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And because he is — 592 P95 KXY 10 182 PITWIT Q1WA
an established liar; will he not pay any more at all

OVERVIEW

37aX ' stated that we return 72 gwvna if the MY is a 1790 primn (for this
moneyl); to which X217 asked ‘because he was 7792 P17 one time, does that
disqualify him forever’?! mpoin distinguishes between different cases of
193 PII.

mooIn anticipates a difficulty:
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And even though the X713 rules later that ‘he is a presumed liar regarding

that money’, so why does the X3 here ask that because he was 1993 PTmi once,
should he never be believed again regarding this money. It is evident from that X7n3, that
indeed once he is 7792 P17 he is never believed 1nn MRS,

mooIn responds:
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Here in our case where the "0 was lost is different from the case of >nyao,
because here it is evident that he paid, for that is the reason that the m>»

was not careful to guard the =vw, because indeed the m® paid him. It is
only in such a case where ¥27 wonders, can it be that because he is a 179> pim, that
should cause us to assume that he will never pay?!’

SUMMARY
We do not rule an IR 1190 prmin, if there are mitigating circumstances
which indicate that the m? is telling the truth.

THINKING IT OVER
According to “"w7"d is Moow question relevant? Why indeed does msoin
not agree with *"w1?°

' See [however] prmiw "7 *"wA who interprets it differently. See “Thinking it over’.

? The case there is that the m> responds (after being found liable) that he already paid the m», and o7y
testify that he did not pay; the m? is never again believed to claim *ny1o for this loan unless he has o°7v.

3 %21 does not say, ‘should he never be believed’; for indeed he is not believed since he is a 1793 P,
Rather X271 says, ‘must we assume that he will never pay, even if there is evidence that he did pay (since the
Y was lost)’! See »n'"na.

* See footnote # 1.

> See n"ma.
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