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It is like knowing by the secular — M7 YR VT2

OVERVIEW

The X3 differentiates between w177 (for which one is v even if it was X5
nyTn) and LYTA. 720 phrased it that "7 Ny VYT YA XYW wIpA. There is a
dispute between >"w1 and MOIN as to the meaning of “n7 NV VITA.

- 29N NIAY NYTT 00PN Y

>'"w9 explained that there is always the awareness of the ;7392w, so there can never
be Ny R7w by wpn and it is considered like ny7a w1711

MooIN asks on *"wo:
- Y01 110 XY 20D XNINT NN RIN RDIT IND NPT NIWT AYD)

And there is a difficulty with this interpretation, for the expression of 9¥r2 977
WMPTR R9W 17027, is not exact; rather the X7n) mentioned the usual manner in
which one would live 17721 7¥n2, but the same rule would apply if he lived there
with the knowledge of the owner.’

mooin offer his interpretation:

NP N2 DTN NINS NIY NN NIV NYTT 99993 S Ny 01179 NI NN
But rather it is the view of na01n that s»7 nyn v77> means that there is the
now ny7 that no one can benefit from w7p7 without transgressing the MoK of

! 9mya qi02 2,0 9795.
% mooIn assumes "W to mean that by wTpi (since there is always 72w ny7) it is like if by 17°an 73n the owner was
aware that someone else is living there without permission in which case (Mm5010 assumes in *"w19), he would be
liable to pay.
3 Usually if the owner is aware that someone is in his 7xn, he will protest and evict him. Therefore the X3 posed the
query in a case where the owner was not aware and the person lived there already; is he liable to pay for his stay.
* Moo maintains that the query by 11°an 7¥na 777 applies in both cases, whether the owner was aware or was not
aware. See ‘Thinking it over’ # 1.
> The question on "9 is what is accomplished by saying *»7 nyTa V172 NYTA XK9W WP, since even by Ny LT
(where the owner is aware that someone is living 17¥12 without permission), there is still the query whether he is
obligated to pay for his stay. n¥7n v1°777 is no cause for 2117 (in fact it may be more reason for 712).
% 27 ny7m LTI means just as if by a V1T, when the 1T explicitly forbids you from taking something of his; if
you take it you are liable (and in our case where the owner protested against the squatter for living in his %7, the
squatter would be required to pay the rent), similarly by w7pi it is as if w727 made an explicit protest, so that
whatever you benefit from w7pn constitutes 72°vn. It should be noted that there is another view (see awa p"»How
X"2w 7 and 7"m1) that even if the 0°2¥2 were 1mn, nevertheless the query of 171°2m 1x¥na 177 still remains, and V17
nyTn means that the owner allowed the squatter to remain on the condition that the squatter will pay, and R>w wTpn
M7 NYTA VT NYTH means that it is as if we agree to pay w7pn the amount of the 79°yn. See “Thinking it over” # 2.
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SToOUn.

SUMMARY

According to "w1 if the owners knew that the squatter is there the squatter must
pay (even if the owner did not protest); while N101n maintains that even if the
owner knew that the squatter was there, the query remains (except where the owner
protested [or allowed him to stay on the condition that he will pay]).

THINKING IT OVER

1. If the oya are aware that someone is living 11%m2 (and did not protest);’ is that
more reason or less reason that the squatter should pay rent, than if it was Xow
nym?®

2. The two views in footnote # 6 argue whether the squatter is required to pay rent
if the owner was 7m. How can we explain this argument?’

7 See footnote # 4.
¥ See nwn noma.
o See X MR 771 an Na.
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