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I  Essential exegesis of v. 1 — "1 8™
a  N™:itrefers to intent, at time of n27pn, to eat (etc.) at a later time — not eating on *»%wn v
i Proof: how could it become reteroactively invalid at time of eating (on putative “3 day”)?
ii ~ Counter (¥77): Y PN (N7¥7) Nar ,ar have NNV npn (after NNV poan) — then can retroactively 1Mo earlier days
iii Response (¥”): verse states 2pnn — at time of n17pn this violation is generated, not at time of eating (etc.)
1 and: 27pnn refers to 127, not 113 (that he would become 109), as per ymr (refers to 127p)
iv. Rty 12: MR limits 99 to this case, not someone who delays bringing his 971 (v. 2)
v DINR: 2wn’ RY->only invalidated by nawnn (at time of n17pn) not by behavior on »%w
1  Question: how does 'Rty 11 infer that 04 is in re: j1279p and not 1n3?
(a) Answerl: he accepts exegesis of Ny
(b) Answer2: wording 187 R5/n¥7 RY is in re: 129p (Where ¥ applies) and not jn
2 Challenge: why does »”a infer Y371 In&n (not in violation of Y19) from here; it’s inferred from ornx:
(a) pr7nx: R™0 that a 1191 whose year lapsed should be like n”mvoa — therefore, v. 3 equates nnna wWyN:: 131
(i) Just as: nnna qwyn isn’t invalidated at end of year, similarly, m131 is still valid after a year
(b) Defense: we would only apply to 71313-no »¥»; but na1p that have %1 may be %109 after time — 5"np
3 Challenge: nvw3 of delayed offering learned from v. 2 — ®on 92 "M — and not in the 127p
(a) Answer: y"auses the exclusionary word 1a to exclude wife, in spite of v. 4
4 Question: how does X" interpret 2wn’ 8Y?
(a) Answerl: per "Ry "1 —not to mix other intents (which could “derail” 129p from 5w9a)
(b) Answer2: other version of 'Ry 1 — 2w R> 2if someone is D*WTp1 2WNN, he gets man
(i) Note: this must follow nmin? v, who holds that 19y P9 nwyn 12 PRY RY
I » mwn: basic rule of 90a/5: any of 4 mmay done with intent to eat or burn that which is prescribed to be eaten/burnt
a  If:in the wrong location (e.g. outside of M) — N1 2”81 Moo
b If: at the wrong time (e.g. three days later) — n72 12 w1 %9
¢ Aslong as: the 1'nn was brought properly (explained in the following nywn)
OI 7 mwn: examples of MM Pnnn 17 and not IMMxend 1P
a  nyny vnpia 277 if other mmay done silently (no nawnn) or all with 0ty pin nawnn — 5»a
b  ..377 &% if he mixed mawnn (\MpnY yIn in one NTay, ANty YN in others) or if part was 1NYWH XYY NrOM Noa
IV ’n mwn: finer examples of “mixed intents” which render %108 and no possibility of %1a
a  If he intended to eat y1na m13 and nn 171 or vice-versa — or even M1 XN+’ Y¥N — Y109 (NO Y119, NO NI
i Dissent (7772 7): if intent of 1919 N came first — Y
ii  o7pam both 9108 — no Y19, no N>
b  If he intended to eat ¥ n>1a at later time, and to burn %2 m13 later— 1277 is fully 7w as n%9% and mvpn don’t merge
V  Analysis of dispute n'nan/nmin’ " (at end of 'n nwn)
a  Ra»R: dispute is only if the two mawnn were in distinct mymay; but if in one nTay, "1 agrees that it is “mixed” >909
b 7y 1: dispute even carries over to case of “mixed intents” in one NMay — " gives primacy to first intent
i Support: for Ra»R -’71 MWN uses examples of MMay 'nw (131 "3 would have to posit ’R1 R0 /31 RW”)
ii ~ Support: for 13Ny 1 — T "1 states a rule “%3n M”; only reasonable if he applies it in every case (R?Wp — RaDRY)
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VI Backdoor ®xmo — dispute »ov "1/n") regarding nwry WY 19N (1:1 nnn); if he said ©ndw nnn 1 ,n%Y nnnn rn
a  n"™:a%y nmnn
b »:since he cannot say both simultaneously, and it is both
i However: if he intended to say n» nmnn and then changed his mind to om%w n1nn — it is N nnn
ii  Question: if he said YWy 1% nMnn 1”1 or “half and half” (nmxnY)
1 »an here, certainly n™ agrees with »ov '3 (that it must be both)
2 na7 dispute extends — n™ still maintains that it is N> nmnn
(a) Challenge (x5 827): nonw is like mxnY (1/2 and 1/2; i.e. it’s one action), yet nmn’ *3 holds pwry WY v1an
(b) Answer: he holds no'nw is a process (10 T NYNNN NVNVY MW); said “1st 2o is NNATD pIn, 209 -ympns yin”
(c) Challenge: they disagree about n¥’np (T1:X MmMN); yet N¥mp seems to be a single act (a la mxn?)
(d) Answer: there, too, n%yo n¥np could be 10ty pin, then NNa» n¥'np might be ympns yin
(i) Challenge: X0 nnin, which has no N -
(if) Answerl: they may not disagree
(iif) Answer2: they may disagree about steps (n2910) - one step for 101> pin, the next - MpnY yin
3 Note: "w& 72w "1 learned as did »aR (that if it was one utterance — e.g. mxn?, n™ agrees that both are 5n)
(a) And:ni a2 810 learned like 827 (that even in that case, n™ disagrees)
iii 2927”1 n™ holds like N> "1 — PYRI PNVY VIR, as TN’ "1 expresses in our MWYN
1 Counter (»ax): n"a11 reported that 131y '3 said that "oy "1 and n" don’t really disagree (neither says 1”7 v1an)
(a) Challenge: but they explicitly disagree (in the n7nn niwn)
(b) Answer: they disagree here (locally, about nmnn), but not as a general question of WX W5 VIAN or not
(i) Per: v 1 DY 4OV 71 PN Y —
1. They agree: if he said “let N NN happen, then afterwards on5w nnn” — only n%Y NN
2. And they agree: if he made one contingent on the other — both are valid
3. Only disagree: if he said Dn%w NN %Y nNN
a. 1”1 had he wanted both, he would have said ombw n%» nnn
i.  Since: he added nn%w nmnn - he changed his mind and intended nn%w (>first)
b. oy 7 if he had said onYv1 0%y NN, we would’ve thought he meant 2 and 2
i.  Since: he said ©n5>w nnn A%y nMnn, he meant both fully apply
2 Answer (»p77 77): n"2171 holds that 130V "1 maintains that they don’t essentially disagree (as above)
(a) But:I(n>1") hold that they disagree, fundamentally, about nwx1 WY v1an
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