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However, he should be liable for sanctifying it — 2975 WIPIN RPN

Overview

The mawn taught if one stole an animal and then sanctified it, and afterwards he was
9om) mav, he is liable for 795 but nor for ' 7, since it was already w7pii. The Xna
asked that when he was w*7pn it he should be liable for 'm "7, for being w>7pn is no
less than selling it. N190I1N qualifies this question somewhat.
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This whole discussion is only according to "9, but not according to "9, who
previously' established the mi1wn that it was the owners who were wpn the
animal when it was in the possession of the thief,? but not that the thief was w*7pn it.

Summary
This &0 assumes the interpretation of >"3; not 2".

Thinking it over
Seemingly it was not necessary for N10I1n to comment, for it is fairly obvious that

this X713 is following the view of >, and not of 5".

! See the previous m>wn 1"7 'oIn.
2 Therefore, there can be no question that the thief should be 211 for the wps, since he was not the w>Tpn.
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