanding of) *"w", would be, whether it is a valid % PIp.

* The 11977 of the buyer is considered his possession. However the %, since it belongs to the seller as well,
therefore it cannot be considered as if the sold item ever left the domain of the seller and entered into the
domain of the buyer.
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13n. Why did the X3 ask if she is nwTpn by a 07w %W vo0, when she is obviously not
nwTpn?!

mooIn offers his interpretation:
—*nasn 12372 %91 PN OYVN NINT YIAD NI

And the explanation seems to be, that the reason she is nw7?» here is not

dependent on the %12 of her 9371; she is nwTpn regardless of 7%n 171p -
— NNYT 1990 NI NHY 1IRY NNYT NN NHY YIUNYI NIN

However, if the ¥%% is hers, there exists by her an acceptable trust that
she wishes to be nwTpn, but if the ¥90 is not hers there is no Y7 N> on

her part, for she shows no willingness to be nwnpn -
+ND IN NNYT N9ND N DNNY HY YOONYI Sy

And they queried in a case when the ¥%0 is jointly owned, is she no>»1w
ny7 or not.

SUMMARY
According to *"wA the issue of 15w Y90 (or oW W) is concerning 1°Ip;
according to NBOIN it is concerning NYT N13°10.

THINKING IT OVER
According to mpon if he (only) placed it on 79w ¥%0 is she nw7pn?°

> moon does not state explicitly how she acquires the 1e17p 703, The W"X77 MO interprets it that he
actually threw the money to her and she received it (after he initially placed it on the ¥20 as per her
request?), however if she said put it on a 0, this indicates that she is not interested in the Pw17°p, but when
it was 79w ¥90 this indicates that she is interested. The query is by omw Sw ¥20 (whether or not she is
interested), but in all cases she actually received the 7w17°p. See ‘“Thinking it over’.

® See 11"nx footnote # 360.
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