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I Analysis of "1 mywn — problematic actors

a

b

The nx5n performed on a 1o is partially meaningful
i this follows n™; but onan rule that it is meaningless
The n¥5n performed by a mop is invalid
i This follows n™; who compares W& (implying adult) to nwr
ii ~ onon disagree and maintain that n9ws mop n¥on
1  identity of mnan —>ov ", as per story involving »172 w™ and &»n "
(a) they were debating proper approach to n%an —looking down (as per v. 1) or up (v. 2)
(b) »ov 12 YRYNW’ "1 approached (to study with 121) and resolved them (look down, focus “up”)
(c) He then wanted to enter to study and defended his presence, in the meantime a niop NN’ came
to 171 and, while 21 sent someone to check her age, he quoted his father ("ov ") as validating
MYp N¥Yn — 117 approved
(d) Nonetheless, the X1m1 rules that she must have brought may1 »»n'o to have her n¥>n be valid

II  Analysis of 'n nwn — size of 172

a

b
c
d

Report in mwn of 95100 "1 v who validate “private” nx9n

1M1 "1 — their opinion is rejected (> require 3)

challenge: 1o "7 already stated that 3 are required

answer:

i earlier statement alone: we would have thought to be a desideratum, but “private” nx*>n would be valid
ii  latter statement: we would have thought that 3 is valid post facto; ab initio we require 5

III  Analysis of 'n nywn dissent

a
b
c

d

Question: Story of case brought to "1 — who saw them?

Answer: witnesses saw the n»n through a window

Clarification: was the n¥*Yn in prison or was y™ asked while in prison?
Answer: both the n®'5n took place and the question was posed in prison

IV Discussion of myvin nx»on (deceptive nxoyn)

a

b
c
d

Rn»12: deceptive nyon is valid
i 9™:means - if the yym1 is promised that via n¥'>n he can marry her (a marriage we want to avoid)
ii  nY 7 rejects: N¥ON requires intent on both parts
iii  rather: n¥9n given with promise of financial gift to the y>n1 — which is then never given
1 Stories:
(a) &7n 77 (in Rn12) allowed such a girl to marry “out”
(b) ~an 72 871 /7. first used 9™'s “deception” to get him to perform n¥'Yn which invalidated him,
then convinced him to give proper n¥>n
(c) 7an sister-in-law of ®aa '7 came to him for n¥'9n from an inappropriate mate, »ax thought to
use 9"’s approach, raa 1 “offered” 200 11, which he then retracted (72 3% nown) which ired »ar
myvin nwYn — always valid;
myvIn Vi — always invalid
forced n¥’om v — may be valid, if he eventually says “»18 n¥17” (as per v. 3)

V  Writing n®'9n vn RN 01 based on witnessing the event

a

b

X171 (quoting 8111 1): we may perform prm n¥on without knowing the participants >we don’t write
YN v RN V3 without checking into their identity; concern for Py p7 nva

®17 (his own opinion): we may not perform prm n¥on without knowing the participants>we may
write n¥5n VN RN VI after witnessing it — no concern for Py 72
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