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Intro

nPTN O PR PR
NPTN Y W PR 12

Today we will 7”v1a learn "» 97 of X102 X212 NOON
Some of the topics we will learn about include.

1y »27v's Halachah of
P PR IR
P> W IR 2

For a craftsman, a npin is not proof of ownership, but for ]btJ ]:1 ]bt)
his son, who claims that he inherited the item from his
NPT N PR

father, a npin is valid proof of ownership.

However

Pubn

AP R PR

For both, a thief, and his son who was not a thief and
claims that he inherited the field from his father, a npin is
not valid proof, however

Pnbwnan T\P’(n 1l, m,

i RPAvA
For the grandson of a thief who claims that he inherited
the field from his father, a npin is valid proof

The case in which even for ]D’R
® MIRD T
The Braisa’s Halachah of nptn 1I’ w’

IR

AP W ImMIIRD TP

Regarding a craftsman, only while he maintains this job, a
npwn is not valid proof, however if he gave his job of jmIx,

and then he took possession of the item, the 3pin is a valid n,Nﬂ N’Dﬂ\’) ]bTJ

proof.

R1127's Halachah of
PRI NIV 10 TI'I)’D ]TIJ Rb

If a thief brought a proof of ©7v who testify that the 3 " "
owner admitted to selling him the field, it depends, if The DY7Y dld not see the thlef

R O pay the owner

e 0’7V did not see the thiet pay the owner

PRIINVRT PR ﬂ’N1 'ITI”N'I ]’R
1TAATY PTHYD PRI

The proofis not valid, and he is not given possession of 17’: n.rw ]’7’]9)”: ]’R1

the field, because we assume that the owner was coerced.

The Machlokes 5xmw1 17 regarding
VWA ITPRI .IU\’J: n’R1

If the owner wrote a 7vw for the thief that he sold him the Ifthe owner wrote a vw fOT' the thlef
field, but

O 7 S that he sold him the field, but

Is the sale effective or not?

The Machlokes regarding

' mynio N

If o7y did see the thief pay the owner for the field, is the
sale effective or not?

myn 15 1

I
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So let'sreview ...

130227 IR

AP PR IR

AR PRARI |

For a craftsman, npin is not proof of ownership, but for his
son who is not an j»R, a npin is proof of ownership.
Similarly

P PR OMIR

D W OMIR A

For a sharecropper, 7111 is not proof of ownership, but for
his son that is not an © 78, a 7pn is proof of ownership.

However

PuPn

P PR

For both, a thief, and his son who was not a thief, a npin is
not proof of ownership.

And the Gemara explains the distinction as follows;
PIART RNIVVIINRP

19 TN 11192 DTV IR R

This is a case in which all the sons claimed that they
inherited the field from their father, and there were also
witnesses who confirmed that the owner admitted to the
father that he sold him the field. Therefore,

PN 2

0N 2

AR PAvA

Because

IR RP ROWVIP TNH RIR

We assume that the owner admitted willingly, and the
father legally owned the field, and

IV MY WO PN

ik

Since the son’s pin is supported by o7y, the npin is valid.
However,

Pun

P o PR

Because, as X170 27 says

YOTRTIND R

IMAWS PR D 0EH MA

We assume that the owner admitted against his will,
because the thief threatened to have the government
confiscate his property, and since

7YV INY PRV PN

AP RS

The son’s 711 is not supported by any proof, the ipir is
not valid.

PP W

1912 O”MIR IR

1912 12
1% PR
NPt
For a thief,
and his son
who was not

anpmis

not proof of
ownership.

ApPTND PR IPTNIY PR
DX ]2
npPIN 1Y ©»
For a sharecroppet,
nprn is not proof
of ownership,

a thief, but for his son
that is not an b,
anptn is proof of
ownership.

IR ]2
nPIN 1% ©»°
For a craftsman,
nptn is not proof of
ownership,
but for his son
who is not an mn,
anptn is proof of
ownership.

PNMART RNIVDIINNY
15 NTIN 1392 DTL MIHN Np)

This is a case in which all the sons claimed that
they inherited the field from their father,
and there were also witnesses who confirmed
that the owner admitted to the father
that he sold him the field.

1971212
nPTN NY PR
Because, as £ »

D TINT IND N
b v Mn
MWD "Mnnd)
We assume that the owner
admitted against his will,
because the thief threatened
to have the government

confiscate his property,
and since

NPD PRY NPTN
pRIY

DPTN NN RD
The son’s nptn
is not supported by any
proof, the nptn is not valid.

DafHachaim.org

DX 12 - PN 2
nPTN Y W
Because
DS RN
DR Rp NOLYIP

We assume that the owner
admitted willingly,
and the father legally
owned the field,

and since
N YW Nptn
niop
npTh M
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137 27 concludes however

Pubwian

amnbw

For the grandson of a thief, a npin is valid proof of
ownership, because as the 0”2w1 explains

P01 RS AR WY ARD PYOT

Ifhe claims that he inherited the field from his own father
who was not a thief, and not from his grandfather who was
a thief, and, he also brings a X1 that his father occupied
the field, and even though he has no myv that his father
bought the field from the owner, in this case

wIH v

Bais Din claims for an heir that his father acquired the
property from the owner.

N1 says

(o1 0"3wA no3 °0Y)

D1 12 71>0RW OPYD

amnbw

Sometimes, even for the son of a thief, a 711 is proof of
ownership;

MART RIRT RNIVOI NN RPT 1D

Ifhe claims that he inherited the field from his father’s
father who was not a thief, as Tosfos explains

APINI% PRY D TAMIV VIR

b w '

Even though the field passed through the hands of his
father the 153, for whom a npin is not valid proof, neverthe-
less for the son, his npin is a valid proof.

DafHachaim.org

1912 Y® 12 12
NPt 1Y ©»

For the grandson of a thief, a nptn is proof of ownership,

becawse ay the p" >0 Wm
1913 DY H5 9351 HED 13PN PYVT
Z%@WW‘@W#MW '
o hisy own %«fw who wass not a 7%4%
and not %mm/ hiy dwm//ﬁfw who way & f/w‘«%, and,
he also éﬂ'ﬂ?&dﬁ)f/f) that M%af/ber ow«f%’e/?‘ﬁ@M
evew ?‘/wa% he hay no y//z%af /M/%m%er
éoa%f the W %rom/ the owner,
i thip case
£915 PNV
Bais Din oémw/w aw heir that /w/ww
We/ the /w/berz‘?/ %ram/ the owner.

£AP)

1272 12 197DRW DMYD
npPTN % W
Sometimes, even for the son of a thief, a nptn is proof of
ownership;
MANT NRINT RNIDVDI IR NPT NAd
If he claims that he inherited the field
from his father’s father who was not a thief,

a Tosfoy
OPIN 15 PHE I 793 DWDE Y VH
optn W £ Y7
Even thoughy the fi throughy the handy
o% his /afﬁer% e %% apj/;“Z/ﬁnaf valid /wo/ﬁ,
neverthelessy %er the som, hiy 3psp & a valid /mo%.
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The Gemara explains that the Halachah of iptnib px 15
would apply to the following: Either

1.

RIIZHAN AT 5V MY 12

A person who was known to have stolen and occupied a
certain field, and as the 0”aw" explains

AP PRI NI ATV N7

P W MTY IRWA VIR

Only on that field, his 711 is not valid, but on other fields
his npinis valid.

OR

2.

PPN RO HY MW PANnw 150 12T A

A person who is known to kill people for monetary
matters; and

YR D3

PN onb PR

For all fields his npin is not valid, because

172 b RY DIR HOW

The owner is afraid to make a rnn.

DafHachaim.org

NPTN b PN )OI
would apply to the following

b maT pad
mMD) pANNY
DD MDY DY

A person who is known

PIMNY A
T DT by
ND5TA2

A person who was known

to kill people for monetary ~ to have stolen and occupied
matters; a certain field,

and and as the p" 50 WM
PN O3 D78 HOO3
opmn ood PH opm W PH7 HIO
7or bl fields his 35 L £ P7E HES 53D
@ nat valid, because opmn
103 P> K2 ©7H 558 Only o that field, i his 9
The owner m/mz/ nat valid, but on other %««@%
ty make w . his P valid,
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. The Gemara cites a Braisa

PRI PR PIR 1327 30 ANmp
AP W ImMIIND TP
Regarding a craftsman, only while he practices this craft,
anpwn is not proof of ownership, but if he gave up this ]JJ-‘ 1IN
craft, and then took possession of the item, the npin is Regarding a craftsman..
proof of ownership.

IMINIRND TP IR
Similarly 9 9
AP PR OIR nptn 15 v nptn 15 ] R
AP W IMOTING TV . o If he gave up this craft, While he practices
Regarding a sharecropper, only while he maintains this and then took possession this craft,
job, a npin is not proof of ownership, but if he gave up this the item. t} . < ot DI
job, and then took possession of the field, the npin is proof of the item, the npm 15 anprmisno P‘T oof
of ownership. proof of ownership. of ownership,
Simiarly IMOMIND T DM
1
oM TN nPTNIY W NPTNIY PR
DTN 93 INWD 71777 If he gave up this job While he maintains
If a son separated from his father’s properties, and then C]; t g ¢ kp ] J this iob
took possession of his father’s field, OR a woman was and then Look possess l,on 1,15 Job,
divorced, and then took possession of her husband's field, of the field, the M 15 anprnis not p.TOOf
the npinis a valid proof. proof of ownership. of ownership,

O NYWIIMY AWRI - POHNWY )2
OTR 93 IRWD |0 1N

If a son separated from his father’s properties,
and then took possession of his father’s field,

OR a woman was divorced,
and then took possession of her husband’s field,
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The Gemara continues:

1M 27 said that

R 27 related the following Halachah

PRIINIAY 91D

PR IR

ITIATO PTPY

If an X or ©8 brought a proof of o7 who testify that
the owner admitted to selling them the field, even if jni x>
mn», the o7 did not see them pay the owner, the proof'is
valid, and they are given possession of the field.

However

PRI RNV PR

If a thief brought a proof of 07v who testify that the
owner admitted to selling him the field, it depends: If
MmN NIRS

The o7 did not see the thief pay the owner
PRIINVRI PR

1TAATO PTHYD PR

The proofis not valid, and he is not given possession of
the field, because as the Gemara said earlier.

72 TINT IRD R

MAWS A 5 ORD M

He might have threatened the owner.

And the Gemara adds that Xni727 holds

IOV R

PRIINRI PR

Even if the owner wrote a 70w for the 213 that he sold him
the field, but

mYn NI RS

The proof of 70w is not valid, because as the 0”aw9
explains

OW1H AN TS NPMD

The owner possibly wrote the document because he
feared the thief.

Dedicated By:

DafHachaim.org

1y

N0 ) related the following Halachah
NI IN2NWY 51D
MR DN
] T2 NTY PTHYD)
If an ok or 1R brought a proof of 1y who testify that the
owner admitted to selling them the field, even if mvn )N N,

the Ty did not see them pay the owner, the proof is valid,
and they are given possession of the field.

However

N N2 )51
If a thief brought a proof of b1v who testify that the
owner admitted to selling him the field, it depends:

If
MDY NI RD

The p1v did not see the thief pay the owner
PN 1R PR
172 DTV PTHLD PRI

The proof is not valid,
and he is not given possession of the field,

because as the Gemara said earlier.

MY ITINT IND N
M5 MmInndy mb wpp mn

He might have threatened the owner.

And the Gemara adds that Ran 21 holds
WY 9N
PR 1R PN

Even if the owner wrote a ww for the 222
that he sold him the field, but

MDY NI RS
The proof of ww is not valid,
Ay the p" o expluins
SPED 1D 305 7ND HHNY
The owner /J(/M/?/ wrote the document because he

%we/ the f/m%
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However

myn Y

PRIININRT

If o7 did see the thief pay the owner for the field, x17729
holds the proof'is valid, and even though the thief coerced
the owner to sell him the field, the sale is effective, as 17
RN later says

mbn

A TYIR

If a person was coerced to sell his field, and he was paid
money, the sale is effective, because

011 92 T HIPHT R

Since the owner was paid, he agrees to the sale.

The Gemara mentions others who disagree with X727 as
follows;

1.

DTV PN

All agree that if there are only o7 for the owner’s
admission, but there were no o7 for the payment, and
there was no 7vw; and regarding

o

PRIINORI PR

Because

P ITIRT IRD R

TNWS 1IN S 00N M

Dedicated By:
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However
mMYY 15 N

NN 1INMN)
If o1y did see the thief pay the owner for the field,
N2 21 holds the proof is valid,
even though the thief coerced the owner to sell him the field,
the sale is effective,

as o 1 later says
2 b
DT MIIT
If a person was coerced to sell his field, and he was paid,
the sale is effective, because

PN INI MT S2IPHNT 23R

Others who /Ww withy &> P

A

0>Tya AR
All agree that
if there are only D1 for the owner’s admission,
but there were no pv1v for the payment,

and there was no yw; and regarding
1912
MR INMIRI PR

Because
M5O TINT IND N
MRS Mmmnnd M wpn mn
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2.

VW1 IPRI

If the owner wrote a 70w for the thief that he sold him the
field, but

MY NI RS

It depends on the Machlokes SXwi 29

Regarding ppapo,

An 0”2 who threatened a Jew with his life unless he
relinquished his property during times when it was
against the law for a 0oy to kill a Jew;

As the Mishnah in pv2) noon states;

3750 1P WM o N

Svampn

If a 587w ceded his field to a P37 and another SR,
first bought the field from the 1>77°0, and then he also
bought it from the original owner, the sale is NOT
effective, because as the 0”awn explains

PSS S MIpa PRI 0T TNO Inn

The original owner only sold the field because he was
afraid of the pppo.

27 holds

I P72 15 IRT ROR MW RD

P T0wa Yar

5va1mpn is only if the owner verbally told the n»> go and
acquire the field; but if the owner wrote a 50w for the n>
then 0”p 1mp» because, as the 0”2w explains

RIPW DTV 12N T0N RY 1287 THON

The witnesses would not write and sign a false document
out of fear of the thief.

Srinw disagrees and says as R 27

I RS 13 0w R

DYINR D NPV TY

SvaInpn is even if the owner wrote a 70w for the M,
because ®

oW 1Y an3 TN Mon»

The witnesses would write and sign a false document, out
of fear of the thief

3,
munio N3

If o7v did see the thief pay the owner for the field, x17129
holds

0P NP

The sale is effective, because

IPMI I T HAPIT R

Since the owner was paid, he agrees to the sale.

While *2237 holds

D PRYPIP

1w myn SR

The sale is not effective, the thief must return the field to
the owner, and the owner refunds his money, because
TP AR

Even though the owner was paid, he does not agree to the
sale.

DafHachaim.org

2
VW2 PRI

Ifthe owner wrote a yow for the thief
that he sold him the field, but

myn 1M KxY
It depends on the Machlokes SR 21
Regarding
ppMp’D
Anp"bp who threatened a Jew with his life unless
he relinquished his property
during times when it was against the law
forap"oy to kill a Jew;

As the Mishnah in p»3a nopy states;
PPIPoN NPY
N°2n Yyan NP tm
%02 Npn

If a b ceded his field to a ppripp

and another bmw, first bought the field from the ppripp,

and then he also bought it from the original owner,
the sale is NOT effective, because

Ay ?%f//o "o W&MWA/
NMSS D DIPD PPNINDT THD HHOHN

The orW owner m%/ sold f/p&/éd/

émm he %% ﬁ%’ﬁt/ 0% ?%,& /PO

3

myn 1Y N
If o1 did see the thief pay the owner for the field,
N0 ) holds
”p Npn
The sale is effective, because

PP IV T HapnT 22N

Since the owner was paid, he agrees to the sale.

While »p 39 holdy
12 PR YPIP
19 W MYN Yar

The sale is not effective,
the thief must return the field to the owner,
and the owner refunds his money, because

P I RS

Even though the owner was paid,
he does not agree to the sale.
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