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There is a stringency by an ‘Ox’ — W2 N7

Overview

The X713 cites a Xn* 72 which mentions the various M7 that some NMAX
have over others. The Xn°>72 mentions MW as well (as one of the MaxX). One
would assume that the term 7 is ‘generic’ and refers to (all) the
subcategories of 1M including 3 1w 17p.'
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This ‘Ox’ which the X713 mentions refers to the aX of 392 (goring with the

horn) as it is evident in the entire discussion®. It is not however referring to 1w
o’

Summary
MY in this N> 72 refers to 17p.

Thinking it over
Why indeed does the Xn»92 not mention the MM MP of A" relative to
the other max?*

" One would think so both according to 21 who maintains w7 *72>1 931 MW RIn (that MW [in the mawn]
includes 23 7w 17p) and also according to 2w who maintains (\w? 7van) 19377 W Kin, that the Xin of
the Xn™"2 was not limiting the 2X of Mw.

% The xn*™2 when it mentions the X7 of MW (compared to WX 1) it states that it is not a NPrnn 7. This
can only be referring to 77 which is a an by the first three ni°3. However 2" W are jnnnn 17vmn.

? We cannot prove conclusively that we are not referring to 9311 72 from the fact that the X1 mentions the
X0 of MW is that it is 73y YW 2°wHw 1913 21 (which seemingly apply only to 17p) for the X3 states later
(R,19 77) that there is 7913 by 731.

* The M of 2" relative to M WK is that "W are o»n *5va (and W is A>T ORI W2, and YA is AUt
1871). The 7P of 1" W relative to M2 WK are that 7" W are 7"7172 0> (and relative to 12 the X7p of "W
is that 2" W are not P1°737 \N™WY N2°1N).
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