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Even if he did not hear — 7% YR X9 Y9IDN

OVERVIEW

There is a dispute between 01 "1 and 777 " concerning a case where a man
was speaking to a woman concerning 17?1 70’2 and he gave her w3
7w 7RY, however he did not say anything explicit at the moment of giving. "
0 says it is a valid PPy Pvea, while 7777 ' maintains that it is invalid
unless he specifies that he is w7pn or wan her.

DRIMW MR AT 27 limits the ruling of °0 "™ to a case where they were
engaged in the discussion of 12171 703 right up till the time of the 71°n1.
PRI MR R 20 ruled that the 7097 is like "0 " (who argues with 737770 ).
a7 27 asked WX 271 does the admonition of PXW 72K 777 271 (which states
that aY POV R K2 PWITPY PV 202 Y7 PRY 92) apply even to someone
who is not aware of the ruling of SXwaw 9mX X117 27 (that the 7397 is
according to "0 ).

Our MdoIN has a different X072, Instead of 71> ' asking if he is not aware of
DRIAW MR X7 27; according to Moo, he asked concerning AR 7T 2
X1 (who limits the ruling of *01° 1 to a case of Py 1MIR2 PPIOY).

— YUY POIR NINMY BN ‘e
The explanation of the question whether a person who is unaware of the
ruling should be involved in P72 0% 1s as follows: a person who was

appointed to be responsible for issues of PwITIPY PUA -
— NNYAYT N2 SYWDS XYY “ININY 99X 111N 297 XN IWNHNY 1IN 172998

Are the appointers required to notify him concerning the ruling of 7737 29
bXmw 9»K in order that he should not stumble over it (by ruling

" The term w170 is (oftentimes) used when there is a deviation from the simple meaning. A cursory reading
of the X3 would seem that the discussion is whether a person who is unaware of this 715777 should permit
himself to be involved in 7217 1°v°3. However, this would seem to be a meaningless question; if he is not
aware of the ruling, why would he refrain from becoming involved in 1¥17P1 v, since he does not know
that he does not know. Therefore m»poin offers an alternate explanation.

* This ruling limits the rule of 01" "1 (that it is a valid w1 71 7°0°3) to a case where it was Iy 1NIR2 710V,
The reason NMooIN changes the X073 from XMW MR X117 27 (who rules that "0y "3 713%7), for even if the 17
does not know the ruling of 2Xmw =& X117 27, nevertheless since he does know that there is a npY?nn
between 37177° "1 01 ", there should be no concern if he is 7y pow for since he knows there is a npI?nn
(without a clear 713777 pod) he will always rule X% to avoid being 1°nn an WX nwx Mo°X. However if he is
aware that >0v 15 713977 but he is not aware that there is a requirement of 1°1¥ 182 PP10Y, then there it can
result that he will be 7°n» an M7y M0°K. He will assume that she is nwTIpn (or Nw7A) since he was 71y 127
491 Y3 *poy ¥, when in reality she is not NWTIPR or NWAM since they were not Py 1IN 7PRI0Y.
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incorrectly), for this can be a frequent occurrence, that one would give 1™

TY17°P1 and not be explicit -
- 23NN 9919 RNYIY XYY 5905 WNdMIY XY RIAYIT IN

Or perhaps there is no concern that he may rule incorrectly in this matter,

for it is not that frequent that one is w1 wipn without being explicit, and

therefore we are not required to make him aware of the ruling of HXvw R 7777 2.
19909990 YIS TINN YRYN 19

And this is also what is indicated from s'>"'2 explanation.

SUMMARY

The question of > " was whether we are required to inform an appointed
7°7 the ruling of 27 7K 7717 27 (that *01° "M ruled that it is a 7P only in a
case where it was 71¥ 1NIR2 7°P10V); 1S it @ common occurrence or not.

THINKING IT OVER

It seems from MooN that A "1 was discussing a newly appointed 77 whom
we suspect (or we know with certainty) that he is not aware of X 7717 "
oXmw. Why is there a question whether we should inform him or not?! Even
if it is not m>w, what harm can there be if he is informed?!’

? See: “Thinking it over’.

* While w1 does state ("5X 71"72) that the issue at hand is whether it is 12 or not (which is as n190I1n
explains the question), nevertheless there is a difficulty in assuming that m»on is referring (only) to this
"M, since *"wA states there explicitly that the question is whether he is aware that >0 "3 17577 (the ruling
of PRI MR XN 27 and) not the ruling of XMW MR 7717 27 as NMdOIN maintains. Therefore others explain
that mooIn is (also) referring to the fact that >"w interprets the admonition of Jy poy X1 X? to apply to
o°17 (not to layman as X1y "7 explained in the previous X7 1"7 moown). Therefore according to this
"7 we can explain that the question of 71> " is concerning the (appointed) 0°1°7; however according to
SX1y 1" there could be no such explanation.

> In addition there is also the 211 of teaching 77n.
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