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One who sets a time limit for his friend’s loan - 10anY T Y2IPT

OVERVIEW

P w1 maintains that when the 7177 sets a due date for the loan, the Mm% cannot
claim (on the due date) that he already paid before the due date. There is an
assumption (7p11) that a person does not pay his loans before they are due. A loan
without a specified due date is considered due and payable at the end of thirty
days. Can the m% claim that he paid the loan during the thirty days? mson
addresses this issue.
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The °"3 says that this rule (of 2T T ¥yMo oR PX) applies only when he
specifically set a time limit; but by an unspecified loan, where no time limitation
was set as to the repayment of the loan; even though the rule is that a %17 ono is
for thirty days, and after thirty days the m% is obligated to pay the mbon,

nevertheless the time within the thirty days is not considered as within the time
of the loan, before it is due. The M? can claim that he paid the loan within the thirty days. It will
not be considered a case of *11 70 °nyo. It is not the same as when the due date was specified;
in which case any payments before the due date are considered 1,7 7In.

SUMMARY

The ruling of 17 70 ¥y 7R PX applies only to a loan whose due date was
specified. By a X1 ono, however, payment within the thirty days is not
considered a1 7N

THINKING IT OVER
Why indeed is there a difference whether the due date was specified or not?
Seemingly the 77111 should apply in all cases!?

It is only then that we maintain that a borrower will not repay the loan before it is due, and is therefore not
believed to claim *3a7 0 °nyao.
2 See n"m1 and Xop MR "9,
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