WD TIYRIVT YIRS 791 noon M AT TINOY Y UpT

30.7.11
101b (71777 71 708) 2 1020 (anawnp 295 arr wnawnp 95 i)

7,0 wexa2:INR NRYY NP9 NYY TWR NI%IYI DY) NRY DAV NRY DIPIR IPY? NR DRIY? 72 IRYN YIY IRIN 2PY? DR .7
22,2 07127:99320 DY YIN YIRN XYY ¢ WD RIN DTN 2 DTN YIR 'Y P 7 .2

X2, 27377991 MR 992 TIWYI N9IR) TNNY TWRI T2 1 103 YR PREM TIP2R DN DY 10Y DIy PIYR ‘N 10V TYR DIPRD TN P 0D

I Analyis of dispute 1327/ regarding application of 1"n to nknv
a  7227s response: it doesn’t state apy> 111 (v. 1); rather —»"12 — and they weren't called that until »»»0 9n
i Rather: it was given at '»v but written in nWr12 to explain the reason for the ban
b Defense (837): v. 1 refers to apy> 111 as YR’ 1 before 0
i Block: that was after this event
1 Challenge: then let 3”n become prohibited at that point
2 Block: nmn was not given in pieces; it was either forbidden when it happened or at 20
I “Side-door X2n0” - parameters of 'nn 1n 7aR
a oK 1 AT ’7 applies to NkNY as well as MY, to
b 227 only applies to DNV
i pn 77 both are based on respective reads of v. 2, understanding wa1 as "mn 10 7aR
ii 4”7”7 wax:DT > any animal whose 07 is forbidden, its limbs are forbidden (*nn 1n)
iii 37 wox:IWa > any animal whose flesh is permitted, its limbs are forbidden (’nn 1n)
1 Question: why would nT "1 require this p1oa — he should allow 'mn jn 728 to be added to NkNY NOR as it is
1NN NO'R, since it applies to N1 71 (as per our argument re 1"M))
2 Answer: indeed; the verse was only needed for ®"1’s position
(a) Corroboration: Rn»1 citing dispute lists only 8™ as n'non’s disputant using this verse
(b) Note: Rn™a cites n™’s opinion — only applies to NMnY NN (not 7N nor q)
(i) 9or "1 n"’s reason — v. 3 only lists |8¥1 7pa (and “sets up” v. 2)
3 Comment (27): dispute only applies to YR7; 1 »11 are forbidden from 'nn jn 9ar of all animals
(a) Support: k1, which mentions that only o™nv/nMnv are forbidden to Y81
(i) If mmav: follows n™
(if) If ormav: follows 1327
(b) Support (2arw 77): from ®N1 — if someone eats N”nNNR from an XNV NY, no MM and YNV doesn’t “fix” it
(i) Note: this must refer to m-ja; obviously it wouldn’t 9non the bird for a SR>
(if) Note: w03 91 %m0 "1 — RWM (implying Man) is referring to YRIV?; kYD — to Ma-12
Cc 37 n"nnR requires not (for man) - as IR is the operative verb
i Challengel (p70p "): above-mentioned &n»11 — if he eats n"nnR of RNV 91y, no Man
1 But: if n"nnR is defined as n»13, he should get man for eating not of xnov NY
2 Defense: case is where the 72ar has a sum of n'1, including inedibles (e.g. bones), but less than 1> of meat
ii ~ Challenge2 (from 27's ruling): if he eats
1 mavbird: while alive — violates at any amount; afterwards (n921) — requires 113
2 apvbird: in any case, violates at any amount
3 Defense: again, he ate a full 128, with a n1 of total substance, of which X1nw 93 was meat
iii =~ Challenge3: if he took a max (nMnv) which has less than 12 and ate it (note: if he killed it — all agree n»121)
1 227 exempt
2 w’7ax7 liable
(a) Argument: if he is liable for one limb, certainly he is liable for eating entire bird
(i) Analysis: they disagree if we regard the bird as n»ar while alive, but they agree that no n’1 needed
(ii) Answer: in this case (as above), there is a n’r of 71, but not of meat
(iii) Challenge: how could there be a bird which has >n> of meat, yet each 7ax has n’ total?
1. Answer: could be Rn15p
2. Challenge: ®n>1 — as N33, requires no1d; but if kNP (®NW), no need for N1
3. Rather: it is a 191w bird which is similar, in weight, to xn»5p
(b) A27.if each of these n'Rin holds that subjective intent redefines food
(i) 227 if he thinks of eating animal while alive, becomes n»axr 0»1ar and he is liable
(if) w7anT if he thinks of eating this bird only after nv’nw, becomes non-n»ar and he is exempt
1. »ax: how could different people eat same bird and have different liabilities?
2. Answer (827): status of each defined by his intent
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