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We write a 2vw for the 7% even though the 7192 is not with him

OVERVIEW

Our X713 cites a mwn which states that it is permitted (for a 7910) to write
(and for the 0>7¥ to sign on) a "W for a M~ stating that he borrowed money
from a mY» even though we do not see an actual loan taking place. Our
mooIn explains the legitimacy of such an action.

mooIn responds to an anticipated question:
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And we need not be concerned ‘that it appears as a lie’ -
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Just as by the authentication of the judges; that if they wrote it before

they saw the signatures of the witnesses the Xn7wX is invalid for it seems
like the 17 are lying, here too this 70w seems to be a lie —

mooIn responds:
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That here since the MY is writing a "vw for his detriment, the concept of
Npw> o1 is not applicable.

SUMMARY
There is no XPW2 °mn by M5 0w AN, since it is to the detriment of the
mo.

THINKING IT OVER
The rule is that J3w»n X5 ®pw> mnv.* Can we still maintain that Moo has
a question why are we 21 %% 0w 12103 since it is XPWwD TN?

" The o7 are signing a document which they do not know is true; they did not see any loan taking place.

* An *T"77 XDOWX is an authentication by the 7"*a that the accompanying T0w is valid; the signature of the
7y on the 7w is correct. If the text of this XnWK is written before the 0°1>7 verify the signatures of the
o7y (even if the 0°1>7 sign the Xnwx after the verification, nevertheless) it is 2109; for it is X1pw> mn. How
can they write the Xn7wX when they do not know whether the signatures of the 0’7y are authentic?! (See
2,82 N1N2)

3 In the case of the XNWX it is the 719n who wishes to authenticate the Aww; therefore if the 0°3>7 write the
XNTWR before verifying the signatures it seems that they are favoring the M.

4 See MR "7 2,83 112102 NIBOIN.

> See 717 7.
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