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X197 29 queried of “»R 29 — AR 291 R 29 K2

OVERVIEW
Out X1 states that X117 27 posed a query to “»X 217, indicating that “»X 27 was
superior to X117 27. Our MdOIN reconciles this with a seemingly contradictory X773,

Mmoo anticipates a difficulty:
—'53n9a 9P NN 29 22) (0w 3,03 97 o) PPN P92 9INT NI

And that which the X723 states in PP P99 regarding X137 29 that he read the

3712 portion in the 770 even though he was not a 3772. The X n3 there responded -
=N 29D 29999 4991 HNIYIT NYINT 225WN 3N YON 29 9N 229 1PPANT NI 29 %NV

X117 27 is different, for even s2X '3 and oX '3 who were the prominent 2°:71> of

bR PN were submissive to X337 29; this concludes the citation of the X3, NvOIN

continues with his question -
— 25351 Ny 5950 X9

So how is it that here he is querying X 17 (since he was his superior)?!

ND0IN answers:
ST0Y N 29 HNY IR 1397 MY Y
And one can say; that >»RX 521 is a separate person and %X 29 is another person.

SUMMARY
WX °27 and MR 17 are separate 2RTNN.

THINKING IT OVER

1. Why is it so far-fetched that even though "»X ' was submissive to X177 27,
nevertheless X117 17 found it necessary to query him regarding an issue of which he
was not certain?

2. mpoIn elsewhere states that there were two X117 2. Why did not nson answer
that here as well?!

' The xm3 there discusses the primacy of a j715 that (among other things) he is to receive the first ">y when the 710
is read publicly (on v"v1 naw). The X713 there asks but X177 27 (who was a ?8w°) he read the 7°%v which should
belong to the 1713; how was that permitted?!

? See “Thinking it over’ # 1.

3 x *27 was from "X (where they were 0°2n01 and called >27), while >»& 21 was from 222 (and was not 7201). 27
X117 was superior to X "27; however "X 27 may have been superior to X117 27.

*2on2 71"7 %0 v and Xya 7" 8,30 PRI See Ao NS,
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