 ֲאנָא דַּ ֲא ַמ ִרי – ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְל ַר ִ ּבי:ָא ַמר ָלךְ ַא ַ ּביֵ י
יְ הו ָּדה; ַﬠד ָּכאן ָלא ָק ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
,מוֹכיחוֹת – ֶא ָּלא ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ֵ ּגט
ִ ָ ּב ֵﬠינַ ן יָ ַדיִ ם
–  ֲא ָבל ְ ּב ָﬠ ְל ָמא.יכא
ָּ דְּ ָב ֵﬠינַן ְּכ ִריתוּת וְ ֵל
?יה
ּ ִמי ׁ ָש ְמ ַﬠ ְּת ֵל

The Gemara responds: Abaye could have said to you: I say my
statement even in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda.
Rabbi Yehuda says that we require obvious intimations only
with regard to a bill of divorce, as we require full severance of
the relationship, and there is not full severance unless the bill of
divorce clearly states that the husband is divorcing his wife through
that document. However, did you hear him state generally that
ambiguous intimations are not valid intimations?

; ֲאנָ א דַּ ֲא ַמ ִרי – ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְל ַר ָ ּבנַן: וְ ָר ָבא ֲא ַמרAnd Rava could have said: I say my statement even in accordance
 ַﬠד ָּכאן ָלא ָק ָא ְמ ִרי ַר ָ ּבנַן דְּ ָלא ָ ּב ֵﬠינַן יָ ַדיִ םwith the opinion of the Rabbis. The Rabbis say that we do
not require obvious intimations only with regard to a bill of
,מוֹכיחוֹת – ֶא ָּלא ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ֵ ּגט
ִ
divorce,
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NOTES

As a man does not divorce, etc. – דְּ ֵאין ָא ָדם ְמגָ ֵר ׁש וכו׳:
Many commentaries have proven from this statement
that the dispute between Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis
relates to the inclusion of the phrase: From me, in the bill
of divorce. However, the Rashba questions why Rabbi
Yehuda requires this phrase. Since the names of the
husband and wife are written in the document, isn’t it
obvious that the bill of divorce is from him? He answers
that without this expression, it would be possible for the
husband to think that he can divorce his wife through
a verbal declaration, and it is therefore inconsequential
whether the bill of divorce was originally written for him
or for someone else.
It is hereby ownerless property, etc. – ֲה ֵרי הוּא דְּ ֶה ְפ ֵקר
וכו׳: It appears from the Commentary on Nedarim that
its author understood that this was said not merely
as a refutation but as an actual halakha, because the
language: It is hereby, connotes charity more so than
an oﬀering. The author of Nidrei Zerizin notes that it is
plausible to say this because one who takes a vow and
renders an item forbidden by equating it to an oﬀering
has made a vow of the wicked. However, one who vows
to give charity has performed a mitzva. The Ritz is cited
as suggesting another reason: The proper language for
a vow equating an item to an oﬀering is: This is hereby
like an oﬀering to me. If one says only: This is hereby, he
is lacking several words. On the other hand, when one
makes a vow to give charity, it is suﬃcient to say: This
is hereby for charity. Consequently, it is more likely that
he intended this statement to express his intent to give
charity. However, the Ran and the Rosh explain that
since the expression: This is hereby, can have several
interpretations, it is entirely ambiguous, and the vow
does not take eﬀect at all.
HALAKHA

This is hereby a sin-oﬀering – ה ֵרי זוֹ ַח ָּטאת:ֲ If one says:
I accept upon myself a sin-oﬀering, or if he says: This is
hereby a sin-oﬀering, his statement is ineﬀective even
if he was already obligated to bring a sin-oﬀering. However, if he was obligated to bring a sin-oﬀering and designated the animal by saying: This is my sin-oﬀering, his
statement takes eﬀect, in accordance with the opinion
of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma’aseh
HaKorbanot 14:8).
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 ֲא ָבל, דְּ ֵאין ָא ָדם ְמגָ ֵר ׁש ֶאת ֵא ׁ ֶשת ֲח ֵבירוֹas a man does not divorceN the wife of his fellow, so it is obvious
?ּ ְ ּב ָﬠ ְל ָמא – ִמי ׁ ָש ְמ ַﬠ ְּת ְלהוthat he is writing the bill of divorce to his wife. However, did you
hear them state generally that ambiguous intimations are valid
intimations?
– ]ﬠ ַלי[״
ָ ״ה ֵרי זֶ ה
ֲ ,״ה ֵרי הוּא ָﬠ ַלי״
ֲ :ֵמ ִית ֵיבי
 ַט ֲﬠ ָמא. ִמ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶשהוּא יָ ד ְל ָק ְר ָ ּבן,ָאסוּר
 ֲא ָבל ָלא ֲא ַמר,״ﬠ ַלי״ הוּא דְּ ָאסוּר
ָ דַּ ֲא ַמר
! ְּתיו ְּב ָּתא דְּ ַא ַ ּביֵ י.״ﬠ ַלי״ – ָלא
ָ

The Gemara raises an objection based upon the following baraita:
If one says with regard to an object lying before him: It is upon
me, or: This is hereby upon me, it is forbidden, because it is an
intimation that he is rendering the object forbidden to himself
like an oﬀering. This baraita indicates that the reason it is forbidden is that he specifically said: Upon me. However, if he did not
say: Upon me, no, it is not forbidden, because this expression is
an ambiguous intimation. This is a conclusive refutation of the
opinion of Abaye, who holds that even ambiguous intimations are
valid intimations.

״ﬠ ַלי״ הוּא
ָ  ַט ֲﬠ ָמא דַּ ֲא ַמר:ָא ַמר ָלךְ ַא ַ ּביֵ י
״ה ֵרי הוּא״ וְ ָלא ֲא ַמר
ֲ  ֲא ָבל ֲא ַמר,דְּ ָאסוּר
״ה ֵרי הוּא
ֲ ,״ה ֵרי הוּא דְּ ֶה ְפ ֵקר״
ֲ – ״ﬠ ַלי״
ָ
״מ ּ ְפנֵי ׁ ֶשהוּא יָ ד
ִ  וְ ָהא.דִּ צְ ָד ָקה״ ָק ָא ַמר
!ְל ָק ְר ָ ּבן״ ָק ָתנֵי

The Gemara answers: Abaye could have said to you that the reason
it is forbidden is that he specifically said: Upon me. However, if
he said: It is hereby, and did not say: Upon me, his statement is
not considered an intimation of a vow at all, as he could have been
saying: It is hereby ownerless property,N or: It is hereby charity.
The Gemara asks: But the baraita teaches that the object is forbidden because his statement is an intimation that he is rendering the
object forbidden to himself like an oﬀering. With regard to consecrating an oﬀering, even the statement: This is, without the additional phrase: Upon me, is considered an intimation. Nevertheless,
the baraita indicates that if one does not say: Upon me, the vow does
not take eﬀect. This must be because an ambiguous intimation is
not a vow.

״ﬠ ַלי״ – הוּא
ָ  ַט ֲﬠ ָמא דַּ ֲא ַמר:ימא
ָ  ֵא,ֶא ָּלא
״ה ֵרי
ֲ  ֲא ָבל ֲא ַמר,ָאסוּר וַ ֲח ֵבירוֹ מו ָּּתר
״ה ֵרי הוּא
ֲ  דְּ ִד ְל ָמא,נֵיהן ֲאסו ִּרין
ֶ הוּא״ – ׁ ְש
.ֶה ְקדֵּ ׁש״ ָק ָא ַמר

Rather, say the following: The reason is that he specifically said:
Upon me; consequently, he is prohibited from benefiting from
the object, but another person is permitted to benefit from it.
However, if he said: It is hereby, and did not add the expression:
Upon me, both of them are prohibited from benefiting from it
because perhaps he is saying: It is hereby consecrated property.
In other words, there is concern that he may have actually consecrated the object rather than taking a vow that it is forbidden to him
as though it were consecrated.

,״ה ֵרי זוֹ ָא ׁ ָשם״
ֲ ,״ה ֵרי זוֹ ַח ָּטאת״
ֲ :ית ֵיבי
ִ ֵמ
– ַאף ַﬠל ּ ִפי ׁ ֶשהוּא ַחיָּ יב ַח ָּטאת וְ ָא ׁ ָשם
״ה ֵרי זוֹ
ֲ ,אתי״
ִ ״ה ֵרי זוֹ ַח ָּט
ֲ .ל ֹא ָא ַמר ְּכלוּם
.ימין
ִ ָ ִאם ָהיָ ה ְמחוּיָּ ב – דְּ ָב ָריו ַקיּ,ֲא ׁ ָש ִמי״
!ְּתיו ְּב ָּתא דְּ ַא ַ ּביֵ י

The Gemara raises an objection to this on the basis of the following
baraita: If one says: This is hereby a sin-oﬀering,H or: This is
hereby a guilt-oﬀering, then even if he is liable to bring a sinoﬀering or guilt-oﬀering he has said nothing, as this is an ambiguous intimation. However, if he said: This is hereby my sin-oﬀering,
or: This is hereby my guilt-oﬀering, then if he was liable to bring
that oﬀering his statement takes eﬀect, because this is an obvious
intimation. This is a conclusive refutation of the opinion of Abaye.

 ָהא ַמ ּנִי – ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה: ָא ַמר ָלךְ ַא ַ ּביֵ יThe Gemara answers: Abaye could have said to you: In accordance
 ֲאנָ א: וְ ָהא ַא ַ ּביֵ י הוּא דַּ ֲא ַמר. ִהיאwith whose opinion is this baraita? It is in accordance with the
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who holds that ambiguous intimations
.יה
ּ דַּ ֲא ַמ ִרי ֲא ִפילּ ּו ְל ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה! ֲה ַדר ֵ ּב
are not intimations. The Gemara asks: Wasn’t it Abaye who said: I
say that ambiguous intimations are valid intimations even according
to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? The Gemara answers: He retracted
this statement and admitted that Rabbi Yehuda holds that ambiguous
intimations are not valid intimations.
?ימא ָר ָבא דְּ ָא ַמר ְּכ ַר ִ ּבי יְ הו ָּדה
ָ  ֶא ָּלא ֵלThe Gemara asks: But shall we say that just as Abaye retracted his
statement that his opinion can be stated even according to Rabbi
Yehuda, Rava, who said that ambiguous intimations are not valid
intimations, also retracted his initial statement and admitted that his
opinion is only in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda
and is not in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis?
ּ  ֲאנָ א דַּ ֲא ַמ ִרי ֲא ִפ:ָא ַמר ָל ְך ָר ָבא
יל ּו
 ַﬠד ָּכאן ָלא ָק ָא ְמ ִרי ַר ָ ּבנַן דְּ ָלא.ְל ַר ָ ּבנַן
,מוֹכיחוֹת – ֶא ָּלא ַ ּג ֵ ּבי ֵ ּגט
ִ ָ ּב ֵﬠינַן יָ ַדיִ ם
,דְּ ֵאין ָא ָדם ְמגָ ֵר ׁש ֶאת ֵא ׁ ֶשת ֲח ֵבירוֹ
.מוֹכיחוֹת
ִ ֲא ָבל ְ ּב ָﬠ ְל ָמא – ָ ּב ֵﬠינַן יָ ַדיִ ם

The Gemara answers: Rava could have said to you: I say my statement even according to the opinion of the Rabbis. The Rabbis say
that we do not require obvious intimations only with regard to a
bill of divorce, as a man does not divorce the wife of his fellow, so
it is obvious that he is writing the bill of divorce to his wife. However,
generally we require obvious intimations.
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 יֵ ׁש יָ ד ְל ִקידּ ּו ׁ ִשין אוֹ:ָ ּב ֵﬠי ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא
ימא דַּ ֲא ַמר ָל ּה
ָ יכי ָד ֵמי? ִא ֵיל
ִ ָלא? ֵה
 וַ ֲא ַמר,״ה ֵרי ַא ְּת ְמקוּדֶּ ׁ ֶשת ִלי״
ֲ ְל ִא ׁ ּ ָשה
 ַהיְ ינ ּו,יטא
ָ ַל ֲח ֶב ְיר ָּת ּה ״וְ ַא ְּת נַ ִמי״ – ּ ְפ ׁ ִש
 ְּכגוֹן דַּ ֲא ַמר ָל ּה,ִקידּ ו ׁ ִּשין ַﬠצְ ָמן! ֶא ָּלא
 וַ ֲא ַמר,״ה ֵרי ַא ְּת ְמקוּדֶּ ׁ ֶשת ִלי״
ֲ ְל ִא ׁ ּ ָשה
 ״וְ ַא ְּת: ִמי ָא ְמ ִרינַן,ָל ּה ַל ֲח ֶב ְיר ָּת ּה ״וְ ַא ְּת״
 וְ ָת ְפ ֵסי ָ ּב ּה,נַ ִמי״ ֲא ַמר ָל ּה ַל ֲח ֶב ְיר ָּת ּה
 ״וְ ַא ְּת: אוֹ דִּ ְל ָמא.ִקידּ ו ׁ ִּשין ַל ֲח ֶב ְיר ָּת ּה
 וְ ָלא ָּת ְפ ֵסי,ֲחזַ אי״ ֲא ַמר ָל ּה ַל ֲח ֶב ְיר ָּת ּה
?ָ ּב ּה ִקידּ ו ׁ ִּשין ַ ּב ֲח ֶב ְיר ָּת ּה

§ Rav Pappa raised a dilemma: Is there intimation for betrothal

HALAKHA

NH

or not? Does betrothal take eﬀect via an incomplete statement? The
Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of such a case? If we say
it is a case where one said to a woman: You are hereby betrothed
to me, and he said to another woman: And you too, isn’t it obvious
that this is betrothal itself, and it takes eﬀect? Rather, it is a case
where one said to a woman: You are hereby betrothed to me,
and he said to another woman: And you.N Do we say that he said
the other woman: And you too are betrothed, and betrothal takes
eﬀect with regard to the other woman, or perhaps he said to the
other woman: And you seeN that I am betrothing this woman, and
betrothal does not take eﬀect with regard to the other woman?

Intimation for betrothal – יָ ד ְל ִקידּ ו ׁ ִּשין: If a woman is an
agent to accept betrothal on behalf of another woman,
and when the man gives her the betrothal money he says:
And you, too, she too is thereby betrothed. However, if he
said only: And you, it is questionable whether the agent
is betrothed because it is unclear whether he meant to
say that she is also betrothed or whether he was asking
her what she thinks. This question is not resolved in the
Gemara, and one must be stringent with regard to questions of forbidden relations. Consequently, she requires a
bill of divorce from him in order to marry another man
(Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 4:2; Shulĥan Arukh,
Even HaEzer 36:9).

NOTES

Is there intimation for betrothal – יֵ ׁש יָ ד ְל ִקידּ ו ׁ ִּשין: The question here is not whether a particular incomplete statement
expresses clearly enough the intention of the individuals
involved, but whether betrothal can take eﬀect at all on the
basis of an incomplete statement, even if it indicates one’s
intentions clearly (Tosafot; Tosafot Yeshanim). This question is
based on the diﬀerence between vows and betrothal. A verbal
declaration is all that is necessary for a vow to take eﬀect, but
betrothal requires an act, i.e., giving money or a document, in
addition to a verbal expression. Consequently, it is possible that
incomplete expressions are ineﬀective in this context (Ran).
On the other hand, one could argue that since there is an act
of betrothal, the verbal declaration need not be complete and
explicit (Rabbi Avraham min HaHar). Furthermore, it may be
argued that intimations should be eﬀective because betrothal
is comparable to an act of consecration in that the woman
becomes forbidden to all other men. In fact, it is for this reason
that betrothal is called kiddushin, which is similar to the word
hekdesh, meaning consecrated (Tosafot; Rosh). However, perhaps this would apply only if the man betrothed the woman
with a verbal declaration that included the word kiddushin (see
Tosafot on Kiddushin 7a and Eshel Avraham).
The commentaries have noted that the previous discussion in the Gemara was about whether ambiguous intimations

are eﬀective with regard to divorce; however, it was taken for
granted that obvious intimations are eﬀective. Yet here, with
regard to betrothal, the Gemara questions whether even obvious intimations are eﬀective. Why is there a diﬀerence between
divorce and betrothal in this regard? Some have answered that
since divorce includes the granting of a bill of divorce, and this
document states clearly that the husband is divorcing his wife,
a full verbal statement is unnecessary (Tosafot; Tosafot Yeshanim,
citing Rabbi Yosef of Jerusalem; Rosh).
And he said to another woman: And you – וַ ֲא ַמר ָל ּה ַל ֲח ֶב ְיר ָּת ּה
וְ ַא ְּת: The commentaries disagree with regard to the particular
case under discussion. The plain reading of the text indicates,
as explained by the Commentary on Nedarim and the Ran, that
the man gave at least two peruta coins to a woman for the purpose of betrothal. One peruta is the minimum value that must
be used to eﬀect betrothal. The man declared his intention to
betroth the woman, and then said to a second woman: And you.
He thereby renders the first woman an agent to give a peruta to
the other woman. Later authorities have discussed the question
of how the money that was already given to the first woman
can be requisitioned to betroth another woman. However, the
Rambam understands the situation diﬀerently, and according
to Rabbi Avraham min HaHar, the Rambam’s version of the

talmudic text stated this explicitly. In his scenario, the woman
being discussed is the agent for another woman, whom the
man wished to betroth originally. He gave the agent the
betrothal money and said that he betroths the other woman
with it. Afterward, the man added: And you. The question is
whether by doing so he thereby betroths the agent as well. It
is possible that according to the Rambam, the case discussed
in the Commentary on Nedarim and other commentaries is at
most a questionable betrothal, even if intimations are eﬀective
with regard to betrothals.
And you see – וְ ַא ְּת ֲחזַ אי: The commentaries suggest varying
interpretations of this statement based on opposing perspectives with regard to the passage as a whole. The Rosh asks
why the Gemara found it necessary to elaborate upon what
the man’s intention may have been. He explains that if it were
not possible to interpret the man’s statement as indicating
something other than betrothal, it would be considered an
explicit statement, and the woman would be betrothed even
if intimations are not eﬀective for betrothal. Conversely, Tosafot
and the Rashba explain that if the halakha were that intimations
are not eﬀective for betrothal, the man’s statement would be
interpreted as though he meant: And you see, even if it is clear
that his intention was to eﬀect betrothal.
: פרק א׳ דף ו. Nedarim . Perek I . 6b
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BACKGROUND

Pe’a – פ ָאה:ֵ ּ The Torah states that a farmer is prohibited
from harvesting the produce in the corner of his field. He
must allow the poor to collect this produce themselves.
The Sages decreed that the area of the corner must be at
least one-sixtieth of the field. This mitzva appears in the
Torah (Leviticus 19:9, 23:22), and tractate Pe’a is devoted to
the details of this mitzva. By Torah law, fields, vineyards, and
olive groves are included in this mitzva (Tosafot).

יה ְל ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא? וְ ָהא ִמדַּ ֲא ַמר
ּ ָ ו ִּמי ִמ
ּ יב ֵﬠי ֵל
 ִמי ָס ַבר ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל:יה ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא ְל ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ֵל
– מוֹכיחוֹת ָהוְ יָ ין יָ ַדיִ ם
ִ יָ ַדיִ ם ׁ ֶש ֵאין
יה ְל ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא דְּ יֵ ׁש יָ ד
ּ ִמ ְּכ ָלל דִּ ְס ִב ָירא ֵל
יה
ּ ְל ִקידּ ו ׁ ִּשין! ֲח ָדא ִמ ּגוֹ ַמאי דִּ ְס ִב ָירא ֵל
.יה ְל ַא ַ ּביֵ י
ּ ִל ׁ ְשמו ֵּאל ֲא ַמר ֵל

The Gemara asks: Did Rav Pappa raise this as a dilemma? But
from the fact that Rav Pappa said to Abaye in a case concerning
betrothal (see Kiddushin b): Does Shmuel hold that ambiguous
intimations are valid intimations, it can be proven by inference
that Rav Pappa holds that there is intimation for betrothal. The
Gemara answers: Rav Pappa spoke to Abaye about one of the
opinions that Shmuel held. Shmuel had ruled that even an ambiguous intimation was suﬃcient in the case of betrothal, and Rav Pappa
questioned this ruling without expressing his own opinion that
even obvious intimations are not valid with regard to betrothal.

 יֵ ׁש יָ ד ְל ֵפ ָאה אוֹ ֵאין יָ ד:ָ ּב ֵﬠי ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא
ימא דַּ ֲא ַמר
ָ יל
ֵ יכי ָד ֵמי? ִא
ִ ְל ֵפ ָאה? ֵה
–  וְ ָה ֵדין נַ ִמי״,יהוֵ י ּ ֵפ ָאה
ֱ ״ה ֵדין אוּגְ יָ א ֶל
ָ
יתא ִהיא! ִּכי ָקא
ָ ְיאה ַמ ַﬠ ְלי
ָ ַה ִהיא ּ ֵפ
יה – ְּכגוֹן דַּ ֲא ַמר ״וְ ָה ֵדין״ וְ ָלא
ּ ָ ִמ
ּ יב ֲﬠיָ א ֵל
? ַמאי,ֲא ַמר ״נַ ִמי״

§ Rav Pappa raised another dilemma: Is there intimation for

LANGUAGE

Furrow [ugeya] – אוּגְ יָ א: This word usually refers to a
ploughed field or furrow. Some maintain that it is from the
word ugeya spelled with an ayin, meaning the round cavity
dug around a tree for the purpose of irrigation. However,
here and in other places, the word refers to a patch of a
garden or field.

pe’a,BH the produce in the corner of a field that must be left for the
poor, or is there no intimation for pe’a? The Gemara asks: What
are the circumstances of the case? If we say it is a case where one
said: This furrow [ugeya]L shall be pe’a and this one too, this is a
full-fledged declaration of pe’a. The Gemara explains: He raises
the dilemma with regard to a case where he said: And this,N and
he did not say: And this one too, and therefore his statement can
be interpreted to mean that this other furrow should remain his
and not be included in the pe’a (Tosafot). What is the halakha in
this case?

ׂ ָ  ִמ ְּכ ָלל דְּ ִכי ֲא ַמרThe Gemara interrupts this train of thought and wonders: Does
יהוֵ י
ֱ ״ש ֶדה ּכו ָּּל ּה ֶּת
? ּ ֵפ ָאה״ ָהוְ יָ א ּ ֵפ ָאהthis prove by inference that in a case where one said: The entire
field shall be pe’a, it would all be rendered pe’a? The case must be
one where the first furrow was large enough to serve as pe’a for the
entire field, because if that were not the case, it would be clear that
he meant that the second furrow should also be pe’a. Consequently,
it is clear from Rav Pappa’s question that one can designate as
pe’a a larger portion of the field than one is absolutely required to
designate.
 ִמ ּנַיִ ן ׁ ֶש ִאם רוֹצֶ ה ַל ֲﬠ ׂשוֹת: וְ ָה ַתנְיָא, ִאיןThe Gemara answers: Yes, and it is taught in the following baraita:
לוֹמר
ַ עוֹשה – ַּת ְלמוּד
ׂ ֶ  ָּכל ָ ׂש ֵדה ּו ּ ֵפ ָאהFrom where is it derived that if one wants to render his entire field
pe’a, he may do so?H The verse states: “You shall not wholly reap
.״פ ַאת ָ ׂש ְדךָ ״
ְּ
the corner of your field” (Leviticus : ).N This is expounded to
mean that the entirety of “your field” may be designated as the
“corner” that is left for the poor.
,ית ַק ׁש ְל ָק ְר ָ ּבנוֹת
ְ  ֵּכיוָ ן דְּ ִא:ִמי ָא ְמ ִרינַ ן
ַמה ָ ּק ְר ָ ּבנוֹת יֵ ׁש ָל ֶהם יָ ד – ַאף ּ ֵפ ָאה
– ית ַק ׁש
ְ  אוֹ דִּ ְל ָמא ִּכי ִא.יֵ ׁש ָל ּה יָ ד
יכא
ָ ית ַק ׁש? וְ ֵה
ְ ״בל ְּת ַא ֵחר״ הוּא דְּ ִא
ַ ְל
:ית ַק ׁש – דְּ ַתנְיָא
ְ ִא

The Gemara returns to its discussion of Rav Pappa’s dilemma. Do
we say that since pe’a is juxtaposed to oﬀerings, just as oﬀerings
have intimation, so too, pe’a has intimation? Or perhaps when
pe’a is juxtaposed to oﬀerings, it is juxtaposed to indicate only that
it is subject to the prohibition: You shall not delay? The Gemara
clarifies: And where is it juxtaposed? As it is taught in a baraita:

HALAKHA

Intimation for pe’a – יָ ד ְל ֵפ ָאה: If the owner of a field declares
one furrow pe’a and says with regard to another furrow: And
this one too, they are both pe’a. Even if he said merely: And this,
the second furrow is considered pe’a. The Gemara did not give a
clear resolution to this issue, and one must be stringent in cases
of potential prohibition (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Mattenot
Aniyyim 2:13 and Kesef Mishne there).

If one wants to render his entire field pe’a he may do so – ִאם
עוֹשה
ׂ ֶ רוֹצֶ ה ַל ֲﬠ ׂשוֹת ָּכל ָ ׂש ֵדה ּו ּ ֵפ ָאה: One who wishes to increase the
amount of pe’a beyond the amount required by the Sages is to
be blessed. There is no limit to the area of one’s field that he may
declare pe’a (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Mattenot Aniyyim
1:15). It is permitted to render one’s entire field pe’a as long as
he leaves at least one stalk for himself (Rambam Sefer Zera’im,
Hilkhot Mattenot Aniyyim 2:11 and Kesef Mishne there).

NOTES

A case where he said: And this, etc. – כגוֹן דַּ ֲא ַמר וְ ָה ֵדין וכו׳:ְּ Here,
too, the commentaries disagree as to the particulars of the case.
According to Ran, the case is where one declared one furrow pe’a,
and it is large enough to serve as pe’a for the entire field. He then
refers to another furrow and says: And this. The question about
intimations is based on the assumption that there is no maximum percentage of the field that one can declare pe’a. Tosafot
explain that the case is where he declared one furrow to be pe’a
and then said: And this, with regard to the entire remainder of
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the field. According to this interpretation, the Gemara’s next
comment, that the question assumes that one can declare his
entire field pe’a, is easily understood.
The corner of your field – ָפ ַאת ָ ׂש ְדך:ְ ּ If the halakha was that one
cannot render his entire field pe’a, the verse would have stated:
A corner in your field (Ran). Alternatively, it could have stated
simply: A corner, without mentioning that it is a corner of your
field (Shita Mekubbetzet).

