SOME FINAL WORDS ON THE INTERPRETATION OF A KEY BARAITA
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The baraita is interpreted here to mean that
although mitzvot need kavanna, there is no
need for the ymwn to have the yniw in mind

The same baraita earlier in our sugyah was /?

originally brought to support the view that

mitzvot need kavanna; the lack of kavanna was
proposed as w7 ypin; this was deflected with the
argument that the lack of kavanna was 'nia1 nain and
ie to either make the proper-length tekia or to have

the kavanna to do so (Tosafot); the 'kavanna' required

by the listener was simply to realize that he was not
hearing a donkey's bray.

It's important to note that R. Zeira both agrees and
disagrees with the basic approach of 'mitzvot need
kavanna.' He agrees with that approach because they

hold that the person who wishes to fulfill the

mitzvah must have kavanna; in the case of shofar, R.
Zeira goes beyond and requires that kavanna to exempt
others of their mitzvah; otherwise, the listener has not
fulfilled his obligation. Nevertheless, the other approach
speaking against R. Zeira at the end of the sugyah still
holds that mitzvot need kavanna; they disagree on the
scope of that obligation

- Ritvah rules that mitzvot do not need kavanna, in
accordance with Rava: as a result. halacha

I'ma‘aseh, the internal distinction within the ‘mitzvot need
kavanna' approach does not have any practical ramifications
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