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Shall we say that >'' maintains, non-consecrated animals which were
slaughtered in the 791v is not a torah prohibition

Overview
The R cited a dispute between 1wnw ', who maintains 91027 XX 70 nw? 1R and
111 "1 who maintains 910 791 79°107 70 nw? 11w°. The X173 asks, does that mean that
we have to assume that >"1 maintains that 77192 Yonwaw P27 is not prohibited n"mn.!
mooN explains why there is a problem? if indeed °"1 maintains 7V YWRWIY 790
RNMIIRT IND.
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And (if we assume that "7 maintains Xn»K7 W5 2"wn) there will be a
"9, since it was °'"7

contradiction from one ruling of °"3 on another ruling of

himself, who stated in w7pn wWIR7 P -
INIPN N 99 RNMININT NP IONYIY PYIN

That 2"wr is Xn%"7IR7, and he derives it from a pyo5.

Summary
"3 maintains elsewhere that 2"wr is X1>7187, which could contradict the view of *"9

here that it is XN7IRT IXS.

Thinking it over

Why was it necessary for '01n to point out that there would be a contradiction in the
rulings of >"7;* does this mean that whenever the X713 states 121 Xn*9, it is asking that
if we assume the X% there will be a contradiction?! So why does m»oIn find it
necessary to state here that there will be a contradiction?*

U'If we would assume that 777v2 0N 1237 is XN»X7, we will have the difficulty, which we are discussing in the
X7m3, namely how do we understand the view that if someone was LW a stolen 7211 animal in the 777v, he will be
liable for "m '7, but how can this be, for since it became 183772 MOK, he is not slaughtering the owner’s animal.

2 See ‘Thinking it over’.

3 See footnote # 1.

4 See the X7m1 on the 2"y where it states, "R*Wp X9RY'.
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