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I 7 mwn: further cases of invalid nv’nw and consequences; dispute y”1/12w> 1 if it is a nY21 or naMv
a  If: he cut the esophagus and ripped out the trachea or ripped out the trachea and then cut the esophagus
b Ofif: he cut one 1’0 and waited for the animal to die
¢ Orif: he stuck the knife under the second 1m0 and cut it
i 23w 77 itis anya (2 RWM YIn NRMV)
ii ~ y7ritisanemo (2 no nkM at all)
1 ywir 71 (invoked by 32w 77): any 9109 that occurs due to nvnNw renders it nYa);
(a) But: if no'nw was proper and an outside agent causes the invalidity — na»v
iii Agreement: ™ conceded the point to 22w’ 7 > n%»a
1 Challenge: R:» P>, which lists nva»v, includes nn npoa.
(a) Answerl (X¥37): that is in case he ripped the trachea before cutting the esophagus
(i) Challengel (52377 "1 72 81X 77): the Mwn states both —
(if) Defense (¥37): read the 2" (poa then YNW) as meaning “he had already vnv”
1. Block (»22x): then it is the same case as the first
2. Block (72aX): the sequence is clear — vnw >"NRy...
(b) Answer2 (837): read R:3 as MMOR YR — some due to n9™Y, others due to N1
(i) Challenge: then reckon other m%n2y, (e.g. cutting across its body [’pmn] or ripping out a thigh [x™])
(ii) Defense: they only count m%21 whose nkm0 begins at death; those are m%21 while yet alive
(c) Answer3 (57aw7): if he cut where the nn was — nY1y; if not, na™v (r:3)

(i) Explanation: if he cut at 1nn opn, that’s considered nv'nwa N5 > nYa1 (per YW1 " in our Nwn)

(ii) Challenge: 9”291 could not have said this
1. Argument: he ruled that if he cut the trachea and then the lung was punctured — valid

a. Implication: we view the tracheal system as self-enclosed = in our case, same applies:
b. Application: since 1 1m0 was cut, it’s “gone” and stigma of %11 can’t be removed with 1 jno
(d) Rather (721112 79): R:) represents »™’'s opinion before he changed his mind (as recorded in our niwn)
(i) And:once a mwn is committed to memory, we don’t alter it (nmpnn N1t XY Mwn)
I Reassessing 9"aw7’s ruling — if the trachea is cut and then a lung is punctured - 7w>
a  ~27 he intended this lenient ruling to apply only to the lung, since it depends on the trachea;
i But:if the stomach was punctured (at that point) — it is a 19”0
ii  Challenge (8771 3): once he is 9'nn once N970 11’0 have been generated, no reason to distinguish
1 However: X111 recanted, as evidenced by his question:
2 Question: if innards were pierced between slaughtering of 1o, do the mn'o “merge” to save it from n%a?
3 Suggestion: this should be the same as Ra9X’s question regarding nwpnn nnna:
(a) Question: if the young birthed one hand between n»1n'o nvnw of the mother - is the rest of it valid?
(b) Note: ®1 7 was only wondering if it is n%2) or n9710 — but not that it would be permitted to be eaten
4 Rejection: perhaps 8Vt "1 never changed his mind, but was only challenging %11 on his terms
b Inference (3py2 72 Anx “7): we may invite a YR to partake of nyn 13, but not a non-Jew
i Reason: a Y®1w"’s “permit” to eat happens via no'nw, which was valid here
1 But: a non-Jew is bound by »nn i1 9aR, which depends on it dying — these were “in a bubble” (removed from
consideration) when the animal died
(a) 97 suggested that it isn’t possible for a non-Jew to have stricter restrictions, but he didn’t express it, as
»"ar1 had a reasonable argument
(b) However: we have a Xn»1 contradicting Rnx "

(i) Arm77x if someone wishes to eat from an animal before it dies (i.e. from meat that was removed while
animal was still alive) he may cut from nv'nwn 3, salt and wash it well and wait for the animal to
die — then he may eat it. This is true for both Y%7’ and non-Jews.

1. Note: this supports Par 921 *PR "1, who quoted XWX 92 pny 1 with the advice that if someone
wishes to be healthy, that is the meat he should eat — and Y879 and 02y are both permitted
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