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I Analysis of 4" example in "2 mwn — slaughtering on 5”0 still carries liability of nwnm nyaxr
a  Challenge: even though there is no nmn 21vn (for 3N NarYN), there is MpHn 2N - and DH>wM NPY 1R > should be 1va
i Answer: follows n™ : nHwm npY
ii ~ Challenge: if so, why not apply to naw (where there is nn>n 21vn)?
1 Proposed answer: n™ accepts nowm np» but not nbwm nn
2 Rejection: n™ (contra 1127) explicitly holds liability for nn»av on naw (as well as Ypoin MW N>av and 1”yH N210)
(a) Block: that case was explained as being one where the 11 appointed another to slaughter for him
(b) Challenge: why should one person sin (the slaughterer) and another (213) be liable?
(i) Answerl (X¥37): juxtaposition (v. 1) nn>2v::17191 = just as N7’In is via IR (buyer), so too NN’V may be
(if) Answer2 (77 227 #1n): R extends and includes a n’>v as generating liability
(iii) Answer3 (prn »3): nnn extends and includes MYw as generating liability
(c) Challenge: how can there be a case where doing something yourself carries no liability but doing it via an
agent does generate liability
(i) Answer: the exemption if done by the 233 is procedural — n”a%p and doesn'’t reflect a real exemption
(d) Challenge: if that case was where an agent was slaughtering, why do 1117 exempt (all 3 cases)?
(i) Answerl: “1a7” are ™ — inappropriate NNV isn’t considered nvnw
1. block: his opinion only holds vis-a-vis 9pvin 1w and 1”»% N2y, but not for naw:
a. Y% nawa vmw: even though he is (N13/nnn) 27N, valid nvnY
b. Answer: holds like 751100 »"1: N2W NWYN are “WTp” (PNOR) as per v. 2:If someone cooks on N3
i.  »7rif mw3, he may eat (right away), if 71n1, he may not eat
ii. A7 7 if w31, he may eat after nav, if T3, he may never eat
iii. 75107 panv 71 W1, others may eat after naw, if 1M1 — no one may ever eat of it
iv. Note: it isn’t NRIN2 MOY, as per "03Y”
v. Note: only applies to 1, as per “9onn”
b Tangential discussion: status of 1228 1OR from Naw NVYYN (according to 79mEN ) (dispute between RNR *1/R117)
i Onesays: RNRT, as per v. 2
ii ~ Other says: 3277 — X0 WNp — the day is wnp, not its products
1 Challenge: if naw nonw is n"nn 19IR1 1M, why do 1327 exempt INR *”y Nawa NAV?
2 Answer: their exemption is only re: first two on list (030 1w and 1"»% na10)
(@) Question: why does n™ hold liability for ry5 na?
(i) Explanation: the minute he begins slaughtering, it’s nR3na MOK; rest isn’t owner’s?
(if) Answer: case where he declares that he is only worshipping at conclusion of nvonw
(b) Question: why does n™ hold liability for Ypoin mw?
(i) Explaantion: since it’s nR1n2 MoR, it doesn’t belong to owner?
(if) Answer: case - owner gave animal to 1MV, in whose care he killed, was judged and sentences to die
1. and: n™ holds like 2py’ "7 (above) — in such a case, if the 1MW returns it, that is NN (exempt)
2. and: n" holds like v™ that causing a loss of money (e.g. stealing n>w1p for which the owner took
nyang and will have to replenish if gone) carries liability
¢ question: how can mwn be presented as n" (contra v™) where v* dissents at the end > he agrees with earlier rulings
i answer: he agrees with immediately prior ruling (slaughterint to feed animals or for medicinal purposes)
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I analysis of 5" example — if he stole father’s and then slaughtered and then father died - liable
a  question (827 = jpr 77): if he stole and slaughtered an animal owned by partners and admitted (o1pn 7109) to 1 of them:
i dowesay: v.1 finds liability for 5 times — not 5/2 times (5 halves) or do we allow for such half-liability?
1 Answerl: only pay when full liability
(a) Challenge: our niwn — since father died, there is only partial liability (he is also an heir)
(b) Answer: case is where father was alive at the p7 9
(c) Block: if so, why not mention that in "7 mywn, where he is exempt since father died before n172m1 nnrav
(i) Answer: also true; written that way for parallel construction with our niwn
2 Answer2 (the next day): liability also for 5 halves
(a) note: difference from "1 Mwn, where he is exempt: in our case, the slaughter was done fully 11082
III analysis of 9" example — if he stole and slaughtered nrya P50 — still liable for 4/5
a  an 7 (to >wr "): infer from here that No’nw only “occurs” at end
i argument: otherwise (if no'nV is judged as a sequential process), when he begins, it’s already prohibited (as p>n
n1v1) and then it isn’t the owner’s animal that he’s slaughtering (- no 4/5)
ii  block 1: only liable for that first bit
1 rejection (»wx “7): navy implies liability for full animal, rather:
iii  defense: case where he slaughtered some of it outside and finished inside
b note: some read this discussion as taking place around 11Ny *9’s opinion that nvo'nw is a sequential process
i observation: according to 13m ", the prohibition of n71ya 121N must not be n”nn, else he couldn’t agree with liability
for 4/5 in our case
ii  block 1: only liable for that first bit
1 rejection (?wx 77): mav1 implies liability for full animal, rather:
iii ~defense: case where he slaughtered some of it outside and finished inside
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