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Conclusion of discussion re: 18" (lungs)
a  jpm 27 if the lung is attached to the wall (ribs) — no reason to suspect that there is a 2p) there

i But:if it raises pus-filled blebs — must be concerned (=>nav)
b ’max in either case, must be concerned (= namv)
~27. solution is to take knife with narrow tip and lift lung off of wall - if wound is on wall — n7v>; if on lung — na»Mv
i Even if: there is no air coming out of it
d  /nm a7 would check it out using luke-warm water

i a0 70 we heard that that solution (of the luke-warm water) was used for 817’s case of the adhered lobes

ii ~ »w~ 37 only reasonable to apply to 1"1’s “lung-wall” adherence; if wound is from wall — n7w>

1 But:in X27's “adhered lobes” case (837'0), either side is a problem and test proves nothing

0

e  Challenge: 1" ruled that if a lung is punctured and the wall seals it — na™v
i Resolution: if joined at place where it grows (i.e. inside, where lobes meet) — n7v>; if not — na™v
ii  Reassessing 177's rule: X127 — only if there is a lot of meat around it
1 Challenge (907 37): meat shouldn’t matter; if we are concerned that it is punctured, should be even if meaty
(a) Per: ruling re: n2ow m; if it is opened, 904 (can never again give birth) but if sealed, 9w — could open
(b) and: this is the kind of wound that heals
(i) implication: “this” excludes our case
(ii) rejection: “this” excludes a membrane that grew over a wound in the lung — still na»v
2 challenge (8pn 72 X371 27): if the wall were pierced, the lung would be N80 — should list 19170 na1p1 in Mwn
(a) block: since the ruptured gall-bladder is 73 if sealed by liver, but if liver were pierced would be na»rv,
should also state 7230 n2yp) — but it only lists inherent ruptural problems, not secondary ruptures
f  question asked of 5810 if the lung developed pus-filled blebs, is it n7w>

i answer: it is valid, but the students aren’t pleased with this ruling, per ®inn "1 — if pus-filled, na™v; if water — nw>
1 defense: that statement was made about the kidneys, not the lung
ii  story: qov 92 pny’ 7 “pushed” NP 7 to buy such lungs, he refused, as 3ny 7 wouldn’t permit
1 Note: nnv "1 wouldn’t forbid; directed to pynw 71 M’ 3 who had tradition from w”ary to permit
2 Related story: X171 followed 1™ in ;v of tanners (or 0nan), saw animals with large pus-filled blebs being sold
and kept silent; ' "7 and »ox "1 saw them selling animals with (larger) blebs hard as boulders and were silent
The needle found in the lung:
a  Permitting: R1IN " ,ATYOR 7,10
b Prohibiting: mp YR 12 YNV 1 ,w09 71N 7 Y7V
i Suggestion: they disagree if an internal paon is reckoned
1 Correction: all agree that an internal pon is not reckoned
ii  Dispute: whether we assume the needle came through bronchii (nn) or through esophagus (pa10n)
¢ Case: animal brought to 'nR "1 with needle found in lung, he considered permitting it
i However: n " challenged him from our mwn - a lung that is punctured or non
1 Argument: n7on must be inside, else it is the same as punctured - nion Mn B791 NN
2 Then: Xno1 pny’ "1 was asked and considered permitting, n’n7’ " raising same challenge
3 Then: question returned to 'nr ", but he didn’t have lung in front of him; forbade in spite of 3nv "1 et al
(a) Reasoning: they could determine cause; without lung before him, perhaps it had a puncture
(b) Inference: if it were present and saw no puncture, he would declare 7w3
(i) Challenge: 3" ruled that a punctured bronchus renders a nav
(if) Defense: that is if it punctures from one bronchus to the other
1. Challenge: 1 ruled that if there is a puncture between neighboring parts of intestine — n7w>
2. Block: can’t compare mav to each other; cut from one side and the animal dies; the other — it lives
d Case: a needle was found in large bronchus; brought to 5™ et al (who ruled na»v above) - didn’t rule either way
i Didn't permit: per their own ruling
ii ~ Didn’t prohibit: maintained that in this case, it certainly came through trachea
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e  Case: needle found in liver; 81277 112 71 considered declaring it to be na»v
i Challenge (»wn 7): if such a needle were found in the flesh, we wouldn’t declare it na™v (1wa::713)
ii  Rather (?wx 17): we see if broad end is facing out —it punctured and is a na»v
1 But: if facing in, it came via the system and is nw3
2 Note: this distinction only applies to a thick needle; a small one is adjudged a na™v in either direction
iii Question: why is this any different than a needle found in the reticulum; only n91v if seen from both sides?

1 Answer: in that case, there is food and liquid pushing it; therefore, even if the head of the needle is stuck into
the walls of the stomach, it may have been pushed there from the inside; this is not a relevant consideration
for the liver

f  Case: needle found in large tube of liver;
i »pN 77777772 42 declared it to be a naMvo
ii w7 92 77N 37 declared it to be nwa
1 ~ra7 suggested that 8™7 712 9n should pay for lost animal (i.e. he erred in judgement)
g  Case: a date-seed was found in gall-bladder
i swx 27 recalled ruling from Rin2 372 —in such a case, it certainly came via “tubes”
1 And even if: it can’t be taken out, it wedged its way in
2 Caveat: this only applies to a date-seed; but an olive-seed certainly tore its way in (= namv)
h  Tangent: 13nv 7's homiletic explanation for word n&» — eating lungs helps vision
i Question: eating “as is” or with spices
ii ~ Answer: since an entire goose costs 1 1t and its lungs cost 4 o'nt, must mean lungs cooked in spices
i Ruling: if the lung shows a puncture at the spot where the vmw handles it, we assume it to be from his hands
i Contra: ™n "7 M1 R0 I who said that we cannot assume that to have been the case (1391 &Y)
1 Support: ynar "1 was a loyal attendee at 0197’s lectures, ruled 13>n and excplicitly rejected 8101 9n’s ruling
(a) Support (’Xw7wn 37): above (R"), if innards are taken away by wolf and returned with puncture marks,
we ascribe them (j22>n) to the wolf and declare it to be nmwa

j  Tangential ruling: dispute if we ascribe worms that entered lung to be before or after no'nw

i Ruling: we ascribe it to be after nv’nw and permit

III  Analysis of w™’s opinion in NMwn — puncture of lungs is only a Nav if it goes into the main bronchii

a  N95nr 72 727 it must be punctured to the large bronchus
b Confusion about 7150 *1's quote from 5”271as to the 73571 here:

i Versionl (xax ’37 7772 nx “): he ruled that w™5 nan

1 Challenge (817 27): 190 "1 said the opposite — w13 na%n PR!

ii ~ Story: when 1”1 made 175y, he found »272 "1 quoting 791 "1 to wit — w™2 na%n

1 w77 brought testimony of his own visit — with colleagues — to 791 "3, who denied having ruled w™>

2 323’7 had his own tradition that "2 ruled like v™

3 Concluision: ™3 1390 PR
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