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‘If the majority is - NN2957 9RRY 292515 72 2% Y7aY 211 BN
gentiles, the child is a gentile’; what is the relevance of this law

OVERVIEW

The X713 is presently discussing one of the rulings of the 7wn concerning the
castaway child. The X n31 asks; in regards to what, did the 71wn rule that if the city
had a majority of 0"y, the child is considered an 2"12¥. Seemingly the X773 could
have answered that he is considered an 2"2¥; in that we are not required to support
him. 190N will explain why the &773 did not answer in this manner.
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The X3 could not have answered that the child is considered an 2"™2¥ in
regards that there is no requirement to sustain him; for if it is in reference to
i X5 then why teach this rule in a case where a majority are gentiles; even

if (only) half are gentiles, we are also not required \n1m77 —
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For only in a case where the majority is 822> did 27 rule that he is considered
a R in reference INMTD; but not by 7xnn v 3.

SUMMARY
The X3 could not have said that he is considered an 2™>2y (f 22y 217)
concerning \n1? Xow; for even ¥mn ¥ nX¥An3 there is no N2 210.

THINKING IT OVER

1. mooIn states that when 27 ruled that there is a 1n1°na% 21°1 that is only HXw° 2172;
but not n"y»na. Can MdoIN offer proof (from our X n3) for this assumption; or is it
(merely) a X720?

2. If we assume that \nnnb is (merely) a 3]1?373 17 then even by & w° 211 there
should be no NPAI> 210; for 117 AR PR PN PRI

! See also 1w &Y 7"7°"w.

2 The reason seems to be that 1NPrAY is a 71m 17. We are not required to be 1n X°X 1 unless he proves that he is a
5% (as the X3 shortly states concerning mxmn %¥ 7x¥mn). See (W' 7"7 32) nwn n2°X. See “Thinking it over” # 2.

? See footnote # 2.

* See (79°X1) 29p MR 2",
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