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23.7.4
53a (17 mwp) 2 54a (122 nWN N7 17 159 NI 0)

7,42 ¥777:97TP 1N DIPN DN DPIOR DN ‘N OYR NR D DPIYR DY 159N KDY DiPIRG 1 DOYTR .
7,m 877 :ANYIY NPIN KD RID GAR 12N KD a8 MY PIR DY .

7,0 8777 2RI PAR DY 12210 KD PAR NYR MY .

w,m 871 :ARYIY D220 R RID 722 NYR 120 KY 0% ny .

#,2 8777:02 DPRT DRIY INRY NI 193 PIR MY IR NYR N} 299 1R WK .
25,m #77ERIND NAVIR YR 729WN 20WN NY 921 XY .

I 17 mwn: list of those getting n>po
a ;77 Mother, father’s wife, daughter-in-law, male, animal — male perpetrator or female who brings the animal on her
b Idolatry: Cursing God, idolatry, Molekh worship, necromancy (197 218)
¢ Other: naw Y9nn, cursing parents, NOIRN NI, enticer ("N*on” to 1), instigator (“nn”), Sorcerer/wizard, N1M 770 12
d  Note: "mother” carries two liabilities — for “mother” and “father’s wife”
i Dissent: "1 1 — only liable for “mother”
1 w732 (contra aywp): nhi 1 limits double-liability to a wife who is “fit” for his father; else only liable for ox
(a) Meaning: cannot be 77am mn»3 »27n — even 0NN would admit to no PWVITP = no Yar nwR
(b) Must be: 1189 »2a»n — and N1 1 follows Y™ — PIRY Y2712 POAMN PYVITP PR
(i) Challenge: in defining mxgn NRY NVITP NO'R, PN defines NVITP MR as NN MO (as per v. 1)
1. And: mxn MOOR as 132177 MMV (since it is a DNMIN 2T YINYH Mxn)
2. And: both of them have the status of 1na»m &Y P¥HN 2> PVITR are valid
3. A7 7. reverses the definitions 2 he maintains that 8% »a»na poain pPwITH
(ii) Answer: nTi 1 reversed it on p”n’s terms, but he rejects it all as per y™
2 pny 1 (supporting version in wp): N> 7 rules that all cases of 1R are only 1R DWN 27N, not PaR NWR
(a) Explanationl (»ax): v. 2 defines ®>n 7nR — only liable for that, not for a8 nwx
(i) Challenge: v. 3 defines ®'n ar m1y — should he only be liable for that and not 1x?
1. Conclusion: each one cancels out the other = if she is both & and var nwx, he’ll be 1va!
(if) Rather: nmAyinv.2 —only 1 my liability, even though there may be 2 p1yoor
1. Challenge: v. 4 (n93) reads nmy, yet the nwn generates two liabilities (w’& nwR) and N7 "1 is silent
(iii) Rather: since it is one person (mother/father’s wife), one liability in spite of 2 PR
1. Challenge: daughter-in-law carries two liabilities
(b) Explanation2 (X27): 7ak may means father’s wife & via w”1y (v. 5) whether or not she is 1
(i) But:mris inferred from v. 2 and ®’n 0K singles out one liability
(if) Supporting ¥n»7x v. 5 — WX excludes a minor; 1ar nwr includes his father’s wife, mother or not
1. And: mother who was never father’s wife — from n%» var my — which is m9m and used for v
2. And: yny min is nY’po, as inferred from D1 DYNT (from MYTH NR)
3. Note: this is the punishment; what is the source of the prohibition (nntx)?
a.  Answer:v.2 Question: how do we know that it isn’t to be taken literally? (seeing 1axr ny)?
i.  Answer: same wording as v. 5 — and that is a marital context
4. And: this only teaches father’s wife (whether or not she’s his mother); what is the source for 1mx?
a. Answer:v.2 equates PIAR NYR NIPRY DR W/1IR NYR RNW IR for NINTR
i.  And:w"tof var mmy (with v. 5) equates them for pony
5. And: ®on JnR isolates liability to ox alone
(c) 237(contra 7777 “7): maintain that yar m1y is literal
(i) Challenge: that’s already a violation of v. 6
(if) Answer: double liability, as per nT1’ 27's ruling about a n1 12 who has relations with father or uncle
1. »27 this is only possible in case of awa YR for purposes of 1277 (he can’t die twice)
2. Supporting Nr7»12: relations with father or father’s brother carry two liabilities
a.  Some say: this is contra N’ »11 (as above)
b.  Others: it even works with nT> 7 via vp (from var 'nRr); only if P 10 PUnY (R271/72R)
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(iii) And: their source for Ak nWR (not mother) is from v. 2 — n%nN XY PaR NYR MY
1. 717 *7. uses that to derive prohibition after death of father
2. 1237. infers that from ®>n Par may
a. 77 uses that to learn that afterwards, only liable for ax nwR, not X"R (>"1 dissents in xn»92)
b. 227 infer that from 1% »ar may (v. 5), which nmn’ 1 used for v"n
c. And: they derive prohibition of 1R (who was never 1728 nWR) from ®’n nR (v. 2)
i.  Meaning: the text equates VIR NUR NIRY INRIPIR NUR RNV DR
e Note: var nwR carries liability for var nwr and & nWR, even after father’s death; whether betrothed or married
f  Note: “daughter-in-law” carries same double-liability as “father’s wife”, even after son’s death, even if poyRn 10
i Note (»28): %3 is same as son’s wife — not independent liabilities
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