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® -

Intro

Today we will Be“H learn 2”5 q7 of X912 832 noom, n J1n:b ]’l’vn
Some of the topics we will learn about include: -rnR -rv D”v

TAR TY 0"V AN POVD

The Gemara cites a N5 whether we can confirm one’s

status as a Kohein based on the testimony of a single

witness, and offers two interpretations of the np>mn:
R1T 22T XM

RPT 32T RO

Whether p7 mareverses their rulings, or they are

concerned that it will damage their credibility?

OR

mTY 98>

Whether we accept a pair of witnesses who did not testify n]ur” qﬁxb

together?

RO”T ROV

If a defendant admits to presenting an invalid document,
but claims to have misplaced the valid one, it is a np>I»
whether we say RD”( Rﬂnw
W5

He is believed, since he could have lied, OR

RPHYI ROOM RIOW N7

He cannot support his claim with a worthless document.

MWW 5 AN

RNYY2 RDON RIVWYW RN
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. So let's review...
1
The Gemara earlier cited j»pn127's ruling; RRUZ) Nb NOT T ND)b’T.’)
PWIT R RYT 2T RS
We are not concerned that people will disparage 17 n"a for
reversing their ruling. The Gemara now cites a Mishnah in D3/’ DI
his support: TAR TY D Y ANNIY POYN PR

TR AT 2T
TAR TV 70 Sy Anmab pOYn PR
We do not confirm one’s status as a Kohein based on the

We do not confirm one’s status as a Kohein
based on the testimony of a single witness.

testimony of a single witness.

TR 27 MR e R e 1 7)’)/,@ »7

IR JE0D Jp I ) Pl MNIN

PIMY v opna 5 5

This is only where two witnesses challenge his status. nnn:b ]’bvn T;| ,1,1131, u’, mtwn.lenn
However, 9 his is only where two witnesses
I PRY DIPPA TR 7Y 2D ',v challenge his status. However,
TNR TV °0 5Y N Povn ]711]}) ]’R\’J D’PDJ
Where there are no two witnesses challenging his status, ’I’ n

we do confirm a Kohen based on testimony of one ] b

witness.

A third opinion:

IR SR 12 P 127

JON 12 PYRY 117 DN

TAR TY 0"V ANAY POV

We do confirm a Kohen based on testimony of one
. witness.

(O >3¥"
esk‘e‘l
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Although 32w tY5R '27 seem to agree, the Gemara
explains that there is actually a N> in the following
case:

O PPIANT D

RI77 7197 ORI AR

This person’s father was known to be a kosher Kohein.
However,

ROP 75V o3

R ARIOM 12 WA 12T

PPONR

A rumor spread that his mother was previously divorced,
rendering him a 55m, and so he was disqualified. Subse-
quently,

IR TAR TV RON

RI77 1707

TYPONI

A single witness confirmed his kosher status, and he was
reinstated. However,

MIRIIN INNR

R ARISM AWM 127

PPONR

Two witnesses then confirmed the rumor, and he was
again disqualified. Subsequently,

IRITAR TV ROR

NI 707

Another witness testified that he was a kosher Kohein.
There are now two sets of contradictory witnesses, and so
he should regain his former assumed kosher status.
However, the Gemara, at first, interprets the np,>nn as
follows:

920 TYHR 127

7Y 1RO R PPANRT I

RIT27 RMD pwrn

We no longer reinstate him, because we are concerned
with the disgrace of 7 2.

920 5RO 12 PYPY 127

75 1PPOR IR PPANR IR

10N RY RPT AT RMYT

We do reinstate him, because we are not concerned with
the disgrace of p7 2.

MWW % f/z&/a%wdr% case

However,
R9P NOY Pl
12) DWW 2T

RN NN
N2NNRY

A rumor spread
that his mother was
previously divorced,
rendering him a b5n.

However,
"N " INX
MNPNR)
WA 2T
NN NNOM
N2°NNN)

Two witnesses then
confirmed the rumor,
and he was again
disqualified.

N>

MY 1PTNNT

RNT MaR2
RN N7

This person’s father
was known to be
a kosher Kohein.

TNR TY RNIXR
IMNY
NN 00T
NPOR)

A single witness
confirmed his kosher
status, and he was
reinstated.

TR TY ROR
MR
XN 11T

Another witness testified
that he was a kosher Kohein.

There are now two sets of contradictory witnesses,
so he really should regain his former kosher status.

R0 é'ﬁg PRSI oY
MINNR IR
MY 1pON 1IN
R1>T 22T KM
12°W1N XY
We do reinstate him,

because we are not concerned
with the disgrace of p7 m2.

DafHachaim.org

v

2P0 Wé P7
MINNRT 117D
MY 17pon &Y
XM7Y 11207
N7 227
We no longer reinstate him,

because we are concerned
with the disgrace of p7 m2.
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However, the Gemara rejects this interpretation, because:
TN RTROND

MIMNTIOR

The Braisa could have presented a much simpler case:
Both witnesses testified that he was a kosher Kohein
AFTER he was already disqualified by the first two
witnesses, and the Machlokes is whether we re-instate him
or not because of

R1T727 RMOD rwrn

Therefore, "WR 17 says

R1HY 917

R17°27 R [PW»MI RS

All agree that we are not concerned for X737 Rm>y; and
these are the *2727 °>WR mentioned earlier upon whom 17
i relied; ®

And the 2w T1YHR 137 NP> must be interpreted
differently:

750 RP TP 97852 RO

They disagree about combining witnesses, as per the
following Rn72:

The xpp N1 says

PT I022 NP Y PR

TARD DPIVITYW T

Witnesses are only accepted as a pair if they testify
together.

IR NI

oYn W PIaT PYmw

327 P D 1720 KW

We can accept one witness’s testimony today and the
other witness'’s testimony tomorrow.

Accordingly,

2719 920 MYHR 127

113°295 920 2" 2w

“1Y5R 17 holds we cannot combine two testimonies.
Therefore, we cannot accept the second individual
witness to re-instate this Kohein.

While »”2w holds that we can accept him;

DafHachaim.org

Y
TN RMPXR RN
M1 7IN219°DR
The Braisa could have presented a much simpler case:
Both witnesses testified that he was a kosher Kohein
AFTER he was already disqualified by the first two witnesses,
and the Machlokes is whether we re-instate him or not
because of

RT 2T RMDOTH |2wn

D i

/Y
RNYY DT
R1>T 22T RM7TH 11PW»N RY
All agree that we are not concerned for N»T12T RMT;
4.and these are the 2121 bwr mentioned earlier
upon whom pna 1) relied;
And the 2"2w TR 12 HMdND
must be interpreted differently:

29D RP MTY 77852 ROM
They disagree about combining witnesses, as per the
following Npma:

A P ,&7\7) ,9/)
2T PUDIY DT PR
DV NT DY T 22 NOYPHD
2N RYWOD DMWY 1LY T
PO2T POUNIY 27))70) TNND

We can accept one witness’s Witnesses are only
testimony today and the other accepted as a pair
witness’s testimony tomorrow. if they testify together.

J92 270 72D 2”2WMN - "ND 12D VORI
315N 127 holds we cannot combine two testimonies.
Therefore, we cannot accept the second individual witness
to re-instate this Kohein.

While 2"aw holds that we can accept him;
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The Gemara cites several cases of disputes involving
unacceptable documents:

72N IBRT RN

RVIR NI VI RD

If the previous owner of a property asked the current
occupant to explain his presence, and he said;

Nyt N

RIVW RN

I purchased it from you, and here is the document. And the
owner replied

N1 RD”T RIOW

This document is a 7R 0w, a document that a seller
entrusts to a buyer in anticipation of a sale, but the sale
never actually took place.

7275 hwnd P

RITRO”T RIOV PR

The occupant then whispered to 117, “The document is
indeed invalid. However,

0I7TRIY M ROYD RIOW

M7 53RN VPR RPN

I had a valid document but lost it, and I thought to use this
one instead.

a7 ruled

WYL

75 MR VIR

NI ROVD RIOW

He could have lied and maintained that the document was
valid, and he would have successfully kept the property.
Clearly, he is not lying, and he truly purchased the

property.

However, qor 17 argued

igilalolyinl

RIVW RIR

N7 RPHYI ROOM RTOW *Ril

His sole support is from this worthless document. As the
0”aw explains

DTV ANDI 1T 5vanRTn

o7y DI PwH D b pm

His admission that the document is worthless has the
credibility of witnesses, and one cannot use a 131 to
contradict witnesses.

DafHachaim.org

MRT RINN
N”andy
INN2 N2 RN
RYIR

If the previous owner of a
property asked the current
occupant to explain his
presence

nNaT 0
RIOW RM
I purchased it from
you, and here is the
document.

ROV
pRa XN RDT

na7k o weny e
RDMT RIOW PR

a document that a
NN seller entrusts to a
buyer in anticipation
of a sale, but the sale
never actually

took place.

The occupant whispered to N2
“The document is indeed
invalid. However,

RMYYN RIVWY
DOX) - M NN
NN VIPIR RINN)

NT 93 °RT2
I'had a valid document but lost it,
and I thought to use this one instead.

297

WMWY N
RN RHYYND RIOW N IOKX Y2 R

He could have lied that the document was valid,
and he would have successfully kept the property.
Clearly, he is not lying, and he truly purchased the property.

Y
ﬁa/' Y
RIVW RAR - NIND NRNRXR
RN RNYY2 RDON RIVW RN

His sole support is from this worthless document.

Ay the "0 explaingy
07 OHNS 17 SY3 HH7D
D7V DN IPED 15 ONd NN
Hiys admission that the docament is worthlless hay the
W@/béb&??/ a% witnesses, and one cannot use w ien ty
contradict witnesses.
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. A similar incident regarding a loan:
I2N5 IBRT R
T2 RIPPODT N ARD S 27
RIVW R
The mbn said to the mb, “Give me the 100 111 you owe me, as

177209 MXRT RN
MIT NRN Y AN
2 RIpPPONT

Dedicated By:

evidenced by this document.” The mb replied

NI ROVT RIOVW

This document is a IR VW, and the loan never took
place.

727 S wnd pra

RO ROV PR

©37RY I ROV RIOW 1T

The m>n» then admitted to this, but claimed to have lost a
valid document;

Here, too, a7 ruled

Rl RbRaie

R RO RIOW 7Y IR V1R

He is believed, since he could have claimed that this IS a
valid document.

While qor 29 maintained

TN R RPN

RIVW 'RAR

N1 RHY ROOM RIVW N7

He cannot base his claim on a worthless document.

The Gemara had a poo of how to decide, and therefore
rules

RYINI 7277 PO RN

DI’ RVIR RDPPT R}

The Halachah follows a1 regarding real property, and the
property remains with the buyer, since it is currently in his

possession. And

290y 1377 DND Rnobn

MY MPIPT RN

The Halachah follows qov 17 regarding money, and the
money remains with the defendant, since it is currently in
his possession.

The mb replied

ROV
R1N RDNT

This documentis a
NIDR WY,

and the loan never
took place.

RIOW kM

The mbn said to the mb,
“Give me the 100 NIT you owe me,
as evidenced by this document.”

N27% N WY PN
RDMT RILW PR
DX 79 MN RVYN RIOW NN

The mbn then admitted to this,
but claimed to have lost a valid document;

While 5p» 20 maintained

NOND R INNX
RITOW RN

RDON RIVW RN
NIN RNHYY2

He cannot base his claim on
aworthless document.

NP RNOON
T2 fOP 297
T MMPT ROMN
m,>
The Halachah follows 9p» 23
regarding money, and the
money remains with the
defendant, since it is currently
in his possession

DafHachaim.org

v
Here, too, n2) ruled

MW 1Y N
1YY MR 2N
RN RHYN RIVWY

He s believed,
since he could have claimed
that this IS a valid document.

nPIMd RNOON
RYIN2 NATT
RYIR RDMPT RN
PN
The Halachah follows n2>
regarding real property, and
the property remains with
the buyer, since it is
currently in his possession.
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The Gemara presents a case where this ruling was
rendered:

M5% 5 MRT RIW R

TV 5N NYI9T T RN 5 20

RIOW R

A guarantor demanded from the borrower, “Repay me the
100 1 that I paid the creditor on your behalf, as evidenced
by this document.“ The m5 replied

PNYIO RS

Haven't I already repaid you? The 19 then claimed

RIPD INPNOPW NITIIRD

Didn't you then take the money back?

»ax ruled according to the earlier distinction:

T2 Q0 2737 7 IND Rno5

MWD M IDPIRT R

The Halachah follows qov 11 regarding money, and the
guarantor cannot use the worthless document. Therefore,
the money remains with the defendant, in this case the mb,
since it is currently in his possession.

However, the Gemara adds,

"R D117

RIDINPNONR NITH

This is only if he says that he took the money back as a
loan. Therefore, the document is essentially worthless,
because the original obligation was paid.

However, if the guarantor says

PrImrnIT

PIIOYOW NAT NN

RIJOWT RTIIVWY 7PIPR NIOR

I returned the money to you because the currency was not
usable, the document is still valid, since the borrower
never repaid his original obligation, and he must pay the
guarantor.

Dedicated By:
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MY N9 MRT R27Y RIND
M2 MONH *NYIDT 21T RN 2 2N
RILY XM

A guarantor demanded from the borrower,
“Repay me the 100 1t that I paid the creditor on your behalf,
as evidenced by this document.”

Themb replied

°NYID IRY

Haven't I already
repaid you?

The 27 then claimed

NITN IR

IRIN ININYHW
Didn’t you then take the
money back?

nat ruled accor/m?/ ty the earlier distinction:
TIT2 {01 2797 N2 NNOYN
MY T MPIRT RN

The Halachah follows oy 21 regarding money,
and the guarantor cannot use the worthless document.
Therefore, the money remains with the defendant,
in this case the mb,
since it is currently in his possession.

97RT "M N
NI NPNDIR NITH

This is only if he says that he took the money back as a loan.
Therefore, the document is essentially worthless,
because the original obligation was paid.

79N 101NN
PNPIO 7DV NAT NNNN
RIVWT RTI2YWH NPNR "NONX
I returned the money to you because the currency
was not usable, the document is still valid,

since the borrower never repaid his original obligation,
and he must pay the guarantor.
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