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And SR said, 519977 RTIW — Logoo77 R AR DRIARY

OVERVIEW

oX1W ruled that if there are two (127 X) 71nn 7vw which have the same date, so we
do not know who is the valid owner; the rule is that the 0°1>>7 decide to whom the
field belongs to. There is a (well known) dispute between n"7 (who maintains 7V
°n72 an°nn) and X" (who maintains °n72 n"y). The dispute between 27 and 2Raw
hinges (to a certain extent) on this dispute between X"=12".

— 1199 N0 MTY INT NTYIN 295 139N

The ruling of PRw is valid (only) according to X'= who maintains >n9s 2"y -
—INTIW YN YD XD N 224997

For according to %" (who maintains °n13 72°nn °7v), 7Xmw would not have

ruled X7, but rather 17191, like 2.
— 1P Y 901Y NIY ANND 9012 TNNRY AN (ow) MW NIIY M P93 291989 NOT AN

And it is the view of M901n regarding that which [X'9] stated in 757w » P9p
"wi; ‘he wrote a 70w to one person and later delivered a "vw to another person,

the one to whom the "vw was delivered acquires’ the property -
—*o1p an9) /8D DYV %9 Y 9N

Even though that the first "uw was written before the second "vw was delivered.

This concludes the ruling from the X773, M0N0 comments:
— N9% N9012 ONPN VN NN 012 I1ANIY RPITIINT NI

And it is the view of m»o1n that this ruling is only if both NM7VY were written in

the same day, therefore the one who received it first acquires the property -
— DTPY /RN 90UN TINN 999 PNY DININ

Since it is not apparent from the first 2uw that it was written first -
— 0P AN NIY NNIHNN TINN 990V NP NYNHN ANYW N 0% /a3 AN YaN

However if the two mIuw were written on two separate days (and it was
delivered first to the one with the later date), the one for whom the 0w was

" See (previous 21 71"7 '010 and) following X7 71"7 ‘010, for an explanation of *77 XTW.
2 See previous 11 71"7 '01n, that if we maintain °n72 1"y, the 70w becomes effective (only) from the time when it is
clearly indicated in the 70w (which the 0°7v signed), which would mean at the end of that day (for both n1uw
regardless when they were delivered).
? The 127 MAx7 amends this to read, P92 19K '3 K.
* He wrote 'x 70w for 7217, then he wrote '2 7vw for 1w»w (on the same day). He delivered 2 7uw to 11wnw before he
delivered '} 70w to 72%7, the rule is it belongs to 1wnw for *n75 »"y. This ruling would not be valid according to »"9
who disregards the n"y and only recognizes the 1"y. Since it is not apparent in the 0% who is first, they both share
equally.
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written first, acquires the property, since it is apparent from the signature of

the 0°7v that this "W was written first; it has an earlier date. This ruling is true -
— 515NN NYWN N5T N9 0 902Y T INNRT N3P NYNNHN A9 90NRY 29 Yy 9N

Even if he transferred the later 20w first, nevertheless the earlier dated W
acquires the property, since later when he also transferred the earlier 70w to the
other one, that earlier dated "W acquires (for him) the property from the date of
the signature which is before the date of the 70w that was delivered first (but signed second).

mooin offers support for his view:
— %Y 1230 NN PTY (n,» g1 RYINND NIAQT NP 7992 »aN 9INRP 2217

For this is what »2R ruled in the first P92 of %''2 noon that the witnesses by
their signature acquire the right for him.’

This understanding solves a difficulty:
— 9TYON 7295 NIN 920 ININY NXNT 929V INN RNYM)

And now it is properly understood, for here »Xy2w agrees with X' that *n12n"v -
— $mIND INIDY MPING KN PINT NPIYN NI2T KNP 993

And in the first p7» of »'"a noon the X"»3 endeavors to establish bXaw
according to 2R, regarding 17 71 002 1TV

mooin offers an additional proof that 5"1nay is valid even if *n75 n"y:
— 75053 595 AYY PNN NAT KMNN NONN 233 (3,n0 97 pY1mv) 9992 AT PI92T NI

And furthermore in 972 777 799 regarding that gift which two brothers-in-law

5 Even though we maintain °n7> »n"y, nevertheless when the earlier dated “vw is delivered (with n"y), it becomes
effective retroactively from the date on the 7vw. If however both n17vw have the same date (and are delivered on that
date) then the one that was delivered first is 71917, for the other 70w does not go into effect until it is delivered and
then it becomes effective only from the date on the “vw which is not earlier than the date on the "vw which was
delivered previously.
6 »2x explains the ruling that 27 may sign a 7w for a M> (that he owes money) even though the loan did not take
place. We are not concerned that the 779 may claim his debt from properties the m?> sold after the date on the “vw,
but before the loan took place (which seemingly the m>n should not have a lien on them), because the >3 by
signing on this date acquire a lien (on behalf of the m>n) on the properties of the mM? retroactively to this date
(provided that the m>n ultimately lends him the money).
" The rule is (if we maintain °n72 »"v) that a 70w can become effective either at the moment of transfer, or it can
become effective (when transferred) retroactively from the (end of the) day it was signed. Therefore if the dates are
the same, the earlier 777°0% (on that date) will determine ownership, and if the dates are not the same, the earlier date
determines ownership. See ‘Thinking it over’.
¥ One may have assumed that 1% 121 "m1nma 17y is valid only if we maintain *n73 1"y, but not if we maintain >n12 n"y
like X1w. The fact that the X713 seeks to establish PX1w (of *n13 n"v) like »ar (of 5"1may) means that even if we
maintain >n13 1"y, nevertheless the 1"y play an important rule to the extent that 5"12y.
? Brothers-in-law are considered relatives and are m7y> 9100 together.
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signed on the minn 0w -
— TYHN 295 AN 9207 YNRYN
It seems that »ax (who maintains %"1172v) agree with X' (who maintains >n2 n"y) -
— TYHN 299 NP0 MTYA NINIPN T MMNPT GO 2N 70994
For >2X challenges o0 29 who told the grantor, ‘g¢o and grant the 71n»n VW to

the recipient according to X''% with (different) %''¥ who are 7w3 (and not relatives) -
— 5908 1AW 1930 2999123 1IN 529 NI XY AN 5999

And 2R challenged this ruling of 701 27, saying ‘but X'9 agrees that if it is
‘forged from within’ that the "W is %1e5°.

mooIn rejects a possible refutation of this proof:

1199 N0 NY 199) 9NP G0 297 KONT Zomt van
And it is awkward [to answer] that »aX when he asked "2 X"9 1777 X1, he was
talking according to 191 29 who maintains 072 »"y; however »2X does not agree
that >n7> »"y. This says Mmoo is a pmT.

SUMMARY
Even if we maintain °n7> n"y we can still maintain 12 127 121002 1°79.

THINKING IT OVER

What would be the ruling (if we maintain *n72 n"¥) in a case where he wrote two
MvY on 10°1 1" the first was written and signed for 723%7 and the second for Nynw,
but did not give it to them until j0°1 '2. On 701 '2 he first gave the (second) VW to
v and afterwards he gave the (first) 20w to 1.

10 %" maintains *n7> 2"y and a 70w does not require n°nn °7Y; however if there are 1"V in the “vw, they must be
proper 1"y, if they are not w3 (for whatever reason) the 10w is 2109 (even if it was transferred in the presence of n"y
o w>). This 7109 is called 12107 717 — the 0w is forged from within itself. See 77 7"7 X,7 PU*a '0In, for the reason
why 1217 717 is 7109 according to R".
"It is apparent that »ax agrees that >n13 »"y, for otherwise he should not have said 123» 72 X" 77m &M, but
rather that it is a 709 70w since *n15 1"y and they are 0°217p. See n'"Mi.
"2 The 1"27 nina amends this to read, X279XT 813 P17,
" See footnote # 7 and n"na.
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