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Notes on Rav Bednarsh’s Gemara B'Iyun Shiur (Kiddushin, 5777)

MW #1 - 9/8/16
nma MY

Is PYYTP a M¥n?
A) »"n2, @R - no, regulation (this is the way to create the status of marriage)
B) n”amy, 7 - yes, a mxn (if one wants to get married, then it a mxn to be done in this way)

C) p"nvo - yes, a mxn (but with being married and living with a wife as the real goal, similar to a n1 12)

Question on 3"na — RN in PWVITH on .RN
Q: Uses principle of “ym>wan anv 11 mxn” by pwrtp; implies it is a mxn!

A: 1™ - refers to 1271 179 (a more expansive read of the term “ym5wan 1Ny 12 mxn”).

Question on D"anY — RINYin p"n on : 1’

Q: Explicitly says pwyp on 7900 5 is not a mxn — “payp mxn r5>”!

AT: 0”an70 12 DMAR 127 - PYITP is only beginning of the mxn; prv1 is the completion of the mxn
Weakness: n”an7’s wording in mw’R '>n indicates the mxn is really the pwiTp itself

A2: Rav Rosensweig (whole article about it — very creative, nw 1)

A3: Rav Lichtenstein -

Background: xnx in n¥»a uses the term “mxn” there as something pressing enough to do now and violate v".
D”an7 (in n”na there) says the mxn of 1271 179. Why not say the mxn of pwrTp? Because doing pwiTp earlier is no
better than doing it later; unlike 1271179, where it is better as soon as possible.

Therefore, the same can be said for the ) in p"n: talking about an issue of mixing nnnw with nnnw, and to
be nm that issue, it must be pressing. Thus, pPwyTp, which can be done as well later as it can be done now, is
not considered pressing, and thus is “ayp mxn r5.”

Potential n™

1) scope of the idea of Ymbwan 9Ny 12 Mxn: to 1"na/ R, applies even to a Mmxn IwaN [as 1™ holds]; but to n”am
and p"no, it might need to be the mxn itself [as nipn holds].

2) the 91’0 of taking a wa%a: to n”any, it should be 1or 1 (as indeed it is; he permits a 7on alone to have a w3%’9)
[as w”am holds]; but to 3”1/ 0R7, may be 9mn [as 717 12 qov "1 holds]. To p”nv, if one already has a wife — there’s
room to say either option.

3) the n272 of POYPR: a very strange n371 2, which compelled w”®7 to say it's a nawn nx71, like vV17p, not a nxa
mxnn [»na/or1 would have to say this]; but n”an3 holds it is a mxnn na1a [fits nicely with his own nvw]

T At least because of the nwy of doing Pw1Tp — you can’t live with a woman as a wife without pPwy1p. And possibly even
because of the n" of nw1p.

2 n" added the second 1Y, so that way people wouldn’t wrongly be p»1n to say you can't sleep with other people’s mony,
but you can with their mxwi.



Though not necessarily. Technically, one could say it's a nawn n371, and nonetheless a mxn (thereby still
holding like n”an’s nY'w regarding if PwITP is a Mxn)

For example: 8”20 quoting 1”an7 - can’t say a mxnn na71 for technical reasons (not a Mxn 7m3); thus, they
were 1pnn a nawn N> 1 instead [but might be a mxn still]

Another example: 8”20 quoting YX'n? 13°27 - a N2WN N271, but say a MxNN N371 on PWITP afterwards [thereby
clearly holding it's a mxn still]

Regardless, n”an7 himself is consistent.

As for v"®1 - ambiguous. Repeatedly refers to it as a mxn; yet says a w399 is 1mn and one can do 127 118 with
her; thus, don’t need pPwyTp as one needs NVNY. Moreover, by PwYTp, NN merely says “if,” whereas by nonv,
it says to do. Thus, sounds more like 3"n1/DR7.

More on the explicit n7pn between n”any (MxnH N391) and YR (N2WH NII2)
Other n" which come out:
1) when to say the n37a: generally, nngnn na9a are 1N»wYY 921, and Nawn M1I1 are after.

D”an7 is consistent (he says to do it n»wy 721p). WX’ brings both sides — but ends with maoin saying to do
it after, so consistent as well.?

2) who says the n12: if mxnn n373, ideally should be the mxn-doer; if not, doesn’t matter.
D”an7 is consistent (he says ideally the inn does it). mavin says someone else does.*

Though not necessarily. Technically, one could say simply that the one involved in the mxn is the one who
should say the nawn na7a.

3) if the jnn is deaf: if a mxnn N373, then can’t be Rxv with the rabbi’s n373; if a Nawn N33, he can.
[nTy72 Y1 said can’t be Rxv, since a mxnn n373; but M MR argued on this]
4) need for a pan: if a Mm¥nn n>13, why need a pin? But if a nawn na13, perhaps necessary.

D”an7 is consistent (never says need a ’1n). W”R7 quotes 29N 72 HRINY 27 who says no need. But v"®1 sides with
PRI ORNR 19, who requires a 110, so is consistent. (MavIN in M2IMN3 too).

Though not necessarily. Technically, just being a nawn n372 doesn’t mean it needs a yan. This just makes
more sense to that side.

5) need for a v12: if a mxnn N371, why need a ©v12? But if a nawn n371, perhaps necessary.

D”an7 is consistent (says just a ann, do as you want). But the »nin may’ve held it’s needed.>

3 Could’ve been like 77283, that you do it afterwards for technical reasons (she might say no). But w”x1 is saying like maomn
in o'noa by n%n nM3, that you say it afterwards because it is a nawn nava. (Also why the rabbi says it, not the one doing the
mxn). Therefore, moavin/w”R7 are saying it for fundamental reasons.

4 Could’ve said this is for technical reasons, even if a mxnn n312 (for example, so as not to embarrass him if he doesn’t know
how to say it, or maybe since he’ll be so nervous). But mavin says a fundamental reason: because it is about all of Y87 995s
nwTp. Thus, sounds like it’s a nawn N33, not a M¥NN N2,

5 Basis for the famous nmn of Rav Chaim. How can you have the rabbi make a 1230 and have the 1nn drink? You can’t do
that normally — only allowed by wy1p and n%72n, which are each a nan! Therefore, if a real 210 here, then it makes sense.
But if like n”am (i.e. not a real avn), then shouldn’t work. Thus, to be 9"nnn for the n”an3, the rabbi pours a drop onto his
hand, and then licks it off.

w’may [in v:1% Y”nR] (and others who don’t say this n9nn) answer that the anin took on the status of a nam.



6) non used in the n>12: doesn’t focus on what it should (pw1Tp), but instead on YR7w> nWITH in general; this was
the starting point for v”X7 saying it's a nawn n>1a. But to n”any, it’s pretty strange.

Two ways to address this strangeness for the n”an:

a) [technical] ideally, we’d say it normally, but we must say other things to avoid n11ay (such as people
misunderstanding to think they can marry ny, or to think it’s 9mmn to be with one’s no1Ixr before pPriv)).

Weakness: just explain afterwards clearly, instead of incorporating it into the n37a!

b) [fundamental] Rav Rosensweig - to n”an3, the mxn isn’t just the pwyTp. It is to transform the mw>r which
comes afterwards by doing pwyTp first.

This is why n”ana gives the historical background first; supposed to do something more than the
natural, we make it spiritual as well.

That is why we want 01y (we want it to be a formal act of commitment, a p1p).

This explains n”an9n 12 DNIaR "27 as well. PRIVI is part of it, because the PRIW1 becomes a committed one
and a changed one because of the pwiTp.

That is what “pPwiTp2) N2IN22 DWR RYY” in the nand refers to.

This is why n”an7 mentions n21n3 in the N>, even though he holds namn> is 13277. That is his part of
the commitment; she commits herself not to marry anyone else, and he commits to her with the namo.

Finally, this explains why the n271 has extra things in it, including the 13297 170’R of not sleeping with
one’s NOYIR. Makes the commitment into something more real.



M #2 - 9/12/16
2 - 033 403 MY

Source for 03 MY = qod by PVITH

Q: maoin - what's the source that a woman can be n”p1 even with a qoa mw? The pva says 93, which should be
understood as being xpn!

n"7 - maybe it’s just obvious that qos Mmw = qo3,
RNYY - since we needed a ,oa to teach it by »ay 72y later on!

(mavin wonders about the same thing by 127y. By 120 1978 and w1pn, he suggests from 5521 0191 953s).

Three main streams of answers in the DMWR~:
A) mavin - without mw1, never would’ve known qos mw = qoa. Learn from nw97, and extrapolate everywhere.
maomn addresses why we need a p10a both by »ay 71y and by pprn:
1) Couldn’t have learned yp>1 from ™2y T2y, nor could Pp1 have properly taught everything.
2) Couldn’t have learned »ay 72y from pp>1, nor could "2y T2y have taught everything.
(To maoin’s first answer, learned from »ay 7ay; to his second, learned from ppon).6
Other ways of learning from a »oa to PvYTp
(Different than maoin since not using a ar P13; yet similar, since 903 Mv = qo3 from VY, not X11D)
a) 1"am - learn to PwyTp from »ay Tay through “qoo pr”
b) 87207 - learn to PWYTP from N1ayn NnR from N7y Nnaw through mw N of "n%” "n%”
(Both are pretty weak, and rejected even by the n»»wry who brought them up).
B) ®™arn M in 0 mMaomn - always knew that qoa Mw = qud, from X120 (the opposite of mavin).
Q: If so, why need the mw11? 5931 V191 5935 are for other laws; but what about 2>w> by »ay T2y and pprn?

A: by »may 12y, need a nWT because ,va says qoa twice (as it says in the '»nYw1v); and by ppon, since it says
av’n, we might have thought even if paying with qo3, we’d need to give money specifically too.

C) 1"am, R"2v7, R"207M, 1 - sometimes need a NWI7, but sometimes don’t and it’s from &120 (a middle ground).
When from both of their n»7, then no need for a pyoa. That's why there’s no need for a source by pwyTp.
When against one party’s ny7, then it needs a special nw T

By »ay 71y, since redeemed against the nTR’s will, needs a special 704 to force him to accept it.
By ppom:
a) 1"an" - (same thing) since repaid with qua Mmw against the pr’s will, need special p10o

b) X"aw1 - (a little different) without p1va, wouldn’t have known you can give non-10'n

Potential n"
V"1 - to the extreme opinions, A) and B), context doesn’t matter; to C), it does.

Thus, if one says “this is pwTp, on condition I'll give you 100 dollars later,” can he give qo3 mw instead?

6 (in pwITP on .n) doesn’t clarify how, but indicates we know 903 mw = qoa by pPwiTpP from M1y 72v. Yet elsewhere (in
137 on .13), w1 sounds like the source to other things is from pp>1. Which one does »"wA really think is the source?



V"N - to 17an7, there is no NW7T here, and you can't give it to her against her will. But to »™, then it doesn’t
matter if she agrees or not — it’s a X120 that they are the same. And to mavin too, it shouldn’t matter — now
that there’s a nw17 teaching 9o3 Mv = qod, they are the same thing.

DRYN MR - argues. Cannot apply halachic categories to something which depends on what the average
person thinks or wants.

To v 10, the np>nn boils down to the scope of qoa MW = qoa: to Mavin and ™, it applies to all of n7In; but to
17an7, it only applies when with her nyT (with two exceptions, Pp’1 and »ay Tay).”

To C), what’s a 8120 to distinguish between with her nyT and without? Either o> mw = qo), or it doesn’t!
a) When she accepts it, she’s 22wnn the qoa mw to be like qoa.

Rav Soloveitchik - comparable to X7m on .n — X113 17 took a 1Mo as DYoo 'n of 120 1179, despite objectively
not being worth that much. Apparently, some subjectivity is involved.

Based off this, we have a potential n":

19 - if a woman says to accept PwITp from someone through a 9w, and then only qus mv is given —
doesn’t work, since she didn’t actually specify that she wanted it.

Not necessarily though. Maybe once the m%w is made a n’5v, his ny7is as good.8
b) D®>n MR - you have the right to refuse 903 My, if you so choose, when it is forced upon you.
n"1 between the two m120: what is the default status of qoa mw?

To Rav Soloveitchik, you must make the 903 mw into 9o3; but DXYn 1R thinks it is always like 903, until you
say that you don’t want it.

Perhaps why there’s the distinction above between the 1"an7 and R”a2v1 regarding why 1’11 needed a pyoa:
to 1"an7, need a special acceptance; whereas to X”av9, can give it without a special acceptance.

By saying 902 mv is 4023 — does Rn1 mean it’s exactly the same as 90; or else, comparable, but still different?
Similarly, does the term “4v3>” include all value; or, more broadly, that value is always a valid substitute?
A) R"207 - only a XRn%n "% 9 that 9o3 MY is qoa 5922
(naturally exactly the same thing; the term “qu>” just means value, not actual money. Also, a local idea)
B) w”x1n n"v - a real nw17 teaching value is an acceptable substitute for an item (since can turn into the item)

(naturally two distinct categories [but w77 may change that]. Also, a global idea, applying everywhere)

Potential n"
1) “mHox'R” case: where someone wanted to bother his wife and said “I'll divorce you if you give me a robe.”
V"R - because 903 MY = qo), she can even give him money instead of the robe to fulfill the »xan.
Isn't that backwards? Yes, qoa mw is like “qv3,” but is qoa like a “robe?”

R"20" would surely disagree with this, since he thinks we only have a xn»n »5 that the term “qv3”
really means 902 mv — but who ever said that the term “robe” means “value of a robe?”

7 Likewise, to the other opinions within A) — since it is only a unique nw77 by PW1Tp too, it would come out like 1”an7 here.
8 pR1>N MR rejects like this, though his real reason for rejecting the n" is what’s about to be brought below.

? Meaning, it reveals what the simplest explanation was; as opposed to real mw11, which actually teach something new.



But w"x7 obviously felt differently. He may think that the nw17 of qua mw taught one can give acceptable
substitutes.’0 Thus, even though “robe” meant literally “robe,” but one is allowed to substitute money,
based on this nw7T about acceptable substitutes.

2) technicalities of the nwT: for example, can one ask a 13779 on it? (only can on a real 1Y, not a XN 1)
R"WI7N - true 2R P11 (and thus can ask a nN2719 on it); but 19 - only a Xn>n "% 11 (and thus cannot)

3) are all items like q0> or not: for example, the X9m3 on .n - :1, in the second version of 901 17 and 17 — it’s
possible they are arguing over how real a nw77 it is 12

4) npbnn between n”any and MavIN over if one can NYNNAY even use o3 MY, or must one ideally use real 9o
They argue about this in two contexts:
a) paying a debt: X1 seems clear that one must give money if one has; only if not can one give qoa mw.

movin indeed says like this. But n”ana (in 1:X’ 510 '9n) says must first give P5050n; only if no P>v5on,
can give land. But never says must first give qv3 more than other y5v50n.13

b) paying up pp>1: n™ says one must first give qu3, and only if one doesn’t have can one give pbvoon.
But n”ana (in »=n n" ’5n) says one must first give p>v50n, and only if one doesn’t have can one give
mypIp. Again, only divides pyv%on and mypap, but not 9o and other p5v50n.

Thus, n”an1 understands the nw77 of v’ this way, as saying that qo5 mw and o> are exactly the same.
But maoin thinks that 903 mw is still 72712 in some cases (and thus, they are still two separate categories).15

10 See HYRpr? M7 for the same idea.

1 Perhaps one could even tie this into the two answers of maon (though not necessarily).

12 117, who doesn’t require full alignment with qo3, may say only a Xn%n n%3; but qov 17, who does, may say a real nw71.
13 In terms of this divide between pYvbon and mypp, the n”an1 may have been coming off the X3 in p”1 on : 7 (DW Y).
14 See in R:1 127 Y. See also 23 NT7ARY 1273 90 and n:a 0TaAY N,

15 This 4th potential n”1 only addresses the first raised question above (namely, the nature of the % of qua MW = qol, isita
RN N or a real nw77, and are they the exact same thing or not), but not the second (namely, is it a local or global idea).
To clarify, n”any clearly holds qo3 mw (or at least 5v%vn) are exactly the same as qo2, closer to the Xn%m "% side; but we
have no indication as to whether he’d agree with the v”®7 or not by the “n%oxR” case.



MYy #3 - 9/15/16
.1 - Comparison between 403 171p and 4o YO¥1p

(A few quick addendums to 1ny*v #2 about 4033 903 MY):

R"297 vs. 110V Y2 over whether Ypj can be used for 403 91T
A) Movn Yya (as quoted by R”aw1)16 — cannot do PwYTp with ypap at all
R"2W7 assumes X110 is because PW1Tp is Wpn to V3, and since V) can’t be done with 721NN, neither can PwYTp.
However, when read inside, not so clear. 110°»n 5¥2 may only have meant by 70w "v177p, not 403 "v1Tp.
Nonetheless, X”2v7 understood the Mwyn Yya this way.
B) ®8"aw1 himself - can do 92 »w11p with ypIp; only 70w *v11p, which is N to V3, cannot be done with 520
What might be the underlying npbnn?
1) the source for why a v3 cannot be done with 32mnn: the X3 isn't so clear why this is true.
One option could be that the »1va requires “n71 1nn,” and Yp7p cannot be given from hand to hand.

Another option could be that the p10a requires a “719v,” and thus must be something used for writing.
(Even though we hold it can even be abnormal — still, maybe “950” is at least able to exclude yp7p).

Thus, if about a need for a n1>M NYYN, may extend to 901 too; if about a need for a 719v, it may not.
2) what pwy1p is modeled after:
To the m0'wn Yy3a, the model would be v3; to the 8”aw1, it would be normal miann transactions.

If similar to v, there may be ritual requirements in the nyny; if just transference of value, then
maybe can even use p1p. (This may be a very fundamental question, which we’ll delve into later).

However, there may be another 8120 for the questioner of the 8”291 n"W, unrelated to the 110'yn Yya:
R”2v7 assumed the questioner was based on the wp’n between Pw1Tp and v extending even to qoa »V1Tp.

But the questioner’s reason had nothing to do with v3; question was based on “qoaa 858 nnop PR,” that the
term “qud” only refers to PYv%vn, not to MYpPIp. One therefore cannot do 9o *W11p or buy a field with ypap,
since not a 903 11p. In short, YpIp doesn’t count as qoa mw.

This sounds very much like the n”an7 mentioned in the last 11w, who thought qo> and all p5v5vn are the
same — as opposed to Yp7p which is neither 9o nor qus Mmw. This may have been the questioner’s basis.”

Three main n*w were listed in the last 71w for the source for o MY = 9. Moo alone held it wasn’t a X1av.
Why would maomn think o3 mw = qod isn't a R120?

1) 1”819 onvnn - textual reason - Mavn asked earlier why the nywn said 737 MW 7177 (and not merely 727 Mv,
as in n”1). mavn was thus p»n in the mwn’s wording, and derived from the extra words “911” and “nvra”
that the N7 n was saying specifically o3 as a 2130 nvmn.

2) »a - fundamental reason - PWITp itself is a WI17°N, a 2ININ NN

16 872w here. When asked about this twice in his n"w, refers to this n»w and the questioner’s assumption without name.

71t’s also quite feasible to think the n”an1 would therefore agree with this questioner over the x”aw4; although unfortunately,
we don’t have anything firm from the n”ana himself to say this with certainty.



(He seems to mean that had we only been talking about buying fields, of course there is a X710 to give
value to acquire it. But to get married, which isn’t the same as buying something — it’s a ritual, determined
by the i — is beyond the limits of what our logic might dictate. It's a “wy1n,” and thus unbound).

/a7

The xn3 learns qu3 *w17p through the mw Ny of “nnPp” “nnPp” from oy v,
Is 403 *w1Tp really being learned from the p1p of a field, or is it just a Xn5n 197 (that this is what nnop is with)?
- The nwn7 itself strange, since the nn’p is on the item used for the transaction there, versus the item itself.
mavin deflects this as not being a big deal. But 8”207 uses this oddity to prove it was only a Xn»n 1.

- The 803 on . (in its simplest read)!s implies there really is a general comparison between nwr with a n7v,
and only for a technical reason do we not learn pa9n through the comparison.

maomn and others reject that read though — should’ve used as a source for 90w then; and also, npmn should
work by an nwR too then, as it does by a nTv!

maomn therefore explains that X didn’t say that pw1Tp in general is learned from there, but rather
specifically quoa »wy1p. (As for the 8”1 to learn Pa’on, mavin explains that o3 might have included pa%n).

Within maomn, one could take this in two directions; namely, that:
a) 902 011p is actually learned and comparable to the pip of a nTw; or that
b) pw11p also has 91 as a means to do it, though not comparable to n7w at all (as 8”2v sounded)?

The 10 (to be mentioned shortly) sounds like 903 »w1T is really comparable to a 903 pap by nTv;
while the »19 (mentioned above) sounds like there’s no comparison at all (as ®”2v7 implies).

When buying a n7v, if one gives over a no1a aside from the total amount he intends to pay for it, has nothing
happened, since you haven’t started paying yet; or no, has it been purchased, and that nv11a was the qo3 11p?

There is a famous npYnn between the y"no and 1”0 over this case:

»"no - Y9 qod - the 903 works when it is a W19, part of the price. The principle underlying the deal is an
exchange of value; thus, before that value has begun to be paid, they can still back out.

Basis for the y”nv: the exchange of 12ar nnar buying the 119y N1 — he paid the full price.
(To deflect — he happened to have paid the full price, but could have used separate 11 903 t0o0).

0 - 1 qOd - the handing over of the qo3 is a ritual act which enacts the 11p. The price of the nTw is a debt
he owes, but the 93 given over doesn’t need to be part of the price — it’s a formal act which commits him.

Basis for the 10: the idea of PwYTp qua, which is linked to the buying of a field. And by pwiTp, it isn’t
about how much she is worth — it’s obviously a symbolic act, not that an exchange of a ring for a wife.
Therefore, it must be that the qua given over for a N7 isn’t an exchange either.

How can one deflect the 1"0’s source and defend the y"no?
1) o®Yn 7R - no, a woman also has a certain price (thus, even pwyTp is about pyaa qod)

Proof: the w”"&®1 brought a proof that one pays the value the 99w was sold for (and not the face value) by
21N 90w NN from a case of PWITP, and said the value owed there would be a nv1va. Thus, we see that
PWYTP is also about an exchange of the value of a nvMa.

(However, what precisely the value is remains a little unclear. Definitely not acquiring her, as the
D'R1YN 12X makes very clear elsewhere. Nonetheless, somehow, one gains the value of something).

18 And maybe from »¥7’s words there; or at least, how many of the p'1wr7 understood him.



2) Y1p 1ar (and many others) - no real comparison between qo3 *w11p and 9o3 Pap of a NTY; just a RN>N NH7N

Apparently though, the 10 (and p>®9n 11aR, by answering differently) understood the connection more seriously.

Hashkafically, how are we to understand the comparison between buying a N7 and taking a wife? 1
A) non-modern way: acquisition of valuable item, upon which things can be planted and grown for you

B) based on specific field bnnar bought, the n%o5mn nIn: he demonstrated his desire to not be a mere guest
in the land; rather, it will be the land where our nation’s ancestors are buried, our homeland. Not a regular
real estate purchase. The connection between the 987w 12 and >R is profound and everlasting, and this was
the true beginning of that bond. In this context, pwy1p — a deep, eternal spiritual bond — makes perfect sense.

C) based on the manner through which nnmar bought the field: Rav Hirsch - initially, it was offered for free;
but nnnar wanted to sacrifice for it, showing it wasn’t just real estate, but representative of an eternal spiritual
bond between himself and his deceased wife. It was both an opportunity for him to offer her great honor, as
well as demonstrate that their bond lasted beyond their physical lives — she was worth all the money in the
world to him. Therefore, this is the best 11p in 7”0 to learn pwyTp from: while every pap is a sacrifice (each side
gives something up to get something valuable), this one teaches us certain fundamentals about marriage.

19 1f just a Rn»n 197, then not much of a question. This is really only going within the side that there’s a real the comparison.



Ny #4 - 9/19/16

A - Is Wi more like 173p or v1pn?

(Note: some nwRY, such as 1”an7 and his school, thought all this text was added into the Xnj at a later date.

Nonetheless, it’s still important for us to understand and learn from, even if not from ®1°17 and »wR 11 per se).

The process of the first step of marriage is called both “yip” and “pwy1p.” There are models for both terms:
- 11p - the 01p found elsewhere (as the rest of the p1a goes on to explain), and implies a real acquisition
- porTp - like WP, and implies an MR restricting the use of others

Which language is more specific? Really a 1", with one result being the 1Yo’R; or really about the 1o’8, though
the process of creating it may look like a 1 in other regards? 20

These two sides can perhaps be gleaned from mavin on .2. maoin asks the following question:
Q: Why not ask “RTn yor 'nn Rim” here by the term “1p” based on qo3 (as done later by “177” from nx»1)?
mavin offers two answers to this question:
A1: all three avenues of doing Pw1Tp can accurately be called a ip
A2: nx»a cannot be called a pap; nonetheless, 70w can, so the term is being used for two of the three avenues
A1 seems to think that the process of pwyTp itself is fundamentally a pap.2

A2 seems to think that the p1p component actually isn’t an inherent aspect of the whole process of doing PwyTp.

Potential n™

1) 1190 by va: case of a 210 70V brought against a person who he isn’t around, 772 won’t accept the 70w without
first being n»pn it. This process is referred to as “117pv” (they make the claim on his behalf to protect him from
losing). However, by the same case by a v3, the V) is accepted without 1319, even though he “loses” his wife.

Why? What's the difference between the two cases? Four basic answers given in the nwxa:
A) maoin (in o7 on .12) - indeed, fundamentally should’ve said 131»; nonetheless, 511 were %pn by nimy
B) 17an9, 7207 - by nmnn, can’t take his money; but a woman isn’t husband’s money to take,22 so no 112190
[C) maoin (brought by 17am, others) - a 21 70w is accepted without nyp in such a case; no 1171pv there either]?
[D) 3"am" (technical answer) - by mnn, no extra evidence to trust it; by v, we trust she’ll check seriously]
maomn and j”an7/8"2v1 may argue over the above point:

maomn may hold a husband fundamentally has a real y1p in his wife, whereas 1”an7/8”2v1 may hold not; and
the n”1 is whether that would enable us to say j17yv.

2) whose 5m is she considered under: in beginning of mam>, whole discussion about whether husband must
pay for wife’s mnm if they cannot proceed with nawn at the scheduled time for various reasons.

20 Already, this touches upon the serious question of whether we really think one “purchases” a wife.
21 (And the only thing the X713 is coming to answer is why one p1a picked one term over the other).
22 As for her potential mo’R — if she is satisfied with the “proof,” it’s up to her (even if it will indirectly impact the husband).

2 It should be noted that this is a clear minority opinion.



In addressing why husband can’t claim it was her 5t which caused this, not his, mavin says (in one answer)
it is because she is like his “field.” w”870 MavIn is even clearer — she is “1903 1mp” like other items.

You see these nmwrA really are considering the w1 to be some sort of real p.
3) why pw1Tp isn’t PN in an NOYIX: because there’s a 11p in her already; or simply because it’s a mn»m »a»n n15?
19 - because of husband’s ownership in her; nx%n n1ar - only because of the 710°® of N>

They argue by a strange case: if two people try to do pwITp to a naIn NNaY; there is only an 18> MR
there. That would be an actual n" of this np5nn.

Proof for oX19n 71aR: R0 in PW1TP on :10 - asks for a source that w'R nwX doesn’t have pPoan PwITp in her,
and ends up relying on the fact that there’s an m70°x involved!

RN - defends »4a - 719 agrees there’s an MOR; however, there’s also the Yyan pip. Either would be
reason enough for pwYTp not to be poan. However, based on the ®n)’s context —seeking a source that
the child will be a 9tn — it needed to focus on the 110°®% component’s lack of Pw1Tp nvan, since that is
what really determines if the child will be a 911 or not.

4) why an nonR is allowed to eat nmyn: is it because she is the property of the 103, just as an 71y is; or is it
somehow because of his marriage to her?

RIM) seemingly says because an noYIX is also called “1003 1ap,” just like an 72y, and thus she can eat nnyIn.
This seems to be a proof to the ip side.

However, v"®10 maoin quotes n"™ who says that “19v2 1p” by her is really just an Xnanox; the real
source is “1n»1.” This would avoid the proof; he doesn’t really have a real 1p in her.2*

DRIYN MR gives a different answer (which fits nicely; he’s been on the non-yip side so far):

1”an7 distinguishes between pnn 11p and MR Pap by an "y 72y and an »ay 71.25 The orvn nar
claims that it is the :70°® 11p which enables a 102’s 72y to eat nnn.26 Proof? Since it is also true by a
1n2’s wife, who he only has moR 1p in.

Based off this, the X191 »1ar avoids the same proof for the pip side of looking at pwyTp. When the xn»
was talking about her being 1903 1p, it only meant with regard to eating nnmn, and meant the MoR pap.

Within the side that it truly is a 11p, what does that mean? An 770’ was put on her, but what was he nnp? 27

A) 21 (and most poskim) - no financial benefit. n9»a% n*1 nwyn is only 11277, and clearly didn’t mean because
it’s an essential part of the marriage, since they gave her the choice to determine if she wants this deal or not.

B) ®”av1 (in M3 on :t) - her being “1903 11p” means she is a “PVINYS NNav.” From context, he is clearly
talking on a Xn»rT level; thus, seems like he is saying that 1903 pap truly means a 21n on her to serve him.

C) »a - based off a 1" - though n%ya5 7P nYYn is only Pa17 — the n’an nardn, the upkeep of the home, is
something she is responsible for on a Xn»Mr7 level .28

24 To highlight, "8 maoin himself doesn’t say this. That makes sense — thus far, he’s been heavily on the p1p side, so it
would be strange for him to avoid this straightforward proof for his nvw.

25 17an first says this regarding an ny13 7ay: when 1'pan the 72, only 1’pan the mnnn component of ownership, but he still
needs a 1INWY T0W (since owned him in terms of affecting his n*110'8: he couldn’t sleep with a Jewish girl and is 71705 on some
mx¥n; and he can sleep with a n»1p1 Nnaw). 17ann then also extends the same idea to an »ay 71y as well.

26 This is as opposed to from the 1n 11p (which is an issue by the yip of the 103’s animal, but he attempts to deal with it).
27 It’s clear from many sources that he isn’t really n1p her qu (despite w”X10 maovin’s exaggerated language).

28 This could be what the X”21v1 meant too. “nnp» D’pn%” means she is like his personal assistant.



However, the mainstream opinion is like A). No work on a xn»m7 level. If so, what's the 1p?
Clearly, it must be that there is a pap for the relationship, for the mw»x. But what does that actually mean?

1) 2”x1 - for marital intimacy. As the pyoa states, “n%p11 NWR VR NP> 72” — he has the right to sleep with her,
and she can’t refuse. That is what he is nnp.

Doesn’t she have that right on him too? Does that mean she has a 11 in him too?

No. His is a right over her explicitly found in the »v9; her right from him is found as a nxn he must do
for her, but not written as a right per se.

(Proof: 99y0 an> - n”an7 in 0111’90 says that husband can’t swear off wife due to his Tayw to her; but
as for her being unable to swear off him, n”an" says it is because her intimacy is owned by him).

2) mavin (in pwITP on :9) - explained in what sense a wife is in the husband’s mw~ and thereby cannot fulfill
DR) 2R 127 to the same degree as before: she lives with him, and might be far away from her parents.

Based off this, one could might say that this is his 1p in her — this is a real 21n, she must live in his home.
(Rav Moshe Feinstein in fact explained that this is why the wife take on the husband’s nin).

3) »rn, 1" (in beginning of Pw1TP) - he owns the right to the marital relationship itself, the right for her to not
be with anyone else. He owns the right to exclusivity.

(By saying this though, we’re forced to make the two sides — pip and wIpn — very close to one another).



TP #5 - 9/22/16

:1 - Clarifying the ®)’s questions and R"ns
(A quick addendum to 1 #4 about whether PWYTP is more like 1p or WIPN):

To clarify, the contrast between the two options might not be so sharp. It might not be that there is y1p or w1pn,
but rather both, and sometimes one part will exist without the other.

Never will have P1p without 1’8, but maybe o8 without 11p. The 2”x) gives three examples:2
A) By MRY ra»n: there’s MoK, since pPWITP is PoaIn; but no 11p, since no right to sleep with her.
B) By being wpn an 721y, a fetus: n”any has a funny formulation — the pwyTp worked, but do it again so it
isn't a 917 YW PWITP. 2% explains that it isn't a pav, but rather that only the m1o'® part of the pwyTp was Hn.30
C) By doing o2’ against her will: full :97o0°R of v& nWR, but no right to continue to forcefully live with her
(All three of these are debatable, but this is what the 2”x1 thought).

2"x) explained the Xn3’s ®”n of thinking that maybe PwyTp could be 5n against her will this way: if one of
these cases, not such a ludicrous &”n (after all, he already has the m70°® part in her; and still, 9"np not).

Q: If “nnp” implies not MMd Yy3, then how can the Mwn say “nnpi nnan” — she can be acquired nnad Sya!

1) maoin - language was used in the Rw» to prevent thinking pPwyTp can be done against her will, so the x>
used the same language (and nnpi itself doesn’t imply either way, it is ambiguous).

2) 1”am", others - has to do with the word v and nwx as well. Had it said nnp wxn, that would have implied
it is all up to him. But by saying n»p nwrn, it implies she is equally as in control. As for n»1p) nn, that means
neither of their wills are important; thus, both are equally unimportant.

3) 2”1 - (in line with what he said above) - a nn2’ too must, indeed, agree to the 1p; it can’t be 5n without
her permission (only the 170’8 part can be against her will). Thus, the nywn is precise when it says nnpi nna’n.

Q: How could the nwn later on say wTpn w&1 — doesn’t that sound like he can do the w11p against her will?

1) maoin - indeed, it’s misleading. But relying on the fact that it was already clarified in the first 79 that this
isn’t true, and that he can only do pwyTp with her permission.

2) 1"am - the language over there was wTpn, and it’s clear that one can only be v1pn something one owns,
and thus one needs the owner’s permission; as opposed to 1’1, where one doesn’t need the item’s permission.

1”an7 seems nonsensical — both need owner’s permission, and neither needs object’s permission!

P”720n n"W - explains 1”am1 - though one can be n1p something without its permission — to be w1pn it,
one must own it first. Therefore, while the language of “nnp1” could potentially mean that one can do
it against her will — the language of “wTpn” could not (one would obviously need to acquire her first,

U “”

and that would be with her will; and only then, once she’s “owned” by him, could he be wTpn her)

2 These build off his perspective on the nature of the 11p (see the end of last 1’w), that it means the right to sleep with her.

30 Reb Chaim explains this strange formulation of the n”anv’s in a different manner.



(This is apparently assuming that the p and the pwrTp are two different components, and they
happen at separate times.3! Two stages: first, he’s nnp her, and that requires her ny7; then, he’s w1pn
her, which doesn’t require her nyT).32

y”awn is clearly taking the comparison to wTpn very seriously — doesn’t just mean that it is also an MR,
but that pwiTp really functions similarly in some ways to w1pn. We'll deal with this n7pn more later.

By explaining j"am1 this way, we see that there are indeed two separate components to every pPwiTh.

Rav Gustman - the 'n%w1 has a X" that all three avenues are necessary in every instance to create PwyTp; it
rejects this X”n with a Xn»71 proving otherwise. However, from the fact that the 5wy took the ®”n seriously
enough to need a Xn»1 to disprove it, this 80 is legitimized, and perhaps one sees that there are actually
three components of PwyTp: the 11p, the MR, and the relationship?? (903 = pap, 70wV = NN, NR’a = relationship).
The conclusion is still that any one still creates all three, but the basis of the 8", that all three exist, is still true.

To Rav Gustman, we see that there are really three separate components to every pwiyTp.

How serious was the ®”n that one can do Pvy1p without her ny1? Could we have really thought that’d be true?34
A) 27x1 - (the explanation mentioned above — in a case where there was already the 170’% component)

B) »&n - simple read - literally meant he could take her against her will. Accordingly, either indeed, not a
very good R"n; or else, perhaps there would be a 21n5n nm enabling this (when the 170 said “np» 7).

C) R"aw1 - R"n was to allow the pPwyTp to be without full ny7, i.e. when forced in the manner of w1 nnYn,
which technically counts. In fact, there’s a npbnn in 12”2 whether ultimately this works: it does on a Xn»7RT
level, but they argue whether the 1127 undid the pwyTp. Thus, the 8”1 was it working on a Xn»7rT level, and
the %"np was that it doesn’t work, like the opinion which held the 1129 overturned the pwyTp.

D) %mbn v - R"n was specifically about 10w 'v11p. On :v, though it is clear that the 70w needs to be written
nnwY, there’s a npYnn over whether it must be initially written with her knowledge as well. Thus, the ®”n here
was that it works when it wasn’t written nnyn, and the Y"np was that no, it must be nnyTn.35

If the 8”0 was truly suggesting one can be v1pn her forcefully — why isn’t that true in the end, in the 5"np?
A) "1 (on .1n) and *RN - a R120 — there needs to be mpnn Nyt
(*1Rn also adds that society could not function in such a manner)
B) w1 (in MmN on :v’) and 3o - a ;oa — “Anm NaYm” implies she goes to get married by her own will
Why would they think one needs a nw77? Isn't the X710 the first opinion uses pretty obvious?
1) No. Perhaps they think that from X710, one actually doesn’t need nipnn ny.
(Accordingly, the 8”0 was truly a very solid ®”n, because from &71v there’d be no need for her ny1).

(This might indicate that pwyTp is more about 1o>® and not really a pap).

31 At least conceptually, even if it isn’t really perceptible.

32 Hypothetically, this might mean that if she were to say “I want to become your wife, but I don’t want all the religious
components, that I need to be 17ox to the whole world, etc.”, and he were to respond “I want you to be my wife, and I do
want the mo'r things” — then it would work, since he was nnp her with her ny1, and then can be w1pn her against her will.

33 These latter two are based on maoin’s (on :1) two understandings as to what the term “pwyTp” signifies.
34 yprn refers to two major reasons why this’d be troubling: a) there’d be a pap without nipnn ny7, and b) societal breakdown.

% Presumably, the opinion which held it can be written nnyTn X5® would hold like the first answer of our Rn).



2) Yes. But they may be saying that there’s a need for more than just plain ni3pnn ny71, which isn’t obvious
from &1720. The ;oo would teach that there’s a need for real will.

»’no may imply this. He quotes »®7 in nn2, and then interprets the X1 in 2”2 about w1 NYoN
in a unique way — that it is talking about the man being forced to marry the woman.3¢

Most nmwra read that X703 as saying that if one forces a woman to accept pw¥TP — technically,
it should work, but 5”m uprooted the pwyTp.37

But »"no reads it as saying that if one forces a man to do pwyT1p — technically, it should work,
but 9"1n uprooted the pwyTp. As for a case where a woman was forced to accept pwyTp — that
won’t work even on a Rn”1RT level, because there is a need for her to have real, absolute will.

Why would one think this? What would be the logic for this higher requirement?

a) psychological perspective: he can leave the marriage unilaterally with a v»;
additionally, he can marry other women. Thus, he may agree in the back of his mind.
But she, who has neither, may not.

b) not from psychology; rather, the p1oa said “nnom na%m” which implied this (that she
must do something more willfully and actively; unlike what it says by the man, “np> »2”).

According to this understanding in his interpretation of 2”3, it fits neatly for why he’d
use the ;s — from R120 alone, we'd know the need for her consent, but not this will.

However, to the standard interpretation of the X913 in 2”3, a woman goes by the same rules as a man; thus, when
forced to accept, then technically would be a valid pwy1p — but 5”tn undid it so she wouldn’t be stuck.

What if the man is the one forced into the PwyTp?
1) 719990 Y2 - not even a valid PwITP on a RN»MRT level
2) n”anq - a valid pwrTp on a ®N»1RT level, and 9" never made a Mmpn here3s

3) n"n1 and ppnn npHn - a valid PwITp on a RN RT level, but Y1n uprooted the PwyTp, as they did by a woman

Are the 1y Yva and n"any arguing over a unique PV idea, or a broader idea which applies elsewhere too?
A) R"w7 - Mwn Yya: general rule. Thus, if forced to buy - invalid sale, but if forced to sell - valid sale
D”an7: general rule. Assumes a v — if valid if forced to sell, then surely valid if forced to buy.
B) »»&n - D”am7: unique to PWITH.3°

Generally, forced to buy won’t work (a person won't really agree in his heart to lose money to
gain something one doesn’t want), though being forced to sell does (money can easily be used
to reacquire the old item; but the item is more difficult to turn into money).

However, by pwy1p, one isn’t really losing anything (the nv119 is negligible) to acquire the wife;
therefore, assumed agreement.*

3 None of the other n’2ywr1 read it this way, and it is less than simple to read it into the text of X (but it can be done).
37 As for forcing the man — unclear. We'll deal with that soon.

38 Likely because, as mentioned before, a man is less stuck than a woman: he can unilaterally escape with a v, and can
marry women even now. Thus, they didn’t feel the need to institute a Mpn on his behalf.

3 More accurately, it all just depends if one is really losing something in return for the item one is forced to buy or not.

40 To the »xrn’s interpretation of the n”any then, one forced to acquire something for free would indeed truly acquire it.



C) oRiHYn MR - D”anT: unique to PYVITH.

Generally, forced to acquire something is invalid, because to it requires a lot of nyT to acquire
something. But one isn’t really acquiring anything in pw11p, and thus requires less ny7.41

The assumption of the D90 1aK’s (that pwITP requires less nyT), is not so simple.

Rav Soloveitchik - quoting Reb Chaim - mmmnn and 1o function differently. For example, mnn doesn’t
need M7y for 9270 0P, while MR does. The reason for that is because MR requires a higher level of nyT (the
m7y makes things more serious).

Thus, Reb Chaim seemed to have the opposite assumption of the nX15n R4

[Options in how to understand the mvvyn Yya:
1) R"av1 - (quoted above) - general rule. Cannot force one to acquire, either by PwyTp or sales.
2) »¥RN - unique to PVITH.

When forced to give a ninn for free, then doesn’t work, since not receiving anything in exchange.
Comparable to pwyTp, where the man isn’t really receiving anything for what he gives.

However, by a regular sale, where he does receive an item in exchange for the money he is forced to
expend, it is valid.

(This interpretation makes the Mwyn Yy against the o®15n »ar defending the y”no above, who
understood that one does receive some value in exchange for the money one gives over in pwyTp).

3) RION MR (R:2n) - siding with ppnn NpYn over YRXINY N1 - unique to PVYTP.
Ultimately invalid because 5"tn uprooted the pwytp (but did not do so by a sale).
(Reading the mwyn Yya inside, this seems rather implausible in terms of interpreting him).

4) R"v7 (in 2”1 there) - reaches same conclusion as the 711vyn Yva against the n”an3 (that one cannot force the
PWITP), albeit for a different reason: it is much harder (i.e. it requires more ny7) to acquire something than to
relinquish ownership, and thus cannot be forced even though a sale can be.

(Similar to oR¥9n 71aR’s explanation of the n”an9; however, "2V applies it to PWITP, so comes out with the
same halachic conclusion as the 710°»n Yy1 over the n”an3).

Adds a caveat though — if paid off for it, like by a n1p receiving additional money as well, then can assume
he is nipm i despite looking like he is being forced. But again, in essence — one cannot be forced to
acquire, neither by pwy1p or a regular sale. ]

41 This o190 1R fits well with all that we’ve seen him saying so far, that the focus is on the 110’8 and not the pap at all.

42 There may or may not also be a np>nn between the n”an7 and 77281 here about “»& n¥,” but it is very hard to concretely
know what is going on. Nonetheless, what might come out is that n”an7 may be saying that one needs a lower level of ny7
here than by mmnn (which would work nicely for the n'xi5n »1aR), whereas the 77281 might be saying (for example, as the
n"n understands him) that one needs a higher level of nyT here than by mmnn (which would work nicely for Rav Chaim).



M #6 - 9/26/16
:2 - More points in the reading of the ®n); and also, %1 in Y"n

Why does the 83 assume we should prefer the masculine form?
7 - the mwn and Ry always use the masculine form
maomn - the N7 always uses the masculine form

1”277 and others note that the Xn3 seemingly indicates that men go to war, but not women. Many other sources
do as well, let alone the n’»oa everywhere which strongly imply this.

But the mwn in nvo implies that for a m¥n nnnon the women do go to war.

Indeed, 7>n nnn in many places holds that women do go to war in a mxn nnnn.
However, mainstream opinion is not that way. How else might one explain the mwn in nvo?

1277 offers two alternative explanations:

a) once the man leaves the nam, then she will obviously leave as well

b) women assist in other regards, to support the war effort

This latter explanation seems to be the mainstream understanding.

Why does the 803 assume it should have said 727 instead of 717?

"M, others - since we wanted to stick with the masculine language

R”297, others - since it’s the more normal word to use, more normal than 717
What was the 83’s question of “npbn” (or “npn”)?

1) onw’ mavin - we knew the nd5n that the man does it; the 813 was merely asking why the 17 formulated
this in an unclear way, which sounded like he could take her by force, instead of in a clearer fashion

2) ®"aw1 quoting 7”ar" - actually asking why the n2%n is the way it is: “why is it that the woman can’t do the
action, instead of the man?”

What are the ways in which an »InR is comparable to an {98?
Regarding n%7y and »pa~:

"7 (here) - that it has the D)7 of %7y and »yaa

maomn (here) and w1 (in 0™ there) - not just that it has these n»>7, but that we go after nvan for N5 and »yas
Regarding noyraw:

Everyone agrees that it is that we go after nvin for nynaw.

(Couldn’t say it merely means that it has the 027 of n’»aw — anything that grows from the ground does!)

Q: How does this 8 fit with the 7”n in n292 who says that we only teach 07, not yv1?

A1: maoin - that 7”n admits some ©Rin may hold »pa7 applies to other trees, but he thinks that’s not na%n%



A2: maoin - that 7”n would say this X3 is talking about on a 11277 level; he was talking on a xn»7rT level
mavin highlights the n” between these two answers:
Because we pasken like the 5p’n opinion in 5", is there »»17 V1 on a 11277 level or not?

To Al - no, there is not; but to A2 - yes, there is

19509, there are three opinions about ’ya3 in Y"n:
1) 7y 1217 - (doesn’t hold of the rule that we go after the 5p>n opinion in 5"n) - applies to all trees
2) mnYRY, Maoin, DIR3 quoted by the n”anv, and others - only applies to 072

3) n”an1 himself, "any, others - it doesn’t apply at all in 50, not even to 07>

mavin clearly seemed to assume that *»17 fundamentally could apply in 5"n. Yet n”ana obviously felt not.
What might the underlying basis for this distinction?

A) Reb Chaim - we pasken that 077y in 5" is a »2on nwn’ n25n. What is the nature of this »»»on nwn n5n though:
is it a an entirely new 17, or is it an expansion of a preexisting 17?

p”an7 would say that it is an entirely new 7 of N7y, whereas the o8y and mavin would say that in truth,

the »»on nwn’ Na%n simply teaches us that the regular 17 of n%7y applies to YN as well 43

Accordingly, n”amy would think there is no reason to assume *ya3 exists by this %7y, whereas the others would
think there is no reason to say it would not.

Potential n™:
1) applicability of »»17 to n%7 of Y"n: (the aforementioned distinction)

2) status of Pa7wi: regular nYy is one of the pa7w); however, Pn nmin says that this 171 doesn’t apply to n>7y
of 5"n (all paIw1 need a special Pva to include them). But »14a says that they are considered amongst the pa wa.

This would fit well with the n”an3 vs. mavin: the n”ani would be like the 7'n nnan, and maovin like the »a.

3) the Ma% 1 (fruit peel): does N1y apply to the 1a% 9mw (which generally is only known through a special
inclusion) of 5" as well? n”>% - no (since new 17, separate from n%7y). But maovin would likely hold yes.

4) mpHn: one only gets mpn if the sin is actually written in the n7n, but not if just based on a "»on nwn5 naon.
Therefore, to the n”an3, don’t get mpYn for nYIy in 5"1n;# to the other side though, probably would get mpbn.

Reb Chaim is all based on one specific no. However, he mentions another noa:
M0’s (and maybe 772a87’s) N0 in D”anI: 21 does not apply in 5.

If so, simply a rule that all things which require mpn nxan (being brought to 0’>v11) don’t apply in 5"n.
This is true for 7133, which teaches to 1w 9wyn, which teaches to »»13; none apply in 5"n.

Reb Chaim’s 1o in n”an1:45 1131 does apply in 5"n.

If so, then merely a special exclusion to say no mipn nxkan by 7131 of 5"mn. 1w Ywyn, however, does not exist

in 9"n on a Xn»MRT level. As for the comparison to 1132 — that is merely saying that since there would be

no 1vn of mpn nran for the N 2wYn of Y"1 anyhow even if it did exist (just as no 21N by 7131), the 1127 were
not 1pnn any v 7WYN NVITH on produce from 5"n. Taken to ’»»a71 now — really saying no »»a1in Y "non a

43 This impacts how each would read the pva of “pIrn YR 12N »9” — p”am1 would say that only applies to n%1p, and this is

anew T, but maoin would say it’s talking chronologically, not geographically (when it starts to apply, not where it applies).
4 Not just a hypothesis — n”an1 says this explicitly.

4 This seems to be the correct no7); the Ypa1a edition proven this, as it is better with the X and with n”ana elsewhere.



Rn»1RT level, and the comparison to 2w 7wyn is saying that just as the 1317 were not jpnn any nw1Tp in that
respect, so too they were not jpnn with regard to »yan.

To this no7, the comparison is only between »w 7wyn and ’ya3, and their respective n 1102 in "N are not
learned from 7131. This enables the np>nn to be over something more fundamental, as Reb Chaim explained.

However, there is an alternative way to explain the np5nn in a fundamental manner using this no:
B) oy NN - the X3 says that N7 is a “PPnn 1% WY 127.” N explains# this as referring to »pan.

One might have understood that ’ya1 is a totally separate mxn from n57. In fact, if one isn’t N7 one’s »»13, it
isn’t treated as N — it’s brought to 0’%w17 to be eaten! However, n™ clearly understood them as connected.

This might fit well with the np%nn between n”any and mavin regarding »»a3 in Y"n. Because maoin views a7
as a continuation of N5y (in the fourth year the 110°% begins to “wear off,” and in the fifth it is entirely gone),
mavin also assumes it can apply in 5"n. But n”an1 might view ’y17 as a totally independent mxn (all cases of
pan start out as N9y, but it is an entirely separate concept nonetheless), and therefore won’t apply in 5"n.

46 Jt should be noted that there are other explanations of this X713 in the DwRA.



M #7 - 9/26/16
2 -:1 - 1w NP of a py; points in the reading of the Xn); beginning of paon

nw1w NWITH of a p:
1) »w1 - goes after the nvph

(Would make a lot of sense, if not for the upcoming reason; after all, goes after nv’p» with regard to 1wyn).

mavin is compelled to disagree.

Background: is one allowed to eat nm»av (items which get planted each year, and generally won’t grow on their
own) which grew during n>»aw? This is a DRI NPYNN: Y7 - RNPNIRTD NOR; DNIN - 132770 NOR (due to a fear that
people will claim these grew on their own when they really planted them). We pasken like the oman.

Contradiction:
Mwn in v (R:v) - v - all types of oM’av are 9Mn, except for 2175 which is 7oR.
Yet in o'noa (on :X1) - w" - all types of nmav are MOR except for 2115 which is 9mn!

In order to address this contradiction, 3R D03 29 explained that the niwn in My 2w was talking about ones
from the 6t into the 7t year, and the X3 in n'noa about the 7t into the 8th year:

What's the logic of the nywn in ny»aw? This mwn is about n>y»aw nwiTH. All other v'mav, if grown in the 6,
will be big; and if in the 7th, small. But 2y75 will be big whether grown in the 6t or the 7th, and can be passed
off as 6t year ones when really 7t year ones; thus, people may sell them and violate the ny»aw nvitp.

What'’s the logic of the 83 in DMYa? About the R of n’Mav (according to »™, who says it is an actual
RN»NRT NOR). All other nrmav: if picked during n’yaw, are Rn»1RTN MNOR because of the MR of n'Mrav; but
if picked in the beginning of the 8t year (before the point of yw»w 1), then are 1322770 MDY, since can be
confused with ones picked in the 7th. However, by a13: if picked during n’yaw, then xn»1x7n 7108 due to the
MR of mav; but if picked in the 8th, then amn (13127 weren’t 91 here, because people won’t make a mistake
and think you can eat the ones picked during n»aw, since they will assume they are from the 8t year —
which they really were — since they grow so fast).

(The second half of &3 D*o1 27 is irrelevant for the point mavin is trying to make. It is the first half which matters).
In the mwn in ny’aw, what's the case of a 2173 they were 113 on?

Wouldn’t make sense to say that they were 113 on ones which had grown during the 6t and were also picked
during the 61" — how could it have no n>»»aw nwiTp it was picked, yet suddenly get it when 0" comes along?

Rather, must be a case when it grew during the 6t year, and was picked during the 7t year.
Therefore, we see from here that kn»1x1n n»aw NWITP goes based off of when it grows, not when it’s picked.
2) maoin - goes after growth [Di9y1) a1, as will be clarified momentarily]
However, mavin must now distinguish between trees and vegetables (since both go after “growth” to this).

Therefore, mavin distinguishes between nvan, which is the beginning of the growth, for trees, and nn>>113 an,
the majority of the growth, for vegetables (unlike by 7wyn, which goes after nvp%, the picking).

3) maon (in 1) - goes after DNY>¥7) M

a) unwilling to distinguish between n»»aw and 7wyn by pv, but b) also unwilling to leave px3 o'o1 21. Thus,
says p7’ goes after ni’o113 9m (which is like 97wyn now, which goes after nv’py; the nVPY ipso facto is also the
2713 9m, so the terms can easily be interchanged. This also still explains the n1wn in n>y»aw like PR3 0o1 27).



(parwn w™ in nP»aw isn’t convinced by this explanation, but it’s clear why one would want to say this).

Overall, w7 and maoin in 0" fundamentally attach the 27 of n>»»aw and Ywyn of a p7 still; however, Mmaoin
here is forced to make a break between them.

What might be the %720 for such a distinction?
Well, no 027 of 991 can possibly apply before the produce is picked.

However, certain 0>17 of my1aw do apply beforehand (for example, one cannot do nmay to them; they have
myavw nwITp in that one cannot poison a tree with growing fruits on it, due to ny»aw na Toan; etc.).

Therefore, it makes sense to have this type of distinction between picking by 2wyn and growth by ny»aw.

Because W1 is apparently unlike 1183 @'01 29, how might he explain the nwn in nynaw?
A) R"07 - MwYN in N1V is also about 0MaL MNOR, not YAV NVITH.

All other onrav: if big, must’ve been planted in 6t and picked in 7t; thus, w11 and 9mn. If small, must've
been planted in 7t and picked in 7t%; thus 9708 because of n'm’av. However, by 211: if big, and planted in
6th and picked in 7th — technically, should be wy1p and 9mn; but the 1317 were 91 on it, because could also
have been big even if planted in 7t and picked in 7t (which would really be 770x because of n'nav).

This can work within »v7’s explanation that p7 follows nvpb for myaw: anything picked during the 7t has
my»1aw nYTp and is 1Mn — unless also planted during n’y»aw, at which point it’s 1708 due to the 710°r of D904

B) 2”»1 - working off n”an1 in n”na - Mwn in N»»awv is about an issue with organized agriculture.

All other items, when picked during n’»»aw, we can assume they came from 1pan; thus, are wy1p, but 9/mn.
However, 2113, which are very valuable, we must worry may have come from 71nv fields (and thus, would
be v11p and MoR). Therefore, the 1327 were 9m3 to treat all 2113 as such.

This too can work within »¥7’s explanation, since it too assumes that p7’ goes after nv’p’ with regard to nyaw .4
How is a ") unlike both a 'nna and a nn?
YW1 - itis 7OR to mate a "2 with either a nnna or N
Q: Permissibility to mate goes after the species, not whether it counts as a nnna or n'n! Why's this relevant?

Al: maon - going according to the opinion which thinks that a 3 is definitely one of two possible animals;
we just don’t know which one. What is unknown is whether we are arn y715 pwwin or not. Thus, if knew
to follow the mother (and thereby whether it was a nnna or n'n), could’ve mated it with mother’s type.

A2: R"awn - it looks like some of the other species; thus, if knew it had the status of nnna or 7N, would've
grouped it under one of those species it looked like, and would’ve been 9mn to mate with that species

What does “8nn%s” mean?

1) n™ - “nphnn”. When there’s a npynn, then it says “717.” If not, then it says “921.”

47 (Worth noting: fits well with the 'nYw1p, as did &3 0’1 17's explanation. But the next option won't fit as well).

4 As an aside, there are two other explanations in the Xn3 in D'noa as well, aside for Ry Do) 17's: A) w7 there explains
that 2113 is different in that it grows in the field all year round. B) n" explains that 2113 is different in that it grows like a
tree. For our purposes here though, these don’t affect things.



How would this be true in our nwn?
n™is forced to say that the npynn between n”a and w”a counts (even though not actually in the total number,
but rather in how one of the ways works).

To this, the Xny’s proof from 8" was merely from the fact that he argues; that’s why “717” fit in the xv».

2) »v, all the other pmwry - “distinction.” When there is another option — this way, as opposed to that way —
then it says “771.” If not, then it says “927.”

How would this be true in our mwn?

A) "1 - excluding nawn, as the Xnx segues into (even though only implicit — nonetheless, still a “m%n”)
But there are many places in v"» where there are implicit distinctions, yet we say 127 still!
There are a number of ways to answer this in the D7, but we’ll just mention one:

B) 1"am - it’s not; only going on »nk and the last two. Our mwn and at were already answered beforehand.
This gets around the issue »v7’s explanation has — there’s no need for to include any implicit D).

To this, X¥’s proof from 8" was that because his opinion had no mn, used the word “927,” unlike the xv».

951 "0IYNH”
What's the ®n3’s 8”0 that 12’on would work for pw11p, and what's its answer for why it doesn’t?

What's the ®03"s ®"n?

1) *o9 (how the nnwry understand him; or at least, the simple pshat in the Xn)) - because we learn from n7v
to nwr through "nnop” "nnop”, then we assume the other v11p which work by a n1w should work by pwyTp.

(To this, an nwR really is compared to a nTv).
The relationship between 12’91 and qv: no relationship.
2) n", many other DMWRY - "nr*p” "np” is only for qv3; however, Pa*yn should count as 9o
(To this, an nwR really is not compared to a NTv)
The relationship between 1a’on and qoa: the 8”n - they’re related; but 5"np - they’re not.*
3) ®R"aw1 - "nnPp” "nrp” is only for qoa; however, extrapolate from 9o to other o11p (like 2’91 or NpN or VW)

(To this, the X"n was that an nwr really is compared to a n7w, and the conclusion is that she is not).

The relationship between 12’91 and qo: no relationship.

What's the Xn)’s conclusion?
(Two points which must be addressed by each explanation:
A) why n%1py n nowa won't work by paon
B) why pa9n which is worth a no1s won’t work)

1) maoin (changes the nom), 17an3 (with maovin’s no7), R"a01 (both NMRYVI) - because Pa’on can be done with
less than a nv11a — which is not true by qua — that reveals it is a different mechanism than qo3 is

(To this, neither n%apm N7 NYW nor Pa*on worth more than a nv1a are questions. Doesn’t work even if
either of these are true, simply because there’s no source teaching us that p2°9n ever works by pwiTp).

4 To mavn, they are actually fundamentally unrelated. To the '371 and others who say it was uprooted due to a 132277 nipn,
then they are only technically unrelated.



Ny #8 - 10/6/16
2 = POY%NA NP NOR PR

(continuing off the end of last 117®)

2) »70 - less than a nv119 is not considered qv3; and when it is NV MY (Which would be qu3), then it doesn’t
work due to a nvI9 MYN NINA YOR 13277 NI,

This is similar to the first option, in that it is also a formal understanding (i.e. when less than a nons,
there’s no pwYTp because there is simply no valid Pw1Tp mechanism — there’s no qo3).

(To this, nvapm N1 nowa obviously wouldn’t work, just as this was clear according to n™’s explanation. As
for the why p2on of a nv1Ia MY won’t work —it would fundamentally, but a 13297 mpn uprooted it).

3) "1 - pavn doesn’t work for less than a nv1a because it is a 'R for the woman
This is different than the previous two options; those were formal, whereas this is psychological.
To this, both the questions of A) n%apy N nowa and of B) 1a*on worth more than a nv11a seemingly apply.
How could this approach be defended from either point?
To defend from A), from the n%apy N1 NLWYa question:
a) v"RIN Maovn - applies the rule of DR 53 H¥R NNYT "Y1

Why can't she do what she wants? Because not about her saying she is personally 1apn; rather,
an external reason, about the 11w of what is considered 21wn by pwiTp, based on most people.
Thus, not up to any particular woman.>

To defend from B), from the pa’on of a nv119 MY question:

a) 1Pt ™, R"awIN TNON, RNP ANTIN 771 Maoin - the reason this doesn’t work is because the PwyTp
were uprooted due to a 13277 mpn (like the »>791 above explained within mavin’s general perspective)

b) R"av1 - because the item is returned, the relevant value to determine here is what the principle
employed requires, not the specific item’s value itself; and the principle here (namely, pa’5n) allows
for less than a nv19, so this doesn’t work

) 1"an" - because the item is returned, the value 91019 is less than a nv1y, even if the item used was
worth more than a nv19; and Pw1TP depends on 9102 RN, so this doesn’t work

17an7 (here and on :7) connects this to why 9% nin %y mnn doesn’t work as well.

D”an7 seemingly agrees with 1”an3. He explains why 7tmn% nin 5% ninn doesn’t work as being
because there’s no 9102 nXkin, though he never explicitly says why pa>n doesn’t work.

Why would pwytp uniquely depend on getting 91025 nrin, unlike other o11p?
1) 'x1x - pWITP has this added aspect, unlike other things; only if 1025 nXRin is there no *x1

2) philosophy of the pwyTp - the qoa of PWITH is about creating a relationship. If not really
giving to her, then doesn’t count as w11, since lacks that aspect of giving, of commitment.

(813" not as “insulting” here; rather, as unable to create relationships by its very nature).5!

50 This is apparent from the w”®70 maoin himself, when he asks about '8 297 >ma. The 'R isn’t that she objects; that would
be up to any individual then. Rather, it is that women in general don’t consider this an appropriate means to do pPwrTp.

51 11p here is along the lines of “5an 7% mp.”



d) 1" - the nn either meant qu> only, or also with the sub-track of pa’on (he thinks po%n is under
903; it’s just a question of what the 17/ meant); those were our two choices.>2 The conclusion of the
R was that since we know some types of 12’>n cannot work, since a woman wouldn’t give herself
over for less than a nv19; therefore, the NN must not have meant to include this sub-track. By
process of elimination then, the 171 must have meant the other option: only regular o3 works.5

e) perhaps the fact that 1a>n could be less than a nva taints all of pa’on with the idea of 'xn. qoa is
fundamentally about valuing something; p2'on is about trading something. Thus, inherently a &,
because he isn’t showing her that he appreciates her when he does it with this type of exchange.

[These last three options can also be used to answer the other question, why napy 0 nowa won’t work].

According to many of the nmwr, whether or not 1a’>n works under the pip of 903 was under discussion.
To most D21WRY, in the R”n, 29N was under the 137 of q03; but what was the conclusion?
A) maoin (here), 8”207, 1"am (within mavin’s o) - 1aYon does not work through the same reason as qo3

B) n™ in 99’1 1990, MAvIN (in V7 on V), R"AVIN NN - PaYn is included in o3

Potential n"
1) the need to return the 91 used: is this return actually mandated, or was it just a social convention to do?

Based off the X3 in o™ with jam 27 and »wR 17: the opinion of WX 17 is vague. He might mean that
technically keeps the 9T, but convention is to give it back; this would fit better with the side that it is
included in qoa. To the other way to read »wx 14, and to jam 29, it might only be mapn% nin 5y np.5

2) Each instantiation of a np>nn between the n”an and 77axy throughout the nn:
A) One example (in 3:0 0>72Y '9N): can Po*Yn be used to free an "1 TaY?

D”anm says that doing pa’on can’t work to free an 71y, since must either be qo3, 70w, or D»Mar »YXRI
(implying pa’>n isn’t qoa); but 7"ar7 argues (as does maon in PV7), because Pa*on is qo3 too.5

52 This supplies a fourth option for how to understand the ®1n3’s X”n above, as a subtle variant of mavin’s approach.
53 1 mavin’s conclusion sounds like the 1 as well.

n™ in 9wn 190 is hard to understand. He makes it sound like one cannot distinguish within the pap itself, so similar to 1";
but working with maoin’s no, not 11's.

54 Which either means it was a 91mn% man 5y niny; or else, N"Myp - not giving him ownership of it itself, but rather that you
are just giving it to him for the sole purpose of letting the transaction go through (but without giving the 110 for itself).

55 8”207 (in PWVITP on :19) brings this npYnn, and explains that they’re arguing over how to read the line in the nwn that an
113 72 is Np himself through qoa: the niwn itself says 903, not 172’5, like n”an3; but 77281 held it was included in that term.
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(continuing off the end of last 117®)

B) Another example (in v:v3 177910 ’9N): is the PN 11 of a v who has reached the age of mvwa binding?

If a jop who reached the age of mvya did a 910 11p and then retracted before he handed over the money
or the item, n”an3 says he can retract. 77ar" argues, and says that he cannot, because it’s a 903 pap.

D”an" states his rationale: since a 7vw is written by a 970 171p, and one doesn’t sign on a 7w for a vp.

Why should that matter? n”ana seemingly is based off one interpretation of a Xn3 in 2”2 (on .n),
which says that one can write a 70w even without the person’s ny1 by a 910 11p. But why should
that impact whether the 710 pap itself was a valid 1p?

Reb Chaim - 910 ip is a “nyT 11p” — a 11p on the other’s seriousness. (That’s the “anr pap”
movin alludes to). The nwyn hasn’t made the ip in of itself, as it does by other types of n11p;
rather, it’s just a way of showing that one is serious about doing what he said he is doing.

Additional basis for this idea:

a) n”an7 also writes that in many places they do a 71v pip along with other things, though
D”an7 adds that the 910 p1p doesn’t do anything at all. It’s just a way of showing they’re
serious, but not truly needed to impact the pip in those cases.

b) nnnar 927 - quotes 0N NPN - RNMY’L is only a 1p on a 1277 level; but 1970 DN - even
a 1y on a RN»MRT level. On this, the pbn1ar 127 asks: how can this work on a Rn»RT
level — where’s the pip nwyn? He answers based on the poa in mn by 910 pap which
says “this was the custom.” Thus, 970 11p is the basis for knnmwo working on a Rn»IRT
level. This nnvar 727 fits very well with Reb Chaim: about demonstrating seriousness.>

How does this explain the n”any about the 12’90 of a jop?
Why is a 70w valid testimony in general — isn’t it an issue of “nan »an X5 oan?”

Many onwr1 answer that when there is 2»nnnn ny7, then one can use writing. It's
concretized ny7. But if 01y just chose to testify about something on their own in writing
instead of with spoken words — that’s where the issue of “nan> »an 8 nivan” arises.

Rav Soloveitchik - most WK1 interpret the X3 in 2”1 as saying that one doesn’t need to
ask the person before writing the 70V, since he’d probably agree to it. But n”any understood
that when one does a 90 11p, where the ny7 itself effectuates the 1y all on its own, then
clearly there’s a high enough level of ny7 to establish the 2nnnn ny7 required for a 7ow.

If so, then a jvp — even if he has reached the age of mvwa — doesn’t have enough nyT for
that to work. He has enough ny7 to agree when it is truly the nwyn effectuating the yap, but
he cannot reach the level of ny71 necessary to do a 11p without a nwyn, with just pure ny1.

C) Another example (in »:n 1721 '50): ability to retract on a p1p while still on the topic only by 9110 Pp?

D”an7 says this is a unique 17 by 7m0 pPap. But mmann 190 quotes N as arguing;: this is true by all op.

5% Perhaps it can also be used to get around the question about using 19°9n which is worth a o119 on the explanation of »w~:
if most people wouldn’t use standard a’on in pwiTp, then it isn’t the anin and loses its power.



(n”am" fits particularly well with Reb Chaim’s idea: 970 pp is uniquely about the ny1 and not the
nwyn, and thus, as long as still discussing the 11p, one doesn’t have that higher level of nyT.

3) “mp ®nYY”: does the giving of a 970 1p count as the p1p having ended at that moment or not?
R”2v7 n"W - if one says that a pap should happen after 30 days: if the 1p has “ended” by then, then invalid.
When one does a 903 11, that money is still working towards your credit after 30 days; thus, it is still valid.
When one does a n2wn 11p, that action has ceased to exist in any way upon its completion; thus, invalid.
What about when one does a 970 11p? R"av1 says it depends on whether 910 11p works under o3 or not:
If 9mo ap is under o), then valid; but if working for some other reason, then invalid, since not extant.
4) useful *95: does a *93 which is useful count as a V19 MY in all of 17N or not? It works for 9710 PIp.
R”2v7 (in M»12V) - seems to say it depends on this same nvpn: if under qo, yes; if not, no”

5) applicability to nn: (doesn’t have to be true) if qo3 works for o>, then maybe pa'on should work for o
too (as mavin here holds); but if not qo3 1p, then maybe can’t work by o (as ®”aw1 here holds).58

6) Dvp »1y: the ;oa says “HYrIw7a nmyn,” a language of mTy; additionally, the X3 in 2”2 says 910 11p is done
with two people. Most nmwr1 interpret that merely as smart advice; but 77axr3 and ®”aw7 both mention an
opinion which understands this as a need for ovp »1y.

If 910 11p was under 903, then wouldn’t need nyp »1y; but if all about ny7, perhaps requires nyp »1y.

However, n”am explicitly says there is no need for nyp »1» by 1m0 pap, while 77ar7 brings the opposite!
Aren’t their opinions reversed?

To defend the 7”ar7: he may have just been quoting the 13, but he himself doesn’t hold that way.
Alternatively, it can be that he still agrees 9710 11p sometimes needs more ny7, even if under qoa.

To defend the n”ana: even if 9 11 is about a higher level of nyT, 0y *1v might be just by nyaw qa7.
7) RN is there NRMR by Paon? If qo), yes; if not, no.

9" NV - no NRNR by pa¥vn, since not truly about an exchange, but rather about their ny7.5° But 77287 in
N0 '9n argues - there is NRNR by paon.

8) whose 1m0 is given: "% - the 910 of the nMpn; 19 - the 9mv of the nnp. The RNy explains nY’s side as saying
the happiness gained in the acceptance of the 9mv caused the mpn to give the actual item as well.

R”207, *PRN - the simple explanation of this 891 proves that 910 11p is not about an exchange, but rather
concretized nyT (even 11 would likely agree; their argument is over a different point).

To defend 77ax87: perhaps this is the very npbnn between 17 and »%. Alternatively, perhaps one could
say the mpn is trading his item for the pleasure of having the 910 accepted by the np.

In truth, there may be two types of 2% 1p: a 110 11p, and plain po'on (item for item, without a middle item).
To this, a regular pa9n is about exchange — what n™ calls “mwa mv” — whereas a 910 P1p is not.
What might be basis for saying these are two separate types of 011p?

The 8913 in n”a (on .1m) seemingly learns out two separate things from two parts of the p1oa in n1.

57 This ®"aw1 is rather difficult though, for he seems to say that it should work for pwyTp if Paron works under qoa — that’s
explicitly against our X3! Regardless, he hangs this general idea on whether 71 119 works through qo3 or not.

% After all, the pyoa in m1 which is the source for 710 117 says this was the custom “981w1.”

5 This already sounds like Reb Chaim. And of course, it would make sense that the n”an7 would fit with the 9.



Potential n™
1) using m7%a: can using a M8 work to effectuate the 1p? n™ - yes for regular pa’>n, but no for 1o p.
2) npYnn between 17 and "%: (mentioned above) only argue by 910 11p, not by regular paon.

3) included in the 7Mwn on :13: was it included under qu> or not? n™ - regular pa’>n was, but 910 1p was not

If so, when our &3 excluded p2on by pwyTp — did it mean to exclude just 970 11p, or also regular poron?

771 mavn - if he gives the actual agreed price through pa'on, then it does work as pPwyTp; our XN) meant to
exclude when you don’t, such as using a 9 11p to agree to the price — that doesn’t work

Two ways to understand 7”7 maoin:
a) poYon doesn’t work, but if he actually gave money, that counts as qv3, despite his saying pa9n

b) the above “two n11” idea — 9M0 11p is not able to work, but regular 125N can



My #10 - 10/31/16
23 - Clarifying the ®n)’s questions and 8"ns

Why’s it obvious a father can’t be the one who accepts pvYTp for a daughter, yet must give her the money?¢0

1) 17an1 and ®"avM - “mbya” - the father is the n’>ya over the daughter; that's why he can give her over. Thus,
it is obvious that the n’>ya should be the one to keep the money

Problem: the ®1n) in v’ (on .R2) says the father is sort of a “n%w” to receive a daughter’s vy; and the xm)
in mMamn> (on .1) connects the two ideas of pv’» and pwITP through the wpn of “nnony nren.” If so, then we
see the daughter is really the o931, and the father is just acting as her n%v!

To address this issue:

a) 1"anm1 and R"2v" themselves - addressing a different issue between the &3 in v and a 8 in
mam>d (on .n) - despite the wp'n, there are still differences between v’ and pwytp. This is one good
example — the father acts as her n’>w for v, but he is the o%ya by pwrTp.

Additional basis for this: on .1, vp% v was ignored when he tried carrying “nmn>m nx¥n” too far;
thus, even if they are connected, not equated fully — sort of like a “nInR2 'Ry NN NT” type of idea.

b) 71 mavin (on the D5v1 [an INR]) - we don’t pasken like the ®Im3 in Pv; brings the 83 in PYYTH
on .10 with wp% w1 — that “nrom nren” was disregarded — as proof.

"1 - explained this line as “could it be that the n7'n gave him this right for no reason?” Not clear what he meant.
Rav Gustman - read »9" as saying the same thing as 1"an7 and r”20".

2) “Special privilege” - however, »"v1 might be saying that it isnt that the n1n was saying the father is the
oY1 over his daughter; rather, it was the nmin giving the father a right here. The 120 is that the n7n was
trying to benefit him; if so, logical to say he keeps the money too.

This would be a little more moderate. Nothing to do with being the n’>ya over her, and neater with ®m)
in 2. The NN gave a specific Mot of pwITP to the father for his benefit, so it follows that he keeps the qo.

3) “mmYw” - take X3 in P2 very seriously, and assume father is truly working as a m">w here too. The 17
appointed him as the m%w here (for example, to take care of her). Still, not standard mm%w, since a) she can't
even appoint a m"%v in the first place as a mvop; furthermore, b) this is something she herself cannot do. Thus,
more like an ©1971019%; he’s given the power to act on her behalf. This is as a responsibility though, not a right.

This approach seems problematic for two reasons:
a) X1 on .v - the way to write a pwITp 70V when a father marries off a daughter is “* nvmpn N2 nn”
(That sounds more like he is the o’%ya than a nYw).
b) The original question — what does the X713 here on :3 and its 8120 that he gets the money mean then?
To defend: a father is more than a regular n'5v; like an m1911vaR. Thus, in charge, not just a representative.
Regarding a) - in the 19w, must address the person in charge of decision making, even if not the n’5ya.

Regarding b) - may depend on how one views the qo3 in the first place. If ny19 qo3 [see My'w #3] - then
indeed, hard to understand. But if 11 qo3, which may be there just to demonstrate seriousness or the
like, then it would make sense that he must give the money over to the one actually making the decision.

60 As we'll see shortly, another way to breakdown these upcoming opinions might be “is the father acting as a m%w or as
the D91 in this pPwITp transaction?”



Q: How can the 8 try to learn pw1Tp from Do NvI2; the 803 in M2INd (on :n) learned DagY NWIA from PVITH!

A1) maoin - RN in M2 - learn from his keeping the pw TP qod of a MY (known from “>nmn1 'na nR” and
then ®12v) that he gets her o nwia even as a N1 (since he could’ve married her to a Pnw non and pained
her for money; and this pain would’ve lasted even beyond the point when she’d be a mvp, so he gets a n1’s
D)9 NI t00).61 And the R here tried to learn from mio nwia of a N to the PwIT'P qo of a Nwa.

A2) maomn - RInx in M2INd - learn from his keeping the pwrTp qo3 when he’s wpn a nwa (known itself frome2
“nn1>na nR” and then ®120) that he gets nim nw1a of a N (since he could’ve married her to a nw nom for
money). And the X3 here tried to learn from a np1’s D391 NWia to the PWITP qO1 of a NP1 who's W1pn herself.

A3) v"®0 maom, others — it actually is circular logic; however, weren't addressing the source.®® Thus, truly
did try to learn from D32 nwia to PwITH; and 1"NR, could’ve responded with this, but just responded differently.

(>n% Y11 RY VW - reads this point — that the attempted 11’5 was circular — into part of the X9n)’s answer).

A4) maomn in mamnd (on :n, in the second explanation) and 1”an3 - (similar to first answer) - X903 in Mand -
learn from his keeping pwy1p qoa of mop (known itself from “>nni 'na nx”) that he gets the mia nwia of a mvp.
And the X here was trying to learn from nisy nwia of mvp, which she does have enough of a 1 to receive
(she collects pr3; see p"a on :19), and yet the D9y nwia still goes to the father, so too the PwyTp qod of a N,

A5) 70 mavin - 83 here - learn from the D3? NI of a NMan N1 to the PWITP of a NIY1. And then the X
in M2 was trying to learn from the pwYTp of a N1 to the mam nwa of a LR NI

This clearly assumes that by some logic, it would have been known that the nas nwia of a nman nya is the
father’s. What might that logic be?

Perhaps because we knew it'd either be hers or her father’s — and she was Ymn, so must be her father’s.

Other omwr reject this explanation because it isn’t simple at all that nman n9y1 actually has moy nwia still,
(we may just say she loses it completely, since she was Ymn).

A6) n™ (brought in the nMWRI), others - 8Ny in M2INd - learn from PWITH to DIy nwI2. But the X3 here was
actually trying to learn from pis nwia to 1 nwyn (which we were led onto after bringing in xnn 1v).

What was the ®n)y’s 8”0 after it said “Rava Y17pwNI NV PR WIPN ... N1 YarR”, and what was its conclusion?
What's the Xm3’s R"n?
1) maon (first explanation) - only she can be w1pn herself, and she gets the money; father doesn’t have either

2) maon (second explanation) and 3”amy - either she can be w1pn and she keeps the money, or father can be
wTpn and he keeps the money

3) 1 mavn - either one can be w1pn; but she keeps the money either way ¢

4) "1 onynn (in explaining n"™) - only father is able to be wpn her, but only she gets to keep the money ¢

61 mavin then asks: following that logic, why doesn’t he get D19y nwia of a N2 then? mavin is forced to answer that the p1oa
of “mar ma 1w1a” by 1M mian taught us that he has no domain over a nna at all. However, mavin doesn't like this
answer, which is really why the next answer is suggested.

62 Or else, as R”2w70 7NN puts it, from 017 190 (which is can be learned from in this context, since it is 1O'R from MNO'R).
63 Or else, in case there was someone out there who held of a different source for whatever reason.

64 From this, it seems clear that 77 mavin is saying that as a nvp, the father is the o'9v3a; but as a N7y, the father is a mHw.
See the discussion earlier, in the beginning of this 11>w; to slice this distinction between nvp and 7y is novel idea.

5 He seems to have had a different o7 in the ®91); there’s seemingly no way to read this into our Xn)’s words.



What'’s the Xn)’s conclusion?
1) &R Mavn - either one can be w1pn, but father keeps the money either way
(This is even going according to w’p% v on :an, who we don’t pasken like)
2) maon and most DMWRY - only father can be wTpn her, and only he gets the money; she doesn’t have either
(This is only going according to 11ny’ 727 there, who we do pasken like)

Problem: the w77 of NNM>T NR'Y only teaches us that the father gets the money. But how do we know that
only he can do the pwyTp and not her?

To address this issue:

a) MavIn in MM (on :1n) - it is a 120 that whoever does the pw1Tp keeps the money
(This is the converse of the 8720 which appeared earlier in the 813 here)

b) R R2pY " - that’s not a ®12v; after all, she does many things,® yet gives the money to the father!
Rather, learn from n»171 n19n, which is pure 1R, to the MR of PWITH.67

From 78 R2py '9,%8 it appears one can separate the 170’8 and the mmnn components of the pPwITH.
The pwrTp itself is pure 10’8, and the monetary component is simply about who keeps the money.

This fits with the side [see 1w #4 above] that pw1Tp is fundamentally about 170’8 and not pap.

By mavin assuming otherwise, it may be that maoin holds the mo°r and mnn components are
inherently linked, and that’s why whoever does the Pwy1p must keep the money.®

¢ Creates her o nwyn, acquires MTaR, etc.
67 In a different maoin there in MmaIN3, Mavin assumes this can’t be done, because it’s still considered “ X110 172 N'RT RMONR.”
68 See also X"2w1n T'NYN mentioned above too, in note 62.

6 Alternatively, other n'n Nk suggest instead that this may relate to the qud of nRin idea of the n”ana [see Myw #8 above].
The problem with that is that it is more likely that maoin doesn’t hold of that idea.



My #11 - 11/3/16
.1 - 22 - Clarifying the ®)’s questions and R"ns

(continuing off the end of last 7192®)

To how the 71 maoin and n”R7% onynn understood the ®1n)'s X”n (namely, by a mvp, father both accepts the
Pw1Tp and keeps the money; and by a ny), father accepts the pwyTp, but the money goes to the daughter), it
would appear that the father acts as the 0’9pa by a nivp, and acts as a sort of ©VIaIVIAR by a NWa.

However, according to these opinions, what part of this (if any part) remains true in the conclusion?

a) In the conclusion that the father keeps the money even by a n73, it may still be keeping the idea that he
was only acting as a n5w for her then, and it is really her money initially — but nonetheless, he has the
right to receive certain things she should’ve fundamentally gotten, and that’s why it still goes to him here.

b) Alternatively, it could be that the conclusion of the Xnj rejects this idea, and says that even by a ni he
is the oY1, and that’s why he gets the money.

(This approach might fit better with the words of the ®7n3; after all, it does call him an “9n& PIR”).

The opinion of the n"an" isn’t so clear.
In mwor 90, by dividing between a nvp and N7, he indicates that there is some difference between the two.
However, not at all clear what that difference might be.
a) Perhaps it’s an echo of the Xn)’s 8”0 here. Different categories with different sources and rationales.

b) Perhaps even saying more than that; he might be alluding to the aforementioned potential alignment,
respectively, of mop and Mm5ya on one hand,” and "Y1 and mm%w on the other.

What does the X713 mean by “oynn Rp nnnaT nrw?”

A) "1, maon, others - the X”n was that the nw17 can be made as saying there is money given over from the
oya to the father or to the daughter; the conclusion was that it’s given to the person whose mwn she was in.

B) n"™ and opinion brought by »»7 in mamnd (on :n) - the 8’ was that the father can be wpn his mop
daughter and the money is his, and the 8 n3’s conclusion is that he can do so by a ny1 daughter too and also
keeps the money there. “nn1>7 NR'¥” means that just as in the p1oa by her going free with oy, it is talking
about a N, so too in our case of PVITH.

Problem: mavin - already knew it was about a my); only thing missing was that he keeps the money! In
other words, to n", the question of “n71% XXY” still applies; what's the source the father keeps the money?

To address this issue:

a) *PXn - n” may have meant both explanations; agrees with »¥1 and maown, and is just adding that
this is also how we know the p1va is dealing with a ny1. At which point, he isn’t missing anything.

The issue with this is that this really doesn’t sound like what n” was saying.”

70 Rav Miller noted that in n2ywn o0, n”any writes that n»1vp are “like his possessions.” Though that is in regards to divine
punishment — nonetheless, one sees that D21vp children count as his 0"11p to some degree.

71 Neither as quoted by »¥1 and maon, nor in the 01X 9% where we have him brought.



b) "85 onynn - “nTTY RRY” was already answered: we knew that the father could do the pwyTp, from
“nny ona nR.” If so, “pin nR¥N” was only necessary to teach that the father gets the money. The final
question which remained was how to prove that “pin nk¥n” was dealing with a n9»1 and not a mvop,
and that was what “nnn7 N was coming to prove.

The ®1)’s conclusion was that the Pw11p 903 of a NY1 going to the father couldn’t be learned from o> man.
However, the R”"n was that the father gets the monetary 11 naw. Is this at all true in the end?
RI03 in p”2 (on .19) - NpYNn between 17, WwpH W1 against 13N 727 over if the father keeps the n%an »mYwn of a nwa:
1INV 127 says he does, using the term “o»p1 navw.”
A) maon (there) - just using this as a phrase, since Xn3 concluded that we can’t learn this from ©»7 nan
B) "1 (there) - cites the p10a of “ivar nra 1"
This sounds like »wA really thinks the pyoa brought in our X1 and rejected is actually a source!

1 does the same thing in n”a (on .2’) - explains that 8913 as only talking about a jop’s nroxn, but that
a mop’s Nk¥n goes to her father was already known from the nw97 of “n>p1 navw.”

This is doubly problematic: the X n3 in m21nd (on .tn) - gets her NR*¥n because of NR (only 13277)!

D”an7 too seemingly repeatedly runs into a similar issue.
Dn”am (in 7:1 "Y1 11 'HN) - father gets Dagy nwa of a N1 says since all D™Y1 NAY goes to the father.
Maybe could deflect this n”an3 as just using a phrase (as mavin did to the xn).
But aside from that deflection being weak, n”an1 seemingly does this again:

0”107 (in X MR '5N) - when saying father keeps pwimp qod of daughter, also lists all the other
things he gets of hers (like nk>¥n and 1 nwyn). It seems like he’s hinting to this general idea of
DY) Naw; otherwise, why list all these random things in that context?

Strongest proof: in n”na (in both n”a and mamy), explicitly says from the p1oa of “nvar nxa N7Y1a”!

How can we understand why both »¥7 and the n”an7 seemingly maintain the X12)’s X" of DY N2Y?
a) Once “nnma7 Now” taught he keeps the qoa, then we can use “nvar n>a 11” to teach oY1 Naw.
Problem: this still doesn’t address the problem with the 811 in ma1n3 (on .1n) about nax.

b) Most oMInNR - it’s actually a o'RmMR npHnn - 27 and wpY w1 say that the money goes to the
daughter, and 13nv »17 says to the father. The first opinion holds that n»11 naw is not a general idea
(that pyoa is for 011 M19n only); and the second opinion, 111 729, holds that it is a general idea.

The x7n3 in both PwITH and Mmama is only quoting 27 90X 81N 27 throughout; 30y 227 would argue.

Additionally, »w7 in p”a brings the 01 naw idea only in the side which will eventually become
13N »a%; and he also only brings the na'x idea in the side which will eventually become 2.

Thus, n”an7 and w1 would pasken like 13y 727 over 27 in regards to this nw17 as well.
The x7n3 here says “n115 Dn »N 011 11" is a k120,
Yet the X703 in 2”2 (on .yvp) and in 11 7MDO (on :70) learn this idea from a pyoa!

Which one is it — is “B%323> on "n 02 1N2” a R12Y, or does it need a nVI7?



A) Many pmwry (maoin there, 17am9, R”2v9, R”201) - there’s a difference between the word “y71” and “12”:
while y1 includes both from &320 (like in the Xn3 here) — 12 does not, and thus needs a nw17.72

Two problems with this explanation:
a) Slightly weak, in that the X1 sounds like the point is B3 B2 »3; it should’ve said y3m.
Can deflect this, if need be, by saying indeed, this is just Rp17 X5,

b) The ®n3 in mMn2 (on :23) has a Nw77 for a 9n, but doesn’t give a Nw17 for 211 13; yet there, only says
the word “12,” and it’s also known that the na%n is that o2 »2 make her 7194 from o2!

The nmwr1 are forced to find ways to answer this, such as inventing a nw37 in mna.

B) Perhaps one could say that when it is understood that “12” means “child” in general, then there’s a X720
that “o22> Dn N D2 M2 7

(This is true in the X3 here and in mna there).

But when it is understood that “12” means specifically a son or daughter, then there’s no 8120 that this
specific word represents descendants generally, and therefore a nw17 is needed to teach so.

(This is true in the X903 in 2”2 and in P37MID).

What is the principle which the ®9n) teaches is available to use by its nw17T from the word “prn?”

A) 1, "0 Mavn and others - the prefix “n” (which means “because”), followed by the word “pr,” —

"

and the principle which comes out is that the word & doesn’t need a “»” (so if it has one, it’s open for a hw17).

B) "1 - the word “1&n” — and the principle is that any letter with a »’% under it without being followed by

Y7N/Z4

a " is open to make a nwAT.
What does the X9 mean by “nn Rinn” versus “nRp RnHYN?”

A) " - psychological - rn Ritnn means he expected it when he gave her the food, since it's common;
unlike pwITp 903, which is 'nRp ®NYyn — less common — and he didn’t give her food on condition to get it

B) 8"2v1 - biological - ’1n Ritnn means that the very food he gave her is what enabled her to do work, so of
course it is owed to him; unlike pPwYT’p qU3, which is 'nrp Xn%yn, and his giving the food was unrelated to it

72 This fits particularly well with the 83 in 117M0 there, which implies this point about the word y-1.

73 This approach seems to make a lot of sense, but isn’t found in the DWwK" for some reason.



Ny #12 - 11/7/16

:T -7 - NYR; MAYIN vs. "anT in 1"ps; R"n without “np? 1”

What is the case of an N>R going free at ny2a?

(To Y®mmw, who holds that she is only considered an n"1%'® from the time we discover she is one and onwards,
then this is simple: she was sold at any point from the normal age until 19).

But to 29, who holds she is considered an nm%x even »1an%, then she was an ' x all along, and it shouldn’t
have been a valid sale!

[As an aside: within 19, at what point in time does that y19n5 status really go back to?
A)y"am -121/2
B) »91 (in mna) - 12
C) 77ary - from the time that the mn%»R "o appeared]

1) 77281 - she was sold at some age, such as 15, without any n’1n’0; nonetheless, the sale was valid, and the
R is saying that she just goes free before the six years are up

2) 1"am - sold at 11, went free at 17 after six years, and then at 20 it was revealed that she should really get
back the salary for those years after 12 %2 till 17

3) v"17 explaining 70 74 - even to 29, it won’t go »naY for all things; it will depend on the case:
For things relating to her ny7, then it goes y19n5 back to 12.
But for things relating to her social status of being a N3, then it goes Ran% 8an, from 20 onwards.

Using this to answer our question: even 17 agrees that she isn’t classified as a nna from then y1an%;
rather, she is merely considered a n>y1x intellectually from then. Thus, the sale was valid all along.

maomn vs. 1"an about each potential vp: maoin - technical 01’%; but 1”an7 - revealing underlying ideas
“mayn nnR is not NPy with Rn”
maomn - valid basis for a y'p
1"am - RpNT IRY, not a basis for a v’p, because n™ayn MR is not about MR
“anav nn that isn’t NPl with 1vv”
1”am - doesn’t prove anything, because needs rw), which is accomplished via nx»a
“nmayn nnrY nn that she goes out with qu5”
maomn - just a RYp; could have said any other example, such as that she goes free with 6 years, 521, and o1’
W7, 17an7 - reveals that n1ayn nnR is uniquely linked to money, unlike nwr
The 83 concludes that both n’p1os are necessary, in context of the Xin’s source. Does 11 also need both n’pyva?
A) mavin and most other pnWRY — yes; there is no nponn between the Rin and 19

B) m% 11 ®Y Ny, and one side in MavIN (on .») 75 - though the Rin is w117 both D10y, 19 doesn’t use “np? 17

74 He's coming to explain a contradiction in the 710: seems to pasken like 17 in one place, and like Y®1W in another.

75 Based off how maoin explained the 8113 on 23, that there was a ®”n she’d keep the money if we are w117 the “np» »2” source.



Does 121 think a woman can give the pwyTp 903 to the man then, if he doesn’t use the w37 from “np» 15?”

No, 17 would say that from the “nnn>7 nR*®” point, we saw that it’s the husband who gives the father
the money; therefore, similarly, when the father is out of the equation and it is her herself, we would
still say that the husband is the one giving the money to her.

Problem: if so, how will this fit with the end of the 8713 here? The Rin needed the p1va of “np’ 2” to show
that the girl can't give the money; but can’t the nw771 of “nNN>7T MR teach that as well?

To address this issue, we must explain what the X" would have been, even with having “nnma7 nrox”:

a) maon - there was never a 8”0 that she could give the money; rather, the X" is for a case where he
gives the money and she says the words.

(This is a still pretty weak in the words of the X3 though).

b) n”an in the v"&)11 Mavin - would've thought it could go either way; either the man or the woman
can give the qua. “nnn>7T NR'®” would show that it also works when the man gives it.

¢) 8”207 and *Rn - if not for “np» »,” would've said been w7 it as “nr IR qUI W referring to the
husband. The master loses his servant, and loses the money; but the husband gains a servant, and
gains the money. That would be the contrast.

(And the 80y earlier already knew “np> »,” and that’s why it was w7 it the way it did).

d) 77ar3 - if not for “np> »3,” would’ve said the daughter gives the husband money, and then he in
turn gives it to the father.

Now, the 'n% y11 85> nvw technically could’ve just answered that 27 didn’t have any of these X"ns.
However, he had a slightly different no7 in the X3, and thus supplies an answer:

e) "% Y™ RY VY - if not for “np» »,” would’ve said “pin nr¥n” teaches that the girl gives her father
money and then is free to marry herself off, and may not have taught qo2 »v11p at all.

Practically, the "1 comes out differently to these answers:
To ¢) and d), qu3 'v17p would mean the woman gives 903 to the man
To b), 903 'v11p would mean either one can give the 9o to the other one
To e), wouldn’t have known qv3 »wy1p works as a valid avenue at all

To a), the woman would be allowed to say the formula



M #13 - 11/10/16
T - 0"an7 and PYVITP 901 being “DM9r0 MaTn”

D”any says in two places (in 2:8 MR ‘>0 and 2:3 MR o) that 9o is o9 Ma™N.

7”aR" attacks this, and says that a mistaken w12 in a X793 fooled him.

What source might n”an7 have been coming off of?
a) 8 in 2”2 (on :) and elsewhere - more understandable that 772 can uproot pPwI1Tp qo3 than nr»a V1P
Why?76
1) the teachers of "7, DIV 13927 — 02 VTR is 13277, thus, “1INR oM IR 007 But Nk »0I17) is RNINT
2) maoin and others - by qua »v11p, there can be 9pan 772 9pan, and by nr»a »w11p, that power isn’t relevant
3) "2V and others - by qua *w11p, it doesn’t turn the PwyTH into an nay, but by nxk»a »wiTp it does
D”an7 may have understood like o173 11727 here, and thus concluded that qo3 >w11p is only 11277.

b) Additionally, n”an1 may also have just been saying this based on his own rules of classification.

In nn¥nn 990, n”ant had said that 70w »v11p is also considered oMo Man. Clearly though, with regards to this,
he changed his mind when he wrote the n7in nwn.

It is also possible that later in his life he also retracted on saying this about qov3 >wTp. Already in the days of
D"In7’s son, we see it wasn’t clear if he had or hadn’t.

However, n” and others think this isn’t true.

77ar7 and 1”am both interpret the n”an3 very radically, as saying that she’s only married on a 13177 level.

But they were just setting up a strawman; no one who actually tries to defend the n”an3 thinks that way. And
the simple reading of the n”any definitely sounds like she’d still be a full w& nwr for all regards, since he
doesn’t make any further distinctions between them.

If not though, then what did he mean?
n”an3 labels anything learned from the m7n 3 as being “p»1m0 Ma™n.”

One sees this clearly in onn '5n by a ®Inn jpr. Additionally, he even considers mipn and m7’m to be
D910 M2TN.

Accordingly, it seems that anything we were reliant on 9"1n to have known it earns this label.
Furthermore, in a n219n, 0”an7 even considers a *»’on NYN? 1257 to be 0MIMD MaTN.
(This one is less clear; only needed %" to transmit them, but not to interpret or derive them, etc.).””
Therefore, 903 '01Tp isn’t anything unique; rather, part of a general nv>w. But is there a n"?
y”awn (both in »'p1n 91 and in his "), W 78 - no n” other than that it doesn’t count in the nnxnn pan

(To this then, the 113 in 2”1 wouldn’t have really been n”anv’s source for this).

76 There are more explanations and additional nuances, but here are some basic, mainstream approaches.
77 See in 2 nn NRMY o0 for an example demonstrating how this might be more complex.

78 Perhaps the n”n and n” too.



Potential n"
1) consent of the rabbis: n”> - whether it's necessary to have the consent of the rabbis (as X n) indicates).

2) a conceptual distinction: Rav Rosensweig - 70w and n&’a capture the conceptual nature of pwyTp, but
9o3 does not. It works, but that is because people take it seriously and they often buy things this way
(plus, it's convenient). However, by its nature, it wouldn’t have related to pwy1p as the other two do.

3) more %pn by M7 learned from the my1n 3™: this might illustrate itself in a variety of ways:
A) Perhaps 5"n can actively uproot them; unlike n’»a, which can only be uprooted nwyn &y awa.
B) ™ in 0111 (on .n) - a MaWY is YN on something learned from a Nw77, but not on something explicit.”

C) movin - why is it better to have a y7¥n stick his thumb into the a7y, and not just walk in, when
he must get the blood applied to his thumb? Both should be 1108, since he is Xnv, and both should
be nnm1 because of the mxn! One answer: because the entry of a Xnv body part is learned from a nw97.

D) v maoin - something written in the 770 is more “wTpn” 80 than something learned from a nw9T.
E) n™mn m9 - if one must be naw Y9nn, better to violate a nw17 than something explicit in the npiva.
F) o>1an Mo - while a regular Xn»1RT P7's pav goes nIMINY, a NWIT's PAL goes RNPY

G) Perhaps unable to receive certain types of Dy for something learned from a nw7

This general approach of the n”anv’s aligns neatly with another general approach of his: that all 3277 laws
carry the weight of the Xn»mrT mxn of “7von 85.”81 The obligation’s Xn»»1R7, but the legislation is from the rabbis.

Accordingly, makes sense why he’d feel comfortable using the same term for those and also explanations of
normal NN laws. Both required human intervention to bring about, and both have nmn authority backing
them. In terms of punishments and certain other aspects, they’re different — but not fundamentally different.

Rav Elchanan 82 - none of this means that D910 ™17 are either unauthoritative or untrue.

Nonetheless, perhaps 'n cares more about things He chose to say explicitly and discussed at length in the n7mn.

7 Though that may not be a real distinction, since it may just be based on what was actually sworn on by »1v 7.
80 (See mynar on .va).
81 The 1”anm1 and others disagree, for example.

82 Many of the potential n” above were from him.



My #14 - 11/14/16
2T = “nTI NPt 19V N nn”

Initially, the ®9n) seems to think® it is significant that n>1ayn NNk isn’t n71p) through nxroa.
Yet in the end, it seems to think8* it isn’t significant.
Which one is it really?
1) 1"am - the 8y above was Rp117 RY; and it really meant a 1°¥n nn, not a v'p
2) Maybe one can only use it to set the background for a v"p, but not to break a y"p 8

3) Maybe because the part about o3 was trying to talk about 9v3, not relationships [similar to the idea of
Rav Rosensweig at the end of the last 11»*v]; unlike by nx»a, where it is about the relationship, and thus
relevant to object and say that n»1ayn nnR isn’t about that sort of relationship

4) Maybe different parts of the 811 were assuming different things: first part thought Ty is the main goal
of the sale of an n"ayn nny; while the later part assumed differently, that the main point is the slave work.

By the 1"p to teach that n&»a »w1Tp works from nna’, the Xni says it breaks down, because a nna’ is “nMYy NpIPr.”
Q: mavn - include this very point in the v’ as well! 87
Technical answers:
1) w"®I0 MavIn - can only include facts into the vp, but not a 7 which is only created by the nn.
2) 1"an" (second answer) 8 - can include this point in the "p from qo2 to NR’3, but not from NN to NWR.*
Fundamental answers:

3) M - nr»a is uniquely linked to nn2> and being N nppr. The mxn is to build up the dead brother’s
home and have children; thus, makes sense that n&®»a should be a 11p more easily here than elsewhere

(In terms of the m12’ logic here, it sounds like the 11p flows from the fulfillment of the mxn.

This is similar to what the 9"’ says by D12’ in general — that the nx»1isn’t a nx>a of pwITH, but
rather just a mxn, and “onwn 1015 NIpn NYR.”

This is against the 8”20 in MmN, who says you are n1p her with nxa n»nn, with nxvyn, but the
mxn is only when he completes the nxa).

4) 1, ¥ in Mmoo, and 1”am (first answer) - NR*2 is N, and does PrRIVI, not PWITP. Thus, the whole
715 doesn’t work anymore — the pwiTp came from the dead brother, not the nxoa.

8 When it tries to learn a 1"p from n’7ayn nnR to PwITH working with qoa.

8¢ When it objects to the breaking of the 1"p by pwyTp working with nxa from nna> by saying nx’a isn’t 77w to n™Mayn nnx.
8 Even if, intuitively, it seems like it should be the other way around.

8 This will be a big discussion later on.

87 “1f qu3, which doesn’t work by a nn1’ (even though she is n1mp nppr) works by PwiTp (even though she isn’t nTw npIpt),
then surely nx»a, which does work by nna, should work by pwyTp.”

8 This is against the maovin in p"1; one would need to give a different one of these answers for that approach.

8 Not exactly clear what 1”an1 means here.



The novelty with regard to 2’ here is that the p1 isn’t wTpn the nn; rather, the pa inherits the
PwITH of his dead brother. He does xR, and then naturally gets the pwyTp.%0

This is a big npn in o1
A) are there still extant pwyTp of the dead brother; or no,
B) no extant pw1Tp, and she just has a moral obligation to marry the brother and not a stranger?
Potential n"

1) nature of relationship between n2’ and nn2>: with the respective sides of “np>r pr” and
“nipr w” falling in place on either side here -

If the pwy1p of the dead brother, then “npt v°”; if not, then “npr pPR.”

2) nature of the MR of a MWY NN is it a lower level of WX NWR, or just some other MNOR?
If the pv1p of the dead brother, then lower level of WX nwy; if not, not.

3) IRy PVITP NoXan: can the PWITP of someone else be YN on a NN2?
If the pvy11p of the dead brother, then PwyTH cannot be Ym; if not, it can.

4) mayaw 7a7: is n¥'on called a mayaw 1a7?

If the pwyTp of the dead brother, then yes; if not, not.*2

In the ®3’s conclusion, is it that doing D1’ is also a regular Pw1Tp of NR’I; or no, its own unique mechanism?
Seemingly, must be that it’s still its own mechanism, since n&’a by a nn2> has unique components to it! %
A) p"nn (unlike his questioner in his n"w) - nonetheless, it still is a PV

B) n™ (brought in mavin in MmN on :vn) - there’s no M mn by a WY Mn; and no PVITP no’an by the na
even, since he has the np.

This sounds like he argues on p™nn.

NRY MR - in the D”am (in X:R D122 '5N) - 0”am7 uses the words “onwn 10 1% Mpn NYR.” While the X only
used this term very sparingly, and could’ve been understood as a local point — but the n”any holds it is a
major idea, and that’s why there is no need for the na’ to do pPwiyTp.

Potential n"
DYp »1Y: is there a need for nyp »y by the T’ here? %
a) R"207, W”RIN MAOIN, *PRA, and D™ NAAN VOV - need DYP Y by DIV

b) ®"aw1 n"w and v’ - no need for DYp *1Y, since “DMVN N Y MpPH YR

% Alternatively, it might be that he inherits the partial pwyTp — since, after all, there is no nm’n 21n on other people who
sleep with her now, just a WY — and then he completes it and does prwi. But 1”an1 says priv, and »91 and ®™ probably
meant this too, since that is what N1 means in the R later on.

91 Oversimplified, since this is really a X210 for mna.

92 See the nmn»a y11, who brings this to argue on the »>79n. Brings in a lot of other follow-up n”"1 as well, such as whether the
kid be a qtnn; does the idea of 5125 MoR HYP2% NOR apply; N2y’ HRY 377; WR NYRT NIMN, etc.

% It works even against her will, and amw3, etc.

% It could be that this isn’t really a n”1 though; one could say that even if not P11, you still need pyp »y, since they don’t
depend on the process, but rather on the result, and here, ultimately there is a conclusion of my.

Or one could deflect it the other way, as Reb Chaim does — since m11’ doesn’t need ny7, then no need nyp 7y, even if PVITR.



My #15 - 11/17/16
.1 =909 by WIpn; “9100 NP NP PR”; “9m1” contradiction; beginning of 5"pa

Why does the X m) say “90v2 gR” — how is 90w a bigger vy'n than the others?
A) ®"v70 NN - because there is no mention of it in the p1oy, it is the least explicit
B) 'n% yT1 8Y NY'W - because there is no NN, unlike by qua and nX»a, so would have thought it might not work
C) 8”207 - because that is the order of the n’poa

[D) coming off the Xn»1 in the m9v, which was going on this p10s, and 70w isn’t learned from this p1oa at all]

What is the 19w which the X1 is saying doesn’t work by redeeming wpn?
A) "1 - where one writes a 70w to the 11an that he owes money to v1pn
There a few questions on *"v:
1) 8"aw" - a 21 W doesn’t work for pw1Tp either, so how is this a valid question on the /p?
To defend »v:

a) Most o1 InR - that is only true according to how R”av1 reads the X703 on .n;% but if »"w7 held
like how w”R®1 reads the ®ni there, then there’s no problem at all — a 2 70V is a real debt

b) Reb Chaim - a complicated explanation; ow 7.

2) Rav Elchanan Wasserman % - how is this type of 70w relevant — just because it is on a 70w doesn’t
mean it is a 70w Pp! If anything, that should be a qo3 ap!

To defend wn:

a) mpnn 190 - "1 really agrees with the X”av1. Really, he meant that you write a 90w which says
“y19 N1 0,” and you also write a 210 on it, so that way you aren’t just stealing from w1pn.

b) Other o1 INR - apparently, “Rin TR 70V DY’ — even though not the same, still able to ask a
question on a v’y like this.

B) 8"w1 - parallel to pPw1Tp 70V — where the Man just writes “»y79 Nt »11,” comparable to % nwTPpn R »MN”

Q: Why is “91m0 nwy1 1wvp PR” an issue by o) causing divorce — the opposite was true on :7 by n™ayn nny,
when the X3 explained that she is more able to be nnp3 with 9o because she is sent away with qo3?

A) mavn - depends on the direction. By nayn nnR, going from the party that received the money initially
back to the one that had given it; that makes sense. By qu3, it'd be going from him to her in both instances.

mavin was clearly assuming the ®1n)’s X"n was that the man would be giving the money to the woman
when he divorces her. It could have hypothetically been the other way around.

(Perhaps that’s how 8”aw1 understood, and that’s why he gave a different answer).%”

% The r7nx there says a 12wn doesn’t work for pwrTp. The 8”2v1 assumes the weakness of collateral is that it is merely a debt,
and not the final payment; but others argue, such as the v”X1, and say that the reason it doesn’t work is because you don’t
really owe the money in that case. But if you did truly owe the money, then it would work, even if you didn’t pay now.

% He also quotes a mavin who explains the type of m 0w which are excluded from redeeming w1pn as »”v1 had understood.

% The advantage of reading it mavin’s way is that the man is the one doing it in both scenarios. The advantage of reading
it the other way is that it is the “n1p” who would be giving the qu3 in both scenarios.



B) 8"1v1 - there’s no issue of “710 NYWY1 MMVP PR” by business dealings (like n™ayn NnR); there is by nwyTH %

From this, X"2av7 may be setting up pwyTp as more about nwy1p than about pap [see MY>w #4 above].

VRN Maoin and v maovin are both unclear. They may be like maoin, but they also may be like ®”aw-.
The ®9n3 in ©71 on N says that “n’a” in a 971 only applies as long as the person is alive.
Yet the X703 here sounds like this 'Rin invalidates a v for lack of mn»3 is because it extends indefinitely!
Which one is correct?
Technical answers:
1) mooIn - in 1M, it’s talking about an individual; here, “ar n»1,” is referring to his lineage in general %

2) 8”20 and others - in 077, only meant when he was alive; here, it's Xp17 189, and really meant a case
where he said “par Yw nr na,” 100 or “par Hw nr ypap.” But had he only said “par n»a,” that would be mn»o.

(The weakness of these answers is that the Xn»11’s purpose was to distinguish between words he used).

3) mY y11 ®Y MW (second answer) - in 0N, only said “n’a”; here, added the word “p%»y%.” But had he
only said “par nva,” that would be mn»>.

Fundamental answers:

4) 'Y Yy 8Y N (in his first answer), »8n - there’s a difference between making 711 and making a »Rn.
In oM, we go after oTR 2 NWY; thus, go after if he is alive or not. But by »xin, we follow after...

They don’t spell out the alternative. What is the other option?

Perhaps they mean that we go after the objective meaning, or the language of the n7n. Just because
people happen to use slang terminology, that doesn’t mean we’ll follow it. 101

This would be strange. Most poskim assume we follow o 22 W5 by people talking everywhere;
only don’t in making mw~7 off n’pyva. Why follow objective language, and not what people mean?

The n"a seems to follow this strange opinion as well — makes the same distinction n25n5.

5) n"an7 (in 2-8%:3 PV 'HN) - if he says “all the days of ™%9,” then it works, it is a good vi. But if he says
“don’t marry "m%a”, then that >Rin never expires (even if it becomes practically inconsequential; she can't
marry him when he’s dead anyhow). Thus, even if both are practically temporary — one is formally temporary,
while the other is formally everlasting.

This would align nicely with the n”an’s approach in another context (®:0 W13 "9n):

If a husband says he is divorcing his wife on condition that he doesn’t come back within 12 months,
and then dies within that span (for example, after 4 months) without children and with brothers,
then is she allowed to remarry someone else during those following 8 months?

% We also seem to find it only by the holiest things, such as the Dw1pn v1p; speaks volumes about the sanctity of marriage.

9 Some o'1INR point out that his descendants can all be wiped out too, and thus it could qualify as mn»3 after all! To this,
they respond that if it’s something so uncommon, then it doesn’t count to enable something to qualify as mn»a.

100 Since it could still maybe get knocked down, he offers another answer; but since this is unlikely, it is still a good answer.

101 Alternatively, I thought the contrast could be that by v, we'll go after broader definitions of words, to include more
possible meanings (and not limit our interpretation to just the normal meaning) of o8 »32 NW5. This might be based off of a
need for mn»3 by pvs — which would provide an actual source for this idea, unlike the answer suggested by Rebbi.
Additionally, it would provide a ®11v for why we might ever follow after the language of something other than o7& "2 nw%
by something people say: we still do follow what people mean, but include other possible, legitimate meanings. 7"v512.



The na%n is that she must wait. But why?

a) movn - really, she could remarry right then and there; however, people would get confused,
so Y”in made a mpn that she should not.

mavin obviously did not give any credence to the still existing but only theoretical »xan.
b) n”am1 - fundamentally cannot remarry, since the »®in isn’t fulfilled until after the 12 months.
Again, n”an7 understands that we must recognize the theoretical »xin.
Of all the answers listed here, n”an7’s is the only one that would enable her to go home after the father dies.
By nmayn nnr, the ®Im3 says there is a case of qud 3”p3, but there isn’t by qua by mwx.
What does that mean?
A) Y1, 7% mavin - by 17ayn nny, that means that she can be sold by the father against her will.
One weakness in this explanation is that we do have mwx against her will then, when father is w1pn her.
Another weakness in this explanation is that we do find it by mwx by x110 17 and nam on :.
B) n™ - by nayn nnk, that means Ty by her father against her will

One weakness in this explanation is that whether 7’ can be done without her permission is not so simple:
while maon, 17an9, a7 and R”207 say that it means you just have to let her know — others, such as »v
himself, n”an3, RN, and 'nY Y71 RY VW all say that it means you actually need her permission. And this
latter opinion reads more simply in the ®7n3 later on.

Another weakness in this explanation is that maybe that still counts as consent: because the father gave
her over initially and he knew all along that this was a possibility, maybe he gave his consent then.

Another weakness in this explanation is that Ty really does seem to count as “mwra.”
¢) V"V - by nMayn nnk, the 2”ya is the qoa Y against the PR,

Unclear why none of the 017w~ say this explanation. It avoids all the issues the other explanations had.102

102 T thought perhaps because the TR is still receiving compensation in return for what he was forced to give up (he gets
the money), unlike in the other cases (by va and by 1), there’s no compensation); thus, could not properly be called “5>"pa.”



T #16 - 11/21/16

.1 = 2"3; RN 27; “1903 11p”; irrelevant 8319
(continuing off the end of last 117®)

YW1 - 2"p1 by an 71ayn NMnR means selling one’s daughter against her will.

n™ - that’s not considered >"ya, because his ny7 is considered as her ny7; that's why pwiTp and nan are also
not considered 5”1 when done by the father!

To defend »v":
a) maomn - nvan is called 5”1, since she wouldn’t agree to that; but by the marriage cases, she would have
(This glosses over the fact that she might have wanted someone better than who he chooses).
Though the Xvm) may be purely grammatical (i.e. what counts as 5”v1), it may show something deeper:

To this defense of »v", it seems like the father represents his daughter as a 5w or an D91IMAR in
the case of marriage — not that he is the 0>ya [see 1w #10 above].

b) »v1 seems to have been defending himself by adding the word “&n%pa” into the text.
He’d therefore be explaining that there is no other non-pwy1p types of qus by mwr which happens 5”ya.

R”2x" (brought in w”®n0 MavIn) - similar to this - in the case of Pw1Tp and nawn, that is the sole type
of 31 there; unlike by 70w and n&’a, where there is a second case of 5”va.

c) 7 Mmoo - all these cases are called 3”pa. (His nom in the ®In)’s conclusion says that indeed, nam is
called 2”ya [and the Rn3 never said that “jnowr R 5”2 MYR1 qud” here apparently]).

d) 'nb yT RS VW - NN, she couldn’t do herself; whereas by PwyTp and nawn, she could one day do.

Similar to the way the first answer above: the basic point is acting as a @%ya counts as against her will,
like by nvam; as opposed to when he acts as a 9w (even if against her will), like by pwyTp and nawn.

Do we pasken like 81701 29? He was seemingly left without having been disproven.
1) ™ (in a 7 and) - we pasken like X110 19
2) 0" (as quoted in 1”an" and other D1WRY) — had “Rn Rpav” instead of “®n RPOY” — so it is a pav
(na%nY, in y"w it is paskened this way, to be wwn for it nmnY).
3) movin and most MWRY — we pasken against k110 19
Why can a 1n02’s wife eat nmyn if she isn’t actually acquired through qo, but rather through 19w or nx’a?
1) v"®I0 MAIN - [see MYV #4 above; fits nicely] - because she’s still his item, she can however he got her
2) 'Y yM RY NVIY, V7 in M1 - technically, only means qoa pip; however, all nywn are wpin to one another
Can one bring a 8379 on a ’p from something which isn’t 7v?
1) v"®I0 MAOIN - yes
(This Xm0 proves it)
2"97n - no



What about this ®m0?
a) it’s a weaker 1"p because of 1

b) just a ®120 that only a very special act can make pwiTp, based on the assumption that the whole
idea of pwyTp is a wyTN 103

Therefore, based off of these, two more possibilities arise:
2) Y™o7nn (first explanation) - yes, but only on a weak vp

3) Y™ nn (second explanation) - no; here, wasn’t really a 8379 at all, but rather just a 8720 against it

103 Unclear what he means by the wy1'n here. Perhaps that she is stuck with him forever and can’t divorce herself.



T #17 - 11/24/16

N =-Nam

What is ham?
1) »Rn, 110 2" Moovin, others - T
n”an adds - 7 which is MR25 "R
(nw»17 thinks n”an3 holds 1m»a% no1dn and Tm)
2) 1™ - 1Y no1n
3) 79 MmooIn - 1YHY YV NOMA
4) T0'pn YY1 - VITN 1 WYY M
5) maoin (in Rny) - RMIPNL IRY

(This is where the custom of doing the “bedekin” comes from [not 71 mavin, as many think]).

Where does the custom of having a canopy come from?
One might have thought from the 110’1 Yva’s opinion.

&™) - often held the wedding in the no1>n n>a 9x¥n, and that was 1m21% no1dN, because the inn often didn’t
have his own home (lived with in-laws), and would use the shul, which is everyone’s property. Having
a canopy designated that he was using the 9¥n now, and marks it as his mw-.

To this, actually based on the 1"’s opinion.

Is 791N more about the relationship or the p?
Potential n"
1) nown to a girl less than three: a big npYnn whether this works.
Perhaps depends on this question: if about intimacy, then no; if about their hierarchy, yes.
2) According to 81 27, if one did nawn as PwITP, then what would be the prvI?
A) v maon (first answer) - included together in the pwyTp
B) v"®10 MavIn (second answer) - R’
(Avoided saying doing a second namn because of the X720 of “nan RN NN RN NPNR *RN”).
C) 1o maon - doing a second nom
What about the “...nn% R »8n” issue?
70 Mmavin might respond that unlike additional 9o3, one can always enhance 2171°p, intimacy.
Thus, these might also align with whether about intimacy (770 maon), or Pp (¥”R70 Maon).

3) definition of the word nawm: if it means MM’ or 1’50V N9, then sounds like it’s more about intimacy; but
if 1mwI5 no1dN, then about 1p (although granted, this can be disputed, not momn).

4) need for nvp ry: for example, jprn " MooIN - need DYy *1Y by nown; but others - don’t need.
Why wouldn’t there be a need for nvp »1y?

a) 1 1R, others - because n9IN is not a MIYaw 127 (she was an WX NWR already).



b) Reb Chaim - the conceptual nature of the process is a X?nn mYn; just need to be in a situation of
PRIV, and then it happens on its own. Therefore, don’t need ny1, just nana.104

As opposed to the first possibility, which is that it is a formal act which creates the marriage, created
by their ny7, just like by regular 151nm1 npn.

Thus, these might also align with whether about intimacy (Reb Chaim), or y1p (others).
By setting up the question this way — as formal 1p action versus X»’nn mbn, there are more n™:
Potential n"
1) nowmn for a MY on a RNMRT level: discussion in the nnw MR about whether there is or isn't.
To Reb Chaim, there would be; but to the others, there would not.
2) 7270 DYPY MTY: (see above)
To Reb Chaim, no need; to jprn " maoin,1% do need; 71 1aR, no need (but on that same side).
3) efficacy of a »®in in the nam: for example, 1, 1”19, and NPV MR - no; but MR MRY and RN - yes
Reb Chaim would align with the first opinion;1% the others with the second.
4) nam done through mn>w: will this work? nnw 7 - doesn’t work; 8" - does work

If about intimacy, can't have intimacy without the actual people involved; but if really the same
as any other p1p, then can even work through mnbv.

5) myv in the PRIV would it still be binding? napnn 990 and 911 MR - invalid; X" - still valid
Reb Chaim would align with the first opinion;1%7 the others with the second.108
However, nnw 78 says it is invalid. But he was on the other side above!

Even though he says a *Rin doesn’t work — apparently here, there was never any ny7in the
first place. apparently. But Reb Chaim would respond that that since in actuality they have
been made close now, then there was Rwi and it can't be undone.

6) nomn before the Pw1TP: would this work? A big nponn.
To Reb Chaim, certainly would not work; but to the others, perhaps it would.
7) 9N on Nawv: is this permitted to be done? Why or why not?
1" (based on MW7) - MONR, it’s a P1p; D”aNY - MNOR, since there’s a concern the caterer will sin1®
1" aligns with the 11p side, 110 n”an3 with the intimacy side (since didn’t say about the pip).

(Also, this explanation fits with why n”am left nayn out of the list of what is 9708 on nav).

Q: To n”an3 (N9M is TN’ and AR*2) — the XM in NN (on :87) implies N9 happens even if D1y say no Tny!

104 Rav Soloveitchik - that this is why we say that all Jews have poy1r with the n7in. That's the formal commitment, and an
unbreakable connection and obligation. But Rav Chaim had p®wi with the n71n, a more intimate relationship.

105 The ©'R®19n »1aR holds this way as well.

106 Because it is a X2nn mYn, one can either do it or not, but don’t control it *Rin Hy. Same as why one can’t do a *®in on n¥*on.
107 If about intimacy, then it still happened &%>nn, despite their mistaken ny-.

108 Since it is a regular 11p, and a 1p requires nyT.

109 Others explain him differently, but this seems to be the simplest read in the n”an.

110 Which fits well with his opinion of 1’25 nv13n above, which also aligns nicely with the 11p side.



To defend p”an3: many NNk say that was a case of Y»an "mYwY arn non, like we find in M1 on :nn.
Q: How can that itself accomplish nan; clearly about 11p, and nothing about the relationship?111

A) apy’ nna - has a fundamental idea. There are two tracks of namn: when a N9y does it herself, then it
needs Tn’; but when it is the father giving her over, then n7on works.

Why? As a 0%, she has a mind of her own, and thus must give herself over; but when a child, she
is given over, and then the giving over is the significant point, since she doesn’t object either way.

Proof: 'n>v11 - MOR to marry an NnYR on Nawv.
Why specifically an nin%x?
a) *1Rn - technical answer — Rp17IRY; but M>na are always married on Wednesdays anyhow.
b) movin - fundamental answer - because an nn5R has a different way of marrying her.
What does maoin mean? Why would that be?

1) Perhaps because for a n>1n3, this is the first time she’s getting married, and thus, even
a small action can bring her to that high level of feelings of closeness; but someone who
has “been there and done that,” it requires a bigger action to create that, like nxa.

2) apy’ ma - same difference as giving herself over (like an nin>R) and her father giving
her over. Since that is n7on, no concern of them traveling on naw and doing this.

Now, one could look at it in this manner, as being a technical divide between them about the nyT.

But using the 2py> nna’s split, could also say that it is truly two different types of namn: one is about
intimacy and the relationship, which exists by a n'9113; and the other type, by a niop, is about the 13p.

Therefore, to answer: n91n done by woman herself is about intimacy; but not done by her father.

Thus, the two sides that have been presented until now — to this, both exist, but as two different
tracks for two different people.

This can answer why >»»7 made the case of X110 27 on .3 be when the father gave her over:

Many technical answers are given in the D»11InR; but maybe there’s a fundamental answer, that
it’s because nown acting as a pap (i.e. for PwITP) only makes sense if doing the type of nam which
is a 11p, the one of a nvp; the other type of namn, by a nana, which isn’t a 1p, wouldn’t work.

However, can’t work for the n”an3, since n”an3 explains the Yyan »m5wY non idea in 2”5 P79 of MWK 'HN,
and there he sounds like he is saying that there’s no difference between how old she might be.

Additionally, it sounds like n”an" has his own answer for this question. He defines priwi as nam in
» 719, and only gets around to this idea in of Hyan »m%wY Mmon in 2”5 pIa. It would seem clear that he
doesn’t think that is doing X3, but rather talking about attaining certain rights then.

Moreover, n”an3 also says there even without a nomn, and never says PRw).

Therefore, in truth, n”an1 sounds like he is saying that besides for PR3, there is something else
called “n5ya mw1” and “nar mwn,” which has to do with certain rights.

Therefore,

B) two levels (as opposed to two tracks). She can enter his mw», the formal pip part — with that comes
nw1Y and the like — or you can have the real closeness of PR, the nomn, which is about intimacy.112

11 And until now, the assumption had been that n”an had understood like the intimacy side (n&’a and 71’ strongly sound
that way, as well as some of the other n”y mentioned.

12 The nw»7 referenced above can be another twist: need to go through the first level in order to get to the second one.



Additional proofs to this:
a) By a 071 namn, n”am says the privi are not “completed,” and she is like an noyx.

Now, could’ve said that she’s actually an no1r still, and he calls it not “completed” because a real
PRIV is always called “nInn” (it completes the process of marriage).

However, can now instead explain that this achieves the 11 part, but not the relationship part.
b) n”am also says that the 1011’ n371 works on a 171 nan, at least Tayr1a.

Therefore, to answer: indeed, Yyan "m%w% n7on does not accomplish the full namn; however, it is enough
to make her considered having entered the husband’s mw~ for certain rights, and that is what the X
in mamn> was talking about.



Ty #18 - 11/28/16
0= "R NYNRY RN M7

What is the problem of ®’n nny?
1) »"91 - according to "W nn’s change - “npn »” (she takes)
Why did 5"9nn change »v1?
He obviously felt that there would be a problem in w1 saying “np%n ».”
On :1, the 83 asked why the n7n hadn’t said “np5n ».” What was that question about though?113

A) maoin and R"av - technically, nothing wrong with the n7n saying “npbn »5.” However, the
17N wanted to teach this idea, of why the man looks to find a wife and not the other way around.

B) 1arn (brought in the X"awn) - “np%n »5” means that the woman does the pwyTp. The 803 was
asking why the n71n specifically said that a man must do the pwyTp, and not the woman.

5"winn must have thought there was only mavin’s explanation on :1, and thus “fixed” »»7 — after all,
“npYn »” wouldn’t be a problematic pw1Tp, since he thought it meant she gets taken by him.

But »w1 (as actually found in the no of the o wr3, which is probably correct) said “np%n »” on :0; thus,
he probably held like the 77ax7 on :3, that “np%n »5” would mean she takes him, and that doesn’t work.

2) "1 - according to the other mmwra - “npHn »”

(The omwry understood this to mean “she is taken,” and asked in »9. But »"w1 probably understood it to
mean “she takes,” just as “npn »” does).

3) v"®I MavIn and R"avI - “rPpn 1”7 (she causes him to take)

Why didn’t the 83 discuss the fourth possible case, of R0 IR R0 NIM?
1) mooin - wouldn’t be simply divided, since depends on the case — if an 27wn p1R, then it would work
2) R"av" - it was obvious that it wouldn’t work in that case

1"am is similar, but makes it into a w”3 that it wouldn’t work — if even her n7m& doesn’t work, then v"
her n1n1y won't work.

(He seems to be assuming that the nyni is the primary component, not the nnr).
3) 3"na - the R did discuss it — R0 NIIRY RN N1 and R IR R0 NIM) are the same issue.

(He seems to be assuming that the n7’n& and the nyni are two equal components).

What is the 7 in that case of Ry 908 R0 NINy?
1) »"m - it’s a pav, just like the X1y’s conclusion by R0 IR RIN M)
2) maon - not pwITH (but by an 219N DY, it is PVITP)
3) 9™, n”anv, and others - not PwV¥T7p [and 2N DR is called R0 N3]
What's the npbnn between mavin and n”any?

A) No nponn in terms of the na%n; they are just arguing on semantics.

113 [See v #6 above].



B) ®™3 - maovin - it is a valid pwyTp by an 23wn DR, even if he just says “nr quaa > nwTPnN NR »MN,” but
D”an7 - must specify that it’s the nRin which she is getting in that case that’s the pwyTp; if not, invalid.

(They may be arguing over whether one needs to specify the object or nxin that one’s using for the
PWITP, or is it just enough that one had such an object there and intended to do pPwyTp).

C) ®™3 114 - generally, in a case where he said it and she was silent, her silence counts as n®T, since she
could’ve given it back to him demonstrating rejection; however, in this case, where she gave it to him
and he is the one holding it (i.e. she can't give it back — he has it, not her), then is her silence a nrmTn?

maon - yes, that’s a nRTIN, since she could’ve objected; but n”an3 - no, that case is different — if she
doesn’t give it back when she could’ve and is silent, that’s nXTIn; but just silence alone is not a nRTIN.

The ®n3, in its second answer, concludes that the case of X117 N3 RN IR is “132970 1M RN RPOD.”
What does this mean?
1) n”an3 only brings the pav part.
What did he mean? And what about the ®1)’s wording of “112711 1201?”

A) 1™ - it is a real pav; but on a Xn»7rT level, should’ve paskened that it’s not pwyTp, by resolving the
pav based on her being a n"™a npm. However, 5t were nnn by a iy pao.

B) »8n - it is a real pav; but on a Xn»RT level, all mprav are resolved ®9pY. However, n”ana held 115
that the whole idea of n9mINY ®RN»IRT Pav is only a 13277 construct.

2) 91 only quotes the 13277 part.
What did he mean? And what about the X1n)’s wording of “&’n Rp»a0?”

A) 1 and ®"2v7 - it really is not PVITP on a RNPMIRT level; but Y"1 were 91 to treat her as a W& nWR pav
due to the nmn of the Mor

B) o*®vn nar - (how 1”1 above explained n”an3)

3) by RS VYW - it really is pwITP on a RN RT level; but the pav is over whether the 1327 were ypan the
PWYTP, from a fear that it would lead others to do pwyTp by her giving it, which actually wouldn’t work.116

Ultimately, why is 80 n9nR a problem with “np> »” at all; just ignore her, and it should work as & jm!
(To the Mm% ym1 8RY MY, this is correct: it is PWITP on a RN»1XRT level; however, 5" just uprooted it)

A) %10 1m alone would be fine; however, her n1MmR ruins it here. The technical pPwy1'p NWYN must be done in a
way which demonstrates his activity and her passivity; “np> 73" also teaches this demonstrative component.

B) Even »n 1m would not work alone, because the pwyTp nwyn itself requires both a valid nvnr and nrna.
What would be the conceptual underpinnings of the difference between pwytp and nw 1Ip?117
To the first option: by a pnan pap, no rule about who is active or passive; but by pwyTp, there is.

To the second option: by a nn 11p, there is only the component of n1ny; but by pwyTp, there is actually
a need for the n1MR too as part of the nwyn.

114 83 said this option as well, though he seemingly didn’t need to.
115 See in 2:v NN NRMY '9N.
16 As for the first answer of the X3 — it knew for sure that they did this ynrypax.

17 Except according to the one radical opinion brought in the »’&n in the name of the maon, but which no one else says
and he rejects too, that a 07w pi1p also requires an NnR to be valid.



(This sounds like the 3"na brought above: the N Rk and the n1m are two equal parts).
Why might be the basis of either option?
To the first option: a philosophical principle which is taught from “np> »,” like “..anTar InR 1N WR.”
To the second option: two possibilities:

a) np normally means with words (as »91 says across the n1n), and that is truly what it means by
PW1TP, unlike by a nTw.118

b) v NN - w1pPn is Yn with nnr.119 Use both the language of the N7 N and the 1127: need the 1p,
and that requires the n1n1 component, and need the nwy1p, and that requires the n7nX component.

Proof: the 8 in 0171 on )y about a T by PwITp. Most mMwRY explain that it is clear what the
person means, but the ®I)'s question is whether an improper vocalization counts or not.
Accordingly, because pwyTp is in that X0 (along with o7, M, w1PN, etc.), it seems clear that
the nvmR is part of the actual pwyTp NVYN.

118 This represents a philosophical principle too: not acquiring an object, but rather, creating a relationship.

119 This is actually a complicated ®»0 in n%yn; without getting into it now — ultimately, the w1 hold that it still requires
some sort of nNK.



Ny #19 - 12/1/16
0= "R NYNRY RN M7

(continuing off the end of last 117®)

[Let’s rephrase the question the last 17w ended with in a slightly different but overall similar manner].
Generally, would've required two things: a) a valid pwyp nwyn, and b) a nyT "% that they want to do pwrTp.
But both aspects are there is the case of 81 9981 R0 1M, and yet, the X3 thinks it may not be a valid pwyTp.
Why should it matter who brought about the nyt n%»?

Technical answers:

A) mb ym1 RY 1w - indeed, it is a valid pwyTp on a Rn»RT level; however, 5"in uprooted the PwYTH as a nn

B) n”n7 (brought in the 790) - indeed, if he says “1n,” then it is valid; the ®9n3’s case is without him saying “1n”

What did the n”m1 mean?

a) PonY Mmwn - the issue in this case is when the order was first ®1n 1m, and then ®’n nINR, because in
such a case it really is unknown what he meant when he gave it.120 In short, really do just need a good
nyT "; however, in this case, there wasn’t a good one.

b) Other Nk - “1n” is the equivalent of him saying “»> nwmpn nr »n.”121
Fundamental answers:

C) 1Y% NN - no, the nnR is not just for nyT "5%; there is a formal N2%n that the pwYTP NWYn includes an nnx.
When the n7n said “np’ »,” it meant a N3N and NN,

(Why might this be true? Maybe because the word “nm’p” simply means “take with words.” Or maybe
because it really is a special type of v1pn, as the name pPwyTp suggests, and wTpn requires an nnR always).122

D) ®"m1 and 71 mavin - indeed, the nnR is just a formal nyT "%2); but if one does use NNR as the way to
reveal that ny7, then there is a special rule that the man must be more active and the woman more passive; it
must look like the final touch is the responsibility of the man, not the woman.12?

What are some n"1 between these two general sides — the technical answers, and the fundamental ones?
Potential n"

1) R0 IR RN N3 if 171 IMIRA PpIoY: to the technical answers, since there was ny7 197, then her n1mR doesn’t
hurt and it works; but to the fundamental ones, she has ruined the pwyTp there, despite having a nyT 7%,

1PTH 1 MADIN, R" W7, »RN, others - valid pwiTp; but 7771 MYYIN - her NN ruins the PwYTp
2) if both were silent, but afterwards claim they intended for pwyTp:
R - valid pwrTp (her talking is worse); but ppynn npYn - not a valid pPwiTp (silence is worse)

Why might it not be a valid pwvrTp?

120 When a woman is silent, we do assume she is accepting — but that is because she should have objected, since it greatly
impacts her life if she is married; but a man, who it matters less to, one can’t assume he’d object if it wasn’'t meant as PwyTp.

121 This option enables the n”n7 to potentially hold that there is actually a requirement for an n’nx. See more below.
122 [See My'w #18 above]

123 [Again, see 1w #18 above. This introduction has mostly summarized that which was said at the end of that 11w and
set things up in a slightly different manner; the following n" really begin the new material].



a) Like the pv7 nin: need an 1My, and there is no N1MR here.

b) Even without a need for n1nR, this won't work still, since there are no nvp »y (the n»1y can't testify
that they saw a pw1Tp, since at the time they didn’t know what they meant).124

3) 1"’s proof to his approach to the mechanics of the Pw1Tp process: 1”1 in D17 explains the way pPwyTp works
as the woman removes all objections, and then the man is just sort of “n2r from 9pan.” He references the 03
here as proof to this idea.

The 1"’s proof is rather unclear. However, it would seem that the only option where there might be a proof
for his idea from this 8913 would be the option which held it must appear that the woman is totally passive.

To clarify further n", let’s rephrase this question again:
Is the pPvYTpa nnR: A) a formal part of “np» »3,” or B) is it just a RnYn "Y1 of their nyv?
Potential n"
4) poa of the 3"na: the 3’1 had held the na%n in a case of R0 IR RN Mama is a pav if the PwITP was valid.
If the nnR is a formal part of “np> »,” then this is logically possible;!1% but if just a nyT 197, then not126
5) mneom orp: the RIN3 in 0717 on 2 about T by PwTP - what was the ®n)’s question?
a) moaovn - these are Mo 01, it is known what he meant; the question was if this counts as a valid nvmx.
(107 NN - this proves that there is a formal requirement of n7nR as part of “np’ »”).
b) 900 11 DNIaR 1”17 - these were not clear enough p>1; the question was what he meant
(2py? nYnp - uses this to deflect the proof of the v nn).
6) MM 1PRY DT plus PorPY: if he only said “nwmpn nk »n,” but there were also 271w — is that a nom 1?
2% 12 nn - valid pwiTp, called nnan; but VN - invalid Pw1TP, not called nnaIn
If valid pwyTp, must hold no need for a formal nny; but if invalid, maybe because no proper nvnx.
A third side in the question: or C) is it a nyT 1%7, but necessary for mTy to work; thus, a formal requirement?
7) POYPR NNIN2 M e if he says “pwiTp nna am »in,” is that a valid pwrp?

a) v"a1 - there is a difference between this and just “nwmpn Nk Mn” — this is just as N2 R as saying
“nunipn nR »Mn,” but it is a full sentence. Therefore, this works; figure out what he meant if a full sentence.

Why would this be true?
Apparently, the problem of min’m 18w 01 would be the failure of a proper n1ny, not a lack of ny.
Other o)1 INR - argue — this is invalid; still unclear what he meant
They might be assuming that n7nX is merely about nyT n%3.

8) bR 2 Y: perhaps whether the language of Pw1Tp is based on TR "2 NWY, or else based on what's
considered objective language of the n1n:127 objective language only fits if formal requirement for nvnx.

9) 11y ;MR Py in general: understood simply, N’ 727 sounds like formal 17, but *ov 17 sounds like not.
Though even within »ov »13, both options could come up, within the np>nn between »27 and R"av.128

124 This approach seems to be the understanding of more n'1wx1 (for example, see the end of the R"awM).

125 Two actions, both of equal importance: if he does both, 1wyTp; she does both, no vyTp; he does one, she does one, pav.
126 She did the pw1Tp NWYN, so irrelevant that he revealed his ny7T — this violated “np» »3,” so it isn’t a pav, it’s nothing!

127 [See myw #15 above].

128 See the two mrv ) in the 2771 as well. This last n”a will be discussed at length in the upcoming ny>0.






Mw #20 - 12/5/16
:n - Need for n7mR in 70w, NRY; MMIN JPRY DT

Is there a need for NMR in 10V "V11P?
A) "1 (on the mwn on our 97), D”anY, RN quoting the 9NN AN - no
B) »91 (on the 9"), »Rn quoting YM23 - yes
What are they really arguing over?
1) They might be arguing over whether or not there is a formal need of nvnr by PwrTp [see last M>w].
2) Alternatively, within the side that there is a formal need of nmnx:
They might be arguing over the formal status of n2'n3, whether it is a valid substitute for nvnx.
3) Alternatively, within the side that there is no formal need for nvnx, and it is all about ny7 »%:
(First, would need to make an ®nn’pk and say that she didn’t read it or understand it).

They might be arguing over whether we assume she knows what it is: the first option would assume
she understood it was a Pw11p 70v,12 and the second option would argue that she might not know.

4) Alternatively, within the side that there is a formal need for N1y, since necessary for the nyp »y:
To the second option, they must know that they both knew that it was a 70w of pwyTp at the time.
But what about to the first option?

a) DRHYN NaR - don’t need nyp 1y for her nyT, only on his ny7; and that, there automatically was.
Why? Because the husband is the one really doing the pwyTp; she just allows it to happen.

b) based on 111 2R - need pyp 1y for the nwyn, not for the ny1. However, by qos — without nyT,
not a nwyn of PwITH (since it could just be a present or whatever). But by nxva, which
fundamentally is related to pwyTp and is thus a valid nwyn of PwYTp — there, no need for nyp »y
on their ny7, so not a problem when there’s no nvnx.

Though discussing nXk»1, one can extend 711 11R’s idea to 70w to address this question.130

Is there a need for MR in AR TWVITP?
A) "1 and n”an1 - yes
However, the Xnavin only says that qus needs n1mR, while nXk»a just needs to be PV DVY.
One could read that as saying yes, need n7nR there too.151
B) But the Xnavin might mean to say no — while nX»a requires ny7 for pw1Tp, there’s no need for an N nR.

At the very least, the 711 11R (see above) says that one definitely doesn’t need nyp »1v on the nnR by nxa,
based on the case where a divorced couple went to a hotel room together (we assume they are remarried).

What might they be arguing over in this potential np>nn?

1) Within the side that there is no formal need for nmy, and it is all about ny7 n%%:

129 Maybe because she authorized the writing (if we need her ny7, which is a D"1WRY npYnn), or else, maybe from the context.
130 In fact, this may be a little better even: he gets a little stuck with nx’a, but 70w is certainly an objective pPwYTp NVYN.

131 For example, the pnx> nnin on the Xnavin there says like this, and ignores the potential 7.



They might be arguing over whether we assume they don’t want to do nut, and therefore don’t need
a ny1 " the first option wouldn’t assume this, while the second option would.

2) Alternatively, within the side that there is a formal need for n1'nR, since necessary for the nvp »7y:
They might be arguing over the 711 12y, if Dp »1y are required on the ny7 too, or just the nwyn.
The simple reading of the X1y is that XX = MMM 1WRY DT, and RAR + 119Y 72 PN = MM DT,
Q: RNR is seemingly no more likely to mean 913 than nnyn; thus, shouldn’t even be considered n>1 at all!
A) no, 8RR really does imply 9’11 more than n»yn
1) movin - RnR implies he can start it right now, which is always true for 7'1, but not for a nnyn 132
2) 1"am (second answer) - XX implies on himself, his status is changing; n»yn is just something he does
B) indeed, ®nR really doesn’t imply 912 more than nnayn

Rather, the py7 is not in what 5Rnw said; it is in what he didn’t say. Rnw chose to say a case of Mo o,
of v1a% 72w 711, when he could’ve said a case of mnam 1R if he held of them.

What 8nn'pr might 5Rmw have made that would’ve been mn»mn 1w nrp?
3) 1”am, 20" - where he had been talking about m71 beforehand
4) 8”207 (second answer), 7”7 mavin - where asked him afterwards and he said he meant to be a 1
5) R"aw" quoting the 77ar9, MmY Y11 ®RY VYWY 133 - where he was holding his hair
RN gives a few other cases which can be used to add on to this:
6) where he was holding a cup of wine
7) where a 11 had already passed by him
The answer of the 7”1 maon is different than the other ones:

Most mnwry had been assuming the reason why &nx would be less than o1 is because it was a
problem with the 7127 itself. Only called a 7 if it leans towards one interpretation, at least a little bit.

But the 777 mavin seems to be saying that it really is a 7, despite being so unclear; just unknown
what he meant when he said it. If that is clarified after, then it can be a 7 (albeit maybe mmomn 18
only), even though the words themselves didn’t imply anything at all.

C) indeed, RnR really doesn’t imply 912 more than n»yn
Rather, the phrase of mn’m)m yWRY 077 is RPNT IRY; and RAR + 119% 92p 1 is really called mmom jpRY 0.

8) maoin - (seems to say this; and thus, seems to retract from what was addressed in the previous maom).

To A), proving from Xnx that mnomn jpRw 07 are not 01 and don’t work.
To B), proving from the 17 that mm»m jpRw 0P are not v and don’t work.

To C), proving from &R that phrases less than "1 are not good, but mmn»n 18 0P are 071 and do work.

maoin was based on one of two MRo) in the X903 in 1):

N0 #1 - RAR = MMM NRY 0, and RAR + 17195 921 711 = Mo o

132 Such as if he already ate that day.

133 They even make a p17 from the ®In3 in 9’1 to provide support for this.



o #2 - RNR = not even D7 at all, and RAR + 1125 721y 11 = MINYIN JIRY DT

The first no fits better with approaches A) and B), and the second no fits better with approach C).

To A) and B), “nwnipn nk »n” probably means “»%,” but it is mnm jpRY 0.

To C), “nwnipn nk »n” really doesn’t imply either way over the other one, and thus isn't o>1 at all.

The 8913 here seemingly concludes within 8w that mnom 18w 07 are not .
Yet the X703 in 0171 (on :0), from a P17, concludes within YRmw that mnom 11°8Y 0™ are 07,
Which one did Yxmnw really hold?
1) maoin - no contradiction, since this Xy is really talking about things which aren’t really o> at all.
Therefore, 50w really holds as the X3 in D17 implies — NN JPRY DT are DP.

D”an7 - may be like this as well:3* he seemingly says mnmmn jpRw o1 are good, yet he establishes
the case as specifically being with a v1a% 921y m.

2) 17am9, R"2v7M - HR1nY himself is vague. Either Xmv was going according to either side in the np5nn.13
Therefore, 511w really holds as the X3 in pwyTH implies — NN’ 1RV D' are not DT.
3) »18n - denies the py7 the question is based on — no, YR1nW actually himself holds like N7 72913
Therefore, 510w really holds as the X3 in pwITH implies — NN’ 1RV D' are not DT.
If they were discussing 1Pv11p, and then he uses the wrong language (like “qv’x "n”), is that a valid pwrTp?
A) 110 " MADIN, V"R, MR, MY YT RY 1YW - no, invalid pwiTp

Seemingly assuming that he must preserve the impression that he is changing her stature and not her
changing his [see 1w #18 and My #19 above].15

B) D7mR w2 in jprn M Mavn, R"awIN PHdN - yes, valid purTp

Seemingly assuming there’s a requirement of saying she is nwTpn, and he is fulfilling that requirement.

134 (Even though the ®"n had a different explanation in the n”an-).
135 For example, this X103 here was &893 17, who held that they are not 7.
136 Against maon, for example, who made the p17 that YW is against N’ »21.

137 Interestingly, 1ptn "1 was on the other side of the npYnn earlier, when it was when they were discussing pv17p and they
used her nnr — there, he thought her wording did not ruin it. Nonetheless, that one was purely procedural, but this one
is substantive.



MY #21 - 12/8/16
A - Strange PP phrases; 11y 1mRa POy

Are all these languages found in D’p10a?
Most of them seem to be, but some are controversial:
MNNY -
1) »"»1 - quotes his rabbeim - from 02 in YRNWY about 79NN T7’s soldiers, about women
"7 attacks this though, since that means that they hadn’t been with women!
2) "1 - means “gathered with me in the home.”
To this, it ends up that they aren’t all m’pyoa.

However, ™ - defends the rabbeim of »"w~ - they were saying they hadn’t had relations with a woman for
the past few days — but it means marital relations!

To this, movin defends so that they are all ’p1oa again.

3) 0”an" - had the word »n1oR instead (that must’ve been his no»).
To this, it ends up that they aren’t all o’pyoa.

mwvian -
1) jprn » maon (first explanation) - from p1oa about the case of an LR
(This one is strange though, since the p1oa is about rape, not a marriage!)3

To this, they are all n’pyoa.

2) 1prn ™ mavin (second explanation) - means “held inside my home”

To this, it ends up that they aren’t all o’pyoa.

Why would it matter if these phrases are all based on D’py0a?

Might depend on whether one held A) that there is a need for an objective, formal meaning of the word (thus,
would all need to be n’pv9), or whether B) a subjective meaning is sufficient.®

Potential n™

1) >nayn: based off a »>7In (in the end of the second 19), 2 - works, valid pwTp (even though there is no
7109); whereas Ton% mwn - doesn’t work, invalid pwrTp.

2) 9™7’s omission: strangely, the 9”1 leaves out this whole .14
Why might he have left it out?

Perhaps because this is totally subjective, he therefore didn’t bother recording languages which might
lose their effectivity in our day and age.

138 This question is likely what prompted the second explanation.

139 This could potentially neatly align with the n1’pn mentioned above [see 1w #19] — whether there is a formal 17 of
nPNR, or is there just a need for nyT "% — in that an objective language would fit nicely with the formal 17 of n7nR side,
and the subjective meaning would fit with the ny7 "% side [as was discussed above]. However, although this would fit
nicely — not necessarily true, because either side could be explained within either side still.

140 Interestingly, the m17WRY don’t mention this omission at all.



As opposed to the n”ann, who does quote this 8913, thus may think there is a need for an objective
language somehow.141

Within the objective language side, what might be underlying the ®1)’s unanswered »2v?
A) Six of the phrases are from nwxy1 nwyn.
a) For those ones, it may be what is the relationship between natural mwx and halachic mwx.
b) Or else, which words there are essential to the nature of marriage, and which are just side details.
B) nTyyn is also interesting:
¢) The pavo could be about the relationship between my» and pwiTp.
C) 'nwian is also interesting;:
d) The pav could be about the relationship between sexual relations and marriage.

e) Or else, whether “nwr> n'nn 19" has roots in the actual act.

Why is 'nayin its own question, apart from the others? Don’t say because it had an answer — so did »nmp5!142
(What does it literally mean?
a) Most DRI on the NN - designated for
b) 1”7am1 - youth [inferior level of mwor]
¢) »"ar1 - degradation
d) 'npm - language of 7pan)
1) No reason; happened to have been the way the X103 was taught.
2) 1" - this one is stronger.
It is the only one which cannot be used in any other way, and specifically refers to mwx.
(For example, > could be used in other contexts as well).
3) 'Y Y1 RY N2 - this one is weaker.
It is the only one which specifically means not pwy1p.
(This would fit better with »”ar’s or »mpm’s explanation of the literal meaning).
Potential n"
What is the na%n with regard to 'nain is the end?
a) 1" - it is a pav, same as all the other phrases brought here.
b) n”an - works everywhere in the world.
He might be based on understanding 'noyin as the 1”1 above said.
(Though see more analysis on this opinion shortly).
) Mm% Y71 RY NV'W - not even a Pav outside of N

This is because it is a weaker language to use than the other pav ones.

141 Though I personally doubt it — he couches this whole discussion in saying whatever is relevant in their day and age.

142 T thought that the simplest answer could be because 'nmp> was the last one in the list, so the 803 interjected with an
answer for that one; and then continued on with 'nayin, and then attempted to solve that one as well.



n”an3 says that 'nayin works everywhere. Isn't it clear from our 8903 that it is an unanswered poo?
1) n" - he had a different no which concluded it is nwmpn
(This was the nom of the n™ as well).
2) n" - the RNy is ®pNT XY, and we really do learn the whole world from nmi

3) vy, maovn, and others - what happened to the X1)’'s question of “RpY 7w NTIN?” At first, the R
assumed the poa proved it’s a good PwiTP; then, seemingly changed, and said only in i, but nowhere else!

These nwrY answer! that the X3 changed between two opinions within in a oXin nponn:
At first, working within ™’s opinion, which held that she is a 7111 na 'xn nnaw »xn.
Afterwards, switched to Y8ynw’ »27’s opinion, which held that she is a full n»y1 nav.
If 0”an" was like »w7 and maoin then, he was paskening off the opinion of ", who we also pasken like.

According to the first two answers, it is based off nTy. To the third answer, it is based off the pyoa.

(There are other ways to understand the switch in the Xx’s ®”n:
a) maybe initially assumed it was a word which was commonly used; and in the end, backtracked

b) maybe initially assumed objective meaning works; and in the end, held subjective)

In the ®n3’s conclusion, with regard to the unclear phrases ("nMxy, "Ny, etc.):
If discussing pwyTH - PVITP PA©
If not discussing PwITp - not PVITH
What if they both claim afterwards that they meant it as pPwYTp?
A) »n quoting 77281 - not PWIT, since there were no DYy Y
B) R"aw1 and 1" - PWYTP POO
[C) Perhaps it is Pw11p - and you just need oyp *1Y on the nwyn, not the ny7]
What might they be arguing over?
77aR7 is easy to understand — there were no nyp *1y on the ny7. But what do ®”aw~ and 1 hold?
They must think don’t need oyp »1y on the ny7; but if so, then why isn’t it a good pwyTp?

Perhaps they hold the n9mR is actually part of the nwyn.144 If so, then we have ny1 — we believe
them afterwards — but we have a pav as to whether this now counts as good nvp »1y on the hwyn.

What was the npbnn between nmin? ¥a7 and »ov 13, and also the ensuing D'RIn npH>nn?

A) Almost all pnwRY - "M 17 held it wasn’t valid, even if discussing; and »ov »21 held it was valid if
discussing, and then there was a np%nn within 'ov 27 as to what counts as discussing (and is therefore valid).

B) 8"w7 - the nponn was within S®mw. Thus, N1’ »27 and a7 align ("MMn’ 127 says valid if pay mRa pproy),
and oy »27 and ®"aw1 align ("ov 27 says valid even 1y’ payn).

The ®7n3 says we pasken like o »14.

To all the other nWRY, that means we pasken 11y 1mIRa; but to the X”aw1, it means pay% payn.

143 R"w7 says similarly, though slightly differently: switching between p>811nR who argued within what " meant.

144 [See v #19 above].



One can plug nmi 219 vs. Y0¥ 27 into the formal need of 17MR versus nYT N9 question’#s in one of three ways:
1) nmi 727 held there is a need for a formal n7nR; but *ov 27 held only need a nyT "%
2) nmi »11 also held only need a nyT n%2; however, they argue over the ny1m~ of how to determine that ny7

3) »ov »17 also held there is a need for a formal n1nR; however, they argue over if there can be connectivity
between the valid n7'nX and a delay of time if there is something binding them still

Once discussing that old distinction:
What does 1y 1R and 1% payn mean?
A) »w1 and others - 1y MR = pW1Tp itself, and Pay5 Payn = things related to their marriage
This seems to align with the formal need for n7vnR side.
B) 8"aw70 Tndn and DMR W2 in RN - 1Y IR = their household, and yY Piyn = pwrTp of others

This seems to align with the nyT 1% side.

A variety of other relevant mpbnn:
What if he talks and she doesn’t?
A) 1pri ™ MmavIn, b”an - not good; she needs to say yes
B) »57910 - still works
What if neither of them talk (but others talked on their behalf)?
A) nom of “ny” in "7 - no good; he needs to talk
B) nom of “DvW” in 7N - still works; as long as there was context, others talking before them
What if there was just a context, but no talking?
A) "1 (on 1) - works
Ton% mwn agrees with »w.
B) maon (there) - doesn’t work

P70 agrees with maomn.

145 [See v #19 above].



MY #22 - 12/29/16
1 - .3 - NPNR by v3; VI and MINY phrases

Is n1MR necessary for v3?
A) DMMR W in MPRA, 771 AR 17 in X727 TNRYN - no
(To this, “nY7” in our RN is RPNT IRY)
B) n”any, jpth " maoin - yes, but only 13297 [since already clear from the written v3]
C) maoin, NN HY3, 1"anT, R" v - yes, RnN”7IRTN
If yes [i.e. to B) and C)], why? What's the reason?
a) DIMR Y in *PRN, 772 AR 27 in R"2VIN TNRON - (isn’t necessary)
b) n”am1 - so it will be a N5 nINa M
(To this, the main point is that he must be clear).
[N Yva seems to require NNR as part of the act, similar to n”an3, but even Rn»MRTN].
C) MavIN, 77aR7 in R"aWI0 NN - so she will be narn 1R NNYWN, so she won't return
(To this, the main point is for her to know).
Potential evidence:
1) X3 in PYITP on ) - “nYT RIN” implies she needs to know [proof to mavn, to c)]
To n”any, to b) - this line of “ny™ Rin” must only apply to PwITH; a little XpnT N5
To 772 2R 19, to a) - even worse, for every “nv7»” in the X0y is RPNT IR

2) ®RI03 in Y% on .M - can inform o7y that it’s a V), and give to her under the guise of a 21 VW
[proof to 7"a ar 14, to a), and to n”am, to b)]

To maon, toc) -
A) R"2v70 PN - quoting TarY - case of 11y IMIRA PPIOY (as for a nwIN, done with nrn)
B) maown - by implication, told the nr1y to tell her
Potential n" [between n”anv, b), and maoin, c)]
If he says “q0% nr " later on: mavin might think it works, but n”any would say it wouldn’t.
What does “Dnny poy 19 ®? RY” mean?
A) "1, most MWK - for a 17 to pasken
(Many nnnR say this is the source for a pwITp 770N at a wedding)
B) Y&y 117 - for a regular person to talk to women about pwyTp and v
DYV P21 - one weakness: how can a person create pwYTp without meaning to?

Apparently, something like 0127 D3R 252w D27, despite the fact that here there wasn’t even basic ny1
for the m%n (unlike elsewhere where we apply this rule, where there was basic ny7 but also a 'Rin).

How can the X say that someone who doesn’t know ®nn 19 can’t pasken — if he knows 81 a3, then he
knows it; and if he doesn’t, then indeed, he doesn’t know it — but nor does he know this rule!

A) maoin - not a rule for the 17; a rule for those appointing him, to ensure they inform him when appointed



(To this, a 17 needn’t know every last detail to be a 17 for pwyTp and Pv’); nonetheless, he does need to
know the common things, as w1 implies, and the ®Im) is saying that this is considered common enough).

B) R"2w90 TnYn - it is a rule for the 7 himself: by other areas of na%n, knowledge of one part of certain m>%n
enables one to pasken within the realm of that which one knows; however, by pwyTp and 102, which are more
71N, one shouldn’t pasken anything until one knows everything. That’s the added wytn of the ®n.

(This approach would read the ®m1 as saying that even though one knows the npbnn between the n>xin,
but just doesn’t know how to pasken — not good enough. The n11 is so far-reaching that even if one
knows there is one tricky issue somewhere, one still cannot pasken anything at all about these topics).

Thus, to A) - don’t really need to know every last detail to pasken in these areas; to B) - one must.
Why doesn’t saying “n& %35 namin” work for freeing a nnay nnaw?
A) "1 - since still made 71oR to others with this action (for example, can no longer be with an Tay)
Why does it work by one’s wife then — she’s made 770% to 12 upon the divorce!
a) Nonetheless, still permitted her to most people
b) Didn’t make her myoxr with this to anyone new (she was already 71o® to a 115 as a married woman)!46
B) v"®30 MavIn - since real M5n of MINW is giving up the pnn pap; the 9N to others only comes about 8> nn
C) 1prn » maoin - since she isn’t yet 1mn to everyone — must first do n%av!

This is based on the n”anmy (though other nmwry argue), who holds that the reason for why there is no
PVITP NOAN on an ’Y1d T2y is that though he has left the category of a ", he has not yet become a full Jew.
The n”anm thus believes that the second n%av is a Rn»1IRT 21N, and this turns him into a full Jew.

What does “1nn n1anwy” mean? When the slave runs away from who?
A) 9, others - from the
B) R"v" - from the Jewish owner (no7 of “»ann n7an”)
Does “71 poy *% pR” work for 10%? The ®Rm1 only discusses this with regards to an »y1> Tay.
A) 1prn " maomn - yes, works for o2 as well
B) n”am - (leaves this out)
The simple read of n”am is that it doesn’t work for 1v’.147 Why not?
a) R"awM, »RN - like “q08 'PR” — can't speak about him, must be about her status
b) R"avI0 NN, *PRN - this is a financial language, and doesn’t make sense by a wife
¢) n"™ (as quoted in mavn) - it only works when 'n wants there to be more nwytp

(What's the logic here? Perhaps that the words themselves mean “I have no competition with
someone else who wants you.” Thus, by an 71y, the competition — 'n — “takes” him; but by a wife,
where no additional nw11p is gained by the divorce, there is no competition to fill in and “take” her.

146 | suggested c) - the 1o*R of a NV to a 1) isn’t generated because he ceases to be a part of her life (proof — upon his
death, she’s 1mn to a 113), as opposed to freeing his nnaw, where it is due to his removal that her new status is gained.

147 1p1n "1 Mmavin claims n”any left it out because he had it included already, it was obvious.






M #23 -1/2/17
3 - MYna vIpn

Why doesn’t mbna v1pn work?
A) Mainstream opinion - because he didn’t give her anything

Even though being Ymn the loan, in an economic sense, makes her just as much richer as if one actually
gave her that same amount of money — nonetheless, in terms of this, he didn’t give her something new
(just avoiding her having to give him money).

B) 1" (on .1) - because a 210 is not a ®xan of o3
Potential n"

Giving her a debt which someone else owed to him: to A) - this works, since she receives a new debt
she didn’t have before; to B) - doesn’t work, since not a ®xan of qo3

But the Xn3 in PWYTP on .10 says that this does work for pwyTH!

To defend, 1”1 explains that is only where he specified “for the nxin of the 2w of others.”

What does Rt 7% n1IR mean?
1) »"9M, 9, VN ™, 1"NY, 17an7, others - it depends on what he calls it -
(Thus, the scenario is one where he said he’ll extend the loan she owes him as a way of doing PwYTp)
If he says to be wTpn her with the money — doesn’t work
If he says to be w1pn her with the nxin he caused her — then, it does work
This is because he’s giving her a new nrin, even if not giving new money
What if he uses an in between language?
To restate the above: if he says “mbn n»nn nrin,” that works; if “m5n” or “mYn myn”, that doesn’t.
But what if he says “m%n n»nn” — which does that count as?
a) "1 (in m2ind) - doesn’t work [understands as going on the nx1>n]
b) mavin (there) - works [understands as going on the nxin]
Why does the X3 use a case of jnt NN RN then, and not simply Mbn nran?
A) 1"am (in one answer) - it is RpN7T

This is specifically true by jnr nman, where she will focus on the nRin; however, if one is Ymn the
loan, then she will focus on the money.

B) Most Dw®1 (and even 37am1 in his other answer) - no, RpNT IRY
Technical reasons for why the 813 said this then:
a) 1"am - to teach us about the m90’% of N’ NN

b) n”m", RN - to teach us a bigger w11N, that not only is being YmMn a loan considered a nxin, but
even just extending the loan counts as nXin

2) n™ - gives a NV to a 21 Hya of hers to extend her loan, and is w1pn her with that nv1a
Why say a case of it n% mR then, instead of just paying someone to lend her money in the first place?

maomn - because the language of mYna w1pn sounded like there was already a debt in existence



3) n”anv, N, 77aR" - actually gives her money
A) n"am - actually lends her money 146
(Weakness: doesn't fit neatly with the Xn3’s wording of Rt 1% NNIR)
B) n™ - she hands him back the money, and then he gives it to her again as a new loan
(Trying to have his cake and eat it too — essentially like n”an3, but tries to fit better with the words)!4

C) 77ary - she is about to hand him back the money — she actually has it there before him — and then he
tells her she can hold onto it for longer

(Same idea as n™, but employing the idea of 75’1, and thereby fitting even better with the X11)’s words)

(1"am, for example, thinks these are all problematic — n”an3, since not an old loan; n", since not really an
old loan; and 7”ar", for this w171'n that money ready to be repaid is considered returned when she says 75'n).

The fundamental npnn between 1) and 3): whether the pleasure of being allowed to keep something one
already has counts as receiving a new nXin or not.

(Everyone agrees “»19% Tp1” or the like counts as nRin — but that is because she is gaining something now.
The question here is whether the removal of potential pain count as receiving a nXin now?).

What about buying mypip or PPHo%0n for an owed debt?
RN} in PVITH on .10 - seemingly says that it doesn’t work for a sale

Yet X703 in PWITH on :Nd - seemingly says one can buy a N9 for the value owed for buying a 7, i.e. for a debt!
[See also in n"1 on :11, on .nNN, and on .30]

Does it work or does it not?

1) mavn, V"R, 17an, R"av1, others - using a debt does not work for a sale; as for the other sources which
imply it can —make an XNk of a case where he said “for the nkin of being Ymn the debt.”

This approach cannot work for the n”an3, n”, or 77ar1 though. How might they explain this then?

2) 77ar" (possibly) - in PWYTP on .1, it does not work, since using a real NN, a real loan; however, in the
other sources (where it does work), those were cases where it was really a 07731 initially, and he can use
the debt as he would use pa’on — it’s really a trade for the item he sold him for the item given now. Thus,
considered like a delayed pa'9n, not a standard debt.

However, itis worth clarifying that to this, the 17 is really still a qoa 11p, not Pa¥on; just similar to Paron.150
3) ”an1 - using a debt does work for a sale; as for the X703 in PWYTp on .10 -
a) n"n - we don’t pasken like that ®n3; the other sources argue on this one

b) 1pth 1 mavin - we pasken like 130 *29 over vp5 w1 (jany »17 holds that myn are really nnp on a
Rn»RT level). With that in mind, all the sources where it worked were uncommon cases, and "1n
weren’t jpnn the idea of N2*wN in uncommon cases; therefore, the myn of the loan was able to be nnp.
However, the X210 on .1 was going like wp5 wn.

148 p"an alludes to his teachers (referring to 9™ and wan »") here, but says that their explanation isn't worth repeating.
149 1p1n " likes the n”am3, but not n"1. Why? Did he think to make this Xnn’pR in the case is more pm7 than the n”am? y 1.

150 [What does this really mean? I think 7728 is saying there is a fundamental divide between a debt owed from a real loan,
and a debt owed in place of a real object. The debt in the place of a real object counts as replacing the object that was there,
whereas a real loan is truly about money. According to this, some other types of owed amounts, such as for pn, would
seemingly align with the 0721 type more than the true n®n type, and then n3%nY, one could acquire items through using
that type of debt too; as opposed to m175w 15V, for example, where the opposite might be said].






M #24 - 1/5/17
3 - MYna vIpn

(continuing off the end of last 7192®)

Let’s provide a bit more clarity on the np>nn between the n”any and 77ar~:
The &3 in PWITP on :nd has two steps:

Step 1) Rn»MRTN, Myn are Mnp. However, 132970, one needs to do n3»wn to be nnp. If one were to use myn
and then back out before n>»wn, then one gets a y19v n.

Step 2) 11 1NN mT 1192 MW N7 — this is an uncommon case, and therefore 5”tn weren’t jpnn anything in
such a case; thus, nyn are N1y here even 1313797N.

What is the essential difference between the cases in the first and second steps?

A) n"an9, most DMWY - the first step is discussing a 210 which is not 99n nnnn, and the second step
is about a 21 which is 721 nnnn

The principle here is that Xn»1&n, one is Mp in all situations of Mmon.

B) 77ar - the first step is discussing a 210 which is 791n nnnn (but one which is not 931 npnn isn’t Np
on any level), and the second step is about a 23n which is 99n nnnn, but where the n'nT were unknown

The principle here is that Xn»mR, one is Np with a 23 which is 99n nnnn, but not a regular 21n.
What might be the ®11v0 behind such a principle?15

VOVNN MM - as long as the money is still owed, then the original owner still has rights in
his item, and therefore it can be seen as giving that item in exchange for the other one now

In terms of how the n”an dealt with the apparent contradiction between the X1 in PwYTp on :n> and the other
sources, we saw two approaches last time:

a) n"n - it is a np>nn between the two nNY»o, and the n”any paskened like one over the other

b) 1pth ™ moaoin - there is a npYnn between 1INV »27 and vp5 v, and we pasken like 1Ny 227 that myn are
really n1p on a Xn»1R7 level. The 820 on :n> was going like wp% w7,152 so it need not concern us.

However, there is another approach as well:

¢) Rav Shimon Shkop, other oM InR - in our X3 on :), »aR taught that being Mm%na w1pn does not work;
however, in the Xn3 on .1, 11 had seemingly already taught the same thing!15 Therefore, it must be that they
were talking about different cases:

On .1, 21 was talking about being wTpn with the actual coins that he had lent and she hadn’t yet spent —
and that didn’t work because the 903 wasn’t his to use, it is her Rxan.

151 [See note 150 above as well].

152 Because w’p? v holds myn are not 15v50n N1 on a XN 1IRT level, one needs actual 903 nym regarding Yp7p (which it is
truly nnp); but 11ny 217 thinks any sort of myn are np — no different than the myn by pYvon — and that even includes a
YN, Rav Soloveitchik showed how this was p»yn from the n”an’s words themselves.

153 One could potentially deflect this by saying »ar was coming off of 19, and just adding a wy'n about mbn nxan.



But on 1, »ar was talking about being wTpn with the mayw of the 21, and that doesn’t work because
releasing a T1ayv is not a proper “qoa nyn1 nwyn.” Accordingly, while this can work for a 751, which only
needs myn, it cannot for PwYTP, which requires real qoa n1m (hence, the n”anv’s differentiation as well).

D'R1>N 1R offers two explanations for how to understand this distinction:

I) o®i9n 1aR’s second explanation - PwITH requires a formal 1M, whereas a 721 really only requires a
practical, bottom-line transfer of net value (in business, that’s what we care about).

Don’t we learn qo2 »wyTp from ypIp 1ap though?
This works better with the idea that the 7115 was only a Xn%n »%2, not a true comparison.1>*

(The problem with this is that this really doesn’t sound like what the n”any was saying; he
focuses on the nxin, which is why the next answer is more likely correct).

IT) oon 7ar’s first explanation, most DMINR - by PWITP, there must be NRkin, and there is no new
positive nR1n by being Ymn a nRvn; but by 1on, only a transfer of net value is needed.

(This might be because fundamentally, pwytp is really about the relationship; or else
psychologically, that it requires her to feel good about it).

This fits much better with the n”anv’s words, and also with the n”an3 in general (1>rnn% nan 5y nann,
paon, etc.). In fact, the n”any may have even gotten this distinction from those other instances —
those things work by 951 (and really most things), but not pwiTp.

Though no omwr say this, there might be a fourth way to resolve the apparent contradiction:

4) On .m, the case was about p7p, which requires a formal nyny, just as Pw1Tp does (and they are even
connected through “nn’p” “nm*p”) and therefore using a 210 doesn’t work; but on :n, it was about pYv%on, and
since we hold like 13nv’ 727 that myn are n1p on a Xn»1RT level, that doesn’t require a formal nyn3.15

Potential basis: the 'n%w1p, as understood by the nTyn 129p,1% says that while a n®1%n doesn’t work to be
nnp for ypap, it does work (fully, not even just for a »19v ') for PHoYvN.

Why is the Xn)’s case of n’am nnmyn (offering a time extension in exchange for her marriage) not real n»a»?

A) n™ - because a third party is involved [to his explanation, in the previous 11w, that it is not the mn being
w1pn her, the mY; rather, the w1pn is a third party helping her], and n»a7 is only when from the m?% to the mbn

(Yet still called nam nnyn, since she easily might have asked him to do this, in exchange for marrying her,
and that would truly be problematic with n»a»).

B) win v - nxixp a1 is only when done at the time of the giving of the loan, not at the time of an extension>”

Nonetheless, why isn't this case at least n’a» par? [assuming that is a higher level, a true 13277 MYOR]

154 See 1w #3 above, for example.

1% To clarify: this is not the same as jprn »”1 maon as explained by Rav Soloveitchik in note 152 above. There, the resolution
was that the X on .11 was like v’'p% v, who we don’t hold like; and jany »23, who we do, thinks that there is no need for
a true formal nym by ypp either (the same 11p of myn is at play by both mypIp and pYoYon on a kn»rT level). Here,
however, the resolution is that the X3 on .m is like 131 171 (and thus n2%nY) as well, and just that the ap of ypap is like
PW1TR and requires a formal n1m too (and without that, even na%nY, the 1p will not work). pm.

1% Though the 8”2v1 has one interpretation, and the nwn »1a has another, both of which are different than the nTyn 127p’s.

157 The n”any agrees with this general idea, though the 77ar1 argues.



a) No, n’a» par = n>21 nnan. Accordingly, though one wasn’t supposed to do this — because n’a» par
isn't 1772 NRYY, then this still counts for pwyTp after the fact.

b) Because 5"tn were only jpnn the R of M2 par on common cases, not on cases where normal
money isn't taken (like receiving a wife), this case is only n’a» nmn.

C) »»1 - the woman is not a Rxan to be considered n»a» when “received”
Why not?
a) R"av" - “mp nan PR” — she is not “owned” by him; there is just a relationship
[Assumption about n?277: no MR if no actual p1p (and maybe he holds that 0’117 N2> is only 11277)]
b) 1pri 23 Mmaon - both of them benefit (he has obligations to her through this)
[Assumption about n>21: no MR if both sides benefit, regardless of who benefits more]

(He might be holding like the 1”an7 and w”X1 quoted by the n»ar ninn, that 71 %1 n*a7n, gaining
without the other losing, is not considered n»a»).

C) "7 = “mnxeYY IR MNP T2Y NP~ - she benefits more than him

[Assumption about n27: no MR if the MY gains more than the mbon]

Would there be a valid pwiTp it was actually somehow a case of nxixp nr?
For example, if the pw1Tp were stipulated at the time of the loan, according to the wan > above.158
wam " - invalid pwITp
Another example: what if he lent 4 for 5, and then collected the 5, and then gave it back to her as pwyTp?
A) R"071 - valid pwiTp
B) »&n - invalid pwr1p
Without going too in-depth, there is a fundamental n1’pn about n’a7 which may be relevant; is n»a-:
a) really some form of Ym, or
b) mainly an 1R, even though fairly his money?

DRIYN NaR - R”2101 may hold like %1, and thus invalid; but »’xn may hold really his (and returning
it is more like np7¥ or something), and thus valid.

Other potential n™:
1) Is it a nWYH PNN IRD? D”aNT - yes; 17an7 - no (it is like NPT when given back)
2) Is it the same 7YY of NaVH, or a new NYY of NAYWN? D”aINT - same one; {"aNT - a new one

3) Is there a avn to give the same object back? If 511 - yes; if not - no

158 Another example:
D'RIYN 11X (based off a p17in ) - if lend 4 for 5, and then are w7pn with the 5t one (ignoring the Mmna wTpn issue)
D'RIYN 2R in "1 (only asked why it’s called nva»71 nnayn, but not why it doesn’t work) - valid pwyTp

(The other m1nKk don’t think this is a sound p17).
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The &3 rejects the first version of ®17’s statement; apparently, it was mistaken.

However, unclear why the 83 couldn’t just say that there is a fundamental difference between nnyn and
the others: by nnyn, there’s a mxn in the actual giving, whereas by the others, one must make a payment.

When the &3 said 9mn% nan Yy ninn works by 990, did it mean when used as a 129N 11p or as a qod P1p?
The n”am states that 9>rnn% man Yy ninn works by a 731 because of Paon
a) Most oMInR - this is RpNT RY; a 1NN NIn HY nann can also work for a qoa PIp
b) 518 jaR - no, only through pa’n (thus, if specifically trying to do 9oa 11p by a 17w, this won’t work)
Why might this be? If it works for everything else, why shouldn’t it work as a qo2 1p?

Apparently, while it is a proper nny, it does not enrich the other person, which is what qo3 1 is about.
This is not giving nX1n; it’s a formal nyni. Thus, it fails as a 903 P1p; unlike by other things (such as nnyn,
or 12n 1179, or NINR), where it’s enough to just give the Xxan without increasing his worth, and works.

518N 128 adds that this is the n”an7 working 1mv»w5, in that he holds a 2’91 is just a symbolic nam.

However, while this is a nice suggestion, it is hard to see here. The Xn3 uses a “mn” in its example,
and that is a type of coin; 19’>n cannot work through a coin, a yavn. Thus, when the ®7n3 said 1910,
it must have meant 9o P1p, not pa’>n, and then the 51xn 128 would be wrong.

The mainstream approach is that 11nn% nan 5 ninn works for everything except for pwrTp.
Why doesn’t it work by pwitp?
A) PRI RN 27, MODIN, R"AYWI, R"0M - it is a 13227 "M, since it looks so much like parHn
PR3 ORN 11 had a "o which said this explicitly; 1"ana agreed to this explanation within that noa.
However, maoin and ®”2v1 even read it into our no7.
How strong was this n11?
a) Most omwRY - the 1327 uprooted the pwyTp
b) 027 "0V - quoting "R - NYTIPN NIRI NVTIPN
B) n”amy, »1Rn, 1"an7 (within our noM) - doesn’t work even on a Xn»7IRT level; it is a NNy, but there is no nNXan
Q: But there is the positive nkin of her using it during the time while she had it!

Al:am, M - 10y, if said about the right nRin, that works; but if said wrongly, about the item itself,
then it doesn’t work

A2: Since the case was where the item was a 71>7; there is no nXn of “just having” a coin, since it can’t
really be used for anything useful. But if there had been nxin from its use, then that would work.15

Why would pwytp need nRr1n, unlike everything else?

a) Y180 1aR - no, everything else that is done through o3 11p does need n®in [see above]

1% Rav Bednarsh couldn’t find anyone who suggested this option, but he considered it a legitimate possibility.



b) pv1Tp is unique, as seen on .3 — about a relationship, not a formal exchange (either fundamentally,
that real nXin is needed to cement a relationship; or else, psychologically, she won’t be convinced to
commit without this nxin).

Potential n™

R™), DRI MR - if he said to do the Pwv1TH through the nXin of the usage — to B), the 17am, it
would be a valid pwr1p; but to A), maoin, it would not be, since could still be confused with pavn.

(This isn't really absolute — the continuation of p¥ 172 M9712R 27 in the v”®7 n"Ww shows that
he holds like mavin, that it is a n7°1, but he also thinks saying it like this works)

XM in 0173 on .nNN - a Mnn which cannot be made wTpn by the receiver is not called a nann.
RIN3 in 2”2 on .19p - one is not allowed to be w»*1pn a MY nan 5y NNy, since won't satisfy the »Ran of “*% ynmn.”
However, these are in apparent contradiction to our Xy
Those sources indicate that a 9tnnY man Yy nann is not a real nann, since the receiver cannot be wr1pn it.
Yet our 8113 says it is a real ninn (despite the fact that one cannot be w»1pn it)!
Possible resolutions:

A) "HV1Y in DMT), 17207, R" Y7, R"207M, Y"RIN MOOIN (in one answer) - the X0y in 0T is RPNT IRY; really,
one cannot be v*1pn a NN> Mn Yy NiNn — yet it still counts as a ninn, despite that inability.

What did that 8913 in D171 mean then?

a) It was just saying that any nann which is not a serious ninn — in the n%w1’s words, a “nnyn” —
is not a real minn [here, however, it was a real ninn].

b) That was with regard to a special n9mn found by o1 [here, however, that isn't relevant].
B) Many R - no, the X3 in 0171 is RpNT; one actually can be wrpn a 1tNn% Nan 5y ninn.
What about the &1 in 2”2 which indicated one could not, since the return won't satisfy “»% yn9rn”?

a) D"™nn, 71 Mavin - he can be v*1pn it, it is just undone at the time of the return (as for 2”2 — that
case was specifically by a 71w, and thus namn nwytp, which is 9130 nwITH and cannot just disappear)

b) &0 - quoting MMTN T - he can be w*1pn it, but must then redeem it before he gives it back
€) MAvIN, V"RIN MALIN - it is only a temporary status of wTpn

(This might mean either like a), or else like b), or else a third option, where he explicitly stated
when he was w*1pn it that it was only for a certain amount of time)

d) "0 NN - he has the ability to rent it out to someone else, and can be v»1pn that money
e) 77ar1 (brought in X”av1 and »PXRn) - he can be v>*71pn his M1 in the object
How does that w7pn ever leave?

R"1v1 (in understanding this 7”ar4) - it doesn’t — the owner is stuck with it, and must redeem
it himself if he wants to use it

(The big wy1n here is that this would satisfy the »xin of “»5 yn71n,” even though the owner
would end up losing out on a little bit of money).

C) 2”2 (quoted in the n"w in the man »0bw in RNY) - it is a nynon npYnn. While the 8Ny in oM™
understood the story and its conclusion as being literal, our ®1m3 argued and did not.

(Clearly, this is not the mainstream approach).



Is a vmn% mn Yy nnn a real nnn?
A) v"RY, R"20M - yes; a permanent NNy, except with a *Rin that it must be given back
Accordingly, one must do a full 11p in order to return the item.
(This is the mainstream understanding).
B) n”mxp - no; rather, just a mnn for a certain amount of time, and then that ownership naturally expires
Isn't that called a nya 1p?
No, this is a 1915 9 11p, which is something different than a mya 1ip.
(n”mxp also agrees there is a "Rin — if not given back, then it was never a ninn — but that is a side point).
Potential proofs:

a) The 83 in 2”1 said that one cannot be w»1pn it, due to a violation of the 'Rin of “»% ynnn.” What if
he didn’t say “»5” though, and just said “yn7tnn”? Seemingly, one could be w1pn it (the owner didn’t
limit it to still be able to be used upon the return, just that it be given back). If so, how could the receiver
still fulfill the »®an of “yn1Nn” — he can’t give something which belongs to w1pn! Thus, it must be that
a mn? mn %Y mnn is really something which expires, and naturally — without a full 1p — goes back.

b) The ®"aw1 says that the reason a communal »7nR works for everyone is because each of them owns
it partially, each for their own time.

(vownn mamy, others - deflect this by saying that each fully owns it, but as a 9mn% nn %y ninn).
(Rav Shimon Shkop - deflected this by saying that maybe anw are real owners and thus different).
¢) In very similar terms, p7% 172 77128 11717 (brought in the w”&®1 N"W) seems to say this.

(%™, others - deflect this by saying that his continuance shows he really just meant that it is a full
mnn, and that one just has to give it back in the end).

Potential n™:
1) Is there a need for full 1"p to give it back?
V"R, R"207 - yes; N"Mxp - no
(This is very relevant with regards to giving a jop a 91N> nan %» nann — the n”mxp thinks that works;
and the Xy seemingly saying it doesn’t work by »Inx really means if given to him as a real ninn).
2) Is one able to be nnp something PmMnd Nin Yy via a 1Mo PIp?

To the v"®7, 8”2V - yes, why not? But mavin in 27y says no, which fits nicely with the n”mxp (like a
n>»Rw, which cannot be acquired through 110 11p).

3) What happens if one is v*1pn a 1minY nan Yy mnn? [see above]

The m1n *5M in the »1PRn had said one has to redeem it before returning it (this would fit with the
v”R7 and R”1v7), but the n™nn and 771 Maoin say that the v1pn disappears at the end of the time (and
this really sounds like the n”mxp).

4) What if one is ¥1pn a woman with a complete n1m with something that he had himself been given
only as a mnY nn Yy mnn?

To the "R, "2V - it should work, and he just will have to figure out how to fulfill his »Rin; but to the
n”myp, maybe it won’t work, because he can't give her more than he himself owns, and he thus only
gave her something which is a 9mn’% nan 5y ninn.
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Even though 91nn% nin Yy mann works by nnyin, the X says it’s MoR to do, since looks like 1931 n>aa y»onn jnd.
Why is this like nn13i na2 y»onn 110 though? He isn’t doing any work here for the giver!
A) »»1 - by him doing this, he’s expecting to receive other nn1In in the future
To this, the problem with y»onn 10 here is that it is quid pro quo; it isn't supposed to be a trade at all.
B) 1ptn 1 maoin, 71 maomn - the problem is not with tomorrow — it’s with today, this giving itself

To this, the problem with y»onn 103 here is the D in the nny; the 17 is not receiving all the benefit.160

This leads us into a broader question:

What is the underlying issue of n7n n»aa »oni 01 in general?

In the X3 in M3, our NV [based on W1, DIV 127] says that it is 1R for 01N, ©MY, and D1y to be y»on.
However, n”an3 - notably leaves n»1y off of this list.16!

With this omission, n”an1 makes it seem like the issue of y»onn 113 is an impingement of the T3 and hwvyTp
of the o115 and omb.

Additionally, n”anv’s very formulation strongly indicates this as well.

Moreover, the context n”an1 places this in — how the 2113 and ©™? aren’t supposed to ask for these gifts,
or grab them, since they are eating from the 'n in%» — strongly indicates this as well.

But what might be the problem of y»onn 173 to our NV, to »w7’s No, then?

It would seem to be that though it is still technically a valid nyny, it is against the spirit of the law, since he
didn’t receive all the benefit; namely, it is a D32 in the nm.

Thus, regarding the underlying issue of mmn naa y»oni jnd:
A) Our nom - a o9 in the nym
B) n”an1 - impinging on the T3 and nw1Tp of the N> and oMb
Potential n":
1) The inclusion of 0y in this 7190’8 [see above]:
To »»7’s N - yes; to B”an7’s MO - no
2) Who does the 1Yo’® primarily devolve on?
To A) - the o9y3; to B) - the nn> and om%

(The language of the ®n3 in M7122 seems to fit better with A) — it says “not to give.” Fittingly,
p”an7 changes this: he begins with saying that it is 17ox for the o113 and ©?5 to do this, and only
later adds that the n’5ya are not allowed to let them do it. Moreover, even with regard to the issue
from the side of the n’»ya — while our X had the action of the sin in the ©%p2a’s giving, the
D”an7’s formulation is only for them to passively allow the p’1n3 to help).

160 [See 8" below for a potential n" between these two opinions].

161 Jt is likely n”ana had the no of the 1”am in that ®9m), which did not have the word “p»1p.” As a matter of fact, this nom
has an advantage over »v7’s, in that the n’p10a quoted (for example, “1%n 12 DNNY”), seemingly don’t include o»y.



3) The application to 9rnnb nin Yy ninn:
D”an7 could go either way; but jprn »”1 maoin, 777 Mmavin - because of this giving itself [like A)]162
4) Whether y»onn 113 applies to jan pva:

R”2v7 n"V, simple read of n”an3,163 ™3 in VI - no, it is IMN to use a 1NN Nan Yy Nann for jan PTY;
but maovin, ¥R, 27N - yes, it is also MOR to use for 120 779 (just as by NN, since also NN Nann)Let

According to B), what might be the X720 behind this distinction between nmn and jan pr1a?
a) wn M9 - no, the n”am really agrees it is 77OR
(This is pn7, since n”any doesn’t sound like that; also, R”2w7 n"W clearly implies Imn).

b) ™1 (perhaps) in »1 - the issue is only when there is a next time, that he’ll get to keep; but
by 1an 1179, there is no expected next time, and thus no wwn that he is doing it for that one

To this, a n”1 between the opinions of »¥1 and jprn » MavIN, 777 MavIn also emerges:

To »v1 - no issue by jan 1179; but to jprn »” MavIN, 777 MavIN - MOR by 120 179 as well,
since he is not receiving all of the benefit.

c) MINR 17 - there is no NV in the Rxan

This is weak for a couple of reasons: n”an3 sounds like the 179X is on the 03, and is about
an impingement of his nWY1p; also, why would j2n 1719 have any less nwyTp than other nuann,
such as N2’ YT and PRI WY, which also don’t formally have nwyTp!1e5

[mya max (similar) - there is no ®xan at all by 120 1979 (seems to avoid these issues)].

d) Ponevezher Rav - if the real 1113 ninn is the son [see My'w #34 below], then the 179 is just
to redeem the son, or a symbolic act to show that he was a ninn; the 1974 is not the ninn itself.

This works very well for A) too, and solves for B) — the 179 is just a technicality, not the
nann itself, and thus, no 7798 of y»onn jna.

By the case of 129y 17, must the man actually go back and say “»5 nvmpn n& »n” to the woman?
A) Most DRI - yes

B) One opinion brought in 1" - no

What is the reason why an 19y must pay back the mbn — with what was he 25nn himself?
A) Simple read of the ), 8"2v, others - the receiving of nxin
(The ®7n3 in 2”2 says that because of the n®in that the mbn relied on him, the 29y was T2pWn himself).
B) n”am - the n7nX alone was 27nn him (as long as he was serious about it)

In fact, n”an" learns from 29y that one can truly owe money just through with words.

162y is a little tricky here — he was different than 7”1 maown there, but he had the word 7y in his no7, against n”am.
163 p"anM says only that it works, but not that it is 110K, and therefore sounds like he thinks it is really 1mn.
164 (There is a story in the 891 which supports this side as well).
Although this opinion is more intuitive, why didn’t our ®1m3 also say explicitly that it is 1708 by jan 1179?
It could be because at that stage in our X3, since 127 1779 didn’t even work 72p»713, it didn’t need to mention this.

165 To address this point, one could try to distinguish based on the fact that they must still be eaten 7123 7172



To this, why did the 813 mention anything about nxin?
Apparently, the X1 was just using that merely to remove the ®xnanor issue which should apply.
C) n"av - because it is as if he himself received the money
In a sense, the mYn gave the 19Y’s own money therefore, acting as his n’>v.
To this too, the n®in mentioned is just to deal with the side problem of xnonox.
Potential n™:
1) If a Jew lends money to a " with n»a, and another Jew is an 29y:16¢
To A) and B) - xn»1RrTn amn (the 19y is not a m?); but to C) - Rn»1RTN MR (the 27 is a M?)
2) Our &0, of 29y P71 [not plain 29Y] - what is he doing the pv11p with?
To A) - R"aw7, 8”201 - she is NWTIPN because she receives NRIN
But to B) - n”an" - he also says n&in here; yet doesn’t 299 work through the n7nr alone?

a) DMoaR Nann - not literally 27y 17; rather, just learn from the side point of the nXkin, which solved
the Xnonor issue by 2y, to PYITH (namely, we learn from there that this is called nxan).

b) Rav Gustman - in the end, don’t really learn anything from 17y to pwyp;167 pWYTP is about NRIN

c) Based on "3, 0w p1Ip - he lent her friend, and she owes him money back; then, he is v1pn
her with that loan. And mYna w1pn is a valid pwyTp if there is a real nRan.168

To C) - one opinion in the "M>v11, R"2vVIN TNYN - she is NWTPN because as if she received the money
This leads to a n” of what the language of the pwiTp is:
To A), B) - “3 minn nrina 5"nrn;” but to C) [w”Ry, R"awIn 7non] - “ir nana 5" nrn”

166 Both sides of this question are brought as a D1WRY NpYnn in the 77287 on the ®190.
167 Once the 83 introduced the idea of 23wn DR, this was revealed. (Obviously, this is a radical explanation).

168 This approach ends up reading a lot into her statement. It's based on a 1’7 in the language of “®1pn RT2pWN” though.
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In the case of 19y 17, what did she receive? What is she nwmpn with? [see last 1w]
A) 87207, R"97, DR - RN
What do we learn from 1vy?
a) Maybe that nRin counts as qo3
b) Maybe that this type of nRin counts as RN
To this, the language used would be “...nR112 % nwTIPNR NR MN”
B) "8, R"2WI0 7NN - as if she received the money
(This is based on the m5v1y).
To this, the language used would be “...n1m1 5 nwTpn NR Mn”
C) "9, DMWY y21p - she owes the money through 29y, and then the pwyTp is with the mbn n%nn

(They have to deal with the fact that mna wpn doesn’t work; they try to get around it).

Potential n” [between the major opinions above — A) and B) — about what she is receiving]
1) The language used [see above]

2) If the case weren’t about a 127, but rather about a noma: to A), the n”an3, then it probably wouldn’t be a
valid pwrTp (the Nk in such a case is likely less than a nv1a’s worth); but to B), the w”x3, it would be valid

3) If 5mn the loan of someone else: 7R R2py "7 in his n"w — to A), the n”an3, maybe it would be a valid
PWVITY; to B), the w87, it wouldn’t be a valid pwrp

4) Is it n¥1xp 21 to lend money on condition that the Mm% pay a " or pay v1pn more than he borrowed?16?
mavIN in n”a - RNMIRT 27, since as if one were given the n’a oneself [this sounds like B)]; but n»ax ninn -
might not be n¥1¥p N2 to A); and even if it were, would only be for the nxin gotten, not the full amount.

5) Is the item an pnR if a woman says to give someone else a sheep for her to sleep with the giver? To A),
the n”any, it likely would not be an 1310 (since she didn’t receive that item from him, even if she got nxin); but
to B), the "Ry, it likely would be an janx (since it is as if he gave it to her)

6) The case on :n of placing the money on a rock: 1”an3, 8”2V - if she were to say to destroy the money, and
she also indicates that she really wants to marry him, then a valid pwyTp through 27 p7 (she got nxin from
him destroying it on her say so); but v”"&7 argues, since a nyT 12 didn’t accept it. (This fits neatly nnow?).

However, the 872w is like the "R in the X713 there on :n, even though like the 8”2V by 2y 17 here!
Thus, might not be a good n".

Additionally, one could also say for B) that as long as he spends it, it is as if he gave it to her (in fact,
this is like one side in the 'n5v1v, that the giver is the n5v of the sender).

Additionally, to swing it the other way and defend the x”aw, it could be that the only time it is
considered a significant enough nkin is when someone else benefits from it, not just by him listening to
her words; thus, in a case where he destroys it, no one benefits from it, and there isn't enough nxan.

169 Everyone would agree that this is obviously not a good thing to do either way, and probably constitutes n»a» pax.



How does "1y 72y 17 work?
A) »on, k"N - the giver is a YW of the man doing the pwyTH
(n™, Moown Hya - similar to this, with the addition of the idea of n71).
The wy1n is that this works even though the money being given belongs to the n5w.
B) n”ann, 1ptn 1 mMaoin, R"avM - the man doing the PP comes afterwards and says “’5 nwmipn nr »n”
(To this, the giver was not a n’>w at all).
Slightly different formulations though:
1) o”amI, 1jpth ™ maoin - Y912 75 NRan RIna”
2) ®"a07M - 1% 1Y MY qora”
C) v"R, *Rn - (either of the above options work)

(Based on this, the »"1a thought that even the others don’t really argue. However, the 21 nax [see below]
clearly understood that the first two sides did argue).

The fact that they both parties have nyT here is straightforward to any of the above options.
However, where is the nym nwyn?
To A), to »91, that is simple: the n'5v acted on his behalf
(And the w111 was just that it was with the n%w’s own money, not wTpn’s).
To B) though, to 8”207, it is more difficult; where is the n1m nwyn?

a) 1prn » maoin - the NN he is giving her now by enabling her to be allowed to keep the money (since
otherwise she would have to give it back).

(To this, the money must still be py3; if not, it wouldn’t work).

b) 8”2V - because this is learned from "33 71y, and by an »1y13 72y there is no need for there to be a nym
by him (based on ®17 on .33), just a nYap — so too here, maybe there is only no need for a nym by him, just
a nvap (of course, the nYap must still be pwyTP DVWY — but still, no need for an actual nn1 by him).

[This would fit neatly with the distinction above between the ways that the 1ptn 3 maoin and the x”2v
respectively formulated their moov].

1 AR - notes that »”v7 and 8”20 seem to match up nicely onvw5 on .o -
How does the 901 of ™ nx work to set an 213 T2y free according to the nnon?
A) "1 - through 1192 85w DIRS POt

(Though »w1 doesn’t say explicitly, he’d likely hold that if the T2y doesn’t want to go free, he isn’t freed.
This is the opinion of the 4”1 and n”am).

Clearly, we require a nyni by the »y15 72y then, but it is just assumed that he wants this.
B) 8”207 - not through ot (even if he stands there and screams, he is still freed)

This aligns neatly: just as there is no need for the nym1 of the »y15 T2y, there is also no need for a n1n1 by the man.

The question of whether a n1m is needed from the one being w1pn or not will have other possible implications:
Other potential n™:

1) Can an %1 72y be freed against his will? [see above]



2) Cases brought in on% mwn (R:n1 MWK 'Hn) 170 -

To the ®”2v7, that no N is required, there seemingly would be a valid pwyTp in these cases; but to
w4, that a n1m is required, it is less clear: is it that we require a 1700 of a hv1IY, but that the MYw’s pon
counts as his (and thus, there wouldn’t be a valid pwyTp); or is it that there is no need for a pyon at all,
as long as there is still some n1n1 nwyn (and there still would be a valid pwiTp, and not a n™)?

3) If there is ny13 T2Y 17 when a "3 gives the money -

Reb Chaim - no, invalid pwy1p, since a 1 doesn’t have mnYw (this would fit with »¥1); but n”mxp - yes,
valid pwyTp, since the 17 of "1p13 72Y doesn’t work through mmn’5w (this would fit with the 8”2v7).

(Context: there is no mm’5v by a ». Thus, when doing a 910 11p with a ", one cannot write in the
7o that the 07y did the 7 11p for the »,17! for that would be akin to acting as his n'>v. However,
even if they don’t write it — does it work if they actually do it for him still? y”no - no, because it
would use mn’5w; but "o - yes (n"mxp explains - since working through 13 72y P71, not mmnobv).

170 Some examples: the 1”277’s case of him throwing something worth half a no1a when thrown, but worth a nv119 upon
landing; or him giving a stolen item and her being n1p it through a mw "1w; or giving an item which is nk112 71OR when
she is a M2 N1 VW 19N, and to her it is therefore very valuable; etc.

71 The normal practice in the days of these m119nR was to have the 11p occur by using the 910 of the or1y.



N #28 - 1/16/17
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(continuing off the end of last 7192®)

To clarify, in terms of whether »"®9 and 8”10 actually disagree:
Does the 8”107 disagree with »v4?
A) 989, *Rn - no (both 017 are true, and working under the rubric of »y13 T2 17)
B) 8”207 himself - yes — »w7’s case is so obvious that one doesn’t even need »y1 7ay 17
(Thus, not really much of a npbnn at all — just about what's obvious and counts as »1 T2y 7).
Does "1 disagree with the 8"1v"7?
A) s - no (like v”®7 and »Rn)

B) 711 nar - yes — »w1 holds that the X"2v"'s case lacks the necessary nyni from the wpn himself

If one assumes like the 91 11y, that there is this np>nn about the necessity of a n1’ni, many potential n” arise:
Other potential n"x: [aside from by pwyTp and the other three mentioned at the end of the last 1yv]
4) nvray 1219 MY (for example, doing a 11 on Naw) -

To »wA, it shouldn’t work (since working through mm%w, to which a n72ay 727 is an exception); n”mxp -
but to the ®”av, it should work (since ny13 72y 17 doesn’t work through mmn»bv).

5) nan (a third party is allowed to pay n>a», but does this count as a third party?) -

Oversimplifying: to »v4, this might be a problem, since through mm%w; but to 8”av», perhaps allowed.

To highlight and clarify a point within this, whose 171v/903 was it truly before it went to the mpn/nor/nTR?
To »vM, either -
a) goes from the third party to the 10, and then goes to the 5apn through mm%w of the in; or
b) alternatively, might just go from the third party to the apn (and no need for a pyon of the 1n1’s)
To 8"207M -
¢) It goes directly from the third party to the apn (with no need for a nyni at all)
Based on this, another potential n" arises:
6) 910 P1p to acquire from WIPN -
R”2V7 N"Y, D'MIN - no, that’s N%yn; but n”mMmxp - yes, no issue

omn might fit with » w7 — because "1 72 17T works through mm%v, and therefore the third party
first gives it to w1pn, and only then gives it to the Yapn on behalf of wTpn —that constitutes n»yn.

[This is working within a) above in w3, not the alternative option, b)]
But n”mxp understands »1y15 72y 7 like c) above, without mm»5w, and thus it works even by wpn.
The opinion of the n”an:

In explaining these cases, the n”an1 has numerous strange formulations:



1) Regarding 27 7 - in Y0:X> 17190 N, it seems like 199 works through n7mR alone; yet in ®3:7 MR 9N, he
makes it sounds like it works through nxin. Which one is it?

2) Regarding "1 T2p 17 - in 22:0 MWK 5N (assuming 1t »*1 maon had the correct explanation in the n”anv),
1Y) 12y 17 works through her receiving nXin; but by actual »1»15 72y, nothing to do with him receiving nxan!

3) Regarding b 17 - aside from the fact that the n”an3 puts 1w 17 before "1y15 72y 7 (unlike the ®IMN's
logical order, of it following the other two), it is also not really parallel to the other two (here, he discusses
the n®in about of the receiving, not the giving), even though it is ostensibly based upon them!

Before returning to these, let’s clarify something about the case of nnnw 11:
In 0w 7, what does the w1pn actually say? What is the n®in being received?
A) n"am - “1%72 °'n51pWw T NINN NRINA YD NYWTIPN NR 0”7 (in short, NnNnn nNYap nrin)
K" - asks two questions on this:
Q1) not parallel to 27y 177 and »y13 72y 7 which it us based off, where it is the NN nXin [see above]

Q2) ninn n%ap nrin is only by an 239N nTR; and moreover, only according to 824 14, not X217 (who was
unsure about that case, yet himself said nnnw 7).

n"n - defends from this second question - when she actually gives it to him, like by an 21vn DR,
then the nR1n must override the loss she suffers — and that is only by an 13wn 8, and only
according to 29 27; but when she doesn’t personally lose anything, like in the nn”w 17 case, then
she would get nRin (even to ®17) from the n%ap of anyone she likes (whether an 27wn nTX or not).

B) 8”291 - the third party gave 903 on behalf of the wTpn to the w1pn (which counts as giving to the nwx)
(That this works is very interesting, and some ©11InR say that is why n”an3 avoided it).
Potential n"
An apparently simpler case of nn”w 77, yet not in the R
The 8 03’s case: M1 to M2, on behalf of W being married to M2
Simpler alternative: M1 to M2, on behalf of W being married to M3
Why did the &1 leave out this case?

a) T maon - the 81m wanted to teach us a bigger w1, where the very person receiving
the money could also be the w1pn

(But this simpler case certainly would work as well).
b) Perhaps n”am - the 83 specifically chose its case, because this case wouldn’t work

Why not? Because the v1pn [M3] didn’t do anything to give her [W] nxin (at least very
directly, even if his agreement to do wyTp enabled the other person to keep the money).

To the ®"aw1, however, this would work, since not about nYap nxan.

Moving on in the X3, before returning to the n”an~:
What does “R1n0n% 1yo 197”7 refer to? [1 - 27 P7; 2 - 21913 729 PT; 3 - DAY T, 4 - WN DIR]
A)» -1, 2,3 [but seemingly not 4]
Why wouldn’t the case of 23wn nTR work by mmnn?

a) 1"any, others - 2ywn DR only works when there is an additional nxin (i.e. that he is also marrying her)



b) 1" - MaYnY, »"v1 would agree 4 works by nimmnn; however, since it was 817 who said “&nnn pay% 79,”
and X171 personally was payon about 4, then 817 obviously couldn’t have meant to include 2ywn oR

(To this, »w1 is the same as the next opinion) -
B) n™, omRa (quoted by R"avn), R"™avn, 1" -1,2,3,4
C) n”an1 -1 [seemingly not 2, 3, 4]
The n”am never clearly brings “x1mn iy 121" at all; only sort of does by 1, by 1y 1.
Q1: Textually, what basis might n”an3 have had to not apply this line of the X913 to the other cases?
Regarding 4, 2173wn nTXR - he may have understood like 1”am7 for »w7 [needs more to be real nxrin]
But what about regarding 2, »13»15 72y p7, and 3, onnw p1?

a) Maybe 1"nR, he really did apply this to 2 and 3 as well. n”am1 does say by 910 11p that the o1y
are allowed to give their 71, so maybe he really did apply »y13 72 17 to mnnn, even if somewhat
unspoken. As for nn”1w 177, maybe once he wrote 19p and 15 71y, he felt it was included as well.

(This approach would then make n”an3 exactly like »w1 overall).
But the simple read is that n”an3 thought it only applied to 1, 29y 1.

b) n”an7 may not have had “&nnn pay5 127”7 in his nox at all — the 9”7 seemingly didn’t either;172
and he brought 17y 11 because there is a separate X3 in 77t A2y which uses 17 7 by nmnn
(which happened to be X127 too)

What if the n”an3 did have our no though?

c) Maybe he thought that the X3 in 171 "2y was what our ®n3 was actually referring to, since
there it is X217 there too; if so, because that Xm was only about 19y 17, then this line must have
been as well.

Q2: Conceptually, why might 1, 29y 7, apply to mmnn, but not the other n»nr1?

We'll try to address this question now, along with the previous issues in the n”an3.

Overall, four difficult points in the n”an~:
P1) the inconsistency in how 17 1”1 works
P2) the inconsistency in how »y13 72y 1”7 works
P3) the lack of parallel (n>ap in lieu of n1m) to 29Y 17 and »v10 T2 17 by DAY 7 (as well as the strange order)
P4) his poa that “xnnn 11y 11”7 applies only to 27y
How might we address these issues?
Approach #1: everything is RpnT 1R
(This is very weak — how could he possibly have all these Xp17 185 formulations in the same context?!)
How would each be solved?
Regarding P1) - like o™ar ninn, that it was learned from a side problem of Xnanor by 19y

Regarding P2) - a) really meant like the X”2v,17 or else b) learned a side point from »y15 72y [that this
doesn’t need a non] (and the nXin is obvious — she receives money by agreeing to his pwiTp)

172 At least, the 9" didn’t as the DWwR1 quote him; though in our text, they insert it in parentheses.

173 This is highly unlikely, since n”am3 says it works through mn5v.



Regarding P3) - Xpn7 18 regarding the language (make it parallel to the others) and regarding the order

Regarding P4) - really meant like 1"an7’s explanation of »w1 regarding 21wn n1R, and relied on other
places to cover the others

But obviously, this is not very satisfactory.
Approach #2: Based on nnw R - pw11p has a unique 17 of nR1n (based on mn% nin Yy Ninn)
How would each be solved?
Regarding P1) - actual 29y works through nvnx; but 27y 17 by pwiTp is through nxin
Regarding P2) - actual »y13 72y works through mmn%w; but 2y 72y 17 by pwiTp is through nxin
Regarding P3) - actual nnnw p7is not through nxin; but by pwiTp, it is through nran

Regarding P4) - mnnn depends on qo3, while pw1Tp depends on nrin; thus, none of these special w1
(which work through n&in) can apply by nmmnn. [As for why 17 17 uniquely does apply to nmmn — that
is based on the ®n3 in Nt N2y (perhaps because the n%nn of a NRIYN counts as qod for nmnn)].

Approach #3: 173 - pwITH needs both qoa and nran
How would each be solved?

Regarding P1), P2), and P3) - the qu> component is learned from 19y 7, 21913 729 P7, and 0w 171; but
the n”an" fills in where there is also the requisite nX1n in each case.

Regarding P4) - n”an is like 1”an" for »w; as for the other two, he didn’t bother speaking them out —
fundamentally, these ideas are all mann ideas, and n”an didn’t have to fill in anything for us there.

To summarize, between the nnw 78 and the "3, there are two totally different ways of looking at the n”an:
A) nnw N8, questioner to the ) - pVITY is totally different than nimn, and doesn’t need a formal qoa nym
B) "3 - PP needs qod of NN (in other words, a regular qo3 P1p plus NRaIN)
Potential n"

DMWY 1T and 239N DTR by Mnnn 21 Nnw MR - doesn’t work (not considered qoa nym); but 1”3 - works
(those count as qua nym [and there also happens to be n®in, which is not important by pwyTp])

The nnw 78 seems to be the better explanation in the n”an himself.
But the ") seems to be the better in the ®7n3 itself (since it actually learned pwyTp from these n»»7).
How would nnw r deal with the xm3?
a) the ®my isn’t being so exact, to actually learn from these ©27; rather, just drawing a parallel.

b) Rav Gustman - X217 himself hadn’t known this, since he didn’t know the 17 of 239n p7R; but once we
had 2wn pTR teach that it is all about the nX1n and the relationship, then didn’t need 2y or »15 72Y per se.



MY #29 - 1/23/17
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What does “19n7R8 2onmbn 17 10 2115 20” really mean?
Here, 91 explains it locally — she needs only a small 1p, like 29y (that’s the “n7 937).
However, this term comes up four other times in 0"v:

1) pvITP on .RN - a woman who sent a 5w without having seen her future husband before — no issue of
T3 7% nanRy (while a man might reject a wife he marries blindly — a woman will not, due to 21°n% 2v)

2) mn2 on :1’p - giving a woman a v} when she isn't around, using the principle of 191 85w DIRY Por,
when there is fighting in the marriage — doesn’t work (since not a m1 for her, due to 2'n'n% 1v)

3) M1 on .Y - if someone made a *Rin about the other person in the marriage not having pmn or o™,
and then they have, but they can be removed — if the nn is on a woman, then invalid pwyTp; but if the o
was on the man, then still a valid pwyTp (due to 20mn5 2v)

4) p™ on .N*p - if a man dies and leaves his wife as a 12’ to his brother who is a 2% nam — still a valid
Nt (since she would still have wanted this situation, due to 2nn5 av)

Again though — what does this really mean? Is a woman really happy to marry anyone? Perhaps if he was the
last person around — but generally, that isn't the case!

In short — do these sources really suggest that she is satisfied with any husband?
A) apy’ maw - yes 174
B) »Yn na - no
If not, then how would each source be interpreted?

Regarding 1) - mavon there (discussing the 199’k to marry off your daughter as a mvp) says that even
though there is the idea of 2'n’n% 2v, that is only true by an adult woman who sent a messenger; by
doing so, she has shown she isn’t Tapn. But a mvp might not want the husband you marry her off to.

(To this, one might say that 2)n"n% 2v applies only once a woman has in some shown herself not
to care; however, that isn't the default).

However, the X”av1 answers why it is 7708 to marry off a mvp despite 2'n°n% av differently: the reason
why a mvp is different than a N7 is because a mvp might hear something bad about the husband,
and be swayed by that y7n 1%, and won’t be happy to marry him any longer.

(To this, fundamentally, even a mvp has 2'n’n% 10 — she’d want to be married to anyone, but she
can be fooled by someone else into thinking that she doesn’t want it).

This fits well with the X”av7 on .n as well:
maomn - not called 5”ya of the girl when her father marries her off, since she probably wants it
Q: 1”am", "2V - but he can even marry her to a 12v nom, who she certainly doesn’t want!
A: R"w" - she even wants a 2w nomn (even if kicking and screaming), due to 2onmn5 2v

Thus, X291 sounds like it really is something fundamental to all woman, that (at least initially)
they’d be willing to marry anyone. [mavin works for the n%n n>3, but X"aw1 aligns with apy> nav]

174 His case was where it turned out that the husband was impotent, and then ran away, and the woman was left with being
an n1y. The apy’ maw said that unfortunately nothing could be done, due to 2'nn% av.



Regarding 2) - perhaps novp isn't the biggest deal — a fight doesn’t mean that they don’t want to be
married. Moreover, if they are already married, then maybe it is worthwhile for her to continue to stay
married to him. But that doesn’t mean that even from the outset she would’ve wanted to marry anyone.

Regarding 3) - in the end, the o can be removed; if so, it doesn’t really matter that he once had them
(though apparently, it bothers men when in the reverse case). Thus, not a proof she’d marry anybody.

Regarding 4) - what is the “117 55" here? »w1 (as understood by the 1971 nmAn) - since the first husband
was good, it was worth the chance that she might fall to the n2, to the nw nomn.

(To this, there is no proof that she would initially be willing to marry anyone).
However, n™nn - referring to the o, the 15w nom (he himself is a “1n7 937).

[Nonetheless, n”™nn himself still says that a 9mn does count as less than a “wn7 93.” If so, he
personally would agree with the n%n nva that she isn’t initially willing to marry any husband; his
standard of who ranks as less than a “117 93" is just different than what »¥7’s ostensibly is].17>

n%n ma goes further, and draws a distinction between this case and the apy> mav’s:

In the apy» Maw’s case, because the D9 was in the husband himself, it was a myv npn, which
automatically is not binding. But this case in p”a, where the nia was not in the husband himself,
was merely about a *®in; and a *Rin can’t be binding if left unspoken (unless exceedingly obvious),
as we say “17 DrR 292w 011217 (for ex: by someone who sells his house with intent to go to »x).

How do we pasken?

n2%nY, the mainstream opinion of modern-day poskim (Rav Moshe Feinstein, and others) is that if there was
a serious DN present at the time of the pwyTp (1ot one which only came later), and it was known to the man
and was left undisclosed — that is a myv npn, and the pwyTp is invalid.

Thus, fundamentally, we pasken like the n%n n»a over the apy’ maw.
Overall, this might depend on what 17 jv itself refers to:
If about enabling her to have nir covertly - any husband is good, even if he has other issues.

If about company - then must be a normal husband (even if ugly or other small issues — still qualifies,
since all people have deficiencies); but if serious problems (such as with having relations), invalid pwyTp.

Anyhow, this all is still working with the basic premise of 2:n'n5 2v.

However, some people 17¢ tried arguing that 2>n"n> 2v doesn’t apply nowadays.177

175 In this particular npbnn, to highlight one potential n": if the D2’ were a 1mn — to w1, it might be a valid pwyTp still, since
the first husband was still good [however, "9n n’a - based on 7”17 —no, if he is worse than a nw nom and not even worth
anything, then even »¥1 would agree that it is not a valid w1Tp now]; but to n”nn, he says that this is worse than a nomn
19w — it is 1OR to even live with him — and therefore not a valid pwyTp.

Another potential n": if the first husband himself turns out to be a 12w nam, and she was unaware of it — to »»1, she may
not have agreed to marry him, and the pw1Tp would be invalid; but to n”nn - it would still be a valid pwrTp.

(Regardless, either explanation can work with the %0 n’a fundamentally, with »”v7’s generally being easier).
176 (For example, Rabbi Rackman).

177 Different reasons were generated; some examples: a) only true in the old days, when women were less self-sufficient in
society; or b) when woman had no way of doing proper birth control. Eventually, more radical mnav were suggested, such
as c) stating that any husband who doesn’t give a v is “abusive” [far from simple], and also that he must have always been
this way, even at the time of the wyTp [which seems to deny that he had free will and might have become this way later].



Rav Soloveitchik attacked this vehemently. He argued back that the mprm which 5"n said about nature
were intrinsic and ontological — 2'n°n% av included — and that this was n79.

Was Rav Soloveitchik serious about this?

a) Perhaps. After all, it seems to fit with his approach generally, that everything in ©" is fundamental
and philosophical, and certainly not tied to specific times. Thus, he may have meant it as he said it.

b) But many of his o»Pn%n — Rav Schachter, Rav Lichtenstein — said they didn’t understand how
this could be true about all mpm, when some indeed change (from the &0y itself, here is one clear
example: “121n 91192 19 YN DIR PRY NPN,” yet Y"1 instituted non nyaw).

Therefore, they instead thought he was partially exaggerating, mainly because he didn’t
appreciate the flippant attitude held by these people towards the nm1on, and also because it was
a question related to vx nWN.



My #30 - 1/26/17
1 - Link between w1pn and pvyTp

In the ®1%’s conclusion, is there a %109 of VIR '¥N?
A) 7"ar" - yes, and comes to exclude a 10 12 >%n 72Y '8N
(This question was posed by the & itself; 7787 assumes it answered one way [namely, doesn’t work]).
(R"aw7 argued on 77281 though; he thinks that case does work in the end, based off of different Xnjs)
B) 8"w1 - yes, to exclude if he explicitly said, “half of me is marrying you;” this is not a valid pwytp
DRI9N 2R - but if half of a person owns something, then all of him owns it!
(He brings proof from the 8”2v later on, by an "1 72y’s property going to the 178, since his property).

Therefore, 8151 21ar concludes that X”aw1 must hold that pwyTp isn’t a regular 11p, but rather, it is more
about the mo>r (which fits well with ©'®15n »1ar everywhere [see 1w #4, for example]).178

C) n”an3 (to the DIHYN 1aR) - no, no such nwI7 at all
(To this, it would be a valid w17p in both of the above two cases).

Rav Gustman - (based off the n®9n »ar above) - perhaps n”ana argued because he thinks pwyTp is
more similar to other oop.

The R1) seems to assume that there is a connection between wpn and pPviTp.

(As maoin points out, there was a special pva by v1pn teaching this idea of nwTp spreading; how else could we
extend it to pwYTP?)

This ties in to how seriously we take the fact that the 13277 79 for this stage of marriage is PwyTp. It is more
than just a regular 1oR; rather, it is some sort of consecration for a higher purpose of 'n nay.17

(However, maown limits this somewhat, restricting it to which language one actually uses. The 9, for
example, assumes the fundamental link to w1pn, but disregards the limitation of any specific W% of pwyTH).

However, 8”207 has a different approach to mavin’s question about why nwyTp might've spread by pwyTp too:

On this npYnn between Pynw »a7 >0 219 and NI’ 2277 RN 219, the n¥2pn V'Y has two explanations for the
basis of the opinion of nmn’ »am 8N 127 (i.e. NWITP only spreads when one is V1PN a 12 115N NPVINY 127):

a) a nwAT; or else
b) a 720

8”207 here first assumes it is a 8120, and one which extends to WP as well [and this extension stems from
the fact that it too is an M*R, even if not uniquely like wpn].

Alternatively, 8”207 says the extension was with a aR 111 [again, without a unique link from w1pn to pwITP].
Regardless, it is clear that the X120V avoided this idea of »*w7 and maovin that pwyTp is really a type of wpn.

Overall then, this seems to be a legitimate 17’pn: how serious is the comparison between pPwyTp and v1pn?

178 However, it should be noted that the n»y>w y11p disagrees, and thinks the X”av1 can be defended in another way.

179 To be clear, this is obviously not the same thing as giving an item to wTpn; rather, it would be a different type of wpn.
Additionally, the metaphor of a marriage regarding the Y87 11 and 'n’s relationship (in particular via the wTpnn n1a) is
revelatory as well.



Other potential n™:
1) The 83 in D7) on 2y, and its question of whether or not there is a 7 to PVYTp:
One would seemingly assume not; after all, there is a special pa by om.
Thus, maoin explains this side as stemming from Pw1Tp being like wTphn.
However, 1" says it'd merely be learned through a yxn nn.
2) The 83 in DT on :03, and its discussion of whether or not 7W11p can be 151 nypa:
Simply read, it would seem pwyTp is a type of w1pn (it says NwITp can’t be 7131 NYpy, just as PWITH can't).

However, 1" notes that it is a nponn; and according to »ar, who thinks nw11p can be »131 nypa, then
the reason why pwyTp cannot just disappear is because of the power of the pip in it.

(If so, one can say the whole comparison is only between the 11p components of v1pn and PwITP).
3) The 83 in PVITP on .23, and why the pPw1Tp is invalid if he is v1pn her with a stolen item:
Q: v"®RIN MavIn - what's the w170 of the 81M)? Obviously the pwiTp isn't valid; he doesn’t own the item!

A: v"RI0 MavIn - one might have wondered why 5n didn’t say that there should a 1naym pwyTp
here, when there was no ownership of the 213, as a 17’1 to a case when he had actually been nnp it;
thus, the 811y answers that just as they weren’t 91 for this by w1pn, they weren’t 91 by pwiTp either.

(This seems to be assuming that wTpn and pwyTp are strongly linked)

(One could have read the & simply though, without a significant wy1'n, as saying that there is
just no PwITP here because the 113 did not own the item).

4) If a mYw for someone else’s PV1TP mistakenly says “*” and marries the woman:

V”R7, ™M) - just as W1pn cannot work through a myv, neither does this (fits with the strong link side);
the other side might argue

Even if there is a strong link between pv1Tp and wTpn, does it matter which language he uses in the pwviTp?

A) mavin - yes; it is restricted to the language of “nvmpn”

B) "8 - no; once the whole concept of pwiTp is related to wpn, then the wording used should be irrelevant
(There are two mRro7 in »v1 — the one mavin had, which implies as mavin held [as mavin notes], and
one which had “xn pwvrtp nw5,” which might imply like the »19).
mavin uses this to explain why the pwyTp doesn’t spread in the upcoming case of “...nv1192 P2¥n,” even
though she has ny7 in that case.

What would be the ®1av for mooin’s limitation?

a) MW y1p - there are two separate tracks for pwytp: a) w1pn and b) pap. Either process leads to
the same result (both generate both components) — but nonetheless, there are two distinct ways to
reach that result, and there are n”. This is one: if doing a process of wTpn, then it comes with the
ability to spread; if pap, it doesn’t. Thus, of course there is this restriction based on the language used.

b) onn v - not willing to go that far, or even to say that pwyTp is a type of wTpn. Rather, maoin
merely meant that by having chosen to use this language of w1pn, that is his way of saying that he
wants the pPwyTp to externally resemble w1pn, and that it should spread (he really meant all of her).

(To this, it is all really just a technical distinction about what a person’s intention was).

(However, the weakness with this approach is that it assumes people actually mean this).



Despite everyone agreeing the nwTp spreads by an nbw if a ya nnYn NNWINY 717, it doesn’t spread by pwirTH.
Why not?
From the x7ny itself, it seems to be because she didn’t give her ny7. “nank ny1” can prevent this spread.

But why is this problematic here? She agreed to get married! She does have her ny7 then, and it should spread!
Just as when the owner is w»1pn half his animal, and no one stops it, the nwyTp spreads to all of it; so too here,
once she does the pwTp on half of herself, why doesn’t the pw1Tp spread to all of her?

A) my'w y1p - no — half of her objects to the other half
(This is very strange).

B) o®on nar - no — she isn't the subject, she is the object; thus, unlike the owner of the animal, and
accordingly, it can’t spread. She can only protest, but she doesn’t do anything, so it doesn’t spread.

(He references the 1™ in 017, who explains the mechanics of w11 as her enabling him to do it to her).

C) R"2w1 - 1N, really it should spread; nonetheless, it doesn’t work for a separate reason: by her having it
spread, that would be an issue of “npbn »,” and accordingly the pwyTp is invalid

(Interestingly, this is the opposite of the n'®1on »1ar — she is too involved, and thus she ruins the pwyTp).
D1) n"™ - while he wants it to spread, she does not want the pwyTp

(Psychological - when she heard half, she didn’t agree to any of it; she didn’t take him seriously)
D2) 1pt ™ maoin, 8”207 - while he wants it to spread, she only wanted half

(Psychological - when she heard half, she only heard that much, and that was all she agreed to)
E) 771 maoin - whenever there are two opinions, then the idea of nowa doesn’t apply

Why not?

Maybe similar to D2: both parties must understand what the other is saying; a communication issue.

Within the X"awv’s approach, why is it considered that she did it? After all, the woman always needs to give her
nyT, but it is still the man who is doing it!

Here’s a new n7pn: is the idea of nowa -
A) a function of the nwyn, the action (in other words, he really was wpn all of her); or
B) a function of the nxxn, the result (in other words, he really was w7pn only half of her, but then it spread)?

With this in mind, the 8"aw7 appears to only fit within B), the nxxwmn. The first step is history; now, he is
doing nothing (no new n»m or N'NR), and she is apparently taking the more active role.

However, the ®19n 7128 seems to be assuming the opposite: there is no nowa on her side since she isn't
involved in the nwyn at all; she’s an object here, not a subject, and thus unlike the owner of the N case

Other potential n™:
1) If a partner is W10 one half, does it naturally spread to the other half when he acquires it later on?
Our no7 in the Xy implies it doesn’t, since it said that he needs to be w»1pn the other half as well.
Why?
a) ™8 - the nwTH cannot spread at a later point
b) R"2v70 TNYN, DRIYN MR - since it was DNT NVITP, it doesn’t spread; only 9130 NwITH can spread

But »xn has one no that implies it spreads anyhow, even without him being w»1pn it again.



Within our no7), according to the »"9, it sounds more like A); after acquiring the other half, the nwyTp
does not spread on its own. To the R”2v7n TnYn and DX1%n »ar though, as well as to the other no
brought in the »1&n, it seems more like B) — nv11p spreads on its own, if it's the right sort of nwy7p.180

180 To this, isn't the 08151 "1ar on the other side of this n71’pn than he was just above? See note 182 below.



MY #31 - 1/30/17
-0 - VTP NYY; Questions about segmented PWYTP; NNT

(continuing off the end of last 7192®)

To clarify the nv’pn mentioned last time, before exploring additional n":
Is the idea of the nvYTp spreading:
A) a function of the nwyn itself (practically, it is part of his initial action itself; it doesn’t spread on its own)
This can itself be understood in one of two ways:
a) as a R11v (he really meant all, even though he only said half); or
b) as a 21m2n N (stating that being wr1pn half of it counts as being wr1pn all of it]); or is it

B) a function of the nxxwm (practically, that once the nwyTp is there, it spreads on its own)

More potential n"x:
2) How to understand the 7"n which holds “ym3” by a nayin nnaw:18!

D'R19N 1R - this is exactly the 7 of nowa (fits well again with the nxr¥n side); but 1) - 1M is a totally
different principle than nowa (this fits well with the nwyn side).

3) The restriction of maoin that only the language of nwTpn might spread:
(This fits well with the nwyn side, but not if about a nx¥n).
4) The problem of nnr nyT [see last MYw]:

R”2v1 said it would really spread, but is an issue for a different reason, of “npn »5” (this fits well with
the nxr¥1n side); but others (jprn 7", 8"2V1) explained that she really only meant half, or they both only
meant half (777 maoin), and therefore it couldn’t spread (this fits well with the nwyn side within the
R120 side. However, D'®15n 1R [see note]'82 could fit with the nwyn side too, yet within the 21n5n nm
side — it only spreads if there is a mYn).183

Is there a difference between if he were to say today and tomorrow and this morning and tonight?

A) 1, 7PR1, R"2VIN TNYN (quoting “r"1”) - quoting one opinion - same thing [both left as a pav]

181 The 8703 in v on :3n has a npYnn about what happens to the pwyTp of a 17N N2 '8n ANaw '3n after she is freed; do they
become full-fledged pwytp (“13m”), or do they dissipate entirely?

182 Tt should be noted that the D'®Yn "R seems like he is on both sides of this n1'pn:
1) By “yay” (the Xy in o2 on :3n), he seems to be on the nr¥In side.
2) By an animal of partners (the X3 here), he seems to be on the nr¥n side.
3) Yet by being wTpn half a woman (the Rnx here), he seems to be on the nwyn side.

The resolution to this apparent problem is that he holds there are two types of nowa: if there is already a m¥n, then that
nw1Tp will spread natural (i.e. the nk¥n side); but if there is not (like by the woman here) then we can only talk about nowa
in terms of the nwyn.

183 [Or else, this could be phrased differently, off of 77 saying “y1nrna” — there is only nowa based off of an nny].



B) Most owRY - there is a difference [this morning and tonight count as if said at the same time, and will
work if that works; while today and tomorrow is the question asked in the X713 as the third question]

If she agreed to all (half for a nv19, half for a nv19), why doesn’t it work through nows, even if not 75y nn?
A) maoin - 1"1R, it would, if he used the right language of nwTpn; here, he used a different language
B) Based on 8"2w1 above - even if it were to spread, it still wouldn't be a good pwy1p, due to “npn »”

C) Perhaps since she said that she only wanted half each time, she wanted to do half and then half, and that
doesn’t work [even if she doesn’t mind being fully married]

How do we pasken each of these four questions?
A) n"am - the first two work result in a valid pwyTp, and the last two are in pav
(This is because he paskens like an 9m% xrx¥nn oR).
B) 77289, R"aw1, W"®1 - no, all four are in pav
What about the rule that most n»2ywx" have of paskening like an "nx?

Here, the fourth question undermined the first two as well — the last question had the two halves being
the closest together, and the xnj still said that one was a 1p’n; therefore, all must still be in pav.

How might the n”an1 respond to this point?

13, 1Pt " = no, the first two are more likely to result in a valid pwyTp than the fourth because he
is counting in those cases, he is 791m "M — he was more likely trying to do all of her in one pwyTp
then, as opposed to in the fourth case, where he was trying to do her in two halves in one pwyTp.

Thus, to the n”an3 - two separate questions in the X3, broken into two groups (1 - 3, and then 4). The
question in the first group is in his psychology (what did he mean); and the question in the fourth
question is in the nN2%n itself (can one marry a woman in segments).184

But to the 7”281 - one group/question for all, in the n25n itself (can one marry a woman in segments).

[Note: there is namn nv1Tp and nan P12 NWITP; these are not the same things as 9un nwiTH and onT NVITH. For
example, one can say that an item has 0'n7 nwyTP, and then it must be sold and the money used for a 127p].

What does the X913 mean by “pynTa »nry 0”2
1) "7, Maoin, "any, R"av1 - there is "M»7 even though it only has nnT nwyTH
2) 77ar3 (in R”2w1), 0»N 127 (in MODIN in 0MAar) - the »n>7 in the DMT NWITH even makes the n7IN be NN
(Their no7 had the word “nnn” instead).
3) n™ - the money from this animal can’t be used for a 127p, even if sold (i.e. even the n'n7 are 9109)

(This is probably just for the person himself; the money would probably be used as a 129p for the namn yp).

184 In other words, we know that nWR ’xn is a 2108 — but is it in the WP NWYN (which is fractured here), or the PwITP MmN
(and here, he wants it to be on all of her, so should work)?

This n1°pn of the ®Iny’s might play into the 7n who holds “wpa” by the pwiTp of a nayIN NNaw — W’RIN MavIN says that the
reason for that is because of nwr »xn (fits with an issue with the pwy1p mon side — right now, the partial nwyTp breaks down);
but v says it is because she is 'n7 191w jops (fits with an issue with the pwy1p nwyn side — the initial nwyn is unaffected,
and thus needs a different reason for why the pwiTp are wp9)].



Ny #32 - 2/2/17
=0 -1M7

(continuing off the end of last 712®)

In the last 1w, we saw that perhaps the mainstream opinion of how to understand “o'nT1 "n*1” was:
1) w7, Maoin, "any, R"av1 - there is "M»7 even though it only has nnT nwyTH
However, to this, why also say “»n7 »n X9p»yn "n1” — aren’t n'nTa "7 and RXIp>Yyn "n>T the same thing 2185
Numerous examples to try to prove the two don’t automatically overlap are suggested:
[R37v1 »nrT but 910 NYYTP]
a) MaoIn - a 1M who was wMan a nkvn from his flock
The v1y1n here is that since the problem is not in the ®xan, it is still called qun nVITH.
(As opposed to the case of half an animal in our X703, where it was a problem in the xxan).
b) 1"am9, R"aw9 - if someone is v*7pn an animal, half as an "%y and half as a D>w
The wy1'n here is that this is called 910 nwyTp, since it can make a n71IN.186

(As opposed to the case of half an animal in our X 1), where doesn’t make a n7mn before the
other half was bought and made w1pn).187

) R"10", 17217 - RIP’YN "7 by nnxn
The wy1'n here is to assume that this is the same as 9un nv1TpP by DwTR.
(As opposed to the case of half an animal in our ®1), where there is a concept of nnT).
[PPTay AR but DT MHNT]
d) maoin - if someone is w191 a female for his noa 127p, and then it gives birth to a male

The wy1'n here is that this is called nnTay NX®7, since the 5108 only comes from the mother, even
though this is not literally nn n&7 (the same as we find it elsewhere).

e) 1”am, R"av" - if someone is w191 a NRYN, and then it gets a D, and then he becomes a 9mn; or
else, designates money for a nxon, and then becomes a 1mn

The vy1'n here is that the %109 is considered nn72 "n»7, and prevents the money from being used
for a 139p now.188

Other ways to explain “n>n72 "7 v»” avoid this redundancy altogether though [see last Myv]:

2) o»n 13729 - the "7 in the DNT NWITP even makes the NN be nnT [has no of “NNTN” instead]

185 Some basic background information about these topics:
If the o precedes the nwyTp, then it is called nnT NWITP; but if the NwTH precedes the oy, then it is called qun nwITH.

A couple of n"1: if D17 NWITP, the animal can’t make a NN, and is IMn in nTayy Ny after 19; but if Qun NWITP, then it can
make a 171N and is MOR in ATaYY N after 179,

186 y7an7 assumes “0'n71 N7 W7 means the same as D'NT NWIYTP in 171N Noon; thus, the litmus test is if it makes a n7nn.

187 Apparently, before the other half was bought, they really considered it to have n'nT nwyTp (to the point where it could be
redeemed even without a D) [see 7Y NR versus 1”73 below].

188 [Similar to the opinion of the n” below, just not using it to explain our ®Xm].



3) n™, yarwn v™ - the money from this animal can’t be used for a 129p, even if sold (i.e. even the nnT are 5109)

This opinion is based on a py1: the XM usually says “arvow v NRP,” yet here it says “namp vy nwITH”
(which implies it can never be used for a 127p, not even its money).

[The big w110 which emerges from this (and from 3”an3, R”"av1 above), is that »n>7 can transfer to money].
4) D MR v in }”am here, and in »¥1 in D'Nar on .2’ - even though only with a small problem, still »n»7
(The “small problem” is that it’s only missing a purchase, it's only money).

17an7 and w1 both reject this — it doesn’t fit well with the noa source; and also, this isn’t just a “small
problem” — there is another owner who isn't interested in selling it!

Overall, what is the reason that »m7 is a problem?
There isn’t any explicit p1oa saying that it is an issue.!8 What might be the problem then?
1) X"aw90 TNYN - a problem of ra
(The ®72v is probably that it is inappropriate to bring this animal with bad associations to 'n).
To this, the issue is a 9109 in the animal.
[If this is the reason, then it'd be harder to understand the wy1'n that comes out of the n"’s opinion].
2) Perhaps it is a problem of a m32 in the nwYTp

(The ®720 would be that “nwyTp” means “designation” for something; accordingly, if there is a break
in its designation, then perhaps the very nwy1p becomes ruined).

To this, the Y108 would be in the nwyTp, not in the animal.

If this is the reason, it would work well with the wy1'n of the n”3 and 1”am, ®"aw1 above.

What is the status of the animal in our case after he is W*1pn the first half but before he buys the second half?
A) tymR - real onT nwvTp (after all, it is called “oonTa N7 V)
To this, it can be redeemed without a Dn.
(And it is worse than N9 w 5® n%»7 [where that isn't true] because he doesn’t own the rest of the animal.

B) ™ - no, it is 910 NP which is standing to be redeemed for money (like 1915 ywTpn 01p); and when the
R called it “oonTa »m7 w),” it just meant that it is destined to be redeemed for the money

To this, it cannot be redeemed without a o (just like the case of n%W v 5v nY9).
There’s a strange n”an1 which was pushing the 1.
In 7:90 M1323p nwYn Mavn, the n”any writes:
I) »n>7 3R RIPIYN NNT
IT) DnT NVITP RINY 9"PRY
III) 0N o»n Hya PR
Regarding I) — he’s paskening against 13111 »13, and R1p’yn "n>7 is a reason not to have »n»7
Regarding III) — he’s paskening against 130y »13, and 0n 521 "7 is a reason not to have nn»7
But regarding II) — strangely, he sounds like 0’7 nWYTp is a reason to say that it does have nmn»!
To address this:

189 Some 1w find 0717 in the Py, but really not anything explicit.



a) n"nY (Maw Mavn) - n”an just meant it’s not a reason not to have »n’7; really, onT NWYTP is neutral

b) n"nY (Nna9p nYYN MIdN), 1" - as it sounds — DNTH NWITH is a reason to have »n»T even if it was
RIP°»n "1 (which generally is not 1)

Why? The 1”13 explains as follows:
In this n”am, DNT NWVITP means PYNT N2IPNI ]PTAY TYPNRY 10 NWVITH.
Essentially, there are two types of »nT:
D1) 12992 500
D2) hwitpa mia (lowers the nWTP to 1T NIIPM 11792 TYVPHY QN NVITP)
Potential n” between these two types of »n»:

1) If D1, then the way n”ana paskens, it is only an issue if "N 7R73, but not X1p*wn;
but if D2, then it is only an issue if X9p>yn

2) If D1, then its nmmnn is still a good 129p; if D2, then its 70N is not good
Accordingly, the 11 reads the n”am as saying the following three-staged progression:
I) X9p’yn "7 is not "7 by the type of »n1 which is a 1279pa %09 [D1].

IT) However, this is the other type of »n>1 [D2]; at which point, specifically because it is ®pyn,
that is why it should be nnTi here!

ITI) But no, since n»n *Yya aren’t n’'nT), there is no »n>7 here either.
If a father acts as a mYw for his sons, and each son only gave half a N9, then there is no 1V nym at all!
A) maomn - ima is RpnT IRY; don’t care at all about the nv1va from the 17)’s side, only from the Yapn’s side
B) R"aw9n Tnbn, 7 Mmaovin - the 1M1 is giving a no1M9, since father gave his own money through 1y 72y 17
Potential n™:
What if the father had given a noa »xn of each son’s money?
To mavin - that is the X n3’s unresolved pav; but to R”2w 0 NN - would certainly not be a pwyTH

The np5>nn seems to be if we a need NV NN (R"2VIN TN, 777 MALIN), or just a NVING NYAP (MADIN). 190

190 [This would seemingly be connected to 1w #27 in general and note 170 in particular as well].



MY #33 - 2/6/17
.n - poa by N1 and qoy 19; o1 1%’s first proof from % RN

What do nav and qov 24 argue about in the Rnp R1w’5 and RINa RV respectively?
A) Most DRy - in the p”9, they argue over nyT n>no; in the 2", they argue over a formal requirement

B) 8”107 - even in the 2", they really argue about nyT nano

Between n17 and 9o 29, how do we pasken in the end? Do we need a Xmw for 403 "9¥1p?

It would seem to be rather clear — on .v, the Xn3 seemingly paskens like na3. Therefore,
A) DR B in MAVIN, 1"an3, R"2VM - never need RNMY

However, n™ - we always pasken like 117 over 901 29 — why would the ®n3 need to pasken this nponn?191
Moreover, why didn’t the Xm3 just say his name — why did it say that 'x7w don’t need a xmw? Therefore,

B) n" in mavn - it depends 192 -
If something which everyone has a sense of the price, like '8 — no need for a xmw.
If something which they don’t (such as a diamond) — needs a xmw.
C) n"am - it depends 1% -
If something which a woman specifically desires, like 871" - no need for a Rmw.1%
If something she isn't excited about (then if she doesn’t know its exact worth, no nyT n2no) - need a kmw.
To B) and C), to avoid any issues -
To n”anv, simply don’t use something she doesn’t specifically desire, and then state its worth.
To n™, there’d be a big issue if he uses a diamond ring, even without stating much it is worth.
Accordingly, the anin developed not to use a diamond ring, and instead to use a plain ring.
v"RY, however, says that one can use a diamond ring (as long as one doesn’t state how much it is worth).
[These two are brought as two opinions in the y"v].
Why would n™ say that diamonds are an issue even if he doesn’t say how much they’re worth?

a) 1™ - diamonds are so confusing that even if he said “yn7 95” has no nyT n>’no

1 (Unless one thinks that rule is only true when their np%nn is in 2”3; this requires a certain no).

Other mmwr offer different explanations to deflect this question — for example, "1 said the X713 needed to pasken like nay
outright here because qov 17 had brought numerous proofs to his words; others suggest it was just 28 the other rulings.

192 Both questions are resolved with this explanation: we don’t fully pasken like n17 — something the X1 needed to tell us,
and also had to clarify that it is specifically *x1w-like items which need a xmw.

195 Apparently based on the same 0'pyT as n™.

194 The nyT nyno isn't just intellectual, it is also emotional.



b) Based off the qo» mnxy - holds that the default is like when he said ywnn, and needs to actually
say “wn71 93” for it to not be an issue of nyT NNo

Potential n” between these two explanations:
What if he did say “wn7 95” explicitly and used a diamond ring?
To a) - not a valid pwrp; but to b) - a valid pwyTp

(This is why the pwymp 9701 asks the p»1y if this ring is worth a nov1g; this is the
equivalent of saying “yn7 %3,” that her ny7 is only on a nv19).

(Nonetheless, despite that, we are still 77nnn not to use a diamond ring at all).

When does one need to do the Xmw (according to qo1’ 29, and also to n”™ and n”any when not "®vw-like)?
A) ", mooIN - must be before the PwyTp
B) n”am - even after the pwrTp
1 and mavin were based off the fact that if a kmw afterwards worked, why would 9oy 27 say it doesn’t?19

But n”anm1 seems to have understood that the difference between na1 and qoy 27 was over whether the xmw
afterwards works y1an5 (like 127) or only ®an5y 1xan (like qov 29).

What might be the X120 behind each of these opinions?
To w1 and maoin, it’s easy: once the pwITH was %109, it’s over. What good will a kmw afterwards do?
But to the n”an1, what might be the 8720 for why it will help?

a) 1prn ™ Mmoo - when he did pwiTp and it was incomplete, we assume that what he really meant
was that she should be nwTpn to him when it will be complete (i.e. after the Xmw here).

b) n"nY - n”am only said this to the xnp R1wY, where it was just about nyT nano, but not to the
NIN2 RIWYY, where it was about the item itself.

What does he mean by this?

Perhaps that to the Xana R, there was an invalid pwyTp nwYn; but to the Rnp RIWYY, it
would be that since she had the basic ny7 to do the pwyTp, that is called a valid pwyTp Nwn,
and the last nagging doubt she has will be dealt with later, when they do the evaluation.

The difference between them — whether like both mw?% (jpri »4), or only the xnp X1 (P"NH).

Is this level of ny7T n>mvo needed by other things as well, or is it unique to pPwyTp?

It might be unique to pw1Tp (certainly to Reb Chaim, who holds that pwyTp needs a higher level of nyT).

In the first proof brought by qov 19, there were a few potential interpretations of the xn»a:
0) (rejected immediately) - to exclude qoa mw worth a v

1) qov 21 - to exclude qua MY without a XMW

19 (When he says that “pwnn w1 pwnn anR” is invalid, he indicates that even with a Xmw afterwards, it is still invalid).



2) n27 (in the ®"n) - to exclude Pa*on
3) n11 (in the Ripon) - to exclude qo1 P1p with o9 NrIan that are less than a hoMs
Strangely enough, first 8"n is actually paskened somewhat by the n”an~:
D”am1 - an »ay 71y sold to a " can only be redeemed with actual 93, and not 0937 nRan.
The n”am seems to be working off the '%w17’s interpretation of this xn»9a.
Nonetheless, isn’t this against our 8 and its nw17 of “20w” still?
(And our &M uses w’pva from when sold to a ", so can’t say it’s only talking about sold to a Jew).
A) nnw MR - Y11 is using the p1oa of “1Mipn qoan,” whereas n”ana and 'NYW1P are using “y1a10n 0.7
Even so, both of these n’p10a are still about when he is sold to a !
NNRY MR - *H1212's ;o4 is about the nan, and the MmYwi1r’s is about the nYv.
(This is somewhat difficult, since “2>»>” sounds like it is about the n>x3).

(nw MR - the *H11 was talking about doing it with both of their agreement [teaching that
this successfully redeems him], while the 5wy was talking about against the »3’s will).

B) M8 - 911 is about when the original n12n was with 903 mv, and then the n% R can be with 9o Mmw;
but 'n5w11 is about when the original n7°21n was with actual qo3, so the n%183 must be with 9o

(The weakness of this explanation is that the n”an3 is not p>nn between these)
C) »a - 911 is about when D71w5 9913, and the mYwr1 is about when 5219 7311
[D) I thought — the " is not bound by the rules of our nw~7, of qo3 MVY]
What might be the 8710 underlying this distinction of the n”an1’s?
1) nnw MR - 'n 79N (when he is forced to accept random objects in return for losing his bought slave)

2) Rav Gustman - when sold to a Jew, then it was a 9130 11p; but when sold to a ", it is like a 23n. When
buying something — one can use qoa MY, but when paying a debt — one must use qo3 itself ideally

3) 12383 537 - on 17an7, R"w1 - don’t have to accept qo3 MV against one’s will; however, a Jew must go
the extra mile to help free his fellow Jew, to fulfill n7om, and therefore must accept it in this
circumstance. A ", on the other hand, has no such obligation, and thus doesn’t need to accept qos mwv.



M #34 - 2/9/17
N - paYvn by »May T1ay; o1 27's second proof and jan 1o

The 2913 has a X”n to make a nW7 to say that pavn is excluded from the word “qv2” by an may Tay.
The R0 rejected this because it couldn’t fit with the words of the xn»12; however, is this naYn still true?
A) maoin - yes, we still hold that p2’5n does not work to acquire an »ay Tay
(o5 mwn - n”an7 is silent, and this silence strongly indicates that he also thinks it doesn’t work)
B) 'Y ™1 85 VY'Y - no, now that there is no "NW7, Pa’9n does work to acquire an »ay Tay
(maon in n”a on .2’p holds like the !5 11 XY nYWY, unlike MavIn here)

R”2v90 7NN - brings three opinions; the first is like the Mm% Y11 8% NVWY, the third is like mavIn here.

It’s easy to see why the n% y11 8> nv>w says what he says — in the conclusion, there is no P02 excluding it.
But what about mavwn — if there is no p1oa excluding 2*>n, why shouldn’t it work to acquire an »ay Tay?
1) R"aw971 7MYN - second opinion - P9*>n does not work where there is no 9un P1p
This is difficult, since the X313 on .10 rules one cannot be Ymn the work of an ™2y T2y since his 913 is owned!
(Though ®”awn Tnon hints that he’ll address this later on — unfortunately, that part is not extant).
a) DWI9n NP in *PRN on .10 - we don’t pasken like that ®m3 (issue with 817 there from another xn3).
(»1rn himself rejects this, since the X113 needs R27’s answer there, no one else seems to argue!)

b) Perhaps mp 191 there really means indebtedness, like a pawn (see jprn "1 maoin, others). If that's the
case, then maybe 129N cannot work to acquire this.

How would the % ym1 85 nv>w respond to this defense for maoin?
I) Perhaps that 12’91 does work for something which is not a qun p
IT) Or else, maybe that a1y T2y is really a qun 11p (as the Xna really sounds like, after all)

2) n”mxp - the X0y says that NR1N N2 is not acquired with pa’on. mavin extends that to n71’>w and then to
N mn 5y mnn too. Accordingly, n”"myp suggests that things which have an expiration date, that are a
temporary 117, are not able to be acquired with 2%n; and since this 11p is also only temporary (until six years
or 9av), po’on doesn’t work.1%

How would the % y11 ®Y nvw respond to this defense for maoin?
I) Perhaps that 129N does work for a ynt 11p

IT) Or else, maybe that »1ay 71y is really a permanent p3p — and the idea of six years and %1y are
just “decrees of the king” to uproot this permanent sale

3) Based on j"an3, others there - there is a M7OR 11p on the »ay Tay (as evidenced by his permissibility to be
with a ny1d nnav); thus, perhaps ®”aw7n Tn5n meant that the X103 merely referred to a 9un Pp of MO 1Ip,
but not a 91 11p regarding mnnn. And po'on doesn’t work to accomplish a MR 1Ip.

Why might this be true?
a) Maybe because “927 53 »p%” only refers to mamn

b) Maybe based on Reb Chaim - pa'on is a special 11p of ny7, and that may not be enough for a mox 11p

1% However, n"mxp himself sides against this in the end.



¢) Maybe because this is ritualistic, and requires actual qo> for this 17
How would the »n% ym1 85 nv>w respond to this defense for maoin?
I) Perhaps that yp2'%n does work for a 1o 11p
IT) Or else, similarly, maybe that 99n counts as qv3, and thus does work for this 17o'% 1p
III) Or else, maybe that there is no 10°% 1p by an »ay Tay 19

qov 17's next proof: is it for the Xnp ®1WYH (and thus is a problem of nyT Ny"Mv), or the RNa RWH (and thus is a
problem with the Xx¥an — it requires certain features to work)?

The simple read would seemingly be that it was a proof for the ®In2 X1v5;1% indeed, some ©WRY say this way:
A) 1pri 1 MAavIN, R"2VIN TN quoting Y7 - a proof for the XIna R1wH
However, maoin has a different understanding:
B) maowin - a proof for the xnp R1wH
There are a bunch of D*wy1n which come out of this:
1) Even a man is not a ’pa in Rnyw 200
2) There is an issue of ny7T N2no even though he didn’t say the value, since the rule of ©y%o 'n is known
3) There is a need for nyT n'mo of the 13 by jan 1o
This third wy1'n is particularly notable; some n>1nx clearly held against this:
nWMT, WIN M9 - no need for nyT N3N of the 10> by jan 78 201

Additionally, that seems to be more intuitive. Firstly, it's free money; how much nyT does one
really need to accept that? Moreover, one would have thought the avn of the father is just to
give the money to the 1n3; he doesn’t need to accept it or keep it, based on ny19 NY 5”pa Py
(under normal circumstances, one cannot refuse to let another person pay up his debt).

Be that as it may, what might be the 8720 for maoin?

197 (If one understood unlike the 77283, and thought that 129N is not a track of qo3).
1% How could that be? Isn't that why he is allowed to be with a n»115 hnaw?
It’s actually not so simple — it’s a big npYnn how that works:
Why is an ™y T2y allowed to be with a n»yi anaw?
1) 17ann, R"aw7, R"207, 1 - NOR I

2) 0”am - on a Rn»NRT level, all Jews are allowed to be with a n»y1d nnaw; however, 5" were 91 that we cannot.
However, they didn’t make this n7'1 on an »ay 7ay.

3) mavip in M2 - a special 9070 as part of his nTay
One of many potential n”1 brought in the Donnx:

Is he permitted to a m’p15 NNaw not owned by his master? To 1”any and n”an7 - 9mn; but to Mmaovin - it is a
limited 7m0 for nTay, and thus MoR here.

Accordingly, 'n% y11 8% nv>*w might hold like n”any or mavin to solve this issue, and deny the principle of a 17o*x 11p here.
199 This would fit well with the 813 ‘s usage of the language of “»x»p” here.
200 Some n1WRY earlier held that the language of “a woman doesn’t know &mw” is specific, due to “nn»a on na nmas %.”

201 w11 "9 had even said that one can give it to a wIn or jvp, or to a jn3 who refuses to accept it.



a) 9o mnxy - 1an 179 is not only the father doing a 1y19; rather, it is a transaction
between the two of them, like a n7on. The father gives money, and the 10 gives the son.

n”"mxp argues — is the 101 really selling the son? In what manner does he own him?202
b) n”mxp - there is a special requirement of “ninn 717” by 120 1979 which demands ny+

(This is still a wyn — firstly, that there is such a requirement at all; and moreover,
that this doesn’t just mean not 5”p1, but rather that he needs a high level of nyT n>no.
Is this really likely to be true, that a ninn %apn needs so much nyT namo?)

Overall, this brings up a big npn about 1an jv79:
On one hand, the term itself sounds like it’s a real 1”79, one of removing NV1Tp and receiving an item.
On the other hand, is the son really imbued with nwy1p, and is the father really taking him from the jn3?
Therefore, is jan 112 really:
A) a pnn 2w, and not a real 78 (no change in the bay’s status)
(And the terminology of n»7a helps explain why ’n created this 210, why it is a mxn to give this money)
To this, only the father is active, by doing the nyJa.
B) a real 1v79 (change in the baby’s status)
To this, one could either say:
a) it is still the father doing the 1774 alone (like by »w 7wyn); or else
b) itis really the 02 who sells the son to the father (like by wTpn 1979, where the m121’s consent is needed).
This latter possibility, b), would have seemed more intuitive within the real 172 side.
However, %R v"nn and Rav Shimon Shkop opt for a) instead.
Potential n":
1) Need the }n2’s nyT [see above]:
wTn "9 and N7 - no (fits with 210 side); but mavin (to qor mnxy) - yes (fits with real 1179 side)
2) Need to add on a wnm:
3’3, Mpva mavn - add a wmn (fits with real 1179 side);29% but 1”an3 - no need (fits with 21 side)

(However, one could still maybe be on the real 1178 side, and still argue on the 177 of the 3"n3, since
it is seemingly source-less. Maybe just a 23n0n n1 that there is no need for a wmn here).

3) The ritual performed between the father and the jn> brought by the pnxi:
This fits well with the real 1779 side; as for the 21n side, some n)17nR say that this is just mxnn 212N,
4) Does the j13 make a n12?

The pmRy had a no1a (fits with the real 1779 sided);204 but the w”®3 rejected this, both because one
can't make up m>71 not in ©"v, and also because the 103 isn’t doing anything (fits with the 21n side).

202 At first, n”mxp entertains the idea that even by paying a debt one would need nyT n3'no, but ultimately rejects this.

203 [Some of those who held this way (}83 *®n 19, for example), might have understood this idea of adding a wnin as being
closer to the wmin paid by n»»n, as a vap and not as a standard 179. This is reflected by their opinion that the wmn is only
added when the n'y5v 'n are given beyond the first 30 days].

204 More precisely, it fits within the latter option, b), within the real 1178 side — the 105> makes a 1371 as an active party here.



5) Giving the o’»50 'n to a namd: 205
maon’s latter approach - yes, even to her; but n”amy, maybe maoin’s first side - no, only a male 12
Some p1INR suggest this depends on this npn as well:

If a just a 210, a nnn like N2’ Y11 — then maybe she can take it;2% if a real 11779, then might need
the direct involvement of a male 113, who is in charge of the w1pnn noa.

6) If a poo of a 2vn of jan Pr1o:

To the 2w side - 709 (due to RN PHY YA RXINN); to the real 11779 side - 27N (must redeem son)

Within the real 179 side, what nv1Tp does the baby possess?

a) D"any in MXNN 190 - no real NWYTP; the 1179 is “as if” he were owned by the 1n3. 'n wanted us to act in this
way, to remember how He redeemed our firstborn (obviously, impractical to say to bring him as a 127p or
actually make the 115 keep him).

b) 1Moo, w'm - real vy, like by WP and NYYn (until 11779, it’s MOR for him to do 51N 27, even for himself)
¢) Perhaps real nwyTp, but not as a 1279p — rather, that he is designated for the nay, similar to a jn3

To this, he’d be allowed to do %10 ™17, and just must remove this 21n to work in the wTpnn na (which is
ToR for him to do anyhow) by having this 79 done.

205 Both an actual 10 N3, and even a 112 na who is married to a Y87’ (and perhaps even to her husband on her behalf).

206 The 9970 an> says not in the case of giving it to her husband on her behalf though [see previous note], since he holds the
113 is not able to appoint a NHw.



MY #35 - 2/13/17
=" mw 7Y "oy’

What does the X713 mean that it was worth it to X115 19, since he was a 127 ®Y23?

1) w7, R"aVM, R"VM, 1™ - “objective subjective” value,2” and it looks to us that X115 17 would indeed have
this value for this item, since he is a n27 8723

2) 'Y ym1 RY oY (different o) - X111 17 was a 117 R123, and therefore wouldn’t lie
But what does it mean that he wouldn’t lie? What sort of valuation system are we using?

Similar to the above, this nv7) must assume an “objective subjective” value, and that he would tell us
what is unknown (i.e. his personal subjective value, but which must still be true and set, not arbitrary).

3) n”an3 - leaves out the concept of a N17 X113, merely says “*% mw »115” works

Accordingly, it would seem the n”an3 is saying that the idea of “*% mw »115” is purely subjective and
arbitrary; one can decide that the object carries whatever value he wants.

However, what does the n”any do with our ®X7n3, which seemed to say this was true only by a n17 ®723?
a) 1”271 - not at all bothered by this

Perhaps he thought the n”anv just didn’t have this whole part in his 1v13.208 But it is pretty weak still,
without any clear explication of this and also without any evidence that there was such a no.

b) n” - not totally arbitrary; it must objectively be worth this amount to someone in the world, even if
not to the particular individual saying this (it works for anyone if it is actually worth o’y%o ’n to X113 27).

To this, it is a sort of compromise — an arbitrary value connected to someone’s objective reality.
(The weakness here is that the n”any didn’t say this; additionally, it reads poorly in the ®n3).

) R"29, 1PN " MALIN, *PRN - a 1D is only useful for a N17 ®12); but other things, like an %y or a nYv,
are useful for everyone, and anyone can say “% mw »1%”

To this, also a sort of compromise — arbitrary value based on an objective usefulness.

(The weakness here too is that the n”an3 doesn’t make any distinction. And even if a 910 was
valued by all people in his day, the n”an1 still should’ve said an item useful only to certain people).

d) 83 (based on NI of 3"N1)2% — can assume a N27 8123 will be Ymn the loss; someone else might not
To this, it can be totally arbitrary, even if left unspoken (and separately, there might be nxrar).
Why would n”anmy allow anyone to do it this then, if only a 127 X723 can be assumed to be Ymn?

R™3 - while an assumed n%nn avoids an NRNMR issue, and indeed, that is only by a 117 8723 —
nonetheless, the context here is 120 1979 N2%N, not RN, so n”an7 didn’t bother to clarify this.

207 In basic economics, the way the supply curve and the demand curve reach their equilibrium is based on the place where
the quantity and the price converge on those curves. Accordingly, that demonstrates that every person really has their own
price that they would be willing to pay for this item (for example, if it goes up in price, while some people will indeed stop
buying it, others will still continue to buy it). Hence, an “objective subjective price” for every person: every individual
believes the item has a certain price which they’d be willing to pay for it (not that they would pay more than the market
price for no reason — they aren’t stupid — but that they’d still pay this price for this item if that became the market price).

208 A third potential no», after ours and the one brought in the »m5 Y71 85> 1w,

209 To clarify, this would be a fourth potential nv73 [see previous note].



e) oM of 3”n3, and MY YT RS NVIWY, *PRN (second explanation), n”am (to 10, DMar Nann) - the difference
between a 117 8123 and a regular person is that a n27 8723 doesn’t need to speak out this point (but if a
regular person speaks this out, it works for him t00).210 Accordingly, n”an3 just brought the n2%n of a
regular person, and left out this minor distinction.

To this, it can be a purely arbitrary value, as long as it is clear that he is doing this.
What about if a woman were to say that something less than a nv™a mw is worth a nvMa to her?
A) 1M - pav r»iTp
RN brings two opinions about this:
B) First side in »"8n - a valid pwrtp
C) Second side in 80 - an invalid pPwyTp
What might be the basis for this pav?
a) Maybe whether a no12 is a quantitative M»>w or also a qualitative 1w (less than a nv1a isn’t qod)
b) Maybe whether “»5 mw »11%” is strong enough to make the item count as a qualitative qo3

Within the explanations which employ some degree of an objective value, can that objective value be used
by a seller to evade an issue of nRNINR? 211

A) 8"V - yes, avoids the issue of nrIR
If so, how is there ever nk1R? Doesn’t his willingness to pay the price reveal this is worth it to him?

R"20M - no, there are two types of “»5 mw »1%.” If it is only said in a time of desperation, and the only
reason it is worth it to him now is because of that desperation — that is nk1R. However, if he would've
bought this at this price regardless, and it happens to be more than the market price — not nx)X.

B) n"mxp - no, not relevant to NR1IR — of course that would be NN
DMaR Mnn - by 120 1079, “% Mw r115” worked because both agreed; without one knowing — that’s N
(Whereas 8”20 doesn’t think that matters — if it is objectively worth it to him, it's binding).
When the 83 says “D59n” — must he fulfill the '8N, or is it his choice? 212
A) mY Y11 RY NVYY, 1P ™ MaoIn - it is his choice [it was a real *Rin, a true condition]
This approach fits well with the language of “nn %,” which generally means a condition.
B) nmmr w2 in jpth 1 mavin, 0RIvN Nar - valid pwiTH, and must pay the rest [not a condition; it’s a stipulation]

This approach fits well with the language of “n’%v"n nwnpn.”

210 This happens to fit very well in the wording of the 3"na himself, since he concludes with a regular 10> even after the
distinction between a 117 X713 and a regular person.

211 For example, if someone’s “objective subjective value” is above the current market price, and a seller knows this, can the
seller take advantage of this and charge that individual the higher price without violating the 110x of NR1IR?

212 In other words, if he wants the Pv17p, then he must give the money, but if he decides he doesn’t, then he doesn’t have to.



(p”am might mean this. There are two mRro in the n”an7: a) “5>ww ®ym,” and b) “0%w ®1M.” While
the latter no» sounds like this approach, the first no7) seems like the other one).23

Why is this a stipulation and not a condition?
a) Maybe because it wasn’t a %193 »xRin 214
But the n”an3 explicitly holds that an “nin 5»” is like a 5193 »xan!

Maybe the difference is that here “nin 5»” wasn’t actually said; rather, it was merely like “nin 5p.”
Therefore, maybe it is not fully like “nin 5»” (at least not like an “nin 5»” in this regard).

213 The y"w brought it as “m'9w,” and therefore n®19n nar thought both n”any and 1w agreed with him.

214 If not a 192 'Ran, though most MWK say that only the 'Rinis Y03, but the nwyn is still o»p — the n”mxp holds in numerous
places that the »®in is binding, but as a stipulation, not as a condition.



MY #36 - 2/16/17
N = "N 19 ANn; TPONn”; 9193 RN

(continuing off the end of last 71y2®)

C) 8"v" - regular condition, but force him to either pay to make it a pwYTp, or give a V3 215 and avoid pry 216
This may have been influenced by both languages — it’s a real condition, but we aim for his fulfilling it.
(This approach is worried about her being an nay, unlike the 'n5 y11 8> nVY>wW’s approach).21”
D) »&n (first approach), D”an3 in n”na 218 - regular condition, but force him to pay to make it a pvyTp
This certainly was trying to accommodate both parts of the xm)’s languages.
Why must he pay, if it was truly a condition?
a) Maybe really only meant like the 8”20 (either pay, or else release her fully)
However, this would be very pinT read in their languages.
b) Maybe because of an N1y concern, since there is no good option of 11045 219
This too is a bit pn7, for it requires the assumption of a couple of nw1T'N [see the above note].

¢) Maybe this was both a condition and a stipulation of obligation. He meant a condition, but also
promised her a mn — thus, we force him to fulfill that condition by fulfilling his moral obligation.220

Why isn’t this true in all cases when someone says “nmn p” then?
To the »vrn (actually discussing this ®1n3), it might be because of the unique formulation here.

To the n”any (“mmn Y»” was actually said in his case), maybe because this is only true by
conditions which are left without a clear way to resolve them.

The simple read of the 813 is that WX 17 is a second answer to the question on 8™ from the xn»a.
How do we pasken?

A) "M, O"RY, *IRNA - like WX 27 (Who both has the last word in the 8913, and is also the '8 na chronologically):
the na%n a ono Mnis a valid pwyTp; but if both ono Nin and 191M nn, then only PwYTP once the last 717 is given.

215 This is probably what he means by “110a5.” It is a big 1WRY npYnn over whether one can just be Yvan a 'Rin, and if the
R"207 is on the side that one could, then he might mean to just cancel the »xin.

216 In other words, we don’t allow him to leave her in limbo indefinitely.
217 Some 011INR explain why her being an my here is not a concern: it was her fault, she accepted this open-ended pwyTp.
218 (In the third p19, by a similar case).

219 This would assume one cannot just cancel a *Xin; and as for a V), maybe they hold one cannot give a v until the pwvyTp
are completed, even if they will be retroactively (perhaps a ;3700 of npW5 or something).

220 [To me, this answer also seems very weak. 5"1n didn’t decide to force the fulfillment of his word in a “y15w m” case on
the basis of his moral obligation, even though he really went back on his word there and 5"in were clearly bothered by that
(hence, the existence of a “»1aw "n”) — yet they did force him here, where he clearly made a condition (and the degree of
his reversal is thereby greatly mitigated)?! This, as well as the fact that this is not found anywhere else, and it really should
apply to many other oxrin].



B) 4”1, n”anM, n™ - (seemingly leave out »wR 17 entirely) - if v mn and 75ym N1, then only PwITH once the last
17 is given; but if bno mn and 5y nn, then PwITH from that first 7107.

How can they just go against »or 17?
1) »"8n - must have been a 91970 Myv in the 9
(This seems »n7, once we see these other nMWRY saying it too; also, most NMxrvIx have this).

2) 1M, n"n - (based off a 91 in D’nNVY) - we pasken like the X103 Dno against *'wR 19, and the first answer
was the X137 xnno

How could the 813 nno come after »wr 27 if YR 17 himself wrote the Rn3?

Maybe “nRmn 910 81271 VR 17”7 doesn’t mean they wrote the ®Xn); rather, it means that they were
the last ones quoted authoritatively in the X113 by name (and thus, the X3 nno is still after them).

3) 1ptn ™ maoin - 8™ himself argued on »wR 13; and after all, the X913 paskened like 8™ later on
(Most nnwrn there understood that no one argued on 8™, and just brought n'n7R 23x of paskening).

4) ™3 - interprets the X differently - they read >wX 171 not as a second answer to the question, but as
a second way to knock away the “®1anon »m1 »n.” Accordingly, WX 17 was just saying that one could
have said 72ym nnn is different; in truth though, it is not.

What if he merely said w nn and just gave her a 97 (i.e. not 15ym M) — could he still back out?
a) ™3 - based on a p»7 in the 9”1 - he cannot retract in that case

b) But the 9”1 might have just been working with the assumption that such a case (saying “» nin” and
then handing her a single 137) would never happen — they aren’t crazy.22!

When the 813 says “4Ynn nwpn” in the case of a coin that is only pnTih *» Yy 8y, what does it mean?
A) »rn, 1" (first approach) - if 5nn, then pwrTp; if not, then not
(The ®71v for this would be that there was an implicit '®in that her nyT was on this).
B) 77ar", 1™ (second approach) - unconditionally pw11p, and he owes her to switch it

(The ®72v for this would be that there was a valid pwrTp; however, there might be a moral obligation
here for him to replace the bad 917 [similar to »1’&n above in the “D%wn” case]).

The n”anv’s language is a bit ambiguous:
77aR7 understood him as saying like A), and therefore argued.

However, most understood him as saying that if the coin isn't even able to be used pnn »1 %y, then it
isn't a valid pwrTp; accordingly, he wasn’t discussing this nponn (by a coin that is pnTn »m Y R¥v) at all.

Why does the »8in work in the case of “D9v" nYTpPn” even though it wasn’t a 5193 'Ran?
A) DRIYn NaRr [see above] - 11K, it doesn’t; not a 'Rin, but rather a stipulation [the result when not a 5193 »Rin]
B) ppTpTn W in R"aw - derives from here that nin 5y works without a %193 *Rin, while oR requires a %193 'R

(Indeed, this is the opinion of the 9”1 and the n”am).

221 [As for if he gave her 99 of the 100 in that case — X"awan Tnbn thinks the 9”1 might be pyn to say it works there, since
he just meant “this, for whatever it is,” and thus a valid pw1Tp (and he wouldn’t even have to be m%wn it); but if he was also
723 n1n, then he was showing that he actually plans to give 100. 71y, this is the better p17 to make in the 9™1].



C) v"&, M5 YT RY NV - in this case, as if he had said a 5193 'R (since his language was very clear; the nn
was specified as the main point of the pwiTp)

Earlier (on :1), a similar np>nn — why did a *8in work by an »InR of 1mnd nin Y ninn, even though not 91952222

1) n19oIn (on :1 and on :9n) - some cases have an MM that you meant an absolute *Rin (thus, serves the same
purpose as a 9192 ’Rin). Not every case is as obvious (such as the case of 11727 hwn and the 1287 121 T3 112).223

(This seems to align well with the v"®7 and % Y11 8Y "YW, approach C), in our XM)).

222 (This same question can be asked in many cases, where the X1 has a »Rin, but doesn’t specify that it was 9193).

223 To illustrate this point: one might really intend to do something anyhow, but will just try to spur the other party to do
something with this action by seemingly making it contingent upon that desired other thing. For example, though a father
might plan on letting his kids enjoy dessert whether or not they head straight to bed afterwards, he might try to incentivize
them to do so by saying prior to dessert that, by his allowing them to eat dessert, he wants them to head nicely to bed after.
In truth though, he was going to allow them to have dessert anyhow, and thus, not a real *an.



M #37 - 2/20/17
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(continuing off the end of last 71y2®)

2) 91, n"an3 - nn Yy doesn’t need 5195 *Ran; only DR needs 5193 'R
(This aligns well with the PpTpT1 ® in the X”"2v9, approach B), in our ®m).

3) maon in AN - 1"NR, it actually was a 9193 'Rin in all those cases; however, since that wasn’t the point in
each of those sources, the X113 didn’t bother to explain that clearly

4) p”av, 7"arI (on 1IN MWYN) - Mmnnn doesn’t need 193 *RaN; only Y7 and PWITP need 5193 RN 224

According to the 9™ and p”amy, what might be the X720 to differentiate between nin Yy and nx?
a) One might've said that the language is just different — somehow, nin %y implies “if and only if,” while ox
implies just “if.”
But the problem with this is that 9”7 and n”an3 somehow relate it to the apparent fact that it is “like ywoyn,”
so this doesn’t seem to be where they are coming from. [Also, it is hard to see how this is true anyhow].
b) The n”an7 seems to have a unique nVY*w by Vi as well:
If a person were to give a V3 now, and 30 days from now she buys him a house based on what he had said:
I) If he had said nn 5y she buys him a house — it was y1an% pwy1
IT) If he had said after 30 days [or any other “...a1nx%"] if she buys him a house — it is Xan% R0 PYIN
ITI) If he had said o® she buys him a house:
Most DMWRY — it is RanDY RN PV
D”an7 - “he divorced her now [at the giving], but she is only divorced when she buys the house”
The n”an" proceeds to outline various n”) between > 1NRY and oy, cases II) and III) respectively:
1) 5195 "IN - DR requires %193 *Rin, while > 9NRY does not
2) v in D*270 MW at the time of fulfillment - oR is Pwy7, but > INRY is not
3) if she remarried before fulfillment - by oy, she mustn’t leave him, but by ' I1nx% she must
Clearly then, n”an1 distinguishes between ox and ' 91nR% in some very radical way. All the nmwr1 did not.

Apparently, n”an3 thinks that by ox, something unique happens — the action, in a sense, happened
now, and then it must be undone later on. n® is a special kind of »R1n.225

Accordingly, the difference between nin % and o is that by nin %, if the >Rin is unfulfilled, truly nothing
happened at the earlier point (later on, when left unfulfilled, it was revealed y1an5 that nothing ever
happened). But by oy, it did happen now, and then it must be uprooted after (when left unfulfilled).

224 [More precisely, some p'2wR7 make it more broadly about 1oR versus mnnn (see 7NN Y1 in o7 there). However,
others (such as n”av1 in 2”2 and 1”ap7 in 0 MnNon there in Pv7) explain that we generally don’t need a 193 *Rin, against n”™;
that being said, as a special NN by v and PWITP, a %193 *RIN is required nonetheless N5 nn2%. (As for our ®n3, which is
about pwyTp — it was not discussing what to say n9nnab, but rather a 72y711 case, and thus left out the 193 'xin)].

2% (This is presumably what the p*®19n 228 meant as well in his piece discussing this n”am).



Therefore, oX is a very big wy1'n (that this type of '®in can uproot the nwyn); as opposed to mn 5y, which,
as the v put it, isn't a wyvn at all, just like a myv npn — there was no nyT in the beginning. The vymn
of »Rin, of bR, therefore also requires certain special rules [foremost among them being %195 *xan].

This also neatly explains why the '®in is 501 and the nwyn is 0»p when no 193 *Rin was made:
At first glance, this is absurd: why should the nwyn be 0»p if he never intended it?

a) *PRN, T7arY (on NN MWN) - if truly serious about the *Rin, then he would've made it a %193 »Rim;
since he didn’t, he was just trying to encourage the person to do what he wanted

(This works best within mavin’s approach [in the last M9>w] about ny7 "% by DoRin).

b) maoin in M2INd - since the whole idea of a 'Rin is a w170, then must stick to its unique rules.
Either do it right, or don’t: if he wants to use the special wi1'n of 'Rin, then he must do it correctly;
if not, it falls away, and he is left with the m%n of his action.22¢

While a) is psychological, b) is formal.22

Accordingly, the n”any would probably view ox and »xin like b).

To the n”av1 and 77aR", approach 4) above — 'Rin was learned from 2387 %21 T 013, itself a case of mnn!

A) 17ann, R"aw1 (brought in n") - we don’t pasken like n™; there is really no need for a %193 *Rin; however, by
Y7 and Pw1Tp, which are so important, we are 9nnn to nY’nn3% be wwIn for the other opinion, for n™

B) 77287 (on 71N Mwn), MRNN HPa - no, there is a real difference between PWYTR/ V7% and MmN
Different approaches of how to explain this:

a) 11 - when the two sides of the '®in are mnn, we believe he really wants it on only '®in; but by
marriage and divorce, he isn’t altering his life so significantly just for the point being thrown in. As for
the specific case of 12387 111 T3 12 — because they didn’t own it yet, it wasn’t merely trading property
(plus, this was their n5m in »”R); it was far more significant, and that’'s why 1137 hwn needed a 5195 »xin.

b) Rav Soloveitchik - there is a fundamental difference between mnnn and 110°r. mnn depends solely
on the person’s desires; thus, whatever he says goes. But by mor (including mw»r), it is a mn with a
life of its own; it has objective significance. To affect this, one needs the wy1'n of the mechanism of »xin.228

(This idea of Rav Soloveitchik’s to distinguish here can also be applied to explain the n”an7’s separate
distinction, to distinguish between languages used: nin %y is about myv, while br is about *xn).

226 Still though — he didn’t want to do it! Why should this be true?
1) 73 - maybe this is part of the 2350 N1 of RN

2) He really meant the m¥n fully; and then, he really meant the 'Rin to prevent the m%n. But that second ability is
unable to destroy the first unless done right. “>nnr xn%n '®an” — tough luck — he thought he was getting two
things, and turns out that the second one got messed up — but once he committed to the first one, it happens anyhow.

227 [There is technically another option found in the WKR7: ¢) R"aw7 in PV - sort of combines these two - once there is a
2270 Ny, then he really didn’t mean it].

228 [1myY, the 1" fits better for the 77ax3, while Rav Soloveitchik fits for the 718nn Yya].
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What is the 17 if one is v1pn a woman with a nin and gave her a ppwn immediately?
A) Mmoyn Yya - valid porTp
Why might this be true?

Perhaps comparable to the ®Im3 on :tn, about transferring a 210 90w as the pwyTp. Fundamentally, that
R indicates that one can be wTpn her without actual money and merely with a debt; only for technical
reasons does it not work (that he can be Ymn it and she won't rely on it). Additionally, inw9w Tnyn works
for pwr1p. Thus, we see that transferring a debt is a valid form of PwyTp, as long as the technicalities are
worked out (like in the next case in our X3 as well, by a D InRT 112WN).

B) Most 0"1wR1 - not a valid pwytp
Why not?
1) w”R7, T7aR9, 8”291 - no debt was created here; thus, no valid transfer, and no valid pwyTp either
To this, one cannot give a 12wn unless there is a debt. 229 The nown builds on the debt.
(»"w1 is not clear, but many D)X [see YRin1 127, for example] understood w1 this way too).

2) y"ann, R"aw" - this is a valid creation of debt; thus, it is a valid pown. However, the reason why this
still isn’t a valid pwyTp is because there is a difference between his nown and a o nRT POWN: by his Pown,
he’s still connected to it; but by giving her a nown of others, he is totally disconnected from it now.230

Why does it make a difference whether or not he is still connected to it?

a) Perhaps related to the n1’pn above about whether there is a need for a full nyni [see MY'v #28]
or not (if he is still connected to it, then maybe there is an issue with the n1ni [the nin is not yet
given, and the nown was only given temporarily, since it will be going back to the husband]).

b) 1" uses a phrase of “n’2) TIR,” a term borrowed from pv2. He can no longer be attached to her
atall — no strings attached. This could mean to refer to the idea of mn», that the giving must be
a complete separation between the item-giver and the item; and that somehow, this transfers over
to the realm of pwyTp-item-giving as well.

(However, more likely, he just means to say that it is a pyon with the n1m, like the first option).

[One potential n" between these two options might be whether it applies to buying ypip —
if a), then not a nyny; but if b), no connection to mn»3, so it would work].

Potential n" [between 1), v"R9, and 2), "an"]:

229 [There is a 11 in mMaw (on :1 in the 9”10 *a7) which interprets the wan v as holding that one cannot truly give a real
Pown in this instance; even if a real debt were created (for example, if money was given the day before), a real 1own is only
able to be given at the time when the money was handed over. However, this is not a mainstream understanding].

230 Other n'nwRY whose opinions could have potentially been added to either side:

As stated above, »w7’s opinion isn’t clear. n”am also is not clear.

As for maoin — though maoin begins by sounding like the 1”an7, in the end he seems like the w”&7. Which one is maoin?
V”RIN MavIn made it into two separate opinions (first 17an7’s, then his own); but mavin doesn’t sound like that.

19, YRIM 127p - read 1"am7 into movIn (though since mavin really sounds like the w”&v, the 719 says mavin holds of both)



1) Can one create indebtedness via giving over a Nawn [see above]?
To w”®7 - no; to 1"am - yes

If not, what about the X713 in n”2 about using a Y»1a’s work tools to hire other workers if it
was a situation where one isn’t able to get other workers now, it is a Tarn 927?

a) They initially were mpn him the item for this purpose
b) There is a p>1h involved
Why does that matter?
I) Maybe because of no'an by xn7i (this would be a huge extension to 017 nwia)
IT) Maybe because of some sort of 132297 mpn
If not, are there any exceptions where this would work still?
a) maon - if he is Mpn him the item itself
b) 8"V quoting the 7781 - if he is nipn him a MW of a mn in the pown
¢) 1" quoting the 77ary - if he is mpn him a Mayw of a nn in the pown

Isn’t this exactly against the nv>w of the 77ar1 overall, that one cannot create a Tayw
on the nawn without a real debt?

I) Dovivn MaR - it’s a 1970 MYY
IT) One can create a Tayw on a 2N, as long as one explicitly says it; not on its own.
(If this is correct, then this turns the 77ar" into a strange new, third no'v).
If yes, what is the ®7av for why this works?

a) RN MR - can create an 27y without a MY (based on a strange case in the X"av1 n"v),
or a awn Mayw without a gun Mayw

b) D" ooNp - the giving of the nown creates a gun Tayw
What might be some n"1 to these different explanations of the ®11v of the 1"an1?
I) An $100 pawn for an $1000 debt - if a), then $100; if b), then $1000
IT) If the pown is lost vara - if a), then 7v9; if b), then 27N
2) Doing pwr1p by giving her a 10w which says he owes her money:

To 1), R"20" (and perhaps a 717 in w7 on .n) - valid pwyTP; but to 2), R”aw7 - not a N still
(since he is still holding onto the money)

In the case of D*™NRT NOWN, which does work, what is the Rxan being used to do the pwyTp?
A) n”am - the pown
B) 1”amy - the 210
(w1 is a bit unclear. At first, he sounds like it is the 21n; but then he says since she is owning the nown).

[vxn - brings two opinions - a) can say either 210 or Nown (this would fit with the n”an3; he says 21 works
by 1nwHw yn, for example); but b) “mTn Y11 (perhaps 1an7) - cannot (presumably, must say 21n)]

To A), why would it work to say with the pown?
1) 71 mavin - the 210 Ypa is n1vp the Pown with a 93 1Ip

2) 0”an3 - he is v1pn her with the portion of ownership he has in the pown



3) R"aw", "V - even if he says 112wn, he really means the 2, since the own is really called the 210

DR MY - there is a nMon from Reb Chaim that the nown is the embodiment of the 1, it really is the
9y of the 210 — “in the Nown lays the 2m.” The nownn Mayw is the main point, not the qun Mayw.

This potentially could help to explain numerous things:
a) This opinion of the X”2v7 and r”2v"
b) The strange language of »"v7 above (how he mentions both the nawn and 21n)
¢) The oyw »oro1p above (how the 112wn creates the qun Tayw)

d) How most poskim assume that the transference of the 112wn transfers the qun mayw also.
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1 - PRN 127

PN 127 said that a 230 Yya is nnp the pown.
This statement of pny’ »27 appears in the 8 five times in total:
[1, 2] The ®m3 in both n”a and my1aw (it is the same Rn3) seemingly says that his rule is only x50 nywa rHw.

[3, 4] Yet the & in V% sounds like pny’ 127’s 17 applies (22w won't be vnwn the 21N) even when 1MRIYN nywa,
as does the 8113 in nnoa (will count as one’s ynn if one takes ynn as a Nawn from a M)!

[5] Then there is our 813 in PWITH, which could seemingly be understood either way.
There are many different approaches for how to address this apparent contradiction:
A) 1"an9, n"any, others - pny’ 17 applies even MRIYN Nywa
To this, the 81 in V7 and D'Mos makes sense. [3 , 4]
What about the 813 in n”2 and myaw? [1, 2]
1) 1”amy - that was just a 8”0, that pn¥> »27 was only mnxYn nywa 85w (asked as a rhetorical question)

2) wan ™ - in those cases, it was not the 8I1m3 bno speaking; pny’ »a7 himself said that his 1”1 was both
INRIYN NYywia and also MRYN Nywa RYW. But the XN was saying that some o'Rin don’t agree with this,
and they argue with pnx’ »27 when 1nr9n nywa; that being said, pny’ »a7 himself said it in all cases.

(This requires one to read the ®1)’s formulation of “did pn¥> »a71 say” in a Xpn7 RY fashion).
B) n™ - pny’ 117 applies only MR1YN NYwa RHY
To this, the X3 in n”2 and M»1aw makes sense. [1, 2]
What about the X3 in V7 and Dmoa? [3, 4]
n™ - distinction between formulations: “1nX1Yn” means INRIYN NYW3, but “MHNn” can mean either
This only works to explain the X3 in o2 [3]; but what about the ®Im3 in ©'noa [4] (says m>nn)?
n™ - distinction between a " and a Jew: by a ", nRi%n nywa is the same as MRHYN NPV ROV
Why might this be true?

By a nown of mnxivn nywa of a Jew, he really trusts him, and is counting on him returning
it; by nr1vn nywa RHY, he is taking it as collection. But by a », one might not be as certain
he’ll pay up, so even when 1nx19n nyw3, one intends to take it as a collection.

C) ymann 120 (17 mavn) - (subtly different than n™) - pny¥> »27 himself says it by both x50 nywa and
NRIHYN NYW1 RHY, but we only pasken like him mnxvn nywa RHv.

(Almost the same as win »™, except wan » paskened one way, while 77 maoin paskened the other).
To this, the X3 in n”2 and myaw [1, 2] meant we only pasken like pn¥» 727 by mMRI1%N NYwa RYY.

However, the 811 in v and o'noa [3, 4] was going according to pnx’ »a7 himself, and we don’t pasken
like those nvyo (we agree to the 7, but for different reasons).

D) Based on "2 - depends on whether there was a 70w or not — with a 99w - only mMx1%0 nywa rOV;
without a 90w - even MRYN Nywa

To this, the X1 in n”a and myaw [1, 2] is with a qvow.



If so, mrvn nywa, the mYn wasn’t intending the nown as a collection. He was still expecting to get
cash, that’s why he had the m5 write him the 70v; really relying on the 70w, not the pown. But when
RN NYwa XYY, the mYn was clearly taking the 119wn to rely on it, as collection.

However, the X3 in 107 and n'mos [3, 4] are without a q0w.

If so, then the person is really using the nown to rely on it, and therefore it is more like a collection;
thus, pnx» 727’s 177 applies even when x50 nywa.

E) mavin, w”R81 - pn¥’ »27’s 17 has two levels
To this, the X3 in n”2 and myaw [1, 2] is only mxivn nywa 85w, where there is a full 13p on the pown.

However, the 81 in v and n'noa [3, 4] are even x>0 nywa (echo of the full 11p by mrvn nywa RHWY);
he is "p a strong Tayw, enough to prevent 210 nonwn and to be 2 nn for r¥n? Y21 IR 1.

How does this work? Why does mnxi%n nywa 85w show anything about x>0 nywa?

Perhaps because every 1awn which was mxi%n nywa has the potential to eventually turn into a
1own which will have the status of a ynMRYN NYwa RYW [i.e. if the time of the loan expires].

How does pny’ 221 being applied to our X3 in pwy1p [5] fit in?
To A) - even 1nRYN nywa
To B) - only x50 nywa RHW
To C) - only mxivn nywa rOW
To D) - depends if there is a 70w
To E) - could go either way — which of these two levels does pwyTp require?
a) MAavIN - even INRIYN NYWYa
To this, even a strong Tayw is enough for doing a valid pwiTp.
b) v”&1 - only NRIYN Nywa RHV

To this, one needs a full y1p to accomplish a valid pPwyTp.

To what degree does the 210 Yya acquire the nown (to what degree will he be 20 on it according to pnx’ »24)?
A) »W7, TaR", Y711907 790 (T MAvIN) - 27N on POIR
a) 77ar1, Y7191 14 - specifically mrivn nywa 85w
b) »91 - unclear, might even be 1nx%n nywa
B) maoin, ¥”RY, D"ANT, V1N M, 17an7, R" VM, 4, N, IR RN 27 - 2710 on NTarY N (like a vWY)
Proof: the X3 in n”1 on .29 equated pn¥> a7 with n” (who held the 21 Yp1 who is like a v"» on a owN)
Defenses for the other side:
a) "8 - that was only a 8”0 (and could’ve rejected it for this reason, but had other questions to ask)
b) WM - saying that ™ (in a np>nn of 8™ and y™) aligns with pn¥’ 219, not n” (from n™ and N7 729)
(1"am attacked this for other reasons; but »"v1 apparently held n” was never equated to pnx» 727)
What might be the 8120 for either opinion?
For A) -

It can’t be that he is 2’n on PR because he is like a YR; as the 1”an7 argues, a YR is only 27N on Pony
because of the notion of “15>w nrin 93,” which isn’t true here (can’t use the n>wn). What is the 8720 then?



1) 2»n as an owner: an owner obviously loses out when his property gets damaged, even if only through
ponRr. Thus, because he is np the pown, the Mmdn is like an owner on it (he received a full pap on the
1Wn as payment), and is 27n on ponR. (The m%’s right to redeem the item doesn’t prove ownership).

2) oHx My quoting Reb Chaim - a nown is not ny19; rather, it is the 2w itself. “In the pown lies the 2mn.”
When the item gets lost, therefore, the 21 is lost as well.2! [See previous 1w as well]

To highlight the difference between these two options:
Why doesn’t the m? still have to pay the m%n back if the nown gets destroyed through ponx?
To 1) - because he already repaid the loan; but to 2) - because the 210 was destroyed and lost.
For B) -

What is the “929” which makes him like a w"9? It can’t merely be the m%n’s holding onto the nown and
thereby being more secure on his money, since that was true even without getting onto pnx> »21!

1) v"®" (first answer) - can use it for Pw1Tp now, or to buy mypp or nr1ay (which he couldn’t as a nxr1>n)
The 1p gives you the right to do the pwiTp, and the ability to do pwyTp is the 1ow.
This is weak, because he could’ve done this with the money before the loan, so not really a net gain.
It must be that nonetheless, since he doesn’t have the money right now, it’s called a “95v.”
This works by a nown that was mnx>n nywa.

However, mnx15n nywa RYw would seemingly have made sense even without pny’ »27 (the 15w
that he’s secure that he’ll get paid back now). Why do we need to get onto this here as well?

Apparently, we’ll have to say that this is inherent 15w, not an entirely new 15w, which is
what is necessary for the 21n (like qov 2797 NV, which works since he didn’t have it before).

Overall, this answer gets pretty complicated.
2) v"® (second answer) - can use it for a 19’>n now (which he couldn’t as a n®1%n, or even as money)
This is weak, because it is hard to see why this is significant “95%” — can just use any small item...
3) w¥n " - he was mp the Tayw (and that very pap itself is the “95v”)
(This answer too will run into the same problems the first answer of the v”®1 did above)
4) 1"an" - now nVnY will not be YNWN it; also, now it won't be lost if the M5 dies (can collect from n'wv)
(This answer too will run into the same problems the first answer of the v”®1 did above)

5) Rav Rosensweig - why is a 121w held accountable for n7ary nam like a w"w? Not because he is hired
to guard it, as a Dan 1MW and a 19w 1MV are — rather, because he is allowed to use it, which constitutes
a 1p of sorts; he’s more like a Y981w. Thus, while a 921w and a v"w look similar, their n»ayn come from
different angles: a w"v is a beefed-up n"v, but a 121 is a watered-down Sx1w.232

Plugging this idea in here: the point isn't “92v” here; rather, it is ownership, and that is why he’s 2n
like a ™. “With pip comes responsibility.” This can itself be formulated in one of two ways:

a) when one owns something, one is expected to take care of it; upon destruction, he is blamed

b) not about blame; rather, he’s made himself lose out on it by not watching what he himself owns

231 The best proof for Reb Chaim might be the opinion of 81w in m»aw. Though we don’t pasken like him, YW says that
even if the mYn took a very small pown — if that small 1own gets destroyed, the entire 21 is lost. And it’s possible that we
don’t pasken like Y81mw only for technical reasons, but his basic understanding might be true still.

232 This might have been what &3 'R 27 meant in the quote brought in the »2nn q9v.
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Is the pap of the Nown a full P1p in the item itself, or is it merely a 13p on the T2yw?
A) maoin, 23 7 in 173,234 37 mMovin 235 - an actual 11p
B) wan ", R"207), (and maon’s second level) - a 11p with regard to mayw
Potential n":
1) If a 73 lends money on a Nawn and then dies -

n" (quoted in 0™nn n"w) - the Nown is 9pan (which fits with the actual yip side); but mooin and
R”2vW1 in p"a - reverts back to owner (which fits with the Tayw side)

2) If one lends money on a 21, and then is Ymn the loan -

17, R”2077,236 10opn Ha - PN doesn’t work (which fits with the actual pap side); but n™nn n"w -
n1n does work (which fits with the Tayw side)

3) NNk 21N [see previous NYWY] -

WY, T MAvIN, 17aRI - even for PonR (which fits with the actual p side), but maoin, n”am, 17am,
R”2v7, R"207, etc. - only like a w"w (which fits with the T1ayw side)”

4) Even ynx1>n nywa or only mr1>n nywa RHW? [see previous Myrw]

If it was only nR1>N nywa RYY, it could fit to either side here, seemingly; but if even x50 nyw3, then
it would seemingly fit better with the T1ayw side

If she takes the money and throws it into the sea, the X m3 says she is not nwmpn. Why not?

Seemingly, it can’t be because she retracted on the pPwy1p (Which she accepted) within m277 *15 \n — after all,
PVITP is one of the exceptions to that power of 91277 71> Jin!

Two general approaches to this question:
A) No retraction at all here -
a) *Rn - there was never an agreement for pwy1p in the first place, since she took it in anger

(To this, even if she throws it after 1127 13 70 then, she is not nwTPN)

233 “yy pap”

234 “y%m H3v”

25 “Rymany”

236 Though the 8”207 really says that it is not a full y1p, but that it is a strong enough partial 1p to prevent n%nn.

237 Of all the 1w, only mavin calls the 11p a “7ym 11p” and also says he is only 2»n like a w"w. To explain this apparent
difficulty, one must either say a) the formulation was 8pn7 W85, or else b) in addition to him owing the money, he also gave
the m5n a 791 pap (but not as payment). Thus, if destroyed through no fault of the m5n’s, then he doesn’t need to pay for
the nown and is still owed the loan. (That being said, this is rather unintuitive — why would the m% need to pay twice?)



b) »ax bon - even if she took it calmly — nonetheless, since she revealed within 7127 15 710 that she only
took it in order to throw it into the sea, it was never an acceptance. While indeed, there is no ability to
retract within 7127 »12 70 by pPwiTP, but there is the ability to reveal one’s nyT within 1127 »73 7I1n.238

(1ptn »™ mavin - quoting R} 001 17 - clearly along the same lines as these two, in that there is no
retraction; however, not clear which of these two options he really means).

B) There is retraction here -

Mpnn 190 - really, one can retract within 7127 75 0 even by Pw1Tp; when the 8913 said it was an exception,
it just meant that nwyn Y0am 727 NR 8Y.2 However, with another nwyn, one can retract, even by pwryp —
VYN HVIANY NYYN MN.

(This is a big wyn, for it goes against the standard explanations given as to why these four things are
exceptions to M7 13 TIN).240

How does the case of 7% nYap»w nman Y»” work for PwvITH?
A) oRivn 1aR (and silence of most DINIVRY) - MNHY
771 Mavin - but there was no appointment; could there be nn’5w here?! Therefore,?4!
B) 771 mavn - not mn'Yw; rather, doesn’t need to give her the pPv1TP 903 — enough to put it where she says
(We'll analyze what he might mean by this soon).
How might the other nmwr respond to this issue of there not being nn?
1) There is an implicit mm5w »nrn
How?
a) Via the jnn (and not an issue of 1R 10K, for maybe these n1wrRY don’t think that is an issue)
b) Directly to her father (and 1192 89w "1n works)
These are both knotty, but could work for some nmwR.
2) Working through 191 85w DTRY 11

Is it really so obvious that pwyTp is a mar for her?

238 (These “two 011” in 11277 *15 N can be useful in defending n”’s nY>*w that 112>7 »73 TN is 122797 only, despite the fact that
we find the idea of 112>7 »15 TN even by 8n»1RT »1>7: perhaps n™ just meant that there was a pwn mpn which permitted
retraction, but with regard to 11277 *72 70 as a concept of connecting moments — that is a Xn»1187 concept he too agrees to).

239 By pw1p, the 1poy is the nwyn (i.e. the m>n which comes about because of the ritual act); unlike by mmnn »>7, where the
2y is the ny7 (i.e. and not the action which symbolized that one had nyT).

240 Namely, either because they are unable to be overturned by a mere nipn, since they are Xn»mrT and 9pan 772 9pan cannot
help [this is how Rav Bednarsh formulated it; however, I thought the way this option was generally presented was because
these things are so destructive that 5”in left these out of their mipn to prevent certain severe problems; see n”aw1 in 2”1 on
the very bottom of :03p and the top of .p, for example]; or else, because these things are so serious that people won’t say
them unless they are absolutely certain, and thus there is no unspoken room left for them to take it back if they so choose].

241 (He is also based on the upcoming xn3).



a) DRHYN MaR - can split the ny7 for the pwITH and the ny7 of acquiring the money. The ny7 of the
Pw1Tp — that, she does on her own; as for the ny7 to accept the money on her behalf — that, the father
does using 17192 R>W DIRY PI1.

b) Perhaps pwyTp is a mart in this case, if par applies to anything she says she wants and consents to

(This isn't so simple for a couple of reasons: many MWK say that a1 only works if it gives her
something new; and also, many say that it only works if it is an objective mt [just because she
once said she wants it doesn’t mean that it is actually a mar for her now when she isn’t there]).

In the pav case of “»5v »23 YY Dan,” when it was a Dn2W YV Y5O, the simple understanding of the X n3’s pav is
whether she meant to say “yes” to him when she said to put it on a rock of both of theirs.

If so, where is the 1"1p of the pwyTp? It can’t be 93N P1p — the X0y in 2”1 says this doesn’t work to acquire things!
A) Works through regular rules of pip -
[Assumption about his nyT]
a) 1"am, "Y1 - he was 901 Dipn N HIRYN

(Not only does this require an assumption in his ny7, there’s another problem here — where is the
11p nwYn on the rock? To that, some distinction would need to be made, perhaps about pamv).

[RnnpIR in the case]
b) 7o maon, npni 180 (defending 1) - she owned a specific half

(To this, the question could either be: a) which half did she mean for him to put it in, his or hers; or
else, b) does she mean to accept the pwyTp when she tells him to put it on her half of a rock which he
owns the other half of?)

¢) 9”81 - he actually placed it in her hands (he didn’t really put it in the rock)
B) 8”107 - though 17y 17 242
This is because he is spending the money on her behalf.
Why didn’t the other oW say this?
1) R"avM, ¥"81 - not relevant at all — 29y p7 only applies when he gives it to a person!

2) 1"am - fundamentally relevant; however, 19y 11 applies only when one actually spends one’s
money — here, by putting it on a rock, he isn’t losing his money

Why does the 8”207 think this does count as pnn T2R?

Perhaps ®”207 thinks that even though it is still guarded when he is still here —when he
leaves, it is no longer guarded and counts as 7’9 %y MmN TarN; however, 1”an7 argues, and
says that since it wasn’t destroyed when he actually placed it down, it isn't really pnn max.

242 [Rav Bednarsh said the 1”8 is like the X"2v7. 7199, while I think the "% (who argues on his grandfather, the 77 maoin
below), is similar to the 8”207, in that it also works through 17y according to him, I also think that there is a significant
difference: while the 8”2v" still required 1mnn TR, the 1”87 holds it works simply because he gives her nxXin by placing it
where she wanted it (closer to the “mxnn v>” in the 8”2w1 and w”&7, who has it working with 17y yet needing ynnn maR)].



Obvious n": if she explicitly says that she wants it as pw1Tp, and that he should place it on the
rock — to 1"an7, R"av" - a valid PwITP; but to R"awy, W”RI - not a valid PvrTp

C) 71 maoin - any place where he puts it at her request counts as giving it to her
This is a big wyn. If this were true, then why would we need 29y 17 at all?
a) Perhaps 71 maowmn thinks this is 29y 7.
(This would be a new interpretation in 27y 17, and would seemingly also apply to mmnn then).

b) Perhaps 17y 17 is when she wants someone else to have the money; the 777 maon is talking about
where she wants to have it, she just wants it in a certain location (which is not in her 7 or 1xn)

(To this, it seems that this would only apply to v and pPwyTp, not mnnn 7).
Why?

RN - quoting DR 211 - while in 99nm NpPn, one needs to have a regular pip to acquire the
item — for pwTP, she doesn’t need a real 11p on the qo; rather, it is good enough that she is
“992 nYpnd nnxy npn.” This is because he isn’t actually buying anything here (it's not a real
11p, not a real aun 11p); thus, an experience of Nym is enough, even if not a legal transfer.

MmbS YT R VY - putting it in her n7nW counts as enough for PwITH
Why is this good enough?
Here too, the same two types of possibilities as within the 77 mavin:
a) This is called “n>a Yy 1mnn MaR” too, and thus working through 17y 17

b) Like the »1’&n’s “mry 217,” but he quantifies it to something more substantive (n7'nw "7)



M #41 - 3/6/17
:1 - "p50 123 YY DIN": IRIN NN

(continuing off the end of last 71y2®)

As a potential basis for the opinion of the 71 maon, let’s look at a X3 in PV on :nY -
Three strange points emerge from it:

a) There seems to be a mnR "1 P1p in a 9”"M (generally, it doesn’t work there)

b) According to 1nv »17 (how we pasken), if she can guard it, then it’s a valid v even beyond her nminx 1

c) 1Ny 217 says that this is uniquely true for pwy3, but not for other things

Are these a pattern? Is there some underlying reason which connects all of these?
1) MooIn - no vi1n at all here
What about these three strange things?

Regarding a) - Rp17 RY in a 9”n7; really meant in a Ron*o (where mnR "7 11 does work)
Regarding b) - the regular rule is that 11nw5 %13’ counts as mnr "1

Regarding c) - by v, she needs to accept it on the floor (it works 5"1); but by minmnn, the person
doesn’t need to accept it there if they don’t want to

2) 1"an7 - a v17n based on a nipn
This was a special X by 107 because of a 132971 NIpn to prevent nnuny.
Thus, even in a 7”17, even if beyond mnk "7 (as long as she can guard it), and only by va.
3) 70 o3 - a V17N based on a fundamental difference between v and 951m Npn
By 103, he doesn’t have to be mpn the v to the wife; rather, there must just be a NN nwyn. 243
Thus, even in a 9"M, even if beyond mnr "1 (as long as she can guard it), and only by va.
Why might this be true?
I) Perhaps only by v, since 2”1 (and thus, unlike a normal 11p, which requires both sides’ nyT)
IT) Perhaps only by mnvow, which are not intrinsically valuable.
III) Perhaps only by mwr, which only requires a n»ni nwyn, not a true p.
If this last option were true, then this might provide basis for the 77 maoin in our ®mv.

Indeed, M5 - connects this 77 *poa to our 7 Mmaovn here; it fits perfectly mnowy.

23 n"mxp [see below] and others say this too (based off the X3 in v’ on .3, about using NRIN V>R despite not owning it).

However, Reb Chaim and many others argued on this whole idea, and thought there is a need for a true pip by v as well.



Strangely, the n”any seemingly brings our X3 about the nn7w 5w Y50 twice. Why?
Numerous answers are given by the 0’119nR; one example:
NRY MR - maybe both ways to understand this 820 was legitimate — a pav in her ny7, or a pav in the pap.
Accordingly, the n”amy paskened like both legitimate options.

However, maybe the n”an was joining the X113 here and the 813 in pv’) because he held like n”mxp and "9,
that only a nym1 nwyn is required by both.

Can 79w '017p be done with nRin MMONR?
In the 911, this is never discussed. A similar idea, of using nR1n ™YY, is found by Y7 (in Y7 on .3).
But what about 20w »w11p, or some other form of 11 90w (like for yp7p or nr1ay) [as opposed to R TVWV]?
"MW1 here - equates this to v, and says it depends on the level of the 11ox:
If Xp»7RTN NRINA MR - the VW is not valid; but if only 132770 NRIN2 MO - the oW is valid.2#
What is the reason for this distinction?
a) Maybe both technically would work, but 5"1n were 91 to be y'pan the pwyTp by an Rn»1IRT MNOR.

b) However, perhaps this distinction is more fundamental: maybe something ®n»7187n NR1N2 NOR
is not defined as a ®xan of pnn; but if it is only 1312971 NRIN2 MOY, then it is, but we just act as if it
wasn’t (a classic ®xan/x7x distinction). And a n”y would be whether they can work as 9ow »wyTp.

An apparent contradiction between the »>21 and 'n5>v11 by V1 emerges though:
The 9121 says that all n®Ran ™R work for V), but the 'n5w1v says that it depends on the level of the Moox.
1) Mainstream approach - indeed, a np>nn between them, and we pasken like the *>21 over the 5w
2) RN - suggests a way to make the '5w1v like the *51213, by reading it n>nna

3) "av1 "W (only a R”N; he rejects this is the end) - maybe the *511 agrees to the 'n>v1v, and the *521 was
only talking about using something which was 132771 nXana MoR

na%nY, we assume like this first approach, and pasken like the *911 by pv2 (works with all types of nRin "MoR).
Given that, is there a difference between different n1ow?
A) R"2971 N - yes — by 70w 01T, if done with Xn»MRTH NRIN MO, it is invalid
What would be the ®420 for this?
By 03, only need a n1m nwyn, since can do it against her will; but by everything else, that isn't true.

B) n”mxp - yes — still works by pwyTp (since pwyTp is just like 1v2) [see 718 and note 243 above]; but by
959nm npn, by regular pap 1w, then it doesn’t work if done with Xn»IRTH ARIN *NOR

244 As an aside, both the *»11 and the 5w’ say that by qo3 'v17p, even something only 132771 NR1N2 OR won't work.

What might there be a difference (at least to the 'n5v11’) between qo3 and 10W? qoa requires some value or nRkin to be gotten,
and all types of nRin *o>R are worthless and no nxin will be gotten from them; but 70w does not require any value or nxrin.



What would be the 8720 for this?
mwR only requires a NN nwyn, which can be done with RN »OKR; 1o0M Npn needs a real transfer.
) M2 "R - no — all types of NRIN !X can be used for all types of n1ow
What would be the ®11v for this?

Paskening like the *>21 over the 'n5w1v, and extending that to all m VW [perhaps because they are
not intrinsically worth anything, then that is clearly not what the pp is about].

In the case of “nNR 1 153,” to what degree is there a nbxn 2ym?
A) »Rn 245 - must spend money to save the person, but also will be reimbursed
B) ommr v quoted by *&n - must spend money to save the person, but will not be reimbursed
C) 8"v" - depends whether she says something;:
If she says to save her - must save her, but will be reimbursed (since she told him to do so)
If she doesn’t say anything - doesn’t need to save her, but won’t be reimbursed if he does (like ) n>1an)

R”207 seems to be assuming that she isn't in mortal danger (otherwise, there would be a 2vn to save her
from “7»1 07 %Y TINYN RY”); moreover, he seems to be assuming that it isn't even a case of clear danger,
since if she was already being damaged, then not considered »x n»an, and he would get reimbursed.

RN, on the other hand, seems to be assuming it was a case of mortal danger.24

Accordingly, 8”207 thinks the 210 to save her depends on her n1ny; to the others, it does not.

245 Most m11wRY in 1717M0 on .y say like this as well.

246 [See also 1prn " mavin].



MV #42 - 3/9/17
20 - 70V Y'V1TP on a ©IN; Man gives the 10w

If one writes a PV1TP 70V on a ©IN, that is a valid form of PWYTp, even if it isn't worth a nvMa.
The 8 03’s explicit 17N is that this works even though it isn’t worth a noma.

(This is coming to contrast the n1'm of qud with that of 70w — by 7VY, called a n1m, even though worthless).
The x’s implicit vy7n is that a 70w on VN works, even though it can be forged.

However, this generally is not true. The X703 in mam> advises writing a sample of one’s signature on vIn,
since there is nothing to worry about there (no one will write something above the signature, since such a 70w
wouldn’t be accepted anyhow, since able to be forged when on o7n).

If so, how can our XM imply that a PW17p 70V can be written on vN; it should be invalid, since 4115 %12!
[Technical answers]
A) n™ 247 - denies the premise — our X1 meant to engrave into the v1n (which isn't able to be forged)
(But indeed, if written with ink, such a pwyTp 70w would have been invalid).
B) Y% 11729 248 — their 0N was different than ours; theirs could not be forged, even though ours can
If so, why then does the X913 in MmN say it is safe to write one’s signature on ©In as a sample?

"Rm> 1727 - shards of vIn were often thrown out; thus, no one would ever think to look through
the garbage for this shard. Even though it would be accepted if brought into court (since not
forgeable) — it isn’t dangerous to do this still, since no one will think to look for it to hurt you.

[Fundamental answers]
C) maoin - this Xkn»11 is like 8™ (who holds 173 non »1y; the XN3 in P23 on 23 says he allows vIn)
Why does 8™ permit the usage of something forgeable for a v (and apparently a PVITP T0V)?

a) Rav Soloveitchik - there is a distinction between different types of mavw: while a xR Y0V
(used as a proof) cannot be forgeable — according to 8™, a 1p 70V (used to create a mn) can be.
Though n™ thinks the way a 1p 70w works is by giving over a valid 8790w — 8™ thinks that is
not relevant, and even a non-m’R7 type of 70w can work as a 11p T0w.

To this, the nponn between n™ and &™ is over how a 11p 70w works fundamentally — is it
because a valid 181 90w was handed over (n™), or does it work even without a 7R (8")?

b) Other nM1INR - even R™ agrees that a 1"3p 70w needs to be a valid 1’87, however, X" believes
that the bringing of a 1p 70w into 7”2 with the n7on »y will cause the 70w to serve as a valid mor7.
n™ argues, and thinks the X7 must be contained in the 70w itself. Thus, here, even valid on v
(which is forgeable), since still a R to 8™, because of the n7on »1y.

247 (As quoted in ®”2v1 here and ®8”2v7 there).

248 (Sometimes quoted as n™ too).



To this, the np>nn between n”™ and 8™ is over whether the n7on »y potentially coming is
considered a R — must the 187 be in the 9V itself (n™), or does the chance that ny7on 1y
will come forward count (8™)?

Potential n” between these two sides within maomn:
According to 8™, can a 20 70w without DTy signed on it collect from pr1ayywn DON?

To Rav Soloveitchik, it seemingly cannot — even X" agrees that an actual Ry 70w
needs to be a real X7 (he only argues about a 11p 70W); but to the other D Ny, it can
(this is viewed as a real 1"R3, since using the 70w will prompt the n7on »Y to come
forward).

D) 11 mavin - no, this Xn1 is even according to n” (who holds 'n75 nnonn »1y)

Even n™ allows forgeable mnow for v3; both nRin agree that it doesn’t need to be a valid &1 per se,
(and even though pwy1) needs 7a71h DYPY MY, there are non »1y). Rather, the difference between
these oRin is the definition of the form of a 99w — to n™, a 97VW must contain both the story and that
7Y signed on it; but to 8™, it only needs to contain the story to be called a Tow.

[Ultimately, this is similar to the approach of Rav Soloveitchik above: it addresses the apparent
contradiction by drawing a distinction between a 11p 99w and a 781 70w (namely, by saying
that a 1p 90w doesn’t require a valid 7R3 within the v itself, while a X7 70w does).
However, while Rav Soloveitchik was only going within 8™, 7”7 mavin is even within n™].

This ties into a general npYnn between w7 and mavin throughout 1v7: does n™ need the v to be
considered 123nn nom (that it be a valid &7 in and of itself)?

a) "Y1 - no, doesn’t need to be 12111 NN
b) mavin - yes, must be 12110 nom
(And 77 maovin sounds like he understood n™ as »*w7 had).
Potential n” between these two sides:
1) If the v3 is written on a 4»7th% %150 9aT:
To »w1 - a valid pw1; but to maoin - not a valid pwrn
2) If there are two people with the same name in that place:
To »w1 - a valid pw1; but to maoin - not a valid pwrn
3) If there are two m1vYW about the sale of a field are on the same day:
The 803 says this depends on n™ and X™. n”1 holds the two sides split the field. Why?

"1 - because there is a psychological n1mxr that the seller had probably intended
to give half to both; but mavin - because the 10w is only 9n at the end of the day
(that’s when it becomes 12111 N2, the point when it is able to serve as a "R from)

E) p"ar® maoin 24 - no, this Xn» 1 is even according to n™ (who holds 'n15 nnonn »p)

249 (He too claims to be quoting n™).



Even though n" requires that a V3 be 12301 N>, that is not necessary by PwyTp. Though we have the
wpn of “nnom nr¥n” — that only transfers the form, the basic idea, but not all of the details.

[This is the only approach which actually distinguishes between 1v» and pwyTp].

Within the opinion of ®™ ('n73 non r1Y), do N nn »1Y also work, or is it specifically nvon »1y which do?
A) maoin, MRNN HYa, DMAR 1717 - specifically 'n73 n7on Ty
B) 9™, n”am, other 71990 "MWRI - either N770n Y or NINN *TY
But let’s look a little deeper into the opinion of the n”anv:
In pwY3 9N, 0”an7 says that either one works for a va.
Yet in mwR ‘97, the n”ana leaves out that a pwrTp 90w is also valid with annn »y.
1) n"n% - n"an7 just left it out, since he had spoken this out elsewhere.
(And this is a stronger answer than usual, since ultimately, using just nn>nn »y is only Tayr12).
But why would he write it in pwy13 '9n then?

By 03, they would commonly do both, for o5 np'n; by pwrtp, they wouldn’t need to do
both, so less common.

2) yatp 990 - no, n”an" specifically left it out — nnnn »1v don’t work by 70w »v11p
Why not?

a) yawp 190 - because nnnn »1y cannot be used by 9o *v11p and Nra HWVITP, YN didn’t want to
distinguish between 10w >w1Tp and the avenues of doing pPwrTp

(This seems like a pretty funny ®110. Why equate them in this manner?)

b) Other DMINR - VY >VITP is a unique VY, in that it must be the man who gives it (due to
“np» »”), even though normally it is the nipn who gives the 7ow. By v, there is no tension —
the man is the mpn, and he is also the one who needs to give it; but by pwy1p, the X3 says that
“np>» 1" overrides the need for the nipn to give it.

Additionally, the 1y writes that nn’nn »1y only work when they prove the n7on »1p too (the fact
that they signed on the 70w, and the 70v is now in the hands of the receiver, is proof that the
mpn gave the 70w over to the receiver).250

With these two points in mind, we can explain why nn'nn »1» work by v but not 10w »w11p:

Where the 70w is in the hands of the n1p, then the nnnn »y inherently prove the nvon »y,
and work as nvp *1y; but by 10w *v11p, because the 70w is given to the nnp, the nnonn »y
don’t prove anything about the n7°on »1y — the person who doesn’t need to prove anything
has the 20w, not the one who does!?5! Therefore,

I) nnw R - there is no ny7T N1 there

250 (We don’t suspect maybe it fell out of his hands and the other picked it up).

21 [Namely, the husband, who wants to prove she’s married to him. However, the X"2v7 is like the n"n% though, and thinks
that nnnn »1v would work here, since she can use it to prove that he owes her things like the n21n3 and 98w, mva, and nny].



IT) RN - the o nn »1y aren’t valid nvp rpy

Thus, by v3, either the n7on »y or the N nn »1y (by proving the nvon »1Y) commit the man;
but by pwyTp, only n1on »Y commit her — nn'nn v won't (they don’t prove the n1on »1y).

This approach in the n”an3 can offer a different approach to explain the y”Rw mavin above:

Once we already see that 70w 01T are a unique type of 10V, then instead of saying that we
just transfer the form but not the details through the wp>n of “nn>m NR¥"” — no, we can say
that even the details would transfer through the wp»n; it is just that here, the nnnn »y don’t
work as valid ovp *1y in this case, since the n)p has the qvow.

By 70w 011, how did the Xm3 prove it is the man who gives the 70v? Wasn't it even still — one versus one?
A) mH yTia RY 1w - “'nni 'na nR” could mean nan, but “npr 19” must refer to pPwITR
B) 77281 (quoted by % ™1 8Y NV*W) - no, two WMoa to one (“np’ »” and “np> nINR OR,” versus “nm ’na nr”)

C) qov mnxy - “np> 1" is specific, while “»nni 'na nx” is general



MW #43 - 3/16/17
20 - Daughter accepting 70w >v11p; Language written in 20w
At what age is a daughter still in her father’s mw able to accept a PvY1p 70v on behalf of the father?
A) 17217, R"aw7, Y”RIN MA0IN, 7771 MovIn - whether a MY or a NIV
B) 1, R"207, *IRN, MY YT RY VIV - no, only a 11 (and working through mnYw)
How could the first side hold that a nvp can accept pwrTP? Obviously can’t be working through mmbw...
1) 7”7 maoin - not connected to the XM on .0

As for our X3, make an XnpR — the father was there at the time of the handing over the pwyTp,
and told the husband to put the 70w in his daughter’s hand. This is enough to create a valid pwyTp
[according to the 71 mavn; see above, in YW #40 and Myw #41].

To this, the daughter isn't doing anything over here.
2) 1"am, others - this is connected to the X7 on .v»2
Based on the idea in that 89, that a father saying “7w1Tp '5ap1 )x¥” to his mvp daughter works.
In general, how does that idea work? Where’s the pvyrpn nbap?

a) R"29"M - similar to 29y — the father receives nkin when the daughter takes the money, since
the husband is losing money based on his say-so, and that counts as 903 "v11p

(However, can’t explain our 811, since that was unique to 903 *911p, since 903 is about nNR1n).

b) 1 - the father receives nXin when the daughter takes the money, since the qo3 goes to the
father, and that counts as o3 "w11p

(However, can’t explain our 811, since that was unique to 903 *911p, since 903 is about nNR1n).
Because neither of these approaches can be applied to our Xn3, other explanations are needed:

) V"N, NP1 Max (based on beginning X”av7, W”&®I) - a MY is capable of doing PwYTp as long
as she had a father and he gave her over the rights (he removes himself from her, and allows
her to act on her own behalf)

This is a big w11'n; there are a couple of assumptions here: firstly, that she is really the o5ya
on herself; and also, that she doesn’t need full nyT for pwyTp (she’s just a mvp, and incapable
of that), since not really a 1p anyhow.

What about a nmin’ then? Why can’t she do pwytp then?

ny1a max - (based on a MYW1Y) - nothing to do with her lack of nyT; rather, simply a
2In50 N1 that a nmn is not a pYITP N2

However, neither of these mmwr really sounds like they meant the father just removes his
superimposed power over her.252 Nonetheless, it’s hard to disprove this radical opinion.

252 (The w”®1 adds in mn'5w in the end, and the X”2v1 mixes in that it goes to her father).



d) v"®" - as if he gave her over the mar (since it’s her choice to make), working through nmnbw.
To this, the father is really accepting the pwyTp (through a mechanism of nn’Hw).
Also, to this, it can work by both 93 *v17p and 70w *0¥1p.

The obvious wy1'n here is that a mvp is acting as a MYw. Indeed, the v"&1 clarifies that a
MYp can be a YW when it is for her own mor1.

What does he mean by this, by “her own m>1”?
I) o®yon 7aR - it ends up benefitting her (she is married)
To this, “her m>1” means the marriage.
[This should apply elsewhere then, and seems to run into problems in n"a].
IT) apy» mYnp - to keep the money for herself, but count the n5ap as someone else’s
To this, “her mat” means the money itself.
e) 1"an, R"aw1 - (one of the following options) -

I) (Based on the ending of the 8"2w1) - maybe the father really does the pw1Tp, and the mvp
is just a way for the husband to be mpn the item to the ax, sort of like by a 9x¥n

To this, the wy1n is that as long as the 970w ends up belonging to the father, don’t need
the father to do a nwyn of receiving it.

The hardest point here is 1"an7’s comparison to the case of giving it to the dog.

Seemingly, have to say that 1"an1 is just using that as a way to show that sometimes
PVYTP can be viewed as having been received even without the person actually
having received it.

IT) Reb Chaim - not mn 9w of the father’s, but also not him doing everything — rather, she
does the nwyn, and the father supplies the nyT

To this, the wy1n is that a n1vp can do a PYVYTP NYYN even without the ny-.

To summarize, the npb>nn between A) and B) here:
To the v™1nn and nyaa may, it is over whether a mvp can do Pw¥Tp or not.
To the w"R7, it is over whether a 719y can ever have niNYw or not.
To 17an7, R"awA, it is over whether, if the 90w ends up belonging to the father, the daughter can accept the qvow.

To Reb Chaim, it is over whether a mvp can do the pwyTp NWYN and the father provides the ny-.



Based on Reb Chaim, Rav Soloveitchik connected the respective mv>w of 1”an7 and 1™ to another npHnn:

What language must be written in the 99w in each case? [left to right — least stringent to most]

R"™07 1"am #1 17am #2, "0 ™
Pre-na - Pre-naya - Pre-nama - Pre-naya -
Given to father - either Given to father - 7na Given to father - 7na Given to father - na
Given to daughter - either  Gijven to daughter - either ~ Given to daughter - either ~ Given to daughter - yna
naa - g - na - na -
Given to daughter - nx Given to daughter - N8 Given to daughter - N8 Given to daughter - nx
Given to father - either Given to father - either Given to father — nR Given to father - nx

In terms of the case of a pre-nna daughter, giving it to the father -

They all agree that one write it to the 727 Y2 when giving it to the 727 %»3; however, the difference between
the 8”20 and everyone else seems to be over whether the father is merely an ©1a17v19R acting on behalf of
the daughter, but she is really the 927 nbya (8”207), or whether the father is the 727 a1 (the others).

[See myw #10 above as well].
In terms of the case of a pre-nna daughter, giving it to the daughter -
Within the other opinions aside for the 8”207, she is not the 727 nby3; rather, the father is. Accordingly -

The np%nn between 1"am #1 and 1" seems to be over whether the language written in the 70w is there to
help make things clear (j”an3), or whether it needs to be something formal and absolutely correct (1").

However, 1"am #2, R"av1 and 19, seem to agree that there’s a need for a correct, formal language written
in the 70w (as seen from the case of a N1 daughter, giving to the father). What do they argue over then?

Based on Reb Chaim, Rav Soloveitchik - their npbnn seems to be over whether the mvp can ever do
the pwyTP on her own (37an1), or whether she cannot (3”). To 1”an3, therefore, she isn't a mere 9w — she
too is partially the 927 nbya — and therefore, the 90w can be addressed to her.



N #44 - 3/21/17
$0 = R127 R37 and X279 27 RO 29

How did the ®vm answer why we should compare 79w to 10’3 and not pwviTp?
A) »1 - since 0w *WTp itself is learned in the first place from v, this too should be learned from there
B) 'Y ym1 8RS nNV*w - the general rule is that whenever you have a wp’n, the process is to do ny»m nrn N7
(This is in contrast to a mw nn, where it is a DX nponn which process to employ).

C) oy ya1p - the wp'n of *177% NN couldn’t teach this is the end, because the wp»n is only about the mbn
of the pwyTp, not about the pwYTP NWYN (they are all different processes, after all)

What might be the underlying basis for the npbnn between R1am 819 and 8299 27 Rag 29?7

A) porTp
X127 K17 - the woman is n7p), but not mpn [along the lines of the 1”7 in 073, how she allows him to do it]
R?27W 177 Ra9 19 - the woman is nipn herself

B) m1vw [and the only n” would be by pwyTp 0v]
X127 K17 - the 70V must be written with the ny7 of the giver
RY27V 171 R99 17 - the 70w must be written with the nyT of the 2»nnn (the mpn)

C) nnvy
X127 K17 - the nyT of the owner of the 70v is enough to be considered nnw?
X727V 171 R99 17 - the nyT of everyone obligating themselves is necessary for nnw5

(The simple explanation of nnw? is that this item is going to be used for that purpose; thus, if not
everyone is on board with the process, then it might not be considered nnw?).

If a YW of the man tells the 9970 to write a V), the V) is YV3; the 9910 must hear it from the husband’s own mouth.
What about in pv17p though? What if a m%w of the woman tells the 9190 to write the pPwyTp Y0V — is that nnyn?
A) 1"am, ®"av" - not a valid pPwyTp
This seems to be the simple explanation — after all, there is a wp>n of “nroy n.”
B) n”ann - valid pwrTp
What about the wp'n of “nrowY nnn”? Shouldn’t that invalidate this?
This may depend on a separate nvpn:
Why does the writing of a V3 require the husband’s direct command?

a) From “an3” - the husband needs to write it (or directly cause it to be written)



To this, his writing of the v is part of the pwy12.25
b) From nnw? - without the husband’s command, it is not considered nnw?

To this, it is a *Rin in the 91970 writing nnwY, that the 9970 must hear that the husband intends to
divorce; he must be one hundred percent sure that the husband wants it.2>

To explain the n”any now, many n'nINR (MW MR, Reb Chaim) say that both sides of this n71’pn are correct:

By v3, we need the command of the husband, so that he writes the v3; and we also need his ny7, as a
RN in NNWY (which is redundant, once we already have his command).

However, by pwytp 90w, need the command of the husband, since need it to be coming from him to
be considered “nwr W& np> 75” [or to create the 10w, according to Reb Chaim]; but also need her ny<7
along with his, for her to agree, so that the 1990 can properly do it nnw%. Regarding the man’s
command — that cannot work through a n%w; but regarding the woman’s agreement — that can
work when a nHw tells the 9970 that she wants it, since it doesn’t need a formal mn»w of the 1970
acting on her behalf, we merely need her agreement to make it nnw%.2%

Tying this back into the previous discussion — the n”any would likely then say that the npYnn between
X127 817 and X229 271 899 27 is over whether this is an issue of nnWY — K127 817 hold that the 70w is just
written by the husband, but 8279 271 825 27 hold that while the 70w is written by the husband, there is
also a *Xin that she must agree as a side problem in nnw5.

According to the & that the PoY1R "YW really were o11PR »0W, what did R1w) oW mean?
A) w0 mavin, R”av7 (first option), »1Rn (first option) - really just po11R MVWY, and called PRIV POIPR MOV
B) n”aw1 in 2”3, "2V (second option), *1PRn (second option) - the namn>
Why would a n2mns need the ny7 of both of them? He commits himself in the 213, but why need her ny1?
[Side problems]
a) R"av7 - she agrees to take it that day (to avoid an issue of a ®21p, to avoid it being a DTN T0V)

b) »&n - in case he wrote that she was bringing in less than she actually did in her ®17, it requires
her nyT before he writes it 25

[Fundamental problem]

¢) 1"anm (maybe) - to commit herself to pay a sum of money they might write at the time of the Pxw)

253 (Reb Chaim adds that this is actually a general rule of mn5w).

24 Rav Moshe and the 290 77y 1n%w held this way na%n%; though they took the side of nnw5 even further, and said it requires
more than just a ny7T n%3 — must be one hundred percent certain. Nonetheless, even with this expanded version of nnw,
they gave different n”s where it would still work according to this side of the n7’pn — Rav Moshe, if there was a handwritten
letter; 290 7Y 1nYv, if he happened to overhear the husband say he wanted this.

2% To them, the side of nnW? is not as expanded as Rav Moshe and the 190 77 1nYw had made it [see previous note]. Just
needs a standard nyT 1% that she wants it.

2% And even though she can always sue him afterwards that she had really brought in more — that would be awkward for
her to try to get him to write another namn> later.



N #45 - 3/23/17

10 - R1727 X127 and R399 27 RA9 29; “nMNA PPapan DAt 0 1n”

How do we pasken between 127 817 and 8179 27 ka9 2v?

A) 9™, n"anq, n™, 17am - like X279 271 K99 21

B) 3”3, PRy "RI01 29, DYY 20 qOY 27 - like R117) K1Y

Many ommwRy say to treat it as a pav still, since there are so many people on either side.

What's the basis of this npb>nn?

There are a few factors which the n)1w&1 mention, but the main discussion seems to be focused around how
to understand YR 17 in the X703 in M2INd on :1p. Most nMWRY think »wR 17 is the most authoritative 257 (he’s
the '87n3, and with regard to X127 — he’s the »17). But does >wx 219 have an opinion about our ®»0?

Let’s examine the different interpretations of that &3 first, and then tie it back to our ®mvo:

The ®m3 in M2IN5 on :2p has »WR 17 saying in response to K117 that XnNpP>0a MYW are “an3°% 17 RS.” The R0y
then tries to bring either a proof or disproof to *w& 17 from the mwn in 2”2 which says they need “on»nw ny7,”
and then the xni deflects that by saying the mwn is about, or can be about, oy VR MVW.

To be addressed: a) What does an>’% 1n» mean, b) what did >o® 17 mean when he said “ana% nunn &Y,”
c) what was the X trying to show from the nmwn in 2”1, d) what was its deflection, and then ultimately,
e) what does »wx 11 hold about our ®0?

1.1) M, 07"am9 (to ) -

a) an2’v nunn -

Can write a 70w with nnaw nyt

b) »wr 27’s “anaY N7 8Y” meant -
Can’t write a 70w, even when
DY nyT, because no TIAYY
D021 on RNPDY, and 10w will be
misleading

¢) The mwnina™a wasa-
Disproof of "wx 17

(By allowing it to be written
as long as they agree, clearly
don’t worry about it being
misleading)

d) The ®ny’s deflection was that -
No disproof, since the mwn is
about POYR MOY

e) The mwn is about -
qow 'v17p, and therefore *wR 19
is like 829w 27 R99 19

1.2) 1"anq R"av", R"20%9, D"an4 (to n"n)
- based off 9™ -

a) anyY N -

Can write a 70w with onnw nyT,
and there will be D021 Mayw

b) »wr 27’s “anaY N7 RY” meant -
Even if you write a 10w, there
still will not be a o021 T2YW

¢) The mwn ina1”a was a -
Disproof of *oR 17

(By needing nnnw nyT, you
see that it is something
significant)

d) The ®ny’s deflection was that -
No disproof, since the mwn is
about PoYTR MOY

e) The mwn is about -
0w »v1Tp, and therefore "WR 17
is like 8217w 271 K99 19

257 [Except for m%y 110 9o 11, who thinks X127 beats out »wx 17]

2) 1NN YY3, " (in MavIN in MNI) —-

a) an»’v nunn -

Can write a 70w without asking
permission

b) *wR 27’s “anaY 17 RY” meant -
Can only write a 9ov if
permission is granted

¢) The mwnina"a wasa-

Proof for »wr 11
(By needing nnnw nyT, you
see that it can only be
written if they both grant
permission)

d) The ®ny’s deflection was that -
No proof, since the mwn is
about POYVR MOW

e) The mwn is about -

Either one, and therefore »wx 11

could be like either 83>271 X217 or
RN29Y 29 R9HY 19

3) n™ -
a) anay nunn -



The pip is only 5n if they write
a v

b) »wR 17’s “anY N7 RY” meant -
The 11p is Hn even if they don’t
write a 10V

¢) The mwnina™a wasa-
Disproof of "wx 17

(By needing nnnw nyT, see
that writing it will create a
an, and thus needs
permission from both)

d) The ®ny’s deflection was that -
No disproof, since the mwn is
about POYR MOY

e) The mwn is about -
qvw v17p, and therefore *wR 19
is like 829w 27 R99 19

4) owran v in the RN -

Therefore -

a) anyY N -

Can write a 7w without asking ) 7387 (as quoted by the »rn) -

permission, since it won't
create a 021 MaYw either way

b) »wr 17’s “an2Y N7 ®Y” meant -
Can only write a 9vov if
permission is granted, since it
will create a o021 TPV

¢) The mwnina”a was a -

Proof for "vx 17
(By needing nnw nyT, you
see that it can only be
written if they both grant
permission)

d) The ®ny’s deflection was that -
No proof, since the mwn is
about PoYTR MOY

e) The mwn is about -

Either one, and therefore »ox 11

could be like either 1271 817 or
RY17W 217 RO 1

Reasons to pasken like 8179 271 Ra9 1:

a) According to 1), 3), and 5) — »w® 11 is like them

a) an»’v nunn -

The mbn is a marnnn mbn,
which you write a 90w about

b) *wR 27’s “anaY 12 RY” meant -
The mYn is a nRapn Mon, which
you don’t write a 99w about

¢) The mwnina”a wasa -
Disproof of *ox 17

(By allowing the qvw to be
written, you see that it must
be a ma»nnn)

d) The ®ny’s deflection was that -
No proof, since the mwn is
about POYVR MOW

e) The mwn is about -
qow 'v1Tp, and therefore *wR 19
is like X729w 271 R99 29

b) The simple read of the niwn was like them, according to the X703 in PwYTP

(Q: But the ®m3 in m21n> assumed the other way!)

) 1M 17 earlier was like them

(Q: He just meant that it must be given with her ny7, not that it must be written with her ny1!)

Reasons to pasken like x327 x2~:

a) If one thought x127 still beats out *wxr 29

(Most nmwra don't)

b) 827 over Ras 11

¢) Should go after the more 7"nnn opinion

d) »vr 39 might be like them

A) Because it gives nRrin, just like a qod pap

How can it work by 15v50n then?

1™ - it works like a 970 1P

How can it work by yavn then?

How does this 1p of “nvnra 1pin 017 10 10” work? Generally, a 1p can’t work through n7n® alone!



Mpnn 8o - it is better than a 1Mo Pap
(But he doesn’t explain how or why).

(If one were to say that this is only a ma»nnn m¥n, and not a nRapn mon, then this makes sense —
not actually transferring the coins themselves).

(But, as we'll see below, this is not so simple; after all, the simple read of the ®9nj is that it is a
real 1p — the xR calls it a 1p, not just a marnnn).

B) The nxin makes them more serious, and then the p1p works through n7nr alone
But how can it work through nvnx alone?!
1) »Rn, R"207, PTIP YTI - it’s a special 13297 Mpn
Why would 5"n make such a nipn?

a) »Rn - someone might be confused and think this was a »Rin, that the pwTp was only being
done on condition that the money be given (even though in realty they were just promising to
give it, and the pw1Tp was working regardless) — and therefore, to avoid this misconception (and
potential serious D™ 1OR), 9"tn said that they have to give the money whether they like it or not

b) nmira y - because it is good for people to marry off their kids — everyone is happier if this
is a real commitment to make sure that the shidduch goes through

(This takes the Xn¥’s reference to the nRin they are getting more seriously).
2) No, this really works on a Xn»1xT level
How?

a) If merely a ma»nnn and not a 11p, then can work along the lines of what the n”an1 says about
ma»nnn elsewhere (that it is Yn with just nny).

b) But sticking with the simple read of the ®nj (that it is a real 13p), then maybe like the opinion
of MmavIn, 28 who says that certain things (this being one example of those) can have a 1p work
by them even just through nmy, if they are really serious about it.

(%™t - the nwyn in a pap is just there for nyT, not intrinsically necessary. Generally, need a nwyn
to establish that ny7; but there are some exceptions to this, when clearly known there is ny7).

Does “n71mra 1710 0127 10 10” even work on something the person doesn’t have?
A) n"am - doesn’t work
B) 7090 Yya, 8”01 - does work
What are they arguing over?
1) "2V - whether this is a RPN (D”an7), or a Marnnn (MVYN HY1)

2) extra serious, so able to be mpn a 0YYH R1 RHW 727 (MNVYN HY1)

28 [See, for example, in M3 on .1p, in M1 on :1, and in 1”2 on .»].



(The assumption here would be that the pon of D55 Ra RYW 927 is about nyT NNY). 29
And the n”an1 would either say:
a) there is no extra seriousness here; or else (more likely)

b) extra seriousness doesn’t help for a p919% 81 RYW 927. There is no Rxan; seriousness is irrelevant.

29 This fits with the w”X7 (on the nmn) by the sale of YWwy’s "1 — the swear helped add seriousness, and then it was nnp
even by something which was a 055 81 85w 727. (The v”27 n"w denied this could even exist, he thought it was so wrong).



YW #46 - 3/27/17

:v - Source and nature of nR YNTP

Why do »27 and janv 111 read the pyos differently?2:0
A) This is the npYnn between 1M1y *27 and WX’ 129, over whether the “y” is there to mean “and” or “or”

B) Mmb5 y11 85 N'W - they are arguing over how strong a 1% the “mw nvn” to May nTw was

What is the pyos which janv 229 brought?
A) 1 - “Yya nbwa nwr oy”
B) 1710 1 msoin - “Hya nHiva wom”
(This is written by mi »3).
What might they be arguing over?
1) Maybe about the np>nn between »w7 and 1”7 in 17710 whether there is pwTp for a " or not -
a) YW1 - no PYITP
b) 1M - there is pwyTP, but the poa excludes one from a nnn avn for adultery with her
("1 here would be going 1nv>w), that there is not, and 1ptn 1 mavin might say there is)
2) Maybe about the nature of the nx&a »wr1p —
To begin, let’s introduce a few sources which indicate something unique about nx»a »v11p:

I) 'n5v1y in mn - if a wIN does N V1T, it has a MYN on a ®kn»1RT level (unlike the other two
avenues of PwY1p, which are only 111970 by a wIn)

IT) Rnp ®NTAN W1 261 - 3 9-year-old jop can do Nr»a »W1TP, even though he doesn’t have ny7
From these sources, we see that the standards of ny7 by nx»a »w17p may be more relaxed.
The question is, might nx®»a »v11p even work without nyT at all?
III) "59yP in PYYTP - YRINY - a M 12 is NP a wife by Nr03, even without nyT [even if nyT for nt!]
(It's hard to see how society could function if we paskened like this).

IV) mwnn naxn - based on a pv7 in the n”any 262 — if he fixes his conduct afterwards, by marrying
her, he doesn’t need another pwyTp — the nXk»a (even though nyT for nut) works y1any as a pwrtp

2600 The X1 never explains why »17 doesn’t have the ®”n of 1101 '27 (of needing first Qo3 and then nx»1).
261 (Brought in the nxa1pn NY*Y in Mamnd).
262 The n”am repeatedly says that an nnany o1R must do PR3, but he doesn’t mention PwiTp.

However, this p17 doesn’t seem particularly strong. The n”any might simply be saying that he also needs to do prywi as part
of the process of correcting what he did wrong — it isn't enough, and he can’t just get away with, doing only pwiTp.



(This source would indicate that such an idea exists even for Jews!)
V) mna on :n - NR’2 can be Mp a M2 without Ny

(This would depend why that is true by 12> — is it because of nw nnpn? Or might it be
somehow related to the unique process of k2 V1 TH?)

There are other sources which also imply something unique about nx»a »wy1p:

VI) Against v”a, the opinion of n”a is that if a divorced couple shares a hotel room, we assume
they are married. Why? Firstly, “nx»a »1v 10 10 1 »1v 10 10”7 — we assume there was n&a; and
then additionally, we also assume that “mir % »a vy IR PR,” and thus the nxk»a was for pwyTp.

This is rather strange; why allow such a low standard of m1y uniquely here?

a) n”nm, 5791 - no, we would use the same logic by qo3 *vy1p — if the 01y miss the actual
giving of the qou, if there is a strong 1M, then that suffices as mTy

b) Indeed, this is an exception 263 — because it would be inappropriate for the n»y to see
this, and because the nmn gave the 1117 the latitude of deciding what the standards of the
m1y should be, the 1127 set it at a lower point here.264

c) Perhaps nrva »wyp itself is an exception; maybe only need nvp »1y of such a high standard
when we need to make their ny7 as high as possible (as Reb Chaim said); but by nx»a »wy1p,
if the ny7 is not so crucial, then maybe it suffices to just have a lower standard of ny1y.

This discussion leads us onto another point, which also might be revelatory about nx>a »vy1p:
VII) What does the idea of “nr n%pa nww oIR PR” actually mean?265
a) Regular, full ny7 for pwyTp (a real NyTMIR of PVITP NYT)

b) By the other avenues of pw11p, a higher level of ny7 is required, which these acts facilitate;
but by n&»a »w1Tp, perhaps one only needs it to be nnwY, he only needs to have nano for the act.
This would be because n&»1 is mwR, and therefore he must simply know what he’s doing to
allow it to naturally happen (again, as opposed to 903 and 10w, which are just ways of showing
seriousness). Naturally mwR, unless specifically made into nur (the very phrase employed of
“mrinbya nwy oR PR” indicates that this is true).

This same idea of nx’a as MmwR itself might be the underlying point in all these sources. And even if
we don’t hold of any of them, it still might be what the 1ptn >3 maoin was working off of too.

263 (One line in the n”nn might imply this).
264 This is similar to what we find in the discussion by mI»w 'nv, and by a 7”2 looking at a nvy’s n»av.

265 The m™122 *05W says this is true even if he makes a *Rin before the nx»a!



MW #47 - 3/30/17
:0 - The nature of PR "VYTP; NIITI RHY AN22 VIP 2N; Relationship between “nYRY fnn 9" and vap

(continuing off the end of last 117®)

In the last 1w, we were discussing a n’pn about NR»a *W1TP; is it really:
A) a formal p the same as q03 "W¥Tp or VW VITP; or else,
B) a mxoxn of mwor (which works to facilitate pwyTp as well), which in some ways is more effectual?
Potential n™:
1) The source of 130y *27’s opinion [see last MyW]:
"y - “9ya nya nwr oy~ [fits with A)]; but 1ptn 1 maoin - “Yya nYya wm” [fits with B)]
2) Need for full nyT [see last 19]:
To A) - need full ny7; but to B) - maybe only need a lower level [»n>v11 by wan; p”y10n w7 by 10p]
3) Always need nyT [see last MpW]:

To A) - always need ny7; but to B) - maybe don’t always need ny7 [n1 11 according to YRnw; p”nn
by o121, maybe why lower standard of mTy in some cases]

4) Meaning of “nur nYya n»ya nvy DR PR” [see last Nyv]:

To A) - it is a real nyTmX of Pap nNYT; but to B) - not pap nyT (rather, merely need mwr 777, and then
it works as nR»2 011p)

Working off the last n”3 mentioned, of “nur n%»ya 1n»ya NV BIR PR,” we have a new nvpn:
Is the idea of “mt n%Ya 1YY DV DIR PR”:
A) a real M T1mR of Pap nyT; or else,
B) any n®»a which is mwR 717 is nnp
(This latter option might be based in the xnavn).
(Additionally, it fits well with the actual language of this term — it is MR, until he makes it into nr).
Potential n":
1) Secular Jews, or sinners:

D”an3, Rav Moshe - only applies to 0w (who want a halachic pp; others don’t) [fits with A)]; but
Rav Henkin - even applies to secular people who want to live as a married couple [fits with B)]

What is the underlying basis of this nponn?

a) About the nature of marriage in general (is Jewish marriage the same as universal,
humanistic marriage): Rav Moshe - they don’t want a Jewish marriage; but Rav Henkin - a
humanistic marriage is enough — our pPwyTp is merely our version of the desire for marriage

b) Both agree qov3 and 70w require ny7 for halachic marriage, they argue about the standards
of ny7 in NR’2 >V17p: Rav Moshe - they aren’t having nyT for this specific action (even if they



want to get married in general); Rav Henkin - by nx»a »vy1p, there’s no need for ny7 for a
specific action (unlike by qo3 >w1Tp, for example, where there’s no worry that any random gifts
were PWITP), as long as they want to be married in general

2) If they honestly think they are already married:

Simple read of the X703 in Mam> - only applies knew the pwyTp was " va [fits with A)]; but n”x7 -
(doesn’t literally interpret that 89m3) - still applies even if they think they are married [fits with B)]

3) If they don’t even know n&1 »WY1p exists:

MR MRY - doesn’t apply [fits with A)]; but nn7ar 927, Rav Henkin - still applies (as long as for
marriage, and not just nr) [fits with B)]

4) N8 *w1Tp done *RIN HY:

To A) - the »®in should work; D122 059 - can’t prevent mwr nxa from being n1p with a »Rin (as
long as wasn’t intending for nwr) [fits with B)]

5) Why it was easier for the 13227 to undo §o3 Y91 than nx»2 YO¥Tp:

To A) - must explain some other way (for example: n”an3, 797 YW YMIAY - 13277 versus RNPNRT); but
to B) - fits nicely — harder to 0an something which itself was mwR, and doesn’t need the same ny1

In the 8”0, by considering nX»1 as a pap for an n™ayn NnR, the XIn3 seems to have assumed nMayn nnR is more
about potential mw®r (in the eventuality of my) than the nmay.

This is a big nvpn later on, by nayn nnR. Does this stand in the Xn)’s conclusion? Worth thinking about.
If a woman was %pan » 9 N2772 RHYY NYPI) - everyone agrees she is a N2
But if a woman was InR »7’ Yy 19773 RYW nHY13, there is a oRan npbnn:
D'non - she is still considered a n%na
27 - Regarding n%’po - she is considered a n%ya
Regarding 01p - she is still considered a n%mna
This leads us into an important np>nn about whether a v1p 21N exists when the V1R or Nnan was done 13773 RYY:
Is there a 72772 8YY NNaM LIRA DVIP 21N?
A) D"an9, "9, DPYOR 13719 (in NXIPN NVY in NN on :N) - NV
The ®720 here seems to be that since he didn’t break the n’91n3, he is therefore mva.
B) 77289, mMavin, most DMNWYRI - 27N
The &120 here is that once there is the nw77 from “nWR »25wn,” this counts as a nR»a for all n1aon.
There are four main sources in the R which deal with this:
I) X903 in 179770 on 3y - [support for A)] -

In a discussion addressing how one might pay the vap for raping one’s sister (he should be 27n as a 911,
and thereby 7109 from the v due to rn na172 MY OP), the RIN) determines “NRa 903 TY DHVN RY ’RMINN,”



which »v1 explains as being because one is only 27n to pay the vap for breaking her o'%1na. Accordingly,
one seemingly shouldn’t be 2»n if n>772 X5V either.

To defend B):

No, one is really 2n to pay the vip from the beginning; however, in the particular case of a 91, he
is 1100 because of rn N17712 Y ’p. However, even without breaking the 0513, he is 27n the vip.

IT) X3 in PWVYTP on 2 - [support for B)] -
The 8913 says that all the rapists pay the vap; this seemingly includes those that had raped her n2775 85v.
To defend A):
1Pt ™ maom - offers two suggestions -

a) Suggests an alternative no1 without the word “1n5” (thereby making the “n>wn” refer only
to the one who had nr’a with her after people who had done so 12772 XHW)

b) Or else, one can even read this into our N© — not the N7 85w Y12 who pays, but rather,
anyone who is 1277 91 after the n2772 XYW ones will pay.

ITI) 8903 in M2INd on :n, and in 29y on .10 - [support for B)] -
The x7n3 says that if two men rape her (one 13773 ®5¥, then one n3773), both pay the vip.
To defend A):
Y9 in P2Y - refers to a different man who would rape a n%v, not this one who had 13773 85w
IV) 8 in mn2 on .01 - [strong support for B)] -

In discussing a case where a 5173 113 is 27n for Nnam oK, and yet she wasn’t a n%wa (so he can marry her),
the Rm1 suggests a case of a %11 11> that had raped her 12773 ®YW.

To defend A):
a) *1PRn in PYTMO - the 81 could’ve deflected this for this reason, but had other ways to do so
(Obviously, this is a pretty weak defense).
b) 1pth ™ MavIn - 1"nR, he is 2N to marry her, but he is not 2n to pay the vip in such a case
This is a very big wymn. jptn > mavin splits the 21N to marry her from the 2vn to pay the oip.
This leads into an important nvpn:
A) Are the n»avn to pay the vap and marry the woman one 2vn; or else,
B) Are they two entirely separate n'2yn?
Potential n":
1) Defense of n”anv, w1 side from the X993 in MN2’ on V) [see above]:
RN - could’ve objected [fits with A)]; but jprin ™ maoin - divide the two [fits with B)]
2) If the man is vapa NTIN:

9”97 (on »"07) - Mo from V1P and PrIV] [fits with A)]; but 1”211 - 270 in PRV still [fits with B)]



3) Nowadays, when there is no 12'no (and thus no ability to administer myoip):
9”9" - not 27N in PRIV [fits with A)]; but 1nn 990 - no vIp, but 27N in PRIV) [fits with B)]
4) nnxnn pan:
307, 3"n1 - only one m¥n [fits with A)]; but 1”219 (based on n”am) - two nn¥n [fits with B)]
5) Application of “nwr> NN 1v” to a nana, N1, etc.:
To A) - certainly not, since no v1p; but to B) - X" in explaining 8”7 - yes, a mxn to marry her
To provide the background for this X™:

V”RY in Mna - if there are rumors about someone and a certain girl — generally, not
supposed to marry her, to avoid these rumors; however, 8"m7 - if one indeed had nx>a
with her (i.e. the rumors are true), it is a Mxn to marry her.

R”n7 is strange for two reasons:
a) Never mentions that she must be a 1y, implying she doesn’t need to be!

R"n7 also added that even if rumors about two people, and both were true, and one is
married and one is single — she should marry the single one, due to w1 11727's Mpn.

b) Doesn’t mention, implying that even if she was with the single man second (and
thus already wasn’t a n91n2 when they were together), this still applies!

These two points demonstrate the 8"n1 really applies “nwrY nn 1%” even where there
is no vIp whatsoever. The X710 would seem to be that he should still “do right” by
the girl — not as a punishment, but as a positive way to make amends. The 770 wants
nR1 to be within the context of a relationship, not just a free-for-all; and if there was
no relationship beforehand, at least create one afterwards.



N #48 - 4/24/17

2 = IR PNV’ AR’ NYNN or IR’ AI0?

According to n*wR 714, he is only 27n if they are “Tn&d 0.” What does that mean?
A) »1 - the man is only 27n if the girl is 27n
mavin asks — isn't that against the mwn in N1 (brought in our 83 below)?
"7 could say that mwn is only going according to i1y »23; but mavin thinks that is prT.
B) mavin, most DMWRY - the man is only 27n if the girl would get the same nnon as him if she were an adult
The 8 in 17770 on 10 has a npYnn between n™ and the nman over what a man is 2n for a NLIRN NIVP:
DNON - NYPO 217N
n" - not NYpo 1N
Within n™, it sounds like there is a D878 npYnn:
27 - but pan arn
RTR 72 2p)»’ 27 - totally 702

According to »w1 - from this X, it seems like the onon = 1My »23; and n™ — if like 29 = 1My 129, and if
like 87X 92 2py? 27 = YR’ 117 (namely, that he is 7104 since she is 71VY)

According to maovin - from this 80y, it seems like n”1 — if like 27 = 1My 219, and if like TR 72 2py> 27 =
YR’ 127 (namely, that he is fully 7108 since she theoretically gets n%»’pv and he theoretically gets pan). As
for the non — mavin doesn’t say, but R”aw7 says = wr> 727 (he is 270 since both theoretically get n%’po).

C) ®"2v"1 - not whether or not he gets killed — rather, if he is 27n to get n%»pv if she is fully 1109

According to 8”2V - the nponn between the n'non and n™ is the same npYnn between MY 727 and MWK’ 727
(as opposed to either »»7 or mavin, where it was within n”, and the n’non were sort of a side point).

[R"2V7 seems to think RTR 92 2py’ 17 was just questioning 19, but wasn’t a serious opinion (perhaps his
1073 there in 117M0 was different than ours too].

(®"2v1 had a different no7x here though, which said “pn7w nk” [to make the p10a not about pan, but n%po]).
The &3 asks whether nx’a nYnn or MR MO is MNIP?
(The ®7n3 then gives a couple of n”), but leaves out the most obvious one, of just not finishing the nx»a).
However, there is an apparent contradiction:
The 83 here concludes n1p NR»a 0.
Yet the X103 in MmN on :n) assumes that NXIyn is Np!

A) y1r R quoting n™ - it’s a nyymon npYnn; and we pasken like MmN over PwITP (since that is the main
RO about NRIYN)

This is not mainstream at all. To this, even by nx2w11p, we would say nnp nr’a n>nn.



maomn brings four answers:
B) yarwn v" - theoretically nRyn is "Mp, but nYT DNO is on NXR2 )

Therefore, here it was a bno case, and in Mn, it was where he didn’t finish the nx»3, and it therefore
looks like his nyT was on the nxrayn.

C) n"am, 3"na - [essentially the same, but adds that] he must explicitly state it if wants to be n1yp with nxayn
Therefore, here it was a bnv case, and in nn, it was where he spoke out that his nyT was on the nxyn.
Are these two opinions just two illustrations of one principle? Would they argue on each other?
It seems obvious that yaxwn v" would agree to n”2"; but would 0”2 agree to yirwn v"?
a) V"R, "M, 1" - yes, it’s all one nVw

b) 19n% mwn - no, because maybe he had ny7 for nx»a 93, and then changed his mind and didn’t
do it; thus, 0”21 would argue on parwn v™’s case

D) n™ - both are talking about nX7yn; our ®Xni is discussing whether it is "R NYNn or MRIYN Q0.
Therefore, here it was about the specifics of nRYn, and in N2’ was more generally saying it is nRWA.
What is the question of nXyn n%nn or NRIYN O?

a) 1on> Mmwn - the R is trying to define the one moment which counts as n&’a; the N1y has a
length, and the question is which moment of that entry is considered the nx’a

(This must be assuming that nkayn is NTVY NN and not 72N NP>W), since 7aRN NP>V is by
definition only momentary, and cannot have a n%nn or q10).

But this is problematic, as the 7on5 miwn himself notes — why wouldn’t the Xm3 ever discuss
this in other contexts (such as by m»y)? And why mention nyT here?

b) n" himself in 791 190 - the question was whether we say “910 79 1 nnn nR2a% MY’ — is rna
a process, going from the 7280 np>w1 until n7VYN noN (but all of it is considered one process of
nR’1),26 or is it merely momentary, and that final moment of n7vYn noidN is the moment of Nr»a?

Accordingly, since we pasken nnp nxa 910, the moment of M7vYn NoIdN is the moment of Nr’a,
and everything beforehand is just preparation.

If so, then why is the n”) of N&’2 »W¥1p being MoR for a 5111 11> true — she wasn’t a N%wya from
the nx»a n5nn, that was just preparation!

n™ - for a 57 10 there is a higher standard of n%1n1, and even that preparation (1280 np>w1)
counts to make her a 0?1 in this context.26”

(This is a very big wy1n, since nowhere else do we find this stage as being significant).
E) pRa non 19, 9™ - difference between pwyTp and PRIv)

Therefore, here it was talking about Pw11p, and in mna’ it was talking about priva.

266 (This side still requires nvYn noian; still saying that if and only if he does nYvYn NN does the 7arN NpP>wI count as NR*2).

267 Others (such as D 1yw ya1p) give different, perhaps less radical, answers.



The 9" explains that we knew n&ayn works for PRyw1 because the p1oa says nnp by Prwv, and that gets
connected to the nrp by my»y.

A few points worth noting here:
1) Apparently, they are assuming that nk»a works to do prywa (if done for PRI, not nur).
2) Where does it say that nnop is referring to prywi?

a) 17amn - “noyay ... np» 1” - refers to both pw¥TH and PrIV) (and therefore, the nwaT from nrp
was on the nx»a after the pwyTp, the PRIV, even though the nnop here was the PwYTP)

b) 01w’ Mmavin in MmN - “npr 19”7 = qod *WITP, and “NYYAY” = nRa VTP, and then the nwaT
was that n®Iyn works by qo3 »w1Tp, and there is no NXIYN by qoa "W, so must mean NRIPN
works by the PRI which comes after that o3 »wyTp

Those suggestions both used the s of “n%pay NWR W& NP %3.” But there is another approach:
RN, most DMNINKR on our XM - use a different ;Moy; either
¢) by »1 ow ®xn, which is talking about PRI, and says “nwr vR np? 2,” or else

d) by nnnbn My getting sent home, where it says “nnp% X5 NYR VIR TWR” (clearly saying
nnop is something which comes after pwyTp)

3) What would be the ®1av to differentiate like this between pPwyTp and pPrwI?

a) just a 231190 NN [from one of the three n’p1va just referenced] — by PRIV, there is a special
w7 of NP NNYp; but by PWITH, we stick with the ono understanding of nk»a, which is nx’a )

(This isn’t to say that there is no logic behind this; it is certainly understandable that by
PWITH, where it is taking two halachic strangers and turning them into having a relationship,
more is required; unlike by P&, which is just finishing the process, and thus requires less).

b) 17an" - (seems like a different approach) - it depends on the person’s ny1.

To clarify, let’s start with a confusing n”am3. According to the no7) of the n”n and the maoin
P10 ", in which he has the word “xnnon,” the n”an3 incorporates both the answers of the
D”21 and of PRy DY) 27, Why use both?

One answer might be that 13} Dv» 11 himself is based on the n”27. One can do either pwyTp
or PRV with nRIyn; however, a ono person has in mind to only do pwytp with nxr»a ;.

If so, why does a bno person have nyT to do Prw1 with nkayn? Why’s there this distinction?

I) [psychological] - (same idea as above, that the pwiyTp is a bigger commitment or
transition, from no relationship to a relationship, instead of by p®wi, which just
completes the relationship, and thus needs less to achieve that level of ny7, to commit)

IT) Rav Soloveitchik [fundamental] - pwyTp itself is nYT to create a mn; however, PrwvI
is a X»mn mon, it is a Mroxn, it is a relationship. Thus, by prw), only need N, to know
what you are doing — but not that you have a desire to commit. Thus, no ability to
decide when it is Yn; unlike pwy1p, where you do have that power.

Potential n” between these two approaches:

If he stated that the pryw1 should only happen at the stage of nx»a ani: to I) - only
PRIVI at the stage of nrva 9my; but to II), to Rav Soloveitchik - still happens at NN






N0 #49 - 4/27/17
2 = 1O POIPR IR NV PRIVI IR, Accepting a v for a IRIVI MYVY; NTI YA

How do we pasken — nvy pPoyvR IR nvy prv nr»?

Most DMWRY - assume that we pasken nwy Po1R, even though the ®n itself doesn’t really reach a clear
conclusion. This is because »axr and R27 wanted to defend this side, and they are the »xIna.

What is the underlying basis of the ®1’s pav?

1) Well, why might one say that since nX>a can do o118, and if one assumes that n&»a can also do PRy, then
both are being accomplished at the same time. That would be why nwwy PRI might be true.

However, "3 - nR» cannot do PRIv3;268 it is an N2y to be IR Y3, after all.269

And he thinks that is what our X is itself asking about, and therefore concludes that it doesn’t work for
PRIV) at all, since our ®IMY's conclusion appeared to be nwy oYX, Therefore,

2) 8™ - the pav is whether nR’a can accomplish pryw1 at all (even after PwyTp).

That being said, this X" is not mainstream. He goes against many n"wx1 and how we pasken n2%n5 (that nxa
with the proper intention can accomplish priv).

Therefore, [within approach 1) above], the pav seems to be one of two things:270
A) Generally, can one nwyn perform two functions? Or else,

B) Perhaps generally it can; however, specifically here, maybe there must be a break between the pwyTp
and the prww1? Maybe they cannot be simultaneous.

Why might this be true?

Perhaps similar to the n”an3 in the beginning of mwx "on — the whole point of w1y is to make there
be an earlier stage of marriage before the prywi. Therefore, maybe that would be lost if there was no
space at all between the two stages.

What does the side of hwiy PRw1 hold?
A) n" - she is 9mn in NR21 [i.e. she is fully a nRywa]

B) n"n - (based off of a p7 in the X1 [it only said nwv, n% RPVM, and 11 191]) - he gets those rights, but
is still 1oR to have nr»a with her

What might be the x720 for this?

268 Unlike the omwr from the previous 820 who implied this does indeed work.
269 The other n1wr1, like the n”am, felt that it depends on one’s N1y — only if no N> for priva is it an nay.
270 [Personally, I thought there might be a third way to view the pav, even within this side:

Q) if prv1 is just a ®»nn MmN (like Reb Chaim), for prwa to occur, it requires that the act be done with an novr. By
necessity, it requires that context to for it to establish this relationship in m&’sn, and here, there’d be no such context].



Reb Chaim - two 0’7 in nan:
1) On a Rn»RT level, it is a pap for all the 0277 of PRIV)
2) But on a 131277 level, it is also a 9'nn for NN,
The n”1 between them is that n&»a only does this first 17, not the second; that specifically needs nam.
(Reb Chaim infers this from the n”anv’s language itself — n&»a creates PRV, but not a XA INN).
What emerges from this is a np>nn in how to understand the 123297 199’ of 1N N’21 MO H¥1a:
The standard understanding is that there is an 7110°% to do n&’a without priva.
But the n”n seems to understand that you specifically need namn to permit the n&k»a, not just prywi.27t
Can a father accept a v3 for his mvp daughter?
maomn brings this topic up, at first as a pav.
Why did maoin mention this here?
a) It might just be because the X113 had mentioned a father’s rights in his mvp daughter.
b) However, it could be deeper — mavin may have been bothered by a question of the 5 y111 85 hoow:

Why didn’t the X903 make a 17 that it must be nwy PoIVR from an earlier part of the xn» 1, when
it said that the father is 5apn her v, seemingly after any one of the avenues of pwyTp (including nx>2)?

If one assumes that a father can only accept the vi of his daughter as an no1IR, but not as a Ny, the
R should have made this »17; by the fact that it didn’t, does that imply that a father can still accept
the i of his N1 daughter while she is still a nvp? This might have prompted mavin’s discussion.

Anyhow, the following is all known with certainty:
A father can accept the i of his no1IR daughter, whether she is a mvp or Nwa.
However, a father cannot accept the vi of his n®1w1 daughter when she is a n.
But can a father accept the v of his nR1w1 daughter when she is a mvp?
A) mooIN - he cannot

This is maoin’s conclusion, and also what would seem to be intuitive. After all, we generally think of her
as being totally disconnected from her father after the &1 (in fact, she is even called a “arn »na nmn>”
after the divorce or husband’s death).

B) w1 272 - he can
What might be the 8720 for »w~?

He apparently agrees that the father cannot be wpn her again, or do any of the other things, even while
she is still a Movp, once she has gone through PrWI; why should only nv» n%ap be different?

271 [y might have understood like the n"n too; it depends on how one interprets his wording of “poyra”].

272 In most places [see in PWITP on :an, in MND on :vp, and in PITMNV on .vY, for example]. As for in MaINd on :, where he
sounds like he is against this — one might say that he was only talking about a n7ya there (i.e. if a 19 is 1731 or nox).



Maybe because it is a “continuation” of the pwyTp which he had the mr to create; it hearkens back to
the time while she was still in his mw1. He sees that process “to its end.”27

Still, even if that were so — why would this only apply to a mvp he married off, and not a n1?

First, let’s bring up a different npbnn between w7 and maoin. In PwYTp on :an, both »w7 and
mavIn say that for a noIRN NIY), either she or her father can accept her va. But they argue over
a NoMRN MUp:

»»1 - only the father can accept her v
mavIn - same as a NONRN N1 — either she can or he can

Thus, we see another instance where »v1 believes a mvp is different than a n1y3, though this
time by an no1R instead of a NR). Is there a pattern here, one which can explain both n»71?

This might tie back into an earlier issue [see 1w #10 in specific]?’* — does the father act as
a o9y1 on his daughter, or rather as some sort of n5w?

As mentioned there, perhaps there is a difference between a mvp and a nw: by a mop,
he is the ’%y3, but by a nw3, he is a Yw. Accordingly, with PR3, his mar in his n7ya
daughter disappears; but his ownership by his nvp daughter does not. This discrepancy
explains why though he might lose some n>nia1, he still retains others.? Similarly, this
might explain why »¥1 believes only the father can accept the vi of his nonrn mvp
daughter and not her.

There are the unique 027 of 25w, 2V, and VYN by a "M, a ar, a Nar, or a NTYHY.
When a 1, a a1, a nar, or a nTYY touches something regularly, they make it a nrmv> poxa.
But these 0217 of 25Wn, 2WIN, and v have extra strength, in two particular ways:
I) The nkmv penetrates all the way through the layers, hitting anything stacked beneath with nxnyo
IT) Moreover, each of these layers becomes an n&mv% aR itself, not just a NRMIVY YR,
When our R says “152 pnnn” by a N7 513, it means that while a 17 9»12 has I), he does not have II).276
How is this unique status of a N7 Y»1a supposed to be understood?
A) "1 - he is like a nT) with one leniency (his 25wn is only like ar Yv 15Y)
B) v"®30 mavn - he is like a generic nkmMYN ar with one NN (namely, 1155 NN 20VN RNVN)

Some potential n” (there are many more):277

273 (There might be other answers as well. See Rav Dovid Povarsky, for example).
274 [See also MW #11 and My #16].

275 This can also solve the issue with the »»7 in m21n3 (see note 272). mavin on :an in PW1TP said w1 changed his mind about
an nO1IR; but now that we see they are dependent on one another, we can say he changed his mind about a nRyw1 as well,
and then it would make sense that he contradicts himself in different places in o"» — they are before and after the retraction.

276 When he sits on layers, he only makes each become a w3, just like something which a real a1 had carried (not sat on).

277 [®wn, M1»yn, 5" nmAn, etc. — for any of these: v - like a n73; but w”R10 Mmaovin - like a nn RNV (i.e. a generic NrkMYN aR)].



1) Is he vorna RnVN?
Y - yes; but w”®37 MAVIN - no

2) 32 yann oIR *Ma?
"7 — RNLN; but WRIN MODIN - not RNVN

Rav Lichtenstein - ties this into another npYnn between w1 and Moo in p"a:

What is the w7 of “91mn 891 120Wn” teaching?

a) "1 - he cannot be Xnvn it to make it an n®MVN aR if it is stolen; lacks the owner’s permission
mavom attacks this - why should n&no be based on permission?!

b) maoin - he cannot define someone else’s thing as something which is made for sitting on if
it wasn’t designated for that

Even »v1 would agree with this point. How would w1 respond to maowin’s attack though?

Rav Lichtenstein - while maoin felt that 29wn NNV is the transmission of NkNIY from the
a1, "1 instead felt that it is a new RNV DY MYN in 25WN, called arn 15wnN, which is an ax.

Accordingly, this won't work on a stolen object — one can transfer nkmv to it, to make
it a PWRI,278 but one cannot redefine someone else’s item to make it into an ARNIVN aN.

This same idea can be said regarding a n Y1 then as well, to explain why >4 thinks a 01 52
is exactly like a nT1 with this one exception — he possesses the nkm of a 113, but he is still not a
7M. Thus, while indeed, nRnv is transferred from a nT1 Y3, to make an item into a PNWRI, since
nRML can always transfer — nonetheless, a N1 Y12 cannot define something else as an NxMVN aR.
That is a different process, which only an actual n71 can do.

278 As the p»7 in »"w1 indicates.



Ny #50 - 5/1/17
% = N9 before PWVITP; 113 NWR eating NMIN

Can non take place before the w11p and still work to create PR3 once the PVITH occurs?
Potential evidence that it can:
I) "1 - says “namn nrS>T NN
IT) »»1 n2wn quoted in 2791 (in beginning of n12m>) - explicitly says that namn before pwyTp works

ITI) "an9, 201 - how a %173 113 can be w1pn with Nr»a (to the 7 who says nnp nk»a n%nn) and be permitted
to fully marry her, to do pryw1 — if he had already brought her into the nown, and then did nx»a »wrtp

a) on% mwn - proved from here that N9 can come before PwyTH
b) Pn1a nrwn - argued, and said it cannot
(rn212 nrwn would just say the case is when she was in the nawn until pw1Tp, and really Yn afterwards)
What might be a 8720 for why it could work?

1) Perhaps, based on Reb Chaim, because nan and prywi are really just a m»oxn of closeness — if it is in
the context of getting ready to do pwy1p, that is serious enough to enable that relationship to be established,
even if it came out of order, when both are done.

2) Perhaps, based on a comment of Rav Soloveitchik, namn doesn’t really create pRyw); rather, it removes an
obstacle (called “n»ar n»a”) which prevents pwyTp from becoming X1 on its own. One cannot create PRIVI
before pwyTp, but one can remove the obstacle preventing the PwyTp from becoming pRywi before the pwrTp.

Why did »¥1 think it was it necessary to put "9y before the N> >'w11p? What in the X3 prompted this?
A) [practical] - one will enter 1> anyhow before doing nx’3, so it makes sense that namn was before nxoa
(This would make sense only if w7 held that nayn means 7).
In short, it was simply easier to describe a scenario of nRk»1 after namn (after ), instead of the reverse.

B) [fundamental] - if n®’a came after nan, then it counts as one thing, because the single action of nx»a caused
the transition from na to NRW); thus, it can teach to qud, which is also one thing. However, if the naym was
after the nx»3, then there are two steps, and one can’t learn the one step of o3 from a two-step process.

(This doesn’t require saying »v1 holds like the jprn >3 mavin, that T is nowm, unlike the first approach).
What's the source that an jn2 nWR can eat nMIN?
I) *52a - “y900 Pap”

IT) a0 - “nraa Mnv 537279

279 1f this were the source, and the simple meaning is only for a "R, then what would be the source for an no1IR eating?

To this, we would either have to use the vp of X7'n1 12 AT’ *29, or else the "2’ of the »avo (it says “n’a” an extra time).



Which is the real source?
A) n"™ (quoted in W8I0 MavIN) - real source is “Ina2 1INV 93,” and “1901 Pap” is just an RNINOR
(“y802 11p” really just refers to an »y1d TaY).

B) v"®30 MAvIN - real source is “1903 11p,” and “nraa MY 937 is just an RNINOR
The »n%w1 may sound like this.
Additionally, the n”an sounds like this as well (only brings the pyoa of “1av2 pap”).

"1 is more complicated. Sometimes he says one, sometimes the other.280 Why?

a) Perhaps w1 thinks it is a D87 MR nponn (the two different versions in our Xn3); namely:

Rnp R1WY - the RN argued over the Xn»1RT P71, and hold “n’a1 Mo 957 is only the source for a
R, but not an NV1IR [they don’t hold of “1avd p1p,” and therefore needed to get onto a fancy 1'p]

RIN2 R1WY - the DRIN both agreed that an NP1IR eats on a Xn»RT level [and therefore might think
the source is from “1903 1p,” and not “gn»aa 1o Y37].

(To this, the Xnp R1WH uses “9n221 NV Y3,” and the ®INa R1WYH uses “1903 Pap”).
w7 on wMN brings both mwy71 though, which indicates that someone holds of both of them.

b) Perhaps the xnp R1v5 uses only “In»aa v 93,” and not “1903 11p,” but the XN R1w’H uses both of
them — “qnaa 130V 93”7 for a NRIWI, and “1903 PIp” for an NOIIN.

It would make sense then why w7 sometimes bring one nw17 or the other: it depends on the context.
Additionally, »w7 on wmin would be saying like the xna Raw’5.

To this, it might mean that there are two separate 0’17 for eating nmn (this could be what the 5wy
meant — “they kept the poa by a nRw), but not by an norr”).

Rav Lichtenstein - the X”20 in m21N) - interprets »"v1 as saying that a nn1’ cannot eat because
of the living brother, but she can eat because of the dead brother if she had been a nxywa (but not
if she was only an no1R).281 This fits nicely with the above distinction: “v11p ypa” when he died
— thus, if only an no1R and eating from “1905 11p,” that falls away. But since she is still “in his
house” if she was a N3, because of 0120 — then she can still eat from “qn’32 7300 93.”

One could speculate to potentially apply this split to other ideas as well:

An no1R might be comparable to an »1y13 T2y or a n”1v1d MNaw, who have no nN1n3 on their own;
but a n®X1w1 might eat as part of the family — she might have some status of n11n> herself. While
“1903 1p” might only be 5van n2105 15K, “In722 MV 53”7 means she has her own ability to eat.

This could lead to other n": for example, whether one fulfills a mxn by giving nnIn to an nwx
172 herself 282 — this might depend on if she’s an NoYIX or a NRWY; or else, whether she makes
a n271 on the "IN — perhaps she does as a "R, but not as an VIR (not a mxn for her).23

280 For example: here, 91 says “qn>11 1o 53;” yet in mna’ on .1, he says “19v3 11p.”
281,99 can be read in a different manner. This is just the 8”2v77’s interpretation.
282 This was a npYnn between Rav Kook and the 1351 nmiyw».

283 The miya max — 1:7 1" '9n - makes this same distinction, and offers another n™: if after she is nam, if she eats nman, does
she pay the wmn — as a nRw1 — she might not, just as a Y>n does not; but as an nv1IR — she might, only from the yp.






Ny #51 - 5/4/17
2R -2 = §1D NOMIR eating NMIN; “om 0N Yap;” “inh MR ®Op mn”

According to 127, both X1’na 12 " 227 and 2 31 12 think that w1 enables her to eat NN on a kn»RT level.

Within 8227, RN 12 A 129 holds that nva (without nomn, according to the 7" that hvw POYPR, who the X
is defending) is NnN%»xn even 112970. How does he know that?

A) "1 - there’s no Nano wwn because “I1pT12 19 DR RYR DI MW DIR PR
What about the npwn Rnw wwn of 8XYW?
a) "PRN - No NPYN RNY wWN, since after NX’2 he is mpn 1Y TN in his home now

b) 'mH 11 RY MW - 171K, that's a concern; rather, just means that if not for the npwn xnw wwn, then
would be allowed to eat, since there is no 119no Ywn here

B) mavin quoting n™ - doesn’t actually mean nn%»xn; rather, just Nn%o8N on a XN»RT level

To begin, some background regarding an jnd noyIR eating nMIN:
L. XMIRTH - an NOYIR eats
IL nwRy Mwn - it’s OR for her to eat until nayn or 0t YN
IIL nINR Mwn - it’s MOR for her to eat until namn
What was the reason for the nnhwry mwn?
RO — NPYN RNY VYN
(But if 1 y2n, then mpn 0% Tn7n)
NTINY 92 HRINY 17 - POND VYN
(But if ynr y2n, then he’ll check her out with yin npr13, before he starts paying for her food)
What was the reason for the change between nwr1 mwn and MR Mmwn?
RYIY - PAND YYN

NI 92 HRINY 17 - Nano wwn, but they realized that yin np»12 wasn’t good enough

With that in mind, there seems to be an inconsistency in the words of X7na j2 M’ 27
He says namn% 01onw 1y (which implies nnanx mwn).
Yet the X9n3 says his concern was 855’s concern and not pano wwn (which implies NwWRY nMwn)!

A) maoin, 8”10 - within the nWRY Nwn (and either with our N7 [N073 #1] of “RYI1YT DIVN NOINY DIINY TY,”
and XpnTIRY; or else, with a different no7 [no7 #2, brought by the 8”2v7] of just “R»YT DIWYN”)

B) R112mm1 nwn 137, R”2w7 - 1INR Mwn according to XY

Not concerned for the pano wwn in and of itself, but once %" were 1 because of npwn RNY wwn, then
they added to continue the 1Yo’k because of nanv wwn



(To this, either with no i #1, or else a new NV [N #3] of “Nano DIVM RWYT DIVN NAIND DNV TY7).
C) 8"w" - no, even NMINR MWnN according to 85 is not because of pano wwn, but rather Npwn XN YN
(w17 in Mma1n3 sounds like this as well).
(n”an" also seems like this; never says pano wwn, only npwn XY YN [see more below]).
Isn't this against the X193 in mMam>?
R”2v7 thinks that 8913 was only a X", and therefore shouldn’t be taken seriously.
How do these opinions each fit in with the n™ of 75m q0n?

To A) and C) - works out smoothly — according to n1wrY mwn, XN1a 12 1T 227 would say Imn for her
to eat NMN (since no relatives), and »1 31 12 would say 7oR (because not checked out)

Isn't the father there — what does it mean, that there are no relatives?
a) "M - not the father, just his m5v
b) 771 maoin - only worried about nnvp (siblings), won’t know better; but father will know better
c) Mm% yM1 R NVYY quoting 77281 - only for a short while, so no concern

To B) - more difficult — to 221 13, it is 7IOR, since Pano YYN; and to X1'Na 12 AT’ 119, it is also MOR now
because of anov wwn! How is this case a n”1?

a) MAavIN - 1"NR, not really a n™; just saying that it would have been a n”y within the nnwxy nwn

b) 8"aw" - all one case (717,701 ,51p): the father immediately accepted the pwyTp, and then they immediately
all went home; and because it was immediate, there was no time in between for the npwn xnY wwn to
be relevant, and when no n'1 for the npwn Xnw wwn first, then there is no N7’ of Nano vwn.

Thus, to X9'n2 12 P 217, it is 9N (the basis for the 171 of the pano wwn was never there, since not
a continuation of any nvm of npwn ®NY YwN); and to 31 31 13, it is MOR (due to the panv vwn).

Overall then, how many n" is 19 qon Yap really?
A) W - three
#1 - pnn Yap, accepted her “as is” — there is a npwn RNY YWN, but not pano vwn
#2 - Hyan mYWY arN 70N — no NPYN RN wwn, but there is a pano vwn
#3 - arn 790 with the YYan mYw — no npwn RNW wwn, but there is Nano vwn
Why aren’t we concerned she might give to her father here?
a) 9" nn - change no ) to arN MYV
b) Not concerned that an adult will drink
c) only a short while
B) maoin - two (according to »oxr 27)
#1 - pmin Hap, accepted her “as is” — there is a npwn ®nY wWN, but not pano vYwn

#2 - 5yan mHv oy arn M 01 - no NPWN RNY wwn, but there is pano wwn (but if a8 hadn’t gone with
them, then the p'm%w would have checked her and all would agree amn for her to eat)



(And no concern that she might give to her father here for the same reasons as above)
C) "M, 7728y (brought in "5 Y11 RY NVIY) - one

#1 - 79M 00 TM PVITP V2P — no NPYN RNY YN (since no NN for the pano wwn made when there was
no NPWN RN wwn one first), but there is pano vwn (since no time to check)

What about according to the n”anv?
D”an7 - only mentions the reason of the npwn rnw VYN
Thus, would have expected him to say mn ap is 17oR (because of npwn XNW wwn), but 79M Fon is IMn.

Yet n”an7 indicates that they are all 1708 until she is naNY% ©121. Why need to wait until nawn if only the
pYN RNY YWN?

a) VPP i - n”ann really holds of pano wwn too [and like X112930 Hwn 1217 above]
(This is very pm7, since n”an1 never mentions it at all).

b) D1on 7aR - maybe n”an understood the n™ of qon like > in MavIN in M2INd (the reverse of most
DMWRY) — there is a Npwn RnY wYN, since maybe she’ll share the food with the Yyan mYw, but there
is no nanv wwn, because they’ll do their job well and check before they take her back

c) RN NaR (preferred) - based on Mmavin in PWYTP on :An — they made a N that was a »Ha &5
(and even though that is against our 8y, that is either because our X113 is only according to some
'R1NR who we don’t pasken like; or else, our ®In) is only going according to the nnwra mwn).

Rav Soloveitchik - indeed, makes more sense to make a 1199 R for 89 than for nTn’ 92 YRINW 2.
To N> 92 5R1nw 19, they were merely concerned that perhaps she’d be a na after all; thus, never
really said “an noyIR is MOR.” But to X5, the N1 was really on an no1R, and a »%a &Y thus makes
more sense.

What does “1n% mor 85p ymin” mean practically?
A) », others - and he therefore knew about them and accepted them, and thus can’t claim myv npn

Isn't this against the X713 in 2”1 on :2% which says that one can say “71a% 159 »0,” i.e. seemingly for the np15
to claim myv npn to the 191n?

a) 7PYR a7 - here, after gave the money; there, before gave the money

b) 17an1 - here, according to 31 31 13; there, according to other nxrin

c) *&n - here, from in-town (there is a 51p); there, from out of town (no %p)

d) 77ar" - here, no myv npn; there, no mMmyv npn (the 151 says to the N> “aas 15w "n”)

B) n™, others - he can claim myv npn; however, there was no N1 because of Nano wwn because the claim of
myv npn is not common (unlikely that someone would end up buying such an Tay)

To summarize: can one claim myv npn if one should have noticed the on?
1) n™, n”am - yes

(1”am1 - oRIn NYIYNN, but agrees in the conclusion).



2) »RN, MY, TR - NO

3) YR 197 - before he pays - yes; after he pays - no



Ny #52 - 5/8/17

1R - R - MYV Npn; first answer for 'RNY N3; second answer for 'WHY N2
(continuing off the end of last 71y2®)

What might they be arguing over?
A) It may just be a judgement call, as to what is considered something one should’ve known about.
B) However, it might also be about something more fundamental, about the nature of myv npn:
How does the claim of myv npn work?
a) MR RPY "7 - there’s an implicit 'Rin made in every sale, that if there is a D then the sale is undone
(To this, there fundamentally was a sale, and there was just a *Rin in it which undid it).

b) "%n nn [see My w #29] - distinction between a problem with the marriage and an issue in the husband
himself. A myv npnisn't a »Rin, but rather that it is a y7on in the nwyn itself — never made the transaction
in the first place, because there was no nyT.

(To this, there was never a sale in the first place).
Potential n":
1) Who can retract?

R"20M - either party can retract — there was no sale at all (this fits with the »5n n>a; however,
to 7R R2pY "7, maybe only the buyer can back out)

2) Can the buyer retract if he is negligent and should’ve checked out beforehand? [see above]

To the n%n m»a - fits better with n™, 1"an7 — no transaction unless the buyer explicitly accepts
the on; but to IR RpPY " - fits better with »v7, 77287 — only has this *®in if he did his part

There are four answers given in the 813 for the source of '»®nw n’a’s opinion. We’ll go through them one by one.

[Answer #1 for »xnw n’a’s source]
The R"n of the X1 within the first answer,2* was that even if she explicitly accepts a nv119, she is not nvmpn.
Why not?
A) mbH y111 RY 1YY, others - “DTR Y3 H¥R NPT NHVA”
(This could fit well if 903 is not just a sale, but rather a statement of valuing her [see Myw #8]).
(Or else, it could be just about mx>¥n, that she really didn’t mean to accept it).
B) maoin - not called qo3 in this context

(This fits well if qu3 is not just a sale, but rather a statement of valuing her).

284 And, according to the 'n% Y11 XY nv>w, even its conclusion.



Who was this '81 127 who was so rich?
A) Our non - actually '8y 29
(The %713 in 2”2 on .7 mentions a 'Ry 17 who planted 400 vineyards).

B) 71 mavin - couldn’t have been this rich; must mean 7510 "Ry

Why is the Rvm2’s question specifically from *xy 137 oma?

[To clarify: if the ®1m3 was just questioning the idea of her not being able to accept a nvo11a (“why shouldn’t
it be valid if they both agreed?”) then why not just ask that without mentioning the *x1’ »297 °'na?]

A) Rav Dovid Povarsky - 1"nR, really XpnT 1R5; the question is really without the »x» »277 noma.
(The question really was that it doesn’t make sense to invalidate the pwyTp if they both agreed).
B) maomn - “pywy 7927 nn”
If there’s no rule, that’s fine (like by 039y nwia or the like); but if there’s a rule, then there can’t be exceptions.

C) Perhaps this shows that not everyone feels a 717 is significant, and thus there’s nothing special about a 717

What's the ®)’s conclusion in this first explanation for 'Rnw n»?

A) "o - B) mavin - C) mY y11 RY nOW -
Regular woman: Regular woman: Regular woman:
n%apy N NVWYS - NOMS nYap N7 DYV - NvMD nYapy N NOWYa - 907
mow/n»h - 7 now /Ny - 17 mow /oY - a7
MY 1277 M IR 27T PMIA: MY 1277 M
921 DT DOV - NV N%2p) N VYA - NV N%2pY DT DOV - T
mYY/n»Y - MPTT RIPIN mHYw/n»Y - 2177 mYY/n»Y - MPTT RIPIN

What's the 8120 for each of these opinions?

A) The ®120 for 91 seems straightforward: if she agrees, then the minimum is a nv1Y; if left unspecified,
then the default is based on her usual degree of X1ap.

B) The 81920 for mavin seems to be the following: if she agrees, then the minimum is a nv19; if left unspecified,
then the default is based on the average woman’s ®1ap. If she had wanted otherwise, then she should have
specified, and she therefore expected this.

The np5nn between w7 and mavin seems to merely be a nponn in N 1MIR — if she doesn’t specify, does she expect
the world to relate to her based on her specialty preferences (»”v1), or on the average person’s feelings (maomn)?

To »w1, what about the issue of “11"w5 7927 nm?”
Possible defenses for »w:

a) W”RIN MavIN - since there’s a minimum, then not considered “1ywH 7927 nm”



(Unclear why this should be true — we’d still need to figure out each case!)

b) Based on MY ym RY nY'W - since only in cases of where she told a mYw to accept it without
specifying, or when done at night where she couldn’t see — these cases are uncommon, and
therefore not a problem of “P11w5 P17 NM”

This approach assumes that “pm»>w% 7727 nm” is only a problem when it will actually cause
confusion; therefore here, no confusion will ensue from these rules, since it won't happen often.

maoin may have argued on this (though doesn’t have to), and held that there is a fundamental
property of na%n that there is an issue of “P1wY 7927 NN),” even in uncommon cases.

C) The x120 for the 'n% yT1 RY NY'W is that he really keeps the X710 of the X”n: fundamentally, need a 72>7 for
PWITR; when unspecified, rely on your specific X1ap; but when less than a 7171, apply the idea of nnyT n5va.

The npYnn between »w1 and MavIn on one hand, and "M% Y7111 85 MV*w on the other, is over the ®1My’s conclusion.
From the wording of our X1y, it sounds like »»7 and mavin — “Inever said n7 nowa...”.

But the »n% y11 &Y nY>w also has evidence supporting him — the nmwn sounded like it was a 937 normally,
not only in this specific, weird case.25

[Answer #2 for '8nw n’1’s source]

To quickly provide some background about coins:
Yo/ Biblical Ypw - 4 717
Talmudic Ypw - 2 9171
W1/ =107

nyn/Biblical y13 - originally 1/5 7371 (but they added to it, and became 1/6 7177)

What was the smallest coin they minted in M1x?
A) YW1, MPRN, RV - a YN
B) 71 Y® PMI17, MavIn, most WMWK - a 7
To mavin, the X3 reads simply.
But to »"v7, the ®n) is strange — how is it explaining why »®nw ma requires a 727 for pwITH then?
1 - since the NN said more than a nV19, we need ma>wn, and therefore was placed on a 7.

(»"v1 borrowed this idea from the 871 on the top of .2>. He apparently understood that it is taken
for granted by everyone that less than a 717 is not respected for pwyTp).

285 [I thought this wasn’t strong textual backing: »*w7 and maoin can say our mwn is referring to the default ny7 of people,
which is a perfectly normal thing for the mwn to do; one doesn’t have to frame it as “only referring to one weird case”].



2w #53 - 5/11/17

.22 - :R - Second, third, and fourth answers for "RnW n’3; 90 27"s “17T Y9 NLINY”
(continuing off the end of last 71y2®)

What was the 8n3’s question from qod Mw?
To mavin, the question is clear — why based on nyn and not 917?
To »v1 though, the question is instead — why two nyn, and not only one nyn?
As for the ®n)’s answer -
To »w, it’s simple — two is learned from ©’%5 (which is plural) [and nyn since that’s 1% qo3].
["w7's NP3 — “2WN 937 DY R ,2IVN 72T DI NN ,DNY 0 4R ,00v 093 nn”|
To maon, our no will be difficult — sure, now we know two, but what about nyn instead of 917?

Thus, maoin has a different no, which ends the opposite way, learning from %3 to qo3 again (teaching
that one only needs something 21wn [i.e. lowering the standard], a nyn, something useful, and not a 77).

[Maoin’s o — “23WN 927 Q02 R ,2WN 12T 09I AN ,DNY 401 R ,07Y DY N’

Part of the weakness of mavin’s explanation is that a nyn is discussed in the 170 (the »13), while a 917 is not; and,
seemingly, the whole reason 71¥ and its mint are relevant is because they make the same coins as the ones in the
7N — if so, shouldn’t the smallest coin be a nyn?

A) maoin - there was no nyn coin in the time of the N, just a nyn weight
B) 8"aw1 - there was a nyn in the time of the N7 N, but nonetheless, it still was not minted in ¥
They argue fundamentally over what »o® 27’s rule really meant, that qo2 ono in the 17 refers to »x qoo:

To mavin, it really means that qoa nno is the coinage at the time of the nmn (and 7% just happens to be
the same as those earlier times; they kept up the ancient traditions).

For mavn, it is not such a big wyrn. This is pretty intuitive.
To 8"aw", it really means the coins produced in .
For R”2v1, it is odd. Obviously can’t mean a 2150 N1 about a mint in 71%; what does it mean, then?
a) Maybe that qus nno means valuable coins, and in 7% they made valuable coins like this.
b) Maybe that qo5> bno means valuable coin in your days, and might change in each generation.

(This latter approach would obviously be quite radical).

From what to what, and which law, does the wp’n of 23wn 727 teach?
A) mooin - from 0’93 to o3
Teaches that the 1 of the qo3 is a nyn

B) »"91 - from qo3 to 0’53



a) »"v1 here - teaches 0'93 have to be worth qoa mv

But mavin asks on »w1 — this doesn’t work for Y®1nw, who makes this nw77, yet holds that ©'95 can be
even less than 903 'nw (“1nw N5 DY W”)!

b) maoin - teaches 0’53 have to be worth a nv1a mw

(This works for Y%mw now — but only according to maomn, who says “1nw nn%” means a nv19)
¢) 1 in Mmyaw - teaches non-o’%5 have to be worth 93 'nw (but not talking about 092)

(This works for 981w now, but only after changing the nv3 to “21w1 927 %3 98 .03 NN”).
d) wan », RN - teaches %5 don’t have to be worth any fixed amount, for n’55 are always 219n

(This works for YRmnw, but now the comparison isn't really so powerful — non-n’>> must be worth a
certain quantitative amount to be considered 11wn, while 093 are fundamentally 2ywn, even without
that quantitative property).

How could 9oy 11 even think *oR 27 was like "nw nva?
A) 1"am (first answer) - he didn’t hold of »oxr 17, and thus didn’t care that he held like 'xnw n»a

B) 1”an" (second answer) - he thought »ox 17 was ambiguous, and could fit with either *xnw n»1 or Y5n na

Na%nY, in 17770 N1, the Nyv is myn mw. How do we know that?
A) n"am1 - because it is Dn™M2TN, it is NN qOI, and the smallest silver coin in N1 was the nyn
But our 813 sounded like the reason we knew qua was a nyn here was based on the wpn!
a) Maybe n”am1 read the wp>n like v did (it was just teaching two instead of one, not why the nyn)

b) Maybe n”ann thought that in the conclusion, against this part of the xn3, we don’t use the wp’n to
teach this 26

How is this nn»am? It's learned from a 7o, and the n”am said just above that this is true on a 17N level!
190 NMp - offers two suggestions:

a) On a ®n»Rr7 level, one would swear on a 17193 of a nVMS and a MMM of a NVY, and then
afterwards the 1127 instituted that one only swears on a n7295 of 903 'nv (the D’»La were MNInNOR)

b) The my>w of qua 'nw isn't explicit in the p1oa — only known through a nw77 — and thus, the n”any
considers it “nnmam.”

B) n"n - because it is Xn»71RTN, and though it should have been in 737 — the wp>n lowered it to nyn
To this, even in the conclusion of the Xn3 here, o 17 applies, because this is 21%p qoa after the wp'n of D1w.

C) maoin in m»aw, v”’RIN MovIN here - (this only works for mavin’s no73) - 903 BNO is a NVY, but the VYT
of “2ywn 927 0v3 98 ,29WN 13T DY In” raises it to nyn

To this, though »or 27 doesn’t apply here in the conclusion (not 21%p qo3), the wp’n of 23wN 927 does apply.

286 (Both of these approaches remain with some issues that aren’t clearly resolvable).



(The n”am likely had the no7 of the wan »", which was »w7’s no, so it makes sense why he didn’t say
this. As for why he didn’t like the n”n — well, he might not think this is called 21¢p qo2).

How much is “q05 'mv” actually?
A) Most nmmwry - nyn nw (1/31d of a 917)
B) wan ™ - N1 7 onw (1/4t of a 77)
A few strange points in this wan »:
I) The Rnx never refers to a N1 917 (though »w7 mentions it as well)
II) The grammar is incorrect — should be 1w, not 'nV!

To this, we'll have to say there had been some other word for this n211 921 which was feminine and
we lost that word.

III) He assumes there are 156 mv1a in a 927; but our 813 says 192 (and only has another ®"n of 144).

Accordingly, it isn't surprising that the n”an3 rejects him in no uncertain terms.

[Answer #3 for 'Rnw M1’s source]
Why don’t we hold of the nv17 which wp% v* suggests for 'Rnw na?
First, there are two ways to understand the process of vp% w7’s derivation:
A) "™ -
Step #1: need possibility of qoa Y73 (at least two mv1a)
Step #2: for the n7an, not just two MmoVIY, but rather a 717
Step #3: learn PwYTp from the 7791 to require a 7177
B) 19n% mwn - (coming to defend the n”an3, who says the sale of an 1™2ayn NnR needs two nMva) -
Step #1: need possibility of qoa Y73 (at least two mv1a)
Step #2: learn pwYTp from the n7on (at least two mv1I9)
Step #3: since PWITP needs more than a VY, PVITH needs a 7177
The n”y which comes out:
How much is the minimum for the 171 of an n™ayn NnR according to vpH VM in RNV N*2?
To »¥7 - a 97; to the onY n1wn - two MYIA [or more than a nvY].
Why does 50 na argue then? Within »97’s read of our 8n)’s steps:
a) 'Y ym1 RY N2 (first approach) - (on Step #1) - don’t need the possibility of o3 1w (or Ty”)
b) R R2pY " - (on Step #2) - don’t bump it up to a 97; just two moVN.o
c) "% ¥y 8RS oW (second approach) - (on Step #3) - don’t learn pwrTH from nvayn NNR

The n”1 of these is what the 1w of the 1791 of an 1”ayn NN to Y50 n*a (and to us NIYNY):



To a), it would be a nony; to b), it would be two movns; to c), it would be a 917.

(By using ® R2py '7's explanation, we can explain and defend the n”any without having to get
onto the 79n% mwn’s problematic new read in our ®n)).

[Answer #4 for '®nw M1’s source]
Is this idea of “9pany YRV M1 1Y RYV” a RNYIRT or 11277 concept?
A) Most DmwRI - 197
(The 1127 uprooted the pwyTp when less than a 917).
B) 87207 - RNIRT
What was the opinion of qoy 19?
A) R"v7, simple explanation - your smallest coin

B) v”&®0 Mavn - your 1/192nd of a 717 coin

What is an 10’8 coin made of?
A) "1 on the Mwn - made from silver
Would have to be tiny (only 8 m19), and also — not true historically.
B) 8naoin in "2 - made from copper
Also, the "5y says the smallest silver coin was a nyn.
We pasken like »1y, that the 19w of a V119 is an objective MYV (a set ratio to the amount of silver in the 917).

And a halachic noa is fixed at 192 for the 92>7. The ratio of mvya in an actual MO*R is able to fluctuate though.
Sometimes it is 6, sometimes 8 (since sometimes there are 32 170’8 in a 717, and sometimes 24).

Why would the ratio of an MR to a 737 fluctuate?
To the ®naoin and the YW1y, it makes sense — one is copper, the other is silver.
But to »w1, why would it sometimes be more expensive, and sometimes less?

One would have to say that they sometimes changed the size or the purity of the mvoox.

A nona (based on a nMon from the 01Ry) is 2 a barely seed, which would come out to 1/40th of a gram of silver.
This became a problem though, when the y"no discovered that, in his days, nothing could be bought with that.
If so, how could this measurement still be used as a nvIO MY?
A) y"no - indeed, nowadays a nvy1a must be more — it must be able to buy something
(While the 7" argued about changing the 79w by 120 11719, he seemed to agree in terms of the nv119)
n»aw nYni objected — while qov 17 thought it was subjective, »aR said it an is objective amount of silver!

B) nyaw nYm - no, an objective amount of silver (1/40t gram), regardless of what it can buy



12515, we pasken like the nyaw nom.
What were the y"no and 7" thinking; aren’t they clearly against our x05?

They might have thought qov 17 was saying that even the smallest coins in one’s days are able to be
used; and »ar argued, and said that there is an objective minimum to the coins called a nv19, that they
must be of a certain, fixed ratio to a 731 (and thus, at least a certain amount of silver). But it was a given
that they must also have buying power. The standard can be raised, not lowered.

What does 903 mean? It could seemingly mean either:
I) Silver
II) Currency
III) Value (buying power)

D2RYN NAR - discussed this at length:

In the language of the 1 — from »v7’'s words, it seems to be the np%nn in our X1 — in the qoy 27 part of
our RV, 'RNY N2 would say silver, and the other opinion (we can call it Y50 n»a) would say value.

In the language of the mwn — this seems to be a np>nn between the 8”20V and maovin on .a:
Why did 550 n’a have to say noma?
a) Moo - to define the word qo3
(To maoim, it means currency).
b) 8"V - to parallel 'nw nva (but a nVIA isn't qI; a NV is only qod MY)
(To ®"av», it means silver).

[To clarify though — this is only in the wording of the niwn. The 8”20 in our ®v thinks that
how we pasken, qo> means value, like Y50 n»a in the language of the nmn above].

Potential n™:
1) Is there a need for a M7 for o1 MY:
If value - don’t need a »va to teach qo3 Mw = qod; but if silver or currency - do need a nw17
2) RN 1ar - what the 1w of a nvMa is:
If silver - based on silver; if currency - based on smallest coin; if value - based on buying power
(This could be the difference between y"no and 7"» [value], and 9oy 19 [currency], and us [silver])

RN argues - whichever one qo> means, the 11w will still be defined as a 1/40t gram of silver

My #54 - 6/5/17
209 = “909 1Y ParIvm Y paron”

The 8913 here says that uniquely these nnxn tilt the scale when towards good when equal.

Yet the X703 in 1™ on .v says that out of mercy, 'n tilts the scale towards good when equal!



A) maomn - in 0™, still just a »111°23 who 'n is merciful with; as opposed to these, which make him a pr7x
[What this precisely means is hard to say].
B) ywii1? 119 - in 0™, about the judgment in the word to come; as opposed to these, which are in this world
Based on our X1, what does the n”an3 pasken about these nnxn?

A) mxn 91 vawn Py, perhaps RN - by saying that 'n knows and calculates everything in a manner beyond
our comprehension, n”any was alluding to this ®m3

Not exactly like this X1 though:
a) The ®nx indicates that these n1¥n have special power, yet n”an7 doesn’t specity that at all!

b) Additionally, in the n”na to NRa, n”an7 writes these Nn¥n are unique because they are yan> oR 3,
and thus both good for 'n, so to speak, and other people, 27 thereby ensuring people will be nice in turn
(that’s the benefit in this world).

B) Many nanRk - the X1n)’s conclusion [see more below] can be read as saying that the nywn was really only
dealing with ®an n5y (while ynw 17 was in the 8”0, thinking it was both nth p%p and ran oHy).28

Accordingly, our mwn is about Xan 0%y, while in nXa it is about both worlds (since they are y1°an5 nx 12).
The ®n3 moves on to a more fundamental question, whether there is really 75w in this world for nnxn.
Reality, as stated in a Xn»1, seems to contradict the mwn’s statement that one does get 75w for nnxn in this world!
To address this, »aRr says something unclear about 20 By and w1 oy.
Was he referring to the nwn or Xxn» 2 [the no7 isn't clearly one way], and what did he mean by this phrase?
A) "1 - 20 DY - the world to come; 'n saves a 7% from eternal loss with bad in this world for his few sins
To this, 2v DY really means “v" np'n,” as physical suffering (the reverse for a w7 with “wa oy pp>n”)
(This fits well with the upcoming &7n3, about the comparison to cutting off one branch of a tree).
Also, to this, refers to the miwn: 2v oy - the Paron of the mwn; va oy - the Paon PR of the mwn
(To this, it isn't so clear why the term “nv” in specific was used, instead of “years” or “life”).
B) R"v" - (different version of *"¥1) - (same &2V as the above)
But to this, 20 DY means physical pleasure, and it is the yv1 who receives the 2v ny (for the same reason)
To this, refers to the Xn»»a: 2v DY - pleasure of wyw in this world; w»a oV - pain of 0’p>7¥ in this world
Why called ov? Since ntn %W is just a short time, a mere “day,” of good or bad respectively

C) 71 mavin, YN - both 2v 0y and w2 py refer to a P18 — gets both physical pleasure and physical pain

287 (As for n1n T, he explains that it teaches one how to be good to other people).

288 This is explicit in Rav Kapach’s translation of the text of the n”na here in pwyTp.



To this, for a 7y, refers to the mwn with 2v oy, but to the Xn»71 with wa oy (opposite for a yv1)
Why called ov? Because one day this, one day that — even in this world, it switches off by days
D) n™ - a pr1x really gets reward in Xan n5y, and even in this world he receives mostly good?2

To this, refers to the Xn>»a: 2v DY - fleeting pleasure of YW1 in this world; w2 ny - fleeting pain of
D' in this world

Why called nv? Since the fleeting reward or pain to each is only a small part of this world, a mere “day.”

Three overall philosophies then [for a »7¥; the reverse is true for a pw7] within »ax:

1) »"91 (either version) - reward for nn¥n — Ran oYY; punishment for nyay — nrn ohy

2) 9”7 maoin - reward for nnx¥n — some of both worlds; punishment for mn2ay — some of nrn o5y

3) n™ - reward for nm¥n — both worlds; punishment for m~21y — short periods in nrn oYY
While »ar tried to resolve the mwn and the Xn»3, X217 appears to have thought it was a DRI npHnN.2%0
Seemingly, according to X217, the mwn is the onan, and referring to nrn 09y too.
Yet in n"na [see note 288], n”an7 seems to say the mwn is refers only to Xan o%; isn't that against X297

a) Maybe n”an paskened like »ar according to »"v1 [see note 290]: everyone agrees the nwn refers to Xan ooy

b) »Ma - explains R17 as saying that the mwn is really apy’ 17 (i.e. 270 means R1n 0%, as does 0P’ MI"R); and
the xn»91 agrees, but uses words differently (210 and »1 occurring in this world).

To this explanation, the nywn and &na really agree; the Xn»11 just uses the words in their plain sense,
and the mwn uses them like 2py’ »37 uses them.

This can explain how the n”any understood the nwn as referring to ®an 05y then, even within xa.

289 This approach was likely influenced by the story of avx.

290 maon had rejected »w7’s interpretation of »aR (that there is no 15w for nnxn in this world), since that was what 811 was
coming to introduce, by bringing in the nv>w of 1py» "11.

But b5 ym1 &Y noow defends w1 - within »aR, everyone agreed to this; 817 came to argue that only apy’ a7 held this way



M #55 - 6/8/17
.2 - 0% - apy? »27 against NIN’s promises; Explanations for 15 ym pr18; 192y YR a9

(continuing off the end of last 7192®)

To summarize the different opinions of what happens to a p>7¥ in this world:
[The yw1 would get the flipside of all of these]
A) Simple meaning of the nmwn, Mwn according to 811 [except to the 9] - good
B) »ar according to n"™ - mostly good, brief periods of bad
C) »ar according to 7”1 mavn, RN - complex; some good, some bad (proportion is inscrutable)
D) »ar according to »¥M, apy’ 129 according to mavin, Y NN - no mx¥n 7V [i.e. bad]
E) Radical read of apy» »27 291 - no wny» 19V in this world at all, totally random
Reward and punishment certainly still exist; however, only in 11 o5y.
And of course, nmwn still exists, but simply to fulfill the Divine plan, not as reward and punishment.
The 01N promises worldly rewards many times — how could apy’ »29 deny 95w for p>p>1¥ in this world?292
A) R"nn - difference between the nation [those D’p109] and individuals [apy? »27]
B) n”am - those promises aren’t mxn 15w — they are factors which enable doing more nnxn (and vice versa)
(Still pretty difficult — good physical things will still occur to o'p»18, which seems against apy’ »27’s point)
(n”an7 might therefore also mean specifically for the public and not individuals; somewhat unclear)

C) p»nn MR - RN in M2 on .1 - 117 Nwn asked ‘N to explain 15 Y7 pr7¥; while n” thought 'n didn’t answer
him, but »o01 »27 taught that 'n responded that > Y71 P12 exists only when the p*1¥ is not a mm pr7¥

(This fits well with »¥1, who explained that bad things occur to a p>1¥ in this world to cleanse his sins).
Accordingly, the nmin was talking about a 713 p>1%, while 2py? '27 meant a normal case, a 1103 WRY P18,

D) pnx» MmN (uncle of the »™v) - apy’ 117's statement was Xpn7 IRY; rather, he just meant that the main 15w
for nm¥n is in X170 05Y. Nonetheless, there might be some 95w still in this world (but can’t depend on it)

From our 8713, one might have thought that the only explanation for 1> ym »1% would be as punishment for sins.

However, there seems to be a npbnn throughout v"w whether there is some other explanation:2%

21 Rav Bednarsh didn’t find anyone who said this, but it seems like a legitimate conceptual possibility.
292 Because of this question, »1’&n simply said “3"nR, we don’t pasken like 2py» 721.”
However, this response isn't fully sufficient, since one must still address how 1py’ 737 understood these n’pioa.

2% The following possible explanations are all in the realm of n93; regarding nvy, the concept of 0’51393 might be important.



1) m>92 on .1 [see n»nn MR above] - while »ov »17 said 1y WRY P18, ™ thought 'n remained silent, which
implies that there is some other, unknown reason for 1 y1 pr1¥

2) nav on .M - ’nR 17 said there is no death or suffering without sin; but the conclusion of that ®m sounds
like even without sin, there is still death and suffering

That being said, maoin points out that the Xn3 doesn’t have valid basis for concluding that about suffering,
and »Rn says that indeed, 'nk 727 is the correct explanation.

[Both »x&n and 1”amy consistently 81T 1RY any Rny which implies suffering doesn’t stem from sins].
3) 292 on .0 - R17 said if one cannot find any sins to blame one’s suffering on, attribute it to nank Yv P
What does that mean?
Many different explanations exist, which imply different reasons exist for suffering other than sins:
a) a test, the concept of a jvo1
b) physical suffering makes one become more spiritually focused
c) atonement for all of the Y87w> 711 as a whole
d) to show scoffers and cynics that a p»1% serves 'n even through bad times
However, »Rn, 1"am - still say that this is Rp1nT R85

1”am - makes a strong 17 - the X703 doesn’t say he doesn’t have sins, just that he can’t find any sins.
Thus, such pain is 'n’s way of helping him, from nany, cleansing sins he doesn’t even realize he has.

4) 1op T™IN on NI - K17 said significant this-worldly-things are not dependent on n1, but rather on 5m
How should this be understood?
A) »rn - rejects this Xy, claiming it was based on weak points
[Obviously, this is a very difficult thing to say about a statement of x11...]
B) 1" - don’t pasken like this ®m3
C) maoin - some 5 is too weighty to be changed, but not always

D) pnx» n1py, others - while Y affects things as a default, mar can nonetheless change them

Interesting to note how it was often 817 addressing this issue of 1% 11 pr.

It was actually based on his experiences with his teachers, who he saw suffer more than seemed appropriate.

Rav Soloveitchik - practically, in terms of how to live in real life, we pasken like n”y; we are finite and cannot
understand the infinite reasons for why reward and punishment is perfectly logical and just. Ideally, the
question should be altered — ask not why the 1% suffers, but instead, how should a 1% respond to suffering.

Does apy’ 27 agree to the concept of Ppir1 1R MxN MOHV?

A) 5 ym RS now (first explanation), simple read of the X3 - yes, even apy’ »17 agrees P IR Mxn MOV,



B) Y yma 8Y N (second explanation) - no, 2py’ *27 doesn’t think PPy IR NN MHY
(Instead, it was 2py> 727 asking if 1327 held of this rule; they responded only when not an expected danger).
Why didn’t the various p>p»1% merely turn down the advances of these noblewomen?
A) »&n - they were actually tempted (no external pressures) at first, but succeeded in overcoming the desire
B) »v1 - denying the noblewomen would have caused them to be killed 24
To this, initially, this would seem to be a classic case of M12y» 581 317 then.
However, since the women were non-Jews, then not m»y n%2; if so, why’d they try to kill themselves then?
1) 1"am, R"av", others - it was 712y’ YR 317, because of the issue of NMIR Y2
Even though not one of the nv1y (and maybe not even an Mo’R in the n7n), still is 12 pyna Prap 29
But the ®9m) in N7t nay says that 1 pyna prip is only ®onv91, and these cases were Ry xa!
a) R"v7 - makes an RNPPIR, it was RO
Pretty weak though, since the story really doesn’t sound like this at all.
Perhaps 8”201 meant everyone would find out about it (just as the X713 says by nor).
Still weak though, since unlikely either they or the noblewomen would spread it.
b) 1"am (in’n MnNYN) - no, even RY¥1, to be NMIR Y1 is a situation of M2y’ HRY 3
Why?
I) qov *pIN1 - because it is 1n»rar of Ny

Not so simple: firstly, it won't lead to ®'0n792 [how 11 1aR may be understood]; also,
the X3 says it was it is only 132771 190X when Ry»x1a (from the 772 of the D)R1NWYN).

IT) Even without 12 pyna prap itself, the X3 also implies there might be a n72 2vn (which
would also make it 112> Y81 3771, and even rypx1).

(In fact, 1"an1 indicates like this, and n”an3 says a “B90 270 N7 2N7).
(To this, the 772 of the n'x1nwWn were just adding on the four sets of mpon).

Between the two options, 1"ana is likely like the latter one. 1”amy says that specifically a
Jewish man and a non-Jewish woman is ny, while the other way around is not, since in
such a situation he turns his 7t into a ". Does that relate to ®'on792 at all? No, it sounds
like the issue is even specifically for the sake of ®y1>x1, it is actually nyy.

24 (Most D1WRY seem to assume this way, like 7¥1, because they all ask the upcoming question on the ®»10).

2% This gets into a big n1’pn whether 12 pyna prip is a real nmn avn, or else just a I’n do so something extra-judicial to
restore the spiritual order of the Y8’ .



"7 - (in order to free a woman whose D2’ had become a 9mn) - extended the idea that a
situation of MR HYais M2y’ HX) 1 by saying she was 7109 from n¥ON, since it’s MY M"Y
for her to do 12> with the ammn

On two levels, this is a big vymn:
a) »>79n assumes he loses his status as a Jew

b) 571 applies n'n IR H¥11 even to a Jewish girl with a non-Jewish man; most nMWRY [see
1”an7 above] only apply it when a Jewish man, since then 7% a child for nar nmay.

Overall, within this general perspective:
Where does the punishment of 1 pyna prip apply?
Everyone agrees only Roniaa.
Where does the punishment of nv3 apply?
A) 8"207, 90V *pINI - only R'ONI92
To this, the fundamental issue is only his being a negative model for the public.
B) n”amy, probably j"amy - even Ryyxa
To this, the fundamental issue is really to be 75 a child for nar nmay.

That being said, mip is only relevant for pubic matters.



MW #56 - 6/12/17
-5 = MY HRY

(continuing off the end of last 7192®)

2) »Rn, D27 YW (first explanation) - wasn’t 112y YRy 117,29 nonetheless, it was a mTon nTn
This leads into a big npYnn over if one can voluntarily be wa1 901 in a case of 3117 YRy M2y

A) maomn, "R, others - yes, and a mTon nmn
[Based on part of the m%v17]

B) n”am, 1”any, others - no, W11 21 NNN
1”an7 - proof from the fact that there’s no option to die instead of being naw Y5nn for way Mmp>a

How do the other nmwry get around this?
a) Rav Yaakov Emden - only for a regular person; a p1¥ really should give up his life2”

b) (The real answer) - fundamental difference between wa1 mp>a from natural means
and being forced by a coercer; when forced, there is also a component of 'n v1p

This approach also solves two otherwise apparent contradictions:

I) In the Tawn nMR, though n”am says that to accept certain foreign beliefs is not
M2y’ YR 117 (due to a technicality — it’s only 171 nmay with words), he also speaks
highly of those that gave up their lives to reject them; yet in nmn mwn, n”an7 says
that one who gives up one’s life when not 12> Y&y 317 is ywa11 27nnn!

With this, can explain that when dealing with 9t nmay, if only not 112> Y&y 17
for a technical reason, then permitted to give up one’s life (even if not 2»n to).

IT) mavin (in 7t nTay) says that it is a mxn to give up one’s life even when not a»n;
yet mavin (in P17Mv), by assuming a man who gave up his life when not 2n must
not have known the na%n, implies one cannot just volunteer to do so!

With this, can explain that there is a difference between when the intent of the
coercer is to distance him from his religion (where it's a mxn of 'n v11p to give
up one’s life) and when merely for the coercer’s benefit (where it's not allowed).

3) v, RN (second explanation) - YR’ *911) are unique, because of the unique 'n %%’n entailed
4) n1y 1729, DN WYY (second explanation) - they didn’t think they would die
My 1717 - suggests two ways to understand this:

a) They relied on the miracle

2% »rn went even further, saying it was where they weren't threatening them at all.

27 (It isn't totally clear how far to take this based on his examples. But he might actually be saying that if one is a 1%, then
one is supposed to give up one’s life for any mxn, even like by eating on 3" or being naw 5onn).



[After all, the X903 makes it seem like it’s really expected if one is 1772y 9270 H187].
b) They knew they wouldn’t die, even relying on nature

(In the first story, maybe somehow knew he’d be protected from n»7v; in the second, maybe
he was just trying to make an impression on her [as he clearly did]; in the third, maybe
reasonably thought he could jump to the next roof, but fell)

These cases are distinct from normal situations of 712 Y®1 377; here, they proactively tried to kill themselves.
Is that permitted?
A) "My 1171 - no
(And thus, he assumes it wasn’t where they were really trying to kill themselves [see above]).
B) maon, many other DMWYRI 28 - yes

This ®0 might be one proof.

There are a few other proofs from midrashic sources too (captives leaping overboard, 1onn 918w, etc.).
Rabbi Dr. Haym Soloveitchik - n>11ow tried to defend this ex post facto; really based on intuition
Avraham Chaim Grossman, others - no, this was really based on the simple read of the na%n

This X703 (and the o1wR1 who comment on it) seems to be a strong proof to this.
What is the underlying npbnn?
a) Rav Elchonon Wasserman - to maoin, three cardinal sins are wa1 mp»a nnmy7; but to Ny 119, it’s a tie

This might explain mavin and 1”an3, but not 8”201 (who said “xy S1an% ammn,” not 2»n), and also
definitely not »1&n, 022 05w (who said mTon nTn to volunteer one’s life). Nor does it explain
why 5w was allowed to kill himself for fear of torture, or the captives case (wasn’t really nm»y).

b) Maybe to maoin’s side, 1mn because of the component of 'n w11'p; to My 129, that isn't true.
[This neatly avoids all the apparent issues in Rav Elchonon’s explanation].2%

Additionally, this may provide some basis for the practice of killing others (as was sometimes done
during the Crusades) — 5w first asked someone else to kill him; for 'n w11’p, maybe it’s permitted.

How is n7n Tinbn good for others, that it fits into this list of nm¥n which naturally benefit him in this world?
A) n"am - teaches one how to treat other people, who will in turn be nice to him
B) "% ym 8Y nY'w - once one knows much 717N, one is able to assist others by answering questions

C) 5Mnn - nn gives the world its existence, and brings good into the world, which one benefits from as well

298 By the other mmwR1 dealing with these cases as normal scenarios of 112y YRy 377, they clearly assumed it was permitted.

29 Explains why one can volunteer; explains those stories (Jewish slaves sold for prostitution and a Jewish king in captivity
are obvious cases of 'n :19m).



MYV #57 - 6/15/17
0 =0 - NYYNY P NAVNN §I0XN; NAY in private; TINON versus NVYN
'n does not punish someone for thoughts of doing an 77’2y (only if leads to actions), while He does reward for
nxn. The one nvay which is an exception is nr nmay.
Why is 171 nay an exception?
A) it is more 7mn; this whole perspective is only Ton from 'n anyhow, and this breaks those bounds

B) »&n - more fundamental - since N7t nTay is all about belief, the action is not as important — it is the
blasphemous thoughts which are the core issue

maoIMn - quotes MYVYY - the reverse system with o (punished for n1ay thoughts, not rewarded for nxn ones)
Why?
A) Could just be a justified prejudice

B) nnon qwn - when someone wants to do something, and doesn’t — it could either be because he really
didn’t want to, or it could be because it just didn’t work out, even though he really did want to

By a Jew, the assumption is that his real desire is to do the nmxn and avoid m~ay.
(This aligns neatly with the opinion of the n”an3 by beating a man until he says “71x nx11” by v3).
But by a 3, the assumption is that his real desire is to do n1ay and not nnxn.
This also explains the one other exception the ®1m) gives for this system of reward and punishment:

After a Jew does an 0772y once, then it becomes like 91’0 for him, and he is held accountable even for
thoughts of that N2y, even if he doesn’t do it. The nptn is now that his inner will is for the nay.

This also be used to go back and explain why nr nmay is an exception as well:
For someone who possess heretical beliefs, his true desire is to act upon those beliefs.
The xns first teaches that it is better to do an 0771y secretly, because that way a 'n %' is avoided.

The %713 then says something odd: if someone feels an overpowering urge [which they cannot overcome, as the
Rns clarifies] to do an nvay, he should dress in black and go far away, and then do the nvay.

It’s one thing to say to do a small 71772y over a big one; but to say doing so is permitted seems nonsensical!
A) mavin - quoting n™ - doesn’t really mean permitted; rather, it’s just advice to conquer the 70 %
1IR3 ORN 27 300 — “pan 125w Nn” doesn’t mean the sin; it means what his new heart desires (not doing it)
R"207M - quoting the YWY 301- even suggests that the words mean to crush the “noyaw Mrw”

PR3 RN 17 assumed this would certainly work (uses the word »xT).

300 Brought in »"w7 in man.

301 [We don’t have this mbYwr1].



B) »&n, n™ 302 - not an actual n1ay; rather, something inappropriate, which in public is a 'n %%’n, but in
private, though inappropriate, is not an actual sin

n™ suggests that this might also cause him to not do it [but not that it is certain, as &3 '} 27 said).
C) 9”1 - we don’t pasken like 'Ry5R 19
On what basis?

9”1 might mean we reject 'RYYR 17 because we believe in ultimate free will, that he can conquer his
»7n 9%, While 'Ryo® 27 thought there are cases where he really cannot overcome his urge, we do not.

D) w1, mavin in nvn, ¥R Moo, others - doesn’t really mean permitted; rather, it’s just advice saying that
it is less bad this way than if he were to do it in public

Perhaps the other nmwry opted for other answers because they consider advice to do a smaller nvay as
tantamount to permitting the nay.

DTN 190 303 better that a person violate the sin of being n%012% Y7t ®¥n rather than sleeping with one of
the nyay. [Still required the person to do intense n2wn; thus, it wasn’t a 9n°n, but rather advice].

Rav Ovadiah - paskened like this simple vwa of 'Ry9X 14, and brought many ow&1 who held this way.
Obviously though, it depends on every situation, and many factors must be weighed in each example.

What's so bad about staring at a rainbow?
A) 8"0" - because it is like the form of 'n, as the p1oa in YRp’ by the Nayn Hwyn states
R"207 says there is a 710 behind this. More simply though:

a) T Maon - just as a rainbow isn't really as it appears, it isn't exactly as we perceive it — so too is 'n;
thus, one should not stare at it and think he fully understands

b) Perhaps just as a rainbow looks like it is comprised of so many different beautiful colors, but really
all stems from one pure light — perceived multiplicity which is truly a pure unity — so too is ’;

B) 997 %53 - the Rn3 says that in the generation of certain n’p»7¥, there were no rainbows. How is that possible
— isn't it just light being refracted through water droplets? Therefore, he says there were rainbows, but they
didn’t stare at it, thinking that “we can just sin, because 'n won't destroy us anyhow for it,” as the myw~ do

What is “pR 777”7 in the nywn?
A) p"an", most commentators - good character traits
B) v"»1 - work

What does “219°0 11 1°8” mean?

A) n"am1 - doesn’t contribute to society

302 In his main explanation in jop Tn.

303 See this quoted in the beginning of 3”3 1270 91N 128 "W, by the 093 *xw1 there.



B) 1", others - doesn’t have self-respect
The x7n3 later on says he is also m1y% S04.

To the 1, this follows from the “21wn 10 1R” — because he has no self-image of being a respectable person,
to do the right thing, then he cannot be trusted not to testify falsely.

To the n”am [though he too has a %105 of nnan], the 5105 stems from the 8w of the mwn — if he doesn’t have
these three things, then he is assumed to be a yv1, and is therefore nyTv5 5os.

From our &0, it would have seemed that 7% is greater than nwyn.
However, there is a confusing Xn3 in p”a which might imply differently:
A) " (in p™1) - nwyn is greater

The question in the X1 in P2 was that 1301 727’s statement implied 710’5 was greater, and that contradicted
our 87 in pwITH, which implied nwyn was greater.

The answer in the X713 in 7”2 was that there are three levels:
1) teaching others
2) nwyn
3) own learning

Thus, overall, nwyn is greater than one’s own 1.

Why does our ®1n3 say Tnbn is greater?

DWI9n v’ in MAOIN - when someone is young, Tnon is greater, because it leads to nwyn; but when one
is old, it is more important to do nwyn

B) n™ 304 — Tin%n is greater
(n™ is working off our 8113 in PwYTP, which really sounds like it explicitly said Tmbn is greater).

The question in the X3 in p”a was that 110y »27’s statement implied it was possible to do nwyn without
7Y, and that isn't true.

The answer in the X3 in p”a was that he meant teaching others, and that is greater than nwyn.
To this, there are also three levels:
1) teaching others
2) own learning
3) nwyn

C) mn5RY - TinYn is greater

304 The first explanation in mavin in PWYTP is complex. It seems similar to n™, but ends off by saying that nwyn is better; see
R"Wnn there. It might be saying like 0™ in the ®n)’s 8”0, but like ¥ in the X0Y’s answer.



The question in the 8913 in "2 was based on 111 727’s conduct, that he put on his p%’an before teaching his

D'1PnYn; the contradiction was in his conduct (which implied nwyn was greater) against our Xn3 in PwITH
(which implied 1m5n was greater).

The answer in the X713 in "2 was that teaching others is less than nwyn.
To this, there are also three levels:
1) own learning
2) nwyn
3) teaching others
71 Mavn - how can this be, that teaching others is less than one’s own learning?!

To defend, perhaps the topic being discussed is chronological order, not philosophical importance.

Overall, seems to be an important philosophical np5nn between »v1 and n™:
Y7 - NWYN is greater

n" - TnYnis greater

"7 seems to have a good point — by nwyn being the end goal, isn't 15N just the means to reach it?

While that is certainly one approach (many nmwry [w”RI0 mavin, MN»RY, 307, *PRY, etc.] agree with this
ranking of ”97’s), there are other ways to understand “nwyn »15 ®an” which work to defend n™:

"%N N - no, not just a means; rather, an end goal in and of itself 305
This can be used to explain our Xn3 for n* in different ways:

a) "N - it is indeed a means, but it is also an end

b) 5™Mnn, v - this is a 19’0, not a N0 — that 15N brings one to nwWyn proves that Tn%n is greater,
but that isn't the reason why it is greater

nwyn 1Y Ran itself could be understood in different ways:
1) Mn»RY - now you know how to do the mxn

2) »1PRn in p”2 - makes the M¥n more meaningful

3) 1prn ™ MavIn, "YW - because you become more spiritual and a better, nicer person, and closer to 'n

To rephrase this a little differently, there are many different purposes which are accomplished with n9mn Tn%n:
I) brings one to do nnx¥n — technically, practically [like NN RVY]
IT) brings one to do nnyn — transformative [like jptn > maon]

IIT) Rav Soloveitchik - a form of nTay to 'n, submitting to the 'n px¥9

305 He explains ynwn nwyi this way — even aside from the practical nnxn, we keep learning even theoretical man. He also
explains “n%nna N7 NN N371 192 RHYY” this way — just viewed it as a mxn 9wan, and thus didn’t make a n271 on it.



[Based on n”ami in 'n nwy mixn ,nnxnn 18]
IV) xn, oynn wa1 - the internalization of 'n XY

(The level of unity with 'n is heightened when one thinks about what 'n “thinks” about)



