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I 2-x mon: liability of the “retired” ®w3 or 3"n>
a  if: one of them sins and then leaves that office, they both bring their “formal” offerings (18 - 3"n3; 1YW — RWI)
b however: if they are removed and then sin, 313 still brings 98 but ®w1 brings like a regular citizen
i challenge: if »'n3 brings 19 even when he sinned after leaving office, he certainly brings 19 if he sinned while 3"n2
1 defense: since we distinguish in the case of ®'w3, “obvious” case of 313 had to be stated
i source: vl —mron Yy — even after removal from office of 3"n3
1 contra: reasoning that a X?w3, who brings 1’»w for nwyn nuw alone, doesn’t maintain status after retirement
(@) then: certainly a 3”13, who has higher threshold (requires 727 DYyn+nwyn naw) wouldn’'t maintain - 5"np
(b) challenge: why not invert reasoning and have ®w) maintain status after retirement?
(i) Response: o X1 TR — only if he sins when he is a ®w1
II  »mwn:if they sinned before being appointed - treated like regular citizens
a w1 if they learned of their error before appointment — they are liable (01113); if not — fully exempt
b Definition: w1 is "on”, per v. 2 - someone who has only 'n over him
¢ Source: v. 1 excludes prior sins
i Challenge: shouldn’t be needed, v'p from ®'w1 (as above)
ii  Defense: v'p broken, as R loses status after retirement (above, 2 nywn) unlike 3"n3 — therefore, v1 needed
d  Parallel source: re ®w), v2, in spite of 1"p from 3"n3 (above), v'p against 3”13 (above) necessitates nw17
III Related mwaT:
a  NU AW TUN: might have been predestined (per v3, per nmi’ 1) — but per v1, it is conditional
i Tangent: alternative interpretations of v3 (v4)
b &m712 v2 excludes a king who has nyax (nny - v5)
i Tangent: w1y lived in "nwann ma” implying that otherwise he was a slave (!)
ii  Support: story about 3 trying to appoint 2 m1nbn to positions — but they thought of it as mTay (v6)
C 27 IWR (:WR) - fortunate generation where king publicly admits his errors
i Challenge (837): vv 7-8; defense — in our case, the wording is unusual >nw17
d  ~710m 773 j903 7. v9 — good for mpr1x to be punished in "y like myw1 in 27my (& finvers<$ (alternate nw17 - R17)

e mwTon v10: same action, different intent (re: noa 127p)
i Block: in either case, they fulfilled mxn; rather, one erred with his sister; other escaped error with his wife
ii  Block: we're looking for one action; rather, applies to V19 nua (vv 11-16)

f  Further mwi7shaming w5 vv 17-19
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