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We never signed, only on one Get, etc.

Overview

717 "M explained that the Xn*73, which states that we return the v3 to the woman
(77 Svanw jara) is where the o°7y testify that they signed only on one v of w"2,
therefore there is no concern perhaps this v belongs to another ¥"2>. Our Moon
clarifies this answer.

modIn comments:
- 1999 N NINY H¥an 9N

And the husband says that he is that w'"2 59y, for which these o7y signed.

mMooIN asks:
=19Y NINY 91997 PINI 139X 19 DI9IIN DITYN PNYI XYM 99NN ON)

And if you will say; but is it not so, that when the 2°7» do not testify that they

only signed on one ©3 of w"2°, that the husband is not believed to say that it is his -
= 259) 9NNN NNY PYYIN 1IN NON

But rather we are concerned that perhaps another 2"2’ lost it, and we do not return
it -

= 1N NN NNY PYNY 12 90 HY AN V) DY NON 190N XIY DI99IN DITYY NN
So now when the 27 testify that the only signed on one ux of w''2%, why should

he be believed, that these o*7v signed his v3 -
= 37D NDY 1NN INNRY XNY VINYY

Let us be concerned that perhaps they signed it for another ¥"2>, but not for this
W' —

N150IN answers:
- HHY RINY 2N 9991 DINY 23 Y¥ N 1IN 1IRY 11 DY PN 59 GNT 99 Y

And one can say; that even where there are no 237y, who testify that they only

! He claims that these 2>7v (who testify that they only signed on one b3 of ") are the one’s who signed on his va.
[Otherwise (meaning if he does not remember which 2>7v signed on his v3), what is accomplished by the testimony of
the o°7y; granted they only signed on one v3, but how do we know it was on this 3, perhaps one set of 07 signed on
aw of w"2° # 1, and another set of 2>y signed on a v3 of W"2* # 2.]
2 We do not believe him even when he says that he recognizes the v3, etc., because we are not sure he is telling the
truth.
3 Perhaps this w"2’ never even wrote a u3 for his wife, or he is lying when he says these 0>7v signed on my ©3, perhaps
other 0’7y signed on his v3; in short, why do we believe him with 07y testifying any more than without 0*7v testifying.
4 See ‘Thinking it over’.
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signed on one V3 of W"2, the reason the husband is not believed, even though he
claims, ‘I recognize the v that it is mine’, is not because he is willfully lying, but rather
it -

= 5RIN P9 V) NN TN RHY 920DV 29D DY NINY IIIN PavNY *9Y
Is because his claim that it is his, is made uncertainly, for he assumes that no

one else lost a w3 except for him -
= 99919 99°RVY 29 HY N IV NINY 9N 725

Therefore he claims it is his, even though that truthfully he does not recognize the

v as being his; he merely assumes it, and therefore it is not returned -
= PYNY 12 GO HY THNR VI DY P9 IINN NIY DIININ DITYYS AN

However, when the 2°7¥ testify that they only signed on one v of w''2° -
- 7099599 TIVUN 139RT 9NN XYY 91319 9NN 1NN ONX 9PY> XY ina

The husband will not lie willingly, if he knows they signed for another "2, and
say they did not sign for another, but only for me, for the husband is not suspect

to ruin her -
- FPNY MY JNINIY N9

Just as he is believed to say, ‘I divorced her’, for he is 15p70% Twmn WX,

NN offers an alternate solution:
= $591 999 YNN NT PYNY 12 GO JY 1NN V) HY NN 1D9)7 0990 NN

And some texts read; the 07V say we only signed on one v of this w'3s, the
answer of *"7 works out much better.

Nvo0IN comments:
= SP29NNN DY INT NIV 9999 798

And it is necessary to say (according to the *0737 090 n°X),'? that the witnesses

5 He is not believed, not because we are concerned that he may be lying outright, but rather we are concerned that
when he says, ‘this is my v3’, he himself is not certain, but he merely assumes it is his v3, since it contains his and his
wife’s names, so whose else can it be.
¢ The husband is saying these 0>7v signed on my 3 (see footnote # 1). If the 07y say they only signed on one 03 of
"2, the husband will never say I recognize these 0°7v as those who signed my v3, unless he is certain that this is his
v for they signed it. However if the 07 do not testify, he assumes that they signed his v (see footnote # 5), even
though in reality this v3 may belong to someone else.
7 A man, even when he is in the processes of divorcing his wife, has the decency not to ruin her life. If this is not his
v3, then she is still his wife, and if she subsequently ‘marries’ someone else, the consequences are very severe.
8 In this case we are certain that this v3 belongs to this w"2>, since the o7V testify so.
° They merely state that we only signed for this w"2°.
19 However according to our X0a (that they merely state they only signed one v for w"2), it is possible that they saw
their signatures, but nevertheless it does not prove, that this v3 was given to this ¥"2. See 7"7102 2,73 PR 2"wIn
o2wn. See footnote # 12. We do not need 7n°ni an°ni for we do not know that these 0>7v gave it to this w"2>.
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(who testify 121 1nnn &% 09wn) did not see their signatures on the s -
- Henby NOAY NNIND INY INT

For if they saw the signatures that it is theirs -
$1DINND NNINNI DITYD DOITY INNINN NNPYT NIIINT 1NN 12913915 1YY 71N 19 DN

Then the X713 should have said; ‘one would have thought, perhaps it so
happened that there were other 2°7» with the same name as these 237y, and the
signatures of those 07y were like the signatures of these 2>7v.

Summary
The husband claims these 0>7v signed on my 3. The husband is never suspected of

lying (for n%P%p% 77wn X7); however when the 0>7v do not testify, we are concerned
that perhaps the husband assumes its his v3, however when they testify that they only
signed on one V3, he will never say they signed on mine unless he is sure.

Thinking it over
nooIN writes that we do not return the v even if he claims, ‘I recognize it’.!® Is this

in agreement with the later explanation of *w& 27?7 What would be the ruling if he
claims, ‘I do not recognize it’?'*

I Obviously, if they do not recognize their signatures, the v is not valid, since it is not their signature and they claim
they signed for this w"2>.
12 The X7m3 asked on the answer of >" that in this case what is the novelty that it is returned (since the 0>y say
[according to the o150 n°K] that they only signed for [this] one w"2?). The 871 answered there is still a novelty, for it
is still possible that there were two "2 and two sets of 0’7y with the same name. M0n is saying that according to
the 00 n°R, if the 0*7v saw their signature we would need to add another happenstance that perhaps the two sets of
o7y had the same signature; otherwise there is no concern, for these 2>7v saw and recognized their signature. See
footnote # 10 & 11.
13 See footnote # 4.
14 See X"w7mn and V3N DX TV QMY N2,
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