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2 mwn: if the 771 issues an errant ruling, then realized and retracted but an individual sinned per their earlier ruling
a  Whether or not: 1772 had already brought their 127p
b " the individual is still exempt
¢ &1 heis liable for n9n pwr — if he had stayed at home; but if he was traveling (i.e. not likely to have heard) — 7109
i p”r concurs that this is more likely exempt than liable
ii  nrp j2 the difference — because the one staying at home likely heard about the retraction
1 Difference: if he began his journey; 'Rty 12 — still at home, should have known; y™ — already “on the road”
Analysis of dispute:
a  17:v"'s reason — because the fellow relied on 7”2
i Version: 11 cited w™: any instruction that spreads among T1ax 2171 — individual is exempt
ii ~ Challenge: W™ (contra nmn’ ") rules that Max Y 127 0YYn 1297 is collected for that purpose = knows they erred!
1 Defensel: perhaps they collected without explication of purpose
2 Defense2: our fellow was out of town when it was collected
3 Defense3: 21 has opposite version of kn»»11, " holds it came from naw5n nmAn ("1 - for that purpose)
b Range of opinions:
i p7rliable
ii ¥’ exempt
iii &7 pav (i.e. brings »>n nwR) — like a classic case of pav which gets cleared up when 7”2 publicizes
1  Note: even according to 7n that 772 doesn’t bring a 129p (1122 brings — N7 ")
iv  owmo: "on (i.e. unclear if he’s even liable for non nwR) - like a case of bringing n193 during mwnwn 13, where
there can never be resolution as to whether he achieved n193
‘> mwn: parameters of error
a If:71missued a ruling wherein they utterly uprooted a law (e.g. "1t nay ,naw ,nm) from the n7n — they are exempt
i But if: they issued a ruling the assumed the general category but uprooted a component — n’a»n- — per v. 1
ii  Examples: if they ruled that nm exists but n&’a with a oy nImw is exempt
1  Or:if they ruled that naw exists but transferring from »"m to 1”1 is exempt
2 Or:if they ruled that "y exists but if one bows (to 1"y for whom that is not 13772) is exempt
~n212 infers exemption if they uproot an entire category from v. 1 — 927 n») — but not the entire mxn
a  Question: once they eliminated mxnn %3 npy, why the need to i.d. n¥pn — what else could it be?
i Answer: nonbothered by the word 727 — implies 910 92 nVPY—=> 727 DHYN
ii  Explanationl(x51): read 1270 DY
iii  Explanation2 (/2prn): v. 1- mxn Yo nnR (read mixn)
iv  Explanation3 (»wx *7): v. 2 927::727 from R0 1pt, who is only liable if he addresses a component of the mxn
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