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7"01
Intro

Today we will 7”va learn ©”» 97 of X9In2 X121 N>ON
Some of the topics we will learn about include.

The incident of

MmN 93192737000

RINOPWRRI RVTIDR

1IN 92927727 signed as a witness, on both, the

RYTID JOW

The document in which the seller declared that he was
coerced to make the sale; and then on the

RNSPWR

The sale document

The Machlokes regarding

127 P RYTI IDRY DTV

If witnesses were signed on a 70w, and they later authenti-
cated the 7vw, but added that the oW is invalid, because it
was a Y7, do we accept their testimony or not?

All agree regarding

137927 YR TINRIIORY DTV

PINRI PR

If witnesses were signed on a 70w, and they later authenti-
cated the 70w, but added that the 70w is invalid, because
itsa

JINR 0V

A qow written with trust for a potential loan, but no actual
loan took place;

Their testimony is not accepted.

T MNIPR W THW I
Once o7p present their testimony, they cannot retract and
change their testimony.

VYWIIOIY DWUD DTN PR
A witness is not believed to say that he committed a 772y

DafHachaim.org

NN 12 72 N27 0NN
RNOPWRRI RYTINR

NNOPYN NVTID
The sale The document
document in whichono, the seller,
declared that he was
coerced to make the sale

1IMRY D*TYN
1927 10 RYTID

/Waye&
1MRY D¥TY
127927 1N NINNR
PRI PR

TNV 7D
72211 31N IR NV

TR PR
YW 1DRY DOWND
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. The previous Mishnah’s Halachah of
MWK 0212 PIN WRY RS
If a husband ate all the produce of his wife's field for three
years, this is not a proof that he bought the field from her,
as the Gemara explains
7o02°5 PR D’T:T?]"f 1% 2ana7 nl’tn w,xb Rl’
The Mishnah refers to a husband who wrote a declaration INVRXR 0012
saying that he is 12t p501; he relinquishes his rights to
the profits of his wife's assets; and even so
AP WRD PR
Because
P79 ROW MYOn YR DR NTOPD MWK PR
A wife generally does not object to her husband eating her

produce even those that he is not entitled to. 1D1Rn

Zwmw myaly mpz:: TWON RN ) e 0"oN n]pn: MOXN R
person can reject an upcoming privilege awarded him

by the o'»on, because it was only enacted for his benefit. 1l, ]’}’D“’J

Similarly,

oYY WD VR 1

DIVIPR

VI PRI

A woman can tell her husband I will not accept support,
and in return I will keep my earnings.

| nYY2Y% IMH hwr NN
@ o NWIY 22°R) NNTI 2R

0193 MR R
A person cannot reject an upcoming privilege awarded
him by the 7710, such as an inheritance.

NRNMNRT NHYPM
YO MR XY
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So let's review ...

The Gemara continues the discussion of

DT PP AN INYIN

And proceeds with the following incident;

RIPIR 2OROY KoM IRV

Pan

»axv hung *oRo on a tree, and coerced him to sell his field;
and

73N 9292 127000

RIDPWRRI RYTIDR

1IN 929217127 signed as a witness, on both the

RYTID

The document in which *oro, the seller, declared that he
was coerced to make the sale, and then also signed on the
RIOPUR

The sale document

R 27 commented on this incident;

RYTIOR DNAT IRD

NN Yow

The xy7n 0w is effective in nullifying the sale.

And,

RYTIDIRY R

D'NN POW RNDPWRR DNNT JRD

Had there not been a Ry7» 70w the sale would have been
effective, even though it was through coercion, because
AT P PANITION

Dedicated By:

DafHachaim.org

71 P21 Pan MdN

RI17OK YDRDY RHN ARV
120

IND hung®ND on a tree
and coerced him to sell his field

NIN 72 72 N DAN
RNOPWRN) RVTIDN

12N 7272121 signed as a witness, on both the

NYTID
The document
in which ono, the seller,
declared that he was
coerced to make the sale

NNOPWN
The sale
document

4?2 commented on thiy, incident;
RYTIMR DINNT RN
D'NnN DY

And,
RYTIN RY X
DONN DY RNYPWKRR DINNT RN

Because

35 225 /25 vy
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However, the Gemara asks, why is the Xy 7in 0w
effective?

13 27 IR

12T VA RYTI IORY DTV

PIORIPR

If witnesses were signed on a 70w, and they later authenti-
cated the 70w, but then added that the Jow is invalid,
because there was a nyTin, their testimony is not accepted,
because as the 0”1w7 explains

NI ROVD RIOWT 1T 7910

RYTI 7Y "D 15025 PRI YWV

The o7 first admitted to the authenticity of the 70w, and
now wish to disqualify it. This is not accepted, because
TP MM IPR W AW D

Once 07p present their testimony, they cannot retract and
change their testimony?

The Gemara answers with the following distinction:

no Yy '

PINI PR

Only where the witnesses first signed the 70w, and then
gave oral testimony of RyT»;

Their testimony is not accepted, because

RIOWH RYWN 719 DY IR RYT

As the 0"awn explains

PNORIT R SO PINR MTY PR

TAD) WM IPRT

The later testimony of Xy 71 cannot disqualify the earlier
testimony of the 70w which they admitted was written
appropriately, because 0’7 cannot retract and change
their testimony.

RIOW1 IR

PINRI

But where the witness first signed a Xy7» 70w, and then
signed the 777791 J0W, as MM 1292727 did;

Their testimony is accepted, because

RIVWY RYW RIOW "NR

An earlier testimony of Xy can disqualify a later
testimony of the oW, because it was written beforehand.

The Gemara asks,
W/f W the £y 200 e/%@oz‘w@?
1PN 27 MRM
129927 1PN RYTIN 1INORY DXTYN
PINRI PR

If witnesses were signed on a v,
and they later authenticated the yow,
but then added that theyow is invalid,

because there was a nvT,
their testimony is not accepted

v

The Gemara answers

with the %o%wm;/ distinction

ot
RXI0Wa
1PONR]

Where the witness
first signed a RvTID WV,

N>
o Yy
PIDRI PR
Where the witnesses
first signed theyow,

DafHachaim.org

and then thenyonww,  and then gave oral testimony
asnni272n did of RvTID

00 i 20 Jy ot 5
Ol Eym O Eyw
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The Gemara proceeds with a Machlokes *wx 27392 1 1pn1 27
They both agree in a case of

T2 P IR IDRY DTV

PINRI PR

If witnesses were signed on a 70w, and they later authenticated
the 70w, but added that the 70w is invalid, because it's a

DIDR JOW

A 70w written with trust for a potential loan, but no actual loan
took place;

Their testimony is NOT accepted.

However they disagree in a case of

1927 PARYTINIINDRY DTV

In which the witnesses added that the Jow is invalid, because the
9010, the seller, was RyTin 90, he declared that he was coerced
to make the sale.

IR PRI

PIONRI PR

Their testimony is not accepted

While

IOROWR 172D

PIORI

Their testimony is accepted.

And as the 0"2wn explains the Machlokes is as follows;

1M1 27 holds, in both case pinRi PR because in both cases there is
an issue of

TN MMIPR DV TR 11D

The o»7v first admitted to the authenticity of the oW, and now
they wish to disqualify the Jow, in which we say that o7y cannot
retract and change their testimony.

While >wx 2792 91 holds that in both cases there is no issue of
T IMNIPR DV TR 1D

Because

PTIONR IR RN

They only disqualify the 70w indirectly by stating 71X and
Ry, This is not considered T .

However, according to *wR 1792, there is another distinction
between mmR and Xy as follows:

I2T P TINR

PINRI PR

Because,

a5 MRS

As the 0"awn explains

R OWT D

MM RY I2IVR

VWIINIY DWW DINR PR

Since one is forbidden to write and hold on to a 73X oW, a
witness is not believed to say that he signed a minr 70w, because
there is an 7772y involved.

However,

I2T PIRYTID

PINRI

Because

N> mIm

Since one is permitted to compose a RyTin IOV, a witness is
believed to say that he signed a nymi» oW, because there is no
772 involved.

DafHachaim.org

The Gemara proceeds with a Machlokes
'Y M NN

both agree i case g

129927 1PN NINRKX 1IPRYW D*TY
PRI PR
If witnesses were signed on a oW,
and they later authenticated the oW,
but added that the ww is invalid
because it’s a NINRN LW
A 200 written with trast /or wpotentiak loan,
butt no actuak loam took place
Their testimony is NOT accepted

However they disagree in a case g

127127 1PN RYTID NHRY DITY

In which the witnesses added that the ww is invalid,
because the 0, the seller, was NDTI) DD,
he declared that he way coerced ty make the sale

W Gk P2 » W
]’JDNJ

WE ) P
PINNI PN
Because in both cases
there it an sue g
7l yro
M 1590 )t A

RVTIN NINR

1T 1T

(0K 0K 'R
Because,

2y 425
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The Gemara proceeds with the Mishnah on an q7

IMWR "O231 7PN WRY KD

If a husband ate all the produce of his wife's field for three
years, this is not proof that he bought the field from her.

The Gemara asks, X0°w9, this Halachah is

self-understood, because

RY95 7Y RT 1D

9RPT RITRTO

Since it is well-known that the Kesubah entitles a husband
to his wife’s profits, his taking the produce or profits does
not indicate ownership, and there was no need for her to
make a INmn?

The Gemara explains

RDM¥ RY

7°0212°5 PR D37 PT A AN0T

The Mishnah refers to a husband who wrote a declaration
saying that he relinquishes his rights to his wife’s assets;
in which he is no longer entitled to her profits, and even so
APt WIRY PR

Because

P79 ROW MPon SN’ OR NTOPD MWK PR

A wife generally does not object to her husband eating her
produce even those that he is not entitled to.

DafHachaim.org

Wishnah on AV 799

WML D313 1P 2RO KO

If a husband ate all the produce
of his wife’s field for three years,
this is not proof that he bought the field from her

P4

2000
X709 1YY MRT N
2IRPT RN RID

Since the Kesubah entitles a husband to his wife’s profits,
his taking the produce does not indicate ownership,
and there was no need for her to make a nDNND?

v
RIMX XY
7°°0512 *9 PR 02127 T 0D 2ANOT

And even 30 PSP &e//t
because
DNTOPL MR PN

P72 ROW MmN DON DN
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The Gemara explains that although

N5 IR

NATWOY L PROMAT PT

72 POV D PR

i npoon T

If aland owner states that he has no claim to a field;

OR that he will not have any dealings with the field;
OR that he relinquishes ownership of the field;

D92 MR NS

His statement is not effective and he still owns the field,
because there is no such transaction as removing one's
ownership. As the 0”2w1 writes;

N5 MRV TY

15 MO0 T 15 NN Y

A%PW 1 925 NIPOM W

He must say or write a term of gifting, selling, or declaring
it ownerless, which is different than m,>o.

However, in the Mishnah'’s case, the term nan npbon 7
is effective, because it refers to where

AO1IR ATV Y 202

He wrote this statement before pxiw3, while still in pOITR,
BEFORE he acquired the rights to her m~5; and

i) YDV D’HDON NIPN2 WOR R IDIRA

A person can reject an upcoming privilege awarded him
by the o'non. As the 0”aw1 explains;

D251 WYY 12102 WWIN IPR DRY

M 5215 IR

D01 PN INYTHw

Since the initiative was only enacted for his benefit, he
canrejectit. ®

Dedicated By:
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The Gemaras expliiny that dlthoughy
17°2NY INIRN
" PR
N2 poy

He will not have
any dealings
with the field

npPMoN 1™
NN

He relinquishes
ownership
of the field

DN PT
» PR
T NTY DY

He has no claim
to a field

m%d MR XY
His statement is not effective
and he still owns the field

Because there iy no such transaction
ay remoum?/ one’sy owwjﬁ«}&/

However, in the Mishnah'y case,
NN NPMoN 17
ISEFFECTIVE
Because it refers ty where
NDNN NIV Nb amda
He wrote thiy statement é%m 119, whille still in poIe,

BEFORE de the n’%fy ty her pyro
and

DN NIPN2 WON IR IVIND
1D POV

A person can reject an Wmm?//zmde?e/
awarded hims é}/ the ppon
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Similarly,

oYY % AR AN

NIVIPR

WY PR

A woman can tell her husband I will not accept support,
and in return I will keep my earnings.

However regarding

ROPIRT 712M

D193 IR RS

A person cannot reject an upcoming privilege awarded
him by the 7mn, such as an inheritance, because

R 15w 179 53

The Torah gives him this benefit even against his will,
therefore

7Inm PwSa OINRS M

He must say or write a term of gifting it to the other
person. ®

DafHachaim.org

Similarty,
n9Ya% MY NWR NN’
NWIY 2R NN 2R

However regand.

RNMNRT NHM
m9 MR XY

A person cannot reject an upcoming privilege
awarded him by thenmn, such as an inheritance

Because £ 1/ 1923 %
Wﬁmﬁ%@xﬁéﬂuz‘wéaw%# WMWMWMZ

We%ar@
MM N2 0INRY N
He must or write @ fermy

o ifting it to the ther person
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Regarding the Mishnah'’s statement

MWK "O12 FIPIN WRY RS

The Gemara points out that it implies

AP WRY RS

W PRINA

Only a npin is not a proof of ownership, but a 70w, a sale
document IS a valid proof that his wife sold him her field.

And the Gemara asks:

Why is a 70w valid proof of ownership?

HY25 WY M NM RN

The wife can claim, she only agreed to please her
husband, but in reality she did not agree to the sale?

As we find this in a Mishnah in pv3 noon

ORI AR WM WRA 1 AR

S0a1m»

If a person bought a field that was designated for her
Kesubah from the husband, and afterward he bought it
from the wife, the sale is NOT effective to remove her lien
from this field. Apparently, because

5Y35 TPWY M NI TIDRT

The wife claims that she only agreed to please her
husband, but in reality she did not agree to the sale.

If so, here too,

5Y15 WY M NN RPN

The Gemara answers that it all depends on what kind of
field was sold, as elaborated in the next Daf.

Dedicated By:
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N 10012 P e 8O

Implies...

ORI XN WIRY XY
(O} nptTn

Only anptn
is not a proof
of ownership

<

W/Ly/ sa 100 valid /zroo% o% OWWWP
"9 YNPWY M NNA RPN

The wife can claim,
she only agreed to please her husband,
but in reality she did not agree to the sale?

Ayw&W?‘/Mwa/ Wishnah in f/(/ua/\/
MONA 1 A M w~z~zn e ary]

03 pe

Ifaperson bought a field
that was designated for her Kesubah from the husband,
and afterward he bought it from the wife,
the sale is NOT effective to remove her lien from this field

em‘l?/ because
/%/”W by 019 Pp) D7

> &

It all depends on
what kind of field was sold

Bava Basra 49-9



