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POINTS TO PONDER

1. The xna says that a nxa1u |2 1y who is embarrassed, causes shame for the whole family.
nivoin writes that this is because they should have watched him. Why isn’t the fact that they
do not support him financially an embarrassment for the family?

2. With regards to one’s wife the xna says 19120 Inwx. Does the xna mean that it’s as if he
was directly embarrassed when his wife was injured, meaning that her shame also his
shame, or does it mean that he has “rights” to the money because they are one unit.

3. The nmwn writes that if someone committed to give his son-in-law money, and the son-in-law
dies, he doesn’t have to give same to his brother, who is now the na'. The miwn says 710!
‘121 MI7 XIn meaning he can say that he only agreed to give one brother the money and not
the other. Why does the nawn use the terminology, “he could say” instead of just saying, that
he is not obligated to give the na'?

4. MX'Y NN 7D 07T e writes NWURY 27w TY Awn IR N IR I'NR AR, What is e explaining
with this sentence?

5. The daughter of [In1a |a T2 told 'xo7 |2 ]ani' |20 that her father’'s money was gone because
he didn’t give enough njz1x. If this reason was acceptable to 'xd>1 |2 janrr a0, why did he say
that because xwr 775 didn’t do “nipn 7w 11¥x1” they are now subjected to a lowly nation?
Based on what she said this was an individual punishment for her father, which is unrelated
to the 7.
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If you have any comments or suggestions, please email Rabbi Grunhaus at Ygrunhaus@gmail.com
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