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Note: in 220 779, there is a dispute between v”2/7”2what are the consequences of a husband and wife lodging together after he wrote her a 1
— if we assume 7822 and therefore require a new vJ (since the original is now classified as j@2» vA). 13y “10bserves that the dispute only applies
to a circumstance where we didn’t witness the 7x°3; if we did, all agree that a new v1is needed. This dispute and analysis are the heart of the
first half of today’s 210

I 1 mwn: status of woman during period between possibly retroactive va and its taking effect
a  she may not be alone with him except in the presence of others
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exception: her own maid, in front of whom she has no shame
RNMI2: (text)
1  if she was seen alone with him at night, or slept at his feet, we need not raise a suspicion of nxa
(a) dissent: "1 9101 "1 — we are also (9R) concerned that it may have been an act of PwVITp
Interpretation #1: MaRr 91 N1y
1 if we witnessed n&’3, we assume PWVITp
2 if he gave her money, we assume nnr but not pwyTp
(a) dissent: "1 9270V "1 — we are concerned that it may have been pw1mp qo3
3 According to his interpretation: all agree (see note) that if there was no n&’a witnessed, no need for a new v
(a) Explanation: p"n agrees that, absent the transfer of money, there’s always the assumption of pPwr1p
Interpretation #2: »aRr (challenge — no mention of money changing hands in xn»41)
1 If we witnessed nX»2, we assume Mt but not PWITp
(a) Dissent: 21 — we are concerned that it may have been pwiTp nxoa
2 According to this interpretation: only »"27 could agree with jam» ’7’s claim (see note)
(a) Explanation: according to p"n, even if we witnessed nX’a, we assume nut and obviate the need for new v3
Interpretation #3: 827 (challenge — what is the meaning of qx in »"2"’s ruling?)
1 »17’s position — even if we didn’t witness N3, we suspect pW1T'p nR’a and require new V)
2 According to this interpretation: no one could agree with jam» '’s claim (see note)
(a) Explanation: according to p"n, even if we witnessed nX’a, we assume nut; according to »"2», even if we
didn’t witness n&’1, we assume (the possibility of) pvirp

b her status during this period:
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T : a wife (limitation of relations due to possibility of Pwy1p nk»a which renders V3 moot)
1 therefore: if she has n&»a with another, nxon a»n
01 ": quasi-divorced (nwIN NYRI NWVIIN)
1  therefore: if she has n&»a with another, "%n owx 27n
note: this is only true if he dies (from the current condition/disease); else, it’s certainly nxon 2»n
1  note: this dispute is only if he made the v active from before death
(a) /7 77 considers her fully married until a moment before death
(b) 01 “1. considers her partially divorced from moment v was given to her
N7 her status during this time
1 amm /7 as a complete wife (he has rights to her wages etc.) except that she doesn’t need another v)
2 p”7 any nRa she has (in the intervening time) is 1%n
(a) Meaning: we have to see if he dies (exempt) or heals (nxon 2n)
3 oy /1. any n¥ashe has is a pav (violation of wR nWR)
(a) meaning: there is an immediate liability of »%n pwx
4 ppom quasi-divorced (as long as he eventually dies from this condition/disease)
(a) prpom he is still obliged to feed her ("ov ", as represented in &n»93, disagrees)
(b) note: mnon’s position here is the same as *01 "7 as represented in the niwn
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