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I ’n mwn: errant rejection
a  if he rejected a ban which he misunderstood because he mistook
i theidentity of the banner (wife/daughter)
ii  the nature of the ban (1°13/j27p)
iii the object of the ban (grapes/figs)
b  his rejection is invalid and he must reject again
i implication: the word nmR (v. 1) is a sine qua non and he must reject the proper person etc.
ii  challenge: regarding rending of clothes upon hearing about a death (v. 2) — a parallel case is valid
1 answerl: if he was specifically told relative A died and tore and it was relative B, xx» 8>
2 answer2: if he learned of the proper identity within 112°1 »13, the rending is valid
(a) support: 9"am’s exception to the rule of hearing that a sick relative had died, tearing in response
and then learning that he died afterwards —5"a» stipulates that if he actually died 779n of the
rending — valid
3 Final ruling: 7"9n is considered simultaneous (and a valid time-frame for retraction) except for:
(a) qmn (cursing God)
(b) 1 729 (can’t be taken back)
() PVITP PV — can’t be retracted
I " mwn: partial oyp, partial nvan
a  if she bans specific grapes and figs
i if he confirms the ban on the figs — the entire ban is confirmed
ii  if he rejects the ban on the figs — not a rejection at all until he rejects both
1 note: follows YRynw’ *7’s interpretation of v. 3
2 dissent: " v. 3 juxtaposes N19n:0Vp; just as a partial confirmation is DYp, so with nan
3 3" opinion (o’pn): in re both confirmation and rejection, whatever he responds to is affected alone
b  if she bans them separately (“I won’t taste these figs”, “I won’t taste these grapes”) —
i ruling: understood as separate bans and confirmation and rejection work independently
ii  authorship: w1 who only requires multiple m17p for Tpan n1av if he declares an independent ny12v
to each claimant
1 note: 3127 of ™ would see the 1% case in our MWwn as separate 01T as well
II v mwn: misunderstanding about his rights as a an — cleared up after the statute of limitations has passed (1nw ny)
a  if he knew that vows are valid but didn’t know that he had the right to rejct — he may still do so when he
learns of his rights
b  if he knew that he has such rights but didn’t know that that particular vow was valid
i n™-canno longer reject
ii  ©non - may still reject
iii challenge: n™ in the 1% clause doesn’t accept partial awareness as meaningful, yet does so regarding
negligent manslaughter and obligates a blind man (vv. 5-6) to be exiled
iv  answer (8¥270: both approaches (1327 and n™ re: the blind man) are contextually interpreted:
1 A7 77 v. 5 indicates anyone who comes in to the forest — including a blind man — so mx1 892
exempts him (someone who normally sees but didn’t see the victim this time)
2 p”rv.6indicates anyone who has full knowledge — excluding the blind — so m&1 ®Y2 must be
including the blind (someone who never sees)
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