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46a (3py2 227 108) > 47b (2553 27)
note #1: 0200 decreed that any woman who sees 07 considers herself 8oV for the 24 hours preceding N7 .
note #2: there is a concern when a woman remarries that if she bears a child within 7 months, the patrimony will be
unclear. Therefore, most o’Nin agreed that there is a mandatory 90-day waiting period between marriages. Some DN
held this to be the rule; others only applied it when the concern was real and >0y "1 rejected it.
L % 12 yv1 *v’s ruling — na%n follows 17277 in our mwn
a.Question (*PN 72 37»7 715 8771 7): was this an explicit ruling or inferred (from 5”21 — 2yva Spnn Ma73 NIoN)?
i. Justificationl: if we only had 1”213 na%n, R"70 that we abide by it (even) 1%
1.And if: we only had 2yvva 5pnn »273 1350, R™10 only applies if dispute is 1v1 (or B'27 v B27)
2.Challenge (»ax5 827): in a dispute that is 13277, shouldn’t matter if it is 1v1 or 1 v »a1
a) Block (¥275 979): even in a 13277 we distinguish between 1v 1 and 1 v oa1
i. Example: n:X N1 — R ruled leniently about y1an5 nkmv for woman who had 3 “clean” mny
1.And: »a7 ruled like ®™; and “after he remembered” —ruled that we can rely on 8" for 7nyw
a. explanation: he remembered that n3%n wasn’t decided,
b. yet: X" was opposed by n’a1->could rely on him pnTn nywa
b) block (x?w7wp 101 77237): we are only lenient per ™ (NP7 MDY is only 1 day)
i. Contra: mnan (7/30 even for npn nYNY)
ii. Reason: per YRmW — Yara Hp nn 12713 1O
1.Implication: in other areas of n3%n — even 111717 — we follow D’11 over TR
ii. Justification2 (977): from 271»1 Y00 173 129N, we might have only applied to mxn »21vY
1.Per: ®o:1 1211y — where we allow mysn »2211p w/o nyT (...1221), but not pmnn »211y (..pan pPr)
iii. Justification3 (»wx "): perhaps 291'»1 Yp R 1272 1290 is only after its been set up, not ab initio
1.Per: v:1- »ov 1 allows minimal food if 21y was originally sufficient (cf. now5 85w 7”1 vIN)
II. Hierarchy of npoa
a. N3 ’1 3pp2 77 either public ruling, private instruction or favoring position
i. Always trumps any one colleague: ™ or *23 (Y1ann »273/y"1 navn)
ii. Always trumps even more than one colleague: ¥y '3 (¥7°ann *ov 13 nNa%n)
b. pnp 71 hierarchy among students of X1py "
i. Hierarchy: >0y "1 > 0T 71 >PRN A 2vynw A (1’0 on last matchup)
c. Rejection (#'w7wp 77): from a series of nmwn
i. Sourcel: our Mwn — we assume (from Xa’0) is v and is opposed by nTi» 1 and 27 explicitly ruled like w™
1.Rejection: perhaps the hierarchy of npoa is only for cases where we don’t have an explicit ruling
ii. Source2:v:n parvy —regarding size of city for maxn 219¥: YWY 1 v. 1 ’Y; and a1 explicitly ruled like v™
1.Rejection: same as above — where there is an explicit ruling, that trumps the hierarchy
iii. Source3: n:n P2y re: abandoned house vis-a-vis 7¥n; Nynw "1 v. ni’ *; and 17 explicitly ruled like w™
1.Rejection: same as above — explicit ruling trumps hierarchy
iv. Source4: 0:1 VY re: use of “walking 2171Y” for non-n»1Y; RN 1 v. 1T 1 (Whether it is also for DYwY)
1.And: 11 directed »wR 72 ®»n (when tutoring his son) to add “nmn’ 13 na%n” to his ruling like him
a) Implying: that 171 didn’t otherwise accept this hierarchy
b) Answer: 3Ny "1 may have this hierarchy without 11 agreeing to it
v. Sourceb: 1 mna — dispute '0v /a7 if MR may marry (within 90 days of death of husband) or just pwiTp
1.2r97 7 ruled like »ov "1 (even though it was only against n™) hierarchy inaccurate
a) Defense: perhaps 11nv "1 held like Y9R1nw — we always accept n”2’s mn
vi. Source 6: Rn»1 - dispute re: allowance to leave R for study; nTn’ "1 vs. 01 "
1. 7219 “1. explicitly stated »01 13 7% (no rule)
2.Defense: perhaps the rule only applies to m»wn, not mn»a
vii. Note: rule itself is not a matter of consensus; we already observed that 11 doesn’t accept it
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