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I 12 mwn: 71N 79 or "IN NN and any of their offspring, for infinite generations, are offered as NN — but not onY
a  Source: v.1—na1p teaches that if his nmn was lost and he designated a replacement and then found original nmn
i He may: offer either one with on% (27’ nTIN)
ii ~ But: only one (the first) has bread offered with it, per m1a»p> (singular)
iii And: all “offpsring” (nmn ,mToM) are offered as nTin, per NTIN Yy DR
1 However: none of them require bread, per nTinn nar Yy — only the nn, not its “offspring”
II 23 mwn: "% nmnn and its young, for infinite generations, are considered n%y — requiring vVwan, mn’ and to be all burnt up
I 13 mwn: if someone designates a nap1 for his Ny, and she births a male
a  opom: that male grazes until it gets a 0, is sold and an n% is brought with those funds
b »”r the male offspring is brought itself as now
IV Analysis of 22 and 1:
a  The dispute: between nnan/r™ is only mentioned in re: napa w»an for an n%p, but not in re: N% NN
i naa7 they disagree about both; 212 mwn follows 8™
ii  Na7 the first passage is a consensus, 13171 agree in the case of N%» n1nn, where the “mother” (original n%) is offered,
the “offspring” (nmnn) is also offered
b »”7s position: how could he rule that n27p "%y nmnn? He rules (end of 3 nwn) that nwr n7nn is redeemed for onT >0y
i AN7DN 7. ™ was responding to 1117 (it grazes and money goes to Max nam) — should be 7> na (1327 — Max nam)
ii ~ ~27 8™ only held that in a case of N9 napy w1an, the 151 is offered, since the mother has a n%1y ow
1 Reason: there is a female 0% that is brought — 910 n5y;
2 But:in case of owr n1nn T, where the mother has no N9y v, it is redeemed instead
3 Challenge (»an): 8" doesn’t require "n%» nw” on the mother for the “offspring” to be offered
(a) an73x if someone designates a female as noy, it grazes and money is used for nvy, same with its T5n; if it
doesn’t get a m1n before noy, let it graze and money is used for nnYv
(b) &7 itis offered as N (no grazing>redeeming)
(i)  7an: here, the mother didn’t have a »n%® nw, but 8" has the 190 offered as ombw
(if) Defense (x37): if it is after nos, even the mother would be offered as n'n%w — nnYWH noa AN
1. Counter (»a8): if so, X" should disagree in ®w» (status of 791 before noa)
2. Answer (827): indeed, they disagree there as well
3. »an: they don’t disagree — 8™ has rule — 19 follows mn
a. After noa amn is YW 2> 1HM is DNV
b.  Before noo: mother was sanctified for noa »m7 =751 is also sanctified noa 1> (>ny17)
i.  Challenge (’on 72 X371 "7): 8" doesn’t hold that 759n follows mother for nnT
ii. ap»7x if someone designates female for nog, she and her m19n graze, sold for nos
iii. #7790 is offered iteslf as noa (doesn’t follow status of mother)
iv. Answer (8237): case where n1p1 was already pregnant nw1an nywa
v. And: 8" holds like janv "3 — 921 is distinct and he may designate it separately
vi. Support: from language of Xn»»1 — mMTYM R0 Dalready pregnant
iii ~ &227 93 'y 71 R agrees in case where he designates a female for Dwy, that 790 is not offered as Dwr
1 Challenge: should be obvious; he only allowed it in case where mother has n»y nw >n%y 29p 1M
2 Defense: we may have thought that X"’s reason was that as long as 190 is fit for n23pn, oW of mother irrelevant
(@) Challenge: if so, let n”a» teach that the 191 isn’t offered as N9y, and we’ll know that it is also unfit for owr
(b) Defense: if he had taught that, we would have allowed for nwx, as the mother was designated as nwr
(i) And: we would have reasoned that the 79 is unfit for N9y (mother wasn’t called n91)
(ii) But:itis fit for DWR, as the mother was called Dwy, therefore he teaches that it is unfit for owr
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