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I Continuation of analysis of X mwn: (analogy from D92 NRNIY W/0 12221 NRMV) - NV'NY of NRNY ANNA for M (still NoI72n0)
a DN 1 version: nknY NN for Jew; NnY for non-Jew require intent (for food) and other pPpwn for kMY TWIN
i Challenge: why the need for 9wan — it will inevitably have nmnn nxmv (n%21)
1 And: foods which inevitably will have nmmn nrmv (%21 NRMV>PY2IR NRMY) don't require TWIN
2 Per:»™a1n on v1 and »ov "1 re: the lack of requirement for 7100 91p nYa1 to have 1wan
ii  Answer (i7prn): it isn't inevitably going to have nmn nXmMY — could cut it up into pieces <n>ra before dying
1 Challenge: ruling re nva1an — PN — no NN 110 1R — already dead
(a) Note: anv "1 — still 'nn 10 7aR, not yet considered dead
(b) Answer (X771 77): per wpmn —no longer alive (=no 'nn n 12R), but not yet dead (not yet %21 nxmv)
2 Question (¥”): what if the nv'nw (on behalf of the non-Jew) was invalid (e.g. n”nw ,no™7) — is there R"MV?
(a) Answer (from pany *3): requires "proper nonw" - including having an expert check the knife beforehand
3 Question (¥7r 7): will this nrnv NnNNa's body protect things inside of it from Y& nrMY (if it's an NN HNR)?
(a) Answer (»aK): we regard it stringently — it does generate X"mv (dead)
(i) But: if someone is yan it, they are liable (alive)
(if) Therefore: we are stringent and it cannot "protect” in nnn 5nx
4 Practicum (1958 7): we rule in accord with 130y '3, per RYWIR "'s ®RnIa:
(a) If: aJew slaughters nknv nnna for a non-Jew,
(i) If: he cut 2 (1w 211 1R) and it is noa79an
1. xp10: has @928 NRMY, but not yet M 21 nkMY (i.e. not yet dead)
2. 7ax- if a limb is taken off of it while no31an — considered 'mn 1n (both 7axr and 7wa)
a.  Prohibited: to m 1, even after animal (completely) dies
(if) If: he only cut 1 (or TnR 217) - no DY2IR NRMVY; if he stabbed it — no kM at all
(b) And if: a non-Jew slaughters a nmnv nnna for a Jew
(i) If:itis no>1an
1. axmrv: has 92N NRMY, not 19221 NRNIV
2. 725: if a limb is taken off of it while no37an — considered mn 1n (both 9ax and 7w3)
a.  Prohibited: to m1 11, even after animal (completely) dies
(ii) If: he only cut 1 (or TNR 217) - no 928 NrMV; if he stabbed it —no kMY at all
(c) And if: anon-Jew slaughtered it (1Y NnN1) in a spot that doesn’t make it a na™v
(i) And:aJew came and finished the nv'nw — completely fine
(d) But if: a Jew began the nvonw, regardless of the spot (90 nMKR MW or not)
(i) And:anon-Jew came and finished the nv'nw — invalid nvnw
(e) If: someone wants to eat from "live meat”, he cuts a nr> from the neck, salts and washes it thoroughly (to
remove all the blood) and waits until the animal dies — then permitted to non-Jews as well as Y&
(i) Support: for par 91 PR "1 — if someone wants to be healthy, he follows this regimen and procedure
I Analysis of "> ’7's opinion - if a 1>t of YR (see p. 102 for definitions) is together in one place — liable (has D921 nrMV)
a w1727 as long as it was brought together intentionally
b /777 if there are 2 1/2 ©nt on the pelt, the pelt nullifies them (no n%2) nrMY)
i Question: according to whose opinion is this taught? (see ahead, 7 mwn [p. 106])
1 5xypw ‘7. teaches that pelt doesn't nullify meat (should be xnv)
2 y”1should be obvious — he maintains that pelts do nullify meat)
ii ~ Answer: per YRyn® "1 — he maintains that pelt doesn't nullify if it was ripped off alive, not from no'nw
1 Challenge: nm "1 per 0™ (above) — if YRynv’ "1 agrees that even if ripped by knife, not Y01, n"=o%ynw> 7
(a) But if: Yxynw’ "1 holds that 120 1VY9 is Y01 - then who is 0™ following?
(b) Answer: H9Rynw’ "1 indeed holds that if cut with knife — 03; 0" is following y™
(i) Challenge: this should be obvious
(if) Answer: we might have thought that y" only allows for %101 if cut by knife, not from attack
1. Therefore: teaches that ™ holds that in any case, the pelt is Y0an (per hiw words — 19011 MWwnw »9n)
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