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Note: our 221D refers to the rule yw7 10¥y Dowp DTN PN — to wit, a person is not believed if he testifies against himself. The 1+
instance of this rule in our X210 is when witnesses claim that they accepted a bribe to falsify written testimony — this claim isn’t
accepted as per 7VONN
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L Another example of 70RW N8 —in re: witnesses validating their own signature
a. If witnesses validate their own signature but testify that their testimony was invalid:
i. “we were coerced”
ii. “we were minors”
iii. “we were invalid witnesses (at the time)”

b. ...their caveat is accepted and the 70w is not supported
c.  If there is independent testimony validating their signatures — they are not believed
IL. 8NN 91 °n7’s exception:

a. Version 1: invalidity (with witnesses) only if their claim was “financially coerced”; if they claim “threatened
with harm”, they are still believed
i. Challenge: violation of rule Tamy AN 1R W TINW (1) (recanting testimony)
ii.  Block: rule only applies to oral testimony
iii. Rejection: 9™ —0>1Y on a 70w are considered as if they were investigated and testified in 772
b. Version 2: validity (without witnesses) only if their claim was “threatened”; not “financial coercion”
i. Reason: yv7 mxy DOWN DIR PR (see note)
II. Dissent: n”1 maintains that the witnesses aren’t believed to invalidate the 10w
a. Reason:
i. If they claim m7v 25102 because the mbn is careful to get valid witnesses
ii. If they claim 13777 02207 again, the mbn is careful to only sign o1
iii. If they claim o’p1n: n™ holds that one must give his life before signing a 70w falsely (x7on ")
1. challenge: (®27) only 7" " 1"y stand in the way of way mpa
2. rather: (R17) follows 11 — if a MY admits that he ordered the 7vw, no need for ovp
a. assumption: in our case, the "M% admits he ordered it written
3. note: (1aM "1) — N3N against 27 and we require VW DYP in any case
Iv. NINR 0V (anticipatory T0W):
a. 17:if “he” claims a 70w to be NInR, he isn’t believed
b. identify of “he”
i. can’t be MY — we certainly wouldn’t believe him
ii. If it’s mYn — he should be blessed (and we’d believe him)
iii. If it is the witnesses:
1.  if their signatures are confirmed - not believed in any case
2.  if their signatures aren’t otherwise confirmed — should be believed
c. rather:
i.  (N827) could be m?. following a1 vis-a-vis 70wWn DYp (above)
ii. (72ax) could be m5p: where he owes another who is now losing (following jm 17 XT12YW — v. 1)
iii. (’wx 27) could be witnesses: their signatures are unconfirmed, but follows the ruling that a person
isn’t allowed to hold onto a ninR VW as per v. 2
1. -if witnesses claim about their signatures “we were testifying to nnr” — not believed
d. related ruling: (9"27) a person may not keep a paid-up 70w in his house (v. 2)
i.  Sn7w paxversion: 1t half of v. 1 refers to nink 90w and o'o9 W (VW written to make the
purported buyer seem wealthy); 2" half refers to a paid-up 10w
1. note: if we disapprove of y119 70w (which was once a valid debt) certainly we
disapprove of nink 10w; not he inverse, for the NM%n may be holding it until the
scribes’ fee is paid (by the n?)
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