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1'02
Intro

Today we will 7”va learn 7" 97 of m21n5 NooN
Some of the topics we will learn about include.

The Halachah of R2°py ' that

[ikatoRniokialy

NI

When a claimant confiscates n»i 023, the deceased’s
assets, while he was still alive, the confiscation IS
effective.

However

AP RS 70°ON

NI RY

When the claimant confiscates m»i 023, after he died, the
confiscation is NOT effective.

The case of a 793, safe guarder, who was
D[N 0N

In which it is considered a

PR INRY 700N

The Halachah of 19K RS Xpws i, there is NO
concern for false impressions;

As in the cases of one composing a 2111 0w, loan
document, before the occurrence of the actual loan; and
the case of someone who composes a XnIwR, a document
attesting to mavw orp, before the occurrence of the actual
orp.

The Halachah for one that claims a 7p9, safe guarded
item, TP NIPY INRY, after the safe guarder passed away.

The Halachos for the case of 2105 7033 987

A dying man who stated that his estate shall be given to a
man named Tuvyah, but he did NOT specify which
Tuvyah;
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The Halachah of
NP 1)

NOYDN
NN INRY

N2DND KD

n0ON
DN

R0

The case of
a safe guarder
who was
0NN OODIN

RIPIWI NN
127X KD

One that claims
a safe guarded item
after the safe guarder
passed away

2199 2091 INIRD

But hes did nat specify

which Twu?du
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So let'sreview ...

The Gemara in the previous Daf taught that the Halachah
is like X2’pY »217 that

D Nn 709N

NIID

When a claimant confiscates nin o3, the deceased’s
assets, while he was still alive, the confiscation IS
effective.

However,

A1 IR 700N

NI R

When the claimant confiscates nin 023, after he died, the
confiscation is NOT effective.

The Gemara mentions an incident

MOWT RIOD 1) YTPO D NAT RND’R NAD

arn P van NP DO INR

12 RIDON ORI IR

A person entrusted a woman with a package of loan
documents. After he died, the w7r claimed that they own
the package - While the woman claimed that she already
possessed the package while he was alive, with which she
wishes to collect a debt.

1mn127 ruled that she is NOT entitled to the package,
because this is considered a

AR INRYT 700N

As Rashi explains because

ATANTRO PR

WA PRNMNI 1M

She possessed the package for safeguarding, in which it
it's Halachically considered to be in the deceased’s
possession.

However,

D0 I MYyanT »Tao '|’L) 'R

oI 2P R

If she provides witnesses that the deceased demanded his
package and she refused to return it, she IS entitled to the
package, because this is considered a o»m» no’on, because
he retained the package 21n owb, for her debt

The Gemara taught

the Halachah is like N2'pv 127

NoOON
NN INRY

R2DND XY

nN0DN
0 nn

RO

RNNR RN

MOWT RNON N2 TPDMN MNT

P Lot

NN N9 V2N R

1D/ Dy
1% X1DDN D7NN

on N ruled

She is NOT
entitled
to the package

Because thiy iy &
DN WESZ DO’
97'3 N7PD PO
PPN 10 OM
QED3
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However:;
»TND Y MR
PN MYanT

o»nn
907 MY XM

She IS entitled
to the package
Because this iy @
PII/)// 3)0/&‘/)
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The Gemara mentions another incident that involves a
claimant to n»i o3

RIPTOLIRT RIVIIIN W TRORT RID RN

75 12 VWP T 772 72 RORD 717

A person entrusted XWX *27 to safeguard a packet that
contained 7 pearls.

TRO R RURD 27 200

RWR'M 127 died without leaving instructions.

The person claimed the packet, while the w9y claimed
that their father Rwx> 717 owned the packet.

'»R "7 ruled that that the person is entitled to the packet
for two reasons;

Oneg;

"5 JAYWIT T I RURD A PANRIWTT

THRRYT

This packet certainly did NOT belong to xwx 729,
because XwN» 17 was known not to be wealthy.

Two;

RID0 27 RP R

This person provided the correct indications of the packet.

Dna> PN YT a7 YR

However, if this person frequented Xwx13°27’s home, he is
NOT entitled to the packet, because

TPOR RIINMNR VPR RDR

RO RO IR

Perhaps the packet belongs to another person, and he
observed the indications while visiting Rwx 721,
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X722 RN
R1TD2 IIRT RN 2W TPORT
N9 12 YWY IT P12 72 RWKRD 72
TPD RO RWKRMN 127 DY

The person
claimed the packet

W p/&/’ W
their father owned the packet

WMN I ruled

The person is entitled
to the packet

However;

9727 528
2700 MYT
onno

For two reasonds;
2 1

DRP RN P2ARWYTT
RID'D RWXRM "2
272

N9 2 YW 7

TR ROT RPIR
RINR WX

T'PON

RN RIININN)

Heis NOT
entitled
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The Gemara mentions another incident that involves a
claimant to nm»n oo

72105 7031175 IRT RN

a0

210 RNR

A dying man stated that his estate shall be given to a man
named Tuvyah, but he did NOT specify which Tuvyah;
and a man named Tuvyah came forth to claim the estate.
Y R

720 R1 I

131 27 ruled that this Tuvyah is entitled to the estate,
because we assume that he is the said Tuvyah.
However in a case where

7210 IR

77210 27 RON

That the n» said Tuvyah, and a man named Rav Tuvyah
came forth;

Rav Tuvyah is NOT entitled to the estate, because

IR VY

IMOR RO 0 275

The n» said Tuvyah, NOT Rav Tuvyah.

However,

10T WPRON]

pi=Rolb ¥ i

If the n» and Rav Tuvyah were friends, Rav Tuvyah IS
entitled to the estate, because the n» referred to him by his
first name.
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2107 102110 IRT RINN

2DV
210 RNR

A man named Tuvyah
came to claim the estate

NP YN

12210 X2 N

Because we assume

fW/L&M/?%@MT(M/W

However;

WIIR N
M2 0T

17210 NN
117210 27 RN

N2 DIAXRN
Because the, oy
referved ty him

éyzﬁ;ﬁm‘rm

Rav Tuvyah
1s NOT entitled

Wt N
Wt ;i’ﬁ)',a/{ ,37/
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In a case in which

7210 W INR

Two men named Tuvyah came forth to claim the estate:
Pw

DN oM

If one was a neighbor, while the other was a Talmud
Chacham;

OR

mp

n"m

One was a relative, while the other was a Talmud
Chacham; in both cases;

DTIP DM 7PN

The Talmud Chacham is entitled to the estate. As Rashi
explains because

POYD PIRN DTN

A NYWwa M

One on his deathbed seeks to perform good deeds, and
there is a Mitzvah to support a Talmud Chacham.

The Gemara asks;

12 NVIR

R 1P PW

What is the ruling when one was a neighbor, while the
other was a relative?

And the Gemara answers that the neighbor is entitled to
the estate

Because the Pasuk in Mishlei states

217 ARD 217P PV 10

A close neighbor is better than a distant brother.

In a case of
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In a case in which

17210 W 1NXR

Mp PV
DONTNOM DONTNOYM

OTp 0ON 7NON

Because
PEVH PNT7IN O7H

oD HYES DO

1N RPYIAINR
298N M PY

The neighbor
1s entitled to the estate

Because

the Pasuk ine Wishllei states
=i ";’:"'w =t
pw‘m TN
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‘ DIp 0Iw

DIOW DIV
D'PIN DIV
In which they were both relatives, Inacase Of
OR they were both neighbors

OR they were both Talmudei Chachamim 0 n) JQ’] [m] n 7 m1 0 n N m

ITTRTV

It's up to the discretion of the Dayanim. DOnN [RRAP)V) 0’ 311|7

There is a well-known moom w3 np1>nn in the explana-
tion of 177 RTIW:
Rashi says;

W5 WW MH
™M Npn NI ’J”TT R.r1w
The Dayanim evaluate which one was closest to the

deceased, or which one is most pious, and we assume that
he is the Tuvyah that the deceased had in mind.

It’s up to the discretion
of the Dayanim

Tosfos says;
AW DY I I

The Dayan may give it to whomever he wants.

golly) dvp)
DY 1970 MWD £ IS
D5 IS DHD MO 13

. iph) )
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