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And it does not become impure with leprosy, for it is written, ‘your
possession’ and Jerusalem was not apportioned to the tribes

Overview
The X n3 states that there was no 2°va1 nX21 in the houses of 22w, since W1
was not divided 2°vaw?. Our nwon clarifies the meaning of 2°V2aWY 7PN Y.
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We should not explain this (that 2°vaw? npnn1 X?) to mean that initially it was
divided and given to a v2w, however afterwards they took it away from the vaw,
and 7> Hw 7T was given to them in its place, and therefore the houses in

2717 do not become N%W from o°ya; this interpretation is incorrect -
= YNN APYNNI XY NPINNI R 9INT INNDDT 29N0UN (x,30 91 NPT NP P934

For it seems in the first 295 of 821> ndon that according to the one who maintains
that 2°521° was not divided 2°vaw?, it means it was actually never divided —

nvoIN asks:
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And if you will say; how does the X713 in 21> know that the 2°v2aw? 7p%nn1 &5 7"
means it was actually not divided (even initially), perhaps he maintains that

initially it was divided, but later they gave them instead 7> @ qaw7 -
- RVMY APINM INT NN 5299 15

Just like "2 who maintains the 2>v1 was 2°vaw? nponni, and therefore the

houses in 2°%w17° become RAY from DoVl -
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However the p''»72 itself does not become X»v even though that initially the

"y Sw mawnT refers to the best and most fertile land in and around the city of 1. See X9 's 7M»¥n2 00 and "W
there in 2%,> TM>yna.
2 The X3 there cites our Xn*>12 that @°va12 ARHLA X since 20w~ apnn1 X2, and contradicts it with another Xn»13,
which states that the p"ni°2 was partially in the portion of 77177 and partially in the portion of 1212, Now if the view
of our Xn>12 that D°waw» 75101 R? means (as the w197 PX here suggest) that initially it was P21, however later it was
taken away and exchanged for 17> Y@ n1unT; there is no contradiction between the min»13, for the Xn»12 which states
in was %21 AT 5w pona, is initially, however later it was taken from them and it did not belong anymore to any
specific vaw.
3 We can infer from the X7n3 in X1 that the X3 there maintains that the 7p5mn1 X2 7" means wan P90 XY (as
pointed out in footnote # 2), however why did the X7n3 there assume that, when it is possible to interpret that they too
meant 737101 and afterwards it was taken from them in exchange for 1> 5w mwnT.
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place of the p"ni°2 was apportioned to 777 and P73 -
= 5001 9INRTI “PHNN NI DY NIVIT NMIY DIVN NIN

But the p"»m02 still is not Xaun, since they gave them m99° b 73w17 instead, as it
states there —

nBoIN answers:
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And one can say; that regarding the p'"»m3 it is logical, for even though it was

divided initially, nevertheless -
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They retracted and bought it from the two 0°vaw, in order that all of HN=w»

should have a part in the p"nm2 -
SN PIPY PIANN D NN NPYNNI NYNNN ONX DOYWIY YaN

However regarding @i, if it was divided initially, why would they retract

and buy it from them?! Therefore the X3 rightfully assumed that according to this 7"» it was
never divided!

Summary
According to the 7"n that 02w aponn1 X7 %W, it was never divided, for if it

was, why take it away from them:; it is different from the "2 which should belong
to all.

Thinking it over

nooN initially proved that wnn aponn1 X% from the Xm3 in X».° Later mooin
explained why the X3 assumes that wnn 75101 X?. Once we have the explanation,
is the proof still necessary?

4 So just as according to *"1 the p"»7"2 is not Xaw™ even though it was initially 2°0aw" ponn1 (since it was taken away
and replaced by 1> 5w mwT), why cannot we say the same according to the 7"» that 7p%nn1 X2 0°%w17° that he meant
that eventually it was 7p?nn1 X2 (even though initially it was), because it was exchanged for 11°3° 5w 7117, Therefore
the X713 in 811 should not have posed that contradiction (see footnote # 2).

3 See [11%7] X"w i that this is not mentioned in the X723 there. 7™ %y ya3pa1 ™72 W', see also footnote # 1.

¢ See footnote # 2.
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