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I Continuing analysis of 1y 27’s ruling (YX1nw nWw1) that permits a "»% TMwWn to perform NNV
a  Suggested support: Rn»11 — everyone may slaughter, even 'm3, 57y and 1mwn
i 5. must be due to principled refusal, not medical “exemption” — else he is perfectly fit
ii 71 must be re: 71 NTAY — yet his nvNw is valid
1 Rejection: perhaps if he worships 1"y, due to its severity — nonw is invalid
2 Rather: the Tmwn is NoNYY, per R17's ruling (above)
b challenge: interpretation of v. 1:
i pop excludes “some of you” - n2p brought by Tmwn aren’t accepted (this distinction is only 121 — not mm)
1 meaning: we do accept ma1n 01T from any non-Jew, regardless of his theology or practice
ii /A3 jp alludes to people who are animal-like, meaning we accept n117p from “sinners” to inspire n2ywn
1 exceptions: TmWnN, someone who libates wine to 1"y and someone who publicly violates naw
2 resolution: first TMWN (rejected) is N9 NMNN Y35 TMWVN; 24 is TMIVN to one matter (accepted)
(a) however: final Tmwn is unclear —
(i) if:itis 1"y9 — that is the same as the Xw»™ (why repeat?)
(if) 1f: it is TNR 9279 TMWN — that is contradicted by 2" clause
(iii) rather: if must be 1"y% TmWwn — rejected — and that refutes 13p *v’s ruling — Xnavn
¢ challenge: we infer invalidity of 1"y TmWwn from v. 2
i P yIRn oy excludes a TwIin
ii w7 “nrwyn RY IWR” — only if he repents his actions once he becomes informed; if that doesn’t stop him — no nxon
1 and: we defined the difference between them — if he is Tmywn to eat 29n and eats nT (and stops when told)
(a) liability: p"n —not liable; v — he would stop if told = 2a»n
iii ~ resolution: we need a source for both nron and n»y
1 ifwe only: learned the exclusion re: nRvN — since it is 171237 and we don’t want to help Tmwn
2 and if we only: learned the exclusion from n%y — since it isn’t obligatory, no reason to allow him to bring — %"np
iv  tangential challenge to N112272: the use of "nnna” isn’t necessarily read pejoratively
1 support: v. 3 is interpreted as praising people who are “innocent” like animals
(a) defense: in that case, nnna is mentioned alongside nTX (unlike v. 5 where 7t divides them - negative)
I Further discussion about status of n'm3 vis-a-vis no'nw
a  report (X197 72 Dw2 PR 72 37%2 ’7): 3" and his court ruled that 'm> nvnw is forbidden
i question (Nvr’1to *TN 72 37797 77): perhaps that only applies if there is no Y81w> supervising
ii  response (87277): if no YR’ overseeing, it is obviously invalid and needs no ruling
1 question: did "1 accept this interpretation of 31’s ruling?
2 answer: story that 131 7 and »oR "1 were seen eating from 'm2 nvnw and 1”1 wondered:
(a) did they: not hear about "’s ruling; had they heard, they would have surely not eaten OR
(b) did they: hear about it — and reject it (the report?)
(c) and he answered on his own: they must have heard; 'n wouldn’t allow such o'p>1% to be “tripped up” and sin
3 conclusion: he accepted 8”217’s answer; else, he would have explained 13y " as a case of 1723 %Y TP YR’
b question: why did they make this decree (that even with a Y1’ supervising, their nv'nv is invalid)?
i answer: story about n" sending someone to buy wine from them; an elder warned him away (v. 5)
1 then: n"™y was told and decreed that their wine be prohibited — they had found a dove which they wor-
shipped on o173 90 — n™ follows his own approach of VYN WwN — since a few worship 1y
(a) and: M and his court follow n” (®V1Y W) and made the decree
(b) tangent: explanation of v. 5 according to vVwa — refers to a students and choosing a proper teacher
ii  parallel: story (200 years later) with 'ox "1 'R "1, ended up decreeing that they are considered n»1n3 3
1 for yo1 p2r AvPnw. the decree of 3™ wasn’t accepted; this one was
2 practical application: they cannot simply “nullify” their domain (for purposes of nyixn 111y);
(a) rather: like non-Jews, must sell or lease property (or at least declare such orally)
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