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— I bought it from ‘him’ who bought it from you and I utilized
it for the required three np1 years. The “vv» retorted; ‘he’ is a
thief.

Overview

When a p>1in claims that he bought the property from a third party (7017),
not from the 7¥7yn, and he has o7y that the 727 was in the property for
(even) one day, then 7"2 argues on behalf of the P> — np1?, that (perhaps)
the 701 bought it from the “y7yn. If, under the current circumstances, the
701 (and hence the p 1) would retain the field on the basis of this claim,
had he indeed so claimed, then the field remains by the 21171, A case in point
1s if the P>1n has a 1w '3 npin. This 7pmn validates the purported claim of
the 75 (or the 11°1yv of 7"72), that he bought it from the Syawn.’

There is an additional ruling that a person, who is a confirmed 1713, cannot
substantiate his claim with a *7pim; only with a valid proof such as 0*7v or a
Y.

In our case the Ty7vn states that the 721 is a 7213, Moo will discuss what
that means, and how does it prevent the P°117 from retaining ownership.

w1790 — The explanation® of the term X171 X191 X399, is that —
213 R 297Y %9 wo — I have witnesses that the 101 is a thief®; and therefore

R 77 792 77 9081 — even if the seller-thief lived in the disputed property
one day®, nevertheless —

™ X2»» X7 — we have the established rule —

P 19 X 19137 — that a 3973 has no 7P,

" In our text the words '73°» 73217 do not appear. See footnote 15.

* See 2,81 77 the case of Xn*>ya Xnwpa cited in the previous K> 7"7 8,5 MdOMN.

? The 1ywn can claim that he was not 7im, because he feared the 191, This applies even if the 1713-12m sold
the property.

* The term "w"2' in MooIN denotes that the meaning is somewhat different than one would surmise from a
cursory reading of the text. The simple reading would indicate that the 7v7vn is merely claiming that the
q0m is a 171 (as the [2"awn] o7wnPa w17d [as understood by nvoIn] explains it), but he cannot prove it.

> This means that there are 0¥ that previously (before his alleged purchase of this field from the 1y7w») the
70w preformed an act of 71913, which places him in the status of a 7213 and all that pertains to it. If there
were 0°7¥ that the 15 actually stole the field from the 2y7vn then the entire ensuing conversation is moot.
It makes no difference what the 7v7vn subsequently advised the p>1rin; the p>1m has no 71w since we know
that the field never belonged to the 221.

% See ‘Overview’. See following footnote # 7.

"If the 19 is a confirmed 1713, then the 13°1vv of 7"°2 that the 15w bought it from the 2yvn is ineffective. A
confirmed 1213 cannot support his claim of purchase even with a 2> 'x np1 of his own (unless he has a
valid 777°5n 7vw). There is nothing to support the 110 of the 7"*2.
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mooIn cites (and rejects) the 0VIPI WI78:

W7 oAwnpT wve> X9 — and not like the explanation of (*5"w=)
[2'"=2w9] who intel‘preted9 that we are discussing a case —

297Y W 187 — where the ?°117% has no 27y -

AR 2P WX WM 72 P — that the 22 possessed it for even one
day; for if the P>t had o7y that the 2% was XaY 71 7277 -

UV xR 77 XY 107 — then subsequently the 237v» could not claim that -
Y77 R3913 8998 — “he’- the seller is a thief'’. This concludes o"aws.

WADY 731 yawn — it seems that the 0"2w wants to interpret the phrase —
X7 R3913 — ‘he is a thief” -

913 RITR 237V Y2 W X% — not to mean that the 2y7v» has 2v7¥ that the 101
is a Jora!! -

"> XX — but rather the phrase X177 X113 X°175 is to be understood to
mean —

1732 ¥ [95 R3] (%7) 9133 — he'? acquired the land unlawfully'.

moon explains why he rejects the 71"s:

P 91929% 871 18 — and the "' disagrees with the 1"9; for if the P> had no
0>7v that the 7127 was X271 711 72 77 (and he also did not claim 7% 7327 77 %p) —

"MORY 1199 1777 — then the X123 should have concluded -

boyb »enTs - as the X123 concluded in the previous episode; that the Tw7yn
argues —

RI7 9797 RYIRT % n7mp X2 — do you not admit that this is my land
originally15 -

127 7PNt XY OR2 NI — and you did not purchase it from me, etc.; leave
this field for nX >7°7 0127 9¥2 XY, According to *"w, the “yvn should have concluded

¥ As was noted elsewhere (see X 7"7IN0 X010 A7), that 7" may refer to an earlier edition of *"w75 or NBOIN
refers to the 0"2aw" w177 as 7"s.

? See xo3vom "7 0"awn.

'O 1f the 2>1n has 0>7v that the 19w was &1 71 172 17 and the 2vvn cannot prove that the 70w is a 1213, then
the 7w1yn cannot effectively claim that the 10w is a 7213 Rather 7">2 is np12% 1970 that the 121 indeed bought
the property from the 7yyn, and since (as in our case) the P>11n has a 7pn, that would verify the 1w’
'mA12%, that the 12 indeed bought the field from the 7v7¥» (and subsequently sold it to the p>1rn). The p>1rin
would retain the field.

! For then, even if there are 0*7v that X1 717 772 17, nevertheless as a confirmed 31213 there is no p1m.

' See ni"an M.

" This should refer actually to the P>, See following footnote # 14.

" It is difficult to interpret 'X3953 X°179' to mean that the ¥y is claiming that he was a 121 previously; since
he cannot substantiate his claim, what purpose would it serve. What is relevant is only whether the 121
purchased it from the 2¥7vn. Therefore it must refer to this field; that the 721 sold it illegally. The term

X7 RI772 R°179 is therefore somewhat irrelevant. The 2v7v» is claiming that he never sold the field to the
751, and therefore the 21 acquired it illegally.

15 According to the X073 of the 0"awA (and our X13) the P merely said nn1var X°1%97, he did not add

711 mar7, therefore the 7w7vn could not have said n>71mp 5. See X"w . See ‘Thinking it over’ # 3.
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with this argument16. However, according to m»oin, the 23y could not have said 92 1R
DX >7°7 0°127, since the 10 has 27y that X1 711 72 7. It is only because the 7y ¥» has
o°7y that the 721 was a 171); therefore even with the np12% 1avw, 72 cannot effectively
claim that the 127 bought the field, since there are 0>7v that the 121 is a 1713,

Summary
nN1O0IN maintains that the 7v1yn has 0°7v that the 1212 is an established 7773.

Therefore even if the ptnn has 27 that the "2 was X2 77 72 97,
nevertheless the property reverts back to the 2¥7vn, since a P 12 PX 121
0"2w" maintains that there are no 2>7v that the 721 was X1 717 72 77 and the
7v7vn is merely claiming that the 721 sold the field to the P> illegally.
moon challenges that according to the 2"2wn the w7yn should have
concluded 121 N1°27 RY ORI1A DRI RIT 77T RV R

Thinking it over
1. Are there any 17097 differences here between 0"2w" and moon?

2. What are the relative merits of each w11°9?

3. Did the 9y7v» have 2>7v that this property belonged to him?"’

16 See however previous W2 1"7 X,% 77 'on (footnote # 49) that according to °11831 nw*w if there was a npin
0°1w '3 then the 237vn cannot claim nX 77 7"v2 5.
17 See footnote # 15.
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