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7’02

Intro
Today we will 7”valearn X1 97 of X912 X121 NoON
Some of the topics we will learn about include.

TIVL MDY PRY R0 5D

P PR

If a npn is not supported by a valid claim, the npin alone is not
proof of ownership.

As the Rashbam explains, regarding both

mMYPIP NN

If it was confirmed that a person occupied someone’s property
for three years;

And regarding

POPYN NPIN

If it was confirmed that a person uses his neighbor’s property on
an ongoing basis, even on one day;

12 P00 N2 AR UJJU'7 IR

Only if the »1n» provides a valid claim as to how he initially
acquired the property, the 11 then proves his claim that he is
indeed the owner, and the X»p X7, the previous owner loses
because he did not make a xmmw, a protest, during the time of the
PN,

However, if the p1n, the occupant, does not provide any claim
as to how he initially acquired the property, the 777 alone is not
proof of ownership.

However,

U DIWN RN

If the inn originally did not acquire the property from the X
~»p, but rather he inherited the property from his own father;
OR

nm>

If the >inn originally did not acquire the property from the X»
R»p, but rather bought it from someone else;

V0 PIAVIPR

The npin alone is a sufficient proof, and the i does not need
to also provide a npv has to how his father or seller acquired the
property from the Xi>p X», because

P WY IO

Bais Din claims on behalf of the son or buyer that the father or
seller acquired the property from the Xnp R,

However

W1 RYT RN VO

VPRI NG

They only do not require a mpv in how the father or seller
ACQUIRED the property, but they do require a proof of 07
that the father or seller actually OCCUPIED the property for
even one day, because they must bring a ;X1 to the claim that
the property belonged to the father or seller.

The Machlokes 551 21 Row ma regarding

DNR ND

DDND PR TARI 7D IR TARY

If there was one set of 7, in which one 7y says that a person
owes only one 7», while the other 7y says that he owes two 7,
The Rnw 2 hold

Y pbm

These 07y do not combine to form a M7y of one 7w, because
they contradict each other.

While the 551 2 hold, these ©7v do combine for a M7y of one
min, because

I onRD 59310

The testimony of two mn also includes a testimony for one 71,
and both o7 testify for one mn.

DafHachaim.org

NPt %
NMIYL MNY PRY
nNPTN DR

PYVH PN
N2 PTNN N NTNXR2

AW DIV RaM

N>
NIYYL PIN IR

Because

ooll Orl yyt”

However

"2 RHYT RIN NIV
"3 'R XN

NNR ND
N0 IR TARWY
DR IR TNRYI
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So let's review ...

Zugt Di Mishnah

7YV APY PRY PN 5

AP PR

Ifanpin is not supported by a valid claim, the 7pin is not
proof of ownership. As the 0"2w1 explains; regarding both
mypIp npin

If it was confirmed that a person occupied someone's
property for three years; and regarding

PwPYN NPIN

If it was confirmed that a person uses his neighbor’s
property on an ongoing basis, even for one day; as
discussed in the Gemara X"p "1 q7

73 PNA NI PR PYvh I8

Only if the pinn provides a valid claim as to how he
initially acquired the property, the 111 then proves his
claim that he is indeed the owner, and the Xnp X, the
last-known previous owner, loses because he did not make
anNnp», a protest, during the time of the npn. ®

However, if the inn does not provide any claim as to
how he initially acquired the property, the ipin alone is
not proof of ownership.

And the Mishnah explains;

TR0

DV N2 WY ANR NI IR

021 727 DR 2 MR ROW 19 IR N

NP PR

If the x1p X1 questions his presence, and the 1
responds, “Nobody ever objected;”

His npin is not proof of ownership, because he did not
provide a valid claim as to how he acquired the property.

However, if the ptnin responds

5 MDY

OR

mIn»2°S NN

“You sold, or gifted, it to me;*

OR

D om PaAR

I3 °5 NI AR

“Your father sold or gifted it to me;“
AP

The npin is proof of ownership, because ®
myv b w

The pnn did provide a valid claim as to how he acquired
the property.

DafHachaim.org

>4

MIpn ARy P8 am S
P N

If anptn is not supported by a valid claim,
the nptn is not proof of ownership

DD HPID
PEED DRI
D3 DD NO OMH NLYD 95

T
POw TIND LAY N T 1D AN

15 IR NN

a5 937 2N *H 9N KoY
Nobody ever objected

DI 0N

because he did not provide a valid claim
as to how he acquired the property

However, 7/& the, prso respondy:

'S AN

You sold it to me

AN % AR
You gifted it to me
TN TN

mIAM3 %S N 'S =991

Your father giftedittome  Your father sold it to me

aiPlia Rl

Because thepptnp did provide a valid claim
as to how he acquired the property
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The Mishnah concludes

AU DIWN RIM

V0 PIARIPN

If the p1mm originally did not acquire the property from
the 8p R, but rather inherited the property from his
own father, the ipir alone is sufficient proof, and the p1m
does not need to also provide a 711vv has to how his father
acquired the property from the X»p Xn, because as the
D0”aw1 explains

IR MYPIPLPADTIR PR

1T IR2 PRI

A person is not expected to be familiar with the ways his
father acquires property; and therefore

WY IO

Bais Din claims on behalf of the w9» that his father
acquired the property from the Xnp Xn.

However, as the Gemara later says

D2 ROT NI MYV

WIAPRING

The v does not require a myv in how his father
ACQUIRED the property, but he does require proof of
o7 that his father actually OCCUPIED the property for,
at least, one day before he passed away, because he must
bring a 7’R7 to his claim that the property belonged to his
father.

DafHachaim.org

AN DY N
Pl THEN N
If thertnn originally
did not acquire the property from the NDp N,

but rather inherited the property from his own father,

P3H DIWPIN3 N3 07D PO
1795 1H3 PHO
W%W@
£915 POVYY

However, as the Gemara later says

%2 RHYT RIN NIYL
93 PRI RN

He does not require
aNYv
in how his father
ACQUIRED
the property

But he does require
PROOF
that his father
OCCUPIED
the property
for, at least, one day

Because he must
én'n?/a/ 249 1y hiy claim
that z‘ﬁa/m/aerz‘y/ ée&n%/

1o ﬁw/afﬁer

Bava Basra 41-3



ND AT NP2 N22

Dedicated By:

The Gemara later also discusses np>;

If the pinm did not acquire the property from the Xip R,
but rather he bought it from someone else;

D2 RDT NI MYV

WATPRINA

The nb does not require a myv in how his seller
ACQUIRED the property, because

b v ®

But he does require proof of o7 that his seller actually
OCCUPIED the property for even one day before he sold
it, because he must bring a j°X7 to his claim that the
property belonged to the seller.

DafHachaim.org

The Gemara later alho discusses npr/

If the >t bought it
from someone else:

"3 XRHT XIN NIYL
"3 PRI RN

But he does require
PROOF
that his seller
OCCUPIED
the property
for even one day

He does not require
a NIV
in how his seller
ACQUIRED
the property

Because he must
érm?/wam to his claim

that the property bels
1o z‘/ww%er W
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As in the following incident:

MY Y2IR RMPD7Y2 RNWPA ITT X123 KINN

There was a person who occupied a loft in the city of xnwp
for four years.

MMIWR RMP2T 1 INA RNR

NI RN YA 'R1 YR

When the ®np Xn asked him, what are you doing in my
house?

The p>rnn responded

72 NIATT NNYPAT R2YaN

I bought the house from so and so, who bought it from you.

N 11 ruled

"TND 7 IR OR

RN TN2aN) 1P NIATTIR N2 TT

7205 NP

oA PRI

If you, the p>Tnn, can prove through 0Ty that your seller
occupied this house even for one day, your nptn is valid

proof of ownership; but if you cannot provide witnesses, the

nptN is not enough proof.

11 who was present at this incident added
PNYTY neTn

71 NI TTIRAP YRR

mnn

| perceived that X1 "21 would agree that if the p>Tnn claims

that the seller bought the house from you in my presence,
the ptNn is believed and the nptnis valid, even though he
has no mR1 of the seller’s occupancy, because

7 NNIAT RIXR Y"NIVIART M

The p>1nn could have made a superior claim that | myself

bought the house from you, for which he would be believed
even without a ’R1 based on the nptn. Therefore, he is also

believed with his inferior claim that he bought it from
someone else, without &

DafHachaim.org

Ay in f/mﬁ%wmf incident:
R722 RN
KRNI RNWP2 17T
NW YN

There was a person who occupied a loft
in the city of nnwp for four years

NPNOWNKR RNAT MIRN RNX
N2 IRN2 NPV RN DR

When the npp 8w asked him,
what are you doing in my house?

The iy responded

72°P NI12TT NNIT R219DND
I'bought the house from so and so,
who bought it from you

£op 3 raded
YTNO 7% MR X
MM NIATT IR N2 ITT
RN TN 197DX)
7772 N9 RDIPIR

If you can prove through b1

that your seller occupied this house even for one day,

your nprn is valid proof of ownership

23 who way present at this incident added
Dy))/?/am'j/;

5NN
93°1 NA2T YTT IRNDP
Ifthenn claims that the seller
bought the house from you in my presence

0
even though he has nomm
of the seller’s occupancy

Because
720 NNIIT RIN 5N w32 NT 12D

The pmnp could have made a superior claim
that I myself bought the house from you,
forwhich he would be believed
even without a N based on the nptn

Therefore,

he is also believed with his inferior claim
that he bought it from someone else, without mN)
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The Gemara brings proof to X1 17 from our Mishnah
that rules regarding wv;

U DIWN NI

7IVO PIAVIPN

This implies

2 RT RN MIVO

WAIPRINA

A w7r does not require a 71vv in how his father acquired
the property, but he does require a X1 that his father
owned the property?

The Gemara says that this is not necessarily so:

DA TPRI RS ROHTY

2 IO R

Perhaps he requires neither a 71pv nor a PR~;

OR

Perhaps only a w7y requires a X, because he did not pay
anything to acquire the property; but a n»> does not
require a 'R, because

7027 W RYT D IRW

The n5 did pay for the property, and a person does not
spend money without first making sure that the seller
owns the property and the sale is legitimate.

DafHachaim.org

The Gemara érm%/ /zrooﬂé to £7p 790...

Owr Mishnaty raley:
AN DY N2
FaPn AN NN

%3 RHYT RIN NIYL
2 PRI RN

X
The Yemara
this i not nm%w
3 MR XY RNOM
3 NIYV RN

Perhaps he requires neither
anvp nor airk

OR
Perhaps only a w» requires aimn,
because he did not pay anything
to acquire the property;
but anmb does not require a "N,
because

7732 0T YTW ROT NPY IRWY
The nmb did pay for the property,
and a person does not spend money
without first making sure
that the seller owns the property
and the sale is legitimate
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The Gemara earlier mentions two other incidents of ipin
TIVV IOV PRV

1.

TYIRIRPT2OPW PY 27

79207 PYIRI KT ITINNR

A flood had washed away the wall between 13» 21 and his
neighbor’s property, and 13v 21 rebuilt the wall on his
neighbor’s property:

i ruled

I

The wall must be moved back to its original place.

17 17 claimed

IR R

'RTILRTNL YOI RORT

My neighbor ceded that piece of land, since he helped me
rebuild the wall?

1M1 27 answered, this is not a valid miyo, because

N7 YL 1D

He ceded it in error, because

YT N R IRT 7D

VT IR DI NI

Neither you nor your neighbor knew the exact location of
the original wall.

DafHachaim.org

Two incidents of NIYD NNY PRY NPTN

1

MYIRA RPTI2 HPW 1Y 2
N272NT NYYINRA XTI ITN DIR

A flood had washed away the wall
between 2» 27 and his neighbor’s property,
and )ov 2 rebuilt the wall on his neighbor’s property

iy 29 ruled
TN 9T

The wall must be moved back
to its original place

Jo» 27 claimed

9MR XM

IRTN2 RTIA2 YOI ROIRT

My neighbor ceded that piece of land,
since he helped me rebuild the wall?

M P angwered,

NN MYV NN

because
NYT MN XY NRT D% D
YT MN XY 1M1 RN

Neither you nor your neighbor
knew the exact location of the original wall
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2.

In a similar incident involving X375 27

TI0 N IR IR

SRV RMVRIN NN R T

DRY ROPIIR NN WOR T

The neighbor brought two witnesses; one testified that 27
x3175 moved the wall into the neighbor’s property a
distance of two rows, while the other testified that he
moved the wall a greater distance of three rows.

77 27 ruled

non MR NI DY O

N30 27 must pay his neighbor for two rows.

Although the witnesses contradicted each other regarding
the third row, their testimony combines to form a valid
mTY regarding the two rows; as we see in the following
Braisa:

TYHR 12 PYDW 117 MR

557 21 RDW 2 175MI RS

DY Y MW HY

DNRP NN NARI 73D NIIR DNRY

There is no Machlokes 551 21 °Row 173, and all agree ina
case of two sets of 07V, one set testifies that a person
owes only one 713», while the other set testifies that he
owes two mn;

mnoNRp Y vw

The person must pay one 713», because the testimony of
two mn also includes a testimony for one 731, and both
sets testify that he owes, at least, one 7.

However,

oM Sy

nnR N S

DNRY IR TARY 7D IR TIRW

The Machlokes is regarding one set of &7, in which one
7Y says one 7n, while the other TV says two 11;

The xpw na hold

Y RN

These o7y do not combine to form an M7 of one 7,
because they contradict each other.

While the 551 m°a hold, these ©7» do combine for an M7y
of one mm, because

o nRD H531 0

They both testify for one .

And the Halachah follows 551 1 as per the interpretation
of MYOR 12 pYrw 2.

Dedicated By:
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2
I similar incident wwa&m?gjm Ry

TR0 MIN MNMR HNTR
ORY RNMNIXR NN IOKX TN
SRY RNMVIR NON MR ™M

The W&r éroa?ﬁf Two witnesses;

One testiti The other testie
N2N> 21 moved the wall that he moved the wall
into the neighbor’s property a greater distance
a distance of two rows of three rows

>3/ 27 ruded

NYN 120 NN DHW HT

NJND 21 must pay his neighbor for two rows

/M?‘/wa%u the witnesses contradicted each other
re?a///' the third row,

their z‘w‘mngz combines ty /W/w w valid przy
re?am/m?/ the two rows

Ay we see in the /o%wm?/ Braisa:

VDR 2 poYY 127 IR
55n 1 Rpw M2 pdny RS

2vIY N N by
2N NN AARY 30 AOIN ARNY
M3 DAND 5503 e

pbna av by

nAN N oY
DI NN TN I3 N AN

550 ma

5h9a
= DAND

INDY )2

b
Y
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