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I Analyzing n”1’s approach — nvoma nnw1 NV
a  qov 1 suggested that "nv119” means any coin
b  »ar - from measure given in our mwn it’s a specific and set amount; from more recent estimations->still set
i note: value of 70'R fluctuates between 24-32 in a nr (if 70°R goes up — 24 per 1)
I possibility of value (Rmw): even if the item isn’t 8”v here (and now), it may be elsewhere = pav »011p
a  dissent: X70N "7 didn’t consider pav »v11p in such a case —
i Note: even if there were D1y elsewhere to that effect (Yorm jnor 71 D*7Y?)
b Note: if a family member (e.g. mother) testfies that it was 9" at the time — she doesn’t have the purview to ban
the woman on the 2" w1pn (by confirming the 1¢t pwyTp)
i Dissent (to ¥7D1 77): RaM »aR — we are only lenient in case of n"1aw (that she is n71NV) not WX NWR
ii  Result: in particular case, 1327 avoided marrying into that family (not due to YRnw, but due to Xam »aRr)
¢ Case: man was wTpn with cheap item in p1v -
i Ruling: need va (as per YRnW — may have value somewhere) and man as per 21
1 27 gave man for inappropriate pw1Tp, including p1wa wpn
(a) Dissent: 'y — he only gave man for nk»11 w1pn (perhaps without 2171w — perhaps even with '71v)
d  Related case: man was wTpn with insufficent item, then he pointed out >2”» buried in it, which she took w/o a word
i Ruling (X37): since the silent acceptance happened after giving the money, it's meaningless
1 Proof: if he gives her money as 11p9, then tells her to keep it as pvyTp
(a) If: he said it at the time he handed over the money — nvmpn
(b) If: he said it later: if “nn¥v” then it’s valid, if not — not
(i) Analysis: nn¥1 RY must be silence; if she really said “no”, then even n”n nywa should be invalid
(ii) Challenge: no analogy — in that case, she was given a 179 and knows if she throws it away — narn
1. retort: women aren’t expert in law — she’ll think the same about pwiTp
2. ruling (¥127): those who are familiar with the challenge should regard this as pav;
3. however: we (who aren’t) disregard the possibility of pwyp at all in this case
e  case of stolen item: girl was selling wares, man stole one and offered it back as pwy1'p; she took it silently
i ruling: she may say “I simply accepted my own wares back” = no pwimp
ii  challenge: ruling that pwyTp via stolen merchandise (of hers) is valid
iii  resolution: if they had already had ypa11v, it’s valid (proof from resolution with contradictory xn»»a)
III Gathering after death of »ox "1 — students and colleagues “gathering” his teachings
a  Justas woman isn’t n’13p) with 9”wn mina — same applies to YpIp
i Challenge: yp1p may be purchased for a”wn mna
ii ~ Answer: that is only if done via paon
b Comment on 5®1mWw’s dictum about non-experts staying away from p"1 9910 — homiletic application of vv. 1-4
¢ Comment on n:1 01p — if a N9 brought her nkon but died before bringing n%1y — brought by heirs
i Y%nw: only if she designated it while alive — Rn»7IRT 18Y RT12PV
i anY 7 Dwa) 'oR ): even if she didn’t designate it - Xn»7IRT RTIAYY
1  Note: this parallels disagreement re: collecting an oral debt from heirs and mmp%:
(a) YRV 270 may not collect — RNPIRT IRY RTAPY
(b) 1MV "M H™: may collect — RNPNRT RTIAPY
2 Justification: if we only had dispute in re: 1o 5y mbn — R"7o that YR1NW agrees in re: 71p (it’s written in nN)
3 And:if we only had dispute in re: n7p — X0 that 311 "7 obligates since it’s n71n2 NN MYn
iii  Final ruling (899 *7): RNYMRT RTIAPY
1 Therefore: an oral debt is collected from heirs
2 But: not from mmpY — since there’s no %9p
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