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Intro
Some ot the opics we will e about nclude. ]l 'y g bl dn
The Machlokes in the Mishnah regarding i ) s 1 n n sg ?3: 1

719770 DRI VMW7
If a person stole and slaughtered an animal, but discov- n ﬁ r v: n 5 ) ﬁ m
ered that it was Treif.

OR

YA PON VMY

He slaughtered a non-w7pi animal in the Bais Hamik-
dash;

The Tanna Kamma holds

N YR YYD DOV

I 7 AP AL
The 213 1s liable to pay m 7.

D Do
17 holds he i liabl mT.
]1‘_3;1?;” h/?;ch?okses?sli);l:etdlgn aerfgtﬁzi]l\j/}alhlokes, whether ‘ss "3?”: ’n1 ’ﬂ ’n‘swn

PIRT APRY 7OV

TV DY Because Because
Whether, a mv'nw, in which the meat does not become DYz, y,}ég D) ﬂﬂg D49 9’” B)f/)f
20l opl &/ 200 dp

permissible to be eaten, is considered a 7v’nw or not?

A general Machlokes regarding

nomw

The animal’s two 0'3>°® must be slaughtered to render the
animal fit for eating.

However, there is a Machlokes as to what defines the General Machlokes regarding

Halachic act of nonY regarding transgressions or other ouVMNvY

:Ijaolffbk{‘;i that require oM. as to what defines the Halachic act of nb'nw

171095 NoN ;g}:w‘z - regarding transgressions or other Halachos

The act of 7o'nw is Halachically defined by the very end that require NLNY:

ofthe act of v nw.

Z]J:;VT’J:)? :;}rlx;b AOTYY I N/ #p0 1/

The entire act of o’nw, from the beginning of the cutting ﬂ'O"I'I\’J'? NIY? nU’nl’.J'J NN
until the end, is Halachically defined as the act of nv'nw.

And the explanations of the Mishnah according to both q]D T}n nb’nnn rnD:b NI,R
opinions; NLNY is defined NLNW is defined

from the beginning by the end
until the end of the act of nL'NW

)
Yecheskel
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The Mishnah’s cases of ynmi o7y, false testimonies,
regarding m’7 oW

PHON DTV

If two witnesses testify against someone in Bais Din and
then two other witnesses come and testify

mHo QPR Dn”RunY

Y ou were with us in a different location at the time when
you claim that the supposed act occurred.

The first 07v become yrMI:

They are disqualified;

And they receive the same punishment they wanted to
impose on their victim.

The Machlokes »ax and X171 regarding

oPIT 7Y

If a witness was later discovered to be an o»1t 7Y, from
what point does he become mv5 509, disqualified to
testify?

»ax holds

51 R VIO

He becomes 9109 retroactively from the time he testified
falsely.

~17 holds

50031 I R2T IR

He becomes 9109 only from the time it was discovered that
he is an omi TY.

DafHachaim.org
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oot Ty

If a witness was discovered to be an DDIT TV;
From what point
does he become niTvYy y199?
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So let's review ...

The previous Mishnah on » 97’ continues:

21599 IR RO MAVI AN

If a person stole an animal and slaughtered it to use its
meat for medical purposes, or to feed his dogs, but not for
normal eating;

OR

71970 NRZH VMWD

The animal was discovered to be Treif;

OR

Y2 PON VMY

He slaughtered a non-w7pi animal in the Bais Hamikdash,
and the meat became forbidden;

The xnp NN says;

TR YR HIWN DY

He is m 72 271, because the Tanna Kamma holds

TINT IPRY 0TV

oY Y

It's considered a valid Shechitah, even though the meat of
ano1w and 7MYa p)N may not be eaten.

010 PV 27

PR IWI

pw»w 27 holds that only in the first case of X197, he is
271, because it was a 1IR3 0 nw; but regarding no™v and
7mYa P he is M09, because

IR PRY 7TONY

TOTY W K>

Itis not considered a valid Shechitah.

The Mishnah continues..

M
Al
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ol phl'gp
DARYPN
Nl

S )
N 32 M

First case of noMY and
DNIDID TV phin

MM NLD

Because
it way @
Dy 6l

Because
21 Byl >0nl

D0l dpl &/
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. The Gemara proceeds with a general Machlokes regard-
ing
oY General Machlokes regarding
The animal’s two 03>°0 must be slaughtered to render the MMV
animal fit for eating. However, there is a Machlokes as to NOMY
what defines the Halachic act of mo'nw regarding as to what defines the Halachic act of nbomw
transgressions or other Halachos that require nonw: regarding transgressions or other Halachos
X305 17 says that require NLINW:
Po35 KOR OMWY APR
The act of nv°nw is Halachically defined by the very end YR Lpo 4/
Of the act of o NOYMNVY MY NVLINVY DR
1INy 17 says ' ' ' '
O TV YA TONYY MY 'I.'I]D ™m AYNNDN 'I.'I]D:') NOYX
The act of nv'nw is Halachically defined by the entire act . .
of mo'nw, from the beginning of the cutting until the end. nomY 1s deﬁn?d NN is defined
The Gemara elaborates on the Tanna Kamma's Halachah from the beginning by the end
of until the end of the act of nL'NW
271 7wa pon vmwn 5 1/
According to the opinion of
o5 N’m%o’nwb HE)’N Should be 36 because N 21p because,
He is 271 because, as Rashi explains XY A1 9nyT|iy P
IRIN JOIHT R IO T3 iIMUX alpliSgm)
nA0R 7T NIVT 73 5N IeTXY X N3Y7 ONd 52
The animal becomes forbidden only at the end of the nav Xg ’nWBwn N3vH OMN7
. Shechitah, and V2 1713 INavi re 1= 1919 103
RN 1912 1720) 2NTYI ' HNPH3
The animal belonged to its owner during the entire 1
Shechitah,
H dine to the opinion of The Mishnah is a case of
owever, according to the opinion o
NO TV AYANL TOTWH MY LNVWY 11D
He ought to be 71090 because Y’n: ]’JD’D nXPD
7OR RNTO 72 OAWT 17D 07192 19N
120 Rp 7PIBT RY TTR 9
The animal already became forbidden at the beginning of RMDX2 1513 1201
the Shechitah, and 2
K51 1Y 191 172
The animal did not belong to its owner during the entire The Tanna Kamma holds
Shechitah? NITYL 1ONVIY ]"711'1

NNMRT INY

The Gemara answers that according to the opinion of T/ ) .
herefore, the animal
NO TV AYINL TONWH MY . .
We must say that the Mishnah refers to a case of did bel?”g toits owner
PIF 3D NYPD DAVY 110 during the entire
0391 ]I Shechitah NHMINTYD
The animal stood outside the 77ty when the 213 started the
Shechitah, and, at least, up to the midpoint of the Shechi-
tah, and did not yet become MoK, and he then brought the
animal inside the 771v as he completed the Shechitah. In
this case,
RNO'R2 11017201
The animal belonged to its owner during the entire
Shechitah.

OR,
' We must say that the Tanna Kamma holds
RIPIRT IRD 7Y 10NV omn
The Issur not to Shecht a non-wipn animal in the 77t is
only 13297, and therefore, the animal did belong to its
owner during the entire Shechitah Xn» x5,
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. Zugt Di Mishnah

DI 9 5y /6
179 5Y 9om1 Mav 2
DT INSIN

If two witnesses testified that a person stole an animal and the

same two D7V testified that he also slaughtered or sold the 3 3 3 .

animal, and these 07 were then discovered to be ppmit o7, n Jw 5 bp :JJ n :w B ‘71’ :’:J
they testified falsely; ﬁ:n‘ n:m‘ 1:?:1 n:m‘
5an pbwn

These o7y must pay the complete m "7 to the accused, which is a"imN oY ’5 bv In"b sv

what they would have caused him to pay through their testimony
of n2'1 and nyom nmav.

PR INEIALONY DN D N

However,

D:J(ZJ ) %1) an . QUIWNYT 5:1-[ [’?J'?W?J
DINR D730 7D DY 7911 M2V (75: ’m‘?k‘m rnswn

TP IRSHI ORI PR
If two o7p testified that he stole an animal, and two other o7p ny:‘ﬁnx‘
testified that he slaughtered or sold the animal, and it was then

discovered that both sets were R D7Y; | ’mﬁbwn rnbwn
DIWNRIN

500 mbwn Prown

The first set pays 593 to the accused which he would have paid
through their testimony of 721,

3 HVN PRYWN DNINRY

The last set pays the additional ¥’ to the accused which he would AN AN NS

have paid through their testimony of 7 2w, aMIYNTm TD AN In avYYImN
. The Mishnah continues: i’nn“ T’nn“ r}:n“

PR DIINR IRZDI

If only the last set was found to be pim1t 07, but the first set was
DMV OTY;

595 MW 0YWH R

3 mown prbwn v

Mo My ns s s
mapn 9 ANy bas wavben

The accused pays 95 to the owner for the animal that he stole,
and the second set of 07 pays the additional ¥’ to the accused Y/ & Pl Theref ore, I’?D‘?W?D il-n
which he would have paid through their testimony of nrav DION y47 B)/J/pf/ft the accused "Ny m‘?Wﬂ
7o pays bl>b)

butthepmr v Theaccused pays 59
However, does not pay 2 and the second DTy
PRI DNINR I TN » .
30 M7 Foea Bocasse, pays the additional ‘2

If only one 7 of the last set was an oo T, but the other v of the to the accused

last set, and both o7p of the first set were 0w, the last m7y is /M) Wﬁ/‘/ PV, /' ~
disqualified; and therefore, the accused pays Y03 to the owner for /:)jﬂ //«/5'4 e/ 4
the animal that he stole, but the o1 7v does not pay ¥’ to the
accused, because, as Rashi explains

N PRbwn oY PR

TP NP T

7Y are liable to pay only if both were P, while here only one
was a onin .

PRI DNVRIT D TR

mvn 5 nova

If only one 7 of the first set was an om1t 7, but the other 7v of

the first set, and both o7p of the last set were 7w?, the first and

even the last m7p are disqualified; and therefore, neither the

accused nor the 07 pay anything, because

722 PR DRW

791 PRI AP PR

Because without the first m7v of 121, the last M7y is meaning-
' less; since the accused might have bought it from the original

owner and slaughtered or sold it legally;
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The Gemara cites a Machlokes regarding

ool 7Y

If a witness was later discovered to be an ot 7Y;

From what point does he become mTy> 9109, disqualified
to testify?

IR IR

5001 N7 Y9N

71X says he becomes 9109 retroactively from the time he
testified falsely, because

TIORT RNYW RIFIN

YOI N

He was then already considered a ywi who is m7v5 09,
as the Pasuk states

TV YW NWNOR

MR NI

509 R R JRID

817 says he becomes %1090 only from the time he became
an omn 7Y, but not from before, because

NI WITn ot T

Itis a novel Halachah that the second 7’110 07V can
disqualify the first P o7 through the testimony of
on»m Y, because this is a *Im 70 a situation in which the
second > 077V are wnon, contradict, the first o7Y as
to their whereabouts at the time of their testimony; and if
o)

75 I8 05 NYRT IORD

Why do we accept the second M7y as truth, and the first
mTY as false? Perhaps, the first m7y is the truth, and the
second M7y is false?

It must be a 1151 N1 that we accept the testimony of the
second m7y. Therefore,

ORI WITA NYWH ROR 12 P PR

The first 07 are 5100 only from the time of the i, but
not from before.

The Gemara mentions a second version to X217 that
perhaps he does agree with »ax that

5001 R VIS

But even so, they only become %109 from the time of i,
mMMpPYT RTOO DIWN

Because this will cause a loss to all buyers to whose
purchases the om1 T testified between the time of the
m7y and the .

The distinction between the two versions in X217 is in the
following two scenarios where

RS WOITT DWW

RYR MMPYT RTOD DIWN

1.

hurAsiihi=Rataivigt

mHm

If two o7 were 01 one TV and two other 0’7V were D
the other 7y;

The acceptance of the second M7y it is not w1T°m, because
they are two against one, but there is a mmp57 K709,

ot TY

If a witness was discovered to be an DDIT Tv;

From what point

does he become nmTvYy Y199?

12} it £
»IONY
5001 RIN
But even so,
X210 180N
5091 RN

mwn
NT0D
mmpoT

{7} it £
R2N9 180N
5091 NN
Because
anit 1v

NXiavim™
It'smm "n, and
1D IMNT TN IND
Dnd Imw
NDR 129D pR 50
9N WITD YYD

2DyR AN
1

W Rt
YIDNYH
5001 RN

Because
XTIYV XI)
TAUXT
yw1 Yy ain
bipm mipm o
=

MY 1IN N2 1TNORT

If two DTV were DT one TV

7no »m

and 2 others were DT the other TV

own
mmpYT RT°0D
RINR

There iy & Because they are
it one

JJ//)//)5 £300
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RO 15097 2
Not a case of nmi; but rather the second o7 testified that
first 07» were both thieves; RJ'I'IJ'?TJJ 1n]’b°97
The acceptance of the second M7 it is not wiTn, because, Not a case of mT);
R h 1 . ) .
o mIN . but rather the second DT testified
This is not a situation of ™11 0 as they did not testify that first DTV were both thieves
against the testimony of the first o7y, but rather against
the eligibility of the o7y themselves, for which the first 3y )
o7y are not believed, but there is a mmpb7 X709, DI;UD D1UD
MMpPYT RT0D MIYT?
The Gemara concludes I U]T n
03P 9Y1 "ART PN RO NOWN ND’I)
This is one of the six cases where we rule like »ar rather W ,
than X2, e a Because,

J’//)//’)A)k;’aﬁ tl}) _//)/7/))6 t/}///

The Gemara concludes

O MIRT MIMD RN
0”ap 97y2
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