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9a (1 mww) 2 10b (o2 D1wm)
Note: our 82110 focuses on the first part of 1 nyws; therefore, we will wait to present the rest of 1 mywwand 7 73wp (which are printed to-
gether in our 1117103) until p. 9)
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I 3 mwn: multiple births and liability to 12
a  If:he had a mnn that hadn't birthed and she bore two males =1 kid to 1n3; if a male and female 1 kid, which he keeps
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/P71 /7. our ruling is contra 3'n"1 (D¥n¥5 9war) who would allow for possibility of 2 m7132a from one n12an
1 »an even »'n1 would agree here; only re: nmnv nnna 731 does he allow for 2 per v1 (B21517) — not here
2 Rejection: if so, mwn should give case where we saw them birthed together
(a) And: explicit kn»72 where ¥ allows for 2 mma from n12ann nMnN
Note: 13127 must hold that a partial connection with birth canal is wTpn (else, the twin is a nx»xn)
1 Rejection (¥27): 101 Pn (the two foals) >no nyoxn
Comment: on 24 case — if M&F->1 kid, which he keeps
1 Question: if he keeps it, why separate a kid?
2 Answer: to remove its prohibition
(a) Per: nmn "1 who holds that 7mn 704 is NR1n2 MOR - w"1 disagrees and permits
3 i 7's source: R — there's no precedent for something requiring redemption and being permitted
(a) Challenge: 0TR 7121 requires redemption — but is 1M unti then
(b) Rather: there's no precedent for something requiring redemption via a nv (e.g. specific vehicle) and 1mmn
(i) Challenge: wnm " would use boiled grasses (at value of donkey) to redeem
1. Block: indeed, if he pays the value, can be something else; but if nw value doesn't matter
(ii) Challenge: w"yn requires specific redemption (coin) — yet i1 "3 holds that pwyrp w/v"pn — valid
(iii) Defense: he would allow for pwyTp w/1mn 709 as well
1.  Reason: woman knows that v"yn isn't redeemed via PWI1Tp >she eats in YW1 (> nRIN)
2. Similarly: woman knows that n”a not redeemed via "1p; redeems on n® and benefits the difference
4 w”'s source: since the redemption (7w) is permitted; redeemed item (11n) must also be 1mn
(@) Challenge: ry»aw is prohibited but its 1772 (e.g. money used to buy n»yaw m79) is permitted
(b) Block: in case of n»y7aw, also prohibited per rule of my 2w NVITP2 VanI NINR PINR
Alternate explanation: v " disagree about exegesis of v3
1 »” both 7 and 7Ir¥ exclude a 71192 co-owned with non-Jew (may shear or work)
2 77 7 excludes DR M2 (may work him); 7R excludes 71N 909 (may shear him)
(a) Observation: the need for 2 exclusive words is understood per v (separate exclusions)
(i) But: why would > need both words — they exclude the same circumstance
(ii) Additionally: would nm "3 forbid working with o8 71322
(b) Rather: they agree that 711w excludes oTx 7132
(i) Disagree: about 7IRY
1. » follows his own approach; an animal co-owned with » is liable for nm32
a.  Therefore: he needs 7IRY to permit such a 7132 (co-owned) to be sheared and worked
2. w7 co-owned with » is already exempt; no need for 7arx to allow shearing
a.  Therefore: IR¥ excludes 71mn 708 — may be sheared (= nxrina 1mn)
3. Note: we understand why text uses 2" person suffix — per nmn> 1 (for JIR¥ -not co-owned)
4. But: per v", why the need for the proniminal suffix? - ®vp
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I Tangential discussion: w"'s position about permissibility of benefiting from 71mn 9va after breaking its neck (na7y)
a 737 w™ agrees with 71 that, after na»y, it is prohibited to benefit
i Reasoning: infers from nayy n9y (which is nR1n2 MoR after nary)
ii 7137's source (X27): per Rn»13, listing RN ™MK (e.g. YI¥N Max ,HYpoIn MY) — have Y218 NrRMY, W™ dissents
1 And:w™ concurs in case of n"13, since it had a time (before being cooked together) when it was permitted
77 7. w"'s reasoning (throughout) — per v5 — must be food that you may feed others (i.e. nk1na amn)
(a) And if: " held that 1mn va is still permitted nR1na even after na™y, he should have dissented there as well
(b) Challenge: why does w1 couch his agreement re naa in 7wan nyw? He holds (per vv5-6) n"a1is nxrina amn
(i) Answer: he was providing two arguments - that it may be fed to others
1. And: even for those who forbid nran, it had a awi1an nyw
(if) Rejection: perhaps it is a case where he didn't intend it as food >not "0 rnVN
3 Question: if that is the case, what is 1321's position?
(a) Students (before w™): since it is MOR, that inheres nawnn (1avIn 1MOR)
(i) Challenge: (R:X n11nv) — 13 rules about MV Y Nv13, including requiring nawnn (but not 1wan)
1. Answer: that mwn is authored by v", who would require intent for mmoR m>xrn
(if) Challenge: (3:3 PXP) — RNV NN NY2) (anywhere) & MMV MY NYa1 and 250 (in 793) — need nawnn
1. Answer: that, too, is authored by v
(iii) Challenge: (ibid) — nmnv Nnna nYa) (anywhere) & MY Y nYa1 and a%n in v — doesn't need nawnn
1. Implying: that nknv NN N2 requires Nawnn (and we don't apply 12N 1MOR)
2. This: cannot be v, as he responds in 90
3. Where he states: that camel, hare, hyrax and pig don't need nawnn, as they have 1 nnv o0
(b) Rather (837): no one subscribes to yavin yMOR
(i) And:if he broke the neck (of the 91mn 709) - indeed 1121 agree that it has no x”mv
(if) Our case: he slaughtered it (for practice), per dispute D2 v AYHR "1
1. an73x 0w ruled that if someone slaughtered a raven for practice — the o7 is 1"wan
2. »”7:blood of nonw is always 1wIn
a. Difference: whether 1a2win y1o'R; 1 holds that the blood is 1'wan other things
b. But: for itself, the raven needs nawnn
i. 4”72 nonw p1is always PwIn — even for itself, no intent needed
ii. Challenge: perhaps ®™'s reasoning is that 2119 has some 191V »1M0>no Nawnn needed
iii. Source: w™'s statement (above) re hare, hyrax etc.
c.  Note: if that is the reason (n7nv »11’'D) — no need to set it up as "practice”
i.  Could have been: an unintentional (poynn) slaughtering
ii. Answer: indeed, X" could have presented it that way
iii. But: due to vI7's position, he used monnb
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