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We never signed, only on one Get of Yosef ben Shimon

OVERVIEW

717 " explained that the Xn»12 which states that 7wR? 717> 777 H¥207w 1112 even
7217n 119 (seemingly contradicting our 73wn), is in a case where the 27y testify
that they only signed on one v, which has this name of 1vnw 72 791°. Our NBOIN
explains how this removes the concern that perhaps this is not the correct va.

= /N 9Y NN NN NOY PYTHOY $9un PYn 7nn
It seems from the language the X713 uses (V"2 2w 'K LA ¥ X7X 10anm XY 079n)
that the witnesses know that they only signed on one v of v"2> -
- PNYnY 12 91 IMN XD M 031591 PN YaN
However they do not recognize who is this w''3% whether it is the man who is
standing before us or someone else —

nooIN asks:
= ©I99 ©27YN D9IIN 1910 RIWN 9917 9W NINY 91D 15D 193125110 INNIN 19 ONT NN

And it is astounding! For if indeed it is so (that the 0’7 are unsure if this person
is the ¥"2* for whom they signed), why do we believe the husband to say that this
v is his (with which he divorced his wife), any more that if the 2>7v would have

said nothing, where in which case -

= 129 MY 202 19T 13997171 KDY DY NINY 999D 1IN) 19N NOY
He would not have been believed that it is his v3 and we would not have
returned it to him based on his recognition of the v3; the reason for this is -

- 29oun NYD RAY 19YHNT

Because we are concerned that perhaps he is lying, so what difference does it make
that the 0>7v say that they only signed on one v3, but perhaps the v they signed on, was not for
this husband (even though it is this v3), so how can we return it and have him divorce his wife?
with this v3?!

"If the 07y would recognize that the husband who is before us (and claiming that he divorced his wife with this v3),
is the person for whom they signed, the X3 would have said 77 w"2> 5w 'R v3 5% KPR 121 XY 07Wwn; that fact that it
does not say 177, indicates that they are not certain that he is the person for whom they signed a va.

 When there are no 2°79, we do not return this 3 to the husband even though he claims that he recognizes this as his
v3; the reason must be that we are concerned perhaps he is lying (for he does not want to spend the time and money
to write another v3), so even if the 07y testify they only signed on one v, this does not prove that this v was signed
for him; perhaps it was signed for another ¥"2°, and the current husband is lying!

? See previous 1212 17"7 '0n [TIE footnote # 5].
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N1B0IN answers:
- “YpbpY 1Y NINY UY 1A 9PV 199 195TUN XY DIYST NS 19539 9N

And the >''1 says that we never suspect the husband that he is purposefully
lying by saying, it is his v3, in order to ruin her -
= NYPYPN NN RY NI9DT YUV NMHIND DIVNT

For he would not ruin her (even) on account of the few coins to pay the scribe;

we know this is true -
- 5975 199YN RYY NI SNUNR NN SNYI) 9INY Yya RNT

For a husband who claims ‘I divorce my wife’ is believed, and we are not

concerned for this that he intends to ruin her -
- 7)1 11N 19Y HY IR NN TAN D) 5Y RINR NN XIY 03180 DINYI 597

So therefore when the witnesses say they only signed on one vx and he says

they signed on his v3, he is believed -
- 9Y XYW M0 NI NIY 199UMN ‘D195 D9mIN D1 PRYA YaN

However when the 2°7» do not say anything, we do not believe him (but not
because we think that he is purposefully lying, but rather) we are concerned that

perhaps he thinks it is his vi -
= 10) 7aNR NIN DIV WINY 1D DRI PRI Y119 IN NN PIYNIY )2 GO WIY Y199 PRY 29D

Because he does not know of any other @''2%, or perhaps he knows but it does
not appear to him to be concerned that the other w"2> also lost a v -

- 99912 1NV 29 IY N 99919 NXIIY MIIN 7o)
Therefore he says he recognizes the vi, even though truthfully he does not
recognize it.

In summation; in the question Md01n assumed the reason he is not believed (without the 0°7y) is
because we are concerned that he is lying on purpose. In conclusion we say that a person will not
lie and ruin his wife’s life, but rather he is not believed because he may be mistaken and assume
it is his v3, however when the 0°7¥ say that they only signed once we are certain that it is his 0.

* One may think that the reason the husband is not believed (without the 07 is because we suspect him of lying.
That is not so says N1©01N; no person would want to do this to his wife, for if she will remarry without a proper
divorce she will be ruined; she is living as an @°X nwX with a strange man and her children from him will be 2>,
and she will not receive a 712103, etc. No man is suspected of doing such harm to his wife.

> Why should we believe him, perhaps he is too cheap to pay for a 1910 and therefore he claims ‘I divorced her’.
Evidently since he is believed this proves that (even) for *1507 "v"w» the husband will not willingly lie.

® Since we are certain that he did write a 3, for as NDOIN just said that he is 72p%P% MW 1K, therefore he will never
say that he divorced her if it is not true. The question is merely is this his 03 or not, therefore continues ndoN....

7 We know he wrote a 3 (see previously and footnote # 6), and the o>7v testify that they only signed one 3 for w"2,
ergo it must be his va.

¥ It is possible that they signed another vx for another w"2, therefore there is no proof that this is his 3, and the
reason he claims that it is his because he is making an (honest?) mistake.
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mooin offers s™"wA interpretation:
=12 DINND OITY 9INRPT P2 RURLY 0902

And *'"'w1 explained the answer to mean, for instance the witnesses who signed

the w3, state -
= 939957 17 WING 13951 IMNY AT DY YW /R V) Y NIN 19NBON XY 09N

We never signed on any other v with this name, and that one which we signed

was for this man who is demanding it -
- 1030 ;190N D1Y INT RIY Y P8 DY 29

And according to this interpretation of >"w" it will be necessary to say that the

witnesses did not see the signatures on the ©» -
- 121)9’)3\0115 1998 N9 KXY 99TNOYW RVIYD 1NN NI BT AN NINY DIIDINY INT ONY

For if they saw the signatures and they say it is their handwriting, and they
signed the vi for this person, it is obvious that it should be returned and it was

not necessary for the Xn>72 to teach this to us -
- Bamenna nnonn 05195 0519 XY RNY S0DINIR RNPYT 19YN KY INTY NNT

For we are certainly not concerned that perhaps it happened that the names
(of the couples) were similar and the names of the witnesses were similar, ‘and

the signatures were similar’; that is too far-fetched -
$NNNNI NNIXHN 99212 13N 123) NNV

And in the s'X7n3 answer (why it is not X0°’wd according to 7°»7° 1) no mention is

made that the signatures are similar, because that is preposterous! Therefore we must
conclude according to *"w75 that the 0>7v did not see the signatures.

SUMMARY
People do not lie and mess up their wives by claiming that they were divorced
when they were not.

THINKING IT OVER

1. Did the "7 see the signatures according to Mmoo w177o?"

? o9wn "2,

' In this case mooIn question does not apply. The difficulty is only why the X723 does not say 7. See footnote # 1.

" This is somewhat of a pm7 that we have the v and we have the 07 testifying and we did not show the o> the
mnnn. See “Thinking it over’ # 1.

'> The X3 asks on the answer of 7% "3, what is the w17n of the Xn>12 if the 2°7y state 121 13nn X2 07197, The X3
answered that we are not concerned that perhaps there were another set of 0°7v with the same names who wrote a v
for another couple with the same names. M20n argues that according to *"w"» if the 0*7¥ recognize the signatures the
s'Xm3 answer would not suffice.

> We never assume that the signatures are not distinct for how can we ever authenticate a document; perhaps the
signature is from a different person (or forged)!
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2. mpoin previously stated" that we know for a fact that this w"2* lost a v3. Can our
mMpoIN agree with that Moo1n and still have a question why the v is returned?'®

14 See 0" (and footnote # 11).
15980 "7 R, 10,
16 See X"wAmn 2" waan and Twn b,
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