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For a non-kosher animal, which was born from a kosher animal, but
was impregnated by a non-kosher animal, and not like Rabi Yehoshua

Overview

The ®7mx concludes that the teaching of &27 regarding the exclusion of 2°X%5 from
the word 1w, is in a case of a non-kosher looking animal which was born from a
kosher animal but was sired by a non-kosher animal. This teaching is in
disagreement with Y17 " who derives it from a different p105. There is a dispute
between *"w1 and Moo how to interpret the view of ¥w1i> "7 and other issues.

= 29NV 229N M09 YWIN? 397 10903 WD

>'"w4 explained that >'' argues with @' -
- 11999 95991 X DY) NYPN NNV HY TN P02 WM INIIYY N990 11 NN 993 39w

And °" permits one to eat a camel which was born from a cow who was
impregnated from a bull, provided that the offspring has one sign of ny w>, either

chewing its cud, or a split hoof -
- AN P02 YN NNN ON Y19) Y1231 NN IYIND XY AT 4NN W

And °"1 expounds this from the verse, 237 nR 19280 X? 77 AR (this is what you
shall not eat; the camel), this is expounded to mean, ‘one may not eat a camel

who has only one sign of n1w», namely 77 77vn -
= MNNON I NP NNVN 1N TINY RNV NT NT AN TNN 12502 TN NHNX NN AN

However, there is another animal which you may eat with only one 3%2°9, and what
is this, it is a non-kosher animal which was born from a “w> animal who was

impregnated from a kosher animal’. The Xn>92 continues -
— 5N1IVN 1N 1NY II'ON J1D?

‘I may have thought that even if it was impregnated from a X%’ it should also be
permitted to be eaten (with one 72°0) -

92387 71"7 2,nY 1mp2 (very top of the page).
2 " maintains that a 3 which was born from a cow and an ox is forbidden to be eaten. See >"w" there.
3 See x,7 M2
49,80 (rnw) RIp™ reads, R KDY 001 MPR 70D XIT 773 A2YD 03 DRHT AN 10725 207001 7737 “oynn 19Nn 89 71 NN IS
aob.
5 This xnu-looking animal may be either 773 7597 or 7970 091, and it is permitted to be eaten, since both parents are
MMAv.
¢ This means that this M7V 1 72137 XL, mentioned previously (which is actually 2w3 according to *"9), impregnated
a cow. See shortly in this M2o1n regarding the word Xnvn.
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— 1199 131951 N93¥NI ON 1922 7Y 2N 7512 9PV 2INVY BVYS 7MY
This means, just as I permitted this 131 71707 1 X237 X1 to be eaten, so too I will

permit its offspring, if a cow became impregnated from this w7 7 X327 80V -
=995 302aYs NY 990 TImvn

‘The P02 teaches us 2%wa> W, etc.’ that both the father and the mother must be o°wa,
however in this case the father is a (71707 12 X277) 223, but not a w2d.

mMooIN comments on the words of 'RV 172 17127V 19°0KR 0"
= NVY 71997 NON 990 M7 D219 KPYT IND NVLN 119 19129

And the word X»w3 3% 1912%8 is not precise, for according to > the 1 79117 XY

M0 is 7Y; but rather he means that he 1s similar to a X»W, but in actuality he is
77w, This concludes the citation of *"w"5 (and M»dOIN comment) —

In summation; according to *"w", there is a dispute between w"9, who maintains that a 523 which
was born from a cow and an ox is X1 (not 7w>), and "1 who maintains that it is (w2) 170 provided
that it has one of the NM7w3 "m0, either 773 77¥n or 7075 ©>191.° However, if this (1177077 172 X27) 903
(who is actually 7w>) impregnated a cow, the offspring is RXnv.

mooin disagrees with >"wAo:
= IWIY290 YNNYN NI (owr 3, 91 HHTIAT NIND N1

But the entire X319 in N17152 nN>on does not conform to °'"w=p -
= 950N NIV VNI 19919 19930 10999) DT NynIv 9499 YWINS Y29 NTINT YNIYN NIN

Rather it implies that >''9 agrees to @' that a complete camel which is born

from a cow and a bull is prohibited -
- A5 NI9Y NYDN APITY AN 1350 13 Y ON)

And if it has one characteristic which is (even) slightly similar to a cow, it is

permitted to be eaten -
= 099 5099121 N NI NOYNN LINIPT OIIPON H9I INP XD

But (when "1 stated 1R 12°02 223X 10X) it is not referring at all to the Mw> 1m0

of the verses regarding chewing cud or split hooves, but rather it is referring to the
similarity in appearance of the offspring to its mother'? —

7 This is s"w" comment (on the 2"y [see footnote # 1]) on this 121 912> of >
8 The plural word 2°w35 means that both parents must be o°w33.
 However, it need not be similar to its parent at all.
19 This means that it looks completely like a camel, and is not similar at all to its parent.
' The n"271 man amends this to read, >0°797n8 X 773 “2ynR XP7 (instead of 201971 X 7373 72y XPT).
12 Their faces or limbs have certain similarities.
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NHOIN now cites the XN in N1IDA:
- 7199930 11 19109 5N 191 H19IY I IY PN NTY YNNI (owy B3NN NI ¥

And this is how it is brought there; ‘a sheep which bore a type of goat, or a goat

which bore a type of sheep, the offspring is exempt from ;77122 -
— 1IN D27 12199 YR NNOY 1Y 90IN PYNY 239 NN 141931950 NEPN 132 ¥ ON)

But if it has some characteristics of the mother it is obligated in 77152; however,
w''9 maintains it is not 771522 21 unless its head and a majority of its body is
similar to its mother’ -

- 15591253 ynY 2299 759 NOYan NINNT N

And regarding this, the X923 queries there according to w''1 [a camel] -
= NYPN2 1PN IN NDIIND 199NND 1NIND NN2IT 12999 IWNRI NNPY 2¥3 ) N9 )2

A cow’s offspring which has 182w *12°0 (it was not 71079 0°9m1 773 7°¥n), does
[w''9] (we) require that its head and a majority of its body be similar to its

mother, in order for it to be permissible to be eaten, or even if it is only partially

similar to its mother, it can also be eaten?
= 17RO NY YD1 PYNIY 23295 9207 1BYWIND 2971 LYIND *¥aY

And the X723 wanted to resolve this query from the ruling of ''3 who agrees with
w''9, since he calls it X2 -

- 199N Y9PNNY 12199 IWRA 22 KY NN 1919 THN 1302 S9N NN 185aN 9N
And nevertheless >"1 maintains, however you may eat [another]| 7»3 with one 129,
etc., it is evident that we do not require that 12191 YR be similar to the mother, in

order to make it permissible to be eaten, and presumably v"1 would agree -
= NN 7PDY 1YY INTHA PYNIY 2295 NY 920 NLTY SN

And the X713 rejected this resolution, for perhaps *"'1 agrees with @' in one case,

13 The n"27 minx1 amends this to read 917 9" N (@w) an7 (instead of 21 (ow) ani)
14 1t is apparent from this X723 that 172°0 here is not referring to 773 77¥7 or 7079 097 at all, for both a %11 and an 1v
are both 17079 01911 772 79N, but rather 1m0 here refers to various other characteristics in which the offspring is
similar in its appearance to its parent.
15 The n"27 mnxt amends this to read, X7Ww w'7 °v2 " 779 12 Y132 w"° (instead of RPW *¥2 1 779 12 Ksa w™9).
16 5" maintains that a (5n3) Xnv which is borne from a 719 and a MW is W2, only if it has X 12°0, otherwise it is XY,
indicating that he agrees with w" that a 913 born from a 21 779 is Xnv if it has no o1»°0.
1799 calls it mwA 12 721w K@Y, and even though it is permiited, but that is only if it has a 12°0; otherwise it is 0K,
which explains why "1 refers to it as &nv.
18 The n"21 mnan amends this to read 70X MR 72X (instead of ANX HaK).
19 They both agree that a 23 which was born from a M1 779, but has no characteristics which are similar to the parent
that it will be Mox. It is only where it has (at least) one similar characteristic that this 723 will be permitted. It is evident
that >3 does not argue with w"9, as >"w" stated, but rather both agree that a m17v7 12 X237 Rnw, who has no similar
characteristics to its parent, is 8nv. They may however argue how much is needed to make it "w2>; according to >,
one 12°0 is sufficient, but according to w"1 he may require 12171 WK1 to be similar.
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and argues with him in the other case —

An additional question on >"w19:%°
- 22950 ©9) AN NT 92077 DIVN 2YWIins 2297 XPYLT ONN YNRYN T

And additionally, it seems there in M732 that the reason of >''1 is because he

maintains 29 77 777 is prohibited -
= 910N RNVN )1 122 NNV 19 THIIY NNV 122N N1 29D

So according to this reasoning (that 3"17 is 710K), even a 937w which was born

from a 797w but was impregnated from a X»v is forbidden (because it is 2"17) -
- IRPVN P INP NNVN P TNV NNPVY XA SPT BPRynvT 1M

And regarding our X923, which establishes the ruling of 839 in a case of a R»w

who was born from a 937 but was impregnated by a X2 that it is forbidden -
= 25YWHIN% 9297 NN MIND NP MY ) 2991

Is also discussing where the offspring was partially similar to his mother, as the

case of by >'"1 -
- ON 7D NIV P2 INY 1PN 91909 99133 7T 1PN ONY

For if it was completely similar to a camel, even if the cow was impregnated

from a 297w it would be "0N -
- PYNRY 22991 70PN 9aYINT ERNPINTI PYNAY 2395 1YY XY¥2D NN

For X217 agrees with @''9 as the X713 established the case of X327 where the cow

20 [ Alternately, this may be an introduction to the issues '01n brings up shortly. ]
2l See X,1 there. > maintains that one who was born from a M mother and a Xnv father is MoX. See previously
(footnote # 6) that according to >"w this means that the father (who appears like a 923) was the offspring of a w1 719,
and he himself is 72582 7Mn; it is only his offspring that is 77°5K82 MoK,
22 3"111 means that when there are two causes; one 7 and the other 7108, we rule that it is 790X. Here too since the
father (who is &nv) is also contributing to the birth of the child, therefore the offspring is MoX. However, according to
"1 (see footnote # 6 and # 21) why should this offspring be MoK since the father (the 713) is °1nn, so there is no 3"nr.
However, according to '01n that both w"1 "1 agree that a 17V 1 X277 XMW is MOR (unless it is [partially] similar to the
parent), we can say that the case of Xnv: 72 1M12°Y 12°0K 912° (from this ML 1 X277 X1W), means that it is Xnv wnn in a
case where the father (the Xnv) it is not at all similar to its parent.
23 There is somewhat of a difficulty here; why do we establish the case of X217 by a Ravi 12 1MW) 0T 12 THIW KBw,
when even a R0 1 1712201 RYT 11 721w 970 would be 10X, according to what nvoin just said regarding 217,
24 This Xm0 is a 119p (un-cloven hoof) who was born from a 971 779, but he is not at all similar to his parent, therefore
he is really ®Xnv, but nevertheless since he was born from a 7w 7175 he can breed with a 715. The offspring of this
union even though it is slightly similar to its parent is nevertheless 110X, since it is excluded from the word X117 7w
X971 nX, for the father is a Xnv.
25 This is the statement by >"3 that the 71707 12 72137 810 can be eaten if it is similar to its mother 71X 12°02. See footnote
# 16. See ‘Thinking it over’.
26 On the very top of 2,nv.
27 A 017p (un-cloven hoof) means a »3 who was born from a =W 779. It is MOX if it is not similar at all to its parent,
but if it is slightly similar to its parent it is 2.
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was impregnated from a ¥"»p and according to @' -
= 9YONRT NHVN 1 1992 NINIVN )9 TNV NNV VPIND I81) MNNYT PTH NI

And in truth the X723 could have mentioned (as an example of s'X27 ruling) a 7w

who was born from a 970, but was sired by a X»v that it (too) is 7oK
= 09 N NT DIVN MON) DINDD NININD NWT 15

For since according to 27 the word 7w excludes 2°K%> so in this case also, it would

be 799K because of 3''3Y -
= N297 NN Y9N M) VP 199 NNV YWD Y397 NINYINa VP OYVYN NYN

However, since in the teaching of >''1 it stated 721w 8»w, therefore here too by

the teaching of 829, he also states 751w xnv -
= 2855 NYIT DIVN VP YWINY 2397 NONYNIY

And in the teaching of "1 it stated 721w &b (instead of 171221 LA 12 T2RW NI

X1V 1), because it was stated in the N> -
- 0N I NP NNVN M TNV RNV 27NN 202 Y9N NN YaN

‘However, you may eat with one sign, a X% who was born from a 977 and was

sired by a 2w’ -
= NPV 1D 1P NNV 1N TINY XNV JIIN NNNY D199 9193 NX9YD2 VP ’9NY

Therefore, he also states in the X2°0; ‘I would think that you may eat a X»v who

was born from a =17, but was sired by a X%v’; but the truth is -
= 099 N NT OIYN TONRT RNHVN 12 NP NNVN 19 TINY 9NV IDON P41 NI

That the same rule applies even to a 9% who was born from a 237w, but was

sired by a X»v that it is 910K on account of 3''1Y7 -
= 30750199 93 NRYIUN 2295 RXDT MHNT 1Y Y YWIN 295 RYTY NIN 9INPT N

And this which the X723 states here, ‘and this ruling of X327 is not like 3"%’, so

certainly it is not like 91¥°»X '3 who argues with >, for 71y " -
$ITYIHN 29 NI 3ATYON 929 13909) 291 291900 YD 9uT

28 The ®n>™M2 (in R,T MM122) reads; TR 12°02 K27 23X 70X 2R DR 70K X 77 70797 5071000 7737 “ynn 12080 X2 AT IR IR
5"N RPOT I 1MV NIV T2 TR 8RW] 129DR [2IR INRW] 2127 ,7070:7 12 12T N0 1 TAIT K™Y AT TN 12°02 KT 77 A7 0N
YW " 727 AW MR WA PR KW TV 2V 7w 0°22w3 7w, The 89°0 begins (after the comma) with 131 12°08 912°. The
bracketed words are (seemingly) &07°3 N90N in that Xn»02.
2 This is the view of *" that if it is partially similar to the parent it is 90, since both parents are M7v. In this Xu1 it
needed to state 21 791w Rnw, for if it was a MV 2 1YY NAVT P TP NIV that is obviously a0, That is what all
kosher animals are.
30 9ry9% *21 maintains that a 8207 12 12201 NAVA 1A RIT XAV is WM (arguing with ¥ 7). However, X217 agrees with
°" that it is MOK, but they derive it from different sources.
31 In the previous X723 here it states 121 @°X922 N7 YR 2791, Other are Y*HR *27 0711 (with a 7"7), instead of ™
qrvoR (without a 7"v). This is incorrect, for the X713 is answering that according to this X" the 2R 1712 of ¥21 is for a
421 MALT I TENW KA, that it is MOK, so it cannot be TTYHR ", for according to him this 77117 XK1Y is NM, not MOK,
therefore the correct Xo7°x must be YR .
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Permits it entirely; and the text should read 21¥%X 37, but not 2T¥7ox 2.

Summary
According to >"wA there is a dispute between "1 who maintains that a 12 7911w Xnv

Y 1s MoK, while °"'1 maintains that if it has one of the 777v °12°0 1t 1s "M even if
it is not similar to its parent. While nN19010 maintains that both " and w"" agree that
if this 71707 12 791377 XMW is not similar to its parent, it is 710OX.

Thinking it over
Nv01N maintains that according to °"7, a X»v which was born from two 2717, and it

does not look like its parent, is MoX. Why therefore does the X713 establish the case
of X217 by a Xnvi 11 120 M0 N T2 RPY, which needs to be in a case of 17
XY n¥p,*? when we could have established 821 by a Xnv who was born (even) from
two 0170 (and it was not X7 717)?!133

32 See footnote # 23.
33 See TMoNT WION R # 53.
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