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Nedarim 6a 

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם שֶׁ

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת   יָדַיִם שֶׁ

הֲרֵי אַתְּ  

ת לְכׇל אָדָם רֶׁ מוּתֶּׁ

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת יָדַיִם  שֶׁ

ת לְכׇל אָדָם רֶׁ הֲרֵי אַתְּ מוּתֶּׁ

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת   יָדַיִם שֶׁ

 דְּאֵין אָדָם מְגָרֵשׁ 

   אֶת אֵשֶׁת חֲבֵירוֹ  

 אֲבָל בְּעָלְמָא 

שָׁמְעַתְּ לְהוּ מִי 

יָדַיִם מוֹכִיחוֹת

Does the Fact that One Must Say הֲרֵי הוּא עָלַי Prove that 

שֶאֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם  are Not Yadayim? 

   מֵיתִיבִי 

 
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. 

 הֲרֵי הוּא עָלַי 

 הֲרֵי זֶה ]עָלַי[ אָסוּר 

  מִפְּנֵי  

   שֶׁהוּא יָד לְקׇרְבָּן  

 טַעְמא

 דְּאָמַר עָלַי

 הוּא דְּאָסוּר 

 אֲבָל לָא אָמַר עָלַי 

 לָא

   תְּיוּבְתָּא דְאַבָּיֵי

אֵינָן    יָדַיִם שֶׁ

מוֹכִיחוֹת אֵינָן    יָדַיִם שֶׁ

מוֹכִיחוֹת

   אָמַר לָךְ אַבָּיֵי  

 טַעְמָא

 דְּאָמַר עָלַי

 הוּא דְּאָסוּר 

 אֲבָל אָמַר הֲרֵי הוּא 

 וְלָא אָמַר עָלַי

 הֲרֵי הוּא דְּהֶפְקֵר 

 הֲרֵי הוּא דִּצְדָקָה 

 קָאָמַר 

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם שֶׁ

 
Can Outside Circumstances Make יָדַיִםֹ שֶאֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת into  ֹמוֹכִיחוֹת יָדַיִם ? 

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 יָׁדַיִם  מוֹכִיחוֹת, but this is not what the Gemara says. What the 
Gemara says is that this is considered מוֹכִיחוֹת  That is, since a person .יָׁדַיִם  
would not divorce his friend’s wife, the intent of these words is obvious, and 
as such, they are considered יָׁדַיִם  מוֹכִיחוֹת! If so, why is the Gemara calling them 
 ?יָׁדַיִם  שֶאֵינָׁן מוֹכִיחוֹת

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 יָׁדַיִם  שֶאֵינָׁן מוֹכִיחוֹת. And what Rava is saying is, that 
despite the fact that they are יָׁדַיִם  שֶאֵינָׁן מוֹכִיחוֹת 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  יָׁדַיִם  שֶאֵינָׁן מוֹכִיחוֹת 
into ויש בזה אריכות באחרונים ויש לפלפל הרבה בזה, ואכמ''ל.  ,יָׁדַיִם  מוֹכִיחוֹת 
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מוֹכִיחוֹת   יָדַיִם אֵינָן  שֶׁ

   וְהָא  

מִפְּנֵי שֶׁהוּא יָד לְקׇרְבָּן קָתָנֵי

 יָדַיִם

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת שֶׁ   יָדַיִם

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת יָדַיִם שֶׁ

 אֶלָּא

   אֵימָא טַעְמָא  

 דְּאָמַר עָלַי

 הוּא אָסוּר 

   וַחֲבֵירוֹ מוּתָּר  

   אֲבָל אָמַר הֲרֵי הוּא  

   שְׁנֵיהֶן אֲסוּרִין  

   דְּדִלְמָא  

   הֲרֵי הוּא הֶקְדֵּשׁ קָאָמַר 

 מֵיתִיבִי 

 הֲרֵי זוֹ חַטָּאת 

 הֲרֵי זוֹ אָשָׁם

 אַף עַל פִּי

 שֶׁהוּא חַיָּיב חַטָּאת 

 וְאָשָׁם 

 לאֹ אָמַר כְּלוּם 

 הֲרֵי זוֹ חַטָּאתִי 

  הֲרֵי זוֹ אֲשָׁמִי  

 אִם הָיָה 

 מְחוּיָּב

 דְּבָרָיו קַיָּימִין 

   תְּיוּבְתָּא דְּאַבָּיֵי

אֵינָן    יָדַיִם שֶׁ

מוֹכִיחוֹת

אֵינָן    יָדַיִם שֶׁ

מוֹכִיחוֹת

   אָמַר לָךְ אַבָּיֵי  

 הָא מַנִּי 

   רַבִּי יְהוּדָה הִיא  

   וְהָא אַבָּיֵי  

   הוּא דְּאָמַר  

   אֲנָא דַּאֲמַרִי  

 אֲפִילּוּ לְרַבִּי יְהוּדָה 

   הֲדַר בֵּיהּ 

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת   יָדַיִם שֶׁ

  יָדַיִם

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת שֶׁ

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם שֶׁ

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם שֶׁ

אֵינָן    יָדַיִם שֶׁ

מוֹכִיחוֹת
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אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם שֶׁ

 אֶלָּא לֵימָא 

 רָבָא

 דְּאָמַר 

   כְּרַבִּי יְהוּדָה 

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם שֶׁ

 אָמַר לָךְ רָבָא 

 אֲנָא דַּאֲמַרִי 

  אֲפִילּוּ לְרַבָּנַן  

 עַד כָּאן 

 קָאָמְרִי רַבָּנַן לָא 

   דְּלָא בָּעִינַן  

 יָדַיִם מוֹכִיחוֹת 

 אֶלָּא גַּבֵּי גֵּט 

 דְּאֵין אָדָם 

 מְגָרֵשׁ אֶת אֵשֶׁת חֲבֵירוֹ 

 אֲבָל בְּעָלְמָא 

 בָּעִינַן

   יָדַיִם מוֹכִיחוֹת 

אֵינָן    יָדַיִם  שֶׁ

מוֹכִיחוֹת

  

 
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 

Ritz (  צתברי''ץ הובא בשיטה מקו ) explains that this is another example of how 
meseches Nedarim and meseches Nazir are written in a different manner than 
the rest of Shas (לשון נדרים משונה היא) 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? 

 בָּעֵי רַב פָּפָּא 

 יֵשׁ יָד לְקִידּוּשִׁין 

 אוֹ לָא 31

יָדַיִם מוֹכִיחוֹת 

(

 הֵיכִי דָמֵי 

   אִילֵימָא 

 דְּאָמַר לַהּ לְאִשָּׁה 

 הֲרֵי אַתְּ מְקוּדֶּשֶׁת לִי 

   וְאָמַר  

 לַחֲבֶירְתָּהּ 

 אַתְּ נָמֵי וְ 

   פְּשִׁיטָא  

   הַיְינוּ 

   קִידוֹּשִין עַצְמָן 

 
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 

 אֶלָּא

   כְּגוֹן  

 דְּאָמַר לַהּ לְאִשָּׁה 

 הֲרֵי אַתְּ מְקוּדֶּשֶׁת לִי 

 וְאָמַר לַהּ לַחֲבֶירְתָּהּ 

 וְאַתְּ 

 מִי אָמְרִינַן 

 וְאַתְּ נָמֵי 

 הּ לַחֲבֶירְתָּהּ אֲמַר לַ 

   וְתָפְסִי בַּהּ קִידּוּשִׁין  

 לַחֲבֶירְתָּהּ 

 אוֹ דִּלְמָא 

   וְאַתְּ חֲזַאי 

 אֲמַר לַהּ לַחֲבֶירְתַּהּ 

 וְלָא תָּפְסִי בָּהּ קִידּוּשִׁין 

   בַּחֲבֶירְתַּהּ 

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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מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם 

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם שֶׁ

   וּמִי מִיבְּעֵי לֵיהּ  

   לְרַב פָּפָּא  

מִדַּאֲמַר לֵיהּ רַב פָּפָּא וְהָא

 לְאַבָּיֵי

 אֵל מִי סָבַר שְׁמוּ

 יָדַיִם שֶׁאֵין מוֹכִיחוֹת 

 הָוְיָין יָדַיִם

   מִכְּלָל  

 דִּסְבִירָא לֵיהּ לְרַב פָּפָּא 

  דְּיֵשׁ יָד לְקִידּוּשִׁין  

מוֹכִיחוֹת  יָדַיִם  אֵינָן  שֶׁ

אֵינָן    יָדַיִם שֶׁ

מוֹכִיחוֹת

אֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת   יָדַיִם שֶׁ

   חֲדָא מִגּוֹ  

דִּסְבִירָא לֵיהּ לִשְׁמוּאֵלמַאי

   אֲמַר לֵיהּ לְאַבָּיֵי

 
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 יָדַיִםֹ שֶאֵינָן מוֹכִיחוֹת and it was obvious that וֹכִיחוֹתיָדַיִםֹ מ  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 

מוֹכִיחוֹת   יָדַיִם  אֵינָן  שֶׁ

 

Are there Yados with Regard to Peah? 

   בָּעֵי רַב פָּפָּא  

   יֵשׁ יָד  

 לְפֵאָה 

 אוֹ אֵין יָד לְפֵאָה 

   הֵיכִי דָמֵי  

   אִילֵימָא 

 דְּאָמַר 

 הָדֵין אוּגְיָא 

   לֶיהֱוֵי פֵּאָה  

 נָמֵי וְהָדֵין 

 הָהִיא פֵּיאָה מְעַלַּיְיתָא הִיא 

 כִּי קָא מִיבַּעְיָא לֵיהּ 

   כְּגוֹן  

‘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 מוֹכִיחוֹת  work with regard to דַיִם  
gittin, they do not work with regard to kiddushin. 
 
34 The Meaning of the Word  יָא  אוּגְּ

The Ran explains that the word  אוּגְיָׁא literally means ditch, and the reason 
why a row of crops is called an אוּגְיָׁא is because the row was surrounded by 
irritation ditches. 
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 דְּאָמַר וְהָדֵין 

 וְלָא אָמַר נָמֵי

  מַאי

 

Can One Make an Entire Field Peah? 

   מִכְּלָל  

   דְּכִי אָמַר  

   שָׂדֶה כּוּלָּהּ  

   תֶּיהְוֵי פֵּאָה  

   הָוְיָא פֵּאָה 

אורה  הקרן  ע''פ 

 
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 

 

   אִין 

   וְהָתַנְיָא  

   מִנַּיִן 

 שֶׁאִם רוֹצֶה לַעֲשׂוֹת 

   כׇּל שָׂדֵהוּ פֵּאָה  

   עוֹשֶׂה  

 תַּלְמוּד לוֹמַר 

   פְּאַת שָׂדְך 

ךְפֵּאָה   שָדֶׁ בְֹּ שֶׁ

פְּאַת שָדְךָ

 מִי אָמְרִינַן 

   כֵּיוָן 

 דְּאִיתַּקַּשׁ 

 לְקׇרְבְּנוֹת 

 מָה קׇרְבָּנוֹת 

 יֵשׁ לָהֶם יָד 

 אַף פֵּאָה יֵשׁ לָהּ יָד 

 אוֹ דִלְמָא 

 כִּי אִיתַּקַּשׁ 

   לְבַל תְּאַחֵר 

 הוּא דְּאִיתַּקַּשׁ  

 וְהֵיכָא אִיתַּקַּשׁ 

   דְּתַנְיָא
 

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). 

 


