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3.6.8
69b (70 mwn) 2 71a (207 170¥)

L. » mwn: fundamentals of nullification of ownership (mwa 5v22)
a.If: 1 member of the qx¥n forgot to join 217°p, his house is 1oR to all of them; other houses are 1mn to all
i. Inference: only his house is 10X to them, not the 7¥n
1.case: he nullified his 9¥n only; per 1327 (contra R™7) Y130 MWYI Y1022 ~>IP2 MYT N02a
ii. Reason (he may carry in their houses): he is considered their guest
b. And if: all nullified w3 to him, he may carry everywhere and they are prohibited everywhere
i. Reason: 1 may be guest of many; not the inverse (->they can’t be considered his guests)
ii. Assumption: both happened on 1 naw >we may “swap” 501 (pY0am PINM PHVIN) — against HRMW (above)
1.Correction: two separate cases and rulings
c.If: there were 2 who forgot, all are Mor
1.Challenge: this should be obvious
2.Defense: even if the one was later van to the other - still doesn’t work
a) Reason:when he nullified, he no longer had rights there (already 17oR)
d. Reason: 1 may grant or take mw7; 2 may grant but may not take mw-
i. Justification: for last clause — 2 may give mwn
1.Even though: we may be a1 not to allow this, as they might then be given mw1 - 5"np
ii. Defense (of last clause): may not take mw1 — even if given in order to assign it to one of them
II. 7 mwn: point from which 51v2 and mw1 n%v1 (cancellation of %1071) may take place
a. v’z must be before naw
b. 77z even on nav
c. Cancellation: if the person who nullified his claim subsequently carried out in the common area
i. »”1 whether he carried intentionally or even inadvertently
ii. /i /1 only if he carried intentionally
III. Collective nullification: in case one forgot to join 117°p, must he annul his stake to each or may he declare one %1v2?
a./737 (in answer to »aX’s question): must annul to each]
b. Challenge (»ax): 1 defining acceptable and unacceptable 51072
i. If: if 1 forgot he may annul to 1 who made an 271y
1.Cannot mean: that there was only one other (who made the 217y) — with whom did he make an 211y?
2.Therefore: must be others, and his %1071 to the one works for all
3.Defense (737): case is where the 2"¢ fellow (with whom he made an 2vvy) died on naw
4.Block (72an): from case (iv) below, must be that “silent” co-resident is still alive =>so too in our case
5.Response (1117): perhaps each case is different —
a) Proof: as in case (iii) below — 2 may also annul to 1, not just 2
b) Rejoinder (»ax): “2” in case (iii) means “one of two”
c)Challenge: then it should state “one” - R*wp
ii. And: 2 who made an 217» may nullify to 1 who forgot (and we don’t fine him for forgetting)
iii. And: 2 who forgot annul to 2 who made an 211y or to 1 who (also) didn’t annul
iv. However: if 1 joined, he may not be Y0an to one who forgot
v. Nor: may 2 who made an 1v» annul to 2 who forgot
vi. Nor: may 2 who forgot annul to another 2 who forgot
c. Conclusions: justifications of each case in Xn»12
i. 1% case: 7aRY, teaches that he may annul to one on behalf of all of them
1.727% (case where other resident died) and we don’t forbid as a precaution against his being alive
ii. 2" case: teaching that we don’t fine him for forgetting and we allow them to use v to allow carrying
iii. 3" case: na1Y, teaches that case (i) was also two making an 217 (one died)
1. 7ax5. teaches that 2 may nullify; no concern that others will nullify to them
2.And: “or to one” - we don’t fine them for all forgetting
iv. 4" case (invalid #1): »aRY — teaches that case (i) also involves living coresidents; na1% — parallel construction
v. 5" case (invalid #2): even if the one later nullifies to the other
vi. 6" case (invalid #3): even if they nullified on condition of subsequent nullification to one
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IV. Ability of an heir to nullify (i.e. if the owner, who was not part of the 21y, died on naw, per N17’s scenario above)
a.2” (in response to #37's question): may nullify (even though he couldn’t have made an 271’y on v"y)
b. Students of 5810w deny right to nullify
i. Challengel (to 277): 9930 ntn: anything that became permissible for part of naw is permissible for all of naw
1.And: anything that was prohibited for part of naw is prohibited for all of naw
2.Exception: mw1 Y0an
a) 1¢line: covers case of 217’y made via a doorway/window that later got sealed up
i. 55> expands to include case of ®an whose nm 1N were removed on naw
b) 2" [ine: covers case of 2 houses across 1”07 that were fenced in by 0”1 on naw
i. 552. covers case of uncooperative " who dies on naw
c)Exception: seems to include only the owner himself (>heir may not annul mw1)
i. Correction: means “rule of nullification” and extends to heir
ii. Challenge2 (171%): a member of the courtyard who died
1.And: left his property to an outsider:
a) If: he died before naw, his presence prohibits carrying (he is an owner w/o being included in 2177p)
b) But if: he died on naw, his presence is of no consequence (since it was 9mn for part of naw)
2.But if an outsider: died and left his property to a 7¥n 12
a) Then: if he died before naw started, his presence doesn’t affect (b/c w1y will be included in 21vy)
b) But if: he died after naw started, his presence prohibits carrying
i. Question: why doesn’t the “heir” just nullify?
ii. Answer: he only prohibits before 1071 (i.e. “90IR” means if he isn’t Yvan)
iii. Challenge3 (2775): if a Y87 and 73 (with no heirs) share a granary and the 9 dies
1.If: he dies before naw, even if another 87w took possession of his property — he prohibits
a) Meaning: even if he took possession after naw started, since he could have done so on vy — prohibits
b) Answer: only prohibits until he nullifies (as above)
2.But if: he dies after naw began, even if no one took possession — his presence doesn’t 7018
a) Meaning: even if he took possession after dark, since he couldn’t have done so on v”y, doesn’t 7018
3.Note: alternate response of behalf of 11 —
a) v /7 last 2 citations are associated with w”2; may only nullify before naw
i. N51's analysis of 772/¥”x 0”2 equates V22 with ma> Y8R 793 — clear indication of his %1
ii. 73w sees a dispute as to nature of 91021
1. w72 it is a 13p — prohibited on naw
2.777x it is Mmw1 ;Y0 — permitted on naw
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