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And he instructed them concerning >12 r7ep — %I OB HY TR

OVERVIEW

The a5 derive that the laws of 105 should be reviewed thirty days before 103,
from the 1w 5 of DWwiX °7", which relates how 77w»n addressed the rules of *1w roo
on (1WX7) oo 27v; the day the 1Moo 1277 was brought.

*
mMooIN anticipates a question:
— 10 Y PPN INYIRY M1 YW 23 Yy 9N
Even though that it was necessary for 7v» to respond to them in order to

answer their question of ¥y131 7n2; how can we (therefore) derive from this incident that one
is obligated to discuss o9 Mo thirty days prior (even when there are no pending questions)?

mooIn responds:
$ND I NDO VYN HR RON TPINND 7998 7PN XY 01PN Yon

Nevertheless we can derive the rule of 2 ' YT 79X from this nwoo; for if
there is no requirement of thirty days, then it would not have been necessary for
nwn to continue at length and explain to them the laws of "1 oo, rather nwn

should have told them ‘do not bring a nmep’, and nothing more.> The fact that he
informed them of *1w nod® M%7 (on MWK 170D 27), proves that it is necessary to discuss A N227
thirty days before the .

SUMMARY
We derive that ov ' w7 from the fact the 7wn was 7°I8» and taught them the
particular laws of *1w 105 (which were not relevant at that moment).

THINKING IT OVER

Seemingly it was necessary for 7wn to teach the PXw° 12 (at length) the laws of
1w nos. After 7wn presented the case (of the 2°Xnv 1 WX 2°WIX) to 7, he was told
"3 °"12 OX 127; the entire 7w of "1w nos. How could he have not told them these
details when '77 told him "1 >"32 5% 127?"

" In X"2w77 MooIN the text reads anoXw (in the plural; the question was asked by the D°wiX that were DXnb).

? Even if wn wished to appease them (for they argued ¥73 %), he could have told them there will be another
opportunity to bring the 1105 1277, without going into all the details (See w"X77 moon and 2"7).

? See following “®mn 7"7 nvoIN footnote # 5 (and # 10).
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