TP 191 RO T '0I0 2,00 Pl 702

Here too, it appears as a falsehood — ROPSwD 9on SRl RO

OVERVIEW

05 17 rules (in the name of X217) that the 2°17 should not write the XnIWwWKX (the
authentication of the witnesses’ signatures), before the witnesses actually testify
that it is their signature, for it appears as a falsehood. m»o1n explains why 95 219
was discussing specifically an XnIwN.

nooIn asks:
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And if you will say, and why is Xnwr so different from other nmuw so that 29
*o discussed it, and not the other nvw?!

Mo0IN answers:
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And the >''9 says that there is a novelty by Xn9wN that it may not be written in

advance -
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Even though the 0°1»7 know that the witnesses’ signatures are valid and the

2°7v are before them ready to authenticate their signatures, nevertheless if they write it
before the actual testimony, it is XP*w2 1.

SUMMARY
There is a novelty that even by an XWX it is XPWwd 1.

THINKING IT OVER

mooin is seemingly discussing the case of Xn Wx; why therefore is the 2>nnnn 1207
of this X7pw> 11 1"7 '01n, which seemingly indicates that 190N is discussing
other cases not 8N wX. The 71"7 should have been RpP*w2 *11°n RAR; why 191 1"77?!

' The same ruling should apply to 721 W or X127 ™MW that one may not write the qow in advance before the
parties agree to the transaction (if we are concerned for X1p°w> 11°»).

? There is a general assumption that the signatures are valid (as the X% states 7IPRIW "0 WY 0w Y DA D7V
7"v22 1M17Y), and secondly since the 0*7v are in 7"°2 ready to testify; this indicates that the signatures are valid.

? Therefore by other n1Muw (where we are not that certain that the transaction will transpire), it is definitely >
XpP°w2. See ‘Thinking it over’.
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