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“Settling Accounts During the Ten Days of Repentance” 
based on the article by R. Josh Flug, Repentance for Violation of Interpersonal Laws” 

Source 1: Talmud Bava Kamma 92a 

ועתה השב אשת וגו'  בראשית כ, ז  אע"פ שהוא נותן לו אין נמחל לו עד שיבקש ממנו שנאמר  מתני׳

ויתפלל אברהם אל האלהים וירפא אלהים   בראשית כ, יז ומנין שאם לא מחל לו שהוא אכזרי שנאמר

 'אבימלך וגואת  

MISHNA: Despite the fact that the assailant who caused damage gives to the victim all 

of the required payments for the injury, his transgression is not forgiven for him in the 

heavenly court until he requests forgiveness from the victim, as it is stated that God 

told Abimelech after he had taken Sarah from Abraham: “Now therefore restore the 

wife of the man; for he is a prophet, and he shall pray for you, and you shall live” (Genesis 

20:7). And from where is it derived that if the victim does not forgive him that he is 

cruel? As it is stated: “And Abraham prayed to God; and God healed Abimelech, and 

his wife, and his maidservants; and they bore children” (Genesis 20:17). 

 Source 2: Rambam, Mishne Torah, Hilchot Teshuva 1:1 

 לו  חייב שהוא מה לו ששילם פי על  אף ממונו והמזיק בחבירו החובל וכן

 חטאות מכל שנאמר לעולם כזה מלעשות וישוב שיתודה עד מתכפר אינו

 .האדם
Similarly, someone who injures another or damages his property, does not 

attain atonement, even though he pays him what he owes until he confesses 

and makes a commitment never to do such a thing again as implied by the 

phrase [Numbers, loc. cit..], "any of the sins of man ". 

 

Source 3: Rambam, Hilchot Teshuva 2:9 

 שאכל מי כגון למקום אדם שבין עבירות על אלא מכפרין הכפורים יום ולא התשובה אין

 כגון לחבירו אדם שבין עבירות אבל .בהן  וכיוצא אסורה בעילה בעל או אסור דבר

 שיתן עד  לעולם לו נמחל אינו בהן וכיוצא גוזלו או חבירו המקלל או חבירו את החובל

 לרצותו צריך לו חייב שהוא ממון לו שהחזיר פ"אע .וירצהו לו חייב שהוא מה לחבירו

 ולפגע לפייסו צריך בדברים אלא חבירו את הקניט לא אפילו .לו שימחול  ממנו ולשאול

 מריעיו אדם בני שלשה של שורה לו מביא לו למחול חבירו רצה לא .לו שימחול עד בו

 והולך מניחו רצה לא ושלישית שניה לו מביא להן נתרצה לא .ממנו ומבקשין בו ופוגעין

 .לו שימחול עד פעמים אלף אפילו ובא הולך רבו היה ואם .החוטא הוא מחל שלא וזה לו

 
Repentance and Yom HaKippurim only provide atonement for transgressions between man and 

God such as one who ate a prohibited item or had forbidden relations, etc. However, regarding 

transgressions between man and his friend such as wounding, cursing or stealing from him 

and other similar transgressions, he is never forgiven until he provides his friend with what 

file:///C:/Genesis.20.7
file:///C:/Genesis.20.17
file:///C:/Genesis.20.7
file:///C:/Genesis.20.7
file:///C:/Genesis.20.17


 2 

is owed and he appeases him. Even if he returned the money that he owed, he must appease 

him and ask him for forgiveness. Even if he only angered him with words, he must appease 

him and embrace him until [the victim] forgives [the violator]. If the friend does not want to 

forgive, one should bring a row of three people who are his friends who will embrace him and 

request [forgiveness] from [the victim]. If he is still not appeased, he should repeat this a second 

and third time. If he is still not appeased, [the violator] may leave him and walk away and the one 

who does not want to forgive is the transgressor. If the [victim] is his teacher, he must try to 

appease him, even one thousand times until [the teacher] forgives him 

 

Source 4: Rambam, Laws of Bodily Harm and Damages 5:9 

 

 ששלם כיון חבירו ממון שהמזיק .ממונו למזיק בגופו חבירו מזיק דומה אינו

 חמשה לו שנתן פ"אע בחבירו חבל אבל .לו נתכפר לשלם חייב שהוא מה

 ולא לו מתכפר אינו נביות אילי כל הקריב ואפילו .לו מתכפר אין דברים

 .לו וימחול  הנחבל מן שיבקש עד עונו נמחל

 
Damage to a person's body cannot be compared to damage to a person's property. If one damages 

a person's property, once he paid for what he owes, he has received atonement. However, if one 

wounded another person, even if he paid him for the five forms of damage, he does not receive 

atonement. Even if he offered all of the rams of Neviot, he does not receive atonement and his 

transgression is not forgiven until he asks for appeasement from the victim and the victim 

forgives him. 

 

Rabbi Josh Flug: 

 

*Rambam is of the opinion that one must appease the victim in order to receive 

atonement. Yet, in Rambam's initial presentation (Hilchot Teshuva 1:1), he does not 

require appeasement. Why does Rambam omit appeasement in the initial presentation? 

 

**When Rambam provides examples of interpersonal transgressions that require 

appeasement (in Hilchot Teshuva 2:9), he includes theft as an example. Yet, Rambam (in 

Hilchot Chovel 5:9) states explicitly that only bodily harm requires appeasement and not 

damage to property. Why then, does Rambam include theft on the list of transgressions 

that require appeasement? 

 

Source 5: Bereshit Ch. 50 

ה לִפְנֵי מוֹתוֹ לֵאמרֹ:)טז) וַיְצַוּוּ   אֶל־יוֹסֵף לֵאמרֹ אָבִיךָ צִוָּ

א נָא   ה ש ָ י־רָעָה גְמָלוּךָ וְעַתָּ אתָם כִּ ע אַחֶיךָ וְחַטָּ ַ ש  א נָא פֶּ )יז) כֹּה־תֹאמְרוּ לְיוֹסֵף אָנָּא ש ָ

רָם אֵלָיו: דַבְּ בְךְּ יוֹסֵף בְּ ע עַבְדֵי אֱלהֵֹי אָבִיךָ וַיֵּ ַ  לְפֶש 

נּוּ לְךָ לַעֲבָדִים: )יח) וַיֵּלְכוּ גַּ  לוּ לְפָנָיו וַיּאֹמְרוּ הִנֶּ פְּ  ם־אֶחָיו וַיִּ

י הֲתַחַת אֱלהִֹים אָנִי:  ירָאוּ כִּ  )יט) וַיּאֹמֶר אֲלֵהֶם יוֹסֵף אַל־תִּ

בָהּ לְטבָֹה)כ)  ָ ם עָלַי רָעָה אֱלהִֹים חֲש  בְתֶּּ ַ ם חֲש  יּוֹם הַזֶּה לְהַחֲיתֹ עַם־רָב:  וְאַתֶּּ ה כַּ  לְמַעַן עֲש ֹ

And they sent a message unto Joseph, saying: 'Your father did command before he died, saying: 

So shall you say to Joseph: Forgive, I pray now, the transgression of your brethren, and their sin, 
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for that they did evil to you. And now, we pray, forgive the transgression of the servants of the 

God of your father.' And Joseph wept when they spoke to him. And his brethren also went and 

fell down before his face; and they said: 'Behold, we are your bondmen.' And Joseph said to 

them: 'Fear not; for am I in the place of God? And as for you, you meant evil against me; but God 

meant it for the good, to bring to pass, as it is this day, to save many people. 

 

Source 6: Talmud Yomah 87a 

 משלש יותר ממנו יבקש אל מחבירו מטו המבקש כל חנינא בר יוסי 'ר אמר

 .נא שא ועתה נא שא אנא  שנאמר פעמים
 

R. Jose b. Hanina said: One who asks pardon of his neighbor need do so no more than 

three times, as it is said: Forgive. I pray thee now . . . and now we pray thee 

 

Source 7: R. Bachaye on Bereishit 44:17  

– Yosef’s conversation with his brothers 

הקבלה מה שנחתמה פרשה זאת בפסוק עלו לשלום אל אביכם זה רמז  וע"ד  

לעשרה הרוגי מלכות אשר עלו לשלום אל אביהם שבשמים אחר שנתלבנו  

  .ונצרפו מחטאו של יוסף

A kabbalistic approach to this dialogue: The fact that this Parshah concludes with the 

words עלו לשלום אל אביכם, “go on up to your father in peace,” is a reference to the ten 

martyrs (of whom we have spoken repeatedly) who were tortured to death by the 

Romans supposedly because the brothers had never paid the penalty prescribed by 

Jewish law for kidnapping. The words “in peace to your father” refer to “your father in 

heaven.” Joseph meant that once the brothers had been cleansed of their sin against 

Joseph they could once more face the G’d in heaven upon their deaths and take their 

place in the hereafter 

What question could be asked on this Kabbalistic tradition? 

Rabbi Flug also points out: “After the brothers requested appeasement three times, Yosef 

responded that there was no appeasement necessary. How then can this serve as the source that 

after three requests, there is no requirement to ask for appeasement? Perhaps the brothers 

would have asked for appeasement many more times had Yosef responded differently?”  
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Source 8: R. Chaim Ben Attar – Ohr Hachayim on Bereshit 50:20          
כ( ואתם חשבתם וגו' אלהים חשבה לטובה. והרי זה דומה למתכוון להשקות חבירו  

 כוס מות והשקהו כוס יין שאינו מתחייב כלום והרי הם פטורים וזכאים גם בדיני שמים: 

This is comparable to someone who wanted to give a cup of poison to 

another individual, but ended up providing a cup of wine 

Source 9a) Bamidbar 30:13 

ָ ֥וְאִם־בֵּ  ָ ֛ה אִסָּ ֥רָה אֽוֹ־אָסְרָ ֑הּ נָדָ ֖ית אִיש  ה׃֖ר עַל־נַפְש  בֻעָֽ ְ ש  הּ בִּ  

So, too, if, while in her husband’s household, she makes a vow or imposes an obligation 

on herself by oath, 

מַ  ָ הּ ֤וְש  ָ ל־נְדָרֶ  ֙ מוּ ֙הּ וְקָ ֑יא אֹתָ ֖א הֵנִ ֥הּ לֹ ֔ש  לָ ֣וְהֶחֱרִ  ֙ע אִיש  ר־אָסְרָ ֛ יהָ וְכָל־אִסָּ ֔כָּ ֶ ָ ֥ר אֲש  הּ יָקֽוּם׃֖ה עַל־נַפְש   

and her husband learns of it, yet offers no objection—thus failing to restrain her—all 

her vows shall stand and all her self-imposed obligations shall stand. 

הּ ֥ר אֹתָ ֨יָפֵ  ֩ וְאִם־הָפֵר  ָ י ֮ם אִיש  מְעוֹ ֣בְּ ָ ל־מוֹצָ  ֒ וֹם ש  פָתֶּ ֨כָּ ָ ֥יהָ ולְּאִסַּ ֛יהָ לִנְדָרֶּ ֧ א ש ְ ָ וּם  ֑א יָק ֣ הּ לֹ ֖ר נַפְש  ם ֔הּ הֲפֵרָ ֣אִיש 

הּ ֖וַיהוָ  ח־לִָֽ סְלִַֽ ׃ ה יִִֽ  

But if her husband does annul them on the day he finds out, then nothing that has 

crossed her lips shall stand, whether vows or self-imposed obligations. Her husband has 

annulled them, and the LORD will forgive her. 

9b): Talmud Nazir 23a & Rashi 

יסלח לה באשה שהפר לה בעלה והיא   ' אישה הפרם וה   במדבר ל, יג   גמ' ת"ר

 לא ידעה הכתוב מדבר שהיא צריכה כפרה וסליחה 

The Sages taught with regard to a verse in the section discussing vows: “Her husband 

has nullified them, and the Lord will forgive her” (Numbers 30:13), that the verse is 

speaking of a woman whose husband nullified her vow and she did not know that he 

had done so. It teaches that if she performs the actions prohibited by the vow she 

requires atonement and forgiveness. 

9c) Rashi 

במה הכתוב מדבר אם באשה שנדרה והפר לה   -לה    גמ' ת"ר אישה הפרם וה' יסלח
לה והיא לא ידעה הכתוב מדבר בעלה סליחה זו למה אלא כו' ע"כ באשה שהפר לה בע

 :דהא כבר כתיב ואם ביום שמוע אישה יניא אותה דהיינו שהפר לה בידיעתה

/Numbers.30.13
/Numbers.30.13
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What case is the Torah speaking about? If it’s speaking about a women who took an 

oath and her husband nullified the oath, then what need is there for forgiveness? It 

must be whose husband nullified the oath and she did not know, because the Torah had 

already spoken about a case where the husband nullified the oath on the day of the 

oath, ie he nullified (in that case) with her knowledge 

Questions: 

• How can one compare the sale of Yosef to a failed assassination attempt? Weren't Yosef's 

brothers successful in causing Yosef to suffer? 

• The above Gemara states that atonement is required even for a failed attempt at a 

transgression. Even if one were to categorize the sale of Yosef as a failed attempt, 

wouldn't the brothers have still required atonement? 

Source 10: Toldot Adam, citing R. Shlomo Zalman of Vilna 

 

Quoting Duties of the Heart, Ch. 9: There are two types of transgressions:  

1) between man and God, in which the person is only damaging his own soul.  

2) between man and his fellow – in which a person offends/damages another person 

or that person’s property; this second type of transgression is not only damaging to 

his soul (in his rebellion against God) but also against his fellow. That is why this 

second type of transgression requires both vidui/confession to God and 

appeasement of his fellow man. 
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Now we can understand Rambam’s wording. In Ch.1 of Teshuva, he was speaking 

about confessing before Hashem…and he writes, “so, too someone who injures 

another …will not be forgiven until he confesses… 

But in Ch. 2, where the topic is appeasement of one’s fellow, he is not speaking of 

vidui/confession, but rather of mechila/atonement: “Even if he returned the money 

that he owed, he must appease him and ask him for forgiveness. Even if he only angered 

him with words, he must appease him and embrace him until [the victim] forgives [the 

violator]. 

Source 11: Ohr Yisrael, Netivot Ohr 58a 

אדם   עבירות שביןהוא קפידא וטינא בלב, והנה   אולם ביאור הדבר הוא כי ענין תערומת

אותו ולפייסו,   לא הקניטו אלא בדברים, צריך לרצות לחבירו, אם יחטא איש לאיש, אפילו 

להיות לו עליו תערומת   וכ"ז שלא פייסו הנה עפ"י דין רשאי וכמבואר גמ' יומא דף פ"ז, 

 מלמחול, וכן אם יחטא איש לחבירו חבירו פייסו לא יהא המוחל אכזרי וקפידא, רק אם

ממון, מ"מ  בנזקין הוא פטור ואין לו עליו תביעת בדברים שבממון ע"י גרמא, אך כי גרמא

וקפידא על חנם   אולם שיהיה לאדם על חבירו תרעומת רשאי להיות לו עליו תרעומת, 

 הוא עון גדול מאוד. 

Nevertheless, the explanation of the concept is that a tar'omet is grudge that one bears in one's heart. 

Regarding interpersonal transgression, if one person sins against another person, even if he angered him 

with words, he must appease him … and as long as he did not appease him, it is permissible [for the victim] 

to bear a grudge against [the violator] just that if the victim appeased him, he should not be unrelenting to 

forgive. The same applies if a person violates another person's property indirectly. Even though one is 

exempt from paying for indirect damages and there is no legal recourse, the victim may bear a grudge 

against the violator. However, bearing a grudge against another individual for no legitimate reason is a 

serious transgression”. 
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Source 12a: Vayikra 19:17-18 

נָ  א־תִש ְ לְבָבֶ ֖א אֶת־אָחִ ֥לֹֽ ָ ֔אֶת־עֲמִיתֶ  ֙יחַ ֙חַ תּוֹכִ ֤ךָ הוֹכֵ ֑יךָ בִּ טְא׃ ֖א עָלָ ֥ךָ וְלאֹ־תִש ּ יו חֵֽ  

You shall not hate your kinsfolk in your heart. Reprove your 

kinsman but incur no guilt because of him. 

א־תִקֹּ  א־תִטֹּר ֤לִֹֽ נֵ  ֙ם וְלִֹֽ ת־בְּ הַבְתָּ ֔י עַמֶּּ ֣אֶּ מ ֖לְרֵעֲךָ  ֥ךָ וְאִָֽ ה׃ ֖וֹךָ אֲנִ ֑כָּ י יְהוִָֽ  

You shall not take vengeance or bear a grudge against your 

countrymen. Love your fellow as yourself: I am the LORD. 

12b) Rashi: You shall neither take revenge: [For example:] He says to him, “Lend me 

your sickle,” and he [the latter] replies, “No!” The next day, he [the latter] says to him, 

“Lend me your ax.” [If] he says to him, “I will not lend it to you, just as you did not lend 

to me!” this constitutes revenge. And what constitutes “bearing a grudge?” [For 

example:] he says to him, “Lend me your ax,” and he [the latter] replies, “No!” Then 

the next day, he [the latter] says to him, “Lend me your sickle.” [Now, if] he says to 

him, “Here it is for you; I am not like you, who did not lend me!” this constitutes 

“bearing a grudge,” for he keeps the hatred in his heart, even though he does not 

take revenge. — [Torath Kohanim 19:44; Yoma 23a] 

• In other words, one is not permitted to bear a grudge against someone else unless one was 

the victim of a violation of an interpersonal law by that person. When that person 

appeases the victim and the victim accepts the appeasement, the victim can no longer 

bear a grudge.  

• Combining the ideas of R. Shlomo Zalman of Vilna and R. Yisrael Salanter, the purpose of 

appeasement is to remove the grudge that the victim bears against the violator. When the 

victim bears a grudge against the violator, the violator cannot receive atonement, even if 

he repents. Once the grudge is removed, the atonement process is the same as a violation 

of a bein adam laMakom transgression. 
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R. Yisrael Salanter was of the opinion that if one violated an interpersonal law but the victim is 

not aware of the violation (e.g. the violator slandered the victim and the victim never found out), 

one should not approach the victim for appeasement and make him aware of the violation 

because it will cause him anguish. How can one fully atone for the violation without appeasing 

the victim? One must conclude that appeasement is only necessary to eliminate a grudge that the 

victim bears against the violator. If the victim is not aware of the violation, there is no grudge 

and one can receive atonement. 

Source 13: Rabbi B. Zilber, Az Nidberu 7 66 

 



 9 

 

Source 14: Meiri, Hibur HaTeshuva 

 

The thought component is not a critical factor in interpersonal violations for if one thought 

to steal or wound another individual and then calmed down and didn't allow the thoughts 

to come to fruition, there is no requirement for appeasement. Nevertheless, one must still 

confess to God. It is also true according to some commentators [that require repentance for 

thoughts] that if someone hates another in his heart and violates "Do not hate your brother 

in your heart," after one abandons that thought and begins to love that individual, there is 

no requirement to appease that individual. However, one must confess to God for violating 

the prohibition against hatred.  
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There is a prayer that appears in some siddurim before Kol Nidre that states that the one 

reciting the prayer forgives all of those who have committed wrongdoings against him. Some 

recite a shorter version of this prayer on a nightly basis. Can the violator receive atonement if 

the victim forgives without the request of the violator? According to the idea presented above, 

the purpose of this prayer is to remove any grudge one bears against others. This prayer is a 

declaration that one does not bear a grudge against anyone else. Once the grudge is removed, 

the violator must still repent for the violation, but he is not required to appease the victim. 

Source 15: Lechem Mishna on the Rambam, Bodily Harm and Damage 5:9 

[ט] אינו דומה מזיק וכו' שהמזיק ממון חבירו וכו'. אף על גב דבהל' תשובה פ"ב כתב רבינו ז"ל  

דהגוזל את חבירו אינו מתכפר לו אלא אם ירצה לנגזל ויפייס אותו אף על פי שהשיב לו  

גזלן דנתהנה מאותה עבירה ועוד שציער הרבה לנגזל שלקח ממנו בעל  הגזילה. י"ל דשאני  

כרחו אבל מזיק הממון שלא נתהנה מהיזק ההוא אלא שהזיק לו ולמזיק לא באה הנאה ממנו  

לא נצטער כל כך הניזק כמו הנגזל כיון ששלם לו היזקו די ולכך כתב רבינו ז"ל כאן שנתכפר לו  

 מיד משא"כ בנגזל כדכתיבנא: 

Although Rambam does not require appeasement if there was only damage to property, Rambam 

requires appeasement in the case of theft because the thief also causes emotional (or physical) 

suffering to the victim through his theft. If one accidentally damaged property and there was 

reimbursement for the damage, the damager did not cause any suffering and does not require 

appeasement. Lechem Mishneh also seems to subscribe to the idea that appeasement is only 

necessary in a case where the victim is entitled to bear a grudge against the violator. 

Given what we’ve learned so far, why is it that a person is only required to approach someone against 

whom he has sinned three times, after which the a refusal to accept the request for forgiveness turns 

the previously offended party into the sinner?  

Source 16: Da’at Zekenim Bereishit 50:16 

ובחיי אביהם למה לא צוו אלא אמרו מה לנו לעורר השנאה שהרי   )טז( ויצוו אל יוסף.

כבר שכחה והלכה לה כיון שחזרו מלקבור אביהם ועבר יוסף על הבור שהשליכוהו 

אחיו אמר ברוך שעשה לי נס במקום הזה אמרו עדיין יש שנאה טמונה בלבו מיד ויצוו  

 אל יוסף: 

Why didn't they express this while their father was still alive? It is because they said "Why should 

we arouse the hatred that has since been forgotten?" Upon returning from burying their father, 

Yosef passed the pit that his brothers threw him into and said "Blessed [is He] who performed a 

miracle for me in this place." They said "There is still hatred buried in his heart." It was then that 

they expressed to Yosef [their father's wish.] 
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Source 17: R. Yehuda Hahasid, Sefer Chasidims 

 

 הייתם  לטובה נעשה לא אילו אמר כך אלא

 חשבה  שהאלקים כיון אבל מחילה צריכים

 צריכים  אינכם ממני הרי ולי לכם לטובה

 מחילה  צריכים אתם ה"הקב מן אבל מחילה

 .נהפך שלטובה פ"אע רעה שיחשוב מי
 

This is what [Yosef] said: "If it did not turn out well you 

would have been required to appease. However, since God 

meant it for the good, for both you and me, you do not 

require any forgiveness from me. Nevertheless, you do 

require forgiveness from God as one who thought to do 

harm, even if it turned out good." 

 

Rabbi Flug: 
R. Chaim Y.D. Azulai (Chida 1724-1807), in his commentary to Sefer Chasidim titled B'rit Olam, 

no. 11, writes that although Yosef bore no grudge against his brothers, they did not receive full 

atonement because they did not repent properly before God. This is why the ten martyrs were 

required to atone for the sale of Yosef.58 Based on the comments of R. Yehuda HaChasid, one can 

understand R. Chaim ben Atar's comparison of the sale of Yosef to someone who attempts to 

poison someone but instead provides a cup of wine. The attempt of the brothers to neutralize 

Yosef was certainly a violation and required atonement. From an overall perspective, it is not 

comparable to providing a cup of wine instead of a cup of poison because they were successful in 

causing Yosef a tremendous amount of suffering. However, from the perspective of the 

relationship between Yosef and his brothers, the only concern is whether Yosef was entitled to 

bear a grudge and whether he actually bore that grudge. Yosef was able to view the sale as an 

attempt to poison him that ended up with him receiving a cup of wine. This does not minimize 

the severity of the act itself. However, since Yosef bore no grudge, the matter was out of Yosef's 

domain and was now a matter between the brothers and God. We must still explain how the 

Gemara proved from the conversation between Yosef and his brothers that one is only required 

to request appeasement three times. Perhaps one can suggest that while Yosef did provide an 

explanation why he should not bear a grudge, he didn't explicitly state that he did not bear a 

grudge. The Gemara seems to understand that if Yosef would have offered this response after the 

first request for appeasement, the brothers would have been required to continue to request 

appeasement. The fact that they ceased after three times indicates that after three requests, there 

is no obligation to ask for further appeasement. 

 


