TALMID BAVLI — GEVURAS AKIVA

Nedarim 6a

On the last daf, the Gemara wanted to say that the
machlokes between Abaye and Rava if nin»>in yyxy o1 are
effective or not, is in reality the machlokes between Reb Yehuda
and the Chachamim regarding the wording of a get.

Abaye who holds nin»2in 19w 01? are yadayim, holds like
the Chachamim who say that all a get has to say is that “nx >0
DTN 929 N’ and this is good enough, and Rava who holds
that nin»2in 8w 0¥7? are not yadayim holds like Reb Yehuda
that the words DT 929 N0 AX M7 are not sufficient.

The Gemara then proceeded to say that in reality both
Abaye and Rava could say that their shita could fit with either
the Chachamim or Reb Yehuda. The Gemara left off with Rava
explaining why it could be that although normally the
Chachamim would agree with him that nin>2in yyxw 0717 are
not effective, a get is different, as we are about to explain.

For a man does not divorce YN DN PNY
his friend’s wife 19%30 NYN NN
but in the world (i.e. in general) NpYYa Yax
did we hear to them (that they don’t need ‘clear % nynY

yadayim)

Since in this case it is obvious that a person does not divorce
his friend’s wife, this is why this ‘unclear’ language suffices for
the get. However, with regard to everything else, there is no
reason not to say that the Chachamim also hold that you need

niN*in 01, (see footnote)?

Does the Fact that One Must Say »2y 890’90 Prove that
N9 19’8V 01 are Not Yadayim?

They asked from a Baraisa 29599

29 The Machlokes R' Yehuda and the Chachamim with Regard to What You
Need to Write in a Get

Our Gemara implies that the machlokes between R’ Yehuda and the
Rabbanan is if you need to specify that this man is divorcing this woman. The
Chachamim hold that you do not have to do this as a person does not divorce
his friend’s wife, and R’ Yehuda holds that one must specify that this man is
the one divorcing this woman.

However, the Gemara in Gittin (and this is how we explained the
machlokes R’ Yehuda and the Chachamim previously) says that there is a
different machlokes. That R’ Yehuda holds that you must specify that it is this
get that is affecting the divorce, because if you do not specify this, there is the
possibility that the man intends on divorcing his wife with his oral declaration
of divorcing her and the get will only serve as a proof that the divorce took
place. And the Chachamim hold that you do not have to write this.

The Ran explains that in reality our Gemara and the Gemara in Gittin
complement each other as both points are true, as R’ Yehuda and the
Chachamim argue in both points. R’ Yehuda holds that the get must specify
that it is this man, with this get, that is divorcing his wife, and the Chachamim
hold both these specifications are unnecessary.

(if one says) “This is on me” soy NI 29D

this is assur Mo [Yo¥] 1199

because 291

this is a yad to a korban 12997 1 MDY
The Gemara makes the following deduction:

It is for the reason NDRYO

that he said “on me” Y MNYT

that he is assur MONT NN

but if he did not say “on me” DY MmN NY YaN
no (it would not be considered a yad) NY
this is an ‘upshlug’ (disproof) of Abaye »ANT NP

This Baraisa tells us that unless the person adds the words
“on me” to what he says, his declaration will not work. The
Gemara assumes that the reason for this is because if he does
not add these words, this would be considered as xy 0¥
ninain. If so, this disproves what Abaye said that yxw o1
NN’ are considered as valid yados.

The Gemara answers:

Abaye will say to you AN 12 N
it is for the reason NDYY
that he said “on me” soy YINY

this is why it is assur
but if he (just) said) “It is”

and did not say “on me”

WONT NN
NI 991 0N AN
’2Y N N

“it is hefker” 92907 NN 21D
“it is tzeddakah” NPIYT NN 1D
(he could have meant) to say NP

The Gemara answers that the reason that the person has to
say “on me” is not because NINYIIN JPNY 0T are not yadayim

but rather it is because the words “this is” by themselves are not

Can Outside Circumstances Make nin*in [3*'X¥ D'T* into Nin*in D' 1'?

The Ran brings the Rashba that asks that seemingly our Gemara’s wording
is not accurate. The Gemara was trying to say that with regard to Gittin one
does not need Nin»Iin D'T!, but this is not what the Gemara says. What the
Gemara says is that this is considered ninin D'T'. That is, since a person
would not divorce his friend’s wife, the intent of these words is obvious, and
as such, they are considered nin*>in 01! If so, why is the Gemara calling them
ninvn Ry D'T?

The Ran disagrees and says that the fact that it is obvious that the man is
trying to divorce his own wife does not take away from the fact that the words
of the get themselves (according to the Chachamim) are not clear, and they
are therefore classified as nin*in |'x¥ 0'T'. And what Rava is saying is, that
despite the fact that they are nin'in 3'&w D'T! they work because of the fact
that a person never divorces his friend’s wife.

In other words, the machlokes the Ran and the Rashba seems to revolve
around the question of if outside circumstances can make a nin'in )'yY 0'T1!
into Nin®in DT, .7"NONI,NTA N2 79797 W DIINNNA NIDMIR DT W1
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considered to be yadayim at all When he says the words “this is’
there is no reason to assume that he means to make a korban as
opposed to saying that this is hefker or tzeddakah. Therefore,
the words that he said are not considered as yadayim at all, and
this is why they are ineffective. But it could very well be that
this Baraisa agrees that min2in ypxY 0T are considered
yadayim.

The Gemara asks:
But N
it taught ‘because it is a yad to a korban’3np 12975 12 NN 2910

The Ran explains as follows. When the Baraisa described
this declaration, it does not say that it is a yad to a neder but
rather it says that it is a yad to a korban. This is because the
typical way of making a korban is to say “this is a korban”.
Therefore, with regard to making a korban saying the words
“this is” is certainly a yad, and if the Baraisa still says that one
must add the words “on me”, it must be that the reason that one
must add these words is because the Baraisa holds that o
NINYIN PNY are not DY),

The Gemara again tries to explain the Baraisa according to

Abaye (who holds nin»ain 1Ny 077 are yadayim).

Only NON
say that it is for the reason NOYY NN
that he said “on me” »oy INY
that he is assur MOR NN

and his friend if mutur RFiai-Ratr1a)]

but if he (just) says “it should be” NI 290 N VAN
they are both assur PNON 11NV
for maybe NYTY
he is saying that it is hekdesh NP VIR N 20

If the person doesn’t say that it is assur on him, then by
saying the words “it should be” will cause both him and his
friend to be assur from each other. This is because it could be
that the intent of this person is to say that it is hekdesh, and
since hekdesh is assur to everyone, this could be his intent as
well, to assur this on everyone.

The Ran explains that in hilchos nedarim we go I'chumrah
(we are stringent). Therefore, since there is a possibility that this
is the person’s intent, we have to be concerned that perhaps it
is, and this is why both of them are going to be assur (unless he
adds the words “on me”).

The Gemara again asks on Abaye.

They asked from a Baraisa 25599

"y

(if a person says) “This is a chatas’ NVN 1T 29D

(or if he says) “This is a asham” LR IR ST

even though ' Yy N
he is (presently) chayiv in a chatas NNVN 29N NINY
or an asham {=1913]
he has not said anything 299 N N

(but) if he says “This is my chatas” NV 11 29D

(or if he says) “This is my asham MYN 1t 29D

if he is (presently) 90 oN
chayiv (to bring these korbanos) annn
his words are valid 1199 19939
this is an ‘upslug’ (disproof) of Abaye 2ANT NP

The Ran explains that if a person is obligated to bring a
korban chatas (or asham) and says the words “This is a chatas”,
at the very least this would have to be considered as jxy 0T
NiNain, and yet the Baraisa said that this does not work. If so,
we see not like the shita of Abaye who holds that yxy o1
niN2in are yados.

Abaye will say to you AN 12 N

who is this (i.e. the author of the Baraisa) ) NN

itis Reb Yehuda NN NP 03
But on this the Gemara asks:

But Abaye AN N

he was the one who said 29NT NYD

“I'say IMINT NIN

even according to Reb Yehuda” PN 23497 1920

The Gemara answers:

He retracted from this 3 919

At first, the Gemara wanted to answer that although Abaye
holds nin»in yxy 0> are yadayim, one can still not ask from
the previous Baraisa. This is because it could be that the
previous Baraisa holds like the shita of Reb Yehuda that o)1
NN 1YNY are not yadayim and Abaye could just holds like
the Chachamim that nin»2¥ Ny D7) are yadayim.

The problem with this answer is that previously we brought
that Abaye wanted to say that in reality even Reb Yehuda agrees
that NiN2110 1PNy 0T are yadayim and there is a specific reason
with regard to a get that it has to be written in a clear manner.

But if so, we have lost our answer. Here we have a Baraisa
that is not related to gittin and yet it still says that yxw 01
nNiN2in are not yadayim.

To which the Gemara answers that Abaye retracted from

what he had originally said and Abaye acknowledges that Reb
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Yehuda and the Chachamim argue with regard to the question
if nINY2IN YRy DT are yadayim are not. If so, we can say that
the Baraisa is going according to Reb Yehuda and Abaye will
hold like the Chachamim.

Based on this the Gemara asks:

But let us say N2 NON
(that) Rava N3
says (holds like) MNT

(exclusively) like Reb Yehuda
The Ran explains the Gemara as follows. Originally the

NP 21?

Gemara thought to say that the machlokes Abaye and Rava
with regard to NN 1Ny 07 is the same machlokes of Reb
Yehuda and the Chachamim with regard to the wording of a
get. The Gemara then brought that both Abaye and Rava give
reasons why both Reb Yehuda and the Chachamim could hold
like their shita. But now we are saying that Abaya is
acknowledging that Reb Yehuda does not hold like his shita,
and if so, perhaps Rava will now also agree that he cannot go
like the shita of the Chachamim.

30 Why Does the Gemara Not Just Say that Rava Did Not Change His Mind?
The point of our Gemara is to tell that Rava did not change from what he
said previously that he holds that both R’ Yehuda and the Chachamim can be
in accordance with his shita. But why did the Gemara not just say so? Why
does the Gemara have to bring the entire explanation for a second time? The

But to this the Gemara says:

Rava will say to you N2 79 !N

I say (my shita) PINT NIN
even in accordance with the Rabbanan 12349 9929N
(because) until here IND 1Y
the Rabbanan did not say 1229 2 INP NY
that you don’t need 1093 N9
‘clear yadayim” NN 017
only with regard to (the wording of) a get ) %23 NoN
for a person does not 1N PNT

divorce his friend’s wife 1930 NYNX DX YN

but in the world (i.e. generally) NnYya Yax
(they hold) that one needs "ya
‘clear yadayim” niNIM 0¥

The Gemara tells us that just because Abaye is forced into
saying that he is only going like one shita, Rava is not forced to
do this. Rava can continue to hold that his shita that yxy o1
NiN2in are not yadayim is in accordance with both Reb Yehuda
and the Chachamim°

Ritz ( n¥aljpn nu'wa Xaln Y') explains that this is another example of how
meseches Nedarim and meseches Nazir are written in a different manner than
the rest of Shas (X'n n1wn nM |1W7) That even though the typical way of
the Gemara is not to be overly lengthy, meseches Nedarim and meseches
Nazir are different.
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Nedarim 6b

Are there Yados with Regard to Kiddushin?

Rava asked
is there a yad to kiddushin

N9937°V2
POIPRI T 2
or not N N3

That Ran explains that the Rav Pappa is asking with regard
to all yados including nin»in 0>1. That is, do we say that the
same way that we find that yados work with regard to nedarim,
they should work with regard to kiddushin, as well (i.e., we say
that we have a ma matzinu)? Or do we say that yados only work
with regard to nedarim as nedarim are more chamor (stringent)
than kiddushin? Nedarim can take effect with just mere words as
opposed to kiddushin that needs an action to take effect (the man
must either give the woman he is trying to marry money, a shtar
(marriage document), or live with her). One cannot affect a
marriage with just words, and if so, perhaps yados will not work
as well.

The Gemara clarifies the case of the Gemara’s sofek (doubt).

What is the case 93 939
if you say NN
that he said to a woman NYNRY 1Y MNT

“You are married to me” 9 NYNHPN NN N

and he (then) said 1N
to her friend (i.e. a woman standing next to her) nnYPany
“and you also” ) NN
it is obvious NOIYD
this is 9999
kiddushin itself LY PYITP

Since the person said the word “also”, it is obvious that the
intent of the word ‘also’ is to include the second woman in what

was just said to the first woman, that is, his intent is to say that

31 How Could Yados Not Work for Kiddushin?

The Achronim ask that seemingly it is difficult to understand how our
Gemara could entertain the possibility that yados do not work for kiddushin.

That is, with regard to nedarim what makes the neder is the dibbur, the
person’s speech. If so, we can debate what is considered ‘speech’ that affects a
neder. But with regard to kiddushin, what makes the kiddushin is not what the
man says but rather the actual ‘marriage act’. As the Gemara in meseches
Kiddushin tells us, if the man and woman are discussing topics related to
marriage, and he then gives her a perutah (a small coin), this will cause her to be
married to him, even though he did not actually say a ‘marriage proclamation’!

That is, since everyone understands why he gave her this perutah that is
sufficient and the marriage is effective. If so, even if the halchaha of yados was
not said with regard to kiddushin, how could this make a difference if you don’t
need the man to say anything at all? The answer to this question is the subject
of a tremendous amount of discussion in the Achronim and beyond the scope of

just like he married this first woman, he wants to marry this
second one as well. Therefore, since his intent is perfectly clear
from his words, his words are not considered as just yadayim but
rather they are considered as an actual expression of marriage, and
if so, this case can obviously not be the case of the Gemara’s sofek.

The Gemara now explains what the question of the Gemara

must be:

Rather (the case of our question is) NON
for example w9
that he said to a woman NYNY MY mINT
“You should be married to me” Y NYNPN HN 2D
and he (then) said to her friend ANPINY 1Y N
“and you” oy
do we say 199N N
“you also” ) NN

he said to her friend
and the kiddushin is effective

nNYINT N7 N
PYIPR 135990

for her friend (i.e. the other woman) AnYaANy
or maybe NPT N
“and you will see” INTN PN

he said to her friend
and the kiddushin is not effective

ANPINT N7 N
PYIPR 725099 NI

in her friend (the other woman) nHIAN2

This person married one woman and then turned to the next
and said, “And you”. The Gemara tells us that the words “and
you” only constitute a yad, and as such, we have the question if
this yad can make a kiddushin. The reason these words are
considered only as a yad is because it could be that the man meant
to tell her, “And you should see”. That is, he is telling the other
woman that she should see how he is marrying this woman but
not that he actually wants to marry the other woman at this

point.®?

this work. However, we bring the question here as it is an important point in
understanding this Gemara.

32 To Whom Did this Man Give the Perutos?

The Ran explains that in this case he gave two perutos to the first woman
and then said “You are hereby married to me” to the first woman, and then said
“and you” to the second woman. And the first woman accepted one perutah for
herself and one perutah for her friend as her shliach (messenger).

That is, when a person gets married to a woman, besides for his declaration
of wanting to marry her, he must do one of the three acts of marriage (money,
shtar (marriage document), or living with her). Therefore, if there is going to be
a possibility of this person’s declaration to the second person to be effective, it
must be that the first woman accepted a perutah (the smallest currency) for her.

The Ran explains that it cannot be that he gave a perutah to each one of
them, because if he did, then what he said to the second woman would not be
considered as a yad but rather as a full declaration of kiddushin (as his act of
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The Ran explains that although his words do not imply that
he just wants the second woman to watch how he married the
first, at the end of the day, there is this possibility. And since there
is this possibility, what the man said can only be considered as a
yad, although it will certainly be considered as nin»»in 012 and
not NiN»in 1Y 0. And this is the question of our Gemara.
With regard to kiddushin, it is good enough to just say a yad, or
does he have to use a full expression of kiddushin?

The Gemara now asks:

And was it a question 99 Y20

to Rav Pappa N99 249
but from what Rav Pappa said NO9 29 MY MNTN N
to Abaye »and
“Does Shmuel “really” hold YNINY 929 M
that ‘unclear yadayim 1NN PRY DT
are yadayim?” 21 PND
this implies Yo
that Rav Pappa holds N9 299 1Y NY207

that there is a yad to kiddushin
The Ran explains that in meseches Kiddushin, Shmuel said

PUITRY T2 927

that >IN YNY O are yadayim. And on this Rav Pappa
asked, “Is this really true? Did Shmuel really say that yyxy oy
nin2in are yadayim?” In other words, what caused Rav Pappa to
be surprised is this that Shmuel said that ninin Y 01 are
yadayim, but this that Shmuel holds yadayim works with regard
to kiddushin did not seem to bother Rav Pappa at all. If so, we
see that indeed Rav Pappa holds that yadayim work with regard
to kiddushin and this leads to the Gemara’s question that if so,
why is he now asking if there are yados for kiddushin?

To Gemara answers:

One within M NN
in what Shmuel holds INIIYY MY NPT IND
he said (asked) to Abaye 2AND MY N

Rav Pappa’s question that he asked Abaye with regard to

Shmuel’s shita was not with regard to Rav Pappa’s own shita, but

giving her the perutah would make his words perfectly clear without any room
for any doubt whatsoever).

33 What is the Difference Between Gittin and Kiddushin?

Our Gemara leaves with the Rav Pappa’s sofek if yados work for kiddushin
or not? But what is the difference between kiddushin and gittin? Earlier on in the
sugya it was clear that the Gemara’s sofek if yados work for gittin was only with
regard to NiN*in [)'XY D'T* and it was obvious that ninin o' would work. If
so, why should kiddushin be different? Why would yados work for gittin and not
kiddushin? The Ran answers that with regard to gittin an action was done, that
is, the man gave the get to the woman. Therefore, there was no question that

it was with regard to this that Shmuel had contradicted himself
with regard to minain ywxy oy, That is, although Shmuel
certainly holds that yadayim work with regard to kiddushin, Rav
Pappa for himself was not sure. And Rav Pappa in meseches
Kiddushin was just coming to point out that seemingly in

Shmuel’s shita there is a contradiction.®?

Are there Yados with Regard to Peah?

Rav asked N29 29 %y2
is there a yad ” v
for peah (the part of the field left for the poor) NgY

or is there no yad for peah NDY 1P PN IN

The Ran explains the question of the Gemara as follows. If
we say that there are no yados with regard to kiddushin, is this
because there is no hekesh between kiddushin and nedarim, and
if so, with regard to peah for which there is a hekesh to nedarim
(as will be explained shortly), there will be yados. Or perhaps even
though there is a hekesh to nedarim, there are still no yados with

regard to declaring one’s crops as peah.

The Gemara asks:
What is the case M7 D
if you say NIPPIN
that he said MmN
“This ‘row’* NINWN P10
should be peah nNe Y

and this one also” 3 171

this is actual peah NYD NDDYN NNOD NONN
The Gemara asks as it did before, that the words ‘and this one
also’ should be considered more than just a yad but rather it
should be considered as a full declaration of his intent, and as
such, there should be no doubt as to is effectiveness (i.e., it should
work even if yados don’t).
The Gemara answers:
When do we have a question Y NIV NP 29

for example w9

‘clear yados’ could work together with this action. However, with regard to
kiddushin no action was done. As we previously brought from the Ran, the case
of our Gemara has to be that the man gave two perutos to the first woman and
none to the second. If so, this is the sofek of the Gemara. Since no action is being
done, perhaps more is needed and although nin'in o1 work with regard to
gittin, they do not work with regard to kiddushin.

34 The Meaning of the Word xix

The Ran explains that the word X!2iX literally means ditch, and the reason
why a row of crops is called an X' is because the row was surrounded by
irritation ditches.
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that he said “and this one” 1911 99N

and he did not say “also” 3 N ND)

what is the halacha IND

Can One Make an Entire Field Peah?

Before the Gemara answers its question with regard to peah
having yados or not, the Gemara points out that from the

question itself we can learn the following halacha.

(Does this) imply Yoo
that when he says N 097
that the whole field AP NTY
should be peah N ND
itis peah NS NN

The Gemara says that from the Gemara’s question if yados
work with regard to peah or not, we see that one is able to make
his entire field peah. The Ran (P~ y3pn 97y) explains that
connection between the Gemara’s question with regard to yados
and this halacha as follows.

The Ran explains that the Gemara understood that it must be
that the first peah that the person designated was large enough to
be the entire amount of peah that is required for this field, because
if not, our Gemara would not have a question. If the person’s first
declaration of peah did not cover the entire amount of peah for
this field, then his second declaration (i.e., when he said ‘and this
one’) would definitely work.

This would be because it would be obvious to all that his
intent with his second declaration is to make this second row
peah, because if not, he has still not fulfilled his obligation to take
peah. Therefore, even if yados would not work, this declaration
would. Therefore, if the Gemara has a question, it must be that
the person had already separated enough for the amount needed
for peah.

And yet, this person now wants to take more. And the
Gemara tells us that if yados work with regard to peah, it would
work in this case. That is, he would be able to take peah even
though no more peah is needed. And if so, the same way he can
take a little ‘unnecessary’ peah, there should be no reason why he

can’t make the entire field into peah.

35 How Can We Make a Hekesh Halfway?

The Ran explains that although normally we do not say a hekesh halfway,
that is, a hekesh will not teach us that two things are similar with regard to only
some halachos and not others, with regard to peah is different. Even in the
hekesh, it does not mention peah explicitly (as we will see shortly) and therefore

The Gemara answers:

Yes (it is true) PN
as we learned in a Baraisa NN
how do we know 1E7A]

that if a person wants to make MYY? NP oNY

his entire field peah NS INTY D2
he can make Yy
‘the posuk comes to teach’ 979 Mo
“The peah of your field” 71V NN9

The Ran explains that the posuk does not say 77¢ay N9
which would mean the peah in your field, but rather the posuk
says 7T¥ N9, the peah of your field, which could mean the peah
that is your field, that is, you can have a situation in which the
peah and your field is the same thing, i.e., the entire field is peah.

The Gemara now returns to its question if there are yados

with regard to peah.

Do we say 199N N
since "2
‘there is a hekesh’ YUpoINY
to korbanos YRy

(we therefore say) just like korbanos MR AN

have a yad 7oy v
so too peah has a yad 19 AY Y NND N
or maybe NDTIN
when is there a hekesh YVPIIN 92
to (the lav) of ‘bal t'acher T annn bay
there is a hekesh YRHINT NN

The Gemara tells us that there is a hekesh between korbanos
and peah, and as such, we have our question. Do we say that the
hekesh compares the halachos between them even with regard to
yados, or is the hekesh only relevant for the halacha of ‘bal t'acher’
(ie., the same way you cannot delay in bring korbanos, you
cannot delay in fulfilling your declaration to take peah)?*

The Gemara told us that there is a hekesh between nedarim
and peah, the Gemara will now tell us where that hekesh is.
And where is the hekesh YPHIN NDYM

The Gemara answers:

As we learned in a Baraisa NI

we can say that the hekesh is only with regard to ‘bal t’acher and not with regard
to yados (the Gemara will explain why the hekesh teaches us the halacha of bal
‘t’acher and not of yados).



