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But they established themselves there — 7> Lypormn N7

OVERVIEW?

The X 1 asked even if we maintain T0OR P12 X173, nevertheless 701 27 would
have no right to evict the 2°1X, since they already have a 7P to ply their craft
there. Mo01n discusses the nature of this 7p177.
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The 55791 9''2 5''1 explained, since the 2°121X did not come to take possession of

someone else’s property and say that it belongs to him -
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Rather the 7717 was merely for general usage that the 2°12X are deriving
benefit from the land, in that case a P without a claim is effective —

The 377 1"2°"7 proves this distinction:
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For presumably the 2°121X were not claiming that n91° 21 sold them the rights to

this usage, rather their claim seems to be that since he did not protest in the past, he implicitly
conceded to them this right.

The 5777 7"2 "7 supports his view:
= MYV ROY NPIN NIMNT SY199ND PINNT (%, 97 IIYDT 17N 25 WM

And the case here is like the cases previously where one made a 7 for s7917,

! In our M3 the text reads PR (not P7INX).
2 See ‘Overview’ to the previous 1R 7"7 Moo,
3 See “Thinking it over’.
4 In general if 72187 is the known owner of a property and 1'w»w made a 7P in this property for three years and
claims that 12%7 sold it to him, the 7p111 is effective and the property remains in the possession of 1wnw. However if
7wnw claims that he lived on this property for three years and no one protested, this is referred to as a 71y PXW 7pmn
71w (there is no claim as to how 1wnw owns this property) and this 751 is not effective and the property reverts
back to 723%1. The "7 7"2 "1 distinguishes between a 1Pt which claims ownership (for which a 71V is required,
as mentioned above), and a 7pi1 for usage rights (where no ownership is claimed), in which case no 7w is required.
The mere fact that the owner did not protest (over a certain period of time) indicates that the owner conceded this
usage to the user.
3 Firstly, there is no mention of such a claim. Additionally, if this was their claim (and presumably they were not
lying), why would 701 27 want to evict them, he would certainly have remembered that he sold them this right.
Rather it makes more sense that nothing happened, but the 0°1 inferred from the lack of protest that qo1 27 was
5min, when in fact this 72°nn is debatable as the X113 continues to explain.
6 »77177 are (small) beams. The case there is where 1'waw built a wall between his property and s'121%7 property. 121X
placed small beams on the wall and 1'wnw did not protest. The rule is that 12187 has the right to keep his beams on
that wall.
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that we assume that the 2 is effective without a claim, for we assume -
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That since the owner of the wall did not protest for three years, he conceded to

him that right to place his beams on his wall. Similarly here, the fact the 707 27 did not protest
(for three years) indicates that he was 7 the 0% the right to practice there.

mooIn disagrees that Pwnwn NN does not require a mIvY:
= 799195 PYINN INNN 1TINY PITNN 9399 NIPN RY ONRT AN PPN

And this does not appear to be correct, for if (in the case of >7717) the owner of
the wall did not transfer the rights to him, so if he established the rights for the

small beams why did he establish the rights for large beams -
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Rather perforce you must say in that case there regarding the >7777 that he
claims that the owner of the wall was 1p% to him the rights to place beams on the
wall, so therefore even though he was only *77% p1ni7 nevertheless he is also
s1wob PN, for a person does not make half-a-transaction [and similarly here
too it is a case where the 01X claim that he was mp» to them the rights to
practice their trade there, so it is a 7pw 7Ry ww AP,

SUMMARY
There i1s a dispute whether W nwn NP requires a vy 7AY WW AR,

THINKING IT OVER
Does this 190N agree with the previous MdoIN that the 21X were working on
their own'? property?!!

7 nor 27 there maintained (in opposition to 1am1 27) that if he made a P for *77117, that 710 is effective even for
). If we assume that 123X claims that he bought the rights from 1wnw to place (all types of) beams on his wall, it
is understood that even though until now he placed only >7717 but since he claims that he bought the rights for all
beams, the fact the 1Wwnw did not protest the *7717 indicates that s'72187 claim is valid (see shortly in this m»0In that
axmn? pIp qww o7R PRT). However if the only reason why j21%7 has a 1pm in the >7117 is because 1nwaw did not
protest (but 7217 does not claim that he bought the rights from 1w»w), how can 7ov 27 say that a 7pn for *7 M7 is a
P for "2, perhaps 119nw did not mind small beams, but he certainly would mind large beams.
8 12187 claims that 1'wnw gave him the right to place all types of beams [even heavy ones] on the wall. We know that
he made a npn for the 77, which proves that 117waw certainly agreed to the 7771, however since a person does not
make a half-transaction, we can be sure that he purchased the rights to place all types of beams on s'1wnw wall.
° The 1127 NI adds; 7wy 7Ry W apm Im o> OIPAw D210 1AW 071 2l RO
10'See footnote # 3.
' See TIE there ‘Thinking it over’. See (PWn P12 "17) 1212 NNNAX.
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