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@ Explanation of 'oin

The prob states 723 Y32 qxiy 75 e x91 yan 7% e XY — mxw shall not be seen to you, and ynn
shall not be seen to you in all your borders. From this, the xn»na derives the following principle:
7max 5w omnx Sw Ik Nk %A fX nR R 9w7 — yours you may not see, but you may see that
of “others” (o™>32) or of the Most High (wpm).

In total, the word 7% is written three times in conjunction with the mo'x of x¥m» Y21 ik Ha; twice
in the above-mentioned p1og, and once in the p1on of "o nyaw 1723 Y32 ARy 77 i X5, The ‘o
on X’y x5 n7 explains that each instance of 7% is necessary, in order to teach the following three
o

1. That one may possess the ynn of a “1nwa» x5w 517 (a 131 whom you do not dominate) or of a
7¥mMa qay mw R (a ™51 who does not live with you in a courtyard), as well as the ynn of
wpi. [As explained in Shiur 17, some omwx1 maintain that this instance of 77 also permits the
possession of ynn which is psm, and/or the possession of ynnm which belongs to another
Sxwn.]

2. That one may possess even the ynn of a “inwa»w ™33 (a 131 whom you dominate) and of a
»q¥ma qny 1w~ (@ ™1 who lives with you in a courtyard). [As explained in Shiur 17, the 2n 1 to
possess such ynr cannot be derived from the first instance of 7.]

3. That the above-mentioned leniencies apply not only to mxw, but also to ynn. [Technically,
there is a difference between the two; =xw refers to inedible dough which is used as a
leavening agent in other doughs, whereas ynn refers to edible dough which is not able to leaven
other doughs. The x7n1 in 1¥'a 'on (on 27y '1) explains that each of these substances contains a
property that the other does not: On the one hand, the leavening power of mixw far exceeds
that of ynn, whereas on the other hand, ynn is edible and mxw is not. Thus, if the 0 would
have only stated that one may possess the ynm of others, one might have thought that this
leniency applies only to ynn on account of its reduced leavening power, and not to mxw which
is used as a leavening agent. Similarly, if the 7m0 would have only stated that one may possess
the mxw of others, one might have thought that this leniency applies to mixw only because it is
inedible, and not to ynr which one is far more likely to eat. Therefore, it was necessary for the
TN to explicitly permit the possession of both the ynm and mxw of others. ]

‘0N (in %ax 71771) focuses on whether our x10 is compatible with the 'm3 in miman (on x”y 1o 1),
which discusses the ™1 of 1% in general, and which explains why the mn stated (in 17v H2713) the
word "nanoay” (“your dough”) twice. There are two nixvm (versions) of the x»o in mmn:
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1. One "oanvay” excludes the dough of a ™31 from the 171 of 1%n; “your dough” and not the dough
of a "21. The other ~nanvy” excludes the dough of wpit from the 177 of 15n; “your dough” and
not the dough of a wpn.

2. The xo of the "o'p™m n™po” (“precise texts”): One “nanvhy” excludes the dough of a ™na
from the 11 of 115n; “your dough” and not the dough of a ™. The other “nanv1y” reveals the
minimum size of dough in order for it be obligated in 15n; “your dough” — the measure of 1n
that each individual received in the nam. [The size of each individual portion of 1 was an
"mRT nwy”, which is equivalent to the size of 43.2 eggs.]

In our x"nv, we see that one vivm (exclusion) — the word 7% — is sufficient to exclude the ynr of
both a ™31 and wpm from the 7o x of x¥n» 521 i Ha. This can easily be reconciled with the xoa
of the “o*p™ n™bv”, which does not explicitly discuss the 1m1 of w1pn. Accordingly, it is safe to
assume that the instance of “nonovay” which excludes the dough of a ™21 also excludes the dough of
WP, as per our Xmv.

However, the other xoam of the mi in mmn explicitly states that one vivm is not sufficient to
exclude both a ™»1 and wapn, which is why the man states “nanthy” twice; once to exclude the
dough of a ™21, and the other to exclude the dough of wpn! This is contrary to our x=o, which
indicates that one v — the word 4% — is sufficient to exclude both the ynn of a ™1 and wapn
from the mox of xyn? 521 ik 53! The wramoxT 1 asks: How can these two niiio be reconciled?

‘0N answers (at the end of mwn 177) that in truth, a ™51 and wpit are inherently different. Had the
mn stated only one wym, then only one of these two would be excluded — whichever is less
“yours”. Thus, with regards to the 1™ of 115, the mn required two oy in order to exclude both
a ™1 and wpi. In doing so, the mn reveals that a ™31 and wapit are both excluded when the mn
requires something to be “yours”. Therefore, when the mmn states elsewhere — even once — that the
To°x of xyn 531 ik 52 applies only to ynn which is “yours”, it is automatically understood that
both the ynn of both a ™»1 and w1pit are excluded.

& Questions on 'o1n

The omnx note that there is a fundamental distinction between the 177 of ynn and the 17 of 75n.
With regards to the 11 of ynn, the Mo x of x¥nr 521 ik 52 does not apply to any ynn that one does
not own — even if it belongs to another 5x~w+. With regards to m5n however, the obligation to
separate r1>n certainly applies to the dough of another 5x~w». In light of this distinction, both the
question and answer of ‘o1n seem difficult to understand:

1. The question of 'oin: The X nixw notes that although a vy generally excludes one
thing only, it is still important to examine whether the v1ivm excludes one entire category, or
just something specific. For example, when the rin states that a given ma%m applies only to
something which is “yours”, one must examine whether the 7mn is excluding anything and
everything which is not “yours”, or whether the mn is excluding only a specific type of
entity which is not “yours”.

! As explained in Shiur 17, v~ holds that the o x of xy¥nv 521 fix 52 applies to the ynn of another Yx~wr, whereas most
omwx argue. According to »wn then, the o1 of ynn and #5n are in fact exactly the same; they both apply to the
ynn/dough of another Sx-wr, but not to the ynr/dough of a =51 or of wipr. If we accept this, then all of the ounx’s
questions on ';in — detailed below — fall away. Indeed, the ="xn n»a and others prove from our ‘vin that they agree with
»wn. However, many oanx are of the opinion that ‘oin argues with »wn, and they maintain — like most ommwxn — that the
Tox of x¥n 531 ikt 52 does not apply to the ynn of another Yxaw». Accordingly, there is a distinction between ynn and
o, and the resulting difficulties in understanding ‘'own — detailed below — must be addressed.
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Now, we know that the mo°x of x¥yn 531 1x7* 52 does not apply to any ynn which is not
“yours”, whether it belongs to another 5x~un, to a ™1 or to wipn. Therefore, one vy suffices
to exclude the entire category of ynn that is not “yours”! With regards to n%n however, the
N could not possibly have meant to exclude the entire category of ynn that is not “yours”,
for we know that the 2171 of 5n does in fact apply to at least one entity which is not “yours” —
the dough of another Sx-w. Rather, each viym stated with regards to m%n must only be
excluding a specific entity which is not “yours”, and a separate vivm is required to exclude the
dough of a M3, and the dough of wpn.

According to this explanation, the question of ‘oin falls away! For, with regards to the mo'x of
Xyn 521 ik 53, one vy suffices to exclude both a ™21 and wrpr, being that this one viym
excludes anything and everything which is not “yours”. Conversely, with regards to the ™
of m5n, one vy m does not suffice to exclude both a ™21 and wrpm, being that each viym only
excludes a specific entity which is not “yours”.

2. The answer of 'oin: How could 'o1n answer that the two o'y of 15n (which exclude both a
™31 and wp) define the meaning of the miym of ynn (that it, too, excludes both a ™31 and
wpi)? If this is indeed the case, then why is the ynn of another 1x excluded from the mox of
x¥n' 521 x5, whereas the dough of another 7°x is not excluded from the 11 of 5mn? [an]

@GR X722 N3N Or Xxbn nan

Before answering these questions, we must first examine the effect that the m5ya (ownership) of a
ox w has with regards to the o of xyn» 531 ik 53 and 7%n. The o»n mpn (in 77an 7o) explains
that with regards to xy¥m1 521 ik 53, the nibya of a Sxw» creates an X1ax1 Mok (an MoK on the
person); when a 7x7w owns the ynn, he may not possess it. Since the m>ya does not affect the
actual ynn, therefore, the mo'x does not automatically extend to another Sxw» who interacts with
the ynn. Conversely, with regards to the 11 of 75n, the m%ya of a Yxw» creates an xy¥bn Mok (an
710°x on the item); when a Sxw» owns the dough, it — the dough — may not be consumed before
mon is separated. Since the mibya affects the actual dough, therefore, the moix automatically
extends to another Sx 1w who interacts with it.

Bearing this in mind, one could easily explain that the v of 177 and the v of “nanoay” both
exclude an entire category — anything and everything which is not “yours”. Nevertheless, there is
still an important difference between ynm and n%n: With regards to n>m, even though the mn
excludes all dough which is not “yours”, nevertheless, the dough of another Sx-w~ cannot possibly
be excluded. This is because the owner’s ni%ya affects the actual dough, and the ™1 of n%n thus
automatically extends to any other Sx7w» who interacts with the dough. Conversely, the ynn of
another Sx v~ can be excluded along with all the other types of ynn which is not “yours”, being that
the owner’s m5ya does not affect the actual ynn, and thus, the 710°x of x¥n* 521 fix 52 does not
automatically extend to any other Yx~w» who interacts with the ynn.

& Understanding 'on
Accordingly, we can explain both the question and answer of ‘o1n:

1. The question of 'o1in: One vy suffices to exclude an entire category — that which is not
“yours” — from the mox of xyn» 521 ik Sa. From this, we derive that one is mwb for any ynn
that he does not own, be it the ynn of another Sx~w», a ™33, or of wpm. Accordingly, one vivm
should also be sufficient to exclude an entire category — that which is not “yours” — from the 1
of m5m! From this, we would be able to derive that one is 11ws for any dough that belongs to a
™31 or to wpr, but that one is still a»n for the dough of another 5x~w~, being that his mbya
affects the actual dough. If so, why are two o'y required for the 17 of 5n?

< T T R W R W .

A publication of the Rabbinical College of Australia & New Zealand
E www.rabbinicalcollege.edu.au/Shiurim DX shiurim@rabbinicalcollege.edu.au

B




a7y 71 DINob
#maa Sw omnx Swr
Shiur: 19 0 ®

|!-¢-

The answer of 'oin: With one vy, one would not have automatically categorized wpr and
a ™21 together, for they are both not “yours” in very different ways. Thus, with regards to the
11 of 11%m, the mn required two owym in order to exclude the dough of a ™31 and of wapr. In
doing so, the mn reveals that whenever it requires something to be “yours”, the belongings of
wTp and a 21 may be lumped together and excluded simultaneously. Now, if these two
diametrically opposite entities can be categorized together, then it follows that the belongings
of another xw» may also be categorized together and simultaneously excluded along with the
belongings of wipm and a m»>1. However, as explained above, we know that the dough of
another Sx"w» cannot be excluded from the 11 of 11%m, on account of another reason; the n5ya
of the other Sxw» affects the actual dough, and by extension, anyone who interacts with it.
Conversely, when the rmn states — even once — that the 7oK of xyn» 521 ik 52 applies only
to ynr which is “yours”, this simultaneously excludes all ynn which is not yours; be it the ynn
of a ™33, of wpn, or of another Yx~w». As explained above, the ynn of another Yx~w» can be
excluded from the m1o°x of xyn» 521 kv 53, being that the m%ya of the other Sxw» does not
affect the actual ynn.
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