AR 7"7 'O R,10 oA 702

One said it was written — 2> anm2 125192 25912IR '2Y 2021 9192 PN ITHN
in my presence and two said it was signed in our presence; it is “w>

OVERVIEW
The mawn stated that if one said 2"192 and two stated 1"192, it is a W2 VX according
to everyone. MdOIN explains that it can be w3 even without the 3"192.

— w5 125097 Yy PN XY 1998 *Na9Y

According to X239 even if no one testifies regarding the writing of the va (that it
was done in his presence), it is > -

STAN INT XY IR NIN 2193 2392 99N TAN VP XY

And the mwn only mentions 3'"192 92X IR (which is superfluous according to

X27), only on account of the Xw>3 where it states 5"11 ox 21 71"192 ™R TAN,
where it is w2 according to *"1 only if one says 11"192.

SUMMARY
According to ¥27 if 1"192 @R "2 it is W even without a 5"192.

THINKING IT OVER
1. Seemingly n1501n could have said that according to X27, they need not say (even)
n"193, all they need to say is either 1179w ¥277 or we recognize the nwnn!*

2. According to 7129, is the 2"192 necessary (and why), and who is/are the 5w of
this va; is it the 1w of 3"192 or the M>W/2 MW of n"102?°

' The marginal note indicates that this M90n is actually referencing the 71wn on X,.

? X271 maintains that the 027 instituted that the v m9w say 11192 to assure the authenticity of the va.

? There is no need to say 2"193 at all if two 0*7v authenticate the signatures. The 227 (according to X27) instituted to
say n"191 to authenticate the signature (with even one m°>w) and 3"192 is necessary so that 217K *n& X2; however if
two 07y are 0»pn the w3, this is all that is required (there is no concern of 77w according to X27).

* See i 2.

> See LYW MK "o,
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