LI VIO YT IR n121n3 naon WY AT TIHY Ny 0BT

14.1.10; 12a (1 mwp) 2> 13a (N270)
I 10 mwn: Custom of nT IR regarding nYa1 inn Tin» before the nom
a  someone who eats at his betrothed's house in 1717 has no claim of 513, due to their seclusion prior to nam
b implication: not all of nT has this custom
¢ support: N "1 reports that originally:
i Customs practiced in i, but not 9%
1 seclusion: in nT7p, they would place them in seclusion prior to namn
2 chaperones: in N, they would have 2 — to ensure no deception
3 escorts: in Ny, the chaperones would sleep in the house with them
ii ~anyone who doesn't practice this has no o’>»1na myv
1 meaning:
(a) »ar:means "anyone who does practice this (in nT1)"
(b) ®a7: "anyone who doesn't practice Galilean custom in 553"
(c) »wr 27 means "anyone who isn't observed by chaperones”
I 2n mwn: value of MNoR N2>
a always 100 — even if she is ©7312 ninHR
b alternate report: m1n3 NMNHR gets 200

¢ resolution: originally 12102 n%na got 400 and 0’112 MnoR 100; once they saw that people were dismissive of min%y,

they changed it to 200/100; they then saw that they stopped marrying min%x — they restored the original ruling
d  practice: 71 of ©nd would require 400 with silent assent of n'non
i addendum: even non-n’1n3 families may demand this amount, even if a 987w’ na is marrying "up" (jn2)
I v mwn: He finds 9”5 and there are conflicting claims about the reason and/or timing of the event
a  Claims:
i She claims that she was raped — after po11® (under his purview) and he "loses"
ii ~ He claims that she was raped beforehand and it was myv npn
b Ruling:
i M and 8™ - we believe her
ii Yy 1 — we assume her to have been a n%a beforehand unless she can prove otherwise
¢ possibly analogous case: X claims that Y owed him something; Y responds "I don't know"
i rulings:
1 R1N 2N 1M 270 Y is 20 (X's claims is certain — "1")
2 pne A nm Y is o (money always remains with its prmin owner until proven otherwise)

3 Observation (»aRr): X0 271 N 271 follow YR1NY, who ruled that 3”15 n3%0 even in our case (not only in the
final case of the set); i.e. even though it could be argued that the money should remain with him (xnp ®n),

3" considers a claim of "2 to be more credible
4 Suggestion: RN 2N ATIN? 27277, NV "N JAM YW Y
5  Rejection: yam 1 would accept a":

(a) Inour 7ywp 3 - she has a wn (could have claimed yy non), which she doesn't have in other case

(b) Additional rejection: in our mwn, she maintains her earlier status (n97 nptn) of having been a N% N1 until

the last possible moment (¥nnn) - which doesn't exist in the case of Xnp X1 NPt
(c) Support for the rejection:
(i) Ruling: like 11 in all financial cases (3712 113 n35n)
(ii) Ruling: YRmnw rules like 3™
(iii) = 1" and 3" must be in accord QED
IV 1 mwn: claims of p» n2m vs. WR N7
a clarification of claims:
i qnv 2 disputing 200/100
1 accepts n”1 who says that whether or not he knew about in advance, a yy nam gets 200
(a) Cannot interpret it as 100/0 since he maintains that n%1»a nxrx¥nn 1%IN1 nprma noix >100
(b) Reason for 2 n»wn — to show polarity between yv1i1’ 3 and 3™
i 9ryHR 2: 100/0
1 accepts 13127 who say that whether or not he knew about in advance, a yy nom gets 100
(a) Support: this is why there are both » mwn and 't — to repudiate Xnn 71 ’n7 and to repudiate X”an"
iii 2" and 8™ - we believe her
iv. ywviv 1 — we assume her to have been a v& no11 unless she can prove otherwise
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