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17's ruling in case of overseeing a NN (reported by 1™): if we saw someone perform a full nvo'nw — valid
a  background: if he knows the laws, no need to oversee; if he does not know the laws, he must obviously be watched
b answerl: we don’t know if he is familiar with the laws

i challenge: why don’t we employ the principle of 217 (most omw are familiar)?

1 Support: Rm2 - if he finds a slaughtered bird in the P, or instructs his agent to slaughter — assume validity
¢ Answer2: we know that he is not familiar with the laws, but saw him cut one n°0 properly — 9"np we need to see both
d  Tangent: qov 12 071 1 asked 11 why we assume VINW 1Mpmn (above), if we don’t make the same assumption about nm N

- (DM 2 IMHYYY IMRND) — if we assume MNHY WY MYV, should be valid; if not, nv’nw should be invalid
i Answer: we do not assume 1MMYw nWY N5V, but here, another may have heard the directive and slaughtered
1 However: if the same happened in re nm N, no one may separate nm n without permission of the owner
e  Revisit: perhaps the assumption that nv'nw S¥r Prxn 217 are Pnmn is subject to dispute:
i ~rp9x if his animals were lost and he found them slaughtered
1 Ami 22 forbids eating them
2 7m7 5w 13 NI /T permits
(a) 227 we rule(prm) like Ny " if they were found in a dung-heap (discarded); like n™ if found in the house
(i) Implication: the DRIN’s positions are polar - they disagree about 11%¥n 217
1. Rejection (»7227): all hold if found in public nawR — invalid; in house - valid
a. Disagreement: if found in house-nawx; whether a person will throw a n%»21 in his house-nawr
(if) Revisiting 237 “dung-heap” must be of house (all agree, per 119, re: public dung-heap — n%21)
1. And: “house” must mean — 22w NOWY, (all agree, per *"217, re: house itself — NVINWY)
2. Contradiction in »27’s ruling: is found in n22w NAWR a NY»21 or NVINY?
3. Resolution: he means that n”1 agrees (n"1% pr) if found in public dung-heap, and vice-versa
Revisiting vn in our mwn — “tho the clause is 7aY>73, the reason given is N%NN2% (WP’ RNWY, not 1YPYp RNY)
a  Application (837): teaching that we don’t give them (even) 150 for slaughtering n%'nna%, even with supervision
Revisiting last clause in 18: any of them (those invalid n»’nna%) who slaughtered under supervision — n»w>
a  Observation: ®in holds that we require no intent for no'nw (could even be done by 1"wn)
i ~27 this follows jm ": if someone threw a knife which ricocheted and slaughtered — 1 validates (contra nnan)
ii ~ Ruling (X¥27): per 1, provided it sawed back and forth, as required (nk2ym n251N)
b v ’7's question (according to Xax 73 871 “1—version 1): is the intent of »1vp reckoned nawnn?
i Challenge (’nx "7): why not ask whether their actions are meaningful?
ii ~ Because: explicit ruling that their actions are meaningful (vo:1 ©%3); but ibid states nawnn on% pr
iii  Answer (872n7): he was asking about intent which can be discerned from the action
1 For example: if a yop dragged an animal from 0177 into pax for nvnw, does this prove intent for nY1?
(a) Or: shall we posit that he moved it there for convenience?
2 Challenge: 13nv 1 already ruled in such a case, re: R:1 pPwan (01vp putting fruit on roof doesn’t establish 12 )
(@) 2 77 if the yop turned the fruit over (and then it rained on them) — it is N 731 (=considered intent)
3 Answer: he was asking whether the intent ascribed to the jop is ©"1n (X1mNY) or n”nn (even RNPY)
c v ’7's question (according to X”am7version 2): is the action of a jop considered nwyn?
i Challenge (’nx *7): why not ask whether a jop’s intent is meaningful?
ii  Because: explicit ruling that his intent is not meaningful (yo:1 ©93); but ibid states nwyn on’ v’
iii  Answer (8¥72117): he was asking whether the validity of their actions is n”nn or 0"
d  Resolution (to both): their actions are fully meaningful (n"nn), their intent has no impact (even v*1n)
i And: intent discernable via action (nwyn TINN N93% nawnn) — is valid v but not n"nn
e  Snww (asked 817 7): how do we know that owTpa poynn is invalid?
i Answer: v. 1 shows the requirement n»nna5
ii ~ Response: how do know that it is 25yn?
1 Answer: v. 2 — DIN¥1Y means DdonyT»? — must have intent for no'nNY
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