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‘You have nothing by me’, he is 21v2; and 37211 29 ruled

OVERVIEW

711 27 rules that a 577 1912 swears a no>7 ny12w. In Myaw noon there is a
dispute’ whether the no’1 7912w applies only when there is a X107 X317 (if
the MY claims that he paid; indicating that there was a loan), however when
there is no RX1mn7 X717 (where the defendant claims I never borrowed
money) there is no N0 1 N2V, or that there is a N0°7 NY1AW even when there
1S no X117 X177, Our MdOIN infers from our X713 like the latter view.
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It seems from here that the ruling is according to the first opinion in P92
Q19977 NP -
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That a X1»7 X997 is not required for a N> 2w, but rather even a

2'""m2 is 2917 to take a noSTT YW, this can be derived -
= 909 19 PHNT NIV NN 1 NN
From the fact that the X773 does not cite here the 82°¢ of this 71w»n which
states that if the Mm% claims, ‘I paid you he is 2112°, but rather the X723 cites the
X where the M7 claims >7°2 7% 1R (meaning I never borrowed from you), and the n¥aw
no i of 1" is cited regarding this part of the 71wn where there is no X1m»7 X777), thus
proving that there is always a no>7 NY12W.
— NN 297 DY9YYa U9 12

And 7R3 5877 29 also interpreted it in this manner in his 2%9yw.

mooIn concludes (that according to the aforementioned):4
: PTY IPNY YAYS 993 Y11 53N PPV IN)

"The dispute there is whether 1"7 (who is 2> a no°1 NY1aw) is referencing the W™ of the miwn (where the
M2 claims 0193 >7°2 77 PR), so there is a NO°7 NYIAW even if there is no X117 X177, or 1" is referencing the
x50 (where the m? claims 7°ny"9), so there is a No>7 N¥12W only when there is a 81117 X777.

* The term X117 X177 here means a monetary involvement. When the i claims *ny1s there is a monetary
involvement, for he admits to borrowing from the m%»; however when the m? claims 0"77% there is no X117
X11mn7; he claims he had no involvement at all with the 797, (See R2°7 7"7 2,2 Mmoo, for a different
interpretation of X117 X777 [which is not relevant here].)

? See the (cited) MDOIN in MWaw that °X7 17 did not administer an oath but rather 7°% j3>nawn if he is not
truthful. YW is the name of the 190 of XA °Ri7 2.

* See footnote # 7.
> This is referring [only] to a case where he claims *1n"1%77 oX ¥77 *X; however if he claims X y7v "X

TNy, then he is required to pay (since there is a 2111 NPIT).
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And if the Mm% claims concerning the entire loan that he is unsure whether
he borrowed or not, he swears® a no>7 ny12w that he does not know.’

SUMMARY
A no i ny1aw is required even if the Mm% claims I never borrowed. A claim of
(an™1%1 oX) Y71 °IR, also requires a N0 NY1AW of YTV 1K,

THINKING IT OVER

Seemingly in our case of the X7 there is no X1mn7 X777 (for he denies
everything); why did not moo1n prove his point from the story itself, in
which they would have been 2»nn the X°v7 a 712w, even though there is no
RIvanT X178

® In a P17 712w situation where he was ngpna 777 and on the remainder he claimed ¥77 °XR or if an
X"y claimed he borrowed money and he says ¥17° *X; he would have to pay since n"?°Xwn; however since
this is merely a o311 nIpN, if he swears ¥71° "X he is Mo

7 This ruling is only according to the p" (that there is always a no>71 n¥12w); however according to the 2"
that there is a no>7 N¥12w only when there is a X117 X777, then if he claims *1n7%7 o 317 "R, there would
be no 712w, since there is no X11MMT RI17 (see 20p MR *"H2). [See footnote # 4.]

¥ See 1 MR "R,
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