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nooIn discusses a related issue:

7972% 211M5T 2ONINAT 113N1299 1R PR 1020 and — The 1" wrote: we have
seen the view of our Rabbis the »''t 251183

ot 9177 — that this 2917 who now lost this field —

R137% nend v nv — cannot enter into a lawsuit —

NYIR7T 779972 97772 — with the original owner of the land! (the wwyn) —

9% 19217 877 KPR — but rather the 151 who sold it to the >

75772 nonn — enters in a lawsuit with the Qv vn. The reason is that the 7y w» can
say to the p>1mn you and I have no business with each other. I did not sell you anything, so

you can have no complaints against me. The only one that the p*1nn can sue is the 721,
who sold him this field.”

mooIn offers a dissenting view:

23R 72 R 93mh I8N PR — the X'"'2w does not agree with the ruling of
the o° X3 —

X177 — for we have a ruling, that —
17°% Xanw N5t 92 — any rights that he may acquire —
1w% KA 927 — the first buyer (the 151) sold to the second buyer (the p>irin)

2 22791 nIT? ©57° 891 — and the 2y yn cannot push away the p>1in and say
to him —

DR 9797 29127 Y¥2 XY — you are not my litigant; we have no common interest.
Whatever right the original 7121 has to contest the 7¥7v1 concerning this property that he

claims he bought from him; all these rights are transferred to the subsequent buyer; the
PN,

The X"2w proves his point:

R7:772 TOWN 2P — and later we find explicitly —

RN°9oYa RNWPS 977 K77 923 — concerning the one who dwelt in an attic in
RN —

9% Anomb 93 K97 — that the 2y7yn could not say to him —

DR 9797 29727 Y¥2 XY — you are not my litigant —

7510 oW 7777 9R XX — but rather if the P 1 would have found 257y

N° 777 X923 K477 77192 977 — that the 101 lived there for one day —

79792 X1 927 712 P 17 — 1" would have placed the property in the
possession of the i, We derive from there that the p>1m is a 927 v2 with the 2w,

" This is perhaps what the X3 means when it states: DX >7°7 2°7127 ¥2 1X? 97!

* It would seem that according to the 2°x even if the prfi has Xav 71 72 977 2979, it is only the 72 that
can take the 757v7 to 73, not the 1. This would conflict with the previous X"aw.

? Others question this proof. In the case of Xn°?°v2 Xnwp3, the *1in has a 2w "> NP1 and the ¥vn wants to
be X>x1 from him; obviously the P is a 127 %¥2. However, when there was no 2°1w 'x np1n, the 22183
maintain that the P*11» is not a 7"¥2 of the 2y vn.
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The 0°13X2 maintain that the p>11 is not a 7"v2 of the 7y7¥» and the X"aw" disagrees.

Summary — Entire M0N0

nMooIN maintains that if the 7y7y» has no 0>7¥ then the »°117 is believed (even
without 2°3w "3 np1n) to claim that >7°7 “ap 7% 71217 N2 R2I1791 or V70T AP
N2 717 72 27,

We do not say ¥191n2 wn. Nevertheless, according to the X"awn, the poin
may bring 2>7v that X»y 717 72 97, and will retain the field on the basis of
111vv. The °"1 disagrees. The °13%3 maintain that the 7171 is not a 7"v2 with
the “vvn.

Thinking it over
mooIn proves from the X310 of 772 9 7w that ‘R &Y yaonh wen.
Seemingly that case is entirely different, since originally when he had the
131 he did not attempt to acquit himself, but rather to obligate himself, by
saying ‘I owe the money’. How can we possibly derive from there that 13°»
TR K7 y19n2!1?

H1W»DT NPT T3

Blessed be the Merciful one Who assisted us!!!

* See section 3.
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