
















































whether the owner’s initial awareness of a sheaf (i.e. at the moment the 
workers forgot it) prevents the sheaf from becoming shich’chah even if 
he, too, should eventually forget it. What Bavli means is that when the 
owner is standing near the field (and thus ‘‘guarding’’ it), he is able to 
acquire a sheaf forgotten by the workers, thereby permanently prevent- 
ing it from ever becoming shich’chah; but when the owner is standing in 
the city, his field cannot acquire a forgotten sheaf for him even if he 
remains mindful of it, and it will indeed become shich’chah if he too 
subsequently forgets it. According to this approach, shich’chah indeed 
means that the sheaf is forgotten by both the reapers and the owner. 
However, the forgetting of the reapers begins the shich’chah process, 
and at this incomplete stage the owner’s field can acquire the 
semi-forgotten sheaf for him and prevent it from ever becoming 
shich’chah (see Tos. R’ Akiva Eiger here §57; see also Beurim of R’ 
Moshe Feinstein §114).

2. Our elucidation of the remainder of this passage follows the printed 
version of the text, as explained by Rash. An alternative version will be 
presented in the Variants section at the end of the sugya.

3. In disagreement with the previous opinion in the Baraisa (and the 
Tanna of our Mishnah), R’ Shimon holds that a sheaf that was forgotten 
by the workers can become shich’chah even if it was not forgotten by the 
owner. [R’ Shimon in fact states this explicitly at the end of the Baraisa.] 
He teaches, however, that as long as a sheaf is noticed by others — even 
if only by passing donkey drivers — the workers’ forgetting of the sheaf 
will not render it shich’chah.
 From the fact that R’ Shimon speaks of a case where the sheaf was 
forgotten solely by the workers and not by the owner, it can be inferred 
that a sheaf that was forgotten by both the workers and the owner will 
be rendered shich’chah even if there are others who are still aware of it 
(Rash; see Mahara Fulda).
 It emerges that according to R’ Shimon, a sheaf becomes shich’chah if 
either (a) it was forgotten by both the workers and the owner, even if 
others are aware of it, or (b) it was forgotten by the workers and all 
others, even if the owner is still aware of it. [See Shaarei Emunah for a 
possible explanation of R’ Shimon’s reasoning.]

4. Here R’ Shimon states an additional rule [which is based on a 
Scriptural exposition that he presents at the conclusion of his state- 
ment]: If the field owner is in the city when the workers forget a sheaf, 
the sheaf does not become shich’chah.
 This leniency applies even if the owner, too, forgets the sheaf; in R’ 
Shimon’s view, shich’chah never takes effect when the owner is in the 
city (Rash Sirilio; see note 7 below; but see Shaarei Emunah ד”ה רש”י). 
[Apparently, the Baraisa’s purpose in stating that the owner remained 
aware of the sheaf was simply to maintain a symmetry with the next 
ruling, where this detail is an important factor (see Mayim Chaim to 
Rambam, Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:1).]

5. As explained above (note 3), R’ Shimon holds that a forgotten sheaf 
becomes shich’chah even if the owner did not forget it (provided that 
there is no one else who is aware of the sheaf).
 [Here the Baraisa is specific in spelling out that the owner had not 
forgotten the sheaf, because it wishes to illustrate that when the owner 
is in the field shich’chah takes effect even without the owner’s 
forgetting.]

6. Deuteronomy 24:19.

1. The verse begins with the phrase תִקְצֹר  when you reap, which ,כִּי 
identifies the ‘‘forgetter’’ as the worker who does the actual reaping 
(Mahara Fulda, from Rash; see Rash Sirilio). Thus, we learn that a 
sheaf is not rendered shich’chah unless it is forgotten by both the owner 
of the field and his workers.

♠ When is the owner’s forgetting necessary?
 Rash, Rosh, Rav and Shenos Eliyahu (Peirush HaKatzar) assert that 
our Mishnah’s initial ruling — that a sheaf forgotten by the workers 
does not become shich’chah unless it had been forgotten by the owner as 
well — applies only when the owner is standing in [or next to] the field. 
If the owner is elsewhere (in the city, for example) when his workers 
forget a sheaf, the fact that he still remembers it is irrelevant and does 
not prevent the sheaf from becoming shich’chah. Similar statements are 
advanced by Rash Sirilio, Mahara Fulda and Pnei Moshe.
 The source for this distinction is a discussion in Bavli Bava Metzia 11a, 
which, on the basis of a Scriptural exposition, differentiates between 
instances where the owner is ‘‘in the field’’ and instances where he is
‘‘in the city.’’ In the former case (which, as explained, is the subject of 
our Mishnah’s ruling), the sheaves forgotten by the workers do not 
become shich’chah if the owner still remembers them, because the field 
is being ‘‘guarded’’ by its owner and thus has the power to acquire the 
sheaves for him, thereby preventing them from becoming shich’chah 
(see Rashi ad loc. ד”ה אי and Chidushei HaRan there סוף ד”ה אלא). [An 
open field is normally classified as a מֶּרֶת מִשְׁתּ! הּ  שֶׁאֵינ� צֵר   unguarded ,ח�
courtyard, which does not acquire objects for its owner as a guarded 
courtyard would, unless he is physically present to guard it (see notes 10 
and 15 below).] In the latter case — where the owner is away from the 
field (‘‘in the city’’) and hence the field cannot acquire objects on his 
behalf — shich’chah takes effect as soon as the workers forget a sheaf, 
regardless of whether the owner too has forgotten it. [Some explain that 
the reason sheaves are prevented from becoming shich’chah when the 
owner ‘‘acquires’’ them through his field is that the sheaves are then 
considered as if he has actually taken them (see Chazon Yechezkel to 
Tosefta 3:4).]
 [The implication of the above approach is that shich’chah operates 
solely as a function of the workers’ forgetting, with the owner’s 
forgetting being only a technical necessity when he is standing in the 
field so that the field will not acquire the sheaf for him and prevent 
shich’chah from taking effect. At first glance, this seems incompatible 
with the exposition cited here in Yerushalmi, which apparently does 
consider the forgetting of the owner to be an essential component in a 
sheaf’s classification as shich’chah (see Shaarei Emunah ברא”ש  ;ד”ה 
Derech Emunah, Tziyun HaHalachah 5:27). But it is possible that 
Yerushalmi’s exposition, as well, means only that the forgetting of the 
owner is required when he is standing near the field, so that the field 
should not acquire for him those sheaves that are forgotten by the 
workers, but it does not mean that the forgetting of the owner is 
intrinsically required in order for shich’chah to take effect (see Dibros 
Moshe, Bava Metzia 11:1 ד”ה עוד).]
 Note, however, that many Rishonim (including Tosafos, Ramban, 
Ritva, and Chidushei HaRan to Bava Metzia ibid.) interpret the 
discussion in Bavli differently. They maintain that the owner’s 
forgetting of the sheaf is always an integral prerequisite for shich’chah, 
even when he is not standing near the field [as is indeed implied by the 
simple understanding of the Yerushalmi here]. The issue in Bavli is 
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ALL other PEOPLE [but when all other people have forgotten it, it 
does become shich’chah].[3]

 An additional teaching of R’ Shimon:
בָּעִיר עוֹמֵד  If [THE OWNER] WAS STANDING IN THE CITY — הָיָה 

פְּלוֹנִי שֶׁבְּמָקוֹם  עוֹמָרִין  שְׁכֵיחִין  פּוֹעֲלִין  שֶׁה� אֲנִי  יוֹדֵע�   AND WAS — וְאוֹמֵר 

DECLARING, ‘‘I KNOW THAT THE WORKERS ARE FORGETTING THE 

SHEAVES THAT ARE IN SUCH AND SUCH A PLACE,’’  ּוּשְׁכָחוּהו — AND 

THEY in fact DID FORGET [A SHEAF],  שִׁכְחָה  IT IS NOT — אֵינוֹ 

SHICH’CHAH.[4]  שָּׂדֶה  If, however, [THE OWNER] WAS — הָיָה עוֹמֵד בּ�

STANDING IN THE FIELD  עוֹמָרִין שְׁכֵיחִין  פּוֹעֲלִין  שֶׁה� אֲנִי  יוֹדֵע�  ר   וְאָמ�
 AND WAS DECLARING, ‘‘I KNOW THAT THE WORKERS — שֶׁבְּמָקוֹם פְּלוֹנִי

ARE FORGETTING THE SHEAVES THAT ARE IN SUCH AND SUCH A 

PLACE,’’ and they in fact did forget a sheaf,  שִׁכְחָה זוֹ  IT — הֲרֵי 

IS SHICH’CHAH, despite the owner’s awareness of the sheaf.[5]

ר  FOR IT IS STATED:[6] . . .and you forget a sheaf ‘‘in the — שֶׁנֶּאֱמ�

יִת וְלאֹ שְׁכָחוּהוּ פּוֹעֲלִים אֵינוֹ שִׁכְחָה בּ� ל ה� ע�  Likewise, if THE — שְׁכָחוֹ בּ�

OWNER FORGOT [THE SHEAF] BUT THE WORKERS DID NOT FORGET 

IT, IT IS NOT SHICH’CHAH,  ”ָּחְת  FOR IT — דִּכְתִיב ,,כִּי־תִקְצֹר . . . וְשָׁכ�

IS WRITTEN: ‘‘WHEN YOU REAP’’. . . AND YOU FORGET a sheaf etc.[1]

 The Baraisa presents a dissenting view, which holds that
the owner’s forgetting is not necessarily a prerequisite for 
shich’chah:[2]

שִׁמְעוֹן בִּי  ר� מִשֵּׁם  אוֹמֵר  יְהוּדָה  בֶּן  שִׁמְעוֹן  בִּי   R’ SHIMON BEN — ר�

YEHUDAH SAYS IN THE NAME OF R’ SHIMON:  שֶׁהֵן מָּרִין  ח�  אֲפִילּוּ 
דֶּרֶךְ בּ�  EVEN if DONKEY DRIVERS WERE PASSING ON THE — עוֹבְרִין 

ROAD  יִת בּ� ל ה� ע�  AND — וְרָאוּ עוֹמֶר אֶחָד שֶׁשְּׁכָחוּהוּ פּוֹעֲלִים וְלאֹ שְׁכָחוֹ בּ�

SAW A SHEAF THAT WAS FORGOTTEN BY THE WORKERS BUT WAS 

NOT FORGOTTEN BY THE OWNER,  שִׁכְחָה  IT IS NOT — אֵינוֹ 

SHICH’CHAH;  ד שֶׁיִּשְׁכָּחוּהוּ כָּל אָדָם  a sheaf that the owner is — ע�
aware of does not become shich’chah UNLESS IT IS FORGOTTEN BY 
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 With regard to the final portion of the Baraisa (which according to
our text expresses R’ Shimon’s view that shich’chah never takes
effect when the owner is in the city — see notes 4 and 7), Gra transposes 
the wording so that the first case (in which shich’chah does not apply) 
refers to where the owner is standing in the field, and the second case (in 
which shich’chah does apply) refers to where the owner is standing in 
the city. [Pnei Moshe emends similarly, based on Tosefta ibid.; see also 
Mahari Korkos, Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:1.] This text accords with the 
conclusion of Bavli Bava Metzia 11a (discussed at length in note 1 above), 
which derives from the same verse quoted here — and you forget a
sheaf ‘‘in the field’’ — that the owner’s forgetting is necessary when
he is in the field but not when he is in the city. I.e. when the owner is in 
the field, a sheaf forgotten by the workers does not become shich’chah 
if the owner is still mindful of it, because he acquires the sheaf via the 
field; but when he is in the city, a forgotten sheaf becomes shich’chah 
even if the owner still remembers it, since his field cannot acquire
the sheaf for him in that case. [As to whether it is necessary for the
owner to at least forget the sheaf later, see the various opinions cited in 
note 1.]
 Following this textual change, it emerges that the latter part of the 
Baraisa does not represent the view of R’ Shimon alone. Rather, it is an 
anonymous ruling that elaborates the law according to all opinions (see 
Mareh HaPanim; cf. Mahari Korkos ibid.).
B. Following Rash Sirilio, Sdeh Yehoshua and Mahara Fulda, we have
 introduced this section by explaining that the discussion now shifts 
away from R’ Shimon’s opinion, and centers on the dissenting view of the 
Rabbis. This is only necessary, however, according to our version of the 
text. According to Gra, who emends the latter portion of the Baraisa so 
that it reflects the view of the Rabbis (see end of Variant A), the ensuing 
dialogue is in fact a direct continuation of the preceding Gemara. See 
Mahari Korkos, Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:1.

A. According to our version of the Baraisa’s text (as interpreted by Rash),
 R’ Shimon differs with the Tanna of our Mishnah on two counts — 
namely, whether shich’chah can take effect without the owner’s forget- 
ting, and whether the law of shich’chah is applicable at all if the owner 
is away from the field. Various commentators, however (most notably, 
Gra), modify a number of key words in the Baraisa, thereby changing its 
meaning entirely.
 The first emendation pertains to R’ Shimon’s statement regarding the 
case of a sheaf that was forgotten by the workers but noticed by 
passersby. Whereas our version specifies יִת בּ� ה� ל  ע� בּ� חוֹ  �שְׁכ  that the ,וְלאֹ 
sheaf was not forgotten by the owner (see note 3), Gra’s version reads 
יִת בּ� ל ה� ע� חוּהוּ בּ�  -that is, the owner too forgot the sheaf, but neverthe ,וּשְׁכ�
less it is prevented from being rendered shich’chah, due to the fact that 
others are aware of it. [The sheaf is not considered ‘‘forgotten’’ in this 
instance because there is still a possibility that the people who have seen 
it will remind the workers about it (Radvaz, Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:1; see 
Derech Emunah 5:6 with Tziyun HaHalachah §12; cf. Beurim of R’ Moshe 
Feinstein §114 and Dibros Moshe, Bava Metzia 11:1 ד”ה עוד).] According to 
this reading, R’ Shimon agrees with the Tanna of our Mishnah that 
shich’chah requires the forgetting of both the workers and the owner. He 
merely adds one caveat: that other people’s awareness of the sheaf 
prevents it from becoming shich’chah. [See Derech Emunah, Beur 
HaHalachah to 5:1 for discussion of whether this rule is unanimously 
held.]
 Support for the above can be elicited from the text of Tosefta 3:4, 
which cites R’ Shimon’s statement without mentioning anything at all 
about the owner (see Pnei Moshe). Furthermore, it is evident from the 
words of Rambam (Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:1) that in his text, as well, R’ 
Shimon’s statement referred to a case where the sheaf was forgotten by 
both the workers and the owner (see Radvaz, Mahari Korkos and Kesef 
Mishneh ad loc., and Mahara Fulda).

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

and the owner (even if others are aware of it).
 See Variant A for alternative versions of the preceding passage.

8. This was explained in note 1.

9. [See Variant B.]

10. The Mishnah in Bava Metzia 1:4 teaches that an ownerless object 
discovered in one’s field is acquired by the field owner even without his 
taking physical possession of it, provided that it is a kind of object that 
remains secure within the field, such as a lame deer or newly hatched 
pigeons [which would not be able to escape if the owner were to attempt 
to catch them (see Tosafos, Bava Metzia 11a ד”ה היה and Gemara below)]. 
This method of acquisition is known as kinyan chatzeir [literally: 
acquisition via courtyard].
 Shmuel asserts here that the ruling of this Mishnah is subject to the 
same limitation mentioned above regarding shich’chah, namely, that 
one’s field cannot acquire an object for him unless he is standing there 
(Rash Sirilio, Mahara Fulda, Pnei Moshe) and is aware of the object 
(Gra ms. 1). [Bavli (Bava Metzia 11a), too, records a similar ruling in the 
name of Shmuel.]

11. Literally: touch.

7. R’ Shimon expounds the word שָּׂדֶה  in the field, as limiting the ,בּ!
application of shich’chah to cases where a sheaf is forgotten while the 
owner is in the field. In his view, therefore, it is a Scriptural decree
תוּב] כּ� ה! ת  that there is no shich’chah when the owner is in the city [גְּזֵר!
— even for sheaves that were forgotten by the workers, the owner, and 
the world at large (see Rash and Rash Sirilio). [Rash notes that Bavli 
(Bava Metzia 11a) at one point suggests the possibility of expounding the 
verse in this fashion. Ultimately, though, Bavli expounds the verse in 
almost exactly the opposite manner (see note 1 above and the end of 
Variant A).]
 Note that this exposition explains only the first part of R’ Shimon’s 
ruling, namely, that when the owner is in the city a sheaf does not 
become shich’chah even when the usual criteria are met. His latter 
ruling — that when the owner is in the field a sheaf can be rendered 
shich’chah even if not forgotten by the owner — has its basis elsewhere 
(see note 3).
 To sum up, R’ Shimon maintains that when the owner is in the city, 
there is no shich’chah whatsoever; but when the owner is in the field, a 
sheaf becomes shich’chah when forgotten either by the workers and the 
world at large (even if the owner still remembers it), or by the workers 

 
NOTES

objects on his behalf, a forgotten sheaf will be rendered 
shich’chah even if the owner still remembers it.[8] The Gemara 
discusses a further ramification of this view:[9]

בִּי זְעֵירָא בְּשֵׁם שְׁמוּאֵל :R’ Z’eira said in the name of Shmuel — ר�
כֵּן מְצִיאָה  ין  לְעִנְי� ף   This distinction likewise holds true with — א�
respect to the law concerning a find (i.e. an ownerless object, 
such as an animal from the wild) that was discovered in one’s 
field: If the owner of the field is present he acquires the object, but 
if he is away from the field he does not acquire the object.[10]

 The Gemara challenges Shmuel’s assertion:
יְימִין ן ק� ה נ� ע  ?With what are we dealing here — מ�  אִם בְּיָכוֹל לִיגּ�
 If we are dealing with a case where [the field owner] is — בָּהֶן
able to pursue the ownerless objects and reach[11] them before 
they exit the field,  ּשָׂדֵהו בְּתוֹךְ  לִי  ה  מ� הָעִיר  בְּתוֹךְ  לִי  ה   what — מ�
difference does it make to me whether the owner is standing in 

field.’’  ָּחְת שָּׂדֶה וְשָׁכ�  This implies that the laws of shich’chah — בּ�
are applicable only if the owner is IN THE FIELD AND YOU [the 
workers] FORGET a sheaf,  ָּחְת וְשָׁכ� בָּעִיר   BUT NOT if the — וְלאֹ 
owner is IN THE CITY AND YOU FORGET a sheaf.[7]

 We have learned that according to R’ Shimon, the laws of 
shich’chah operate only when the owner is in the field and not 
when he is in the city. The Rabbis, however (as cited in Tosefta 3:4 
and in Bavli Bava Metzia 11a), disagree with R’ Shimon’s 
leniency, and maintain that the law is in fact more lenient when 
the owner is in the field. Specifically, the Rabbis hold that when 
the owner is in the field, a sheaf forgotten by the workers does not 
become shich’chah if the owner is still mindful of it, because he 
acquires the sheaf via his field; but when the owner is away from 
the field (‘‘in the city’’), so that the field is incapable of acquiring 
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owner’s acquisition of the object in this case is contingent on whether or 
not he is present in the field. The Gemara therefore asks: Considering that 
the objects are in any event not secure within the field, the owner’s 
presence in the field is irrelevant! In reply, the Gemara cites the statement 
of R’ Yochanan, that even when a field owner is standing in his field, he 
acquires only those objects that he is capable of catching. This, then, is 
Shmuel’s intent as well: When a person’s field contains an object that he 
is able to capture, he acquires it if — and only if — he is present in the field.

C. Gra emends the text of the Gemara’s challenge to read: ֹאִם בְּשֶׁאֵינו
הֶן  �ע בּ כוֹל לִיגּ� � If we are dealing with a case where [the field owner] — י
is not able to pursue the ownerless objects and reach them before they 
exit the field, [what difference does it make to me whether the owner is 
standing in the city or in his field]?
 According to this version, the Gemara initially understood Shmuel to be 
referring to a case where the owner cannot capture the objects that were 
discovered in his field, with the point of Shmuel’s statement being that the 

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

14. [The text of Yerushalmi printed with Rash Sirilio reads: כִי אֲפִילּוּ ה� [.ו!
15. I.e. it is not sufficient that the objects themselves be confined to the 
field, because the field — being open and accessible to outsiders — is 
classified as an unguarded courtyard (מֶּרֶת הּ מִשְׁתּ! צֵר שֶׁאֵינ�  which does ,(ח�
not effect acquisition on its owner’s behalf. In order to acquire the 
objects, the owner must be present to personally guard the field from 
those who would otherwise take the objects for themselves (see Rash 
Sirilio and Pnei Moshe; see also Rashi to Bava Metzia 11a ד”ה אי). [An 
enclosed courtyard, however, effects acquisition even without the owner 
being present, since it is off-limits to outsiders and thus inherently 
‘‘guarded’’ (see Bavli ibid.).]
 See Variant C for Gra’s version of the text.

12. The Gemara currently presumes that for an object to be acquired
via one’s property, nothing more is required than that the object be 
secure inside (Rash Sirilio). As long as this condition is satisfied, we 
should be able to apply the principle: ֹעְתּו ה לוֹ שֶׁלּאֹ מִדּ! ם קוֹנ�  A ,חֲצֵרוֹ שֶׁל אָד�
person’s courtyard acquires [objects] for him [even] without his knowl- 
edge, irrespective of where the owner happens to be standing (see Bavli 
ibid.).
13. If the circumstances are such that the owner is incapable of 
capturing the find, it is analogous to a case involving nonsecure objects 
such as a healthy deer or grown pigeons, which a person’s field cannot 
acquire for him even if he is present [see Mishnah, Bava Metzia ibid.] 
(Mahara Fulda).

 
NOTES

יוֹחָנָן בִּי  ר� בְּשֵׁם  סָּא  י� בִּי  ר� הֲנָא  כּ� ר  בָּא בּ� בִּי א�  R’ Abba bar Kahana — ר�
said in the name of R’ Yassa in the name of R’ Yochanan:  וְהוּא 
שָׂדֵהוּ בְּתוֹךְ  אֲפִילּוּ[14]  בָּהֶן  ע  לִיגּ�  This law (that a person — שֶׁיָּכוֹל 
acquires ownerless objects by virtue of their presence in his field) 
applies only when [the owner] can pursue and reach them 
before they exit the field; and even so he does not acquire them 
unless he is standing in his field.[15]

the city or in his field? Since the objects are in any event secure 
within the field, the owner ought to acquire them even if he 
himself is not present![12] And if we are dealing with a case where 
the owner is unable to reach the objects, the field should not effect 
acquisition on his behalf even if he is standing there![13] — ? —
 The Gemara rejects the challenger’s assumption that one 
acquires an object that is secure within his field even if he is not 
present:
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 There are several difficulties with this approach, however. First, it 
appears to leave unexplained why the law of shich’chah does not apply 
if the poor obscured a sheaf by standing in front of it. [Such actions are 
presumably insufficient to render the sheaf ‘‘hidden.’’] Second, the 
approach of Rash is difficult to reconcile with the Gemara’s inquiry 
above as to whether shich’chah applies if the whole field was covered 
with straw, for it would seem that the exemption of ‘‘hidden’’ produce 
should apply even when all of the produce is covered. Third, the 
Gemara’s subsequent proof from the case of a blind farmer seems 
completely inappropriate, as the produce involved is not hidden in any 
way. For further discussion, see Shaarei Emunah and Derech Emunah 
5:22 with Beur HaHalachah, and Mikdash David, Zeraim 62:4 ד”ה כתב 
.התוי”ט

A. In our elucidation of this sugya, we have followed Rambam, Mahara
 Fulda and Shenos Eliyahu in explaining that the Mishnah’s reason for 
exempting a straw-covered sheaf from shich’chah is that the sheaf was 
forgotten on account of an external factor rather than as a result of 
simple forgetfulness (see 47b note 21). Rash, however, provides a com-
pletely different explanation. He asserts (in the name of Sifrei, not extant 
in current versions) that our Mishnah’s exemption of a straw-covered 
sheaf reflects the view of R’ Yehudah (in the Mishnah below, Halachah 
7 — see note 8 below) that ‘‘hidden’’ produce is Scripturally excluded 
from the laws of shich’chah. In other words, the reason a covered sheaf 
does not become shich’chah has nothing to do with the fact that it was 
forgotten due to an external factor. Rather, it is because the Torah 
specifically excludes hidden produce from becoming shich’chah.

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

status of the lower sheaf, however, is a matter of contention between
R’ Shimon and the Rabbis. R’ Shimon, following R’ Yehudah’s opinion
in the Mishnah below (Halachah 7 [57a]) that ‘‘hidden’’ produce
is exempt from shich’chah, exempts this covered lower sheaf as well. 
The Rabbis, on the other hand, follow the opinion of R’ Yehudah’s 
disputants in that Mishnah, who hold that even ‘‘hidden’’ produce is 
subject to shich’chah; accordingly, the lower sheaf is subject to 
shich’chah even though it is covered by the upper sheaf (see Bavli Sotah 
45a).
 R’ Z’eira (in the Gemara below, 54a) comments on this dispute that 
although the Rabbis hold that ‘‘hidden’’ produce is subject to 
shich’chah, they agree that if the visible upper sheaf was not forgotten, 
the lower sheaf is exempt from shich’chah. For in that case we presume 
that the forgetting of the lower sheaf was the result of an external factor 
— namely, the fact that it was covered by the upper sheaf. It is only when 
both the lower and upper sheaves are overlooked that the Rabbis declare 
the lower sheaf shich’chah, because then it is clear that the lower sheaf 
would have been forgotten even if it had been visible (and thus the 
person’s forgetting of the lower sheaf cannot be blamed on the fact that 
it was covered). As the Gemara will conclude, this parallels R’ Yonah’s 
assertion that our Mishnah exempts a straw-covered sheaf only in a case 
where the straw itself was remembered (Kesef Mishneh’s understanding 
of Rambam, Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:4, as explained by Toldos Yitzchak 
and Beurim of R’ Moshe Feinstein §125; see, similarly, Radvaz and 
Mahari Korkos [second explanation] ad loc.; see also Pe’as HaShulchan, 
Hil. Shich’chah 9:9).
 [Alternative understandings of R’ Z’eira’s comment and its cor-
relation with the statement of R’ Yonah will be discussed on 54b Variant 
A.]

1. As explained above (47b note 21), this is because the sheaf was 
forgotten on account of an external factor rather than as a result of 
simple forgetfulness.

2. This interpretation of the Gemara’s question follows Mahara Fulda 
and Pnei Moshe. See, however, the alternative understandings pre- 
sented by Rash Sirilio, Mareh HaPanim, Pe’as HaShulchan (Hil. 
Shich’chah 9:5) and Aruch HaShulchan HeAsid 9:10.

3. Mahara Fulda.

4. Below, 6:8 [57b].

5. For since he was able to collect all the other sheaves in spite of his 
blindness, we attribute his forgetting of this particular sheaf to simple 
forgetfulness rather than to his inability to see.

6. See Variant A.

7. Aruch HaShulchan HeAsid 9:10.
 [The straw itself is not subject to shich’chah, since it is not intended 
for human consumption (see Mishnah below, 6:7 [57a]). Nevertheless, 
the fact that the straw was overlooked despite its visibility is an 
indication that the sheaf, as well, would have been forgotten even if it 
had been exposed to view (Mishnah Rishonah).]

8. Tosefta 3:7 cites a dispute regarding the case of someone who took 
hold of a sheaf to take it to the city, and temporarily placed it on top of 
another sheaf in a row of thus far, ungathered produce. When he 
subsequently gathered the produce in that row, both of these sheaves 
were overlooked. Now, all agree that the upper sheaf is not shich’chah, 
because the owner had already taken hold of it with the intention to 
remove it from the field (see Mishnah below, Halachah 3 [52b]). The 
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do become shich’chah.[6]

 The Gemara qualifies the Mishnah’s ruling that an individual 
sheaf that was covered with straw is not subject to shich’chah:
ר בִּי יוֹנָה אֲמ� שִּׁים  :R’ Yonah said — ר� קּ�  The ruling of — בְּזוֹכֵר אֶת ה�
the Mishnah pertains only where [the harvester] remembers 
the straw itself, in which case we can attribute his forgetting of 
the underlying sheaf to the fact that it was concealed from view. If, 
however, he overlooked the straw as well, the sheaf beneath it does 
become shich’chah, because it is then evident that he would have 
forgotten the sheaf even if it had not been covered.[7]

 The Gemara correlates this statement with that of another 
Amora in a different context:
בִּי זְעֵירָא בִּי יוֹנָה כְּר�  This statement of R’ Yonah accords — אָתָא דְּר�
with R’ Z’eira.  ר בִּי זְעֵירָא אָמ�  For just as R’ Z’eira says — כְּמָה דְּר�
(in the Gemara below, Halachah 3 [54a]) regarding the case of a 
sheaf covered by another sheaf  בְּזוֹכֵר אֶת הָעֶלְיוֹן — that the lower 
one is exempt from shich’chah only in an instance where [the 
harvester] remembers the upper one,[8]  ר בִּי יוֹנָה אָמ�  so — כֵּן ר�
too does R’ Yonah say with regard to a straw-covered sheaf
שִּׁים קּ� ה� אֶת   that the exemption from shich’chah applies — בְּזוֹכֵר 
specifically where [the harvester] remembers the straw and 
forgets only the underlying sheaf.

 The Mishnah teaches in its final ruling:
וכו’] שׁ  בְּק� שֶׁחִיפּוּהוּ   OR if the poor COVERED [A SHEAF] WITH — אוֹ 

STRAW, thereby causing it to be forgotten, etc. (it is not 
shich’chah).][1]

 The Gemara inquires:
שׁ בְּק� מְחוּפֶּה  כּוּלּוֹ   If the entire [field] was covered with — הָיָה 
straw and a single sheaf was forgotten, what is the law?[2] Can the 
person’s forgetting of the sheaf — even in this case — be attributed 
to its having been covered, thus exempting it from shich’chah? Or 
perhaps the fact that he collected all the other sheaves despite 
their being covered demonstrates that his overlooking of this 
particular sheaf was on account of simple forgetfulness, and it 
therefore is rendered shich’chah?[3]

 The Gemara answers:
הֲדָא מִן  הּ   Let us derive [the solution] from this — נִשְׁמְעִינּ�
following Mishnah:[4]  ח יֵשׁ לוֹ שִׁכְחָה סּוּמָא שֶׁשָּׁכ�  ,AND SO TOO — וְכֵן ה�

A BLIND PERSON WHO FORGOT a sheaf IS SUBJECT TO the law of 
SHICH’CHAH.  שׁ מְחוּפֶּה הוּא  Now, is not — וְסוּמָא לאֹ כְּמִי שֶׁכּוּלּוֹ בְּק�
the case of a blind person similar to a case where the entire 
[field] was covered with straw? Certainly so, for with respect to 
a blind person all sheaves are effectively ‘‘covered.’’ Yet the law of 
shich’chah does apply![5] We may therefore conclude that if an 
entire field is covered with straw, those sheaves that are forgotten 
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was already in effect when the sheaves were gathered for their final 
consolidation in the great stack, and once shich’chah has applied to a 
movement of sheaves, no subsequent movement can again be subject to 
this law (see Mahara Fulda and Shenos Eliyahu, Peirush HaKatzar; cf. 
Shaarei Emunah ibid. and Derech Emunah 5:85).

16. E.g. when completed sheaves are collected to form a great stack (see 
note 14).

17. See note 15.

18. As in the cases discussed in the beginning of the Mishnah, where the 
ears of grain were bound for purposes of kova’os, kumasos or chararah, 
or where they were tied in small sheaves with the intent of later 
consolidating them into larger sheaves (see notes 10-11).

19. See note 12.

20. See note 13.

21. In Mishnaic times, wreaths of grain (עֲטָרוֹת שֶׁל שִׁבֳּלִים) were commonly 
used for ornamental purposes [see e.g. Mishnah Avodah Zarah 4:2 and 
Bavli Shabbos 22a] (Rash; see Maharam Chaviv).

22. I Samuel 17:5.

23. Rash and Ri ben Malki Tzedek imply that the Gemara is referring to 
a wreath that is worn around the neck and thus ‘‘hidden’’ from view (see 
next note). Rosh and Rav, however, apparently understood this as being 
some kind of hat that sagged downward rather than rising above the 
head (see Derech Emunah, Beur HaHalachah 5:12 ד”ה הקוצר).

24. Deuteronomy 32:34. [In this verse, God states that the sins of the 
wicked have not been forgotten, but are hidden (מוּס  with Him and (כּ�
sealed in His treasury.]

25. A chararah is a small biscuit that is baked on coals (see Mishnah, 
Shabbos 1:10 and Bava Kamma 2:5). Our Mishnah is speaking of one 
who tied grain into small bundles, each of which contains just enough for 
the the production of a single biscuit (see Rash and Rav with Tos. Yom 
Tov).

9. Our elucidation of this Mishnah and the ensuing Gemara will follow 
the interpretation of Rash and Ri ben Malki Tzedek, cited by Mahara 
Fulda. The alternative approaches of Rambam and Rosh will be 
presented in the Variants section at the end of the sugya.
10. As the Gemara will explain, the terms kova’os and kumasos refer to 
certain types of hats or wreaths that were made from ears of grain, and 
chararah refers to a small bundle of grain that is just enough to produce 
the dough for a small biscuit. In all three cases, the grain tied for these 
purposes is eventually consolidated into larger sheaves [to facilitate 
their transport] (Rash).
11. I.e. the farmer, before preparing his grain for removal to the large 
central stack, initially tied the individual ears into small bundles. 
Ultimately, these bundles will be combined together to form the large 
sheaves that will be taken to the central stack (Rash).
12. If in the course of removing these semi-finished sheaves from the 
harvest area the farmer overlooks a sheaf, it is not rendered shich’chah, 
since it is not yet in its final form. [The Gemara will provide a Scriptural 
basis for this law.]
13. That is, if the farmer later changed his mind and decided to take 
these semi-finished sheaves to be threshed, the law of shich’chah is 
applicable at that point, because the grain is then in fact in its final stage 
of processing (Shaarei Emunah §16; see Mahara Fulda).
14. The ׁגָּדִיש, great stack, is where all the sheaves are gathered prior to 
being threshed. [Normally the entire stack was moved to a threshing 
floor, although sometimes the threshing would be performed at the site 
of the great stack itself.] The Mishnah teaches that any sheaf forgotten 
in the course of moving the produce to the great stack is rendered 
shich’chah, for the gathering process culminates at the great stack 
(Rash, as understood by Beurim of R’ Moshe Feinstein §116 ד”ה ומלשון 
.(ד”ה המעמר לגדיש see Mahara Fulda; cf. Shaarei Emunah ;הר”ש
15. If the farmer transfers the sheaves from the great stack to a separate 
threshing floor to be threshed, the sheaves forgotten during this last 
move do not become shich’chah. This is because the law of shich’chah 
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Halachah 7

Mishnah After grain has been harvested, it is usually processed in multiple stages. (Typically, the ears of grain 
are first bound into sheaves, then gathered together to form a large pile, and finally transported to 

the place where the threshing will be performed.) The law of shich’chah, however, applies only to sheaves that were 
forgotten during the final segment of the gathering process, as the Mishnah now explains:[9]

חֲרָרָה וְלָעוֹמָרִין מֵּר לְכוֹבָעוֹת וּלְכוּמָסוֹת ל� מְע�  If one binds sheaves for kova’os, for kumasos, for chararah,[10] or for — ה�
eventual consolidation into larger sheaves,[11]  אֵין לוֹ שִׁכְחָה — he has no shich’chah obligation;[12]  גּוֹרֶן  — מִמֶּנּוּ וְל�
if he subsequently gathers the sheaves from there to the threshing floor,  יֵשׁ לוֹ שִׁכְחָה — he then has a shich’chah 
obligation.[13]

גָּדִישׁ ל� מֵּר  מְע� שִׁכְחָה  ,If one binds sheaves for transport to the great stack — ה� לוֹ   he has a shich’chah — יֵשׁ 
obligation;[14]  גּוֹרֶן  אֵין לוֹ  ,if he subsequently gathers the sheaves from there to the threshing floor — מִמֶּנּוּ וְל�
he has no shich’chah obligation.[15] — שִׁכְחָה

כְּלָל ר מְלָאכָה  :This is the rule — זֶה ה� מֵּר לְמָקוֹם שֶׁהוּא גְּמ� מְּע�  Anyone who binds sheaves for transport to a — כָּל ה�
place where [the gathering] constitutes a finishing stage in the process,[16]  יֵשׁ לוֹ שִׁכְחָה — has a shich’chah 
obligation,  גּוֹרֶן  אֵין  ,and when he subsequently gathers the sheaves from there to the threshing floor — מִמֶּנּוּ וְל�
שִׁכְחָה מְלָאכָה  he has no shich’chah obligation.[17] — לוֹ  ר  גְּמ� שֶׁאֵינוֹ   But anyone who binds sheaves for — לְמָקוֹם 
transport to a place where [the gathering] does not constitute a finishing stage in the process,[18]  אֵין לוֹ שִׁכְחָה 
— has no shich’chah obligation,[19]  גּוֹרֶן  and if he subsequently gathers the sheaves from there to the — מִמֶּנּוּ וְל�
threshing floor,  יֵשׁ לוֹ שִׁכְחָה — he then has a shich’chah obligation.[20]

helmet (kova) on his head.
ר  .FOR KUMASOS — לְכוּמָסוֹת בִּי אָבִינָא אֲמ�  מִן  :R’ Avina said — ר�
ע  This refers to a type of wreath that is hidden beneath one’s — לְר�
head.[23]  ר  — ,,הֲלאֹ־הוּא כָּמֻס עִמָּדִי”  :As it is stated — כְּמָה דְּתֵימ�
Is it not hidden (kamus) with Me, sealed in My treasury?[24]

חֲרָרָה לְגֵּל  .FOR CHARARAH — ל�  This refers to a small quantity — גּ�
of grain intended to be used in the kneading of a dough for a 
biscuit.[25]

Gemara  The Mishnah stated in its first clause that one who 
binds sheaves for kova’os, for kumasos, for 

chararah or for ‘‘sheaves’’ has no shich’chah obligation. The 
Gemara defines each of these terms individually:
ר  .FOR KOVA’OS — [לְכוֹבָעוֹת] בִּי יוֹנָה אֲמ�  מִן  :R’ Yonah said — ר�
This refers to a type of wreath that is worn on top of — לְעֵיל
one’s head.[21]  ר דְּתֵימ�  As it is stated with regard to — כְּמָה 
Goliath:[22]  ”ֹל־רֹאשׁו ע� נְחֹשֶׁת  ע   And [he had] a copper — ,,וְכוֹב�
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even if they are being removed directly to their final gathering place, 
because the sheaves are viewed as being unfinished until they have been 
put into their final form. The law of shich’chah will apply only after the 
larger sheaves have been made (see Beurim of R’ Moshe Feinstein §116; 
Derech Emunah 5:89).]
 Rosh agrees with Rambam’s interpretation of kova’os, kumasos and 
chararah as intermediate gathering places. However, he defines the עִמּוּר 
process differently than Rambam does. For whereas Rambam interprets 
 as the consolidation of dispersed sheaves, which culminates when עִמּוּר
all the field’s sheaves have been collected in one place (even if they will 
eventually be transferred elsewhere), Rosh interprets עִמּוּר as a broad 
reference to any removal of sheaves for transport to another location. 
According to Rosh, the last stage in the process is when the sheaves 
undergo their final removal to the intended threshing site. It emerges 
that when one is collecting sheaves for the great stack with intent to 
eventually transport them to the threshing floor, the forgotten sheaves 
are not subject to shich’chah, since this will not be the final movement 
of the produce. It is only when the sheaves are being transported to the 
place where they will be threshed that the law of shich’chah applies. 
Hence, the Mishnah’s ruling that shich’chah applies when one gathers 
sheaves to the great stack (ׁדִיש �גּ מֵּר ל� מְּע�  but not when he transports ,(ה�
them from there to the threshing floor (גּוֹרֶן  must be interpreted ,(מִמֶּנּוּ וְל�
as dealing with a case where the farmer had originally planned to thresh 
the grain at the great stack itself. Anything forgotten while the sheaves 
are being conveyed to the great stack therefore becomes shich’chah, 
since the great stack is the intended final destination of the grain. If the 
farmer subsequently changed his mind and decided to move the grain to 
a separate threshing floor, the law of shich’chah does not apply during 
this transfer (even though the sheaves are in fact being transferred to 
their final destination), since the produce had already been subject to 
shich’chah when it was gathered to the great stack.
 For further discussion, see Derech Emunah 5:82,89 with Beur HaHa- 
lachah ד”ה הקוצר.

A. According to Rash, whose approach we have followed in our elucida-
 tion, the initial portion of our Mishnah is discussing the law regarding 
sheaves that were tied for various purposes and will eventually be 
consolidated into larger sheaves. Rambam, however, presents a com- 
pletely different interpretation (see Rambam Commentary with Tos. 
Anshei Shem, and in Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:12-13). He explains that a 
harvester would often form small piles of sheaves as he worked his way 
through the field, and after the entire field had been reaped and piled in 
this way, all the sheaves would be collected into a great stack or 
transferred directly to the threshing floor. These intermediate gathering 
places were known by various names, depending on the manner and 
form in which the sheaves were gathered: Rounded, aboveground piles 
were called kova’os because of their resemblance to a helmet (kova) that 
rests upon a person’s head; piles that were ‘‘hidden’’ (kamus) in 
underground trenches were known as kumasos; and flat, circular piles 
were called chararah on account of their similarity to the round, 
coal-baked biscuits of that name. And on some occasions, the sheaves 
were transported to a place where they would be combined into larger 
sheaves, in order to expedite their subsequent transfer to the great stack 
or the threshing floor. The Mishnah teaches that the law of shich’chah 
does not apply when sheaves are being moved to any of these interme- 
diate gathering places. It is only when the sheaves undergo their final 
consolidation — such as when they are transferred to the threshing floor 
— that the forgotten sheaves are rendered shich’chah. [In Rambam’s 
understanding, the word מֵּר  refers to the gathering of the sheaves מְע�
rather than to the binding of the loose grain.] In this vein, the Mishnah 
rules that when the sheaves are being transported to a great stack, where 
the gathering process culminates, the law of shich’chah is applicable; 
but when the sheaves are later moved to the threshing floor, there is no 
shich’chah, since the produce has already been subject to shich’chah 
when the gathering process was completed (see 48b note 15). [It should 
be noted that in the case where the sheaves are gathered with the intent 
of combining them into larger sheaves, there is no shich’chah obligation 

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

חֲרָיו עִמּוּר [.א!

4. Thus, shich’chah pertains only to a sheaf that was forgotten in its 
final form during the final gathering stage.
 [See Variant A for the alternative approaches of Rambam and
Rosh.]

1. [Emendation follows Hagahos HaGra; cf. Sdeh Yehoshua and 
Maharam Chaviv, who place the word עוֹמָרִין  at the beginning of the ל�
next passage as an introductory quote from the Mishnah.]
2. Deuteronomy 24:19.
3. [The text used by Rash and Rosh appears to have read: ף עִמּוּר שֶׁאֵין  א!

 
NOTES

הדרן עלך גדיש
WE SHALL RETURN TO YOU, GADISH

harvest in your field, and you forget a sheaf in the field. By 
juxtaposing the gathering of the sheaves to the reaping of the 
grain, the verse teaches us that the two are to be compared as 
follows:  חֲרָיו קָצִיר ה קָצִיר שֶׁאֵין א�  Just as the reaping of the — מ�
grain is a final, nonrecurring operation that is not followed by 
another act of reaping (since standing grain can be cut only once),
חֲרָיו עוֹמֶר[3] ף עוֹמֶר שֶׁאֵין א�  so too is the gathering of sheaves — א�
to which the verse refers a final operation that is not followed by 
another gathering of sheaves.[4]

בְרְבִין] .FOR SHEAVES — לָעוֹמָרִין  This refers to a collection of — ר�
small bundles of grain for eventual consolidation into large 
(sheaves).][1]

 The Gemara provides the source for the Mishnah’s ruling that 
shich’chah applies only to sheaves forgotten in the course of the 
final gathering:
יוֹחָנָן בִּי  ר� ר  בְשָׂדֶךָ  :R’ Yochanan said — אָמ� קְצִירְךָ  תִקְצרֹ   ,,כִּי 
שָּׂדֶה” בּ� עֹמֶר  חְתָּ   The verse states:[2] When you reap your — וְשָׁכ�
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was declared hefker for the poor does not become ownerless at all, and 
remains subject to maaser (Rash and Rosh, based on Bavli Bava Metzia 
ibid.).
 [See Rash Sirilio for a possible reason why this dispute between Beis 
Shammai and Beis Hillel regarding hefker is recorded here amid the 
Mishnayos dealing with the shich’chah obligation. See also the Yad 
Avraham commentary in the ArtScroll Mishnayos.]

4. The Gemara will explain Beis Shammai’s reasoning.

5. Leviticus 23:22 (see Shoshanim LeDavid, cited by Tos. Anshei Shem 
.(ד”ה הבקר

6. The Torah states with respect to peah and leket: ם עֲזבֹ אֹת� נִי וְלַגֵּר תּ!  for ,לֶע�
the poor person and the proselyte ‘‘you shall leave them.’’ Now, the final 
clause in this verse is seemingly superfluous, as the verse could have 
conveyed the same point by stating: ּנִי וְלַגֵּר יִהְיו  for the poor person and ,לֶע�
the proselyte ‘‘they shall be’’ (see Ritva, Bava Metzia 30b and Sdeh 
Yehoshua; cf. Rosh and Tos. Yom Tov to the Mishnah).

7. By stating the additional words ם עֲזֹב אֹת�  you shall leave them, the ,תּ!
verse informs us that one can voluntarily give his ordinary produce the 
same status as peah and leket by making it ownerless for poor people 
alone. The produce is then exempt from maaser just as peah and leket 
are.
 The Gemara will later explain that according to this approach of R’ 
Yochanan, Beis Hillel derive their opinion by expounding the verse of 
peah and leket in an opposite manner (Mahara Fulda, following Rash; 
see further below).

8. [As will become clear from the progression of the Gemara, the ensuing 
explanation of Beis Hillel’s view represents a departure from the 
preceding approach of R’ Yochanan.]

9. Exodus 23:11, which reads: ּה שְׁתּ� וּנְט! ה  תִּשְׁמְטֶנּ� שְּׁבִיעִת   And in the — וְה!
seventh [year], you shall release [the land] and abandon it.

1. The letters ב and פ are occasionally interchanged with one another 
[due to the fact that both of these consonants are enunciated using the 
lips (Tos. Yom Tov; cf. Tos. Anshei Shem)]. Thus, הֶבְקֵר (with a ב) is 
equivalent to the more familiar term הֶפְקֵר (with a פ), hefker (Ramban to 
Exodus 15:10 and Leviticus 19:20, cited by Rash Sirilio; Mahara Fulda, 
from Rash).

2. In practical terms, this means that the produce is henceforth exempt 
from maaser [and the various other tithes], just like produce that was 
declared ownerless without qualification (Rambam Commentary, Rash; 
see Mishnah above, 1:5 [14b]).
 The law that produce that was declared ownerless is exempt from 
maaser is derived in Yerushalmi Maasros 1:1 from the verse (Deuter-
onomy 14:29): ְך עִמּ� ה  חֲל� וְנ! חֵלֶק  אֵין־לוֹ  כִּי  לֵּוִי  ה! א  and the Levi shall come ,וּב�
[to take the maaser] for he has no portion or inheritance with you.
The Torah thereby indicates that a Levi’s entitlement to the tithes
is to compensate for his lacking a holding in the land. [The tribe of
Levi was not apportioned a territory in the Land of Israel when the
land was distributed (Numbers 18:20-24).] It thus follows that pro-
duce in which a Levi does indeed have the same claim as an Israelite is 
not subject to tithes. Since a Levi is just as entitled as any other Jew to 
take ownerless produce, such produce is exempt from tithing. And 
accordingly, since Beis Shammai maintain that declaring produce 
‘‘ownerless for the poor’’ renders it available for acquisition by both 
Levite and Israelite poor, it follows that such produce is exempt from 
maaser.
 [This is also the source for the law that leket, shich’chah and peah are 
exempt from maaser; see Yerushalmi Maasros ibid. and 14b note 2.]

3. Which is available for acquisition to all, rich and poor alike (see 
Leviticus 25:2 ff.; Rashi ibid. v. 6).
 Beis Hillel maintain that a hefker declaration that limits the potential 
of acquisition to poor people has no legal effect. Therefore, produce that 
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Chapter Six

Halachah 1

Mishnah The Mishnah presents a dispute between Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel regarding property that one 
declares ownerless (hefker):

אי אוֹמְרִים מּ�  Produce that was declared ownerless[1] for the poor — הֶבְקֵר לָעֲנִיִּים הֶבְקֵר  :Beis Shammai say — בֵּית שׁ�
(i.e. the owner qualifies his declaration by stipulating that it should be available for acquisition by poor people only) 
is in fact deemed ownerless.[2]  וּבֵית הִלֵּל אוֹמְרִים — But Beis Hillel say:  ף לָעֲשִׁירִים כִּשְׁמִיטָּה בְקִיר א� ד שֶׁיּ�  אֵינוֹ הֶבְקֵר ע�
— It is not deemed ownerless at all — even for the poor — unless he declares it ownerless for the rich also, as 
is the case with shemittah produce.[3]

 The Mishnah returns to the discussion begun at the end of the preceding chapter, regarding the shich’chah 
obligation:
ב ב ק� שָּׂדֶה שֶׁל ק� בִּין  ,If all the sheaves of the field are each the size of one kav — כָּל עוֹמָרֵי ה� ת ק� ע� רְבּ�  — וְאֶחָד שֶׁל א�
and one is the size of four kabin,  (בו) ֹוּשְׁכָחו — and they forgot that unusually large one,  אי אוֹמְרִים מּ�  — בֵּית שׁ�
Beis Shammai say:  אֵינוֹ שִׁכְחָה — It is not shich’chah, and it may be retrieved by the owner.[4]  וּבֵית הִלֵּל אוֹמְרִים 
— But Beis Hillel say:  שִׁכְחָה — It is shich’chah, and must be left for the poor.

the verse)  לָעֲשִׁירִים וְלאֹ   is effective even when it is — לָעֲנִיִּים 
specifically for the poor and not for the rich.[7]

 The Gemara cites a source for Beis Hillel’s ruling that produce 
can be declared ownerless only if the declaration makes it 
available for rich and poor alike:[8]

בִּי שִׁמְעוֹן בֶּן לָקִישׁ ר ר� יְיהוּ  :R’ Shimon ben Lakish said — אֲמ� עְמ�  ט�
 The Scriptural basis for the ruling of Beis Hillel is as — דְּבֵית הִלֵּל
follows:  ”תִּשְׁמְטֶנָּה,, — In the passage that discusses the laws of 
shemittah,[9] the Torah could have stated simply: And in the 
seventh year, you shall release it.  ”ּשְׁתָּה ר ,,וּנְט� לְמוּד לוֹמ� ה תּ�  — וּמ�
What does [the Torah] teach by stating the additional expres- 
sion: . . . and abandon it?  ֹחֶרֶת כָּזו  It teaches — יֵשׁ לְךָ נְטִישָׁה א�
that you have another ‘‘abandonment’’ — a hefker declaration 
— that is similar to this one;  לָעֲשִׁירִים בֵּין  לָעֲנִיִּים  בֵּין  זוֹ  ה   — מ�
just as this abandonment of shemittah produce is for both the 
poor and the rich,  חֵר א� בְּמָקוֹם  ר  שֶׁנֶּאֱמ� ה  מ� ף   so too, that — א�

Gemara The Gemara cites a source for Beis Shammai’s 
ruling that declaring produce ‘‘ownerless for the 

poor’’ is effective:
יוֹחָנָן בִּי  ר� בְּשֵׁם  חִיָּיא  בִּי   ’R’ Chiya said in the name of R — ר�
Yochanan:  אי מּ� יְיהוּ דְּבֵית שׁ� עְמ�  The Scriptural basis for the — ט�
ruling of Beis Shammai is as follows:  ”גֵּר וְל�  In the — ,,לֶעָנִי 
passage that discusses the peah and leket obligations,[5] the Torah 
could have stated simply: for the poor person and the prose- 
lyte.[6]  ”אֹתָם עֲזֹב  ,,תּ� ר  לוֹמ� לְמוּד  תּ� ה   What does [the Torah] — מ�
teach by stating the additional clause: you shall leave them?
כָּזוֹ חֶרֶת  א� עֲזִיבָה  לְךָ   It teaches that you have another — יֵשׁ 
‘‘leaving’’ — a hefker declaration — that is similar to this one;
ה זוֹ לָעֲנִיִּים וְלאֹ לָעֲשִׁירִים  just as this leaving of peah and leket — מ�
is specifically for the poor and not for the rich,  ר ה שֶּׁנֶּאֱמ� ף מ�  א�
חֵר  .so too, that leaving which is stated elsewhere (i.e — בְּמָקוֹם א�
a hefker declaration, which is not directly related to the topic of 
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declared hefker (see Rash Sirilio and Sdeh Yehoshua).

14. [The superfluous expression ּה שְׁתּ�  and abandon it, teaches that ,וּנְט!
one can declare his produce ownerless just like shemittah produce; and 
the extra suffix ּה, it, teaches further that a hefker declaration, unlike 
shemittah, may be designated for poor people only.] The implication is 
that only ‘‘it’’— the shemittah produce discussed explicitly by the verse 
— must be left for both the poor and rich alike, but produce that is 
voluntarily declared ownerless may be left even for the poor alone.
 Hence, according to R’ Shimon ben Lakish both Beis Hillel and Beis 
Shammai derive their respective opinions from the verse regarding 
shemittah. This is at variance with R’ Yochanan’s assertion that Beis 
Shammai derive their ruling from the verse regarding peah and leket 
(Rash).

15. By stating that hefker must be declared ownerless for all people ‘‘as 
[is the case with] shemittah produce,’’ Beis Hillel indicate that their 
position regarding hefker in fact emanates from a Scriptural analogy to 
shemittah, as opined by R’ Shimon ben Lakish.
 R’ Yochanan, who holds that Beis Hillel derive their opinion from the 
verse of peah and leket rather than the verse of shemittah, is forced to say 
that the Mishnah mentions shemittah merely as a model for the proper 
way to declare something ownerless [namely, that hefker must be 
designated for rich and poor alike, just like shemittah produce, which is 
available for acquisition by rich people as well as poor people] (Mahara 
Fulda, from Rash).

10. R’ Shimon ben Lakish maintains that the parameters of hefker
are derived not from the verse of peah and leket, but from the verse 
regarding shemittah. The exposition informs us that a voluntary aban-
donment of produce must resemble the state of shemittah produce, 
which is freely available to everyone, rich or poor. Only when produce is 
declared ownerless for all does it become hefker and thus exempt from 
maaser.
11. Beis Hillel construe the word ם  them, as an exclusionary term that ,אֹת�
restricts to peah and leket a certain aspect of the law stated in that verse 
(Rash, Rosh).
12. [I.e. the expression עֲזֹב  you shall leave, teaches that one generally ,תּ!
has the ability to declare his produce ownerless;] the additional word 
ם  them, limits the scope of this ability by implying that it is only with ,אֹת�
regard to ‘‘them’’ — the peah and leket discussed explicitly by the verse 
— that produce can be left solely for the poor. Produce that is made 
ownerless by virtue of a hefker declaration, however, must be designated 
for both the poor and the rich.
 R’ Yochanan thus maintains that the verse regarding peah and leket is 
the source for the rulings of both Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel. In this 
he disputes R’ Shimon ben Lakish, who cited the verse regarding 
shemittah as the source for Beis Hillel’s ruling (Rash).
13. [Emendation follows the Vilna and Amsterdam editions.] The suffix 
 implies that an aspect of the law under discussion pertains (it) הּ
specifically to shemittah produce and not to ordinary produce that was 
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serves as the basis for the ruling of Beis Hillel?
 The Gemara answers:
מִיעוּט (נטישה)  שְׁתָּהּ”  וּנְט�  Beis Shammai expound the — ,,תִּשְׁמְטֶנָּה 
phrase you shall release it and abandon it as conveying a 
limitation,[13] so that the verse is understood to be saying:  זֶה בֵּין 
 This abandonment of shemittah produce is — לָעֲנִיִּים בֵּין לָעֲשִׁירִים
designated for both the poor and the rich,  ר שֶׁנֶּאֱמ� ה  מ�  אֲבָל 
חֵר  but that abandonment which is stated elsewhere — בְּמָקוֹם א�
(i.e. the hefker declaration)  לָעֲשִׁירִים לאֹ  אֲבָל   is — לָעֲנִיִּים 
effective even when it is designated for the poor only and not for 
the rich.[14]

 From the preceding discussion it emerges that the source of 
Beis Hillel’s ruling is a matter of dispute: R’ Yochanan holds that 
Beis Hillel derive their opinion from the exclusionary term stated 
in the passage of peah and leket, while R’ Shimon ben Lakish 
holds that Beis Hillel derive their opinion from an exposition of 
the verse regarding shemittah. The Gemara adduces support for 
the latter approach:
אָבִין בִּי  ר� ר  שִׁמְעוֹן  :R’ Avin said — אֲמ� בִּי  לְר� יְיעָא  מְס� תְנִיתָה  מ�  לִישָּׁן 
 The language of the Mishnah supports the position — בֶּן לָקִישׁ
of R’ Shimon ben Lakish, that Beis Hillel’s view regarding
hefker is derived from the shemittah passage. For the Mishnah 
states:  ף לָעֲשִׁירִים כִּשְׁמִיטָּה בְקִיר א� ד שֶׁיּ�  But Beis Hillel say: It — ע�
is not deemed ownerless at all UNLESS HE DECLARES IT OWNER- 

LESS FOR THE RICH ALSO, AS is the case with SHEMITTAH pro- 
duce.[15]

abandonment which is stated elsewhere (i.e. a hefker declara- 
tion, which is not directly related to the topic of the verse)  בֵּין 
 is effective only when it makes the produce — לָעֲנִיִּים בֵּין לָעֲשִׁירִים
available for both the poor and the rich.[10]

 In R’ Yochanan’s view, Beis Shammai derive their ruling from 
the superfluous phrase ם עֲזבֹ אֹת� -you shall leave them, that ap ,תּ!
pears in the passage regarding peah and leket. The Gemara asks:
אי מּ� שׁ� דְּבֵית  עְמְהוֹן  ט� הִלֵּל  בֵּית  יְּימִין  מְק� ה   ’According to R — מ�
Yochanan, how do Beis Hillel deal with the verse that serves as 
the basis for the ruling of Beis Shammai?
 The Gemara answers:
מִיעוּט אֹתָם”  עֲזֹב   Beis Hillel expound the phrase you shall — ,,תּ�
leave them as conveying a limitation,[11] so that the verse is 
understood to be saying:  זוֹ לָעֲנִיִּים וְלאֹ לָעֲשִׁירִים — This leaving of 
peah and leket is indeed designated for the poor only and not for 
the rich,  חֵר ר בְּמָקוֹם א� ה שֶׁנֶּאֱמ�  but that leaving which — אֲבָל מ�
is stated elsewhere (i.e. the hefker declaration)  בֵּין לָעֲנִיִּים   בֵּין 
 is ineffective unless it is designated for both the poor — לָעֲשִׁירִים
and the rich.[12]

 Having clarified R’ Yochanan’s approach, the Gemara proceeds 
to analyze the view of R’ Shimon ben Lakish, that Beis Hillel 
derive their ruling from the superfluous expression ּה שְׁתּ�  and ,וּנְט!
abandon it, that the Torah states with regard to shemittah. The 
Gemara asks:
עְמְהוֹן דְּבֵית הִלֵּל אי ט� מּ� יְּימִין בֵּית שׁ� ה מְק�  According to R’ Shimon — מ�
ben Lakish, how do Beis Shammai deal with the verse that 

HALACHAH 1 BEIS SHAMMAI CHAPTER SIX PEAH 49a3



to acknowledge the give-and-take of the Gemara here. How can Rambam 
hold that there is no dispute when the Gemara cites a support for the 
opinion of R’ Shimon ben Lakish, and subsequently discusses the halachic 
difference between R’ Yochanan and R’ Shimon ben Lakish? (see Shitah 
Mekubetzes, Bava Metzia 30b ד”ה אמר ריש לקיש, citing Tos. Shantz).
 To resolve this difficulty, Shoshanim LeDavid (cited by Tos. Anshei Shem) 
suggests that Rambam understood the concluding statement of R’ La as 
rejecting the Gemara’s previous assumption that R’ Yochanan and R’ 
Shimon ben Lakish argue. That is, the sentence ’בְּפֵירוּשׁ פְּלִיגִין וכו should be 
read rhetorically: Did [R’ Yochanan and R’ Shimon ben Lakish] explicitly 
disagree [about this issue]? [Certainly not! You therefore have no basis to 
presume that there is any dispute between them.]

A. According to Rash and Mahara Fulda, whose approach we have followed 
 in our elucidation, there is a dispute between R’ Yochanan and R’ 
Shimon ben Lakish regarding the source for the opinions of Beis Shammai 
and Beis Hillel. However, Rambam Commentary cites the verse of peah and 
leket as the source for Beis Shammai’s ruling (as stated by R’ Yochanan), 
and the verse of shemittah as the source for Beis Hillel’s ruling (as stated 
by R’ Shimon ben Lakish). This indicates that in Rambam’s understanding, 
the explanations of R’ Yochanan and R’ Shimon ben Lakish complement 
each other and do not represent conflicting viewpoints. [It is also evident 
that Tosafos to Pesachim 57a אלא זה and to Bava Kamma 28a ד”ה   ד”ה 
understood the Yerushalmi this way.]
 The problem with Rambam’s approach, however, is that it seemingly fails 

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

shemittah produce, which is freely available to all people and even to 
animals] (Rash; see Rash Sirilio and Chazon Ish, Sheviis 14:4).

5. In Bavli Bava Metzia 30b, the Gemara states that a hefker declaration 
which excludes even a single person is invalid. This appears to coincide 
with the position of R’ Shimon ben Lakish (Rash; see Rash Sirilio). See 
further, Shulchan Aruch, Choshen Mishpat 273:3 with Sma §7 and 
Pischei Teshuvah §1.
 [See Variant A for an alternative understanding of this Gemara.]

6. Deletion of the parenthesized words follows Gra; cf. Maharam Chaviv 
and Beur of R’ Chaim Kanievski.

7. The Gemara is referring to a Tannaic dispute recorded in Yerushalmi 
Nedarim 4:10 (see also Bavli Nedarim 43a), regarding the point at which 
an object that was declared hefker leaves the possession of its owner 
(Mahara Fulda). R’ Meir maintains that the object is rendered owner- 
less immediately; that is, the owner instantly forfeits his title to the 
object, even before another party has acquired it. R’ Yose, on the other 
hand, maintains that a hefker declaration merely allows other people to 
acquire the object, but until this happens it remains the property of the 
original owner. See further below.

8. Emendation follows Gra ms. 1.

9. R’ Meir holds the moment one declares an object ownerless — even if 
only for the poor, according to Beis Shammai — it is no longer his. 
Hence, it may thereupon be acquired even by rich people (Mahara 
Fulda), for once the object has left the possession of its owner, all con-
ditions that he attached to it [by dint of his ownership] fall away (Gra). 

1. Mahara Fulda, from Rash. [If the paradigm for hefker declarations is
the law of shemittah, as R’ Shimon ben Lakish maintains, it is perforce 
impossible for one to effect a state of ownerlessness that excludes 
humans in general or even a particular subset of people. And similarly, 
if the source for the general concept of hefker is the law of peah and leket, 
as R’ Yochanan maintains, then one’s hefker declaration must not be 
exclusive of Jews or poor people.]
2. This does not mean that the owner excluded rich people from being 
able to acquire the produce, for such a declaration would surely be 
ineffective according to Beis Hillel. Rather, the intent here is that he 
declared the produce ownerless on account of his city’s poor, i.e. the dire 
poverty in his city is what spurred him to declare his produce hefker. The 
declaration itself, however, was inclusive of all the city’s residents, rich 
and poor alike; only residents of other cities were excluded (Rash; Rosh).
3. And the produce is thus [available for acquisition by the specified 
parties] and exempt from maaser obligation (Rash).
 R’ Yochanan holds that the critical factor in determining the validity 
of a hefker declaration according to Beis Hillel is that the produce must 
not resemble peah and leket with regard to its being made available 
solely for the poor [and certainly it may not exclude the poor] (see 49a 
note 12). Using this criterion, any hefker declaration that encompasses 
rich and poor alike is effective, even if it excludes animals, idolaters or 
the residents of another city (see Rash, Rosh and Gra ms. 2).
4. Since, according to R’ Shimon ben Lakish, Beis Hillel derive the para-
meters of hefker from the law of shemittah, a hefker declaration therefore 
may not contain any exclusion whatsoever [for it must be similar to 
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 The Gemara comments:
בִּי לָא ר ר�  R’ La said: There is no need to infer the positions of — אֲמ�
R’ Yochanan and R’ Shimon ben Lakish on this matter from their 
dispute regarding Beis Hillel’s reasoning,  בְּפֵירוּשׁ פְּלִיגִין — for they 
actually disagreed explicitly about the issue!  ר בִּי יוֹחָנָן אֲמ�  ’R — ר�
Yochanan said that if one declares produce hefker for people but not 
for animals, or for Jews but not for idolaters, or for the poor of that 
city but not for the poor of another city,  הֶבְקֵירוֹ הֶבְקֵר — his hefker 
is an effective hefker,  ר לָקִישׁ אֲמ� בֶּן  בִּי שִׁמְעוֹן   and R’ Shimon — ר�
ben Lakish said that in these instances  אֵין הֶבְקֵירוֹ הֶבְקֵר — his 
hefker is not an effective hefker.[5]

 The Gemara considers whether a rich person is able to acquire an 
object that was declared hefker for the poor only (according to Beis 
Shammai, who say that a declaration of this sort is effective):
חִיָּיא ר  בּ� אָבִין  בִּי  ר� ר   (הדה דאמרה)R’ Avin bar Chiya said:  [6] — אֲמ�
 Regarding objects that were declared — הֶבְקֵר לָעֲנִיִּים וְזָכוּ בָּהֶן עֲשִׁירִין
hefker for the poor, and rich people took possession of them,
יוֹסֵי בִּי  וְר� מֵאִיר  בִּי  דְּר�  the disposition of those objects is a — תִּפְלוּגְתָּא 
matter of dispute between R’ Meir and R’ Yose.[7]  בִּי עְתֵּיהּ דְּר� ל דּ�  ע�
בְקִיר דָּבָר [יָצָא]According to R’ Meir,  [8] — מֵאִיר ר כֵּיוָן שֶׁאָדָם מ�  דּוּ אָמ�
 who says that as soon as a person declares something — מֵרְשׁוּתוֹ
hefker it leaves his possession,  הֶבְקֵירוֹ הֶבְקֵר — his hefker is an 
effective hefker even with respect to a rich person being able to take 
possession of it;[9]

 The Gemara discusses the halachic ramifications of the dispute 
between R’ Yochanan and R’ Shimon ben Lakish regarding the 
source of Beis Hillel’s ruling:
-If one declares produce hefker for ani — הֶבְקֵר לִבְהֵמָה אֲבָל לאֹ לְאָדָם
mals but not for people,  לְגוֹיִם אֲבָל לאֹ לְיִשְׂרָאֵל — or for idolaters 
but not for Jews, לָעֲשִׁירִים אֲבָל לאֹ לָעֲנִיִּים — or for the rich but not 
for the poor,  כֹּל אֵין הֶבְקֵירוֹ הֶבְקֵר  ’all [R’ Yochanan and R — דִּבְרֵי ה�
Shimon ben Lakish] agree that his hefker is not an effective hef-
ker, because it resembles neither shemittah produce (which is own-
erless vis-a-vis all people), nor peah and leket (which are intended for 
the Jewish poor).[1]  לִבְהֵמָה לאֹ  אֲבָל  -If, however, one de — לְאָדָם 
clares produce hefker for people but not for animals,  לְיִשְׂרָאֵל 
עֲנִיֵּי אוֹתָהּ הָעִיר  ,or for Jews but not for idolaters — אֲבָל לאֹ לְגוֹיִם  ל�
חֶרֶת עֲנִיֵּי עִיר א�  or for the poor of that city but not for the — אֲבָל לאֹ ל�
poor of a different city,[2]  ׁבִּי שִׁמְעוֹן בֶּן לָקִיש בִּי יוֹחָנָן וּדְר�  תִּפְלוּגְתָּא דְּר�
— the effectiveness of his declaration (according to Beis Hillel) is 
contingent upon the dispute between R’ Yochanan and R’ Shi- 
mon ben Lakish:  בִּי יוֹחָנָן הֶבְקֵירוֹ הֶבְקֵר עְתֵּיהּ דְּר� ל דּ�  According — ע�
to the view of R’ Yochanan that Beis Hillel derive the law of hefker 
from the passage of peah and leket, his hefker is an effective 
hefker;[3]  הֶבְקֵר הֶבְקֵירוֹ  אֵין  לָקִישׁ  בֶּן  שִׁמְעוֹן  בִּי  דְּר� עְתֵּיהּ  דּ� ל   but — ע�
according to the view of R’ Shimon ben Lakish that Beis Hillel’s 
ruling is derived from the shemittah passage, his hefker is not an 
effective hefker, because it is not analogous to shemittah produce.[4]
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of the owner — and hence retains its maaser obligation — until it is 
acquired by a poor person. If a rich person (who cannot legally acquire 
the produce) were to take it, it would still be subject to maaser, since it 
technically has not yet become ownerless.
 Maharam Chaviv and Sefer Nir take an entirely different approach. 
They suggest that R’ Avin bar Chiya is discussing whether a person who 
was poor and then became wealthy may acquire an object that had been 
declared ‘‘ownerless for the poor’’ prior to his increase in assets. 
According to R’ Meir, the object became ownerless for the poor at the 
time of the declaration — which means that this person, who was poor 
at the time, is included as well, and may therefore take possession of the 
object even though he is now rich. R’ Yose, however, maintains that the 
object does not actually leave the owner’s possession until the moment 
of acquisition. Accordingly, it may be acquired only by someone who is 
presently a poor person.

A. Some commentators do not accept the notion that a rich person
 should be able to acquire an object that was declared hefker exclu-
sively for the poor. They therefore offer various alternative interpreta- 
tions of R’ Avin bar Chiya’s statement.
 R’ Chaim Kanievski (in his Beur) asserts that it is certainly forbidden 
for a rich person to take produce that was declared ownerless for the 
poor, and if he does so it amounts to stealing. The issue under 
discussion is whether such produce that was illegally taken by a rich 
person is nonetheless exempt from maaser obligation. According to R’ 
Meir, the produce became hefker and thus permanently exempt from 
maaser immediately upon being declared ownerless for the poor. Thus, 
if a rich person subsequently appropriates the produce, and instead of 
returning it to the poor (as he is obligated to do) he decides to eat it, 
there is no requirement for him to tithe the produce beforehand. 
According to R’ Yose, however, the produce remains in the possession 
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declaration (which would leave the maaser obligation intact) rather than 
a new acquisition of property from a state of ownerlessness.]
5. This Baraisa is referring to a standard hefker declaration that is not 
limited to any particular span of time. It teaches that within the first 
three days after a field has been declared ownerless, the owner has the 
option to recant and nullify his declaration (Rash Sirilio).
 In Bavli Nedarim 44a (where a similar Baraisa is recorded), the 
Gemara explains that this rule was enacted by the Rabbis to counter the 
subterfuge employed by cheats, who would declare their fields hefker and 
then reclaim them in order to free their produce from the maaser 
obligation. Since it was their intention at the very moment they were 
declaring the hefker to reclaim their fields, the hefker was no more than 
a charade and never really valid. To deter such conduct, the Rabbis 
decreed that every hefker declaration — even one sincerely meant — 
could be retracted for up to three days, even if someone else had already 
taken possession of the property. [The field’s produce thus remains 
subject to maaser during that period (even if the field was acquired by 
someone other than the one who declared it ownerless), since the hefker 
has not yet become finalized.] Hence, if the original owner should re-
claim his field anytime during the first three days (which is what 
someone employing a subterfuge would do — see following paragraph), 
it will be understood that his action constitutes a retraction of his hefker, 
thereby nullifying it and leaving the maaser obligation intact (Mahara 
Fulda, based on Ran ad loc.; see also Tosafos there).
 In a parallel text that appears in Yerushalmi Nedarim 4:10 (and in the 
version presented by Rash Sirilio and Sdeh Yehoshua here), the following 
sentence appears at this point: א בִּי זְעֵיר� א אֲמַר  :R’ Z’eira said — אֲמַר ר!  ל�
ה א שְׁלשֹׁ�  says only that one may retract his hefker [The Baraisa] — אֶלּ�
declaration during the first three days;  ֹאֵינוֹ חוֹזֵר בּו ה  חַר שְׁלשֹׁ� לְא! א   — ה�
this implies that after the first three days have elapsed, he cannot 
retract [his declaration]. I.e. R’ Z’eira inferred from the Baraisa that 
once three days have gone by, the hefker is considered final and can no 
longer be retracted, even if no one had yet taken possession of the prop-
erty. The reason for this is that people who plan to reclaim the fields they 
had fraudulently declared hefker do not wait more than three days before 
doing so. Hence, once three days have passed without the owner retract-
ing, there is no further concern that the declaration was made insincerely. 
The original hefker declaration therefore stands and the owner has no 
authority to undo it (see Ran and Peirush HaRosh to Nedarim 43b-44a; 
see further below). Should the original owner of the field reacquire it at 
this point, he is considered to have made a new acquisition, not a 

1. In R’ Yose’s view, an object that was declared hefker remains the 
property of the owner until someone acquires it. In this case, therefore, 
the object cannot be considered truly ownerless until one of its intended 
recipients — viz. a poor person — takes possession of it. Hence, should a 
rich person take the object he will not acquire it, for it still belongs to the 
owner [who designated it specifically for the poor] (Mahara Fulda; Sdeh 
Yehoshua).
 [See Variant A for other interpretations of R’ Avin bar Chiya’s state-
ment.]
2. [Declaring an article hefker for a limited time means that the article is 
being made available for acquisition by others during that period only. If 
someone takes possession of the article during that period, he acquires it 
forever; otherwise, the article automatically reverts to the owner (see 
Peirush HaRosh, Nedarim 44a ד’ה אמר; see also Teshuvos R’ Akiva Eiger 
1:145, Shaarei Yosher 5:23).]

3. I.e. he did not place a short-term limit on how long the produce should 
remain ownerless if not acquired. Rather, he extended the range of the hef-
ker far into the future (e.g. a year) [or simply declared the produce owner-
less without qualification]. In cases such as these, the produce is subject to 
the classic law of hefker, which is that the produce is henceforth exempt 
from the maaser obligation even if the owner himself should reacquire it.
 This is the law according to R’ Meir, who holds that an item that was 
declared hefker becomes ownerless at once (see 49b note 7). The produce 
is thus permanently exempt from maaser even if the owner himself 
reacquires it. In R’ Yose’s view, however, an object that was declared 
hefker does not become ownerless until it is acquired by another party; 
hence, if one declares his produce hefker and then reacquires it himself, 
the maaser obligation remains in force, since the produce never really 
left the owner’s possession to begin with (Rash Sirilio).

4. [The present inquiry has no relevance with regard to R’ Yose’s view, 
for according to R’ Yose it is obvious that produce that was declared 
hefker and was then reacquired by its original owner remains subject to 
the maaser obligation (as explained in the previous note). Rather,] the 
Gemara is inquiring whether R’ Meir, who rules that produce that was 
declared hefker is generally exempt from maaser even if the owner 
himself reacquires it, allows this exemption with respect to short-term 
hefker declarations as well (Rash Sirilio; see Sdeh Yehoshua). [The 
reason the exemption might not apply in this case is perhaps because of 
the concern that the owner’s taking of the produce under these 
circumstances would be misconstrued as a retraction of his hefker 
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extended period of time.[3]  ן מוּעָט  — [אֲבָל] (ואפילו) הִבְקִירָהּ לִזְמ�
But what is the law if he declared [his produce] hefker for just 
a brief period of time? Does it remain exempt from tithes even if 
the owner himself reacquires it, as is normally the law with regard 
to hefker?[4]

 The Gemara answers:
הּ מִן הֲדָא  Let us resolve [the inquiry] from the end of — נִישְׁמְעִינּ�
this following Baraisa:  ּהִבְקִיר אֶת שָׂדֵהו — If ONE DECLARED HIS 

FIELD OWNERLESS,  ֹבּו חוֹזֵר  יָמִים  וּשְׁלשָֹׁה  יִם   for TWO OR — שְׁנ�

THREE DAYS afterward HE MAY RETRACT [HIS DECLARATION].[5]

זְעֵירָא בִּי  ר� קוּמֵי  מָּא  דִּיּ� שִׁמְעוֹן  בִּי  ר�  And in explanation of this — תָּנֵי 

יוֹסֵי בִּי  דְּר� עְתֵּיהּ  דּ� ל  אֵין  ,but according to R’ Yose — ע� ר  אָמ�  דּוּ 
בְּעָלִים אֶלָּא בִּזְכִיָּיה ת יְדֵי ה� ח�  who says that an object — הֶבְקֵר יוֹצֵא מִתּ�
declared hefker does not leave the possession of its owner 
except through acquisition by another party,  אֵין הֶבְקֵירוֹ הֶבְקֵר 
— his hefker is not an effective hefker with respect to a rich 
person being able to take possession of it.[1]

 The Gemara analyzes the disposition of time-limited hefker 
declarations:[2]

ן מְרוּבֶּה ד כְּדוֹן כְּשֶׁהִבְקִירָהּ לִזְמ�  Until now, we know only about — ע�
the law where [one] declared [his produce] hefker for an 
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consider a hefker declaration to be final and unretractable.]
7. R’ Z’eira responded to R’ Shimon Diyama as follows: According to 
your assertion that a hefker declaration can be retracted beyond the first 
three days, it should just as well be possible for one to retract his 
declaration even after numerous days [or years] have gone by, as there is 
no reason to differentiate between one case and another. But this is 
certainly impossible, for then the entire concept of hefker would 
essentially be meaningless! (see Mahara Fulda and Pnei Moshe). [Thus, 
argues R’ Z’eira, the Baraisa must mean that a hefker declaration can be 
retracted only within the first three days and not afterward. Only then 
does the Baraisa’s ruling have a plausible explanation, namely, that the 
concern for subterfuge is limited to the first three days.]

retraction of the earlier hefker. The produce of the field would there-
fore be exempt from maaser (Rash Sirilio; see Tosafos, Nedarim ibid.).
6. R’ Shimon Diyama asserted that the ‘‘two or three days’’ mentioned 
in the Baraisa were meant only as an example, not as an absolute time 
frame, and in reality one can retract his hefker declaration even some 
time after three days have passed. Apparently, R’ Shimon Diyama held 
that the Rabbis were concerned about the possibility of subterfuge even 
in cases where the owner waits longer than three days to reclaim his 
field. They therefore allowed a hefker declaration to be retracted even if 
more than three days had elapsed since the declaration was made (see 
Rash Sirilio, Maharam Chaviv and Pnei Moshe; cf. Mahara Fulda with 
Sefer Nir ד”ה הדא). [It is unclear at what point R’ Shimon Diyama would 
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than three days have passed — and this is surely untrue![7] 
Clearly, then, one’s ability to retract an ordinary hefker declara- 
tion does not extend at all beyond the Rabbinically ordained 
three-day period.
 Support for R’ Z’eira’s argument is adduced from the latter 
portion of the Baraisa, which pertains to time-limited hefker 
declarations:
בִּי זְעֵירָא יֵּיע� לְר� תְנִיתָה מְס�  The language of this second half — לִישָּׁן מ�
of the Baraisa supports the argument of R’ Z’eira:

Baraisa, R’ Shimon Diyama taught in the presence of R’ 
Z’eira:  ֹבּו חוֹזֵר  (אינו)  [יָמִים]  שְׁלשָֹׁה  ר  ח� לְא�  He may — אֲפִילּוּ 
retract [his declaration] even shortly after three days have 
passed.[6]  ּלֵיה ר   :said to him in response [R’ Z’eira] — אֲמ�
ר שְׁלשָֹׁה יָמִים  ח� ר אֲפִילּוּ לְא� תְּ אָמ�  Once you say that a — מִכֵּיוָן דְּא�
hefker declaration may be retracted even after three days have 
passed,  מָּה ר כּ� ח� ר שְׁלשָֹׁה הִיא לְא� ח�  should be [the law] — הִיא לְא�
the same whether the declaration was retracted after just three 
days have passed or whether it was retracted after many more 
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all. [I.e. since the entire concept of voluntary hefker is derived either 
from the law of peah and leket or from the law of shemittah (see Gemara 

A. Unlike the majority of commentators, Gra explains that the Gemara
 is inquiring whether time-limited hefker declarations are effective at 
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ing the field’s produce from the maaser obligation, once someone has 
taken possession of the field — even if that person is the original owner 
himself (see end of note 2 above). This resolves the Gemara’s initial 
inquiry (Rash Sirilio).

5. From the Baraisa it is clear that even if someone declared his field hefker 
for just a single day and then immediately reacquired it, the hefker is 
considered to have been fully effective, and the field’s produce is exempt 
from maaser. This shows us that with respect to time-limited hefker 
declarations, the Rabbis were not apprehensive that the owner declared 
the field ownerless only because he intended to reclaim it and thereby 
exempt the produce from maaser (Gra; see note 2 above).

6. See end of note 2 above.

7. Translation follows Mahara Fulda; cf. Rash Sirilio.

8. R’ Shimon Diyama had claimed that the retraction period for ordinary 
hefker declarations extends beyond the three days mentioned in the 
Baraisa. R’ Z’eira objected that if this were true, it should be possible to 
retract a hefker declaration even after a prolonged period of time, for once 
the first three days have gone by there is no basis to treat one time span 
differently than another. Since we know that this is not the case, it must be 
concluded that a person’s ability to retract his hefker declaration is in fact 
limited to the first three days (see 50a note 7).
 The Gemara is now emphasizing that R’ Z’eira’s position is supported 
by the wording of the latter part of the Baraisa, which refers to a wide 
spectrum of time periods (one day, one week, etc.), as it implies that the 
Baraisa’s initial ruling regarding the retraction period for ordinary hefker 
declarations means two or three days specifically (Rash Sirilio; cf. Mahara 
Fulda and Pnei Moshe).
 To summarize the law according to R’ Meir, as it emerges from this 
discussion: A standard, open-ended hefker declaration may be retracted 
during the first three days, even if someone has already taken possession 
of the produce that was declared hefker; once three days have passed, the 
declaration is no longer retractable, and the produce is henceforth exempt 
from maaser even if the owner himself reacquires it. By contrast, a time-
limited hefker declaration — regardless of its stated interval — may be 
retracted indefinitely (thus keeping the produce subject to maaser) as long 
as no one has yet acquired the produce. Once someone (another party, or 
even the owner himself) takes possession of the produce, the hefker decla-
ration can no longer be retracted (even within three days), and the produce 
is exempt from maaser.
 [Note: In our elucidation of this passage, we have followed the approach 
outlined by Rash Sirilio. While most of the other commentators are in 
agreement with respect to the basic structure of the sugya, there is much 
divergence regarding the individual points; see Mahara Fulda, Maharam 
Chaviv and Pnei Moshe for their respective approaches. Gra’s unique 
interpretation is presented in Variant A.]

1. See above, 50a note 5.
2. This latter part of the Baraisa teaches that although the Rabbis enacted 
a rule allowing hefker declarations to be retracted for up to three days 
[even if someone had already taken possession of the item] in order to 
avoid the possibility of subterfuge, they did not do so for a time-limited 
hefker. This is because anyone declaring his field hefker merely to 
circumvent the maaser obligation would not bother to attach a time limit, 
since he was planning to take back his field immediately in any case. It was 
therefore assumed that anyone declaring his field hefker for a fixed 
amount of time is doing so sincerely, thus precluding the need for any 
special retraction period (Maharam Chaviv and Pnei Moshe, based on Ran 
to Nedarim 44a). It emerges that the only issue in the case of a time-
limited hefker is whether someone has taken possession of the property. If 
no one has done so, the owner can retract his hefker even after three days. 
If someone has taken possession of the property, the owner may not 
retract his hefker even within three days.
 Now at first glance, this ruling seems to accord with the view of R’ Yose 
that an item declared hefker does not leave the owner’s possession until 
someone actually acquires it. The truth, however, is that the Baraisa’s 
ruling is consistent with the view of R’ Meir as well. For when R’ Meir stated 
that an item that was declared hefker leaves the owner’s possession 
immediately, he was referring only to ordinary hefker declarations; but in 
the case of a time-limited hefker, R’ Meir agrees that the owner may later 
retract his declaration. The reason for this distinction is that the owner’s 
reluctance to permanently let go of his property indicates that he wishes to 
leave himself the option of retracting his declaration. In other words, we 
assume that he made the property hefker on the condition that he should be 
able to [retroactively] nullify his declaration as long as no one has yet taken 
possession of the property (see the approach of Ulla in Bavli Nedarim 44a, 
as explained by Peirush HaRosh ד”ה ושאני; cf. Ran ad loc. and Pnei Moshe).
 In any event, the Baraisa states that once someone has taken possession 
of the field from its state of hefker, even if that person is the owner himself, 
the hefker declaration can no longer be retracted. What this means is that 
if the owner takes possession of the field as an acquisition from hefker 
rather than simply retracting his original declaration, the hefker is con-
sidered to have been fully valid, and the field’s produce is exempt from the 
maaser obligation. For in contrast to retracting a declaration of hefker, 
which means that the field was never ownerless and its produce is there-
fore subject to maaser, reacquiring a field from its state of hefker means 
that the field was ownerless for a brief time, and its produce is therefore 
exempt from maaser even after it has been reacquired (see Rash Sirilio).
3. Rash Sirilio ד”ה הדא פשטא; see note 8 below.
4. The Baraisa puts all time-limited hefker declarations in a single 
category, so that a field that was declared hefker for one day has the same 
law as a field that was declared hefker for seven years. In all cases the 
hefker is sufficiently effective to make retraction impossible, thus exempt- 
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are resolved by this Baraisa, beginning with the Gemara’s origi-
nal inquiry:
ן מוּעָט ן מְרוּבָּה הוּא זְמ�  This Baraisa informs us — הֲדָא אָמְרָה הוּא זְמ�
that the law regarding produce that was declared hefker for an ex-
tended period of time is the same as the law regarding produce 
that was declared hefker for a brief period of time; in both cases 
the produce remains exempt from tithes even if the owner himself 
reacquires it.[4]  עֲרָמָה ה� ל  ע� חָשׁוּ  לאֹ  אָמְרָה   ,Furthermore — הֲדָא 
this Baraisa informs us that in the case of a time-limited hefker 
declaration, [the Rabbis] were not concerned for a subter-
fuge.[5]  בְקִיר וְחוֹזֵר וְזוֹכֶה  It further informs — הֲדָא אָמְרָה שֶׁאָדָם מ�
us that a person can declare his produce hefker and then 
reacquire it himself, thereby exempting the produce from the 
tithing obligation.[6]  זְעֵירָא בִּי  דְּר� שְׁאֵילְתֵּיהּ  פְּשִׁיטָא   And — הֲדָא 
finally, it confirms the accuracy of R’ Z’eira’s question to R’ 
Shimon Diyama,[7]  ן מוּעָט זְמ� מְרוּבָּה הוּא  ן  זְמ� ר הוּא  אֲמ� זְעֵירָא  בִּי   דְּר�
— for R’ Z’eira said that with regard to retracting an ordinary 
hefker declaration beyond the first three days, [the law] is the 
same whether a lengthy time or a brief time has elapsed.[8]

מֶּה דְּבָרִים אֲמוּרִים  IN WHAT instance WAS IT SAID that one may — בּ�
retract his hefker declaration within three days?[1]  בְּשֶׁהִבְקִיר סְתָם 
— WHEN HE DECLARED an item HEFKER WITHOUT SPECIFYING any 
time limitation.  ר שָׂדִי מוּבְקֶרֶת יוֹם אֶחָד  BUT IF HE — אֲבָל אִם אָמ�

DECLARED: LET MY FIELD BE HEFKER for ONE DAY,  בָּת אֶחָת  — שׁ�
or for ONE WEEK,  חוֹדֶשׁ אֶחָד — or for ONE MONTH,  שָׁנָה אֶחָת — 
or for ONE YEAR,  שָׁבוּע� אֶחָד — or for ONE SEVEN-YEAR PERIOD, 
the law is as follows:  חֵר ד שֶׁלּאֹ זָכָה בֵּין הוּא בֵּין א�  AS LONG — אִם ע�

AS NEITHER HE NOR ANYONE ELSE HAS TAKEN POSSESSION of it,
חֲזוֹר בּוֹ  אֲבָל  ;HE CAN RETRACT [HIS DECLARATION] — (אינו) יָכוֹל ל�
חֵר  BUT ONCE EITHER HE OR ANYONE ELSE — מִשֶּׁזָּכָה בָהּ בֵּין הוּא בֵּין א�

HAS TAKEN POSSESSION OF IT,  ֹחֲזוֹר בּו  HE CANNOT — אֵינוֹ יָכוֹל ל�

RETRACT [HIS DECLARATION].[2] From the fact that the first part of 
the Baraisa regarding an ordinary hefker declaration mentions 
only ‘‘two or three days’’ and does not supply a broader range of 
examples as is found in this latter ruling, it may be inferred that 
three days is in fact the absolute limit for retraction of ordinary 
hefker declarations — thus affirming R’ Z’eira’s contention.[3]

 The Gemara concludes by enumerating the various issues that 
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according to Beis Shammai, it should therefore be exempt even if it is 
merely three times the size of the other sheaves?
 Gra (ms. 1), however, emends the text of the Gemara’s question to 
read: ה �שְׁלוֹשׁ רִיךְ  צ� ה  � If you suggest that Beis Shammai’s — אִי מִשּׁוּם שׁוּר
reason for exempting the large sheaf is that its sheer size gives it the 
same status as a ‘‘row’’ — why, three physically distinct sheaves are 
needed in order to create a row! How can Beis Shammai justify giving 
this designation to a single sheaf? [I.e. the Gemara’s focus is not on the 
number of sheaves needed to create a row, but rather on the very 
concept of a large sheaf being considered equivalent to a row of 
separate sheaves.] To this the Gemara replies that Beis Shammai view 
the large sheaf as if it were actually divided into four separate sheaves, 
which achieves the minimum needed to create a row in Beis Shammai’s 
own view.

C. Rambam (Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:17) rules in accordance with Beis
 Hillel that shich’chah applies even to a sheaf that is four times the 
size of the others. He adds, however, that a sheaf that is larger than four 
of the other sheaves is not subject to shich’chah! (See, similarly, Rav and 
Meiri to Eduyos 4:3.) It would appear that Rambam had another version 
of this Yerushalmi, in which the Gemara concludes that Beis Shammai’s 
reason for exempting the four-kav sheaf is that it is deemed ‘‘distinctive’’ 
and stands to be remembered (see Raavad and Tos. Shantz to Eduyos 
ibid.). Accordingly, Rambam posits that Beis Hillel argue only in the 
Mishnah’s specific case of a sheaf that is four times as large as the other 
sheaves, because they do not consider such a sheaf sufficiently 
prominent to be exempt from shich’chah. They agree, however, that a 
sheaf that is greater than this size is regarded as distinctive, and thus 
exempt from shich’chah. See Derech Emunah, Beur HaHalachah ad loc. 
for further discussion of Rambam’s view.

above, 49a), perhaps a hefker declaration can therefore be effective only 
if there is no associated time limit, just like peah, leket and shemittah 
produce, which are forever ownerless and available for acquisition.]
 To resolve this inquiry, the Gemara first cites a Baraisa, which 
according to Gra is to be read as follows: ה �יִם וּשְׁלוֹשׁ דֵהוּ שְׁנ� �הִפְקִיר אֶת שׂ
מִים � חוֹזֵר ,If ONE DECLARED HIS FIELD OWNERLESS FOR TWO OR THREE DAYS — י
 ’HE MAY RETRACT [HIS DECLARATION]. The point of this ruling is that R — בּוֹ
Meir — who holds that an article that was declared hefker generally 
becomes ownerless immediately — agrees in the case of a time-limited 
hefker that the original owner leaves himself the option of retracting his 
declaration before the article has been acquired (see note 2, second 
paragraph).
 The Gemara then presents a discussion between R’ Shimon Diyama 
and R’ Z’eira about whether this allowance to retract applies to all 
time-limited hefker declarations, or just to those that are for three days 
or less; a proof to the former position is adduced from a second Baraisa, 
which indicates that all time-limited hefker declarations, regardless of 
length, can be retracted as long as no one has yet taken possession of 
the property. In any event, it is clear from the above that time-limited 
hefker declarations are, in fact, effective — thus resolving the Gemara’s 
initial inquiry.
 For further elaboration of this approach, see Beur of R’ Chaim 
Kanievski; see also Gra’s textual emendations to the end of this passage 
(presented in Hagahos HaGra).

B. Following our version of the text, the Gemara’s original question is
 quite enigmatic. For the Gemara was certainly aware that Beis 
Shammai’s view in the Mishnah below (Halachah 4) is that only a row of 
four sheaves is exempt from shich’chah. Why then does the Gemara 
contend that if a large sheaf is viewed as separate one-kav bundles 

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

13. Emendation follows the Vilna and Amsterdam editions; cf. Pnei 
Moshe.
14. The Gemara answers that Beis Shammai indeed hold that we view 
the large sheaf as though it were divided into separate, one-kav sheaves. 
The reason they require that the sheaf be four times as large as the other 
sheaves is that they follow their own opinion in the Mishnah below, 
Halachah 4 [54b], that only a set of four sheaves or more is exempt from 
shich’chah. [This is in opposition to Beis Hillel’s opinion there that even 
a set of three sheaves is exempt.] According to Beis Shammai, three 
consecutive sheaves do not qualify as a ‘‘row’’ and are not exempt from 
shich’chah (Rosh; Mahara Fulda). [See Variant B for Gra’s version of 
the text.]
 Beis Hillel, however, state in our Mishnah that even a sheaf of four 
kavs is subject to shich’chah. This is because they do not accept Beis 
Shammai’s premise that a large sheaf is viewed as though it were divided 
into smaller bundles. Rather, Beis Hillel hold that it must be treated as 
the single sheaf that it actually is (Rash). It follows that according to 
Beis Hillel, even a sheaf that is six, seven, or eight times as large as the 
other sheaves is treated as an individual sheaf and thus subject to 
shich’chah [up to a maximum size of two se’ahs (twelve kavs), which is 
exempt for a different reason — see below, Halachah 5] (Mishneh 
LaMelech, Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:17; Rash Sirilio; Tos. R’ Akiva Eiger 
§59; see, however, Rambam’s opinion cited in Variant C).

9. The oversized sheaf [being four times larger than the rest] stands out 
among the others (Mahara Fulda). Hence, even if it was temporarily 
overlooked the owner will almost certainly remember it sooner or later. 
This might be grounds to exclude it from the purview of shich’chah, for 
we will learn in the Mishnah and Gemara below, 7:1 [58a], that some-
thing which possesses a feature that will cause a person to eventually 
remind himself of it is not considered forgotten.

10. If a sheaf can be considered ‘‘distinctive’’ on account of its large size 
relative to the other sheaves in the field, this designation should apply 
even to a sheaf that is merely twice the size of the others. Why would Beis 
Shammai require that it be four times as large in order to be exempt? 
(Rash Sirilio, Pnei Moshe, Gra ms. 1).

11. The Gemara is proposing that since each of the field’s sheaves 
measures a single kav, we ought to view the four-kav sheaf as if it were 
composed of four individual sheaves (Pnei Moshe). This would put it in 
the same category as a row of consecutive sheaves, which does not 
become shich’chah if forgotten; see above, 44a note 7.

12. If Beis Shammai view the large sheaf as though it were divided into 
individual one-kav bundles, then even if the sheaf were only three times 
the size of the others it should be exempt from shich’chah, since three 
sheaves constitute a row (Mahara Fulda). Why, then, do Beis Shammai 
require it to be four times as large as the others?
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status of a ‘‘row’’ because we view it as though it were divided into 
four separate sheaves of one kav each,[11]  שְׁלשָֹׁה יּוֹ   then it — דּ�
should suffice for it to be merely three kavs in size.[12] Why do Beis 
Shammai require that it be as large as four of the other sheaves?
 The Gemara answers:
בֶּן שִׁמְעוֹן  בִּי  ר� קוּמֵי  יוֹחָנָן  בִּי  דְּר� הֲדָא  ר  אֲמ� ן][13]  בָּנ� ר� ר  [בּ� רבי)  (בא  ד  ח�
 One of the Rabbinical students stated this following — לָקִישׁ
explanation of R’ Yochanan in the presence of R’ Shimon ben 
Lakish:  אי מּ� כְּבֵית שׁ� עֲשׂוֹתוֹ שׁוּרָה  וְל� לְחוֹלְקוֹ  יָכוֹל   Beis — כָּל שֶׁהוּא 
Shammai exempt from shich’chah any [sheaf] that one can 
divide and make into a row, with a ‘‘row’’ being defined as four 
sheaves in accordance with Beis Shammai’s own opinion later 
in this chapter.[14]

 The Mishnah’s latter segment stated:
ב וכו’] ב ק� שָּׂדֶה שֶׁל ק�  If ALL THE SHEAVES OF THE FIELD — כָּל עוֹמְרֵי ה�

ARE EACH the size OF ONE KAV etc. (and one is of four kavs, and 
they forgot that (large) one, Beis Shammai hold that it is not 
shich’chah and Beis Hillel hold that it is shich’chah).]
 The Gemara seeks to determine the reasoning behind Beis 
Shammai’s ruling:
יְימִין ן ק� -What are we dealing with, i.e. what is Beis Sham — מָה נ�
mai’s reason for exempting the large sheaf from shich’chah?  אִם 
מְסוּיָּים דָּבָר   If it is because such a relatively large sheaf — מִשּׁוּם 
constitutes something distinctive,[9]  יִם יּוֹ שְׁנ�  then it should — דּ�
suffice for it to be merely two kavs in size.[10]  אִם מִשּׁוּם שׁוּרָה — 
And if Beis Shammai’s reason is that the oversized sheaf has the 

50b2 BEIS SHAMMAI CHAPTER SIX PEAH HALACHAH 1



 Regarding the case of a sheaf forgotten near a wall or a — מְסוּיָּים
stack of grain, the wall and stack of grain are items that are 
distinctive (owing to their fixed position in the field), so that the 
nearby sheaf stands to be eventually remembered;  וְאִינוּן אָמְרִין 
!?yet [Beis Hillel] say that the sheaf is shich’chah — (אינו) שִׁכְחָה
אי] מּ� ל (דבית הלל) [דְּבֵית שׁ� שְׁיָא ע�  And conversely, there is the — וְק�
following difficulty with Beis Shammai’s position:  בָּקָר  ה�

Gemara Of the four cases discussed by the Mishnah, the 
first two (a wall or a stack of grain) are stationary 

landmarks, while the last two (cattle or [farming] tools) are 
transient in nature.[9] In light of this difference, the Gemara finds 
difficulty with the positions of both Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel:
ל (דבית שמאי) [דְּבֵית הִלֵּל][10] שְׁיָא ע�  But there is the following — וְק�
difficulty with Beis Hillel’s position:  שֶׁהוּא דָּבָר  וּבְגָדִישׁ   בְּגָפָה 

 Rash Sirilio, however, preserves the printed version by interpreting 
the Mishnah’s latter two cases as referring to a cattle stall and a tool 
shed, respectively (see notes 4 and 5 above). These are permanently 
useful structures, certainly more permanent than an uncemented stone 
wall or a stack of grain, and are therefore considered to be fully 
distinctive items that can exempt a nearby sheaf from shich’chah. See 
further in Rash Sirilio for the specifics of how the Gemara is to be read 
according to this approach. See also Sdeh Yehoshua, Chidushei Rada, 
Mishneh LaMelech to Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:3, and gloss of R’ Yitzchak 
Frankel to Shenos Eliyahu.

A. In the standard printed version of this Yerushalmi, the difficulty with
 Beis Shammai’s view is from the case of a sheaf near a wall or a grain 
stack, and the difficulty with Beis Hillel’s view is from the case of a sheaf 
near cattle or farming tools; the Gemara appears to be propounding that 
only a sheaf that is located near an item that is relatively nondistinctive 
(e.g. cattle) should be exempt from shich’chah. Many commentators 
(cited in note 10) find this problematic, for logic would seem to dictate 
that the items with greater distinctiveness are the ones that are more 
likely to effect an exemption. They therefore emend the text so that the 
two questions are transposed, as we have done in our elucidation.

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

Rash Sirilio, who interprets this as referring to the shed in which the 
farming tools are stored.]

6. When the sheaves were being removed from the field to the threshing 
floor, a sheaf that was located near one of the items mentioned in the 
Mishnah was forgotten.
 [This understanding of the Mishnah’s case accords with the view of R’ 
Yehoshua, cited in Tosefta 3:6 and in the Gemara below (see Rash, Rosh 
and Ri ben Malki Tzedek here and to the following Mishnah; Rambam’s 
variant approach will be discussed later).]

7. Beis Shammai maintain that a sheaf located near any of these 
prominent items is bound to be remembered eventually, and hence does 
not become shich’chah if it was overlooked (Rosh; Shenos Eliyahu; see 
above, 50b note 9).

8. Beis Hillel hold that a sheaf is not considered memorable just because 
it is located near one of the mentioned objects. Accordingly, it does 
become shich’chah if forgotten.
 [A wall and a stack of grain are examples of landmarks that are 
stationary. (Presumably, the grain was always stacked in the same place 
in the field.) Cattle and farming tools, on the other hand, do not remain 
in one place. Accordingly, the Mishnah mentions a wall or a stack of 
grain to highlight Beis Hillel’s view that even a sheaf situated near a 
fixed installation will not necessarily be remembered and is therefore 
shich’chah. Cattle or implements are mentioned to emphasize that in 
Beis Shammai’s view, even these transient elements of the landscape 
constitute landmarks that will cause a sheaf left nearby to be 
remembered (see Shenos Eliyahu, Peirush HaAroch with emendation of 
R’ Chaim of Volozhin).] See, however, the Gemara below.

9. See Shenos Eliyahu cited in the preceding note.

10. The emendations in this passage follow Hagahos HaGra; see 
similarly Rash, cited by Mahara Fulda, and Tos. Shantz to Eduyos 4:4. 
[Others, however, defend the printed version; see Variant A.]

1. [Literally: R’ Yonah desired (to say).] This translation follows Rash, 
Mahara Fulda, and Maharam Chaviv, who apparently understood R’ 
Yonah to be presenting a definitive statement rather than an inquiry. 
[Yerushalmi commonly uses the term עֵי  to denote a fixed ruling.] This בּ�
reading is also implied by the Yerushalmi text of Rash Sirilio. However, 
cf. Gra ms. 1 and Pnei Moshe, who interpret R’ Yonah’s statement as an 
[unanswered] inquiry; see also Mareh HaPanim.
 [Note that the subsequent phrase א  is absent in the Vilna and הוּא שִׁעוּר�
Amsterdam editions.]
2. I.e. just as Beis Shammai rule in our Mishnah that a four-kav sheaf in 
a field of one-kav sheaves is viewed as a group of four and thus exempt 
from shich’chah, so too is an eight-kav sheaf in a field of two-kav sheaves 
[which is, likewise, four times as large as the others] viewed as four 
separate two-kav sheaves and is thus exempt from shich’chah (Sdeh 
Yehoshua; see Mahara Fulda). [It is unclear why one would have 
thought to differentiate between these two cases.]
 [Gra, who understands R’ Yonah to be presenting an inquiry (see note 
1), emends the beginning of the question to read: שָּׂדֶה שֶׁל חֲצִי ל עוֹמָרֵי ה! כּ�
חוֹ בִּין וּשְׁכ� ב וְאֶחָד שֶׁל שְׁנֵי ק�  What would Beis Shammai hold in a case — ק�
where all the sheaves of the field are each the size of one-half kav 
and one is the size of two kavs, and the large one was forgotten? 
According to this text, R’ Yonah was asking whether Beis Shammai’s 
exemption of a sheaf that is four times the size of the others is applicable 
when the sheaves are all smaller than the ones mentioned in the 
Mishnah.]
ה .3 פ�  .is a wall made of uncemented stones (Mahara Fulda, from Rash) גּ�
Alternatively, it is some sort of gate (see Rambam Commentary and Ri 
ben Malki Tzedek).
4. Translation follows Shenos Eliyahu. [Rash Sirilio, however, vow- 
elizes this word as בֶּקֶר, meaning cattle stall; a similar translation is 
presented by Mahara Fulda and Sdeh Yehoshua. See also Tos. Shantz to 
Eduyos 4:4.]
5. I.e. the implements used for plowing (Rambam Commentary). [Cf. 
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Halachah 2

Mishnah כֵּלִים בָּקָר וְל� גָּדִישׁ וְל� גָּפָה וְל�  If a sheaf was standing near a wall[3] or a stack of — הָעוֹמֶר שֶׁהוּא סָמוּךְ ל�
grain, or near cattle[4] or farming tools,[5]  ֹוּשְׁכָחו — and he forgot to gather it,[6]  אי מּ�  בֵּית שׁ�

 וּבֵית  It is not shich’chah, and it may be retrieved by the owner.[7] — אֵינוֹ שִׁכְחָה  :Beis Shammai say — אוֹמְרִים
It is shich’chah, and must be left for the poor.[8] — שִׁכְחָה  :But Beis Hillel say — הִלֵּל אוֹמְרִים

size of one kav and one is the size of four kavs, and [the har-
vester] forgot that unusually large one, Beis Shammai say that 
it is not shich’chah,  ת בִּין וְאֶחָד שֶׁל שְׁמוֹנ� שָּׂדֶה שֶׁל שְׁנֵי ק�  כָּל עוֹמָרֵי ה�
בִּין  so too, if all the sheaves of the field are each the size of — ק�
two kavs and one is the size of eight kavs, and the large one
was forgotten, it is not rendered shich’chah according to Beis 
Shammai.[2]

 The Gemara clarifies an aspect of Beis Shammai’s position:
בָּעֵי (והוא)  יוֹנָה  בִּי   This — [וְהוּא] שִׁעוּרָא  R’ Yonah stated:[1] — ר�
four-to-one ratio that makes a sheaf of four kavs exempt from 
shich’chah according to Beis Shammai is the measure for 
exemption of larger sheaves as well. That is to say,  עוֹמָרֵי  כָּל 
וּשְׁכָחוֹ בִּין  ק� רְבָּעָת  וְאֶחָד שֶׁל א� ב  ק� ב  שָּׂדֶה שֶׁל ק� -just as the Mish — ה�
nah teaches that if all the sheaves of the field are each the
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Shammai. The Gemara therefore finds it difficult that the Mishnah 
below should present an anonymous ruling in accordance with the view 
of Beis Shammai, for anonymous rulings are generally viewed as being 
authoritative (see Meleches Shlomo to that Mishnah).

11. Such a tree is known as ‘‘the tree near the press’’ or ‘‘the tree near 
the gap,’’ and would thus tend to be remembered sooner or later (see 
Derech Emunah 5:145-146).
12. As a rule, the halachah follows the view of Beis Hillel over that of Beis 
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פִּירְצָה ה� ד  בְּצ� אוֹ  ת  גּ� ה� ד   THAT IT STANDS ALONGSIDE THE — בְּצ�

WINEPRESS OR THE BREAK in the wall.[11]

 The Gemara asks:
אי מּ� תְנִיתָא דְּבֵית שׁ�  Seemingly, that Mishnah is in accordance — מ�
with the opinion of Beis Shammai.  ֹאֵינו אוֹמְרִים  אי  מּ� שׁ�  דְּבֵית 
 For Beis Shammai say in the Mishnah here that a sheaf — שִׁכְחָה
which was forgotten near a landmark is not subject to the law of 
shich’chah, and this is echoed by the Mishnah below, which 
teaches that there is an exemption of distinctive location with 
regard to olive trees as well. Beis Hillel, however, state here that a 
sheaf located near a landmark is subject to the law of shich’chah. 
This view is seemingly incompatible with the Mishnah’s ruling 
below that an olive tree that stands adjacent to a winepress or a 
break in the wall is not subject to the law of shich’chah.[12] — ? —

מְסוּיָּים שֶׁאֵינוֹ  דָּבָר   Regarding the case of a sheaf — וּבְכֵלִים 
forgotten near cattle or farming tools, the cattle and tools are 
items that are relatively nondistinctive (due to their portabil- 
ity),  וְאִינוּן אָמְרִין (הוא) [שֶׁאֵינוֹ] שִׁכְחָה — yet [Beis Shammai] say 
that [the sheaf] is not shich’chah?!
 The difficulties remain unresolved.

 The Mishnah below, 7:1 [58a], teaches that if one overlooks an 
olive tree that is memorable on account of its name, productivity 
or location, the law of shich’chah does not apply, because the tree 
will eventually be remembered. The Gemara now analyzes the 
example that is given in that Mishnah for the case of olive trees 
that are distinctive on account of location:
 הוּא עוֹמֵד  Being distinctive ‘‘IN ITS LOCATION’’ means — בִּמְקוֹמוֹ
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understands Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel to be disagreeing about the 
case of one who overlooked a sheaf located near a landmark such as a 
wall or a grain stack. R’ Eliezer, however, maintains that in this case all 

A. According to the approach of Rash and Rosh, which we have fol-
 lowed in our elucidation, R’ Eliezer’s version of the dispute differs 
from the version of R’ Yehoshua in two respects: (a) R’ Yehoshua 

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

9. But with respect to a sheaf that one forgot after having taken hold of it 
to take it to the city, Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel are in agreement that 
it is not shich’chah. Thus, the Mishnah here and the one below conform 
with R’ Yehoshua’s version of the dispute (Mahara Fulda, following the 
approach of Rash [and Rosh] here and in the following Mishnah).
10. R’ Il’ai was a student of R’ Eliezer (Rash Sirilio, from Mishnah Eruvin 
2:8; see Bavli Succah 27b).
11. [For Beis Shammai, too, agree that the sheaf, being only temporarily 
located next to a landmark, will not be remembered by the owner on 
account of its location (Pnei Moshe; see note 3 above).]
12. Rash Sirilio, based on the text of this Baraisa as it appears in Tosefta 
ibid. [’עִיר וכו עוֹמֶר שֶׁהֶחֱזִיקוּ בּוֹ לְהוֹלִיכוֹ ל� ל ה�  regarding a sheaf that they took ,ע!
hold of in order to transfer it to the city etc.].
13. When he initially remembered and took hold of the sheaf [with the 
intention of removing it from the field], he ‘‘acquired’’ it in the sense that 
shich’chah is no longer applicable (Mahara Fulda; see Bircas Kohen §13).
14. In R’ Eliezer’s view, Beis Hillel maintain that the fact that one initially 
took hold of a sheaf with the intent of removing it to the city does not 
prevent it from becoming shich’chah if he later forgets to take it from the 
field.
 [R’ Eliezer mentions that the sheaf was placed alongside a wall etc. to 
teach that even in this case, where there are two possible reasons for the 
sheaf to be exempt, Beis Hillel nevertheless rule that the sheaf is subject to 
shich’chah.]
15. I.e. by the Torah, which is the covenant between God and the nation of 
Israel, as it is written (Exodus 34:27): For according to these words [of the 
Torah] I have sealed a covenant with you and Israel (Rash, cited by 
Mahara Fulda; cf. Ri ben Malki Tzedek).
16. I.e. this is indeed the true version of the dispute between Beis 
Shammai and Beis Hillel.
 [See Variant A.]

1. [I.e. it accords even with Beis Hillel, who rule in our Mishnah that a 
sheaf located near a landmark remains subject to shich’chah.]

2. See Rash Sirilio ד”ה דבר מחובר.

3. R’ Yose asserts that Beis Hillel admit that an attached item is rendered 
memorable (and hence exempt from shich’chah) on account of its location 
near a fixed landmark, as in the case of the Mishnah below regarding an 
olive tree near a winepress. Beis Hillel argue with Beis Shammai only in 
the case of an item that is not attached to the ground, because they 
maintain that since the item can easily be transported at a moment’s 
notice, its location near a landmark does nothing to fix it in a person’s 
mind. That is why Beis Hillel rule in our Mishnah that a sheaf of grain is 
subject to the law of shich’chah even if it is located next to a wall (Pnei 
Moshe) [and all the more so in the other cases of the Mishnah, where the 
unattached sheaf lies near another portable entity such as a herd of cattle 
(Meleches Shlomo to the Mishnah below, 7:1)].

4. In this case, a farmer who was in the process of removing sheaves from 
the harvest area to the threshing floor took hold of a sheaf with intent to 
take it home to the city, and temporarily placed it on the side. If he 
subsequently forgets to take the sheaf home with him, it is not rendered 
shich’chah, because he did in fact remember to take it at the time of the 
gathering (see Rashi to Sotah 45a ד”ה זכה ביה; Ramban, Bava Metzia 11a 
with gloss of R’ Isser Zalman Meltzer; Derech Emunah 5:24-26; see also 
note 13 below).

5. From Tosefta 3:6.

6. Was their disagreement about the case of a sheaf located near a wall or 
a grain stack etc. (as recorded in our Mishnah), or rather about the case of 
a sheaf that the owner took hold of to take to the city and then forgot in the 
field?

7. [Emendation follows the Vilna and Amsterdam editions.]

8. Mahara Fulda.
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ר לִי(ה) זֹּאת  HE SAID TO ME:[7] — אָמ� תּוֹרָה ה�  I swear[8] BY THIS‘‘ — בּ�

TORAH that their dispute was as follows:  ׁגָּדִיש גָּפָה וְל� סָּמוּךְ ל�  עוֹמֶר ה�
כֵּלִים בָּקָר וְל�  If A SHEAF WAS standing NEAR A WALL OR A STACK — וְל�

OF GRAIN, OR near CATTLE OR farming TOOLS,  ֹוּשְׁכָחו — AND HE 

FORGOT to gather IT,  אוֹמְרִים אי  מּ� שׁ� :BEIS SHAMMAI SAY — בֵּית 

 BUT BEIS — וּבֵית הִלֵּל אוֹמְרִים  ;IT IS NOT SHICH’CHAH — [אֵינוֹ] שִׁכְחָה

HILLEL SAY:  שִׁכְחָה אֵצֶל  IT IS SHICH’CHAH.’’[9] — (אינו)   וּכְשֶׁבָּאתִי 
בִּי אֱלִיעֶזֶר ר  HOWEVER, WHEN I CAME BEFORE R’ ELIEZER,[10] — ר�  אָמ�
הִלֵּל  :HE SAID TO ME — לִי וּבֵית  אי  מּ� שׁ� בֵּית  נֶחְלְקוּ   BEIS‘‘ — לאֹ 

SHAMMAI AND BEIS HILLEL DID NOT DISAGREE  שֶׁהוּא הָעוֹמֶר  ל   ע�
כֵּלִים וּשְׁכָחוֹ בָּקָר וְל� גָּדִישׁ וְל� גָּפָה וְל�  REGARDING A SHEAF THAT — סָמוּךְ ל�

WAS standing NEAR A WALL OR A STACK OF GRAIN, OR near CATTLE 

OR farming TOOLS, AND HE FORGOT IT,  שֶׁהוּא שִׁכְחָה — THAT IT IS 

SHICH’CHAH.[11]  ּה נֶּחְלְקו ל מ�  -REGARDING WHAT DID THEY DIS — וְע�

AGREE?  ֹל הָעוֹמֶר שֶׁנְּטָלו  REGARDING A SHEAF THAT [ONE] TOOK — ע�
from the field with the intent of bringing it home to the city,[12]

כֵּלִים ד ה� בָּקָר בְּצ� ד ה� גָּדִישׁ בְּצ� ד ה� גָּפָה בְּצ� ד ה�  AND temporarily — וּנְתָנוֹ בְּצ�
PLACED IT ALONGSIDE A WALL, ALONGSIDE A GRAIN STACK, 

ALONGSIDE THE CATTLE, or ALONGSIDE THE farming TOOLS,

שִׁכְחָה  .AND THEN FORGOT IT — וּשְׁכָחוֹ אֵינוֹ  אי אוֹמְרִים  מּ�  — שֶׁבֵּית שׁ�
FOR BEIS SHAMMAI SAY that [THE SHEAF] IS NOT SHICH’CHAH in this 
case,  ֹבו שֶׁזָּכָה   BECAUSE HE HAD already ACQUIRED IT — מִפְּנֵי 
before it was forgotten;[13]  שִׁכְחָה אוֹמְרִים  הִלֵּל   BUT BEIS — וּבֵית 

HILLEL SAY that it is SHICH’CHAH.’’[14]  אֶת וְהִרְצֵיתִי   וּכְשֶׁבָּאתִי 
רְיָה בִּי אֶלְעָזָר בֶּן עֲז� דְּבָרִים לִפְנֵי ר�  AND WHEN I CAME AND RELATED — ה�

THE WORDS of R’ Eliezer BEFORE R’ ELAZAR BEN AZARYAH,  ר לִי  אָמ�
— HE SAID TO ME:  בְּרִית  הֵן הֵן  I swear by THE COVENANT![15]‘‘ — ה�
דְּבָרִים שֶׁנֶּאֶמְרוּ לוֹ לְמֹשֶׁה בְּחוֹרֵב  THESE ARE THE VERY WORDS THAT — ה�

WERE SAID TO MOSES AT HOREB [Mount Sinai].’’[16]

 The Gemara differentiates between the ruling of the Mishnah 
below and the ruling of our Mishnah here:
יוֹסֵי בִּי  ר� ר  הִיא  :R’ Yose said — אָמ� כֹּל  ה�  Actually, [that — דִּבְרֵי 
Mishnah] is consistent with the opinion of all.[1]  מָּן  For the — תּ�
Mishnah there is discussing the case of  דָּבָר ד  בְּצ� מְחוּבָּר   דָּבָר 
 an item that is permanently[2] attached to the ground — מְחוּבָּר
[i.e. an olive tree] standing alongside an item that is attached to 
the ground [e.g. a winepress]. Beis Hillel agree that a fixed object 
located near another fixed object is considered distinctive, and is 
thus exempt from the law of shich’chah.  הָכָא ם   The — בְּר�
Mishnah here, however, speaks of  ד דָּבָר מְחוּבָּר  — דָּבָר תָּלוּשׁ בְּצ�
an item that is detached [i.e. a sheaf of grain] standing alongside 
an item that is attached [e.g. a wall]. Regarding this case Beis 
Hillel maintain that the sheaf, being portable, cannot be regarded 
as distinctive on account of its location, and it therefore remains 
subject to the law of shich’chah.[3]

 Our Mishnah teaches that Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel argue 
about the case of a sheaf located near a wall, a grain stack, cattle 
or farming tools. In the following Mishnah (on 52b), we will learn 
that Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel agree that there is no 
shich’chah in a case where one took hold of a sheaf with intent to 
take it to the city and subsequently forgot it in the field.[4] The 
Gemara now cites a Baraisa[5] that presents a Tannaic dispute as 
to which of these two cases was the one actually disputed by Beis 
Shammai and Beis Hillel:
אי אִילְע� בִּי  ר� ר  יְהוֹשֻׁעַ  :R’ IL’AI SAID — אֲמ� בִּי  ר� לְתִּי אֶת   I ASKED — שָׁא�

R’ YEHOSHUA:  הִלֵּל וּבֵית  אי  מּ� בֵּית שׁ� -WITH RE — בְּאֵלּוּ עוֹמָרִין חֲלוּקִין 

SPECT TO WHICH SHEAVES DO BEIS SHAMMAI AND HILLEL ARGUE?[6]
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intentionally moved within the field so that it will be near a wall or some 
other prominent object. And Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel are 
disagreeing as to whether this case of a sheaf being taken to a definitive 
location within the field can be compared to the case of the following 
Mishnah, in which the sheaf is being removed from the field to the city. 
[Clearly, Rambam rejects Tosefta’s version of R’ Eliezer’s response 
(according to which the dispute involves a sheaf that is being taken to 
the city — see note 12), in favor of the plain meaning of the version 
found here in Yerushalmi, which states simply: ד נוֹ בְּצ� �לוֹ וּנְת �עוֹמֶר שֶׁנְּט �ל ה  ע�
ה וכו’ �פ �גּ  regarding a sheaf that one took and placed alongside a wall ,ה�
etc.] In Beis Shammai’s opinion, taking a sheaf and placing it in a 
definitive location in the field accomplishes the same thing as taking a 
sheaf with the intent of transferring it to the city: The person ‘‘acquires’’ 
the sheaf, so that it is no longer subject to shich’chah. Beis Hillel, 
however, argue that there is no exemption when a sheaf is moved from 
one place to another within the field, even if it was set in a distinctive 
location. Only when one picks up a sheaf with intent to transfer it to the 
city [and ultimately forgets it somewhere in the field] is it exempt from 
shich’chah.
 Following this approach, the rulings of our Mishnah do not 
necessarily reflect the view of R’ Yehoshua, for they are also consistent 
with R’ Eliezer’s view. Rambam (Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:3) therefore rules 
in accordance with R’ Eliezer, since his interpretation is accepted by R’ 
Elazar ben Azaryah as well.
 [The standard Vilna edition of Rambam’s Commentary has yet 
another approach that is based on the text of the Tosefta (for 
elaboration, see Tos. Yom Tov, and Mishneh LaMelech to Hil. Matnos 
Aniyim ibid. at length). It appears that Rambam ultimately revised his 
commentary to accord with the text of the Yerushalmi, and it is this later 
version that he follows in Hil. Matnos Aniyim and that has come down to 
us in the Kafich edition (see Mareh HaPanim, Mishneh LaMelech ibid. 
and Pe’as HaShulchan 9:7).]

agree that the sheaf is shich’chah. (b) Whereas R’ Yehoshua holds it 
unanimous that a sheaf that was taken with the intent to be transported 
to the city is no longer subject to shich’chah, R’ Eliezer maintains that 
according to Beis Hillel, such a sheaf does become shich’chah if it is 
subsequently forgotten in the field. What emerges from this approach is 
that the Mishnayos in our chapter reflect the version put forward by R’ 
Yehoshua.
 Rambam, though, interprets the statements of R’ Yehoshua and R’ 
Eliezer in an entirely different manner (see Rambam Commentary, 
Kafich ed., and Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:3; see also Meiri to Eduyos 4:4). In 
Rambam’s view, all acknowledge that Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel 
argued regarding the case of a sheaf located near a landmark, and 
agreed that a sheaf that one took with the intention of bringing it to the 
city is no longer subject to shich’chah — as stated in the Mishnah. The 
issue at hand is how exactly to define the case about which Beis 
Shammai and Beis Hillel disagreed: Were they referring to any instance 
in which a sheaf happens to be located next to a landmark (as is indeed 
implied by the wording of the Mishnah), or was their dispute limited to 
cases where the sheaf was specifically placed in such a location?
 R’ Yehoshua interprets the dispute in accordance with the simple 
meaning of the Mishnah — namely, that the sheaf had been standing 
next to a wall or some other landmark from the outset, and was 
overlooked by the harvester when he gathered the field’s sheaves to the 
threshing floor. Beis Shammai hold that such a sheaf is sure to be 
remembered, and is therefore exempt from shich’chah, whereas Beis 
Hillel hold that a sheaf is not rendered memorable on account of its 
being located next to one of these landmarks.
 R’ Eliezer, on the other hand, maintains that in this case there is no 
disagreement between Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel, for even Beis 
Shammai admit that a sheaf does not become exempt from shich’chah 
just because it happens to be located near a landmark. Rather, R’ Eliezer 
interprets the dispute as pertaining to a case where a sheaf was 

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

alive (see Bavli Kesubos 78b).] The segment of the Mishnah that is cited 
here deals with a woman who wishes to sell her melog property while she 
is yet an arusah (betrothed), before the husband has acquired the right to 
use the property.
18. [The Mishnah’s reference to property that she inherited is merely
an example. The same laws apply to properties that she received as a
gift (or acquired in other ways and did not request to be written into
the kesubah), since all of these are classified as melog property (Tos.
Yom Tov to Kesubos 8:1 שנפלו האשה   citing Teshuvos HaRashba ,ד”ה 
II:108).]
19. I.e. although Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel disagree about whether an 
arusah is allowed to sell property that she inherited after becoming an 
arusah, as the Mishnah proceeds to teach, they are in agreement that an 
arusah may sell or give away property that she inherited before becoming 
an arusah (Rivash, cited by Shitah Mekubetzes, Kesubos 78a ד”ה מודים), 
because the property initially fell solely into her domain (Rash Sirilio and 
Mahara Fulda; see Bavli Kesubos 78a). [Since she acquired the property 
while single and under her own jurisdiction, her husband does not obtain 
rights in it even after she enters his jurisdiction through becoming his 
arusah.]
20. For at this point, prior to nisuin, the husband has not yet actually 
acquired the rights that are accorded to him through marriage (see Rash 
Sirilio and Bavli Kesubos 78b).
21. Beis Hillel hold that since the woman acquired the property at a point 
in time when the husband has prospective rights to her and her property 
(for an arusah stands to be taken in nisuin), it is therefore forbidden for 
her to sell the property (Pnei Moshe and Beur of R’ Chaim Kanievski, 
based on Bavli Kesubos 78a). [Beis Hillel agree, however, that if the 

17. Kesubos 8:1. This Mishnah deals with the extent of a woman’s ability to 
sell her נִכְסֵי מְלוֹג, melog property.
 [A woman who marries may ask to have all or some of the property she 
brings into the marriage appraised and its value fixed for her at the time of 
the marriage, and its sum recorded and added to her kesubah. If this is 
done, then in the event of her divorce or widowhood, she receives that 
appraised value, regardless of the actual value of the property at the time 
of the death or divorce. Property entered into the marriage in such a 
fashion is known as בַּרְזֶל צֹאן   tzon barzel (literally: iron sheep) ,נִכְסֵי 
properties. They are compared to iron because of their enduring ironlike 
value, which the wife is assured of retaining.
 All other property of a married woman — whether it is property she 
brought into the marriage and did not ask to be recorded in the kesubah, 
or property she acquired after she was already married, such as through 
inheritance or as a gift — is termed נִכְסֵי מְלוֹג, melog (literally: plucking) 
property. Such property is hers, and any increase or decrease in its value 
accrues to her. Nevertheless, her husband owns the right to use this 
property and keep whatever crops or income it yields for as long as the 
marriage lasts (hence the name plucking property, because the husband 
enjoys its dividends but has no rights to the property itself, analogous to 
plucking the feathers of a fowl, which leaves the bird itself intact). See 
Rashbam to Bava Basra 139b ד”ה האשה.]
 Strictly speaking, the fact that a woman retains legal title to her melog 
properties should give her the right to sell them at any point in her marital 
life. The Rabbis, however, invalidated the sale of such property by a fully 
married woman (a nesuah), since this interferes with the husband’s right 
to use the property during the marriage (Mishnah ibid. 8:2). [In this 
context, ‘‘invalidation’’ of the sale means that the husband may remove 
the property from the buyer to enjoy its produce for as long as the wife is 

 
NOTES

וְנוֹתֶנֶת מוֹכֶרֶת   THAT SHE MAY SELL them OR GIVE them — שֶׁהִיא 
away,  יָּים לָהּ  AND [THE TRANSFER] STANDS.[19] — וְק�  נָפְלוּ 
 -If, however, SHE INHERITED [THE PROPERTIES] AF — מִשֶּׁנִּתְאָרְסָה

TER BECOMING AN ARUSAH and is still an arusah,  אי מּ� שׁ�  בֵּית 
SHE MAY SELL them,[20] — תִּמְכּוֹר  :BEIS SHAMMAI SAY — אוֹמְרִים

הִלֵּל אוֹמְרִים תִמְכּוֹר  :BUT BEIS HILLEL SAY — וּבֵית   SHE MAY — לאֹ 

NOT SELL them.[21]

 The Gemara cites a discussion regarding a Mishnah in Tractate 
Kesubos, in the course of which our Mishnah’s ruling will be 
introduced as a challenge:
ן ן תְּנִינ� מּ�  הָאִשָּׁה שֶׁנָּפְלוּ לָהּ  We learned in a Mishnah there:[17] — תּ�
תִתְאָרֵס שֶׁלּאֹ  ד  ע�  If A WOMAN INHERITED[18] PROPERTIES — נְכָסִים 

BEFORE BECOMING AN ARUSAH and then became an arusah,
אי וּבֵית הִלֵּל מּ� BEIS SHAMMAI AND BEIS HILLEL AGREE — מוֹדִים בֵּית שׁ�
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23. Literally: from two sides.

24. [When dealing with a dispute pertaining to monetary law, the 
positions in the dispute generally are not described as being ‘‘lenient’’ or 
‘‘stringent,’’ because a leniency for one party is a stringency for the other. 
Here, too,] Beis Shammai’s ruling that the arusah may sell her inherited 
property is a leniency from the arusah’s perspective, but a stringency 
from the husband’s perspective; and Beis Hillel’s ruling that the property 
may not be sold is a stringency from the arusah’s perspective, but a 
leniency from the husband’s perspective. This precludes the possibility of 
the dispute being cited in Eduyos among the leniencies of Beis Shammai 
and the stringencies of Beis Hillel (Mahara Fulda).

arusah acted improperly and sold the property, the transfer is fully valid, 
for the husband’s prospective rights cannot negate a sale after the fact 
(see Mishnah ibid.).]

22. In disputes between Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel, Beis Hillel 
generally take the lenient position. The few exceptions to this rule are 
enumerated in the Mishnayos of Tractate Eduyos, Chs. 4 and 5. Now, the 
dispute cited above presumably qualifies as such an exception, consider- 
ing that Beis Shammai are lenient and allow the arusah to sell the 
property she has inherited, whereas Beis Hillel are stringent and forbid 
her to sell the property. Why, then, asks R’ Pinchas, is this dispute not 
recorded in Eduyos?

 
NOTES

ר לֵיהּ תְנִיתָא אֶלָּא דָּבָר  :replied to him [R’ Yose] — אֲמ� ן מ�  לָא אָתֵינ�
 The Mishnah in Eduyos cites only those — שֶׁהוּא חוֹמֶר מִשְּׁנֵי צְדָדִין
matters which in Beis Hillel’s view are stringent from all per- 
spectives[23]  ל מִשְּׁנֵי צְדָדִין  and in Beis Shammai’s view are — וְק�
lenient from all perspectives.  הָכָא ם  ,Here however — בְּר�
אֶחָד ד  מִצּ� ל  וְק� אֶחָד  ד  מִצּ� הוּא   is a [each of the rulings] — חוֹמֶר 
stringency from one perspective and a leniency from another 
perspective.[24]

 The Gemara asks a question regarding the dispute presented in 
this Mishnah:
בִּי יוֹסֵי בִּי פִּינְחָס בְּעָא קוּמֵי ר�  R’ Pinchas asked in the presence of — ר�
R’ Yose:  אי וּמֵחוּמְרֵי בֵּית הִלֵּל מּ� הּ מִקּוּלֵּי בֵּית שׁ�  Why — וְלָמָּה לָא תְּנִינָת�
is this dispute not taught among the leniencies of Beis Sham- 
mai and the stringencies of Beis Hillel that are recorded in 
Tractate Eduyos?[22]

 The Gemara answers:
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 The Sages’ argument is directed at both Beis Shammai and Beis 
Hillel. For even Beis Hillel, who forbid an arusah to sell property that 
she inherited after becoming an arusah, agree that if she did sell the 
property the sale is valid (see 51b note 21). Why is this different than the 
case of a nesuah, where her sale is invalid even after the fact? (Sdeh 
Yehoshua to Yerushalmi Kesubos 8:1; see Bavli Kesubos 78a-b with 
Rashi).
8. [Most Yerushalmi texts read ּלְגְּלִין עָלֵינו [.as is stated in Tosefta ibid ,מְג!
9. Rabban Gamliel is responding as follows: It is difficult to understand 
why the Rabbis stated that when a wife sells property that she inherited 
as a nesuah, her husband may remove the property from the buyer in 
order to enjoy its produce (see 51b note 17). For since a husband is 
entitled only to the produce of his wife’s property but the property itself 
is hers, the sale ought to be fully valid, and the husband should be forced 
to take his produce from the money she obtains from the sale [e.g. by 
investing it and keeping the profits]. Will you now come along and 
compound this difficulty by invalidating even the sale of property that 
she inherited and sold as an arusah? (Shitah Mekubetzes, Kesubos 78a 
.(ד”ה אמר להם  see Haflaah there ;ד”ה על החדשים
10. As noted above (note 7), the sale of property by an arusah has 
relevance to the husband only after nisuin has taken place. It is from 
this post-nisuin standpoint that the Gemara refers to properties which 
the wife acquired and sold while yet an arusah as ‘‘old’’ properties 
(Birkas Kohen).

1. [This is a reiteration of the ruling presented by the first Mishnah in 
our chapter.]
2. Since the owner himself chose to declare his produce hefker, Beis 
Shammai’s ruling that the declaration is effective does not reflect a loss 
or imposition on the part of the owner. Accordingly, the ruling cannot be 
classified as a stringency in any sense (see Rash Sirilio and Pnei Moshe). 
By contrast, in the case of the Mishnah in Kesubos Beis Shammai allow 
the arusah to sell inherited property against her husband’s will, which 
does constitute a stringency from the husband’s point of view.
3. Pnei Moshe.
4. Ibid.
5. In the case under discussion, the woman inherited the properties 
while she was an arusah, at a time when the husband already had some 
jurisdiction over her. Consequently, the properties are viewed as having 
fallen to him as well.
6. Pnei Moshe. [The Baraisa that follows is from Tosefta, Kesubos 8:1.]
7. The Sages argue that just as a nesuah’s sale of property she inherited 
after becoming a nesuah is invalid, as taught in the Mishnah in Kesubos 
8:2 (see 51b end of note 17), so too should the sale by an arusah of 
property she inherited as an arusah be invalid (Rashi to Kesubos 78b ד”ה 
אשתו  Practically speaking, this would mean that the field’s] .(וזו 
usufructuary rights would belong to the husband once the marriage has 
been completed through nisuin (Birkas Kohen).]

 
NOTES

 R’ Pinchas rejoins:
 But if so, how did you answer above that Beis — וֶאֱמוֹר אוֹף הָכָא
Shammai’s permitting of an arusah to sell property that she 
inherited as an arusah is considered a stringency for the 
husband?[4] Say here, as well,  ל ע� בּ� ל� חוֹמֶר  וְאֵינוֹ  לָאִשָּׁה  הוּא  ל   ק�
בָּהֶן זָכָה  לאֹ  יִין  שֶׁעֲד�  that [Beis Shammai’s ruling] is a — (הבית) 
leniency for the wife but not a stringency for the husband, 
since he has not yet acquired an actual interest in [the 
properties] that she inherited. — ? —
 The Gemara answers:
לֵיהּ ר  שֶׁקִּידְּשָׁהּ  :replied [R’ Yose] — אֲמ�  Since he has — מִכֵּיוָן 
already betrothed her,  ּלִזְכוּתָהּ וְלִזְכוּתוֹ נָפְלו — [the properties] 
are deemed to have fallen into both her jurisdiction and his 
jurisdiction.[5] Hence, Beis Shammai’s ruling that the arusah 
may sell the properties is indeed a stringency with respect to the 
husband.

 Having mentioned the views of Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel 
regarding an arusah’s ability to sell property that she inherited 
after becoming an arusah, the Gemara now cites a Baraisa that 
elaborates on that case:[6]

יוּדָה בִּי  ר� ר  מְלִיאֵל  :R’ YUDAH SAID — אָמ� גּ� בָּן  ר� לִפְנֵי   THE] — אָמְרוּ 

SAGES] ARGUED BEFORE RABBAN GAMLIEL:  ֹהוֹאִיל וְהָאֲרוּסָה אִשְׁתּו 
נְּשׂוּאָה אִשְׁתּוֹ  SINCE AN ARUSAH IS HIS WIFE AND A NESUAH IS — וְה�

HIS WIFE,  ה זוֹ מִכְרָהּ בָּטֵל  JUST AS THIS ONE’S [the nesuah’s] — מ�
SALE IS INVALID,  ף זוֹ מִכְרָהּ בָּטֵל  SO SHOULD THIS ONE’S [the — א�
arusah’s] SALE BE INVALID![7]  לָהֶן ר   [RABBAN GAMLIEL] — אֲמ�

REPLIED TO THEM:  חֲדָשִׁים אָנוּ בּוֹשִׁין  CONCERNING THE NEW — בּ�

[PROPERTIES] that she inherited after becoming a nesuah WE ARE 

ASHAMED, i.e. we do not understand why the sale is invalid,  אֶלָּא 
יְשָׁנִים לְגְּלִין עִמָּנוּ[8] ה� תֶּם מְג�  AND YOU WISH TO IMPOSE UPON US — שֶׁא�

THE OLD [PROPERTIES], i.e. to limit her ability to sell properties 
that she inherited as an arusah?![9]

 The Gemara clarifies the meaning of Rabban Gamliel’s reply:
חֲדָשִׁים ה� הֵן   Which are the new [properties] to which — אֵילוּ 
Rabban Gamliel is referring?  מִשֶּׁנִישָּׂאת — Those that she 
inherited and sold after she became a nesuah.  יְשָׁנִים  וְאֵילוּ הֵן ה�
— And which are the old [properties] to which Rabban Gamliel 
is referring?  ד שֶׁלּאֹ נִישָּׂאת  Those that she inherited and sold — ע�
before she became a nesuah, i.e. as an arusah,  וְנִישָּׂאת — and 
subsequently became a nesuah.[10]

 R’ Pinchas challenges this response:
ן  But we learned in the Mishnah in Eduyos (4:3) among — וְהָתְּנִינ�
the leniencies of Beis Shammai and the stringencies of Beis Hillel:
אוֹמְרִים אי  מּ� שׁ� הֶבְקֵר  :BEIS SHAMMAI SAY — בֵּית  לָעֲנִיִּים   — הֶבְקֵר 
Produce that was declared OWNERLESS FOR THE POOR IS in fact 
deemed OWNERLESS. But Beis Hillel say: It is not deemed 
ownerless [even for the poor] unless it is declared ownerless for 
the rich also.[1]  יִת בּ� ל ה� ע� ל לָעֲנִיִּים וְחוֹמֶר הוּא לְב�  ,Now — הֲרֵי הוּא ק�
[Beis Shammai’s ruling] in this case is a leniency for the poor, 
who have now gained the right to acquire the produce, and a 
stringency for the original owner, who has lost his ownership of 
the produce;  ּוּתְנִיתֵה — yet, the Mishnah teaches it as a 
leniency of Beis Shammai! — ? —
 R’ Yose deflects the challenge:
ל הוּא לָעֲנִיִּים  there is a leniency for [Beis Shammai’s ruling] — ק�
the poor,  יִת בּ� ל ה� ע�  but it is not a stringency for — וְאֵינוֹ חוֹמֶר לְב�
the owner,  ּהוּבְקְרו עְתּוֹ   because [the produce] was — שֶׁמִּדּ�
initially declared ownerless by [the owner’s] own will.[2]

 R’ Pinchas advances another challenge to R’ Yose’s assertion 
that the Mishnah in Eduyos records only those disputes in which 
the position of Beis Shammai is lenient from all perspectives:
לֵיהּ ר  ן  :said to him [R’ Pinchas] — אֲמ�  But we — וְהָתְּנִינ�
learned further in the Mishnah in Eduyos (4:4):  שֶׁהוּא  עוֹמֶר 
כֵּלִים וּשְׁכָחוֹ בָּקָר וְל� גָּדִישׁ וְל� גָּפָה וְל�  If A SHEAF WAS standing — סָמוּךְ ל�
NEAR A WALL OR A STACK OF GRAIN, OR near CATTLE OR farming 
TOOLS, AND HE FORGOT to gather IT, Beis Shammai say: It is not 
shich’chah, [and it may be retrieved by the owner]. But Beis Hillel 
say: It is shich’chah, [and must be left for the poor].  ל  הֲרֵי הוּא ק�
יִת וְחוֹמֶר הוּא לָעֲנִיִּים בּ� ל ה� ע�  Now, [Beis Shammai’s ruling] in — לְב�
this case is a leniency for the owner, as it permits him to retrieve 
the forgotten sheaf, and a stringency for the poor, as it forbids 
them to take the sheaf;  ּוּתְנִיתֵה — yet, [the Mishnah] teaches it 
as a leniency of Beis Shammai! — ? —
 This challenge, too, is deflected:
לֵיהּ ר  יִת  :replied to him [R’ Yose] — אֲמ� בּ� ה� ל  ע� לְב� הוּא  ל  ק�
 there is a leniency [Beis Shammai’s ruling] — וְאֵינוֹ חוֹמֶר לָעֲנִיִּים
for the owner, but it is not a stringency for the poor,  יִין  שֶׁאֲד�
בָּהֶן זָכוּ  since [the poor] have not yet acquired any — לאֹ 
interest in [the forgotten sheaf]. Only the removal of property 
that is already under one’s jurisdiction is considered a strin- 
gency.[3]
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in the row, which cannot be passed by in the collection process. If, 
however, the last two sheaves in the row were forgotten, the second-to-- 
last sheaf does become shich’chah, for although it was not actually 
bypassed in this particular instance since nothing beyond it was 
collected, it could have been bypassed by collecting the sheaf that was 
after it. Cf. R’ Yechezkel Landau’s marginal emendation of the text of 
Rash, according to which Rash could hold that the Mishnah’s exemption 
pertains even to multiple sheaves that were forgotten at the end of a 
row; see further Beurim of R’ Moshe Feinstein §119.]
13. This refers to a sheaf (or sheaves) at the end of the first row in a 
multiple-row arrangement. For example, one hundred sheaves were 
arranged in ten rows of ten, running from north to south [see diagram]. 
The farmer, following a north-south route, removed the first nine 
sheaves of the first row [A1-A9], but instead of continuing on to remove 
the last sheaf in that row [A10], he turns back to the north and begins 
collecting the sheaves in the next row [B1, B2, etc.]. Now, the fact that 
this uncollected sheaf [A10] lies at the end of a row does not exempt it 
from shich’chah, for it is followed by the sheaves of the subsequent rows. 
(As explained in the preceding note, only a sheaf at the end of a single or 
final row can be exempt on account of its being an ‘‘end of a row.’’) Our 
Mishnah teaches, however, that this sheaf is nevertheless exempt from 
shich’chah on other grounds — namely, because it is a sheaf whose 
adjacent sheaves demonstrate [that it was not necessarily forgotten]. That 
is to say, the uncollected sheaf [A10] can actually be viewed as a com-
ponent of two rows: besides being the southernmost sheaf in the first 
north-south row [row A], it is also the westernmost sheaf in the last 
east-west row [row 10]. Thus, while the sheaf appears to have been 
bypassed when viewed from the perspective of the north-south row A, it 
has not been bypassed when viewed from the perspective of the east-

west row 10, whose collection has not yet 
started. The sheaf is therefore exempt from 
shich’chah, because its adjacent sheaves — 
i.e. the other sheaves in the east-west row 10 
— demonstrate that it has not necessarily 
been bypassed and forgotten, for it is rather 
part of the as yet uncollected east-west row 
(Rash and Rosh below ד”ה יחיד). The details 
of this exclusion will be elaborated upon at 
the end of the Mishnah.
 [The above exemption is applicable even if 
the farmer truly forgot the sheaf in question 
and never had any intention of leaving it to 
be collected with the adjacent sheaves. As 
long as the formation of sheaves in the field 
is such that the uncollected sheaf can be 
construed as possibly having been left to be 
gathered later as part of an adjacent row, the 
sheaf is excluded from being rendered 
shich’chah (see Derech Emunah 5:77 with 
Tziyun HaHalachah §147; cf., however, 
Mishnah Rishonah below ד”ה אבל הרמב”ם).]

11. The meaning of this Mishnah is the subject of diverse interpretations 
among the commentators. Our elucidation will follow the approach 
presented by Rash and Rosh, which is supported by a simple reading of 
the Yerushalmi. The approaches of Rambam and Gra will be discussed 
later in the Variants section.
12. A row has two ‘‘ends’’ — its beginning and its end. The Mishnah is 
thus referring to a sheaf forgotten at the very beginning or the very end 
of a row (Rash, Rosh).
 Sheaves at the beginning of a row are exempt from shich’chah 
because, as the Gemara will derive through Biblical exegeses, shich’chah 
applies only to grain forgotten during the removal process, i.e. it had 
originally been situated in the worker’s path but was then forgotten by 
him. If, however, a worker began his removal of sheaves from the middle 
of a row, the sheaves left at the beginning of the row are not rendered 
shich’chah if they were forgotten, for rather than being forgotten in the 
course of the removal process, these sheaves were never part of the 
process to begin with. Since the beginning of a row is excluded from 
shich’chah because it was never within the collector’s route, the 
exemption applies not only to the first sheaf in a row but to all the 
sheaves from the start of the row until the point at which the collection 
process is begun.
 A sheaf forgotten at the end of a row is not subject to shich’chah 
because, as the Gemara will explain, the Torah states (Deuteronomy 
חְתּוֹ :(24:19 שׁוּב לְק!  .you shall not return to take [the forgotten sheaf] ,לאֹ ת�
This indicates that a sheaf is subject to shich’chah only if it is situated in 
such a way that it can be bypassed during the collection process so that 
one must return to retrieve it. The last sheaf in a row, however, can 
never be bypassed in the collection process; its being forgotten can result 
only from the collection process having stopped before reaching that 
point. [Subsequently collecting that sheaf 
therefore would not constitute returning to 
it.] Hence, it is not rendered shich’chah if 
forgotten.
 Note that in order for a sheaf to be 
excluded from shich’chah on the basis of its 
being an ‘‘end of a row,’’ it must be the last 
sheaf in a single or final row, where there 
will be no further collection of sheaves. 
However, in a case where there is another 
row to be collected after it, the mere fact that 
the uncollected sheaf is situated at the end of 
a row does not make it exempt from 
shich’chah. For the removal of sheaves is 
still in progress, and this sheaf is effectively 
being bypassed for a sheaf in the next row — 
thus putting it within the purview of the 
verse you shall not return to take it (Rash 
below ד”ה אינו וד”ה ירושלמי; see the next case 
of the Mishnah and the following note).
 [Rash asserts that this ‘‘end of row’’ 
exemption applies only to the very last sheaf 

 
NOTES

Halachah 3

Mishnah Having recorded the dispute between Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel regarding a sheaf that was 
forgotten near a wall or a stack of grain etc., the Mishnah now cites three instances in which Beis 

Shammai and Beis Hillel agree that an uncollected sheaf does not become shich’chah:[11]

שּׁוּרוֹת  or the uncollected sheaf whose adjacent — עוֹמֶר שֶׁכְּנֶגְדּוֹ מוֹכִיחַ  Regarding the ends of rows,[12] — רָאשֵׁי ה�
[sheaves] demonstrate that it was not necessarily forgotten,[13]
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somewhere in the middle of a row, and continued to the end. The sheaves 
from the beginning of the row until the worker’s starting point would be 
examples of ‘‘ends of rows’’ that are not subject to shich’chah. Neverthe- 
less, the Mishnah uses the more complex case of two collectors working 
their ways toward opposite ends of the row, in order to teach that the 
middle sheaf [#5] is also considered to be an ‘‘end of row’’ that is outside 
the workers’ routes, [even though — as a middle sheaf — it is flanked on 
either side by removed sheaves] (Tos. Yom Tov).

6. The Mishnah is referring to a case where the sheaves are arranged in 
multiple rows. E.g. one hundred sheaves were arranged in ten rows 
running from north to south [1-10], which can also be viewed as ten rows 
running from east to west [A-J] (see diagram). Ordinarily, a worker would 
remove these sheaves to the threshing floor by collecting sheaves A1-A10, 
then sheaves B1-B10, then sheaves C1-C10, etc. In this case, however, the 
worker removed A1, A2, and A3, and then bypassed A4 (for example), 
continuing instead with A5 and leaving A4 uncollected behind him. After 
picking up A5, he continues collecting A6, A7, and A8, and then turns his 
attention to B1, B2, B3, etc. — leaving A9 and A10 uncollected in front of 

him.
 Note that according to 
this interpretation (that 
of Rash and Rosh), the 
expression in front of him 
is being used here differ- 
ently than it was used in 
the preceding case of the 
two workers who started 
collecting from the mid- 
dle of the row. Here it is 
used to refer to the 
sheaves at the end of the 
row, which have not yet 
been reached; above, 
however, it was used to 
refer to sheaves in the 
middle of the row that 
were approached and 
then bypassed. Similarly, 
the expression behind 
him is being used here in 
a somewhat different 
sense than it was in the 

previous case. Here, it is used to denote a middle sheaf that was forgotten 
and skipped over. Above, it was used to denote a ‘‘beginning’’ sheaf that 
was behind the workers’ starting point (Tos. Yom Tov).
7. Sheaves A9 and A10 that the worker left uncollected in front of him are 
not rendered shich’chah, because the sheaves that are contiguous with 
them in rows 9 and 10 — i.e. sheaves B9 through J9, and sheaves B10 
through J10 — are adjacent sheaves that demonstrate [that it is not 
forgotten]. That is, the presence of these adjacent sheaves allows us to 
construe sheaves A9 and A10 as being part of the as-yet-unstarted rows 9 
and 10 running from east to west, rather than as part of the unfinished 
north-south row A. As components of unstarted rows, these sheaves 
cannot be said to have been forgotten (Rash). Rather, we can just as easily 
say that it was the worker’s intent to collect rows 9 and 10 from east to 
west beginning with sheaves A9 and A10, respectively. Thus, these 

1. This case of the Mishnah has been explained above, 51b; see notes 4 and 
13 and Variant A there.
2. As explained above (52a note 12), in a single row of sheaves an ‘‘end of 
row’’ can be either the first sheaves in the row or the last sheaf in the row. 
The Mishnah will now describe an application of the former category.

3. A lone row of sheaves lying on a north-- 
south line, for example, was being removed to 
the threshing floor by two workers. Rather 
than starting at the two ends of the row, the 
workers decided to start somewhere in the 
middle and work their way through the row 
in opposite directions. [See diagram.]
4. The first worker started from approxi- 
mately the middle of the row, e.g. sheaf #4, 
and removed the sheaves from there toward 
the row’s northern tip, while the second 
worker started from sheaf #6 and worked his 
way toward the row’s southern tip. However, 
neither worker took sheaf #5, 
which was thus forgotten behind 
them, i.e. the workers started be- 
yond that point, with this sheaf to 
their backs. Proceeding along their 
routes and collecting their sheaves, 
the workers also skipped a sheaf 
along the way, e.g. the first worker 

skipped sheaf #2, and the second worker skipped sheaf #8. Thus, 
sheaves #2 and #8 were forgotten in front of them, that is, the 
workers had started before those points and had been facing 
these sheaves but then bypassed them. Accordingly, the Mish- 
nah states that the workers forgot [sheaves] in front of them (#2 
and #8) and behind them (#5).
5. The sheaves that were originally in front of the workers and 
were bypassed by them [sheaves #2 and #8] constitute typical 
shich’chah (and have nothing to do with illustrating the case of 
‘‘ends of rows’’). Each of these sheaves had been in front of a 
worker who was working his way toward it and then skipped 
over it; therefore, both sheaves are shich’chah and may not be 
retrieved.
 The sheaf that was forgotten behind them [#5], on the other 
hand, represents a case of ‘‘ends of rows.’’ This sheaf does not 
become shich’chah, because each worker had started collecting 
beyond it, and it was never part of either one’s route. It is comparable to 
the first sheaf or sheaves in a row that a solitary worker began to clear 
from somewhere in the middle, which are exempt from the law of 
shich’chah because they were never within the collector’s route to begin 
with (see above, 52a note 12). [Thus, the Mishnah has illustrated the 
exclusion of ‘‘ends of rows’’ as far as the beginning of the row is concerned. 
Although the Mishnah’s illustration uses the case of a middle sheaf 
forgotten by two workers, that middle sheaf is in effect the ‘‘beginning’’ of 
a row, since the workers started beyond that point and proceeded in 
opposite directions] (second explanation of Rash and Rosh, based on the 
Gemara below; cf. their first explanation, with Tos. Yom Tov and Mishnah 
Rishonah).
 Now, in truth, the Mishnah could have illustrated this exemption using 
the simpler case of a single worker who began collecting sheaves from 
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ח  or the sheaf that [one] took hold of in order to transfer it to the city — הָעוֹמֶר שֶׁהֶחֱזִיק בּוֹ לְהוֹלִיכוֹ אֶל הָעִיר וְשָׁכ�
and placed it on the side and then forgot it,[1]  מוֹדִים שֶׁאֵינוֹ שִׁכְחָה — [Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel] agree that it 
is not shich’chah.
 The Mishnah illustrates the exemption regarding the ‘‘ends of rows’’:
שּׁוּרוֹת ה� רָאשֵׁי  הֵן  שּׁוּרָה  And these are the ‘‘ends of rows’’:[2] — אֵלּוּ  ה� ע  בְּאֶמְצ� שֶׁהִתְחִילוּ  יִם   If two workers — שְׁנ�
started collecting sheaves in the middle of the row,  דָּרוֹם צָּפוֹן וְזֶה פָּנָה ל�  this one having turned toward — זֶה פָּנָה ל�
the north and this one having turned toward the south,[3]  חֲרֵיהֶן  and they forgot sheaves in — וְשָׁכְחוּ לִפְנֵיהֶן וּלְא�
front of them and behind them,[4]  שִׁכְחָה  וְשֶׁל  ,that which was in front of them is shich’chah — שֶׁלִּפְנֵיהֶן 
חֲרֵיהֶן אֵינוֹ שִׁכְחָה and that which was behind them is not shich’chah.[5] — א�

 The Mishnah proceeds to illustrate the case of the ַמוֹכִיח שֶׁכְּנֶגְדּוֹ   the sheaf whose adjacent [sheaves] ,עוֹמֶר 
demonstrate [that it was not necessarily forgotten]:
חֲרָיו ח לְפָנָיו וּלְא� שּׁוּרָה וְשָׁכ� יָּחִיד שֶׁהִתְחִיל מֵרֹאשׁ ה�  If a lone [worker] started collecting sheaves from the beginning — ה�
of the row, and forgot sheaves in front of him and behind him,[6]  שִׁכְחָה אֵינוֹ   that which was left — שֶׁלְּפָנָיו 
uncollected in front of him (i.e. at the end of the row) is not shich’chah;[7]  חֲרָיו שִׁכְחָה  but that which was — וְשֶׁל א�

52b1 BEIS SHAMMAI CHAPTER SIX PEAH HALACHAH 3

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

X

X

X

“Ends of Rows”
(two workers)

FI
R

ST
 W

O
R

K
ER

SEC
O

N
D

 W
O

R
K

ER

SH
EA

V
ES

 F
O

R
G

O
TT

EN
“I

N
 F

RO
N

T 
O

F 
TH

EM
”

SH
EA

F 
FO

R
G

O
TT

EN
“B

EH
IN

D
 T

H
EM

”

SHICH’CHAH

NOT SHICH’CHAH

X

N

EW

S 1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

“Adjacent Sheaves Demonstrate . . .”
(one worker)

X

A    B    C    D    E    F    G    H    I    J

SH
EA

V
ES

 F
O

R
G

O
TT

EN
“I

N
 F

RO
N

T 
O

F 
TH

EM
”

SH
EA

F 
FO

R
G

O
TT

EN
“B

EH
IN

D
 T

H
EM

”

COLLECTED SHEAVES ADJACENT SHEAVES 

UNCOLLECTED SHEAVES 

SHICH’CHAH NOT SHICH’CHAH



the retrieval of that sheaf does necessitate ‘‘turning back,’’ [and as explained 
above, it is not viewed as being part of a separate east-west row].
 Gra (in Shenos Eliyahu), too, interprets the Mishnah as referring to a single 
exemption pertaining to a case where the forgotten sheaf can be regarded as 
part of an adjacent east-west row. However, unlike Rambam, he under- 
stands that this exemption applies even in the case of a lone worker, viz. 
when he forgets a sheaf at the end of a row. [It emerges that both of the 
Mishnah’s cases illustrate the ‘‘adjacent sheaves’’ exemption: In the case of 
two workers, where it is usual for them to leave an uncollected east-west row 
in the middle of the field, a sheaf left behind them is not rendered shich’chah; 
in the case of a single worker, who would not be expected to create a new 
east-west row anywhere other than the edge of the field, only a sheaf left in 
front of him (at the end of the row) is exempt from shich’chah.]
 To summarize: According to Rash and Rosh, there are three instances in 
which a forgotten sheaf is exempt from shich’chah: (a) it is the first sheaf in 
a row (or a sheaf that two workers left behind them); (b) it is the last sheaf 
in a single or final row; (c) it is the last sheaf of the first row in a multiple-row 
arrangement, where the adjacent sheaves allow us to view it as part of a 
perpendicular row. According to Rambam and Gra, there is no automatic 
exemption for sheaves forgotten at the beginning or end of a row. A forgotten 
sheaf is exempt from shich’chah only in the case of two workers who left a 
sheaf behind them, where it is assumed that they intend to form a perpendic- 
ular row across the field with it and the adjacent sheaves; or in the case of a 
lone worker who left a sheaf at the end of a row, where [according to 
Rambam] its retrieval would not involve ‘‘turning back.’’ [According to Gra, 
the exemption in this case as well is due to the forgotten sheaf being viewed 
together with the adjacent sheaves as a separate, perpendicular row.]
 Various other approaches to this Mishnah are presented by Raavad (in his 
gloss to Rambam ibid.), Rav and Rash Sirilio. For further discussion and 
analysis, see Shaarei Emunah; Derech Emunah to 5:10-11 with Beur HaHa- 
lachah ד”ה הקוצר; Tos. Yom Tov ד”ה שלפניו.

A. In contrast to Rash and Rosh, who interpret the Mishnah as presenting
 two distinct exemptions (‘‘ends of rows’’ and ‘‘the sheaf whose adjacent 
sheaves demonstrate [that it is not forgotten]’’), Rambam [Commentary and 
in Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:10-11, as explained by Kesef Mishneh] interprets it as 
referring to a single exemption involving a forgotten sheaf that can be 
regarded as being part of a perpendicular row. To illustrate this exemption, 
the Mishnah cites the case of two workers who began collecting from a 
north-south row in opposite directions, leaving sheaves uncollected in front 
of them (i.e. at the end of the row) and behind them. The sheaf left behind 
them is not rendered shich’chah, because it is evident that their intention all 
along was to leave over the middle sheaf of each row and thereby form a 
separate east-west row across the field. The sheaf left in front of them, 
however, does become shich’chah, for there is no reason to believe that they 
would take the unusual step of creating a new east-west row at the field’s 
edge.
 The Mishnah then contrasts this case of two workers with a case in which 
an almost identical procedure is performed by one worker: The worker starts 
from the beginning of the row, skips over a middle sheaf (leaving it behind 
him), and then stops short of the last sheaf in the row (leaving it in front of 
him). Here the law is the reverse of that which applies to two workers — the 
sheaf left in front of him does not become shich’chah, while the sheaf left 
behind him does become shich’chah. Now, in the case of a single worker we 
never assume that his intention in leaving over a sheaf was to create a new 
east-west row; it is for a completely different reason that the sheaf at the end 
of the row is exempt from shich’chah. The reason this sheaf is exempt is that 
its retrieval by a lone worker would not involve ‘‘turning back’’ to take it, 
considering that the worker never reached that sheaf in the first place. [This 
exemption is not applicable in the previous case involving two workers, 
because a sheaf forgotten in front of one worker is necessarily behind the 
other worker, who would need to turn back in order to retrieve it.] The sheaf 
that the lone worker leaves behind him, however, is rendered shich’chah, for 

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

he has not skipped over any sheaves that lie on his route, since A9 and A10 
are considered part of rows 9 and 10 and thus outside his route. However, 
when the worker goes from A3 to A5, he has skipped A4, which does lie on 
his route. [Unlike rows 9 and 10, which can be argued to be outside of his 
north-south route, row 4 is definitely within his route, as evidenced by his 
continuing to collect the remainder of north-south row A. It makes no sense 
to say that a worker in the middle of a north-south route would leave over 
a row to be collected on an east-west route.] Therefore, the fact that sheaf 
A4 happens to lie on row 4 as well as on row A does not save it from becom-
ing shich’chah (see Derech Emunah, Beur HaHalachah to 5:10 ד”ה הקוצר).
9. The Mishnah is reiterating the rule that shich’chah applies only to a 
sheaf forgotten in such a way that its retrieval involves returning.
 Tosafos, Bava Metzia 11a ד”ה זה explain that the Mishnah repeats this 
point in order to allude that a forgotten ‘‘corner sheaf’’ is shich’chah. 
Tiferes Yisrael §20 and Derech Emunah 5:69 explain this to mean that if a 
person cleared two adjacent outer rows of a field but forgot the corner 
sheaf, that sheaf is shich’chah. I.e. if he collected sheaves A1-A9 along 
north-south row A, skipped A10, and then began collecting sheaves B10 
through J10 along east-west row 10, the forgotten corner sheaf A10 is 
governed by the prohibition ‘‘not to return’’ and is therefore shich’chah. 
[Although A10 was initially exempt from shich’chah since it could be 
viewed as the beginning of east-west row 10 (rather than as the final part 
of north-south row A), we do not say that as the beginning of row 10 it 
remains exempt when skipped in the collection of that row.] This is 
because we now view these two adjacent rows as a single L-shaped row, so 
that the forgotten corner sheaf is not the beginning of a row but rather an 
intermediate sheaf. Accordingly, once removal of the east-west row 10 has 
begun, retrieving the corner-sheaf would involve ‘‘returning,’’ and it is 
therefore deemed shich’chah (see, however, Tos. Yom Tov הכלל זה   ד”ה 
with Tos. Anshei Shem.)
 [As noted, Rambam and Gra interpret this Mishnah differently than 
Rash and Rosh; see Variant A for elaboration of their views.]

uncollected sheaves are not subject to the Torah’s injunction: you shall 
not return to take it, since the worker has not yet begun removing the 
east-west rows that contain them (Rosh). [A forgotten sheaf is rendered 
shich’chah only if it had been on the worker’s route and was bypassed by 
him, so that he would need to return to retrieve it. However, retrieving 
sheaves that were forgotten outside the worker’s route — as in this case, 
where the sheaves are viewed as part of uncollected rows — does not 
constitute ‘‘returning’’ to them, inasmuch as the worker was never there 
in the first place (see Gemara below).]
 Were it not for the fact that sheaves A9 and A10 are shown to be 
unforgotten by the sheaves opposite them in rows 9 and 10, these sheaves 
[A9 and A10] would have been shich’chah. Sheaf A10, though it is the last 
sheaf in row A, would not have been exempted as an ‘‘end of row,’’ since it 
is followed by the sheaves in the next row (see 52a notes 12 and 13); and 
sheaf A9 would have been shich’chah even in the case of a single row, 
because it can be bypassed through the removal of sheaf A10 (see 52a end 
of note 12). However, now that these two sheaves are regarded as being 
affiliated with the adjacent unstarted east-west rows, they are exempt 
from shich’chah even though they do not qualify for the ‘‘end of row’’ 
exemption (see Rash ד”ה ירושלמי).
8. The sheaf that the worker left uncollected behind him [sheaf A4] must 
be left as shich’chah, because it was bypassed when he skipped it and 
continued on his route to collect the next sheaf [sheaf A5]. Retrieving the 
skipped sheaf would thus entail returning to take it, and it is therefore 
governed by the prohibition: do not return to take it (Rash and Rosh).
 In this case, we do not say that the sheaves adjacent to the one that was 
skipped [i.e. sheaves B4-J4] allow it to be viewed as part of an east-west 
row [row 4] and thus outside the worker’s route. For only sheaves at the 
end of a row [A9 and A10, in the present example] are saved from being 
rendered shich’chah on account of being affiliated with more than one 
row, owing to the fact that the worker did not continue his north-to-south 
collection beyond those sheaves. I.e. when the worker goes from A8 to B1, 

 
NOTES

left uncollected behind him (in the middle of the row) is shich’chah,  ’ל תָּשׁוּב  for it is encompassed — שֶׁהוּא בְּ,ב�
by the prohibition  ‘‘not to return’’ to take a forgotten sheaf.[8]

כְּלָל ל תָּשׁוּב שִׁכְחָה  :This is the rule — זֶה ה� Any [sheaf] that is encompassed by the prohibition ‘‘not — כָּל שֶׁהוּא בְּב�
to return,’’ i.e. it was on the worker’s route and was forgotten, is shich’chah;  ל תָּשׁוּב אֵינוֹ שִׁכְחָה  but — וְכָל שֶׁאֵינוֹ בְּב�
any sheaf that is not encompassed by the prohibition ‘‘not to return,’’ i.e. it was forgotten outside of the worker’s 
route, is not shich’chah.[9]
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6. Deuteronomy ibid.
7. See above, 52a note 12.
 [This verse also serves as the source for the exemption regarding ‘‘a 
sheaf whose adjacent sheaves demonstrate that it was not forgotten’’ 
(i.e. in a case involving the final sheaf of a row followed by other rows, 
where the standard ‘‘end of row’’ exclusion is not applicable). For the 
adjacent sheaves let us view the forgotten sheaf as part of an 
as-yet-unstarted perpendicular row, thus putting it outside of the 
worker’s route so that his eventual retrieval of it will not constitute 
‘‘returning’’ to take it (see Rash and Rosh cited in 52b note 7, and 
Mahara Fulda).]
8. The first part of the verse (When you reap your harvest etc.), which 
teaches the exemption pertaining to ‘‘beginnings of rows,’’ refers to the 
forgetting of standing grain; and the second part of the verse (you shall 
not return etc.), from which the ‘‘ends of rows’’ exemption is derived, 
refers to the forgetting of sheaves (Mahara Fulda). [The clause you 
shall not return to take it is clearly referring to the forgetting of sheaves, 
for standing grain cannot simply be ‘‘taken’’ but must first be cut (Rash 
Sirilio).]
9. The fact that the Torah places the obligations of shich’chas kamah 
and shich’chas omer in the same verse informs us that the two are 
analogous to one another. Hence, the ‘‘beginning of row’’ exemption 
that is stated in regard to standing grain applies to sheaves also, and the 
‘‘end of row’’ exemption that is stated in regard to sheaves applies to 
standing grain as well (Rash Sirilio).
10. From Tosefta 3:9.
11. Ri ben Malki Tzedek ד”ה העומר.
12. See above, 52a note 13 and 52b notes 6-8.
 [The Baraisa speaks of an instance in which only the final sheaf in the 
row was forgotten. However, the law would be the same even if two or 
more sheaves were forgotten at the end of the row, as long as they can be 
reckoned as part of adjacent rows running from east to west (see Rash 
[.(cited in 52b note 7 ,ד”ה יחיד

1. As mentioned above (52a note 12), the ‘‘ends of rows’’ exclusion 
applies to both a sheaf at the beginning of a row as well as a sheaf at the 
end of a [single or final] row. Now, the law of shich’chah applies not only 
to forgotten sheaves [shich’chas omer], but also to forgotten standing 
grain [shich’chas kamah] (see above, 37a note 14). The Mishnah’s 
exemption thus encompasses four cases: (a) standing grain left unreaped 
at the beginning of a row; (b) standing grain left unreaped at the end of 
a row; (c) sheaves left uncollected at the beginning of a row; and (d) 
sheaves left uncollected at the end of a row. The Gemara will proceed to 
explain the basis for all four exemptions.

2. Deuteronomy 24:19.

3. The law of shich’chas kamah is derived from the continuation of this 
verse, which states: שָּׂדֶה חְתּ� עֹמֶר בּ! כ!  .and you forget a sheaf in the field ,וְשׁ�
The seemingly superfluous expression ‘‘in the field’’ alludes to another 
form of shich’chah in one’s field that applies to something other than a 
sheaf, viz. the shich’chah of standing grain overlooked during the 
reaping (Sifrei, cited by Rash here and to 4:6; see Rashi to Sotah 45a ד”ה 
קמה  see also 37a note 19). Once it has been established that ;לשכחת 
shich’chah is applicable with regard to standing grain, it is only 
reasonable to assume that the beginning of the verse — When you reap 
your harvest etc. — is dealing with standing grain that was forgotten 
during the reaping (see Rash).

4. By introducing the shich’chas kamah obligation with the clause, when 
you reap your harvest, the verse indicates that overlooked grain becomes 
shich’chah only if it was forgotten in the course of being reaped, i.e. it 
was located beyond the point at which the worker began reaping. This 
excludes grain left unreaped at the beginning of a row, which was never 
in the path of the reaper to begin with (see Rash ד”ה אינו וד”ה ירושלמי, 
Rosh ד”ה ולאחריהם, Rash Sirilio and Mahara Fulda).

5. [Actually, we do not yet know why ends of rows are exempt at all, even 
with respect to standing grain. The Gemara, however, focuses on the 
ends of rows ‘‘of sheaves’’ in anticipation of R’ Yonah’s response, which 
addresses this case specifically (Birkas Kohen).]
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do we derive an exemption for the beginnings of rows of 
sheaves and the ends of rows of standing grain?
 The Gemara answers:
יוֹנָה בִּי  ר� ר  מֵרֹאשׁ  :R’ Yonah said — אֲמ� עוֹמָרִין  שׁוּרוֹת  ראֹשׁ  ף   נִיל�
קָמָה  We derive the exemption for the beginning of — שׁוּרוֹת 
rows of sheaves from the exemption for the beginning of rows 
of standing grain,  וְסוֹף שׁוּרוֹת קָמָה מִסּוֹף שׁוּרוֹת עוֹמָרִין — and we 
derive the exemption for the end of rows of standing grain from 
the exemption for the end of rows of sheaves.[9]

 The next part of the Mishnah stated:
 Regarding THE uncollected SHEAF WHOSE — הָעוֹמֶר שֶׁכְּנֶגְדּוֹ מוֹכִיחַ]

ADJACENT [SHEAVES] DEMONSTRATE that it was not necessarily 
forgotten . . . (all agree that it is not shich’chah).]
 The Gemara cites a Baraisa[10] that elaborates on this exemp- 
tion:
ד כֵּיצ� מוֹכִיח�  שֶׁכְּנֶגְדּוֹ  -WHAT IS THE CASE OF ‘‘THE uncol — הָעוֹמֶר 
lected SHEAF WHOSE ADJACENT [SHEAVES] DEMONSTRATE that it 
was not forgotten’’?  עוֹמָרִין עֲשָׂרָה  עֲשָׂרָה  שֶׁל  שׁוּרוֹת  עֶשֶׂר  לוֹ  הָיוּ 
— If [ONE] HAD TEN ROWS OF TEN SHEAVES EACH,  ד ח� א� וְעִימֵּר 
וְדָרוֹם בְּצָפוֹן  and HE GATHERED the sheaves in ONE OF — מֵהֶן 

[THE ROWS] FROM NORTH TO SOUTH,  מֵהֶן ד  ח� ח א�  AND HE — וְשָׁכ�

FORGOT ONE OF [THE SHEAVES], i.e. the last sheaf in the row,[11]

שִׁכְחָה מִזְרָח  ,IT IS NOT SHICH’CHAH — אֵינוֹ  נִידּוֹן  שֶׁהוּא  מִפְּנֵי 
עֲרָב  FOR IT IS JUDGED AS being part of a row going EAST TO — וּמ�

WEST.[12]

 The Baraisa stated that the final sheaf of a north-south row 
does not become shich’chah if left uncollected, since it can be 
judged as part of an adjacent east-west row. The Gemara inquires:
וּשְׁכָחוֹ עֲרָב  וּמ� מִזְרָח   If he subsequently gathered the — עִימֵּר 
sheaves of the adjacent row from east to west, and forgot [the 

Gemara The Gemara seeks the source for the Mishnah’s 
initial ruling that the law of shich’chah does not 

apply to ‘‘ends of rows’’:
שׁוּרוֹת לְרָאשֵׁי  יִין   From where do we derive that ‘‘ends of — מִנּ�
rows’’ are exempt from shich’chah?[1]  בִּי יוֹנָה ר ר�  R’ Yonah — אֲמ�
said:  כְּתִיב — For it is written in the passage that discusses the 
shich’chah obligation:[2]  ”ָּחְת  When — ,,כִּי תִקְצֹר קְצִירְךָ בְשָׂדֶךָ וְשָׁכ�
you reap your harvest in your field and you forget etc. This 
verse, which deals with the shich’chah pertaining to standing 
grain,[3] implies:  ַתָּה שׁוֹכֵח א� תָּה קוֹצֵר  שֶׁא� ה   Whatever grain — מ�
you have already begun to reap, you can forget and it will be 
rendered shich’chah; but any grain that you have not begun to 
reap, i.e. grain that was left unreaped at the beginning of a row, is 
not rendered shich’chah if forgotten.[4]

 The Gemara asks:
קָמָה שׁוּרוֹת  רָאשֵׁי  כְּדוֹן  ד   Until now, we know only that the — ע�
beginnings of rows of standing grain are exempt from 
shich’chah.  [עוֹמָרִים] (קמה)  שׁוּרוֹת   From where do we — סוֹף 
derive an exemption for the ends of rows with regard to the 
forgetting of sheaves of cut grain?[5]

 The Gemara answers:
יוֹנָה בִּי  ר� ר  חְתּוֹ”  :R’ Yonah said — אֲמ� לְק� תָשׁוּב  For — ,,לאֹ 
the verse states:[6] . . . you shall not return to take it, which 
implies:  ֹחְתּו לְק� תָשׁוּב  לאֹ  שֶׁבָּאת   After coming from — מִמְּקוֹמוֹ 
its place, you shall not return to take it. This excludes a sheaf 
situated at the end of a row, which cannot be bypassed and 
returned to.[7]

 The Gemara proceeds to ask:
עוֹמָרִין שׁוּרוֹת  וְסוֹף  [קָמָה]  (עומרין)  שׁוּרוֹת  רָאשֵׁי  כְּדוֹן  ד   Until — ע�
now, we know only that the Torah excludes from shich’chah the 
beginnings of rows of standing grain, and the ends of rows of 
sheaves.[8]  [רָאשֵׁי שׁוּרוֹת עוֹמָרִין וְסוֹף שׁוּרוֹת קָמָה] — From where 
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13. After collecting sheaves A1-A9 from north to south in row A, and 
leaving sheaf A10 uncollected, he proceeded to the southeastern corner 
of the field and began working his way back from east to west along
row 10. Here too, however, he collected only the first nine sheaves in the 
row, i.e. J10-B10, and again forgot to take sheaf A10 (subsequently 
continuing from there to another row, e.g. row B or row 9). See diagram. 
[This should not be confused with the case of the “corner sheaf” 
described in 52b note 9, where, after skipping sheaf A10, he collected 
sheaves B10-J10, going from west to east.]

14. Mahara Fulda; see Pnei Moshe ד”ה נשמעינה.
 [The Gemara above, 5:2 (44a) presents a similar inquiry (see 44a notes 
2-3) and resolves it in the same manner as will the Gemara here.]

 
NOTES

prevent it from becoming shich’chah? Or, perhaps, since at the 
time when it was initially forgotten it was saved from becoming 
shich’chah, a subsequent forgetting will not have the effect of 
rendering it shich’chah.[14] — ? —

same sheaf] once again at the end of that row,[13]  שֶׁיֵּעָשֶׂה הוּ   מ�
 what is [the law] with regard to it now being rendered — שִׁכְחָה
shich’chah? Does it become shich’chah on account of having 
been forgotten this time, when there are no adjacent sheaves to 
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Baraisa, on the other hand, states that the fourth sheaf is rendered 
shich’chah even if he waited before taking the fifth sheaf.
 R’ Bun reconciles the two Baraisos as follows: The first Baraisa refers 
to a case involving a row of six sheaves. In this instance, if the farmer 
pauses after removing the third sheaf, the collection process is deemed 
to have been interrupted, thus rendering the remaining three sheaves a 
new and distinct row. Since the fourth sheaf lies at the beginning of this 
new row, it does not become shich’chah when the farmer forgets it and 
proceeds to the fifth sheaf, in accordance with the rule that a ‘‘beginning 
of a row’’ is exempt from shich’chah (see above, 52a note 12). It is only 
when the farmer skips directly from the third sheaf to the fifth sheaf, 
without interrupting the collection process, that the fourth sheaf is 

A. According to Rash, it is universally held that a forgotten sheaf does not 
become shich’chah until the next sheaf has been taken in its stead. Both 
Baraisos accept that the farmer must actually take the fifth sheaf in order 
for the fourth sheaf to be rendered shich’chah (see Beurim of R’ Moshe 
Feinstein §121). The rulings of the Baraisos address a different point — 
namely, whether the fourth sheaf is prevented from becoming 
shich’chah if the farmer paused before proceeding to collect the fifth 
sheaf.
 The first Baraisa states that the fourth sheaf is rendered shich’chah 
only if the farmer proceeded directly from the third sheaf to the fifth sheaf 
and took it immediately. If, however, he waited a bit before taking the 
fifth sheaf, the fourth sheaf is not rendered shich’chah. The second 

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

already removed the first three sheaves, the remaining two sheaves do 
not constitute a row, but two ‘‘individual’’ sheaves. Therefore, as soon as 
he passes the fourth sheaf and diverts his attention to the fifth, the 
forgotten sheaf is rendered shich’chah (Mahara Fulda; Derech Emunah 
5:45; see Aruch HaShulchan HeAsid ibid.).

6. [The fourth sheaf should have been rendered shich’chah as soon
as the farmer passed it by and waited long enough to take the fifth
sheaf (as is the law in a case where there are only five sheaves). The only 
reason it does not become shich’chah at this point is that it is still 
considered part of a three-sheaf row, which cannot be rendered 
shich’chah.]

7. Emendation follows the Vilna edition and the Yerushalmi text of Rash 
Sirilio.

8. We have elucidated this sugya in accordance with the approach 
presented by Mahara Fulda, which is based on Rambam, Hil. Matnos 
Aniyim 5:6 (see Maharam Chaviv here and to 5:2, Mayim Chaim and 
Derech Emunah to Rambam loc. cit., and Pe’as HaShulchan 9:15). Rash, 
however, presents a different understanding of the two Baraisos and R’ 
Bun’s reconciliation of their rulings. His explanation is cited by Mahara 
Fulda to 44a (see also Rash Sirilio, Sdeh Yehoshua and Gra ms. 1 here), 
but Mahara Fulda states there that he prefers the approach of Rambam. 
See Variant A for the specifics of Rash’s approach.

1. That is, even though he passed the fourth sheaf without taking it, it 
does not become shich’chah until he actually takes the fifth sheaf.
 [Our elucidation follows the approach of Rambam, Hil. Matnos 
Aniyim 5:6, as understood by Derech Emunah ad loc.; see Mahara Fulda 
here and Pnei Moshe to 44a ד”ה אית תניי; see note 8 below.]
2. Derech Emunah (5:45, with Tziyun HaHalachah §86) explains that 
the person is not deemed to have completely diverted his attention from 
the fourth sheaf — and thus, to have ‘‘forgotten’’ it — until he goes past 
it and waits long enough to take the next sheaf (cf. Pnei Moshe to 44a ד”ה 
.(בשאין שם ששי
 In any event, the second Baraisa gives a different ruling than the first 
Baraisa, which states that there is no shich’chah until the fifth sheaf is 
actually taken.
3. The law of shich’chah applies to one who forgets a single sheaf or two 
sheaves together, not to one who forgets a row of three sheaves; if three 
or more sheaves are forgotten, the landowner may return for them (see 
the following Mishnah on 54b). It follows that if the farmer would 
remove the first three sheaves in a row of six and then forget to take the 
next three, they would not be shich’chah (Mahara Fulda).
4. Mahara Fulda; Derech Emunah 5:44; see also Pnei Moshe to 44a and 
Aruch HaShulchan HeAsid ibid.
5. Since the original row contained only five sheaves, and the farmer had 
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חֲמִישִׁי ר אִם שָׁהָא לִיטּוֹל אֶת ה� אֲמ� אן דּ�  And the one who said that — מ�
the fourth sheaf is rendered shich’chah even if he merely passed 
it by and waited long enough to take the fifth sheaf  בְּשֶׁאֵין שָׁם 
 .refers to a case where there is no sixth sheaf in the row — שִׁישִּׁי
There, when the fourth one is overlooked it stands alone as a 
forgotten sheaf, and it therefore becomes shich’chah even before 
the fifth sheaf has been taken.[5]

 On the basis of R’ Bun’s reconciliation of the two Baraisos, the 
Gemara proceeds to resolve the inquiry. The Gemara focuses on 
the case where there are six sheaves, regarding which the law is 
that the fourth sheaf is not rendered shich’chah until the fifth one 
is actually taken:
חֲמִישִׁי ה� אֶת  ל  נָט� שֶׁלּאֹ  ד  ע� Now, from the time when the — אִם 
farmer forgot the fourth sheaf and passed it by until the
time when he actually took the fifth sheaf,  נִרְאָה כְּבָר  לאֹ 
 was not the forgotten fourth sheaf fit — (את) הָרְבִיעִי לִידּוֹן בְּשׁוּרָה
then to be judged as part of a row, together with the fifth and 
sixth sheaves, and therefore saved from being considered 
shich’chah? Surely it was![6]  שִׁכְחָה ר  אָמ� תְּ[7]  -But never — [וְ]א�
theless, you say that when the fifth sheaf is removed and the 
‘‘row’’ that saved the fourth sheaf is thereby eliminated, [the 
fourth sheaf] is rendered shich’chah! Evidently, the fact that 
the sheaf was once prevented from becoming shich’chah does not 
preclude it from becoming shich’chah in the future.  וְהָכָא שִׁכְחָה 
— Here too, in the case of our inquiry, although the sheaf was 
originally saved from becoming shich’chah by virtue of its 
affiliation with a thus far unstarted adjacent row, it is rendered 
shich’chah when subsequently forgotten in the collection of that 
row.[8]

 The Gemara answers:
הֲדָא מִן  הּ  -Let us learn [the resolution] from the fol — נִשְׁמְעִינּ�
lowing discussion pertaining to the shich’chah of sheaves:  עִימֵּר 
שְּׁלִישִׁי שֵּׁנִי וְאֶת ה�  Regarding a case where one — אֶת הָרִאשׁוֹן וְאֶת ה�
removed the first, second and third sheaves of a row of sheaves 
from the field to the threshing floor,  ח אֶת הָרְבִיעִי  and he — וְשָׁכ�
then forgot the fourth sheaf and moved on to the fifth sheaf, two 
versions of the law are taught:  נָּיֵי תָּנֵי  There are some — אִית תּ�
teachers of Baraisos who teach:  הֲרֵי הוּא חֲמִישִׁי  ה� אֶת  ל  נָט�  אִם 
 IF HE TOOK THE FIFTH sheaf, [THE FOURTH SHEAF] IS — שִׁכְחָה

rendered SHICH’CHAH, but if he did not take it, the fourth sheaf is 
not rendered shich’chah;[1]  נָּיֵי תָּנֵי  and there are other — אִית תּ�
teachers of Baraisos who teach:  חֲמִישִׁי הֲרֵי  אִם שָׁהָא לִיטּוֹל אֶת ה�
 IF HE passed by the fourth sheaf and merely WAITED — הוּא שִׁכְחָה

long enough TO TAKE THE FIFTH sheaf, [THE FOURTH SHEAF] IS 

immediately rendered SHICH’CHAH, even though he did not 
actually take the fifth sheaf.[2]  חִיָּיא ר  בּ� בּוּן  בִּי  ר� ר   ’And R — אֲמ�
Bun bar Chiya said: These opinions are not contradictory.  אן  מ�
חֲמִישִׁי ל אֶת ה� ר נָט� אֲמ�  The one who said that the fourth sheaf is — דּ�
not considered shich’chah unless he actually took the fifth sheaf
 refers to a case where there is a sixth sheaf in — בְּשֶׁיֵּשׁ שָׁם שִׁישִּׁי
the row. In this case, after the first three sheaves are taken there 
are still three sheaves remaining. These remaining sheaves 
cannot all be rendered shich’chah, because together they consti- 
tute a ‘‘row’’ of three.[3] Hence, the fourth sheaf does not become 
shich’chah simply by being bypassed, since it is still considered 
part of this row of three sheaves. Only when the fifth sheaf is 
taken and the row of three is broken — such that the fourth sheaf 
stands as a lone forgotten sheaf — is it rendered shich’chah.[4]
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ily) when it was initially forgotten, proves that a sheaf which was once 
saved from becoming shich’chah can still become shich’chah subse- 
quently once the ‘‘saving’’ factor has been eliminated. Cf. Beurim of R’ 
Moshe Feinstein §121 for a novel explanation of the Gemara’s inquiry and 
subsequent resolution according to Rash.
B. According to Gra, the Gemara is discussing a case where the larger  - 
sheaf was protruding beyond the confines of the row. The ‘‘inner side’’ 
refers to the part that aligned with the other sheaves, whereas the ‘‘outer 
side’’ refers to the portion of the sheaf that juts outside the row. 
Presumably, the Gemara’s question is then whether a half-sheaf can join 
together with other sheaves as part of a single ‘‘row’’ if no part of it is 
currently in alignment with them.
 [See Rash Sirilio and Maharam Chaviv for other interpretations of the 
Gemara’s question here.]

rendered shich’chah. [See further, 54a Variant A.]
 The second Baraisa, by contrast, deals with a row consisting of only 
five sheaves. Here, even if the farmer were to pause after taking the third 
sheaf, his delay would not be regarded as an interruption of the previous 
collection, inasmuch as the two remaining sheaves do not qualify as a 
separate row. Hence, when the farmer skips from the third sheaf to the 
fifth sheaf — even after waiting in between — he is merely completing the 
earlier collection. The fourth sheaf, therefore, is not a ‘‘beginning of a 
row,’’ and is rendered shich’chah.
 As regards the Gemara’s ensuing proof, Rash Sirilio, Sdeh Yehoshua 
and Gra ms. 1 (who follow Rash’s approach) explain it in the same 
manner as was explained according to Rambam’s approach; viz. the fact 
that the fourth sheaf becomes shich’chah when the fifth sheaf is taken 
despite its having been part of a three-sheaf row (albeit only momentar- 

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

that prevents the upper half from being viewed together with the 
following two sheaves as a shich’chah-exempt row? Or, perhaps this is 
not deemed a separation, since both halves are regarded as parts of the 
same, single sheaf (see Mahara Fulda and Pnei Moshe).
14. See Mahara Fulda.
ה .15 עֲרוּפ� ה   eglah arufah [literally: decapitated calf]: The Torah ,עֶגְל�
(Deuteronomy 21:1-9) commands that if the corpse of a murdered person 
is found in the open and it is unknown who killed him, a measurement 
must be made to ascertain which town is located nearest to the corpse, 
the likelihood being that the murderer came from there. The elders of 
that town bring a calf to an untilled valley, where they decapitate it from 
the back of its neck. They then wash their hands over the dead calf, and 
make a statement declaring that they are in no way responsible for the 
murder. The Kohanim who are present then pray for atonement (see 
Mishnah, Sotah Ch. 9).
16. Rash Sirilio, Mahara Fulda and Pnei Moshe, from Rashi to Sotah 
45a ד”ה הריני כבן עזאי.
17. Who found Rav’s proclamation to be somewhat pretentious, and 
wished to confound him (Sdeh Yehoshua; see Alei Tamar).
 [Bavli (Sotah 45a) relates that Abaye once proclaimed himself as ready 
to answer questions as Ben Azzai, and he was confronted by a ‘‘certain 
Rabbi’’ who asked a question similar to the one with which the old man 
confronted Rav (Mahara Fulda).]

9. For example, ten sheaves were arranged in a single row. All of the 
sheaves were the same size, except for one of them, e.g. sheaf 4, which 
was twice as large as a standard sheaf. After removing the first
three sheaves of this row, the harvester proceeded to remove the
outer half of sheaf 4 (i.e. the half closest to him), and left the half that 
faces the remaining sheaves uncollected (see Mahara Fulda and Pnei 
Moshe).
10. I.e. if after removing the outer half of sheaf 4 he skipped ahead to 
remove sheaf 7, there is no question that the three intervening sheaves 
which were forgotten — viz. the remaining half of sheaf 4 together with 
sheaves 5 and 6 — combine with one another to form a shich’chah-ex- 
empt row, since there is no separation between them (ibid.).
11. Do we say that the removal of the inner half of sheaf 4 creates a 
separation between the outer half of sheaf 4 and sheaves 5 and 6, which 
prevents them from combining with one another to be judged as a row? 
Or do we say that since the inner and outer sides of sheaf 4 were both 
part of the same sheaf, the removal of half of that sheaf [even if it is the 
inner half, which was situated between the remaining outer half and 
sheaves 5 and 6] does not constitute a separation, and the remainder of 
sheaf 4 therefore combines with sheaves 5 and 6 to form a row? (ibid.). 
[See Variant B.]
12. Pnei Moshe.
13. Does the absence of this sheaf’s lower half constitute a separation 
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conjunction with the two sheaves ahead of it as a shich’chah-ex- 
empt row.  כְּשׁוּרָה שֶׁיִּדּוֹן  הוּ  מ� הָעֶלְיוֹן  ד  בְּצ� חְתּוֹן  תּ� ה�  ,If — עִימֵּר 
however, he removed the lower side of the sheaf, keeping the 
upper side suspended in midair by supporting it with a piece of 
wood or the like,[12] what is [the law] insofar as judging the 
remaining upper side in conjunction with the two sheaves ahead 
of it as a row of three consecutive sheaves?[13]

 The inquiries remain unresolved.

 In connection with the topic of ‘‘upper’’ and ‘‘lower’’ objects,[14] 
the Gemara cites a discussion pertaining to the law of eglah 
arufah:[15]

ר אֲמ� מָּן  לְת� ת  נְח� ד  כּ� ב   When Rav went down to there — ר�
[Babylonia], he declared:  דְּהָכָא אי  זּ� ע� בֶּן  הוּא   I am the — אֲנָא 
Ben Azzai of here. I.e. my mind is particularly clear today, and I 
am ready to answer all questions with the same degree of 
sharpness and depth as Ben Azzai, who would expound in the 
markets of Tiberias.[16]  ּלֵיה ל  שְׁא� סָב  ד  ח�  A certain old — אֲתָא 
man[17] came and inquired of him:

 In the course of the preceding discussion it was mentioned that 
a row of three sheaves is not subject to shich’chah. The Gemara 
explores the parameters of this law:
גָּדוֹל אֶחָד  עוֹמֶר   If one sheaf in a row of sheaves was — הָיָה 
relatively large,  חִיצוֹן ה� ד  צ�  and [the harvester] — עִימֵּר 
removed only the outer side of this sheaf (i.e. the side facing 
him) to the threshing floor,[9]  כְּשׁוּרָה נִידּוֹן  פְּנִימִי  ה� ד  there — בְּצ�
is no question that the remaining inner side of the sheaf is 
judged in conjunction with the two sheaves ahead of it as a 
three-sheaf row that is exempt from shich’chah.[10]  עִימֵּר
פְּנִימִי ה� ד  If, however, he first removed the inner side of — צ�
the sheaf,  כְּשׁוּרָה שֶׁיִּדּוֹן  הוּ  מ� חִיצוֹן  ה� ד   what is [the law] — בְּצ�
insofar as judging the remaining outer side in conjunction with 
the two sheaves ahead of it as a row of three consecutive 
sheaves?[11]

ד הָעֶלְיוֹן  Similarly, if he removed only the upper side of — עִימֵּר צ�
a large sheaf,  כְּשׁוּרָה נִידּוֹן  חְתּוֹן  תּ� ה� ד   there is no question — בְּצ�
that the remaining lower side of the sheaf is judged in 
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of what constitutes ‘‘pausing’’ depends on the discussion of the Gemara 
here: Any delay that would qualify as an interruption of one’s reaping 
(e.g. going home and returning the next day) is likewise deemed an 
interruption with regard to the collection of sheaves. Cf. Beurim of R’ 
Moshe Feinstein §124 and Derech Emunah 5:45.

A. We have mentioned on the previous amud (53b Variant A) that
 according to Rash’s interpretation of the Gemara there, pausing 
during the harvesting process is considered an interruption that renders 
the remaining sheaves (if there are at least three of them) an independent 
row. Rash Sirilio (to 44a ד”ה מאן דאמר) explains that the precise definition 

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

8. I.e. the breadth of the canal is wide enough that the farmer cannot 
plow through it, but must lift the plowshare and carry it over to the 
other side in order to continue plowing (Mahara Fulda).
9. If the farmer forgot two sheaves on one side of the canal and a third 
sheaf on the other side, they do not combine with one another to form a 
‘‘row’’ that is exempt from shich’chah (Gra; cf. Rash Sirilio and Sdeh 
Yehoshua).
10. Mahara Fulda.
11. The Gemara considers it obvious that the overnight delay constitutes 
an interruption of the reaping process, which dissociates the remainder 
of the standing crop from that which was reaped on the previous day. 
Accordingly, if the farmer did not resume where he left off but 
mistakenly began reaping somewhere further in the row, the grain he 
has forgotten to reap is regarded as a ‘‘beginning of a row’’ [see 52a note 
12] and hence does not become shich’chah (see Rash Sirilio and Mahara 
Fulda; cf. Gra’s alternative version and interpretation; see also Pnei 
Moshe).
 [In keeping with the printed version of the text, our explanation of the 
Gemara here follows Rash Sirilio’s interpretation of the phrase נִידּוֹן 
ה  as referring to the creation of a new row whose ‘‘beginning’’ is כְּשׁוּר�
exempt from shich’chah. This differs from Gra’s interpretation of this 
same phrase in the previous Gemara (which accords with the printed 
version of the text there) as meaning that the sheaves combine to form 
a row of three. See Rash Sirilio and Gra for their respective 
modifications of the text, according to which the translation of נִידּוֹן 
ה [.is consistent throughout כְּשׁוּר�
12. Translation follows Rash Sirilio and Sdeh Yehoshua. [Note that the 
word ה [.is absent in the Vilna and Amsterdam editions חֲשֵׁיכ�
 [See Variant A.]
13. Tosefta 3:7.

1. Rash Sirilio, from Rashi to Sotah 45a חללים שני   ,see, however ;ד”ה 
Sdeh Yehoshua.
2. [The old man’s point in question will become clear in the ensuing 
Gemara.]
3. The Mishnah, Sotah 9:2, states that an eglah arufah is brought only 
when a corpse is found exposed and lying on the ground. If, however, the 
corpse was hidden by a pile of stones, or floating [i.e. elevated] above the 
ground, no eglah arufah is brought (see there for the Scriptural source 
for these conditions). The old man thus argued that since the bottom 
corpse is covered by the top corpse, and the top corpse is elevated above 
the ground by the bottom corpse, there is no eglah arufah obligation for 
either city.
 Rav, on the other hand, was of the opinion that since the corpses are of 
one kind, we apply the principle: מִין בְּמִינוֹ אֵינוֹ חוֹצֵץ, a kind with its own 
kind does not interpose (see Bavli Pesachim 29b), so that the top corpse 
is considered to be lying directly on the ground. And similarly, Rav held 
that the bottom corpse cannot be considered ‘‘hidden’’ when covered 
only by another corpse (Mahara Fulda, based on Bavli Sotah 45a).
4. Pnei Moshe; cf. Korban HaEidah, Sotah 9:2.
5. I.e. the old man is indeed correct that neither city brings an eglah aru-
fah — but for a reason different than the one he gave you (Pnei Moshe).
6. Deuteronomy 21:1.
7. [In principle, Rebbi accepts Rav’s reasoning that the two corpses, 
being of one kind, do not constitute an interposition or a covering with 
respect to each other, thus precluding their being exempted as 
‘‘floating’’ or ‘‘hidden.’’ But as far as the actual halachah is concerned, 
he agrees that there is no eglah arufah obligation for either city (as the 
old man argued), because the Torah limits the eglah arufah requirement 
to cases involving a single corpse (see further Keren Orah to Sotah 45a 
[.(and Nachal Eisan 3:3:4 ד”ה ועיין

 
NOTES

ACROSS THE ENTIRE FIELD traversing the rows of sheaves, the law 
is as follows:  ד זֶה ד זֶה וְנוֹתְנָהּ בְּצ� חֲרֵישָׁה מִצּ� מּ�  IF the — אִם עוֹקֵר אֶת ה�
canal is so wide that when plowing the field [ONE] MUST RAISE THE 

PLOWSHARE FROM THIS SIDE AND PLACE IT DOWN ON THE OTHER 

SIDE,[8]  נִידּוֹן כְּשׁוּרָה  on either side of the [THE SHEAVES] — אֵינוֹ 
canal ARE NOT JUDGED together AS A ROW.[9]  או נִידּוֹן כְּשׁוּרָה  וְאִם ל�
— BUT IF the canal is NOT wide enough to necessitate lifting the 
plowshare, [THE SHEAVES] ARE JUDGED together AS A ROW and are 
exempt from shich’chah.

 The Gemara presents an inquiry:
ר חֲצִי שׁוּרָה  If [one] reaped half a row and it became dark — קָצ�
and he had to stop,[10]  וּבָא לְמָחָר — and he came back on the 
following day to finish the job,  כְּשׁוּרָה  there is no — נִידּוֹן 
question that [the remaining half] is judged as a new and 
independent row so that its first grain is exempt from shich’chah 
as a ‘‘beginning of a row.’’[11]  ֹחֲבֵירו לוֹ  קָרָא  ן  לִישׁ� ב  יָשׁ� לֶאֱכוֹל  ב   יָשׁ�
 ,If, however, he reaped half a row and sat down to eat — חֲשֵׁיכָה
or sat down to sleep, or his friend called him away, or it got 
dark and he had to light a lamp, what is the law? Is the remaining 
half considered an independent row on account of these relatively 
brief interruptions?[12]

 The Gemara leaves the inquiry unresolved.

 The Mishnah stated that a sheaf that one took hold of in order 
to bring it to the city does not become shich’chah if it is sub-
sequently forgotten in the field. The Gemara cites a Baraisa[13] that 
discusses a related law:

בֵּי זֶה ל גּ�  If two murder victims are found one — שְׁנֵי הֲרוּגִים זֶה ע�
atop the other, with one being a bit closer to one city and the 
other being a bit closer to another city,[1] are both cities obligated 
to bring an eglah arufah?[2]  ב שֶׁהֵן עוֹרְפִין ר ר�  -Rav consid — סְב�
ered saying that they do decapitate a calf, i.e. the elders of each 
city are obligated to bring an eglah arufah on account of the corpse 
that is closer to them.  ּר לֵיה :said to him [The old man] — אֲמ�
 You are wrong! They do not decapitate a calf for — אֵין עוֹרְפִין
either city.  ּר לֵיה ר  ?Why — לְמָה  :said to him [Rav] — אֲמ�  אֲמ�
חְתּוֹן מִשּׁוּם טָמוּן  :replied [The old man] — לֵיהּ תּ�  A calf is not — ה�
decapitated on account of the bottom [corpse] because it is 
‘‘hidden’’ by the top corpse,  וְהָעֶלְיוֹן מִשּׁוּם צָף — and a calf is not 
decapitated on account of the top [corpse] because it is ‘‘float- 
ing’’ on the bottom corpse and not touching the ground.[3]  ד  כּ�
ק לְהָכָא ,When [Rav][4] ascended back to here [Eretz Yisrael] — סְל�
בִּי בֵּי ר�  he went to Rebbi and recounted this discussion — אֲתָא לְג�
he had with the old man.  ּלֵיה ר  :said to him [Rebbi] — אֲמ�
לָךְ ר  אֲמ� וְלאֹ  He spoke to you properly![5] — יָאוּת  יִמָּצֵא”   ,,כִּי 
 For the Torah introduces the passage of the decapitated — יִמָּצְאוּ
calf with the phrase:[6] Should [a corpse] be found. By using the 
singular term צֵא  the verse implies that an eglah arufah is ,יִמּ�
brought only if a single corpse is found, and not if multiple 
[corpses] are found one atop the other.[7]

 The Gemara cites a Baraisa that is relevant to the earlier 
discussion about the constitution of a three-sheaf ‘‘row’’:
בִּי יְהוּדָה בְּרִבִּי אֹמֵר  הָיָה  :R’ YEHUDAH THE EMINENT ONE SAYS — ר�
שָּׂדֶה ה� כָּל  פְּנֵי  ל  ע� יִם  מּ� ה� ת  מּ� א�  If THERE WAS A WATER CANAL — שָׁם 
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produce, he agrees that a sheaf which was overlooked on account of 
external factors, rather than on account of simple forgetfulness, is 
indeed exempt from shich’chah (see Mishnah above, 5:6 [47b], with note 
21). Thus, in a case where the visible upper sheaf was not forgotten, the 
Tanna Kamma admits that the lower sheaf is exempt from shich’chah, 
for then we presume that the lower sheaf was forgotten solely as a result 
of the fact that it was hidden from view. It is only in a case where both 
the lower and upper sheaves were forgotten that the Tanna Kamma 
declares the lower sheaf shich’chah, because when that happens it is 
evident that the lower sheaf would have been forgotten even if it had 
been visible, and hence the harvester’s forgetting of it cannot be blamed 
on the fact that it was covered (Kesef Mishneh’s understanding of 
Rambam, Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:4, as explained by Meichal HaMayim ad 
loc., Toldos Yitzchak, and Beurim of R’ Moshe Feinstein §125; see, 
similarly, Radvaz and Mahari Korkos [second explanation] there, and 
Rash Sirilio; see also Mareh HaPanim).

14. In accordance with the opinion of the Sages in the Mishnah below, 
Halachah 7 [57a], that even ‘‘hidden’’ (i.e. covered) produce is subject to 
shich’chah (Rash Sirilio, based on Bavli Sotah 45b; see, however, note 
18).

15. For [as taught in our Mishnah,] once a farmer takes hold of a sheaf 
with the intention of removing it from the field, he has ‘‘acquired’’ it in 
the sense that it is no longer subject to shich’chah (Gra; see 51b notes 4 
and 13).

16. R’ Shimon concurs with the view of R’ Yehudah (in the Mishnah 
below, Halachah 7) that ‘‘hidden’’ produce is not subject to shich’chah 
(Rash Sirilio, based on Bavli Sotah ibid.).

17. See note 15.

18. R’ Z’eira is asserting that although the Tanna Kamma does not 
accept R’ Shimon’s automatic exemption with regard to ‘‘hidden’’ 

 
NOTES

 The Gemara qualifies the dispute:
אוֹמֵר זְעֵירָא  בִּי   R’ Z’eira says: The Tanna Kamma in fact — ר�
agrees with R’ Shimon that the lower sheaf is exempt from 
shich’chah  [אֶת הָעֶלְיוֹן] בְּזוֹכֵר — in a case where [the harvester] 
remembers the upper [sheaf] and forgets the lower sheaf alone 
— for then it is clear that the lower sheaf was forgotten solely as 
a result of its being covered by the upper sheaf. They disagree only 
in a case where the harvester forgets both sheaves, so that the 
forgetting of the lower sheaf cannot be attributed to the fact that 
it was covered.[18]

 If ONE TOOK hold of A SHEAF — עוֹמֶר שֶׁנְּטָלוֹ (והוליכו) [לְהוֹלִיכוֹ] לָעִיר
in order TO TAKE IT TO THE CITY,  ֹבֵּי חֲבֵירו גּ� ל   AND HE — וּנְתָנוֹ ע�

PLACED IT ON TOP OF ANOTHER [SHEAF],  ח אֶת שְׁנֵיהֶן  AND — וְשָׁכ�

HE subsequently FORGOT BOTH OF THEM,  חְתּוֹן שִׁכְחָה תּ�  THE — ה�

LOWER ONE IS SHICH’CHAH,[14]  שִׁכְחָה אֵינוֹ   AND THE — וְהָעֶלְיוֹן 

UPPER ONE IS NOT SHICH’CHAH.[15]  בִּי שִׁמְעוֹן אוֹמֵר  R’ SHIMON — ר�

SAYS:  שְׁנֵיהֶן אֵינָן שִׁכְחָה — BOTH OF THEM ARE NOT SHICH’CHAH.

מְכוּסֶּה שֶׁהוּא  מִפְּנֵי  חְתּוֹן  תּ�  THE LOWER ONE is not shich’chah — ה�
BECAUSE IT IS COVERED by the top one,[16]  ֹוְהָעֶלְיוֹן מִפְּנֵי שֶׁזָּכָה בּו — 
AND THE UPPER ONE is not shich’chah BECAUSE HE HAS already 
ACQUIRED IT.[17]
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cit., Pe’as HaShulchan 9:9, and Aruch HaShulchan HeAsid 9:15). He,
too, understands R’ Z’eira to be qualifying the position of R’ Shimon,
but explains R’ Shimon’s reasoning differently than the other commen- 
tators do. To wit, R’ Shimon exempts the lower sheaf not because he 
holds that hidden produce is excluded from the purview of shich’chah 
(as was explained in 54a note 16), but rather because he considers the 
forgetting of the lower sheaf to have been caused by the external factor 
of its being obscured. R’ Z’eira is explaining that this exemption applies 
only if the harvester remembered the upper sheaf, thereby allowing us 
to attribute his forgetting of the lower sheaf to the fact that it was 
concealed. But if he forgot the upper sheaf as well, it is no longer 
possible to say that the lower sheaf was forgotten solely because it was 
covered, and it therefore does become shich’chah even according to R’ 
Shimon.
 An apparent difficulty with these latter two approaches is that
they perceive the disagreement between the Tanna Kamma and R’ 
Shimon as pertaining specifically to a case where the upper sheaf
was remembered. The Baraisa, however, seems to explicitly be dis-
cussing a case where both sheaves were forgotten! (see Rash Sirilio).
For possible resolutions of this problem, see Mahara Fulda, Gra and Pnei 
Moshe.

A. In our elucidation of the foregoing passage, we have explained that  - 
R’ Z’eira is coming to qualify the position of the Tanna Kamma, by 
stating that the Tanna Kamma agrees with R’ Shimon in a case where the 
upper sheaf was remembered. This approach follows the view of 
Rambam (Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:4) as interpreted by Kesef Mishneh, 
Radvaz, Mahari Korkos [second explanation] and Rash Sirilio.
 Raavad (ad loc.), however, asserts that R’ Z’eira is actually defining the 
position of R’ Shimon. That is, R’ Z’eira limits R’ Shimon’s exemption 
regarding the lower sheaf to cases where the upper sheaf was 
remembered. The reason for this limitation is that a sheaf covered by 
another sheaf generally cannot be considered truly ‘‘hidden,’’ since both 
are of the same kind. [This coincides with the view of Rav regarding 
eglah arufah, cited earlier on 54a; see note 3 there. Cf. Bavli Sotah 45b.] 
Only when the upper sheaf is remembered, so that it is entirely outside 
the realm of shich’chah law, can we say that the lower sheaf is covered 
by something of ‘‘another kind’’ and thus exempt from shich’chah. [For 
analysis of how Raavad understands the Gemara’s subsequent correla- 
tion of R’ Z’eira’s teaching with that of R’ Yonah, see Derech Emunah, 
Beur HaHalachah p. 212.]
 Yet another approach is suggested by Derech Emunah, Beur HaHa- 
lachah ibid. (see also Mahari Korkos’ first explanation of Rambam loc. 
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Feinstein §127 (based on his suggested interpretation of the Gemara 
below; see note 14) concurs with the latter interpretation.]

8. Olives and carobs were piled into heaps as they were harvested,
and these heaps were later consolidated into one large pile. This 
gathering of the individual heaps to the large pile parallels the gather-
ing of the bound sheaves of grain to the great stack, and hence, a
heap that was overlooked in this process is rendered shich’chah
(Derech Emunah 5:100; see Mishnah above, 5:7 [48b]). Our Mishnah 
teaches that, as in the case of sheaves, if the farmer forgot one or two 
consecutive olive or carob heaps, they are rendered shich’chah. If, 
however, he forgot three or more consecutive heaps, they do not become 
shich’chah.
 Note: The law of shich’chah applies to the produce of trees [that meet 
the five criteria set forth in the Mishnah above, 1:4 (12a), with respect to 
peah] (Tosefta 2:13; Bavli Chullin 131a), and this is reflected in the 
Mishnah’s example of olives and carobs. However, as with peah, there is 
disagreement among the Rishonim as to whether the shich’chah that 
applies to produce other than grain, olives and grapes (which are 
mentioned by the Torah either explicitly or by allusion) is of Biblical 
origin or merely Rabbinic in nature. See Derech Emunah 1:38 and 2:6-7, 
and 12a note 7.

9. Mahara Fulda; Shenos Eliyahu, Peirush HaAruch; see Rash and 
Rosh. [Alternatively, the reference is to bundles of cut flax (Rambam 

1. See 47b note 21.
2. Aruch HaShulchan HeAsid 9:10.
3. [See Variant A for alternative explanations of this Gemara.]

4. Tosefta 3:8.
5. They were set down haphazardly, rather than in rows.
6. Since the collection process in this field does not follow any defined 
route, the Torah’s injunction ‘‘not to return’’ [שׁוּב תּ� ל   is inapplicable [בּ!
until all the surrounding sheaves have been removed (Mahara Fulda; 
Minchas Bikkurim to Tosefta ibid.; see Derech Emunah 5:48; cf. Rash 
Sirilio).
7. If the farmer forgot two consecutive sheaves, they are both rendered 
shich’chah. If, however, he forgot a set of three or more consecutive 
sheaves, they do not become shich’chah, and remain the property of the 
owner.
 Tosefta 3:10, recorded by Rambam, Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:14, states 
that in order for a set of three sheaves to be excluded from shich’chah, 
the sheaves must be distinct and separate from one another. Derech 
Emunah 5:94 is uncertain as to whether this means that the three 
sheaves must not be touching one another, or whether it means only 
that they must be discernible as three distinct sheaves, to the exclusion 
of where the sheaves are lying one on top of the other or standing so close 
to one another that they appear as one large sheaf. [Beurim of R’ Moshe 
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Halachah 4

Mishnah שְׁנֵי עוֹמָרִין שִׁכְחָה — Two forgotten sheaves are shich’chah,  וּשְׁלשָֹׁה אֵינָן שִׁכְחָה — but three are 
not shich’chah.[7]  שִׁכְחָה חֲרוּבִים  וְה� זֵיתִים  צִיבּוּרֵי   Two forgotten heaps of olives or carobs — שְׁנֵי 

are shich’chah,  וּשְׁלשָֹׁה אֵינָן שִׁכְחָה — but three are not shich’chah.[8]  שְׁנֵי הוּצְנֵי פִּשְׁתָּן שִׁכְחָה — Two forgotten 
stalks of flax[9] are shich’chah,  שִׁכְחָה אֵינָן  פֶּרֶט  .but three are not shich’chah — וּשְׁלשָֹׁה  רְגְּרִים  גּ�  Two — שְׁנֵי 

sheaf  הָעֶלְיוֹן אֶת   that the lower sheaf is exempt from — בְּזוֹכֵר 
shich’chah according to the Tanna Kamma only in an instance 
where [the harvester] remembers the upper [sheaf] and 
forgets the lower sheaf alone, but not in an instance where he 
forgets both the lower and upper sheaves.[3]

 Our Mishnah stated that sheaves that were arranged in rows 
are rendered shich’chah when they are bypassed in the collection 
process. The Gemara cites a Baraisa[4] that discusses the law 
regarding sheaves that were not arranged in rows:
מְעוּרְבָּבִין שֶׁעוֹמָרֶיהָ   In the case of A FIELD WHOSE SHEAVES — שָׂדֶה 

WERE IN DISARRAY,[5]  מֵהֶן אֶחָד  ח  -AND [THE FARMER] FOR — וְשָׁכ�

GOT ONE OF THEM,  ד שֶׁיִּטּוֹל אֶת סְבִיבוֹתָיו  IT IS NOT — אֵינוֹ שִׁכְחָה ע�

SHICH’CHAH UNTIL HE REMOVES THE SURROUNDING SHEAVES.[6]

 The Gemara correlates R’ Z’eira’s statement with that of 
another Amora in a different context:
בִּי יוֹנָה בִּי זְעֵירָא כְּר� תְיָא דְּר�  This statement of R’ Z’eira accords — א�
with R’ Yonah.  ר בִּי יוֹנָה אֲמ�  For R’ Yonah said in regard to — דְּר�
the Mishnah’s ruling (above, 5:6) that a sheaf that was obscured 
by a covering of straw is not subject to shich’chah:[1]  בְּזוֹכֵר אֶת 
שִּׁין קּ�  The Mishnah’s exemption is applicable only where [the — ה�
harvester] remembers the straw itself, in that case we can 
attribute his forgetting of the underlying sheaf to the fact that it 
was concealed from view. If, however, he overlooked the straw as 
well, the sheaf beneath it does become shich’chah, because it is 
then evident that he would have forgotten the sheaf even if it had 
not been covered.[2]  אוֹמֵר זְעֵירָא  בִּי  ר� [כֵּן]   ’Similarly, R — (כאן) 
Z’eira says here regarding the case of a sheaf covered by another 
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rendered shich’chah as soon as two sheaves on neighboring sides [e.g. 
one to its north and one to its east] are removed; the Baraisa does not 
require that all the surrounding sheaves be removed in order for 
shich’chah to apply.
 See Sefer Nir and Beur of R’ Chaim Kanievski for yet another 
interpretation of this Gemara.

B. Gra asserts that R’ Yochanan’s statement is misplaced in our text,
 and actually belongs at the end of the previous Halachah, following 
the Gemara’s citation of the Baraisa regarding a field whose sheaves 
were in disarray. According to Gra (as understood by Pe’as HaShulchan 
9:17 and Derech Emunah 5:48; see also Tziyun HaHalachah §91), R’ 
Yochanan is explaining that a sheaf forgotten in a disarrayed field is 

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

when the sheaves are arranged in a gamma-shaped formation. For then, 
even if the sheaves are touching one another, they are readily discernible 
as three separate entities.
 [See Variant B for Gra’s approach.]
15. The Mishnah connotes that shich’chah applies only when the farmer 
forgets to collect one or two heaps of olives while he is gathering the 
separate heaps to the main pile (see note 8). If, however, he forgets to 
collect one or two individual olives (e.g. when forming the intermediate 
heaps), they do not become shich’chah.
16. We have learned above, 5:7 [48b-49a], that shich’chah applies only to 
produce that is already in its final form and ready for transport to the 
main pile or the threshing floor (see our notes there). In the case of 
grain, the individual ears are tied into sheaves before being transported 
to the main pile or the threshing floor, so shich’chah applies only to 
forgotten sheaves (see Rambam, Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:9 with Derech 
Emunah §61). Similarly, in the case of olives, which are assembled into 
heaps prior to their removal to the main pile, shich’chah applies only to 
forgotten heaps. There is no shich’chah for individual olives that were 
forgotten, since they are not yet fully processed for transport to the main 
pile (see Mahara Fulda and Derech Emunah 5:101).
17. Just as the shich’chah for grain applies not only to sheaves that were 
forgotten during the gathering process but also to standing grain that 
was forgotten during the reaping (see 37a notes 14 and 19), so does the 
shich’chah for fruits [olives, carobs, etc.] apply to both detached produce 
forgotten during the gathering process as well as attached produce 
forgotten during the harvesting of the trees.
18. See above, 43b note 7.
19. See ibid. note 8.
20. See ibid. note 9. [This dispute between R’ Hoshaya and R’ Yochanan 
is discussed further in the Gemara below, 67b.]

Commentary, Kafich ed.; see Rashash).]
 The Mishnah is referring to flax that [was planted for its edible seeds, 
and has in fact] produced seed. Otherwise, like any other nonfood plant 
it would not be subject to the law of shich’chah (Rosh; see Mishnah 
above, 1:4 [12a]).

10. Grapes that drop from a cluster that is being cut off the vine are 
known as peret, and belong to the poor (see General Introduction and 
Mishnah below, 7:3 [61a]). The Mishnah teaches that if three grapes fall 
simultaneously they are not classified as peret, and may be kept by the 
owner (Rambam, Hil. Matnos Aniyim 4:15).
 [The Mishnah’s inclusion of this law concerning peret — as well as the 
law that follows, which concerns leket — among the laws of shich’chah is 
evidently due to the common upper limit of three.]

11. If one or two ears fell from within the harvester’s sickle or from 
within his hand (see Mishnah above, 4:7 [40b]), they are leket and belong 
to the poor; if three ears fell simultaneously, they are not leket and 
belong to the owner (Rambam, Hil. Matnos Aniyim 4:1).

12. Beis Shammai maintain that for shich’chah, peret, and leket, a set of 
three is still awarded to the poor, and only a set of four or more is 
retained by the owner. The reasoning behind the views of Beis Shammai 
and Beis Hillel will be explained in the Gemara.

13. [Gamma is the third letter of the Greek alphabet, whose uppercase 
form resembles an inverted ‘‘L.’’ It is commonly used by the Gemara to 
denote the shape of a right angle.]

14. Mahara Fulda; see Maharam Chaviv.
 Beurim of R’ Moshe Feinstein §127 understands R’ Yochanan to be 
issuing a definitive statement, rather than an inquiry. R’ Yochanan is 
asserting that although the three-sheaf exemption does not apply when 
the forgotten sheaves are situated in close proximity to one another (as 
taught in Tosefta 3:10, cited above, note 7), the exemption is applicable 
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fallen grapes are peret,  וּשְׁלשָֹׁה אֵינָן פֶּרֶט — but three are not peret.[10]  שְׁתֵּי שִׁבֳּלִים לֶקֶט — Two fallen ears of 
grain are leket,  וְשָׁלשֹׁ אֵינָן לֶקֶט — but three are not leket.[11]  כְּדִבְרֵי בֵּית הִלֵּל — These rulings are in accordance 
with the opinion of Beis Hillel.  אי אוֹמְרִים מּ� ל כּוּלָּם בֵּית שׁ� :But concerning all of them Beis Shammai say — וְע�
יִת  ,Three belong to the poor — שְׁלשָֹׁה לָעֲנִיִּים בּ� ל ה� ע� רְבָּעָה לְב� and four belong to the owner.[12] — וְא�

זֵּיתִים ה בֵּין ה� צִּיבּוּרִין מ� ה בֵּין ה�  What difference is there between — מ�
olive heaps and individual olives?  ר מְלָאכָה  Olive — צִיבּוּרִין גְּמ�
heaps are fully processed for transport to the main pile,  זֵיתִים 
מְלָאכָה ר  גְּמ�  whereas individual olives are not fully — אֵינָן 
processed for transport to the main pile.[16]

 Our Mishnah has discussed the shich’chah of olive heaps that 
were forgotten during the collection process. The Gemara now 
presents a law pertaining to the shich’chah of attached olives that 
were forgotten when the trees were harvested:[17]

עְיָא הוֹשׁ� בִּי  ר� ר  בִּי  :R’ Hoshaya said — אֲמ� ר� עִם  זֵיתִים  הָיִיתִי   רוֹמֵס 
גָּדוֹל ה�  I was once treading[18] olives with R’ Chiya the — חִיָּיא 
Great,  לִי ר  יִת  :and he told me the following law — אֲמ� ז�  כָּל 
וְלִיטְּלוֹ יָדְךָ  לִפְשׁוֹט  יָכוֹל  תְּ   Even after you have finished — שֶׁא�
plucking an olive tree, any remaining olive that you can stretch 
out your hand and take from the harvested tree  אֵינוֹ שִׁכְחָה — 
is not shich’chah.[19]

 An opposing opinion:
בִּי יוֹחָנָן ר ר� ר עָלָיו וּשְׁכָחוֹ  :R’ Yochanan said — אֲמ�  As — מִכֵּיוָן שֶׁעָב�
soon as one has passed beyond [the tree] and forgotten [its 
remaining produce],  שִׁכְחָה הוּא   it is rendered — הֲרֵי 
shich’chah.[20]

Gemara The Gemara presents an inquiry regarding the 
Mishnah’s first ruling that three consecutive 

sheaves that were forgotten do not become shich’chah:
יוֹחָנָן בִּי  ר� בְּשֵׁם  חִיָּיא  ר  בּ� בּוּן  בִּי   R’ Bun bar Chiya related the — ר�
following inquiry in the name of R’ Yochanan:  ם  — עֲשָׂאָן כְּמִין גּ�
If [one] had arranged [three sheaves] perpendicularly in the 
form of the Greek letter gamma,[13] and these sheaves were all 
forgotten, what is the law? Does the Mishnah’s exemption apply 
only when the three sheaves are in a straight row, or does it
apply even when the sheaves are arranged in a right-angle 
formation?[14]

 The inquiry is left unresolved.

 The Mishnah stated in its second ruling:
וכו’] זֵיתִים  צִיבּוּרֵי   TWO forgotten HEAPS OF OLIVES etc. (or — שְׁנֵי 
carobs are shich’chah).]
 The Gemara notes:
צִיבּוּרִין אֶלָּא  ר  אֲמ�  When discussing the application of — לָא 
shich’chah with regard to olives, [the Mishnah] speaks only of 
forgotten heaps.  ֹזֵיתִים לא  This implies that individual — הָא 
olives that were forgotten are not rendered shich’chah.[15]

 The Gemara explains why this is so:
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 There, in our Mishnah, we are dealing with one who is cutting — סִינְפִין
individual grapes from a grape cluster. In such a case each individual 
grape is considered separately, and thus if three grapes should fall simul-
taneously they are not rendered peret. Here, however, with respect to 
the ruling of R’ Chiya, we are dealing with one who is cutting the clusters 
in sections (e.g. he cuts off half a cluster at a time). In this instance, each 
section is viewed as a single unit that is capable of becoming peret. [And 
likewise, if one is harvesting the clusters in their entirety, the law of peret 
will apply even to whole clusters that fall and disintegrate (see Derech 
Emunah 4:91 with Beur HaHalachah).] Finally, the Gemara comments 
וֶה �ן בְּשׁ � that this stringency applies only when all of the — וְהוּא שֶׁיְּהֵא חוֹתְכ
sections are cut to the same size. If, however, some of the sections were 
cut larger than the others, these larger sections would not become peret 
if they were to fall in the course of the harvest.

C. According to Rash Sirilio, the foregoing passage relates to the pre-
 ceding topic regarding peret. The Gemara is explaining that if three 
fallen grapes were found and it is evident that they had all been cut off 
from the same part of a cluster, but it is unknown whether all three fell at 
the same time, we determine their status by examining their stems: If the 
stems are all the same length, it can be assumed that the three grapes 
were cut at the same time, and they are therefore exempt from peret. If 
the stems are not the same length, we presume that the grapes fell 
separately, and they must therefore be left for the poor. See further 
Derech Emunah 4:90.
 Gra presents an emended version of the text, according to which this 
Gemara is actually the continuation of R’ Imi’s attempt to resolve R’ 
Chiya’s assertion that even a half-cluster [and possibly even an entire 
cluster] can become peret. R’ Imi states: עֲשׂוּיִן א בּ� �כ �ם ה רְגְּרִים בְּר� ן בְּבוֹצֵר גּ� �מ  תּ�

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

and leket, which are relevant to both standing grain and cut grain; see 
Rambam cited above, 43a Variant A.] There is a difference, however, 
between these two forms of peret, in that the latter form applies even to 
three or more grapes, since the cluster from which they became 
separated had initially fallen to the ground as a single unit. [See further 
Birkas Kohen §13.]
 For alternative understandings of this passage, see Rash Sirilio, 
Aruch HaShulchan HeAsid 13:3 and Derech Emunah 4:94 with Beur 
HaHalachah. Gra’s version of the text will be discussed in Variant C 
below.
25. Our elucidation of this section will follow Mahara Fulda; see also 
Pnei Moshe.
26. The second of the three forgotten sheaves was not aligned with the 
others, but situated a bit to the side of the row in a T-shaped formation 
[thus giving it the appearance of a branch (סְנִיף) that protrudes from the 
side of a tree] (Mahara Fulda).
27. Mahara Fulda. [When the middle sheaf is situated on the halfway 
line between the sheaves that precede and follow it, it is evident that the 
middle sheaf actually belongs in the row between the two sheaves, but 
was accidentally positioned to the side. If, however, the out-of-line sheaf 
is closer to one of the adjacent sheaves than it is to the other, it does not 
give the appearance of being part of the row, and therefore does not 
combine with the other two sheaves to qualify for the three-sheaf 
exemption.]
 For other interpretations of this Gemara, see Variant C.

21. This version of R’ Chiya’s view was presented by an anonymous 
Amora, who disputed the version of R’ Lazar cited above. Alternatively, 
the Gemara is now recording the version that was universally accepted 
by the students in the academy (Kesef Mishneh, Hil. Matnos Aniyim 
4:16).
22. Rambam, Hil. Matnos Aniyim 4:16, as explained by Kesef Mishneh, 
Mahari Korkos (third approach) and Tzofnas Pane’ach.
23. [The Rome ms. reads: in the name of R’ Yochanan; the Amsterdam 
and Vilna editions omit this attribution entirely.]
24. Mahara Fulda and Maharam Chaviv, from Rambam, Hil. Matnos 
Aniyim 5:15-16.
 The Gemara does not explain why the law is so much more stringent 
with regard to grapes that became separated after the clusters were 
placed on the ground. Radvaz and Kiryas Sefer (to Rambam ibid.) 
suggest that it is a penalty imposed by the Rabbis to discourage people 
from dropping the harvested clusters on the ground and obscuring the 
peret that has fallen during the cutting. [A similar penalty is recorded in 
the Mishnah above, 5:1 (41b), regarding one who piles his grain on top of 
uncollected leket.]
 Alternatively, Tzofnas Pane’ach (to Rambam ibid.) explains that 
when one places the clusters on the ground as he harvests them, the 
harvesting process is not considered complete until the clusters have 
been collected. Accordingly, the law of peret can be applicable both at the 
time of the cutting as well as when the clusters are collected from the 
ground (cf. 61a Variant A). [It is thus similar to the laws of shich’chah 
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the law is that one or two fallen grapes are peret, but three or more 
are not.  גֶּפֶן ה� ת  ח� תּ� וּמֵנִיח�   ,The ruling of R’ Chiya — בְּקוֹצֵר 
however, pertains to one who severed the clusters and placed 
them under the vine, and when collecting them discovered that 
some produce had separated from the clusters. R’ Chiya teaches 
that in this case, where the separation occurred after the clusters 
had already been placed on the ground, the law of peret is not 
limited to one or two grapes, and even a half-cluster (or the loose 
grapes of a whole cluster) must be left for the poor.[24]

 Returning to discuss the Mishnah’s first ruling that three 
forgotten sheaves are not shich’chah, the Gemara inquires:[25]

 If [three sheaves] were arranged in the — הָיוּ עֲשׂוּיִין כְּמִין סִינְפּוֹן
form of a branch protruding from a tree,[26] do they combine with 
one another in order to constitute a ‘‘row’’ that is exempt from 
shich’chah?
 The Gemara answers:
יוֹנָתָן בִּי  ר� בְּשֵׁם  חֵם   ’Menachem said in the name of R — מְנ�
Yonasan: They indeed combine with one another to form a 
shich’chah-exempt row,  בְּשָׁוֶה חוֹתְכָן  שֶׁיְּהֵא   provided — וְהוּא 
that [the middle sheaf] evenly bisects [the others] — that is, it 
must lie at an equal distance from the two sheaves adjacent to 
it.[27]

 The Mishnah stated:
רְגְּרִים וכו’]  TWO FALLEN GRAPES etc. (are peret, but three — שְׁנֵי גּ�
are not peret).]
 The Gemara cites a ruling that will be contrasted with the 
ruling of our Mishnah:
בָּה ר� חִיָּיא  בִּי  ר� בְּשֵׁם  לְעָזָר  בִּי   ’R’ Lazar said in the name of R — ר�
Chiya the Great:  חֲצִי אֶשְׁכּוֹל פֶּרֶט — A half-cluster that broke 
off from the bunch is peret.
  An alternative version of this ruling:
חִיָּיא בִּי  ר� אוֹ  R’ Chiya taught a Baraisa:[21] — תָּנֵי  אֶשְׁכּוֹל   חֲצִי 
 A HALF-CLUSTER that broke off from the bunch, OR — אֶשְׁכּוֹל שָׁלֵם

AN ENTIRE CLUSTER that fell apart and all its grapes became 
detached,[22]  פֶּרֶט — IS PERET.

 The Gemara asks:
רְגְּרִים פֶּרֶט  :But the Mishnah taught — וְהָתָנֵי  TWO fallen — שְׁנֵי גּ�
GRAPES ARE PERET, but three are not peret. How, then, can R’ 
Chiya say that peret applies to a half-cluster (and possibly even a 
disintegrated whole cluster), which comprises many more than 
three grapes?
 The Gemara answers:
בִּי חִיָּיא בִּי אִימִי בְּשֵׁם ר�  R’ Imi said in the name of R’ Chiya:[23] — ר�
The Mishnah is referring to the standard case of grapes that were 
dislodged from a cluster while it was being cut off the vine. There 
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number (including the proselyte) to two. That is, Beis Hillel maintain
that the connective letter ו (and) in the expression ה �נ �לְמ א� �וְל תוֹם  �יּ for) ל�
the orphan and the widow) serves to indicate that these two are 
reckoned as but a single recipient. See also Sifrei to Deuteronomy 24:19 
with Malbim.

A. Gra emends the text to read: ה תְּרֵי �נ �לְמ תוֹם וְא� �אי אוֹמְרִים י מּ� Beis — בֵּית שׁ�
 Shammai say that the orphan and the widow mentioned in the verse 
count as two separate recipients, which, together with the proselyte, 
constitute a total of three;  ד  but Beis Hillel say that — וּבֵית הִלֵּל אוֹמְרִים ח�
the orphan and the widow count as only one recipient, bringing the total 

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

The verse thus means that when there are three forgotten sheaves 
(corresponding to the three people enumerated in the verse), the sheaves 
remain in the possession of the owner (Sdeh Yehoshua; see also Mahara 
Fulda and Rash Sirilio).
 See Variant A for Gra’s alternative version of the text.
7. I.e. it contains two se’ah of grain. The stalks and straw are not included 
in this measure (Tiferes Yisrael §27; see Rambam Commentary to the end 
of this Mishnah; cf. Derech Emunah 5:114).
 Two se’ah represents a measure of volume equal to the bulk of 288 eggs 
(approximately 7.5 gallons, or one cubic foot).
 [Rash Sirilio, however, maintains that the Mishnah is not referring to a 
sheaf that contains a volume of two se’ah, but rather to a sheaf whose 
weight is equivalent to that of two se’ah. As stated in Yerushalmi Terumos 
10:5, this corresponds to the weight of 9,600 zuz (approximately 90 
pounds). For further discussion, see Tos. Yom Tov with Tos. Chadashim 
and Chidushei Mahariach.]
8. The Gemara will explain the reason for this exemption.
9. Rabban Gamliel maintains that although neither sheaf is entitled on its 
own to the ‘‘two se’ah’’ exemption, since the two forgotten sheaves 
together contain a total of two se’ah, they do not become shich’chah. The 
Sages, however, disagree.
10. Rambam Commentary, Kafich ed.
11. [Since a set of three or more forgotten sheaves is not shich’chah, it is 
evident that the increase of forgotten sheaves increases the owner’s 
rights.]

1. Deuteronomy 24:19.
2. Mahara Fulda; Rash Sirilio; Shenos Eliyahu.
 [The law regarding peret and leket is derived by comparison to law of 
shich’chah: Just as we have established with respect to shich’chah that 
three forgotten sheaves must be left for the poor but four may be kept by 
the owner, so is it the case with respect to peret and leket, that up to three 
units are left for the poor but not four or more (Rash Sirilio).]
3. Leviticus 19:10.
4. Rambam, Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:16; Mahara Fulda, Rash Sirilio, 
Shenos Eliyahu.
 [According to Beis Hillel, the law regarding shich’chah is derived from 
the law regarding leket and peret (Derech Emunah 5:107).]
  Beis Hillel maintain that although the verse pertaining to shich’chah 
enumerates three people (the proselyte, the orphan and the widow), we see 
that the corresponding verse regarding leket and peret incorporates two of 
them — viz. the orphan and the widow — in the single expression נִי  for ,לֶע�
the poor person. This indicates that a set of two units (one for the poor 
person and one for the proselyte) represents the upper limit for that which 
must be left for the poor. Beis Shammai, on the other hand, contend that 
the verse regarding shich’chah states its expanded list for the very 
purpose of teaching that the maximum number of recipients is three 
rather than two (Tos. Yom Tov; cf. Rash Sirilio and Mishnah Rishonah).
5. This accords with the simple meaning of the verse.
6. Beis Hillel expound the term יִהְיֶה, it shall be, as connoting תוֹ יְהֵא הֲוָי�  it ,בּ!
shall remain in its [original] state (see Bavli, Arachin 5a and Niddah 54b). 

 
NOTES

Halachah 5

Mishnah This Mishnah teaches that there is a limit on the size of a single sheaf beyond which it cannot be 
rendered shich’chah:

וּשְׁכָחוֹ יִם  סָאת� בּוֹ  שֶׁיֵּשׁ  שִׁכְחָה  ,If a sheaf contains two se’ah[7] and [the farmer] forgot it — הָעוֹמֶר   it is not — אֵינוֹ 
shich’chah.[8]

יִם מְלִיאֵל אוֹמֵר  ,If one forgot two sheaves that in combination with each other contain two se’ah — שְׁנֵי עֳמָרִים וּבָהֶן סָאת� בָּן גּ�  ר�
— Rabban Gamliel says:  יִת בּ� ל ה� ע� חֲכָמִים אוֹמְרִים  .They belong to the owner — לְב�  They — לָעֲנִיִּים  :But the Sages say — ו�
belong to the poor.[9]

 Rabban Gamliel, alluding to the law stated in the previous Mishnah that two forgotten sheaves are shich’chah but three 
are not shich’chah, addresses a rhetorical question to the Sages:[10]

מְלִיאֵל בָּן גּ� ר ר� יִת  :Rabban Gamliel said to the Sages — אָמ� בּ� ל ה� ע� ע כֹּח� שֶׁל בּ� יִת אוֹ הוּר� בּ� ל ה� ע�  From — וְכִי מֵרוֹב הָעֳמָרִים יוּפִּי כֹּח� שֶׁל בּ�
an abundance of sheaves, is the owner’s strength enhanced or is the owner’s strength diminished? I.e. does the multi-
plicity of forgotten sheaves increase the owner’s right to them or decrease it?  ַאָמְרוּ לוֹ יוּפִּי כֹּח — [The Sages] said to him: 
His strength is enhanced.[11]  לָהֶן ר   said to them: Since you agree that the multiplicity of [Rabban Gamliel] — אָמ�

two people, which implies that the laws of leket and peret are 
applicable when there are two fallen stalks or grapes (one for the 
poor person and one for the proselyte), but not when there are three 
or more.[4]

 An alternative explanation of the dispute:
מָנָא בִּי  ר� ר  דָּרְשׁוּ  :R’ Mana said — אֲמ� אֶחָד  מִקְרָא   Both of — שְׁנֵיהֶן 
them [Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel] expounded this one verse 
stated in the passage of shich’chah as the source for their respective 
opinions:  ”יִהְיֶה לְמָנָה  וְלָא� יָּתוֹם  ל� גֵּר   for the proselyte, for the — ,,ל�
orphan, and for the widow it shall be.  אי אוֹמְרִים לָעֲנִיִּים מּ�  — בֵּית שׁ�
Beis Shammai say that the verse means: when there is a set of three 
forgotten sheaves — one for the proselyte, one for the orphan and 
one for the widow — it shall be for the poor.[5]  וּבֵית הִלֵּל אוֹמְרִים 
יִת בּ� ל ה� ע�  But Beis Hillel say that the verse’s intent is exactly the — לְב�
opposite — that when there is a set of three forgotten sheaves, it 
shall be for the owner, and only when there are just one or two 
sheaves must they be left for the poor.[6]

 The Mishnah stated in its concluding segment:
אי וכו’] מּ� ל כּוּלָּם בֵּית שׁ�  These rulings (that shich’chah, peret, and — וְע�
leket apply to two units but not to three) are in accordance with the 
opinion of Beis Hillel. BUT CONCERNING ALL OF THEM BEIS SHAMMAI 
etc. (say: Three belong to the poor, and four belong to the owner).]
 The Gemara explains the reasoning that underlies this dispute:
אָבִין בִּי  ר� ר  יָּתוֹם  :R’ Avin said — אֲמ� ל� גֵּר  ,,ל� אי  מּ� שׁ� דְּבֵית  יְיהוּ  עְמ�  ט�
לְמָנָה יִהְיֶה”  Beis Shammai’s source is the verse stated in the — וְלָא�
passage of shich’chah:[1] You shall not return to take it; for the 
proselyte, for the orphan, and for the widow it shall be. The verse 
connotes that the law of shich’chah applies even if enough sheaves 
were forgotten that they could be divided among three people — one 
sheaf for the proselyte, one for the orphan and one for the widow.[2] 
Only if four or more sheaves were forgotten do they remain the 
owner’s.  ”גֵּר יְיהוּ דְּבֵית הִלֵּל ,,לֶעָנִי וְל� עְמ�  And Beis Hillel’s source — ט�
is the verse stated with respect to leket and peret:[3] for the poor per-
son and the proselyte shall you leave them. This verse mentions just 
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 Rash rejects this interpretation on the basis of the Gemara below 
(55b), which mentions only that we assess underdeveloped ears of grain 
as if they were healthy and normally sized, but not that we view one 
species as if it were another species. Rambam, too, appears to have 
reconsidered, for he records in Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:19 only that ‘‘small 
ears are viewed as large ears and wind-beaten ears are viewed as if they 
were full.’’ See Derech Emunah, Beur HaHalachah ad loc.; see also Rash 
Sirilio and Pnei Moshe to 55b ד”ה ובלבד.

B.  In contrast to Rash and Rosh, who explain the Mishnah as referring to
 a barley field whose produce resembles ח  Rambam Commentary ,טוֹפ�
and Ri ben Malki Tzedek (see also Mahara Fulda) interpret the Mishnah 
literally to mean that a patch of ח  containing less than two se’ah was טוֹפ�
forgotten. The Mishnah rules that we calculate whether the forgotten 
portion of the crop would have yielded two se’ah if it were actually barley 
(whose kernels are significantly larger), and if so, it is exempt from 
shich’chah.

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

assess how large these stunted kernels would have been had they 
developed normally. If when evaluated in this manner they amount to 
two se’ah of grain, the forgotten standing grain is not shich’chah (Rash 
and Rosh, cited by Rash Sirilio; see Variant B for the alternative 
approach of Rambam Commentary and Ri ben Malki Tzedek).
 This allowance of basing the two-se’ah measurement on the potential 
yield rather than on the actual yield applies only to the assessment of 
forgotten standing grain, but does not extend to assessing the content of 
a forgotten sheaf. This is because standing grain can continue to grow 
[see Bavli Taanis 19a], so that its potential size is a factor to be 
considered. But when assessing the two-se’ah content of a forgotten 
sheaf, which is detached and no longer grows, no such allowance is made 
(Rash Sirilio to 55b סוף ד”ה ובלבד; see Hagahos HaGra to Tosefta 3:12 
§12, cited by Tos. Anshei Shem רואין  see, however, Shoshanim ;ד”ה 
LeDavid [cited by Tos. Anshei Shem ibid.], and Mishnah Rishonah).
19. Deuteronomy 24:19.
20. Rash, Mahara Fulda and Pnei Moshe, from Sifrei to Deuteronomy ad 
loc.
21. Ibid.; see Tos. Yom Tov and other sources cited at the end of note 7 
above.
22. See above, note 13.
 Rosh notes that from the Sages’ reply to Rabban Gamliel in our 
Mishnah, it is evident that they subscribe to this latter derivation 
recorded in the Baraisa.
23. Rash; Mahara Fulda.
24. See 51a notes 6-8.

12. [The standard Mishnayos text reads: ’מְרוּ לוֹ: לאֹ וכו [.א�
13. The Sages responded that the reason a two-se’ah sheaf is exempt 
from shich’chah is that the Torah states with respect to the shich’chah 
obligation (Deuteronomy 24:19): and you forget a sheaf in the field. This 
implies that shich’chah pertains only to a forgotten ‘‘sheaf’’ but not to a 
forgotten ‘‘stack’’ — and a two-se’ah sheaf is classified as a ‘‘stack’’ due 
to its great size. [The Gemara will cite a Baraisa that presents this 
exposition.] Regarding the case at hand, however, each of the two 
forgotten sheaves contains less than two se’ah, and thus can only be 
viewed as independent bundles that must be assessed in terms of their 
intrinsic properties. Since neither sheaf on its own contains enough to be 
regarded as a stack (i.e. two se’ah), they are both eligible to be rendered 
shich’chah (see Mahara Fulda and Pnei Moshe).
14. That is, a patch of standing grain that will yield two se’ah of grain 
after threshing (see Rambam Commentary).
15. The Gemara (55b) will provide a Scriptural basis for equating
the shich’chah of standing grain to the shich’chah of sheaves in this 
respect.
16. As will be explained below, the Mishnah is referring to a barley crop 
that was beaten by destructive winds, which stunted the growth of its 
kernels. In the case under consideration, the forgotten stalks do not 
actually contain two se’ah of grain, but would have been capable of 
yielding this amount had they not been damaged (Rash, Rosh).
17. Grasspea is a type of legume whose seeds are very thin (Rash).
18. Although the damaging winds caused the barley kernels to shrivel so 
that they did not attain their normal size but are as small as grasspea, we 
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forgotten sheaves reduces their susceptibility to becoming shich’chah, the following argument can be made:  ן  מָה אִם בִּזְמ�
יִם וּשְׁכָחוֹ אֵינוֹ שִׁכְחָה  ,If when there is only one sheaf and it contains two se’ah and he forgot it — שֶׁהוּא עוֹמֶר אֶחָד וּבוֹ סָאת�
it is not shich’chah,  יִם אֵינוֹ דִּין שֶׁלּאֹ יְהוּ שִׁכְחָה  then when there are two sheaves and they together — שְׁנֵי עוֹמָרִין וּבָהֶן סָאת�
contain two se’ah, should it not follow that they are not shich’chah?  ֹאָמְרוּ לו — [The Sages] said to him:  ּאִם אָמְרו 
 No![12] This is not a valid argument. For if they said a two-se’ah exemption for one sheaf, which — בְּעוֹמֶר אֶחָד שֶׁהוּא כְּגָדִישׁ
is like a stack,  ר בִּשְׁנֵי עוֹמָרִין שֶׁהֵן כִּכְרִיכוֹת can you say so for two sheaves, which are like bundles?[13] — תֹּאמ�

 The Mishnah now discusses the application of the two-se’ah limit with regard to the shich’chah of standing grain:
יִם וּשְׁכָחָהּ  — אֵינָהּ שִׁכְחָה  ,If standing grain contains two se’ah,[14] and [the farmer] forgot to reap it — קָמָה שֶׁיֵּשׁ בָּהּ סָאת�
it is not shich’chah.[15]

יִם סָאת� עֲשׂוֹת  ל� רְאוּיָה  הִיא  אֲבָל  יִם  סָאת� בָּהּ   If [the forgotten standing grain] does not contain two se’ah, but it is — אֵין 
capable of producing two se’ah,[16]  ח even if it is currently as meager as a crop of grasspea,[17] — אֲפִילּוּ הִיא שֶׁל טוֹפ�

we view it as if it were laden with normal-size barley kernels.[18] — רוֹאִין אוֹתָהּ כְּאִילּוּ הִיא עֲנָבָה שֶׁל שְׂעוֹרִים

חְתָּ עֹמֶר”  When the verse states AND YOU FORGET A SHEAF, it — ,,וְשָׁכ�
indicates that shich’chah applies only when you forget a ‘‘sheaf,’’
גָּדִישׁ  BUT NOT when you forget A ‘‘STACK’’; and a two-se’ah — וְלאֹ 
sheaf, by virtue of its sheer size, is classified as a ‘‘stack.’’[22]

 The Gemara asks:
-What practical difference does it make whether a two — הֵיךְ עֲבִידָא
se’ah sheaf is exempt from shich’chah because it cannot be lifted by 
a single person all at once, or because it is classified as a ‘‘stack’’?[23]

 The Gemara gives an answer that relates to the dispute between 
Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel in the Mishnah above, Halachah 2 
[51a], regarding a forgotten sheaf that was situated near a promi- 
nent item such as a grain stack:[24]

בְּצִידּוֹ אֶחָד  עוֹמֶר  ח   One difference is in a case where [the — שָׁכ�
farmer] forgot a single ordinary sheaf that was located next to [a 
two-se’ah sheaf].

Gemara The Gemara provides the source for the Mishnah’s 
ruling that a sheaf containing two se’ah does not 

become shich’chah:
לְעָזָר בִּי  ר� ר   ,,כִּי  It is written:[19] — כְּתִיב  :R’ Lazar said — אָמ�
שָּׂדֶה” בּ� עֹמֶר  חְתָּ  וְשָׁכ� בְשָׂדֶךָ  קְצִירְךָ   When you reap your — תִקְצרֹ 
harvest in your field and you forget a sheaf in the field, you shall 
not return to ‘‘take’’ it.  ֹוְלִיטְּלו יָדְךָ  לִפְשׁוֹט  יָכוֹל  תָּה  שֶׁא�  The — עוֹמֶר 
Torah refers here to a sheaf that you can stretch out your hand 
and take all at once,[20]  [ֹתָּה יָכוֹל לִפְשׁוֹט יָדְךָ וְלִיטְּלו  — [יָצָא זֶה שֶׁאֵין א�
to the exclusion of a sheaf that you cannot stretch out your hand 
and take all at once, i.e. one that contains two se’ah or more, which 
the Rabbis assessed as being too much for a single person to lift and 
carry at one time.[21]

 An alternative source:
נָּיֵי תָּנֵי :There are some teachers of Baraisos who teach — אִית תּ�
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bears no resemblance to a grain stack. Accordingly, a different source is 
needed for the Mishnah’s ruling that forgotten standing grain contain- 
ing two se’ah is exempt from shich’chah (Shaarei Emunah).
5. Deuteronomy 24:19.
6. As noted earlier (37a note 19 and 53a note 3), the shich’chah of 
standing grain is derived from the seemingly superfluous expression 
שָּׂדֶה  in the field, which alludes to a form of shich’chah in one’s field ,בּ!
that applies to something other than a sheaf (see Gemara above, 4:4 
[37a], and Sifrei cited by Rash here and to Mishnah 4:6).
7. [This analogy between the shich’chah of standing grain and the 
shich’chah of sheaves was also cited in the Gemara above, 4:4 (ibid.), for 
a different purpose (see Rash, Rosh and Rash Sirilio).]
8. As derived by the Gemara above.
9. [The word דַּק sometimes means short rather than thin; see Mishnah, 
Negaim 10:1.]
10. I.e. with regard to stalks that have already developed ears of grain 
but are underdeveloped or damaged, we assess their grain content on the 
basis of how much they could potentially produce if they were mature 
and healthy. If this amount is two se’ah or more, the stalks are exempt 
from shich’chah, even if their actual content is less than two se’ah 
(Mahara Fulda; see 55a notes 16-18).
11. The Gemara refers to a case where they are being cut for fodder
(see Mahara Fulda; see also Beur of R’ Chaim Kanievski and Derech 
Emunah 5:119).
 [According to Gra, R’ Yose’s point is that we do not view a sparsely 
grown area as though it possesses a consistently dense concentration of 
stalks. Only the actual stalks that were forgotten are taken into 
consideration and viewed as if they were fully developed and healthy. Cf. 
Shenos Eliyahu with note of R’ Chaim of Volozhin.]

1. According to Beis Shammai, this sheaf — like any sheaf that stands 
next to a stack of grain — is exempt from shich’chah. According to Beis 
Hillel, however, there is no such exemption. The sheaf is therefore 
subject to shich’chah even though it is situated next to a ‘‘stack.’’

2. The forgotten sheaves are exempt from shich’chah according to Beis 
Hillel, who hold that shich’chah does not apply to a set of three or more 
sheaves. [The two-se’ah sheaf, as well, must ultimately be forgotten in 
order for this exemption to remain effective (see Gemara above, 53b, 
with notes 4-6 and Variant A, for details).] According to Beis Shammai, 
though, these sheaves do become shich’chah, for Beis Shammai hold 
that only a set of four or more is exempt.
 [This practical consequence of classifying a two-se’ah sheaf as a 
‘‘sheaf’’ rather than a ‘‘stack’’ can be illustrated within the context of 
Beis Shammai’s view as well, in a case where one forgot three ordinary 
sheaves next to a two-se’ah sheaf. For if the latter is classified as a 
‘‘sheaf,’’ Beis Shammai would hold that the first three combine with it to 
form a four-sheaf row that is exempt from shich’chah (see Rash and 
Mishneh LaMelech, Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:17).]

3. [Rash notes that Bavli (Bava Basra 72b) argues with Yerushalmi
on this point, and maintains that the reason a two-se’ah sheaf is 
exempted from shich’chah is that it is classified as a ‘‘stack,’’ but at the 
same time it has the status of a ‘‘sheaf’’ in that it can combine with
two adjacent sheaves to create a shich’chah-exempt row. See Mish-
neh LaMelech, Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:3 (end) and 5:17, and Pe’as 
HaShulchan 10:13, for further elaboration of Bavli’s position. Cf. 
Rashbam’s understanding of Bavli, as explained by Beurim of R’ Moshe 
Feinstein §132.]

4. The two derivations presented above with regard to the exemption of 
a two-se’ah sheaf do not apply to standing grain, for produce that is 
attached to the ground cannot be lifted in any event, and moreover, it 

 
NOTES

Halachah 6

Mishnah The Mishnah discusses another exception to the law of shich’chah:
קָּמָה ה� וְאֶת  הָעוֹמֶר  אֶת  צֶּלֶת  מ�  Standing grain saves both an adjacent sheaf and adjacent — קָמָה 

 The Gemara provides a Scriptural source for extending the 
‘‘two se’ah’’ exemption to forgotten standing grain:[4]

יוֹנָה בִּי  ר� ר  חְתָּ  :R’ Yonah said — אֲמ� וְשָׁכ� בְשָׂדְךָ  קְצִירְךָ  תִקְצֹר   ,,כִּי 
שָּׂדֶה” בּ�  For the verse states:[5] When you reap your — עֹמֶר 
harvest in your field and you forget a sheaf in the field. In this 
verse, the expression ‘‘in the field’’ refers to the forgetting of 
standing grain;[6] by juxtaposing it to the forgetting of ‘‘a sheaf,’’ 
the Torah teaches that the law for both is the same:[7]  ׁעוֹמֶר שֶׁיֵּש 
יִם וּשְׁכָחוֹ אֵינוֹ שִׁכְחָה  Just as when there is a sheaf that — בּוֹ סָאת�
contains two se’ah and [one] forgets it, it is not rendered 
shich’chah,[8]  יִם וּשְׁכָחָהּ אֵינָהּ שִׁכְחָה  so too, if — קָמָה שֶׁיֵּשׁ בָּהּ סָאת�
there is standing grain that contains two se’ah and [one] 
forgets it, it is not rendered shich’chah.

 The final segment of the Mishnah stated:
וכו’] ח  טוֹפ� שֶׁל  הִיא  If (the forgotten standing grain) — אֲפִילּוּ 
does not contain two se’ah, but it is capable of producing two 
se’ah, EVEN IF IT IS currently as meager as a crop OF GRASSPEA 
etc., [we view it as if it were [laden with normal-size] barley 
kernels).]
 The Gemara qualifies the Mishnah’s ruling:
יוֹסֵי בִּי  ר� ר  שִׁיבֳּלִין  :R’ Yose said — אָמ�  But this is true — וּבִלְבָד 
only when the forgotten stalks have already developed ears of 
grain.  קּוֹת ד�  Then the Mishnah rules that even if [the — הָיּוּ 
ears] are short,[9]  רוֹאִין אוֹתָן כְּאִילּוּ הֵן אֲרוּכּוֹת — we view them 
as if they are long;  שְׁדוּפוֹת — and even if they are wind-
beaten,  רוֹאִין אוֹתָן כְּאִילּוּ הֵן מְלֵיאוֹת — we view them as if they 
are full.[10] If, however, the forgotten stalks have not yet devel- 
oped ears of grain, we do not concern ourselves about how much 
grain they could eventually produce, and they are subject to 
shich’chah regardless of their quantity.[11]

עוֹמֶר בְדִינֵהּ  ע� תּ�  If you classify [the two-se’ah sheaf] as a — אִין 
‘‘sheaf’’ and say that its general exemption from shich’chah is 
only because it cannot be lifted (as R’ Lazar asserts),  כֹּל  דִּבְרֵי ה�
 then according to all [both Beis Shammai and Beis — שִׁכְחָה
Hillel] the ordinary sheaf that was forgotten at its side is subject 
to shich’chah, for it is not next to a ‘‘stack.’’  ׁבְדִינֵיהּ גָּדִיש ע�  וְאִין תּ�
— If, however, you classify [the two-se’ah sheaf] as a ‘‘stack’’ 
(in accordance with the Baraisa’s derivation),  אי מּ� חְלוֹקֶת בֵּית שׁ�  מ�
 then the disposition of the forgotten sheaf — which — וּבֵית הִלֵּל
now has the status of ‘‘a sheaf near a stack’’ — is contingent upon 
the dispute between Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel in the 
Mishnah above, Halachah 2.[1]

 The Gemara presents an additional difference between the two 
derivations:
ח שְׁנֵי עוֹמָרִין בְּצִדּוֹ  Another difference will be in a case where — שָׁכ�
[the farmer] forgot two ordinary sheaves next to [a two-se’ah 
sheaf].  עוֹמֶר בְדִינֵהּ  ע� תּ�  If you classify [the two-se’ah — אִין 
sheaf] as a ‘‘sheaf,’’ then the two adjacent sheaves can combine 
with it to form a row of three,  הִלֵּל וּבֵית  אי  מּ� שׁ� בֵּית  חְלוֹקֶת   — מ�
making the status of the two smaller sheaves contingent upon the 
dispute between Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel in the previous 
Mishnah (on 54b) as to whether a row of three sheaves is exempt 
from shich’chah.[2]  ׁגָּדִיש בְדִינֵיהּ  ע� תּ�  If, however, you — אִין 
classify [the two-se’ah sheaf] as a ‘‘stack,’’  אֵינוֹ נִידּוֹן כְּשׁוּרָה — 
then this group of sheaves is not judged as a row of three even 
according to Beis Hillel, since we do not have a row of three 
sheaves, but rather two sheaves and a stack.[3]

 The Mishnah stated:
וכו’] יִם  סָאת� בָּהּ  שֶׁיֵּשׁ   If STANDING GRAIN CONTAINS TWO — קָמָה 
SEAH etc. (and he forgot [to reap] it, it is not shich’chah).]
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shich’chah (Shenos Eliyahu, based on Yerushalmi above, 43b; see note 6 
there).]
 Some commentators note that the Mishnah’s wording, ‘‘Any that is 
not shich’chah’’ [as opposed to ‘‘any that was not forgotten,’’ as in fact 
is the version of several manuscripts], implies that the standing grain 
has the capacity to save a nearby sheaf as long as it is halachically 
classified as nonshich’chah — even if it was actually forgotten. [For 
example, if the standing grain was forgotten, but was excluded from 
becoming shich’chah on account of containing two se’ah, it will save a 
nearby sheaf] (Mishnah Rishonah, Rashash, Derech Emunah 5:128; cf. 
R’ Yehoseif cited by Meleches Shlomo).
 Although the Mishnah states, ‘‘What standing grain is it that saves a 
sheaf,’’ it actually refers to the saving of either a sheaf or standing 
grain; in either case, a single stalk of nonshich’chah suffices to save the 
forgotten produce from being designated shich’chah (see Rambam, Hil. 
Matnos Aniyim 5:21). The Mishnah mentions ‘‘sheaf’’ merely as an 
example, and chooses this example because the sheaf was the first of the 
cases mentioned in the previous clause (Tos. Yom Tov, Pnei Moshe). For 
other explanations, see Mishnah Rishonah and Meleches Shlomo.

12. If a forgotten sheaf or forgotten standing grain is located near 
standing grain that is nonshich’chah, the forgotten produce does not 
become shich’chah. Rather, it is saved from becoming shich’chah by its 
proximity to the unforgotten standing grain, and may be retrieved by 
the owner (Rash; Mahara Fulda). [As to what constitutes ‘‘near’’ in this 
regard, see 56a note 9.] The Gemara will provide the Scriptural source 
for this ruling.
13. If a forgotten sheaf or forgotten standing grain is located near a sheaf 
that is nonshich’chah, the forgotten produce becomes shich’chah 
nonetheless. Its proximity to the unforgotten sheaf does not save it [for, 
as the Gemara explains, Scripture teaches that the ability to ‘‘save’’ is 
unique to standing grain] (Rash).
14. If even one stalk of unforgotten standing grain is near a forgotten 
sheaf, it saves the forgotten sheaf from being rendered shich’chah. 
[Furthermore, even if all the standing grain adjacent to a sheaf has
been forgotten, aside for one stalk at its opposite end, that stalk saves 
the standing grain adjacent to it, and the saved grain in turn — having 
been rendered nonshich’chah by its proximity to the unforgotten 
standing stalk — saves the forgotten sheaf adjacent to it from becoming 

 
NOTES

standing grain from becoming shich’chah,[12]  קָּמָה צִּיל לאֹ אֶת הָעוֹמֶר וְלאֹ אֶת ה�  but a sheaf does not — וְהָעוֹמֶר אֵינוֹ מ�
save an adjacent sheaf nor adjacent standing grain from becoming shich’chah.[13]  צֶּלֶת אֶת  אֵי זוֹ הִיא קָמָה שֶׁהִיא מ�
ח  ?Which standing grain is it that saves a sheaf from becoming shich’chah — הָעוֹמֶר כָּל שֶׁאֵינָהּ שִׁכְחָה אֲפִילּוּ קֶל�
Any that is itself not shich’chah, even if only one stalk.[14] — אֶחָד
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Orlah 2:10], in this particular instance they do not combine (Rash 
Sirilio).
 Interestingly, Rash specifies that the Mishnah means to teach that a 
se’ah of attached garlic and a se’ah of attached onions do not combine. 
Beur HaHalachah (5:18 ד”ה העומר) infers from this that if detached garlic 
and onions were tied together in one bundle, they would qualify for the 
two-se’ah exemption. The reason is that such a bundle would be 
classified as a ‘‘stack’’ (see above, end of 55a).

A. Some explain that when the Mishnah states, ‘‘and similarly, with
 regard to garlic and onions,’’ it does not refer to a se’ah of detached 
garlic (or onions) and a nearby se’ah of attached garlic (or onions). 
Rather, it means that if a se’ah of attached garlic and a nearby se’ah of 
attached onions were both forgotten, they do not combine to qualify for 
the two-se’ah exemption (Rash’s first interpretation; Shenos Eliyahu 
HaKatzar). The novelty is that although onions and garlic are both used 
as spices, and are therefore grouped together in certain contexts [see 

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

means that if the attached and detached se’ahs are separated by produce 
that is allotted to the poor, such as leket or peret, then the attached and 
detached se’ahs cannot be combined. Thus, if there is fallen leket 
between a detached sheaf and attached grain, or there is fallen peret 
between detached grapes and attached grapes, then the detached and 
attached portions do not combine to form a two-se’ah unit. Otherwise, 
they do combine to form such a unit (Rash, Mahara Fulda; cf. Rambam 
Commentary as explained by Rishon LeTziyon).
 The Gemara (57a), however, will explain R’ Yose’s words differently. 
[In any event, according to R’ Yose, the exclusion from combining 
detached and attached produce pertains only when part of a grain field 
or vineyard interposes between them. The exclusion does not pertain to 
ordinary orchards or fields containing fruits or vegetables.]
5. Rash Sirilio’s text reads: א בִּי אֵיל� מַר ר! .R’ Eila said ,א�
6. Deuteronomy 24:19.
7. ‘‘A sheaf in the field’’ denotes a sheaf lying on open ground, i.e. on a 
harvested field. This excludes a sheaf surrounded by [or adjacent to] 
standing grain that is non-shich’chah (Beur of R’ Chaim Kanievski; see 
Gemara further with Gra ד”ה ומשני; cf. Rambam Commentary).
 While the verse does not indicate that the standing grain surrounding 
the sheaf must be nonshich’chah, logic dictates that grain that is itself 
shich’chah — and that does not ‘‘save’’ itself from being awarded to the 
poor — cannot save something else from being awarded to them. Thus, 
it is obvious that, in order for the sheaf to be saved from becoming 
shich’chah, the standing grain surrounding it must be non-shich’chah 
(Mishnah Rishonah; see Derech Emunah 5:129 for another explana- 
tion).
 Although the exclusion of something ‘‘surrounded by standing grain’’ 
is stated in regard to ת עוֹמְרִין  forgotten sheaves, it applies also to ,שִׁכְח!
ה מ� ת ק�  forgotten standing grain. Since these two laws are mentioned ,שִׁכְח!
in the same verse (see Gemara above, 55a), they are linked by a hekeish 
and are therefore analogous. Hence, the Mishnah’s ruling that standing 
grain saves both an adjacent sheaf and adjacent standing grain from 
becoming shich’chah (see Aruch HaShulchan HeAsid 12:2; see further, 
56b note 5 and Variant A there).
8. Just as we expound the verse ‘‘in the field’’ (i.e. in the open) as 
excluding a sheaf that is surrounded by [or adjacent to] non-shich’chah 

1. Yerushalmi below, top of 57a, assumes that ‘‘cut grain’’ refers to a 
bound sheaf (see, however, Mishnah Rishonah ודע  .(and Rashash ד”ה 
Thus, the Mishnah means that one forgot a sheaf containing a se’ah and 
an adjacent patch of standing grain containing a se’ah.

2. I.e. a se’ah of detached garlic and a nearby se’ah of attached garlic, or 
a se’ah of detached onions and a nearby se’ah of attached onions, were 
both forgotten (Rambam, Commentary and Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:20; 
Rash’s second interpretation; Shenos Eliyahu HaAroch). An alternative 
explanation will be cited in the Variants section below.

3. Although, in all these cases, the two forgotten portions contain, 
between them, the requisite two se’ah for a shich’chah exemption, they 
cannot be combined to form a single two-se’ah set, but must be treated 
individually. Therefore, each of the forgotten items is rendered 
shich’chah and becomes the property of the poor.
 The Mishnah uses three examples — from the realms of grain, tree 
fruit, and vegetables — in order to illustrate the universality of the 
principle that a se’ah of attached produce does not combine with a se’ah 
of detached produce to qualify for the two-se’ah exemption (Tiferes 
Yisrael). One might have thought that this rule applies only to grains, 
for in that case the detached and attached portions are called by 
different names — ‘‘sheaves’’ and ‘‘standing grain.’’ The Tanna 
therefore explicates that it applies even to fruits [and vegetables], where 
the different categories of produce have the same title (Shoshanim 
LeDavid, cited by Tos. Anshei Shem).
 Alternatively, the Tanna emphasizes that the rule applies across the 
board, to contrast his view with the following opinion of R’ Yose. As we 
shall see, R’ Yose maintains that the rule excluding the combination of 
detached and attached produce pertains only to grain fields and 
vineyards, which are subject to the laws of leket and peret, respectively, 
but not to ordinary orchards or fields containing fruits or vegetables 
(Rash Sirilio; Meleches Shlomo).
 For another explanation of the clause ‘‘and similarly, with regard to 
garlic and onions,’’ see Variant A.

4. R’ Yose maintains that detached produce can be combined with 
attached produce to make up a two-se’ah unit of forgotten produce — 
thus preventing its allocation to the poor as shich’chah — unless ‘‘the 
domain of the poor comes between them.’’ Understood simply, this 

 
NOTES

 The Mishnah discusses a qualification of the rule mentioned in the previous Mishnah, that when forgotten 
produce measures two se’ah or more it is not rendered shich’chah:
 If a se’ah of cut grain and a nearby se’ah of standing grain that has not yet — סְאָה תְּבוּאָה עֲקוּרָה וּסְאָה שֶׁאֵינָהּ עֲקוּרָה
been cut were both forgotten,[1]  וְכֵן בָּאִילָן — and similarly with regard to a tree, if a se’ah of detached fruit and 
a nearby se’ah of attached fruit were both forgotten,  בְּצָלִים וְה� שּׁוּם   and similarly, with regard to garlic and — ה�
onions,[2]  אֵינָן מִצְטָרְפִין — they do not combine to qualify for the two-se’ah exemption from shich’chah; rather, 
they belong to the poor.[3]  בִּי יוֹסֵי אוֹמֵר ע אֵין מִצְטָרְפִין  :R’ Yose says — ר�  If the domain — אִם בָּאת רְשׁוּת לְעָנִי בָּאֶמְצ�
of the poor comes between them, they do not combine,  מִצְטָרְפִין אֵלּוּ  הֲרֵי  או  ל�  but if not, they do — וְאִם 
combine.[4]

 The Mishnah stated that only standing grain saves adjacent 
produce from becoming shich’chah, but a sheaf does not save 
adjacent produce from becoming shich’chah. The Gemara won- 
ders why the preceding exposition does not exclude from 
shich’chah even that which is near a non-shich’chah sheaf:
 But why — וְלָמָּה עוֹמֶר שֶׁסְּבִיבוֹתָיו עוֹמָרִין וְלאֹ עוֹמֶר שֶׁסְּבִיבוֹתָיו קָמָה 
is it that a forgotten sheaf that is surrounded by non-shich’chah 
sheaves is considered shich’chah, while a forgotten sheaf that is 
surrounded by non-shich’chah standing grain is not considered 
shich’chah?[8]

Gemara The Gemara provides the Scriptural source for the 
Mishnah’s first ruling, that standing grain saves 

an adjacent forgotten sheaf from becoming shich’chah:
בִּי ר� ר  תִקְצֹר  :It is written — כְּתִיב  Rebbi said:[5] — אָמ�  ,,כִּי 
שָּׂדֶה” בּ� עֹמֶר  חְתָּ  וְשָׁכ� בְשָׂדֶךָ   When you reap your harvest — קְצִירְךָ 
in your field and you forget a sheaf in the field.[6]  עֹמֶר 
 The verse applies the shich’chah obligation to a — שֶׁסְּבִיבוֹתָיו קָצִיר
sheaf that is surrounded by a ‘‘field,’’ meaning harvested 
[land],  קָמָה שֶׁסְּבִיבוֹתָיו   but not to a sheaf that is — וְלאֹ עוֹמֶר 
surrounded by standing grain.[7]
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another. For in any event, the forgotten produce is not ‘‘in the field,’’ i.e. 
it is not surrounded by harvested land (Rash Sirilio).
 In the case of a gentile, it is irrelevant whether he remembered the 
standing grain or forgot it, since a gentile’s grain is not subject to 
becoming shich’chah at all (Pnei Moshe).
13. In Tosefta ibid. the text reads: בִּי מֵאִיר .the words of R’ Meir ,דִּבְרֵי ר!
14. Thus, standing grain of wheat saves only forgotten sheaves or grain 
of wheat, not of barley or any other species.
 The Sages maintain that since the verse (Deuteronomy 24:19) states 
When you reap your harvest in your field, it implies that only one’s own 
unharvested grain saves his forgotten produce from becoming 
shich’chah (Rash Sirilio; Kiryas Sefer, Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:21). 
Moreover, the phrase ‘‘field’’ connotes an area in which the same kind of 
produce is sown (Kiryas Sefer ibid.).
 [Alternatively, the forgotten grain must be deemed subordinate to the 
non-shich’chah grain in order for it to be saved, and subordination is 
possible only when both belong to one person and are of the same species 
(Derech Emunah 5:138).]
15. Tosefta ibid.
16. Our reading follows text of Tosefta, and Rash Sirilio’s text of 
Yerushalmi.
17. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel disputes the Mishnah’s ruling that a 
non-shich’chah sheaf can save neither a sheaf nor standing grain.
18. Emendations throughout the Baraisa follow Rash.
19. [As derived above from the verse, and you forget a sheaf ‘‘in the 
field.’’] Thus, although the poor have broad rights in standing grain, 
standing grain works against the poor, in that it saves the owner’s 
forgotten sheaf from being awarded to them as shich’chah (Rash, Rash 
Sirilio).
20. Certainly, a sheaf — which is less ‘‘friendly’’ to the poor than 
standing grain — ought to work against them and save adjacent produce 
from being awarded to them as shich’chah (Rash).
 Note that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel compares two cases that are 
opposites, both in regard to the item that effects the save and in regard 
to the item being saved. He states that since standing grain saves a 
sheaf, logic dictates that a sheaf should save standing grain. His kal 
vachomer, however, deals specifically with the item effecting the save, 
for it states that since standing grain has the capacity to save, surely a 
sheaf must have the capacity to save. The kal vachomer does not address 
the item being saved. This is the focus of the next Tanna’s rebuttal.

standing grain, let us expound it as excluding a sheaf that is surrounded 
by [or adjacent to] non-shich’chah sheaves (Pnei Moshe, Gra; cf. Rash 
Sirilio).

9. When a forgotten sheaf is surrounded by other, non-shich’chah, 
sheaves, the surrounding field has already been harvested, and is in 
essence ‘‘open ground.’’ The fact that sheaves are lying on this open 
ground does not alter its classification as a ‘‘field.’’ Therefore, the 
forgotten sheaf is considered ‘‘a sheaf in the field’’ and is subject to 
shich’chah. By contrast, when a forgotten sheaf is surrounded by 
non-shich’chah standing grain, the land beneath that grain is not ‘‘open 
ground,’’ but rather, land filled with the stalks of that grain. Therefore, 
the sheaf is not considered ‘‘a sheaf in the field,’’ and is excluded from 
becoming shich’chah (Pnei Moshe, Beur of R’ Chaim Kanievski; see 
Mahara Fulda).
 By stating that shich’chah applies specifically to a sheaf that is 
‘‘surrounded by harvested land,’’ the Gemara implies that as long as 
there is no swath of harvested land separating the sheaves from the 
standing grain, the sheaf is deemed ‘‘adjacent’’ to the standing grain, 
and is saved by it; the precise distance between them is not a factor (see 
Mareh HaPanim ד”ה הקמה and Beurim of R’ Moshe Feinstein §134 ד”ה 
 ד”ה see also Gemara above, 43b with note 3; cf. Mishnah Rishonah ;ושעור
 and Derech Emunah 5:127 with Tziyun HaHalachah §231 and ואת הקמה
Beur HaHalachah 5:21 end of ד”ה או קמה).
 With respect to forgotten standing grain, the Gemara above (5:2; 43b) 
stated an additional leniency: Even if it is surrounded by a swath of 
harvested land, if the stalk is long enough to reach the non-shich’chah 
grain, such that it can be cut together with that grain, it is saved from 
becoming shich’chah (Rash). [While Rambam mentions this clause in 
his Commentary here, he omits it in Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:21. There he 
stipulates simply that the forgotten sheaf or forgotten grain must be 
adjacent to non-shich’chah grain and not surrounded by harvested land. 
For discussion of Rambam’s opinion, see the sources cited in the 
previous paragraph.]

10. Tosefta 3:11.

11. That is, if one forgot some produce at the border of his property, and 
his neighbor had standing grain adjacent to it, on the other side of the 
property line, the neighbor’s grain saves his own from becoming 
shich’chah (Pnei Moshe; see following note).

12. It is irrelevant whether the non-shich’chah grain belongs to a Jew or 
a gentile, or whether it is the same species as the forgotten produce or 

 
NOTES

 Our Mishnah rules that non-shich’chah standing grain
saves both forgotten sheaves and forgotten standing grain, 
whereas a non-shich’chah sheaf saves neither. The Gemara
cites a Baraisa that presents other opinions regarding this mat-
ter.
מְלִיאֵל  It was taught in a Baraisa:[15] — תָּנֵי גּ� בֶּן  שִׁמְעוֹן  בָּן   ר�
קָּמָה  :RABBAN SHIMON BEN GAMLIEL SAYS — [אוֹמֵר][16] שֶׁה�  כְּשֵׁם 
הָעוֹמֶר אֶת  צֶּלֶת  -JUST AS STANDING GRAIN that is non — מ�
shich’chah SAVES A nearby SHEAF that was forgotten from 
becoming shich’chah,  קָּמָה ה� אֶת  צִּיל  מ� הָעוֹמֶר   SO TOO, A — כָּךְ 

SHEAF that is non-shich’chah SAVES nearby STANDING GRAIN that 
was forgotten from becoming shich’chah.[17]  הוּא  AND — וְדִין 

THIS IS supported by the LOGIC of kal vachomer:  קָּמָה  — וּמָה אִם ה�
FOR IF EVEN STANDING GRAIN,  [18](ושכחה) שֶׁיֻּפָּה בָהּ כֹּח� הֶעָנִי — IN 

WHICH THE INTERESTS OF THE POOR HAVE BEEN EXPANDED, inas- 
much as they are entitled not only to shich’chah, but also to leket 
and peah from it,  צֶּלֶת מ� הִיא   CAN SAVE a nearby sheaf — הֲרֵי 
from becoming shich’chah,[19]  עוֹמֶר — then in regard to A SHEAF,

ע בּוֹ כֹּח� הֶעָנִי  IN WHICH THE INTERESTS OF THE POOR HAVE — שֶׁהוּר�

BEEN LIMITED, inasmuch as they are entitled only to shich’chah, 
but not to leket or peah from it,  [קָמָה צִּיל [אֶת ה�  IS IT — אֵינוֹ דִין שֶׁיּ�

NOT LOGICAL THAT IT SHOULD be able to SAVE adjacent standing 
grain from becoming shich’chah?[20]

 The Gemara answers:
עוֹמָרִין שֶׁסְּבִיבוֹתָיו   In the case of a sheaf that is — עוֹמֶר 
surrounded by non-shich’chah sheaves,  שָׂדֶה חְתָּיו  שֶּׁתּ� ה   — מ�
what is beneath [those sheaves] is a ‘‘field,’’  עוֹמֶר שֶׁסְּבִיבוֹתָיו 
 but in the case of a sheaf surrounded by non-shich’chah — קָמָה
standing grain,  שִּׁין ק� חְתָּיו  שֶּׁתּ� ה   what is beneath [that — מ�
grain] is ‘‘straw,’’ not a ‘‘field.’’[9]

 A related Baraisa is cited:
צֶּלֶת אֶת שֶׁלּוֹ  It was taught in a Baraisa:[10] — תָּנֵא ת חֲבֵירוֹ מ�  קָמ�
— THE STANDING GRAIN OF ONE’S FELLOW that is non-shich’chah 
SAVES ONE’S OWN adjacent produce from becoming shich’chah;[11]

צֶּלֶת אֶת שֶׁל יִשְׂרָאֵל  OF A GENTILE [THE STANDING GRAIN] — שֶׁל גּוֹי מ�

SAVES THE adjacent [PRODUCE] OF A JEW from becoming 
shich’chah;  שְׂעוֹרִין שֶׁל  אֶת  צֶּלֶת  מ� חִטִּין   and [STANDING — שֶׁל 

GRAIN] OF WHEAT that is non-shich’chah SAVES adjacent [PRO- 

DUCE] OF BARLEY from becoming shich’chah;[12]  בִּי ר�  — דִּבְרֵי 
these are THE WORDS OF REBBI.[13]  אוֹמְרִים חֲכָמִים   BUT THE — ו�

SAGES SAY:  ֹשֶׁלּו אֶלָּא  צֶּלֶת  מ� -ONLY ONE’S OWN non — אֵינָהּ 
shich’chah grain SAVES his forgotten produce from becoming 
shich’chah,  ּמִמִּינָה אֶלָּא  צֶּלֶת  מ�  and ONLY [PRODUCE] OF — אֵינָהּ 

ITS OWN KIND SAVES forgotten produce from becoming 
shich’chah.[14]
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 Rebbi counters that if this kal vachomer is valid — i.e. if we consider 
a sheaf less ‘‘friendly’’ to the poor than standing grain — then we ought 
to take it a step further and expound it as follows: If even standing grain, 
in which the poor have expanded interests, can be saved by a sheaf from 
becoming shich’chah, then surely a sheaf, in which the poor have limited 
interests, should be saved by a sheaf from becoming shich’chah. But, 
Rebbi argues (unspokenly), you surely concede that a sheaf cannot be 
saved by another sheaf! [Rebbi apparently considers this self-evident.] 
Perforce, we must conclude that this kal vachomer is not valid, and the 
laws of ‘‘saving’’ from shich’chah are not based on these considerations 
of ‘‘expanded’’ and ‘‘limited’’ interests. Thus, there is no basis to argue 

A. Gra has a variant reading of the Baraisa, leading to a different
 understanding of the debate between Rabban Shimon ben Gam-
liel and Rebbi. According to Gra, Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel’s kal 
vachomer goes as follows: If even standing grain, in which the poor
have expanded interests, can save standing grain from becoming 
shich’chah (as stated in the Mishnah), then surely a sheaf, in which the 
poor have limited interests, can save standing grain from becoming 
shich’chah. [Thus, in both parts of the kal vachomer, Rabban Shimon 
deals with cases in which the item being saved is standing grain; the kal 
vachomer states simply that a sheaf can save it no less than standing 
grain can.]

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

grain (which itself is also ‘‘friendly’’ to the poor). Thus, they both 
dispute the Mishnah’s ruling that non-shich’chah standing grain saves 
forgotten standing grain from becoming shich’chah (Rash Sirilio, 
Mahara Fulda; see further, Tos. R’ Akiva Eiger §66).

5. For Rabban Shimon maintains that all depends on the nature of the 
item effecting the save, and he thus holds that a sheaf — in which the 
poor have limited rights — can save anything from becoming 
shich’chah. But Rebbi maintains that we must consider the nature of 
the item that is to be saved, and he thus holds that standing grain — in 
which the poor have expanded rights — cannot be saved by anything 
from becoming shich’chah (see Rash Sirilio and Mahara Fulda).
 The Tanna of our Mishnah, however, rules that standing grain saves 
both a sheaf and standing grain, but a sheaf saves neither a sheaf nor 
standing grain. Some explain that this Tanna rejects the assertion that 
standing grain is more ‘‘friendly’’ than sheaves to the poor. For to the 
contrary — we find that standing grain is exempted from shich’chah as 
long as it has the potential to produce two se’ah of kernels, whereas a 
sheaf is not exempted unless it actually contains two se’ah [see above, 
55a, end of Mishnah 5]. Since in this respect, standing grain is less 
‘‘friendly’’ to the poor, the kal vachomer expounded by Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel and Rebbi is not valid. Rather, we expound a hekeish which 
compares forgotten standing grain to forgotten sheaves (see 56a note 7). 
Thus, we derive that just as a forgotten sheaf is saved by standing grain, 
so too, forgotten standing grain is saved by standing grain. With respect 
to the item effecting the save, there is no hekeish. And since, unlike 
standing grain, sheaves are considered ‘‘in the field,’’ they do not save 
anything from becoming shich’chah (Tos. Anshei Shem).
 In summary, there are three Tannaic opinions regarding this matter: 
(a) Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel maintains that a sheaf (because the 
poor have limited interests in it) saves both standing grain and a sheaf; 
and standing grain saves a sheaf, but not standing grain. (b) Rebbi 
maintains that anything can save a forgotten sheaf, but nothing can 
save forgotten standing grain. (c) The Tanna of our Mishnah maintains 
that standing grain can save anything, but a sheaf cannot save anything. 
Rambam, Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:21, rules in accordance with the Tanna 
of our Mishnah.
 See Variant A for Gra’s text of the Baraisa.

1. As mentioned, the emendations to the Baraisa follow Rash.
2. Although you (Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel) are correct that sheaves 
are less ‘‘friendly’’ to the poor than standing grain, your conclusion is 
incorrect. Granted that, when we consider the item effecting the save, a 
sheaf ought to be more potent than standing grain; and since the Torah 
indicates (with the phrase in the field) that standing grain can effect a 
save, it follows that a sheaf can surely do so. But we must also consider 
the item being saved — and a sheaf (being less ‘‘friendly’’ to the poor) is 
more amenable to being saved from becoming shich’chah than is 
standing grain. Now, since the Torah states and you forget a sheaf in the 
field, it teaches that a standing grain saves a sheaf from becoming 
shich’chah. The kal vachomer expands this law and states that even a 
sheaf saves a sheaf from becoming shich’chah. But what is the basis for 
saying that a sheaf saves standing grain (which is more ‘‘friendly’’ to the 
poor) from becoming shich’chah? (Rash; see also Rash Sirilio and 
Mahara Fulda).
 Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, however, holds that our only consider- 
ation is the nature of the item effecting the save, i.e. its capacity to effect 
an exemption from shich’chah. When it is an item in which the poor 
have limited interests, it ought to be able to save anything from being 
awarded to the poor, without regard for the extent of their interests in 
the item being saved (Rash Sirilio, Mahara Fulda).
3. As explained in the previous note, both Tannaim agree that a sheaf is 
less ‘‘friendly’’ to the poor than standing grain. They disagree only 
about whether we must focus specifically on the item effecting the save 
or also on the item to be saved. Thus, when the item effecting the save 
and the item to be saved are sheaves, both Tannaim will agree that the 
forgotten item is spared from being rendered shich’chah. It emerges 
that Rabban Shimon and Rebbi both dispute the Mishnah’s ruling that 
a sheaf does not save another sheaf from becoming shich’chah (Rash 
Sirilio, Mahara Fulda).
4. For since both the item effecting the save and the item to be saved are 
‘‘friendly’’ to the poor, saving cannot take place. As mentioned in note 2, 
the Torah mentions only that standing grain saves a sheaf from being 
rendered shich’chah, but does not say that it saves standing grain. 
Rabban Shimon and Rebbi will both agree that since standing grain is 
more ‘‘friendly’’ than a sheaf to the poor, it is not saved by the standing 
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less readily be saved, and should sooner be awarded to them as 
shich’chah! How can you argue that a non-shich’chah sheaf
must be able to save forgotten standing grain from becoming 
shich’chah?[2]

 The Gemara notes that there are two points regarding which 
these Tannaim are in agreement:
ד נִלְמ�  From the words of both of them [Rabban — מִדִּבְרֵי שְׁנֵיהֶן 
Shimon ben Gamliel and Rebbi] we may learn that, in their 
opinion,  צִּילִין עוֹמֶר מֵעוֹמֶר  a forgotten sheaf is saved from — מ�
becoming shich’chah by an adjacent sheaf that is non-
shich’chah,[3]  מִקָּמָה קָמָה  צִּילִין  מ�  and forgotten standing — וְאֵין 
grain is not saved from becoming shich’chah by adjacent 
standing grain that is non-shich’chah.[4] In these points, Rabban 
Shimon ben Gamliel and Rebbi agree, and dispute our Mishnah. 
They disagree only about whether forgotten standing grain is 
saved from becoming shich’chah by an adjacent non-shich’chah 
sheaf. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel holds that it is saved, whereas 
Rebbi holds that it is not saved.[5]

 The Baraisa continues with a dissenting opinion:
בִּי ר לוֹ ר�  REBBI SAID TO [RABBAN SHIMON BEN GAMLIEL]: This — אָמ�
kal vachomer argument is not completely valid.  קמה אם   (מה 
צֶּלֶת אֶת הָעוֹמֶר][1] ה לְּקָמָה מ�  שיפה כח העני בה ושכחה הרי היא מצלת) [מ�
— WHAT IS the comparison TO the law that non-shich’chah 
STANDING GRAIN SAVES AN adjacent SHEAF from becoming 
shich’chah?  [ֹבּו הֶעָנִי  כֹּח�  ע   That rule is logical, SINCE — [שֶׁהוּר�

THE INTERESTS OF THE POOR HAVE BEEN LIMITED IN [THE SHEAF], 
inasmuch as it is not subject to leket or peah! When the forgotten 
item is something in which the poor have limited rights, reason 
dictates that it should readily be saved from being awarded to 
them as shich’chah.  (עומר שהורע כח העני בו ושכחו אינו דין שיציל) 
קָּמָה] ה� אֶת  עוֹמֶר  צִּיל  -SHALL we therefore say that A non — [י�
shich’chah SHEAF SAVES adjacent STANDING GRAIN,  כֹּח�  [שֶׁיֻפָּה 
בָּהּ] -WHEN THE INTERESTS OF THE POOR HAVE BEEN EX — הֶעָנִי 

PANDED IN [THE STANDING GRAIN], inasmuch as it is subject even 
to leket and peah? Why, since the forgotten item is something in 
which the poor enjoy greater rights, reason dictates that it should 
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it would seem that the previous Mishnah and our Mishnah repre-
sent ם �ךְ סְת ר כּ� ח� חֲלוֹקֶת וְא�  a dispute [in one Mishnah] followed by an ,מ�
anonymous ruling [in a subsequent Mishnah that follows one of the 
opinions]. The rule in such instances is that the halachah accords with the 
anonymous ruling of the latter Mishnah (see Bavli Yevamos 42b). It 
would thus appear that the halachah follows Rabban Gamliel.
 Rambam (Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:18), however, rules in accordance with 
the Rabbis that two sheaves do not combine to qualify for the two-se’ah 
exemption. Interestingly, Rambam still finds it necessary to cite (ibid. 
5:20) our Mishnah’s ruling that detached and attached produce do not 
combine for the two-se’ah exemption. The implication is that Rambam 
considers our Mishnah’s ruling compatible with the view of the Sages, in 
apparent contradiction to Yerushalmi!
 For various resolutions of Rambam’s view, see Radvaz to Rambam 
ibid. 5:20, Mareh HaPanim, Mishnah Rishonah ודע  ,Rashash ,ד”ה 
Shoshanim LeDavid cited by Tos. Anshei Shem, Pe’as HaShulchan 10:21, 
Beurim of Moshe Feinstein §135 ד”ה ואיתא, and Derech Emunah — Beur 
HaHalachah 5:18 ד”ה העומר.

even that a sheaf can save standing grain from becoming shich’chah.
 The Gemara comments that from the words of both Tannaim we may 
infer that one sheaf cannot save another sheaf from becoming 
shich’chah. For Rebbi assumes this law to be self-evident, to the extent 
that he relies upon it as the basis for refuting Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel’s kal vachomer. Clearly, whatever Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel’s 
reasoning is, he does not disagree with this point. [According to Gra’s 
text, the Gemara does not mention a second law that can be inferred 
from the words of these Tannaim.]
 It emerges according to this text [in contrast to Rash’s text], that Rebbi 
agrees with the Tanna of our Mishnah, that standing grain saves both a 
sheaf and standing grain, but a sheaf saves neither another sheaf nor 
standing grain. Thus, there are only two Tannaic opinions: (a) Rabban 
Shimon ben Gamliel maintains that standing grain saves both a sheaf and 
standing grain, and a sheaf saves standing grain but not another sheaf. (b) 
Rebbi and the Tanna of the Mishnah hold that standing grain can save 
anything, while a sheaf cannot save anything.
B. Since Yerushalmi explains our Mishnah as following Rabban Gamliel, 

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

presently non-shich’chah can save a sheaf from becoming shich’chah. 
Rather, it means that any standing grain that is non-shich’chah when 
the sheaf is initially forgotten saves it from becoming shich’chah at any 
point in time. The only case in which a sheaf that is adjacent to standing 
grain becomes shich’chah is one in which the standing grain was 
rendered shich’chah before the sheaf was forgotten — so that it was 
never able to save the sheaf in the first place. Since this interpretation is 
possible, the inquiry cannot be resolved on the basis of our Mishnah 
(Mahara Fulda).
9. According to the Sages, who rule in the previous Mishnah that two 
one-se’ah sheaves do not combine for the exemption, our Mishnah need 
not have specified that a cut se’ah does not combine with an uncut se’ah.
 For further discussion, see Variant B.
10. That is, the owner forgot to remove a one-se’ah sheaf of cut grain 
from the field, and then forgot to cut an adjacent one-se’ah patch of 
standing grain (Pnei Moshe; Mahara Fulda above, 44b ד”ה ומשני). [The 
reference is to a person whose practice is to cut a patch of grain and 
immediately bundle and remove it, before proceeding to cut the next 
patch. It happened that he completed his work in one patch but forgot to 
remove a one-se’ah sheaf, and then forgot to cut an adjacent one-se’ah 

6. The elucidation of the next segment as pertaining to this section of the 
Mishnah follows Mahara Fulda. Cf. Rash Sirilio, Pnei Moshe.
7. The Gemara above (5:2; 44a-b) inquired whether something that was 
saved from becoming shich’chah when initially forgotten, by virtue of its 
proximity to non-shich’chah grain, can be rendered shich’chah at a later 
point in time. For example, if the item effecting the save is itself 
subsequently forgotten and rendered shich’chah, such that it loses its 
capacity to ‘‘save’’ another item, will the previously saved item become 
shich’chah at that time? [According to Mahara Fulda above (44a ד”ה דבר 
 ,the Gemara there actually speaks of a different case ,(שהוא ראוי להציל
but its inquiry pertains to this case as well (see 44a note 3). According to 
Gra there (44b ושכחו להציל  ראוי  שהוא  דבר   the Gemara speaks ,(ד”ה 
explicitly of this case (see 44b Variant A).]
 The present tense of our Mishnah’s ruling — that any standing grain 
that ‘‘is not shich’chah’’ saves a forgotten sheaf — implies that if the 
standing grain was at one point non-shich’chah but eventually became 
shich’chah, the forgotten sheaf, too, is no longer saved and becomes 
shich’chah at that time. Thus, the above inquiry may be resolved on the 
basis of our Mishnah (Mahara Fulda).
8. That is, the Mishnah does not mean that only standing grain which is 
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the Mishnah implies: But if both of the one-se’ah units were cut, 
i.e. there were two one-se’ah sheaves adjacent to one another, 
they would combine for the exemption and would belong to the 
owner.  מְלִיאֵל גּ� בָּן  כְּר� תְנִיתָא   Thus, the Mishnah accords — מ�
with the opinion of Rabban Gamliel, who ruled in the previous 
Mishnah (6:5) that two forgotten sheaves combine to qualify for 
the two-se’ah exemption from shich’chah.[9]

 As mentioned, the Gemara above (5:2) inquired whether a 
forgotten sheaf, that was saved from becoming shich’chah by its 
proximity to non-shich’chah standing grain, becomes shich’chah 
when the grain that saved it is itself forgotten, or remains saved 
permanently. Our Gemara now proposes to resolve this inquiry 
on the basis of our Mishnah’s ruling, that a forgotten se’ah of cut 
grain (i.e. a one-se’ah sheaf) and a forgotten se’ah of uncut 
(standing) grain do not combine for the two-se’ah exemption from 
shich’chah. The resolution is based on the understanding that the 
Mishnah refers to a case in which these two units were forgotten 
in the order in which they are mentioned — first the sheaf and 
then the standing grain.[10] Thus, when the owner initially forgot 
the sheaf, but had not yet forgotten the adjacent standing grain, 
the sheaf was saved by the standing grain from becoming 
shich’chah. By stating that when the standing grain is forgotten, 
it does not combine with the forgotten sheaf for the two-se’ah 
exemption, the Mishnah implies that the sheaf is rendered 
shich’chah at that point! The Gemara therefore infers:

 The Mishnah described which standing grain saves a sheaf from 
becoming shich’chah: Any that is itself not shich’chah, even if only 
one stalk.[6]

 The Gemara infers:
ח שִׁכְחָה  This implies that only standing grain that is — הָא אִם שָׁכ�
presently not shich’chah saves an adjacent forgotten sheaf, but if 
[the owner] subsequently forgot the standing grain as well, the 
sheaf will become shich’chah at that point. Let us thus resolve 
our inquiry (cited above, 5:2) as to whether a forgotten sheaf, that 
was saved from becoming shich’chah by its proximity to non-
shich’chah standing grain, becomes shich’chah when that stand- 
ing grain is itself forgotten![7]

 The proof is deflected:
תְּחִילָּה קָּמָה  ה� אֶת  ח  בְּשֶׁשָּׁכ�  Do not infer that if one — תִּיפְתֹּר 
subsequently forgot the standing grain, the sheaf is rendered 
shich’chah at that time. Rather, interpret [the Mishnah] as 
excluding a sheaf from being saved only in a case where one 
forgot the standing grain first, before forgetting the sheaf, such 
that the sheaf was never saved in the first place.[8]

 The Mishnah stated further that a se’ah of cut grain and a se’ah 
of standing grain do not combine to qualify for the two-se’ah 
exemption from shich’chah; rather they belong to the poor.
 The Gemara remarks:
יִת בּ� ל ה� ע�  By focusing on the case of a — הָא אִם הָיוּ שְׁתֵּיהֶן עֲקוּרוֹת לְב�
cut se’ah (i.e. a sheaf containing one se’ah) and an attached se’ah, 
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and at that time the forgotten sheaf is again overlooked. In either case, 
the forgotten sheaf no longer has any non-shich’chah in its proximity 
that can save it, and the inquiry explores whether it remains ‘‘saved’’ 
(see 44a note 3). Our Mishnah (as currently understood) deals with the 
first case: A one-se’ah sheaf was forgotten in proximity to a se’ah of 
standing grain, and then the standing grain was also forgotten. Since the 
Mishnah treats the sheaf as shich’chah, the Gemara infers that in the 
related case — where the standing grain was reaped and the sheaf again 
overlooked — the sheaf would also become shich’chah. In any event, we 
see from the Mishnah that something saved from becoming shich’chah 
initially can become shich’chah at a later time, when circumstances 
change (see Mahara Fulda).

patch, moving on instead to a more distant section.]
11. Granted that the one-se’ah sheaf and the se’ah of standing grain do 
not combine to qualify for the two-se’ah exemption, the sheaf should 
nevertheless remain the owner’s, on account of having been saved when 
it was initially forgotten (Mahara Fulda; Beurim of R’ Moshe Feinstein 
above. §103).
12. I.e. something that was actually saved when it was forgotten. The 
expression fit to be saved is a paraphrase of the expression that the 
Gemara used (above, 5:2; 44a,b] in posing the inquiry.
13. The Gemara mentions here another case that is governed by the 
above inquiry. That inquiry pertains to two cases: (a) The standing grain 
that effected the save is itself forgotten; (b) the standing grain is reaped 
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that  צִּיל וּשְׁכָחוֹ הֲרֵי הוּא שִׁכְחָה -if there is some — דָּבָר שֶׁהוּא רָאוּי לְה�
thing that is fit to be saved[12] from becoming shich’chah on ac-
count of its proximity to non-shich’chah grain, and [the reaper] 
subsequently forgot it again when it no longer has non-shi-
ch’chah in its proximity, it is rendered shich’chah at that time![13]

עֲקוּרָה מִשֶּׁאֵינָהּ  עֲקוּרָה  צִּיל   But if something that was initially — וְת�
saved remains saved permanently, then let the cut grain (i.e. the 
sheaf) still be saved on account of the uncut grain, even after 
the uncut grain itself is forgotten![11] Why does the Mishnah con-
sider the sheaf shich’chah?  הֲדָא אָמְרָה — Perforce, this tells us 
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saved by the standing grain, is deemed ancillary to it. Should the standing 
grain subsequently be forgotten, this is tantamount to the forgetting of a 
single two-se’ah unit of grain. Surely, the two-se’ah exemption must 
apply in this instance! Perforce, states R’ Yonah, the Mishnah deals with 
a case in which the standing grain was forgotten first, so it never saved 
the sheaf from becoming shich’chah. Thus, one se’ah of standing grain 
was forgotten by itself, and subsequently, a one-se’ah sheaf was 
forgotten by itself. Regarding this case, the Mishnah teaches that the two 
units do not combine for the two-se’ah exemption from shich’chah (Rash 
as elaborated by Mishnah Rishonah; see Beurim of R’ Moshe Feinstein 
§135; see Tos. R’ Akiva Eiger §67 and Beurim of R’ Moshe Feinstein ibid. 
for a sightly different understanding of Rash’s words).
 Now, the Gemara had thought to resolve the inquiry (whether 
something initially saved from becoming shich’chah can be rendered 
shich’chah later) on the basis of the Mishnah, which seemingly holds that 
if a one-se’ah sheaf was forgotten but saved by standing grain, and then 
the item that effected the save was itself forgotten, even the sheaf is 
rendered shich’chah. According to Rash’s approach, the Gemara rejects 
this resolution by citing R’ Yonah, who asserted for a different reason that 
the Mishnah cannot be speaking of a case where the sheaf was forgotten 
before the standing grain. And since it does not refer to this case, it has 
no bearing on the inquiry (Derech Emunah — Beur HaHalachah 5:20 ד”ה 
.(שכח
 For yet another approach to our sugya, see Shenos Eliyahu HaAroch 
and Beur HaHalachah ibid.

A. According to a simple reading of the Gemara, R’ Yonah does not mean
 that the Mishnah must be referring to a case where the person forgot 
the standing grain first, but that the Mishnah might be referring to this 
case, so the inquiry cannot be resolved on the basis of our Mishnah. It 
should be noted, however, that although the inquiry is not resolved here, 
the Gemara above (44a) did resolve it on the basis of another Mishnah. 
The conclusion of the Gemara there is that something initially saved from 
becoming shich’chah can in fact be rendered shich’chah at a later point 
in time, if the reason for its being saved no longer exists (see 44b note 
10). Thus, Rambam (Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:20) cites our Mishnah’s ruling, 
that a se’ah of cut grain and a se’ah of standing grain do not combine for 
the two-se’ah exemption — meaning that they are both considered 
shich’chah — without any qualification. The implication is that this rule 
applies whether the standing grain was forgotten first or the sheaf was 
forgotten first (see Pe’as HaShulchan 10:21). [See 44b Variant A for Gra’s 
variant understanding of the Gemara above.]
 Rash, in another approach to our Gemara, understands R’ Yonah to 
mean that the Mishnah must refer to a case in which the person forgot 
the standing grain first. According to Rash, R’ Yonah did not advance his 
interpretation in order to deflect the resolution of the inquiry. Rather, R’ 
Yonah addresses the Mishnah itself, and asserts that it can be understood 
only in the manner stated — where the standing grain is forgotten before 
the sheaf. The reason is as follows: If the sheaf is forgotten first, then the 
standing grain saves it from becoming shich’chah. Now, the sheaf and 
standing grain together measure two se’ah, and the sheaf, having been 

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

once saved from becoming shich’chah (Pnei Moshe).
 See Variant A for further discussion and alternative approaches.
4. According to the latter side of the inquiry, R’ Yose holds that, even if 
there is no actual leket or peret between the detached and attached 
portions, they do not combine — as long as grain from which leket can 
fall, or grapevines from which peret can fall, interpose between them (see 
Rosh and Rash Sirilio).
5. Tosefta 3:10.
6. Rash, Rash Sirilio, Mahara Fulda, Gra;  cf. Pnei Moshe.
7. Note that in the Baraisa R’ Yose mentions specifically a grain field or 

1. Emendation follows Rome ms., Rash and the parallel sugya above, 44b.

2. That is, we are not dealing with one who cuts, binds and removes each 
patch of standing grain before proceeding to cut the next patch (such 
that he must have forgotten the sheaf before forgetting the standing 
grain). Rather, we are dealing with one who cuts each row in its entirety, 
and then returns to the beginning of the row to bind the cut grain into 
sheaves and remove them from the field (Pnei Moshe, here and above, 
44b; Mahara Fulda and Gra there).

3. And inasmuch as the sheaf was never saved, the Mishnah’s ruling has 
no relevance to the inquiry regarding the status of something that was 
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between them, i.e. there are fallen leket ears or fallen peret grapes 
lying on the ground between the detached and attached produce?
 Or does he mean that, even if [the domain — אוֹ אֲפִילּוּ נִרְאֵית לְהָבִיא
of the poor] is merely capable of coming between them, they do 
not combine. I.e. whenever there is a potential for leket or peret to 
fall there, for there is standing grain or there are grapes on the 
vine between the detached and attached produce, it prevents them 
from combining for the exemption.[4]

 The Gemara resolves the inquiry:
הּ מִן הֲדָא -Let us learn [the resolution] from the follow — נִשְׁמְעִינּ�
ing Baraisa, in which R’ Yose elaborates his ruling quoted in the 
Mishnah:[5]  כֶּרֶם וְה� תְּבוּאָה   R’ Yose says: Whenever the — כְּגוֹן 
domain of the poor, SUCH AS a GRAIN field OR A VINEYARD, comes 
between the detached and attached produce, they do not combine 
for the two-se’ah exemption.  ל אֲתָר הוּא  Now, in the — וְכֶרֶם לָא ע�
case of a vineyard [the ‘‘domain of the poor’’], i.e. the actual peret, 
is not there immediately at the beginning of the harvest, for it 
often takes some time for peret to fall. Similarly,in the case of a 
grain field, the actual leket is not there immediately at the begin- 
ning of the harvest, since it often takes some time for leket to fall. 
It is thus possible for detached and attached produce to be forgotten 
without any peret or leket interposing between them. Nevertheless, 
R’ Yose states unequivocally that when there are grapevines or a 
grain field between the detached and attached produce, these 
portions do not combine to qualify for the two-se’ah exemption.[6] 
אָמְרָה לָבוֹא  ,This tells us, in effect — הֲדָא  נִרְאֵית   that — אֲפִילּוּ 
even if [the domain of the poor] is merely fit to come between 
the detached and attached produce, they do not combine.[7]

 The resolution is rejected:
[יוֹנָה][1] (יוֹנתן)  בִּי  ר� ר  שׁוּרָה  :R’ Yonah said — אָמ� בְּקוֹצֵר   תִּיפְתֹּר 
מֵּר שׁוּרָה  Interpret the Mishnah as referring to a case where — וּמְע�
one first cuts an entire row of standing grain and then removes 
the sheaves of the entire row,[2]  ח ד שֶׁלּאֹ שָׁכ� קָּמָה ע� ח אֶת ה�  וּכְבָר שָׁכ�
 and it deals with a case where he already forgot to — אֶת הָעֳמָרִים
cut the standing grain before he forgot to remove the sheafs. 
That is, he cut an entire row of grain but inadvertently left a patch 
standing in it, and then, when he returned to bind the cut grain 
into sheaves and remove them, he left one of the sheaves behind, 
near the patch of standing grain. Since the standing grain was 
forgotten first, it was rendered shich’chah immediately. When the 
sheaf is subsequently forgotten, there is no nonshich’chah stand- 
ing grain in its proximity that can save it from becoming 
shich’chah. The Mishnah informs us that although both the 
standing grain and the sheaf are now forgotten, they do not 
combine for the two-se’ah exemption from shich’chah. Rather, 
both of them belong to the poor.[3]

 The Mishnah stated:
 R’ Yose says: IF THE DOMAIN OF THE POOR — אִם בָּאת רְשׁוּת לְעָנִי וכו’]

COMES etc. (between them, they do not combine, but if not, they do 
combine).]
 ‘‘The domain of the poor’’ refers to leket or peret, which are 
entitlements of the poor. The Gemara nevertheless inquires as to 
the precise meaning of R’ Yose’s clause:
ה מָּשׁ  ?What does R’ Yose mean — מ� ד שֶׁתָּבוֹא מ�  Does he mean — ע�
that detached and attached produce combine for the two-se’ah 
exemption unless [the domain of the poor] actually comes 
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bundles are not included in the term עֹמֶר, and as such are excluded from 
the obligation of shich’chah [see preceding note] (Tos. Anshei Shem, 
Shaarei Emunah §13 ד”ה פי’ הר”מ, Derech Emunah 5:65).

10. I.e. garlic stalks that were harvested to tie together bunches of garlic 
(Rash, Rosh, and Mahara Fulda). Here too, the obligation of shich’chah 
does not apply, since these stalks were not cut for human consumption 
(Shaarei Emunah §13 and Beurim of R’ Moshe Feinstein §136; see 
preceding two notes).
 Rambam Commentary, however, interprets שּׁוּם  as a bunch of אִיגּוּדֵי ה!
naturally connected garlics. Since it stands to be combined with other 
such bunches into a larger bundle, it is exempt from shich’chah, which 
applies only to bundles in their final form (see Rosh and Pnei Moshe; see 
preceding note). Alternatively, such bunches do not qualify as 
‘‘sheaves,’’ which by definition are tied together artificially [or because 
they are smaller than standard-size sheaves] (see Tos. Anshei Shem, 
Shaarei Emunah ibid., Derech Emunah 5:66; see also Ri Korkos to 
Rambam, Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:9).

11. These are preliminary small bundles of garlic or onions, which are 
subsequently collected and re-bound into larger bundles. Only the final 
sheaves are subject to shich’chah, but these intermediate bundles are 
not [see preceding two notes] (Rash; Rosh; Mahara Fulda and Pnei 
Moshe; see also Rash Sirilio).
 Alternatively, even if the farmer does not intend to consolidate them 
into larger bundles, they are exempt. This is because these bundles are 
too small to qualify as ‘‘sheaves’’ (see preceding note; see also Mishnah 
Rishonah and Beurim of R’ Moshe Feinstein §136, for their understand- 
ing of Rambam).

12. According to Rash, Rosh, and Mahara Fulda, the first three cases are 
exempted because they were not harvested for human consumption, 
whereas the last case is exempted because the sheaves are not in their 
final form (see preceding notes; see Beurim of R’ Moshe Feinstein §136). 
According to Rambam, as explained by Derech Emunah and Shaarei 
Emunah [cited in preceding notes], all the cases mentioned by the 
Mishnah are exempted for the same reason; namely, that the forgotten 
produce does not meet the legal definition of a ‘‘sheaf.’’

13. Luf is a type of onion (Rambam Commentary, Pnei Moshe). [Y. Felix 
(Commentary to Yerushalmi Sheviis pp. 315, 389) identifies luf as the 
arum palaestinum, commonly known as black calla [see R’ Daniel, cited 
by Aruch, ע’ לוף] or Solomon’s lily. This is a perennial plant whose leaves 
and bulbs are edible upon cooking. Both arum and onions are part of the 
lily family but are of different genuses. See also Aruch ibid.]

14. These are all bulbous plants, whose edible product (the bulb) grows 
underground (Rambam Commentary; Rav).
 The Mishnah now considers whether or not ‘‘hidden’’ produce is 
subject to the law of shich’chah of standing grain; i.e. if those bulbs 
overlooked when the others are plucked must be left there as shich’chah 
(Tos. Anshei Shem; see Rambam Commentary and Hil. Matnos Aniyim 
5:8, and Rash Sirilio).
 [Tos. Yom Tov and Tos. Anshei Shem maintain that although the 
leaves of these plants are exposed, they are nevertheless classified as 
‘‘hidden’’ produce, since the main edible part (the bulb) is underground; 
cf. Derech Emunah, Tziyun HaHalachah 5:93.]
 According to Shenos Eliyahu, the Mishnah refers to bulbs that were 
uprooted, sheaved, and then buried underground for storage [see 
Mishnah Sheviis 5:2], and the Mishnah refers to the shich’chah of 
forgotten sheaves. [It is important to note that even those commentators 
who explain the Mishnah as referring to attached bulbs, agree that 
buried bulbs are also classified as ‘‘hidden’’ produce (Mishnah Ris- 
honah; Beurim of R’ Moshe Feinstein §136; see also Rash 5:7).]
 [Possibly, Shenos Eliyahu demurred from explaining in accordance 
with the simple meaning of the Mishnah, because in his opinion attached 
bulbs are not considered ‘‘hidden,’’ since their leaves are exposed. 
Therefore, he explains the Mishnah as referring to uprooted bulbs which 

vineyard, indicating that ‘‘the domain of the poor’’ refers to the poten-
tial to acquire leket or peret. Tos. Yom Tov wonders why ‘‘the domain of 
the poor’’ does not also include the potential to acquire peah — which 
would make it possible for the rule of interposition to apply to all fields 
and orchards (which are subject to the peah requirement), not only grain 
fields and vineyards! For discussion of this matter, see Tos. Yom Tov, 
Mishnah Rishonah and Tiferes Yisrael §41.
8. I.e. grain that is harvested prematurely when it is still moist (Pnei 
Moshe), for use as fodder (Rash, Mahara Fulda). Because it is not cut for 
human consumption, such grain is excluded from the laws of shich’chah 
[as the Mishnah continues below] (Rash, Rosh, and Mahara Fulda, as 
explained by Tiferes Yisrael in Hilchasa Gevirta, Shaarei Emunah §13, 
Derech Emunah 5:62, and Beurim of R’ Moshe Feinstein §136).
 Others explain that the law of shich’chah applies only to forgotten 
sheaves [not forgotten cut grain], as the verse (Deuteronomy 24:19) 
states: חְתּ� עֹמֶר כ!  and you forget a sheaf. Since grain cut for fodder is ,וְשׁ�
never bound into sheaves, it is not subject to shich’chah (Rash Sirilio; 
Shaarei Emunah §13 הר”מ פי’   and Derech Emunah 5:61,62, in ד”ה 
explanation of Rambam Commentary and Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:9; see 
also Beurim of R’ Moshe Feinstein ibid.).
 Two practical differences emerge from these two explanations. First, 
with regard to the obligations of standing grain shich’chah and other 
gifts for the poor: According to the first explanation, grain cut not for 
human consumption is exempt not only from the shich’chah of sheaves, 
but also from shich’chah of standing grain, and other gifts for the poor 
(see above, 1:4). According to the second explanation, however, such 
grain is exempt only from the shich’chah of sheaves, since it is in respect 
to that obligation that the Torah stresses עֹמֶר, sheaves. It is not exempt 
from shich’chah of standing grain, or other gifts for the poor, since their 
obligations are not conditional on the grain being bundled into sheaves 
(see Derech Emunah, Beur HaHalachah ד”ה להאכילה; see also Maadanei 
Eretz, Terumos 2:7 §2). [See, however, Derech Emunah, Tziyun Ha-
Halachah 5:108, which states that although according to the second 
explanation such grain is not exempt from other gifts for the poor, it
may be exempt from shich’chah of standing grain.] Second, with regard 
to mature grain that is harvested for use as fodder: According to the
first explanation, it is subject to shich’chah, since mature grain is 
generally used for human consumption. We do not reckon with the
fact that this person cut it for use as fodder; rather we apply the 
principle of ם ל אָד� עְתּוֹ אֵצֶל כּ� ה דּ! טְל�  which states that normative behavior ,בּ�
is defined by the prevailing practices in society [see, for example, Bavli 
Menachos 70a]. According to the second explanation, such grain is not 
subject to shich’chah [since it is never bound into sheaves] (see Derech 
Emunah ibid. §63, and Beur HaHalachah ibid.; see also Maadanei Eretz 
5:9).
9. I.e. stalks of grain harvested to be used as cord for binding sheaves 
(Rash; Rosh; Mahara Fulda). Because these stalks were not cut for 
human consumption, the obligation of shich’chah is not applicable [as 
the Mishnah continues below] (Shaarei Emunah §13 and Beurim of R’ 
Moshe Feinstein §136; see preceding note). [Derech Emunah, Beur 
Hahalachah ibid. maintains that here too the reference is to grain that 
was cut prematurely; see Mishnah Rishonah.]
 Rambam (Commentary and Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:9), however, inter-
prets the word ה  as meaning small bundles. As explained above (see אֲלוּמ�
6:4 and 5:7 with notes), the shich’chah obligation applies only to sheaves 
that are in their final form. Since these small bundles stand to be 
consolidated into larger sheaves, they are not in their final form, and are 
thus exempt from shich’chah (Rosh in explanation of Rambam; Pnei 
Moshe; see also Rash Sirilio).
 Others explain that according to Rambam, small bundles are exempt 
from shich’chah even if the farmer does not intend to consolidate them 
into larger sheaves. The reason for this is that the Torah’s reference to 
a forgotten עֹמֶר [sheaf] implies a standard-size sheaf that farmers 
generally make to transport the grain to the threshing floor; smaller 
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Halachah 7

Mishnah The Mishnah lists various situations in which produce is not subject to the law of shich’chah:
ת ח� שּׁ�  וְכֵן  or for bindings,[9] — אוֹ לָאֲלוּמָּה  Grain that was given for fodder,[8] — תְּבוּאָה שֶׁנִּיתְּנָה ל�

שּׁוּם בְּצָלִים  and similarly stalks of garlic that were harvested for binding,[10] — בְּאִיגּוּדֵי ה� וְה� שּׁוּם  אֲגוּדֹּת ה�  and — ו�
bundles of garlic or onions,[11]  אֵין לָהֶן שִׁכְחָה — are not subject to shich’chah.[12]

בְּצָלִים וְה� שּׁוּם  וְה� לּוּף  ה� כְּגוֹן  בָּאָרֶץ  טְּמוּנִין  ה� Concerning any [produce] that is hidden in the ground, such as — וְכָל 
luf,[13] garlic and onions,[14]  אוֹמֵר יְהוּדָה  בִּי  שִׁכְחָה  :R’ Yehudah says — ר� לָהֶן  They are not subject — אֵין 
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the grain had already been given to the animals as fodder. If, however, it 
was yet to be used as fodder, it is subject to shich’chah — even though 
the grain was cut with the intent to feed it to the animals. R’ Yonah 
teaches that this is not so, and even if none of the grain has been given 
to the animals for fodder, it is nevertheless not subject to shich’chah [for 
the reasons explained above in note 8] (see Shaarei Emunah §13 and 
Meleches Shlomo; see also Rash Sirilio, Sdeh Yehoshua, and Mahara 
Fulda).
 Alternatively, by stating ‘‘grain that was given for fodder,’’ rather 
than ‘‘grain that was cut for fodder,’’ the Mishnah implies that only 
grain originally sown for fodder is not subject to shich’chah; grain that 
was merely cut for use as fodder is subject to shich’chah. R’ Yonah 
explains that this is not so, and even if the grain was not originally sown 
for fodder, but merely harvested with that intent, it is not subject to 
shich’chah (Pnei Moshe; see Beurim of R’ Moshe Feinstein §136 ד”ה 
.(ואיתא
18. Bava Kamma 6:7 (29a Vilna ed.); Bavli Bava Kamma 61b.
19. Bavli Bava Kamma 61b explains that this refers to one who kindled 
a fire in his own premises, and it then spread to another person’s 
property [through negligence] and burned a stack of grain there.
20. R’ Yehudah holds that one who sets a fire — even on his own 
property — is liable for everything it burns, even items that were hidden 
from view (Mahara Fulda).

are completely buried underground (see Tos. Anshei Shem; Beurim of R’ 
Moshe Feinstein ibid.).]
15. R’ Yehudah maintains that ‘‘hidden’’ produce is not subject to 
shich’chah. He agrees, however, that luf, garlic, or onion bulbs that were 
uprooted, sheaved and left forgotten above the ground, are subject to 
shich’chah (Rash, Ri ben Malki Tzedek, Mahara Fulda).
16. The Sages maintain that even ‘‘hidden’’ produce is subject to 
shich’chah.
 As explained above (5:6; 47b), produce forgotten on account of 
external factors is not subject to shich’chah. Still, the hidden produce of 
our Mishnah is subject to shich’chah, and is not exempted on grounds of 
being overlooked because of its being hidden — an external factor. This 
is because it is normal for these plants to be underground, and as such, 
his forgetting them must be attributed to sheer forgetfulness, and the 
laws of shich’chah apply (see Rambam, Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:3,8, and 
25, with Derech Emunah §21,22, and 52, and Beur HaHalachah 5:3 ד”ה 
.(see also Maadanei Eretz 3:1 ;עמדו
 [The source of the dispute between R’ Yehudah and the Sages will be 
given in the Gemara.]
17. The Mishnah’s expression ‘‘grain that was given for fodder’’ — in the 
past tense — implies that the grain had already been used for fodder (see 
Mahara Fulda). The Mishnah would thus be saying that grain 
harvested for use as fodder is exempt from shich’chah only if a portion of 
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to shich’chah.[15]  חֲכָמִים אוֹמְרִים They are subject to shich’chah.[16] — יֵשׁ לָהֶן שִׁכְחָה  :But the Sages say — ו�

are not subject to shich’chah. But the Sages say: They are subject 
to shich’chah) etc.]
 The Gemara cites another Mishnah regarding hidden objects,
in which the opinions of R’ Yehudah and the Sages are re-
versed:
ן מָּן תְּנִינ� גָּדִישׁ  We learned there in a Mishnah:[18] — תּ� דְלִיק אֶת ה� מּ�  ה�
— IF ONE SETS FIRE TO A STACK OF GRAIN,[19]  וְהָיוּ בוֹ כֵּלִים — AND 

UTENSILS WERE hidden IN IT, and they were burned together with 
the stack,  אוֹמֵר יְהוּדָה  בִּי  ה  :R’ YEHUDAH SAYS — ר� מ� כָּל  לֵּם   מְשׁ�
 HE PAYS FOR WHATEVER WAS INSIDE IT, including the — שֶּׁבְּתוֹכוֹ
utensils.[20]

Gemara The Gemara addresses the Mishnah’s first ruling, 
and expands it:

יוֹנָה בִּי  ר� ר  נִיתְּנָה  :R’ Yonah said — אָמ� דָּבָר  סוֹף   The] — לאֹ 
Mishnah’s exemption] does not end with grain that was [al- 
ready] given for fodder,  ּלִיתְּנָה מְנָת  ל  ע� נוֹטְלָהּ  אֲפִילּוּ   but — אֶלָּא 
extends even [to grain] that one took [i.e. harvested] with the 
intent to give it to animals as fodder.[17]

 The Mishnah stated:
טְּמוּנִין וכו’]  Concerning ANY [PRODUCE] THAT IS HIDDEN (in — וְכָל ה�
the ground, such as luf, garlic, and onions, R’ Yehudah says: They 
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7. With respect to shich’chah, the Rabbis apparently expound the term 
‘‘field’’ as including even produce that is hidden (see Sifri ibid.). 
Likewise, they should expound the term ‘‘field’’ stated with respect to 
fire damage liability, to include hidden items, and impose liability for the 
damage of even such an item. Why then do they expound that verse to 
exclude hidden items?

8. Like R’ Yehudah, the Rabbis maintain that the term ‘‘field’’ implies 
an exclusion of hidden items. As such, they exclude ‘‘hidden objects’’ 
from liabilty for fire damage. [Their argument centers on the superflu- 
ous ‘‘grain stack’’; R’ Yehudah uses it to teach that one is liable for fire 
damage to hidden objects, while the Rabbis do not. Hence, the exclusion 
of ‘‘hidden objects’’ derived from the term ‘‘field’’ remains. Yerushalmi 
Bava Kamma ibid. raises the question as to what the Rabbis learn from 
the superfluous ‘‘grain stack,’’ and offers no answer.]

9. One of the principles of Scriptural exegesis is that back-to-back exclu-
sions cancel each other, and the overall effect is to indicate an inclusion 
(see Tos. Yom Tov, Orlah 1:2, for an explanation of this principle). Since 
in this verse there are two exclusions of ‘‘hidden produce,’’ it follows 
that something hidden is not excluded at all. Rather, the two exclusions 
teach us that shich’chah does apply to hidden produce.
 [See Tos. Yom Tov’s suggestion as to why R’ Yehudah does not apply 
this principle (see also Rash Sirilio and Sdeh Yehoshua).]
 In summary: According to Yerushalmi, R’ Yehudah and the Sages 
agree that the term ‘‘field’’ implies an exclusion of hidden items. Thus, 
both the term ‘‘field,’’ stated with respect to fire damage, and the term 
‘‘field’’ stated with respect to shich’chah, imply an exclusion of hidden 
produce. R’ Yehudah, however, expounds the superfluous term ‘‘grain 
stack,’’ stated with respect to fire damage, to teach an inclusion of 
hidden objects, and the Sages expound the additional exclusionary term 
‘‘your harvest’’ stated with respect to shich’chah, as teaching an 
inclusion of hidden produce. [See Bavli Sotah 45a and Bava Kamma 60a, 
for variant explanations of both disputes.]

10. The Gemara will explain that this means one who removes sheaves 
[to the threshing floor] at night.

1. The Sages hold that one is not obligated to pay for fire damage to 
hidden things (Mahara Fulda). Rather, if the stack was of wheat, he 
pays as though it contained only wheat [including the space taken up by 
the utensils]; if it was of barley, he pays as though it contained only 
barley (Pnei Moshe, Rash Sirilio).

2. The Torah states the term שָׂדֶה, field, both with respect to the 
shich’chah obligation [When you reap your harvest in your field and you 
forget a sheaf in the field (Deuteronomy 24:19)], and with respect to 
liability for damage by fire [If a fire goes forth and comes across thorns 
and consumes a grain stack, or standing grain, or a field, the one who 
ignited the fire shall pay (Exodus 22:5)]. With respect to shich’chah, R’ 
Yehudah apparently expounds the term ‘‘field,’’ as limiting the law of 
shich’chah to produce that lies exposed on the field (see Sifri to 
Deuteronomy ibid.). Likewise, he should expound the term ‘‘field’’ stated 
with respect to fire liability, as limiting liability for damage by fire to 
items that are exposed on the field. Why then does he expound that verse 
to include even hidden items?

3. Exodus 22:5.

4. Once the Torah teaches that one is liable for fire damage to standing 
grain, it is obvious that he is also liable for fire damage to a grain stack. 
For there are certainly no grounds for exempting liability for this very 
same grain after it is cut and piled into a stack (Mahara Fulda; see also 
Rash Sirilio).

5. The Torah states ‘‘a grain stack’’ to teach that he is liable for the 
entire grain stack — even foreign objects hidden within it (Pnei Moshe; 
see Yerushalmi Bava Kamma 6:5) — which would have, otherwise, been 
excluded by the implication of the term ‘‘field’’ (Mahara Fulda).

6. Thus the opinions of R’ Yehudah are indeed consistent. For, in fact, he 
expounds the term ‘‘field’’ to exclude hidden things. Therefore with 
respect to shich’chah, where there is no superfluous verse teaching 
otherwise, he exempts hidden produce on the basis of the term ‘‘field.’’ 
With respect to liablity for damage by fire, however, although the term 
‘‘field’’ implies an exemption for hidden objects, the superfluous ‘‘grain 
stack’’ teaches that there is liabilty for ‘‘hidden objects’’ (Mahara Fulda).
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   Halachah 8

Mishnah יְלָה לּ� בּ� קּוֹצֵר  מֵּר  ,One who harvests at night — ה� מְע� and one who removes sheaves,[10] — וְה�

opinions of the Rabbis who argue with R’ Yehudah:
בָּנִין דְר� שִׁיטָּתִין  לְּפָא   The opinions of the Rabbis are — מִח�
reversed.  מָּן אִינוּן אָמְרִין  There, with respect to damage by — תּ�
fire, they say that  לְטָמוּן ט   the verse means to exclude — פְּר�
liability for hidden [objects];  וְכָא אִינוּן אָמְרִין — and here, with 
respect to the shich’chah obligation, they say that  אֶת בּוֹת   לְר�
טָּמוּן  the verse means to include hidden [produce] in the — ה�
shich’chah obligation.[7] — ? —
 The Gemara answers:
מָּן  There, with respect to liability for damage by fire, the — תּ�
Torah states:  ”שָּׂדֶה קָּמָה אוֹ ה�  If a fire goes forth etc. and — ,,אוֹ ה�
consumes a grain stack, or standing grain, or a field etc. the one 
who ignited the fire shall pay.  ף כָּל דָּבָר ה (שדך) [שָׂדֶה] בְּגָלוּי א�  מ�
גָּלוּי  The Torah mentions a ‘‘field’’ to teach that just as — שֶׁהוּא 
one’s field is exposed, so too, one is liable for fire damage to any 
object that resembles a field, insofar as it too is exposed, to the 
exclusion of things that are hidden.[8]  בְּגָלוּי ,,שָׂדֶךָ”  ם הָכָא   — בְּר�
However here, with respect to the shich’chah obligation, the 
Torah states: your field — which is exposed —  ט לְטָמוּן  to — פְּר�
the exclusion of ‘‘hidden produce,’’  בְּגָלוּי  and it — ,,קְצִירְךָ” 
also states your harvest — which is exposed —  ט לְטָמוּן  — פְּר�
to the exclusion of ‘‘hidden produce.’’  ר מִיעוּט ח�  — וְהָוֵי מִיעוּט א�
Thus, [the verse] presents one exclusion [of hidden produce] 
following another exclusion [of hidden produce],  מִיעוּט  וְאֵין 
טָּמוּן בּוֹת אֶת ה� לְר� [אֶלָּא]  מִיעוּט  ר  ח�  and in accordance with the — א�
general rule, one exclusion of hidden produce following another 
exclusion of hidden produce does not serve to exclude, but to 
include hidden [produce].[9]

חֲכָמִים אוֹמְרִים לֵּם אֶלָּא גְּדִישׁ חִיטִּין  :BUT THE SAGES SAY — ו�  אֵינוֹ מְשׁ�
 HE PAYS ONLY FOR A STACK OF WHEAT OR FOR A — אוֹ גְּדִישׁ שְׂעוֹרִין

STACK OF BARLEY.[1]

 The Gemara points out an apparent contradiction in R’ Yehu-
dah’s positions:
בִּי יְהוּדָה לְּפָא שִׁיטְּתֵיהּ דְּר� -The opinions of R’ Yehudah are re — מִח�
versed.  מָּן הוּא אוֹמֵר  ,There, with respect to damage by fire — תּ�
[R’ Yehudah] says that  טָּמוּן בּוֹת אֶת ה�  the verse means to — לְר�
include liability for hidden [objects];  ר אָמ� הוּא   and — וְכָא 
here, with respect to the shich’chah obligation, he says that
ט לְטָמוּן  the verse means to exclude hidden [produce] from — פְּר�
the shich’chah obligation.[2] — ? —
 The Gemara answers:
מָּן  There with respect to liability for damage by fire, the Torah — תּ�
states:[3]  ”קָּמָה ה� אוֹ  גָּדִישׁ  ל  .If a fire goes forth etc — ,,וְנֶאֱכ�
and consumes a grain stack or standing grain etc., the one who 
ignited the fire shall pay.  ”קָמָה,, ר  שֶׁנֶּאֱמ� ע  שְׁמ�  Now, from — מִמּ�
the implication of that which is stated standing grain,  ּאֵין אָנו 
כְּלָל בּ� גָּדִישׁ  שֶׁה�  do we not know that a grain stack is — יוֹדְעִין 
encompassed as well?[4]  ”ׁגָּדִיש,, ר  לוֹמ� לְמוּד  תּ� ה   What need — וּמ�
was there for [the Torah] to state a grain stack?  אֶת בּוֹת   לְר�
טָּמוּן  וְהָכָא ,,שָׂדֶךָ”  To include liability for hidden [objects].[5] — ה�
 ,However here, with respect to the shich’chah obligation — בְּגָלוּי
the Torah states: your field — which is exposed — implying that 
the shich’chah obligation applies only to produce that resembles a 
field, insofar as it too is exposed,  ט לְטָמוּן  to the exclusion — פְּר�
of produce that is hidden.[6]

 The Gemara now points out an apparent contradiction in the 
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reaping is excluded from the laws of shich’chah (Rash Sirilio; see Sdeh 
Yehoshua). [It remains unclear why selective collecting of sheaves 
exempts from shich’chah, since in that case the harvesting was done in 
a normal way; see Pe’as HaShulchan 9:21.] (2) The law of shich’chah 
takes effect with the end of the harvesting [or collecting]. Since in this 
case he has not finished harvesting [or collecting], as he is now 
harvesting [or collecting] only the thick ones, the law of shich’chah does 
not take effect (see Tzafnas Pane’ach, Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:8; see also 
Meleches Shlomo and Mishnah Rishonah). (3) The laws of shich’chah 
apply only to stalks and sheaves that are subject to being permanently 
forgotten [see 7:1]. In these cases, the forgotten thick stalks or sheaves 
will likely be remembered when he returns to harvest or collect the thin 
stalks or sheaves. As such, the laws of shich’chah are not applicable (Gra 
ms.). (4) As we have explained [see above, note 12], produce forgotten on 
account of external factors is not subject to shich’chah. In this case, we 
can attribute his forgetting the thick stalks or sheaves to his mistaking 
them for thin ones, which is not a true form of forgetting, and hence they 
are not subject to shich’chah (Gra ms.; see Beur of R’ Chaim Kanievski 
and Derech Emunah 5:55).
15. [His pre-condition is not valid, and accordingly the forgotten produce 
is rendered shich’chah. The Gemara will give the reason for this ruling.]
 This ruling is definitely not related to the first case of the Mishnah, 
and refers to any person who makes such a pre-condition [see note 13] 
(Rambam, Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:8; Pnei Moshe; cf. Tevunah).
 [Although the Mishnah issues this ruling with respect to a farmer who 
makes such a stipulation prior to harvesting, the same ruling applies to 
one who makes such a stipulation prior to collecting his sheaves. See 
Tos. Anshei Shem for the novelty that the case of harvesting represents.]
16. The Mishnah adds the words ה לַּיְל�  at night, after the first case (one ,בּ!
who harvests). It does not add these words in the subsequent two cases 
(one who removes sheaves, and a blind person). This gives the mistaken 
impression that those two cases are linked to each other, in that they are 
both dealing with either daytime or nighttime work. The Gemara 
therefore explains that it is as though the Mishnah reads: and one who 
removes sheaves at night, and a blind person by day or by night, so that 
the case of one who removes sheaves is a continuation of the first case, 
whereas the case of a blind person is not (see Pnei Moshe and Beur of R’ 
Chaim Kanievski).
17. When harvesting or collecting the thick stalks or sheaves, the thick 
ones that are forgotten are not subject to shich’chah because of the 
reasons set forth above in note 14. R’ Yonah teaches that even the thin 
ones that are ‘‘left behind’’ are not subject to shich’chah, because they 
were left behind intentionally, to be harvested or collected at a later time 
(see Mahara Fulda).
 Many commentators find it difficult to understand why the exemption 
of thin ones from shich’chah is considered a greater novelty than the 
exemption of the thick ones. To the contrary! The intentionally left 
behind thin ones are understandably not shich’chah, since they were not 
forgotten, whereas the overlooked thick sheaves, having been truly 
forgotten, would appear to be shich’chah! (see Boaz §5; see also Pnei 
Moshe, Tos. Yom Tov, Meichal HaMayim, Aruch HaShulchan HeAsid 
9:19 and Beurim of R’ Moshe Feinstein §137).
 Gra ms. suggests that R’ Yonah’s novelty is with regard to the thin 
ones forgotten during the second harvesting or collection, when he is 
concentrating on the thin ones. One would have thought that those 

11. That is, a blind person who harvests or removes sheaves, during the 
day or during the night (see Gemara).
12. [Just as harvesting or removing sheaves in daylight is subject to the 
laws of shich’chah, so too is harvesting or removing sheaves at night (or 
by a blind person).]
 This ruling represents two novelties. First, although the produce in 
question is not visible to the person reaping or collecting it, it is still not 
considered ‘‘hidden produce,’’ which is exempt from shich’chah accord- 
ing to R’ Yehudah of the preceding Mishnah. This is because the produce 
in these cases is in reality exposed; it is merely not visible to the reaper 
or collector due to external factors (Mahara Fulda; see also Sdeh 
Yehoshua).
 The second novelty is that the forgotten standing grain or a sheaf is 
not exempt from shich’chah on the grounds that an external factor was 
responsible for its being forgotten [see above, 57a note 16]; namely, that 
it was harvested or collected at night or by a blind person. Rather, we say 
that the person engaging in such work at night [or when blind] 
demonstrates that he does not consider the reduced visibility [or his 
handicap] to be an impediment to his efficiency. On the contrary, since 
he is aware of the darkness [or his handicap] he will be especially careful 
and thorough. If in spite of this he left a stalk or sheaf behind, it is 
attributed to simple forgetfulness, and the standing grain or sheaf is 
deemed shich’chah (Tiferes Yisrael §49, Hilchasa Gevirta, and Derech 
Emunah 5:53,54; see above, 48b with notes; see also Shaarei 
Yerushalmi).
 [With regard to how the ruling of the Mishnah (that produce 
harvested or collected by a blind person is subject to shich’chah) is 
consistent with the opinion of R’ Yehudah who exempts a blind person 
from mitzvos (see Bavli Bava Kamma 87a), see Shaarei Emunah §14.]
13. If the nighttime or blind harvester (or collector of sheaves) [in 
realizing that the handicap to their visibility would make it difficult to 
harvest or remove all the produce in its entirety] planned to take only 
the thick ears or sheaves now [which he could sense by touch, and return 
during the day for the thin ears or sheaves, or, in the case of the blind 
person, to have someone else complete the job] (Rambam, Hil. Matnos 
Aniyim 5:8; Pnei Moshe; see Tos. Yom Tov).
 Others, however, understand that this case is not related to the 
preceding case. Rather, it refers to harvesting and removing of sheaves 
during the daytime by a sighted person, who chooses at this juncture to 
harvest or remove only the thick ears (Rash and Rosh as understood by 
Derech Emunah 5:55).
 [Some suggest that even according to Rambam, who takes this part of 
the Mishnah to be a continuation of the Mishnah’s first case, the ruling 
issued by the Mishnah would be applicable also to a case where a sighted 
person harvested or collected the sheaves during the daytime. The 
Mishnah chose the case of nighttime or a blind person, because of the 
novelty it represents (see Sdeh Yehoshua, Meichal HaMayim, Aruch 
HaShulchan HeAsid 9:20, Tos. Anshei Shem; cf. Tevunah and Derech 
Emunah ibid.).]
14. The thick ears or sheaves which he overlooked are not subject to 
shich’chah. There are a number of reasons given for this ruling: (1) 
Harvesting only thick ears is not the normal way in which people 
harvest, and is therefore not included in the expression ָכִּי תִקְצֹר קְצִירְך, 
when you reap your harvest (Deuteronomy 24:19) — the condition that 
the Torah predicates for the laws of shich’chah. Therefore such selective 
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סּוּמָא וֵּין לִיטּוֹל אֶת  are subject to the law of shich’chah.[12] — יֵשׁ לוֹ שִׁכְחָה  and a blind person[11] — וְה�  וְאִם הָיָה מִתְכּ�
ס גּ� ה� ס  גּ� שִׁכְחָה  If he intended only to take the thick ones,[13] — ה� לוֹ   he is not subject to the law of — אֵין 
shich’chah.[14]  ה שֶּׁאֲנִי שׁוֹכֵח� אֶטּוֹל ל מְנָת מ� ר הֲרֵי אֲנִי קוֹצֵר ע�  If one says, ‘‘Behold I am reaping on condition — אִם אָמ�
that what I forget I shall return to take,’’  יֶשׁ לוֹ שִׁכְחָה — he is subject to the law of shich’chah.[15]

וֵּין וכו’]  ,IF HE INTENDED (only to take the thick ones — וְאִם הָיָה מִתְכּ�
he is not subject to the law of shich’chah) etc.]
 The Gemara extends the ruling of the Mishnah.
יוֹנָה בִּי  ר� ר  סִּין  :R’ Yonah said — אָמ� גּ� דָּבָר  סוֹף   The] — לאֹ 
Mishnah’s exemption] does not end with the thick [stalks or 
sheaves]  קִּין דּ� אֲפִילּוּ   but extends even to the thin — אֶלָּא 
[stalks or sheaves].  סִּין גּ� רְכּוֹ לִבְחוֹן בּ� ר שֶׁדּ� ח�  For since — (וכי) מֵא�
he is wont to discern and take the thick ones,  קִּין אֵין  אֲפִילּוּ דּ�
even the thin ones are not shich’chah.[17] — לָהֶן שִׁכְחָה

 The Gemara cites the Mishnah’s final clause that reads:

Gemara The Gemara clarifies the Mishnah’s first clause: 
One who harvests at night, and one who removes 

sheaves, and a blind person are subject to the law of shich’chah.
תְנִיתָא מ� קּוֹצֵר  :So is the Mishnah to be understood — כֵּינִי   ה�
יְלָה לּ� יְלָה  ,One who harvests at night — בּ� לּ� מֵּר בּ� מְּע�  and one — וְה�
who removes sheaves at night,  יְלָה לּ� יּוֹם בֵּין בּ�  and — סוּמָא בֵּין בּ�
a blind person who harvests or removes sheaves by day or by 
night [are subject to the laws of shich’chah].[16]

 The Gemara addresses the next clause of the Mishnah:
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 Yet another version of the text seems to have been the basis of Shenos 
Eliyahu HaAroch’s elucidation of the sugya. It appears that he emended 
the text as follows: קִּין דּ� רְכּוֹ לִיבְחֹן בּ� ר שֶׁדּ� ח� סִּין מֵא� ף גּ� א א� �קִּין אֶלּ ר דּ� �ב � לאֹ סוֹף דּ
ה �שִׁכְח הֶם  �ל אֵין  סִּין  גּ�  According to this version of the text, the .אֲפִילּוּ 
exemption of the thick ones from shich’chah represents the greater 
novelty, and R’ Yonah is saying that the Mishnah exempts not only the 
thin ones that were left intentionally, but even any thick sheaves that 
were overlooked and left unintentionally, since they stand to be 
remembered and retrieved when the farmer returns to collect the thin 
ones. Many commentators maintain that this was Rambam’s (Hil. 
Matnos Aniyim 5:8) text as well (see Pe’as HaShulchan 9:22, Aruch 
HaShulchan HeAsid 9:19, and Derech Emunah, Tziyun HaHalachah 
5:98).

A. Our presentation of the sugya is based on the text as we have it,
 which states that even the thin ones are not subject to shich’chah 
[and definitely not the thick ones]. Rosh, however, posits that the 
Mishnah exempts only the thin ones that were intentionally left in the 
field, but not any overlooked thick ones. Meleches Shlomo suggests that 
Rosh had a different text of R’ Yonah’s statement that deletes the word 
ה :from the text. Thus, the text reads אֲפִילּוּ �הֶם שִׁכְח �קִּין אֵין ל קִּין וכו’ דּ� א דּ� � .אֶלּ
According to this text, R’ Yonah is stating that the Mishnah’s exemption 
pertains only to the thin ones that were left intentionally, but not to any 
overlooked thick ones (see also Tos. Yom Tov). [It is unclear how the 
words סִּין ר גּ� �ב � the Mishnah’s exemption does not end with the) לאֹ סוֹף דּ
thick stalks or sheaves) are explained according to this emendation of 
the text.]

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

forgotten produce is contrary to Torah law, and is therefore not valid. 
Thus, the forgotten produce is indeed rendered shich’chah.
 [Yerushalmi (Bava Metzia ibid. and Kiddushin 10b, Vilna ed.; see also 
Bavli Kiddushin 19b with Yefei Einayim) makes an exception to this 
principle with regard to monetary matters, so that if one makes a 
stipulation regarding monetary matters contrary to what is written in 
the Torah, his stipulation stands. Now, our case pertains to monetary 
matters (i.e. leaving the forgotten produce for the poor), and yet the 
farmer’s stipulation is void. There are two reasons suggested by the 
commentators as to why this so. First, leaving shich’chah for the poor is 
a mitzvah, and is viewed as a nonmonetary matter (see Pnei Moshe; see 
also Rambam Commentary). Second, a stipulation regarding monetary 
matters stands because the person’s stipulation is not directed at the 
Torah, rather at the other party with whom he is stipulating. In effect, 
he is stipulating that the other party waive their financial rights, not 
that Torah law itself should not apply to him. Thus, his condition stands 
(see Ritva to Kiddushin ibid.). In our case, however, this reasoning does 
not apply, because it is impossible to stipulate with all the poor that they 
should waive their rights to their entitlements (see Rash Sirilio; see 
Aruch HaShulchan HeAsid 9:21 for a similar reason).
 Tos. R’ Akiva Eiger §69 finds difficulty with the Gemara’s need to 
apply this principle in this case. This principle is necessary only with 
respect to matters that are contingent upon one’s consent, and thus can 
be made contingent upon a stipulation [e.g. an act of acquisition is 
effective only when performed with the consent of the parties involved. 
Accordingly, one can make a stipulation that he consents to the 
acquisition only if certain conditions are met]. In this case, however, 
where forgetting produce while harvesting [or collecting sheaves] effects 
the shich’chah obligation even without the farmer’s consent, a stipula- 
tion has no place. It is similar to one processing his grain on the 
condition that they not become subject to the tithes; or cooking meat and 
milk together on the condition that they not become prohibited. 
Obviously in those cases a condition has no place; the condition cannot 
change the fact that his produce was processed or that the milk and meat 
were cooked together. Here too, the condition cannot change the fact 
that he harvested and forgot some produce. Why then must the Gemara 
cite the principle that a stipulation contrary to the Torah is void, in 
order to explain the Mishnah’s ruling? (see Boaz §6 at length). [For 
another explanation of the Gemara — which would resolve this 
difficulty — see Shenos Eliyahu HaAroch, Tevunah, and Derech 
Emunah 5:59,60 with Tziyun HaHalachah.]

stalks or sheaves are shich’chah since they were left behind uninten- 
tionally. R’ Yonah teaches otherwise; even this forgotten produce is not 
subject to shich’chah. This is because we attribute his forgetting the 
thin stalks or sheaves to his mistaking them for thick ones [which he 
does not wish to collect at this time], which is not a true form of 
forgetting. Or because the forgotten thin ones will likely be remembered 
when he returns to harvest or collect the thick ones that he intentionally 
left behind during this second collection process (see also Beur of R’ 
Chaim Kanievski and Derech Emunah 5:55).
 It is noteworthy that according to Gra these are the very same reasons 
that the thick ones left behind during the first harvesting or collection 
process were not subject to shich’chah (see above, note 14). Yet, R’ 
Yonah states that applying these reasons to the thin ones forgotten 
during the second harvesting or collection process represents a greater 
novelty. This is because during the first process he is concentrating on 
the thick ones (leaving the thin ones for later). Thus, we can attribute 
his leaving a thick one behind to his mistaking it for a thin one. Likewise, 
it is possible to say that the forgotten ones will likely be remembered 
during the second process. During the second process, however, the field 
has been emptied of (most of) the thick ones. Thus, one could have said 
that the farmer is not concentrating on only the thin ones, rather he is 
harvesting (or collecting) all the leftover produce. As such, we cannot say 
that he mistook a thin one for a thick one (since he is not trying to 
differentiate). We also cannot say that the forgotten thin one will likely 
be remembered (for there will not be another harvesting or collection 
process). R’ Yonah teaches that this is not so; rather, we say that even 
during the second process, he is concentrating specifically on the thin 
ones (leaving any leftover thick ones for later). Accordingly, we say that 
even the ones forgotten during the second process are not subject to 
shich’chah, for the same reasons the thick ones were not during the first 
process.
 [According to Gra, the words חַר שֶׁדַּרְכּוֹ לִיבְחוֹן בַּגַּסִּין  :mean as follows מֵא!
Since (even in the second collection) he is wont to discern and leave the 
thick ones for later, we can therefore say that he mistook a thin one for 
a thick one (or, that any forgotten thin ones will likely be remembered 
when he goes back for the thick ones).]
 See Variant A for alternate texts of R’ Yonah’s statement.

18. This general principle invalidates a stipulation that, if effective, 
would override Torah law (see Kesubos 9:1, 51a [Vilna ed.] and Bava 
Metzia 7:7, 29a [Vilna ed.]). Since the Torah assigns forgotten produce to 
the poor, the farmer’s pre-condition that he retain possession of 
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הדרן עלך בית שמאי
WE SHALL RETURN TO YOU, BEIS SHAMMAI

תּוֹרָה בּ� שֶּׁכָּתוּב  ה  מ� ל  ע�  For he has made a stipulation — שֶׁהִתְנָה 
contrary to what is written in the Torah,  ה ל מ� תְנֶה ע� מּ�  וְכָל ה�
תּוֹרָה  and whoever makes a stipulation contrary to — שֶּׁכָּתוּב בּ�
what is written in the Torah,  תְּנָאוֹ בָּטֵל — his stipulation is 
void.[18]

ה שֶּׁאֲנִי שׁוֹכֵח� אֲנִי אֶטּוֹל יֶשׁ לוֹ שִׁכְחָה ל מְנָת מ� ר הֲרֵינִי קוֹצֵר ע�  IF ONE — אָמ�

SAYS, ‘‘BEHOLD I AM REAPING ON CONDITION THAT WHAT I FORGET 

I SHALL return to TAKE,’’ HE IS SUBJECT TO THE LAW OF 

SHICH’CHAH.

 The Gemara gives the reason for the Mishnah’s ruling:
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from shich’chah. Although the spontaneous dripping of oil — which 
represents a loss to the owner — is something of a liability, the tree’s 
present abundance of oil is sufficiently memorable to exempt the tree from 
shich’chah (see also Shenos Eliyahu; cf. Rosh ד”ה נטופה; see Gemara 58b).

A. Gra explains that ‘‘in its time’’ refers to a tree that is dripping oil at
 the time it is overlooked, but did not drip oil in any other year. Because 
this tree does not usually produce so abundantly, it cannot be described as 
‘‘a tree that has a name in the field.’’ Nevertheless, this tree too is exempt 

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

(see Rav; Aruch HaShulchan HeAsid 12:6; see Gemara 58b with note 
12). See Variant A.
4. I.e. he entirely overlooked the tree, and did not harvest it at all.
 [With regard to a case in which he began harvesting the fruit of a 
netofah and overlooked some of the olives, see Mishnah below, 59a.]
5. The law of shich’chah applies only to a tree that (barring an incident 
that brings it to the owner’s attention) will probably be forgotten 
permanently once it is overlooked. The distinctive trees of our Mishnah, 
however, will probably not be forgotten permanently. Therefore, they 
are not subject to the law of shich’chah. One who overlooks these trees 
during the harvest need not leave them for the poor, but may return to 
them and take the crop. The Gemara (58b) will derive this ruling from a 
Scriptural verse.
6. Thus, the features that make a particular tree memorable, and thus 
exempt from shich’chah, are one of three: (a) if it is singled out by 
having a distinctive name; (b) if it is known to be unusually productive; 
(c) if it is identified by its location near a particular landmark. An olive 
tree known to people for any one of these features is not subject to 
shich’chah (Rosh; see Tiferes Yisrael §4).
7. These names signify unusual qualities; they will be explained in the 
Gemara below (58b).
8. The Gemara (ibid.) will explain whether its productivity is manifested 
in the number of olives on the tree or in the amount of oil in the olives.
9. In this case, the distinctiveness of the tree lies in its proximity to a 
particular landmark. For example, an olive tree standing near a 
winepress or a break in the wall would be identified as ‘‘the tree near 
the press’’ or ‘‘the tree near the gap’’ (Derech Emunah 5:145-146; see 
there for other explanations).
 [This holds true only if there is one tree near the landmark, or 
perhaps even two. Where, however, there are a number of trees there, 
they are subject to shich’chah, for a location shared by many trees does 
not render any one of them distinctive (Chidushim U’Veurim of R’ 
Moshe Feinstein §138 ד”ה ובעי).]
10. Most Rishonim understand the Mishnah to be discussing a person 
who forgets to harvest entire trees (Rosh; Rambam, Matnos Aniyim 
5:22; Rash, as explained by Kesef Mishneh ad loc.; cf. Radvaz’s 
interpretation of Rash). [However, Hasagos HaRaavad (there) main- 
tains that the Mishnah refers to the case of one who overlooks two or 
three olives on a tree (see Kesef Mishneh and Radvaz ibid.).]
 The Mishnah rules that the maximum number of trees subject to 
shich’chah if overlooked is two. If a person forgets to harvest three or 

1. The source that olive trees are subject to shich’chah is the verse 
(Deuteronomy 24:20): ָחֲרֶיך א� אֵר  תְפ� זֵיתְך� לאֹ  חְבּטֹ  ת�  When you beat your ,כִּי 
olive tree you shall not remove its glory behind you. The precise manner 
in which the verse is expounded to teach the shich’chah obligation will 
be discussed below (58b; see note 20 there).
 There is some question among the Rishonim as to which trees are 
subject to shich’chah. On the one hand, the verses that teach this 
obligation (ibid. vs. 20-21) are stated with regard to grapevines and — by 
extension or derivation — to olive trees (see below, 58b-59a) which 
implies that only these species are included in this mitzvah. However, 
some Rishonim maintain that the mitzvah includes other species as 
well. [For a comprehensive listing of the Rishonim involved, see Derech 
Emunah, Matnos Aniyim 2:7, and Tziyun HaHalachah there §31,32.]
 Note, however, that Yerushalmi (above, 1:4) draws an analogy 
between grapevines and olive trees and all other species of fruit tree. It 
employs this analogy to teach that the law of peah, stated with regard to 
grapevines and olive trees, applies to other fruit trees as well. It stands 
to reason that this same analogy can be employed to extend the law of 
shich’chah to all fruit trees. Thus, in Yerushalmi’s view, all species of 
fruit tree are subject to shich’chah by Biblical law (see Derech Emunah, 
Beur HaHalachah 1:6 ד”ה והוא הדין, and 2:1 ד”ה שנאמר ובקצרכם).

2. Although the Mishnah states its rulings with regard to olive trees, 
they apply also to any other fruit tree that is obligated in the law of 
shich’chah (see Rambam, Matnos Aniyim 5:22-25; Gra below זה  ד”ה 
 .see Derech Emunah 5:148, and Tziyun HaHalachah §259; cf ;מסיים את זה
Radvaz to Rambam ibid.). The Mishnah singled out the olive tree 
because of the ruling of R’ Yose (at the end of this Mishnah), which is 
stated only in regard to olive trees (see Rash Sirilio ד”ה שלשה אינן שכחה). 
Alternatively, these trees were singled out because they were the most 
important trees in Eretz Yisrael in that period (see Tziyun HaHalachah 
5:259, based on Rambam 5:25). See further, Shaarei Emunah ד”ה כל זית.

3. ‘‘An olive tree that drips oil’’ (i.e. a netofah) is an example of a tree 
‘‘that has a name in the field’’ (see Rosh; Rambam, Matnos Aniyim 
5:23). It refers to a tree whose olives are so succulent that oil drips from 
them of its own accord. This unusual characteristic earns the tree a 
special distinction (see Rash and Rosh; Gemara 58b; cf. Rambam 
Commentary). Because it is a distinctive tree, it is not subject to the law 
of shich’chah. The reasons for this will be explained below, in note 5.
 ‘‘In its time’’ refers to a tree that drips oil at certain times, but not on 
a constant basis. Even if a particular tree does not produce so lavishly 
every year, its law is still that of a distinctive tree, for its yield [in most 
other years] has earned it the reputation of ‘‘an olive tree that drips oil’’ 

 
NOTES

Chapter Seven

Halachah 1

Mishnah This chapter continues with discussion of shich’chah, focusing specifically on shich’chah in trees:[1]

שָּׂדֶה בּ� שֵׁם  לוֹ  שֶׁיֵּשׁ  יִת  ז�  ,Any olive tree[2] that has a name in the field as a distinctive — כָּל 
extraordinary tree,  ֹעְתּו נָּטוֹפָה בְּשׁ� even if it is known as an olive tree that drips [oil] in its time,[3] — אֲפִילּוּ כְּזֵית ה�

it is not subject to the law of shich’chah.[5] — אֵינָה שִׁכְחָה  if [the owner] forgot to harvest it,[4] — וּשְׁכָחוֹ

 The Mishnah elaborates:
מֶּה דְּבָרִים אֲמוּרִים  When are these words said, i.e. that a tree’s reputation can exempt its fruit from the laws of — בּ�
shich’chah?  ֹעֲשָׂיו וּבִמְקוֹמו When it is distinctive in its name, in its productivity, or in its location.[6] — בִּשְׁמוֹ וּבְמ�

 The Mishnah defines these terms:
יְשָׁנִי פְכָנִי אוֹ ב�  Being distinctive ‘‘in its name’’ means that [the tree] was known as a shafchani or — בִּשְׁמוֹ שֶׁהָיָה שׁ�
as a baishani.[7]  רְבֵּה ה� עוֹשֶׂה  שֶׁהוּא  עֲשָׂיו   בִּמְקוֹמוֹ  In its productivity’’ means that it produces much.[8]‘‘ — בְּמ�
פִּירְצָה ד ה� ת אוֹ בְּצ� גּ� ד ה�  In its location’’ means that it stands alongside a winepress or a break in‘‘ — שֶׁהוּא עוֹמֵד בְּצ�
the wall.[9]

 The Mishnah now turns to the case of ordinary, non-distinctive trees:
זֵּיתִים יִם שִׁכְחָה  :But with regard to all other olive trees, this is the law — וּשְׁאָר כָּל ה�  Two trees that were — שְׁנ�
forgotten are shich’chah;  וּשְׁלשָֹׁה אֵינָן שִׁכְחָה — but three trees that were forgotten are not shich’chah.[10]
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exempt from shich’chah (Aruch HaShulchan HeAsid, Peah 12:7; Derech 
Emunah, Matnos Aniyim 5:157, with Beur HaHalachah ד”ה היה עומד). 
Others maintain that this ruling is stated with regard to any type of tree 
(see Rash Sirilio, as explained by Derech Emunah and Beur HaHa- 
lachah ibid.; Gra ms. 1 היו שניהן יחידין וד”ה זה מסיים את זה).

18. Many commentators take note of an obvious difficulty with this rul-
ing, as follows: Since each tree is distinctive on its own, each should be 
exempt from shich’chah on its own merit, and should not require the 
additional distinctiveness each garners through its proximity to another 
distinctive tree. They propose several approaches to this difficulty:
 Mahara Fulda explains that R’ Yirmiyah’s case is where the person 
began harvesting the olives on these trees and then, before completing 
the task, moved on to other trees and forgot about these two. Ordinarily, 
the olives that remain on a tree whose harvest has begun are subject to 
the law of shich’chah, even if it is a distinctive tree [for the owner will 
remember the harvest he began, and will assume he completed it] (see 
Mishnah below, 59a). R’ Yirmiyah rules that where two distinctive trees 
are located next to one another, then even if the owner has already 
begun their harvest, there is no shich’chah, for the owner is likely to 
recall the unusual sight of two distinctive trees growing side-by-side.
 Alternatively, the Gemara speaks of a case in which one of the trees 
no longer drips oil. Because it was a netofah formerly, and even now
is located alongside an active netofah, it is exempt from shich’chah 
(Radvaz, Matnos Aniyim 5:24, first explanation; see also Toldos 
Yitzchak).
 [For another explanation, see Rash Sirilio; for a different reading of 
this clause, see Gra.]

19. The inquiry concerns a case in which all the trees of the field were 
distinctive netofah trees (i.e. ‘‘trees that drip oil’’) and the person 
harvested all but two. One could argue that the owner is unlikely to 
forget two such unusual trees (see previous note); therefore, despite his 
temporary lapse, these trees should not be subject to shich’chah. On the 
other hand, since the entire field consists of distinctive trees, it is 
altogether possible that the owner will forget to return for these two 
that were overlooked. It could easily occur that he lumps them together 
in his mind with the many other distinctive trees of the field, and 
assumes that these were harvested along with the others (Mahara 
Fulda).
 Alternatively, the inquiry is not limited to a case in which one forgot 
two trees, but applies just as well where one forgot a single netofah tree 
in a field that consists entirely of such trees. One could argue that a 
single tree among many is not particularly special or memorable, and so 
should be subject to shich’chah. Or perhaps, the excessive oil content of 
a netofah makes it memorable even when it is only one of many such 
trees (see Rash Sirilio; Maharam Chaviv).

more trees, he may return and take their fruit, for they are not 
shich’chah. This follows the view of Beis Hillel, who rule in an earlier 
Mishnah (6:4 [54b]) that two forgotten sheaves (or piles of olives) are 
shich’chah but three sheaves are not (Rash). [Beis Shammai (there) 
rule that the law of shich’chah applies to as many as three forgotten 
sheaves, but not to four. The same is true of trees: according to Beis 
Shammai, three are shich’chah; four are not shich’chah.]

11. The Gemara will explain R’ Yose’s reasoning.

12. See above, 3b note 4.

13. Deuteronomy 24:19.

14. The unqualified phrase and you forget implies a permanent forget-
ting. This excludes a plant that is especially memorable for some reason, 
such as the olive trees discussed in our Mishnah (Mahara Fulda).
 Rash Sirilio explains differently: In order to violate this prohibition, 
one must recall the forgotten sheaf and return to take it. Thus, the verse 
could have stated that when a person remembers a forgotten sheaf, he 
shall not return to collect it. By focusing on the act of forgetting, the 
verse implies that the prohibition applies only to a sheaf that is truly 
forgotten, meaning, one that will likely remain forgotten forever. This 
excludes a sheaf (or tree) that is rendered memorable on account of 
some distinctive feature.

15. Literally: R’ Yirmiyah desired [to say] (Mahara Fulda). However, 
Maharam Chaviv translates עֵי  here as ‘‘inquired’’ (see also Shaarei בּ�
Emunah pp. 354-355 ד”ה כל שיש לו, third explanation).

16. The Gemara refers to a tree that possesses none of the special 
characteristics mentioned in the Mishnah [or any other inherent 
speciality], but is nevertheless viewed by its owner as something unique 
and distinctive. R’ Yirmiyah rules that because the tree is distinctive in 
the owner’s eyes, it is excluded from the law of shich’chah (Mahara 
Fulda, first explanation). Alternatively, the Gemara refers to a tree that 
does possess one of the characteristics of the Mishnah, but whose special 
characteristic is not yet known to the general public. R’ Yirmiyah rules 
that although its distinctiveness is known only to its owner, there is no 
shich’chah for this tree (Mahara Fulda, second explanation; see 
Rambam, Matnos Aniyim 5:24).

17. R’ Yirmiyah rules that proximity to a tree of another type is 
sufficient to render an olive tree exempt from shich’chah. Just as an 
olive tree located next to a winepress or a break in the wall is distinctive, 
and thus exempt from shich’chah, so too an olive tree located alongside 
a date palm (Rash Sirilio).
 Some say that this applies only when the neighboring tree is a date 
palm. Because this tree is both fruit-bearing, beautiful and tall, it 
renders its neighbor distinctive. Trees that do not possess these three 
characteristics, however, do not cause their neighboring trees to be 
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 A dissenting view:
בִּי יוֹסֵי אוֹמֵר There is no shich’chah for olive trees.[11] — אֵין שִׁכְחָה לְזֵתִים  :R’ Yose says — ר�

 A second ruling:
דֶּקֶל ה� ד  בְּצ� עוֹמֵד  If [an ordinary tree] was standing — הָיָה 
beside a date palm,  ֹיְּימו מְס� דֶּקֶל   the date palm lends it — ה�
distinctiveness. Therefore, it is not subject to the law of 
shich’chah.[17]

 A third ruling:
נָטוֹפָה שְׁנֵיהֶן   If [two olive trees] adjacent to one another — הָיוּ 
were [trees] that drip [oil],  יֵּים אֶת זֶה  this one lends — זֶה מְס�
distinctiveness to that one,  יֵּים אֶת זֶה  and that one — וְזֶה מְס�
lends distinctiveness to this one. Therefore, neither is subject 
to the law of shich’chah.[18]

 The Gemara now poses its inquiry:
 If all the trees of one’s field were [trees] — הָיְתָה כָּל שָׂדֵהוּ נָטוֹפָה
that drip [oil], and the person forgets to harvest some of them, 
are they shich’chah or not?[19]

 The Gemara answers:
הּ מִן הֲדָא  Let us learn the answer to this question from — נִישְׁמְעִינּ�
this teaching of R’ Shimon bar Yakim:  אוֹמֵר יוֹסֵי  בִּי   The — ר�
Mishnah stated: R’ YOSE SAYS:  אֵין שִׁכְחָה לְזֵיתִים — THERE IS NO 

SHICH’CHAH FOR OLIVE TREES.  ר יָקִים בִּי שִׁמְעוֹן בּ� ר ר�  ’And R — אָמ�

Gemara The Mishnah ruled that an olive tree that is dis-
tinctive in some way is exempt from shich’chah. 

The Gemara provides the source of this ruling:
בִּי לָא ר ר�  It is written, in the verse — כְּתִיב  R’ La said:[12] — אֲמ�
that teaches the law of shich’chah:[13]  ”שָּׂדֶה בּ� עֹמֶר  חְתָּ   — ,,וְשָׁכ�
When you reap your harvest in your field, and you forget a sheaf 
in the field, do not return to take it. The words and you forget 
imply that the law of shich’chah applies only to  תָּה שֶׁא�  עוֹמֶר 
 a sheaf that you will forget forever once it has — שׁוֹכְחוֹ לְעוֹלָם
been overlooked.  יָצָא זֶה — Excluded is this case of a distinctive 
tree,  ן זְמ� ר  ח� לְא� זוֹכְרוֹ  תְּ   which you will remember — שֶׁא�
afterward, because of its unusual feature.[14]

 The Gemara presents an inquiry regarding the exemption for 
distinctive trees. It prefaces the inquiry with a series of related 
rulings. The first ruling:
בִּי יִרְמְיָה בָּעֵי עְתּוֹ  R’ Yirmiyah stated:[15] — ר�  If — הָיָה מְסוּיָּים בְּד�
[a tree] was distinctive in [the owner’s] mind only,  כְּמִי שֶׁהוּא 
 .it is regarded as if it were distinctive in reality — מְסוּיָּים
Therefore, it is not subject to the law of shich’chah.[16]
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some, R’ Yose and the Tanna Kamma do not dispute one another. For 
discussion, see Beur HaHalachah to Derech Emunah 5:24 ד”ה זה מסיים.]
 Alternatively, the Gemara’s proof is not from the Tanna Kamma, but 
from R’ Yose, whose ruling demonstrates that the ‘‘distinctiveness’’ of 
trees is assessed according to their availability. Thus, just as ordinary 
trees are deemed distinctive when they are scarce, and ordinary when 
they are common, so too with special trees, such as those that drip oil. It 
follows that in a field full of trees that drip oil, none are regarded as 
distinctive; therefore, they are subject to shich’chah when overlooked 
(Mahara Fulda, second explanation; see also Rash Sirilio; Sdeh 
Yehoshua; Gilyonei HaShas; see Rash to the Mishnah).
 [According to Shaarei Emunah (pp. 354-355 ד”ה כל שיש לו), there is a 
common thread running through all four of the Gemara’s rulings, all of 
which concern this question: Does a tree’s ‘‘distinctiveness’’ depend 
upon how it is perceived by the public or how it is perceived by its owner. 
The first ruling concerns a tree that only the owner considers special; 
the second and third focus on trees whose location is regarded as 
distinctive by the owner but not necessarily by others (for not everyone 
views a date palm or a netofah tree as a significant landmark). The 
Gemara rules that the status of these trees is determined by the owner’s 
perception; therefore, in all three cases, the tree is not subject to 
shich’chah. The Gemara then introduces the case of a field filled with 
netofah trees. In that case, each individual tree is viewed as distinctive 
by the public; the owner, however, because he owns many such trees, 
does not consider them to be distinctive. The Gemara rules that here 
too, the tree’s status is determined by the owner’s perception; therefore, 
a field filled with trees that drip oil is subject to shich’chah.]

20. Hadrian was emperor of Rome at the time of Bar Kochba’s revolt; his 
legions laid waste to Eretz Yisrael. In the process, they destroyed many 
of the land’s fruit trees. Because of the scarcity of olive trees during that 
period, even ordinary trees were unusually precious. Therefore, R’ Yose 
rules that at that time, ordinary trees were treated as distinctive; hence, 
if during that period a person would forget to harvest an olive tree, it 
was not subject to the law of shich’chah. However, once the land was 
restored, and olive trees were again plentiful, R’ Yose too agrees that 
they are subject to shich’chah (Mahara Fulda; see Rash to the 
Mishnah).

21. R’ Yose’s ruling in our Mishnah represents his side of a disagree- 
ment with the Tanna Kamma. Obviously, in every dispute, the two 
disputants must inevitably be discussing the same set of circumstances. 
Thus, since R’ Yose discusses ordinary trees during a period of scarcity, 
we may assume that the Tanna Kamma too discusses this case. 
Although ordinary trees were regarded as distinctive during this period, 
the Tanna Kamma rules that they are subject to shich’chah; thus, if a 
person harvests an entire field of ordinary olive trees at a time of 
scarcity, but overlooks one or two trees, the forgotten trees are 
shich’chah.
 As we have explained, ordinary trees in difficult times are the 
equivalent of distinctive trees in ordinary times; thus, it stands to 
reason that the Tanna Kamma’s ruling regarding the former case 
applies to the latter case as well. It follows that according to the Tanna 
Kamma, even if an entire field contains nothing but distinctive trees, 
the one or two trees that are forgotten are subject to the law of 
shich’chah (Mahara Fulda, first explanation; Gra ms. 2). [According to 

 
NOTES

 According to R’ Shimon bar Yakim, the dispute between the 
Tanna Kamma and R’ Yose concerns ordinary olive trees during a 
period in which such trees were scarce. Because the trees were 
scarce, their status was as that of distinctive trees. Yet, the Tanna 
Kamma rules that during this period, olive trees were subject to 
shich’chah. We see that even when an entire field consists of 
distinctive trees (e.g. ‘‘trees that drip oil’’), the trees are subject to 
the laws of shich’chah.[21]

Shimon bar Yakim said with regard to this ruling:  בִּי ר ר�  לאֹ אָמ�
בָּרִאשׁוֹנָה אֶלָּא  ,R’ Yose said this only in the beginning — יוֹסֵי 
מְצוּיִין זֵּיתִים  ה� הָיוּ  ,when olive trees were not common — שֶׁלּאֹ 
הָאָרֶץ כָּל  אֶת  וְהֶחֱרִיב  הָרָשָׁע  דְרִיָּינוּס  א�  for Hadrian the — שֶׁבָּא 
wicked came and laid waste to the entire land.  כְשָׁיו ע�  אֲבָל 
מְצוּיִין זֵּיתִים   יֵשׁ  ,But now that olive trees are common — שֶׁה�
שִׁכְחָה  even R’ Yose agrees that there is shich’chah for — לָהֶן 
[olive trees].[20]
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a shafchani are one and the same: both are extra-productive trees. 
However, in some places, this sort of tree is called baishani, in others it 
is called shafchani (Tos. Yom Tov; Maharam Chaviv).
 [Alternatively, נִי  which is Aramaic for bad or ,בִּישׁ derives from בִּישׁ�
poor. The tree is so described because its fellow trees are of poor quality 
in comparison (Rosh, second explanation).]

9. Above, 6:1 (49a).

10. The Gemara wonders whether our Mishnah’s ruling concerning 
productive trees should be compared to Beis Shammai’s ruling concern- 
ing an overly large sheaf of grain. On the one hand, our Mishnah might 
follow the view of Beis Shammai there, in which case a distinctive tree 
would have to produce four times as much as an ordinary tree. Or 
perhaps, the ruling of our Mishnah has nothing in common with that 
ruling, in which case all would agree (i.e. even Beis Hillel) that an 
extra-productive olive tree does not need to produce four times as much 
as its fellows (Mahara Fulda).
 To explain: Beis Shammai reason that an extra-large sheaf is viewed as 
being composed of separate ordinary-sized sheaves. Thus, if the large 
sheaf is four times the size of an ordinary one, it is regarded as four 
separate sheaves, and is therefore exempt from the law of shich’chah. 
[According to Beis Shammai, the maximum number of forgotten sheaves 
that are subject to shich’chah is three. If one forgets four sheaves, there is 
no shich’chah. See above, 6:4, for disagreement on this matter.] But Beis 
Hillel maintain that we do not view a large sheaf as being formed of sepa-
rate, smaller sheaves; therefore, a large sheaf is subject to shich’chah.
 The Gemara here wonders whether Beis Shammai’s reasoning there 
is also the reasoning behind our Mishnah’s ruling concerning olive 
trees. If the two rulings are the same, then the reason an extra-produc- 
tive tree is exempt from shich’chah is that it is viewed as being 
composed of several individual trees, of a number too great to be subject 
to shich’chah. According to Beis Shammai, this number is four; thus, if 
our Mishnah follows their view, the extra-productive tree would need to 
yield four times as much produce as an ordinary tree (see Rash Sirilio).

1. Rash Sirilio.
 [Rambam (to the Mishnah) explains that a shafchani is a tree from a 
certain area renowned for its exceptionally productive olive trees. The 
name shafchoni, which means ‘‘one that pours,’’ denotes the unusual 
productivity of these trees.]

2. The Gemara first speaks of a ה טוֹפ�  that drips [oil], and then [a tree] ,נ�
speaks of a פְכוֹנִי  a shafchoni. Clearly, shafchani cannot be translated ,שׁ�
as ‘‘a tree that drips oil’’ (Mahara Fulda; Maharam Chaviv).

3. See Sdeh Yehoshua.

4. The Gemara assumes that ‘‘it produces much’’ refers to production
of oil. Perforce, this cannot be the meaning of shafchoni (Maharam 
Chaviv).

5. Shafchani refers to a tree whose olives are exceptionally productive; 
when pressed, they produce more oil than is usual (Mahara Fulda; Rash 
Sirilio; Sdeh Yehoshua).

6. The Gemara now realizes that ‘‘it produces much’’ refers not to the 
production of oil, but to the production of olives, in which this tree 
surpasses all others. Although its olives do not yield more oil than 
others, its abundant production of olives results in far more oil than is 
common (Mahara Fulda; Rash Sirilio).

7. According to this interpretation, נִי בֵשׁ derives from the root בַּיְשׁ�  ,dry ,י�
and is a literal description of the olives, which are dry and produce little 
oil (Mahara Fulda, quoting Rash to our Mishnah; Maharam Chaviv). 
See, however, Sdeh Yehoshua and Rash Sirilio, who object strongly to 
Rash’s explanation.
 For other explanations, see Rambam to the Mishnah; Shenos 
Eliyahu; Sdeh Yehoshua; Pnei Moshe.

8. According to this interpretation, the term נִי  baishani, derives ,בַּיְשׁ�
from the root בוש, which connotes embarrassment. The word is not 
meant literally, but is used metaphorically to describe the tree’s effect 
on its fellows (Mahara Fulda, quoting Rash to our Mishnah; see also 
Rosh there; see Sdeh Yehoshua). According to this view, a baishani and 
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רְבֵּה ה� זֵיתִים  עוֹשֶׂה   this means that it produces many — שֶׁהוּא 
olives; its olives, however, produce only the usual amount of oil.[6] 
All these trees are considered to be distinctive with regard to the 
law of shich’chah.

 The Mishnah stated:
יְשָׁנִי  Being distinctive ‘‘in its name’’ means that the tree was] — בּ�
known as a shafchani] OR A BAISHANI.

 The Gemara explains the term baishani:
מָּשׁ יְשָׁנִי מ� ר בּ� דְּבָעֵי מֵימ�  Some wish to say that this means — אִית 
that it (i.e. its fruit) is literally baishani, i.e. dried out. Because 
the fruit is dry, it produces little oil. The tree is memorable for this 
reason.[7]  ּבְרֵיה עֵית לְח� ר דְּהוּא מְב�  Others wish to — אִית דְּבָעֵי מֵימ�
say that baishani connotes embarrassment; [this tree] ‘‘embar- 
rasses’’ its fellow [trees] by producing much more oil than they. 
It is the extra production that renders the tree memorable.[8]

 The Mishnah ruled that an unusually productive tree is exempt 
from the laws of shich’chah. The Gemara records a pair of 
inquiries regarding this ruling. The first inquiry:
רְבְּעָה כִּיפְלִיסִין עֲבֵיד א� ד דְּי� -Does this mean that a tree is not re — ע�
garded as distinctive unless it produces four times as much as an 
ordinary olive tree,      מָּן ן תּ� הִיא דִּתְנִינ�  as in [the ruling] taught — כִּי ה�
there, in the following Mishnah:[9]  ב ב ק� שָּׂדֶה שֶׁל ק�  If — כָּל עוֹמָרֵי ה�
ALL THE SHEAVES OF THE FIELD ARE EACH the size OF ONE KAV,

בִּין ת ק� ע� רְבּ�  וּשְׁכָחוֹ  ,AND ONE IS the size OF FOUR KABIN — וְאֶחָד שֶׁל א�
— AND HE FORGOT [THE SHEAF OF FOUR KABIN], Beis Shammai say 
that it is not shich’chah, but Beis Hillel say that it is shich’chah?
 In that Mishnah, the exemption of the large sheaf requires that 
it be four times the size of the usual sheaves. Perhaps, then, the 
same is true here, that an extra-productive olive tree is not exempt 
unless it produces four times as much as an ordinary tree.[10]

 The Gemara responds:
 Once [the tree] — מִכֵּיוָן שֶׁהוּא עוֹשֶׂה יוֹתֵר מֵחֲבֵירוֹ כְּמִי שֶׁהוּא מְסוּיָּים

 The Mishnah stated:
פְכוֹנִי  Being distinctive ‘‘in its name’’ means that (the tree)] — שׁ�
was known as a] SHAFCHONI.

 The term shafchoni translates as ‘‘one that pours.’’ The 
Gemara explains the use of this term with respect to olive trees:
שֶׁמֶן  Shafchoni’’ means that [the tree] drips (‘‘pours’’)‘‘ — נוֹטֵף 
oil; that is, its fruit is so succulent that oil drips from the olives 
while they are still on the tree.[1] A tree that possesses this 
distinction is exempt from the law of shich’chah.
 The Gemara questions this explanation:
נָטוֹפָה ן   But the Mishnah has already taught that a — וְהָתְנִינ�
[tree] that drips [oil] i.e. a netofah is exempt from shich’chah. 
Perforce, the term shafchani denotes another distinctive fea- 
ture.[2]

 The Gemara therefore offers another interpretation of shaf-
chani:
רְבֵּה  Rather, shafchani means that [the — אֶלָּא שֶׁהִיא עוֹשֶׂה שֶׁמֶן ה�
tree] produces much oil, i.e. when the olives are pressed after 
being picked. However, the oil does not ooze from the olives of its 
own accord while they are still on the tree.[3]

 The Gemara asks:
ן עֲשָׂיו שֶׁהוּא  :But we have learned in the Mishnah — וְהָתְנִינ�  בְּמ�
רְבֵּה ה�  IN ITS PRODUCTIVITY’’ means THAT [THE TREE]‘‘ — עוֹשֶׂה 

PRODUCES MUCH. Presumably, this means that it produces much 
oil. It follows that shafchani does not refer to the production of 
oil.[4] — ? —
 The Gemara responds by explaining each of the Mishnah’s 
cases:
רְבֵּה ה� שֶׁמֶן  עוֹשֶׂה  שֶׁהוּא  פְכוֹנִי  שׁ�  Rather, SHAFCHONI means — אֶלָּא 
that [the tree] produces much oil from relatively few olives.[5]

 NETOFAH means that [the tree] drips oil of its — נָטוֹפָה נוֹטֵף שֶׁמֶן
own accord.  רְבֵּה עֲשָׂיו שֶׁהוּא עוֹשֶׂה ה�  But when the Mishnah — מ�
states: ‘‘[IN] ITS PRODUCTIVITY means THAT IT PRODUCES MUCH,’’
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acquired only by the poor. The Mishnah then cites Beis Hillel, who rule 
that a declaration of hefker for the poor is not legally valid; therefore, the 
produce may not be acquired even by the poor, and remains subject to 
all tithes. For discussion of this dispute, see above, 6:1.
15. Above, 6:2 (51a).
 [Although the Gemara cites only the first section of the Mishnah, 
regarding hefker, its question actually concerns the later dispute 
between Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel, regarding a sheaf standing next 
to a wall (Mahara Fulda et al.). Indeed, Maharam Chaviv maintains 
that the Gemara should be emended to cite only the later Mishnah.]
16. The Gemara above (6:2 [51a]) cites a dispute as to the correct 
understanding of the disagreement between Beis Shammai and Beis 
Hillel regarding a sheaf located near a wall. R’ Yehoshua maintains that 
their dispute concerns the principle of produce located next to a 
landmark: Beis Shammai hold that it is memorable on account of its 
location, and is therefore exempt from the law of shich’chah. But Beis 
Hillel hold that produce near a landmark is not memorable; therefore, it 
remains subject to the law of shich’chah. R’ Eliezer disagrees with R’ 
Yehoshua, and states that the dispute between Beis Shammai and Beis 
Hillel does not revolve around the principle of distinctiveness, but 
concerns another issue entirely (see there for particulars).
 Our Gemara adopts the view of R’ Yehoshua, and therefore assumes 
that our Mishnah, which exempts a tree located near a landmark from 
shich’chah, accords with the view of Beis Shammai, not Beis Hillel 
(Mahara Fulda and Pnei Moshe, here and above; see also Toldos 
Yitzchak there). The Gemara finds this difficult to understand, for in 
presenting the view of Beis Shammai as an anonymous ruling, the 
Mishnah implies that their view is authoritative (as per the rule that 
grants authority to anonymous Mishnahs). This runs counter to the 
well-known rule which states that in a dispute between Beis Shammai 
and Beis Hillel, the halachah always follows the view of Beis Hillel (see 
Meleches Shlomo to the Mishnah; Maharam Chaviv here).
17. Because an item that is not attached to the ground can easily be 
transported to a different location at a moment’s notice, its location 
does nothing to fix it in a person’s mind. Therefore, Beis Hillel rule that 
a sheaf of grain standing next to a particular landmark is not 
memorable, and so remains liable to shich’chah. [All the more so in the 
other cases of the earlier Mishnah, in which the unattached sheaf lies 
near another portable object, such as a pile of grain or a cow (Meleches 
Shlomo to our Mishnah).] Beis Hillel agree, however, that the location 
of an item that is attached to the ground does render it memorable (as 
long as the landmark too is attached to the ground); therefore, they too 

11. The Gemara explains that, in fact, an extra-productive tree is
exempt from shich’chah not because it is legally regarded as being 
composed of several separate trees, but because its distinctiveness 
makes it memorable, and thus unfit for shich’chah. Therefore, it is not 
necessary for this tree to produce four times as much as an ordinary one 
(Rash Sirilio).
 [Others explain that the Gemara understood all along that an 
extra-productive tree is exempt because its distinctiveness makes it 
memorable. In its question the Gemara assumed that a large sheaf too is 
exempt for this reason; i.e. because its distinctive size makes it 
memorable. The Gemara therefore asks that just as a sheaf is not 
considered to be distinctive unless it is four times as large as an ordinary 
sheaf, so too should a tree not be regarded as distinctive unless it 
produces four times as much as other trees (Maharam Chaviv; see also 
Beur of R’ Chaim Kanievski).
 The Gemara concludes that in fact, an extra-large sheaf is exempt not 
because it is distinctive, but because it is viewed as four separate 
sheaves. (This accords with the Gemara on 50b, which debates the 
question and concludes that this is the reason a large sheaf is exempt — 
see notes 14-18 there.) An extra-productive tree, on the other hand, is 
exempt because it is distinctive. Since these rulings are unrelated, there 
is no reason to extend the measure of the sheaf to the olive tree of our 
Mishnah. Rather, as long as a tree produces more than its fellow, even if 
it does not produce four times the amount, it is exempt from shich’chah 
(see Beur of R’ Chaim Kanievski).]
12. I.e. even if it did not produce well in the year it was overlooked (Gra 
in Shenos Eliyahu to our Mishnah). It must, however, produce 
abundantly in most years; otherwise, it is subject to shich’chah.
 Gra states further that this requirement applies only to a shafchani. 
A netofah, however (i.e. a tree that drips oil) need only produce an excess 
of oil in the season it is overlooked. Even if this achievement was never 
matched in previous years, the tree is exempt from shich’chah (see 
Variants to 58a). [According to Gra, ‘‘a tree that drips oil’’ is of lesser 
status than one that ‘‘has a name in the field’’ (see ibid.), but is still 
exempt from shich’chah, because of the large volume of oil it produces. 
Since its status derives entirely from its present yield, its production in 
previous years is unimportant.]
13. Mishnah above, 6:1 (49a).
14. Beis Shammai hold that one who declares his produce ownerless 
(hefker), but stipulates that it be available for acquisition only by the 
poor, has made a legally valid declaration. As hefker, this produce is not 
subject to the various tithes, and [according to some] may be freely 
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location is the subject of a dispute between Beis Shammai, who 
exempt the sheaf from shich’chah, and Beis Hillel, who include it 
in the law of shich’chah. It emerges that our Mishnah, which 
extends this exemption to trees, is following the view of Beis 
Shammai.[16] — ? —
 The Gemara differentiates between the ruling of that Mishnah 
and the ruling of our Mishnah:
יוֹסֵי בִּי  ר� ר  הִיא  :R’ Yose said — אֲמ� כֹּל  ה�  Actually, [our — דִּבְרֵי 
Mishnah] is in accord with the opinion of all (i.e. with both Beis 
Shammai and Beis Hillel). As for their disagreement in the earlier 
Mishnah, it can be explained as follows:  ד דָּבָר מָּן דָּבָר תָּלוּשׁ בְּצ�  תּ�
 There the Mishnah discusses the case of an object that — מְחוּבָּר
is detached from the ground (i.e. a sheaf of grain) standing 
alongside an object that is attached to the ground (e.g. a wall). 
Beis Hillel maintain that a portable item is not regarded as 
memorable on account of its location, and so remains subject to 
shich’chah.  מְחוּבָּר דָּבָר  ד  בְּצ� מְחוּבָּר  דָּבָר  הָכָא  ם   ,Here — בְּר�
however, the Mishnah speaks of an object that is attached to 
the ground (i.e. a tree) standing alongside an object that is 
attached to the ground (e.g. a winepress). In this case, Beis Hillel 
too agree that the object’s location can render it memorable, and 
therefore exempt from shich’chah. Thus, our Mishnah is not 
necessarily following the view of Beis Shammai.[17]

 The Mishnah stated:
בִּי יוֹסֵי אוֹמֵר  THERE IS NO — אֵין שִׁכְחָה לְזֵיתִים  :R’ YOSE SAYS — ר�

SHICH’CHAH FOR OLIVE TREES.

produces more than its fellow, it is regarded as a distinctive 
tree, and so is exempt from the law of shich’chah. It need not 
produce four times as much as an ordinary tree.[11]

 A second inquiry:
עֲבֵיד כָּל שָׁנָה וְשָׁנָה ד דְּי�  Does the Mishnah mean that unless [the — ע�
tree] produces a large amount of fruit or oil every single year it 
is not considered a distinctive tree?
 The Gemara answers:
 As long as [the tree] produces — (ו)מִכֵּיוָן שֶׁהוּא עוֹשֶׂה רוּבָּן שֶׁל שָׁנִים
lavishly in most years,  כְּמִי שֶׁהוּא מְסוּיָּים — it is regarded as a 
distinctive [tree].[12]

 The Mishnah stated:
פִּירְצָה ד ה� ת אוֹ בְּצ� גּ� ד ה�  Being distinctive ‘‘IN — בִּמְקוֹמוֹ שֶׁהוּא עוֹמֵד בְּצ�

ITS LOCATION’’ means THAT IT STANDS ALONGSIDE THE WINE- 

PRESS OR THE BREAK in the wall.
 The Gemara asks:
אי מּ� שׁ� דְּבֵית  תְנִיתָא   -The ruling of the Mishnah is in accor — מ�
dance with Beis Shammai.  אוֹמְרִים אי  מּ� שׁ�  For BEIS — דְּבֵית 

SHAMMAI SAY:[13]  (שכחה (אינו  הֶבְקֵר]  עֲנִיִּים   If one — [הֶבְקֵר 
declares his produce OWNERLESS FOR THE POOR only, IT IS deemed 
OWNERLESS . . .[14] The Mishnah then continues:[15] If a sheaf was 
standing near a wall or a pile of grain or near cattle or farming 
tools, and he forgot to gather it, Beis Shammai say: It is not 
shich’chah. But Beis Hillel say: It is shich’chah.
 In this Mishnah, the exemption of a sheaf on account of its 
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to take. The verse teaches that this produce must be treated as 
shich’chah (Bavli Chullin 131a; see Rashi there, 131b ד”ה אחריך זו שכחה, 
citing Mishnah above, 6:2). This gives rise to a difficulty. As we have 
demonstrated, the verse states behind you with regard to olive trees too. 
Why, then, must shich’chah of olive trees be derived by means of a 
gezeirah shavah from grapevines? It should be derived directly from this 
phrase!
 Rash Sirilio explains that in the case of olive trees, the phrase behind 
you is found in the verse that includes trees in the law of peah (see 
above, 1:4 [13a]. Behind you informs us that peah must be left over at 
the end of the tree’s harvest (i.e. when the harvest is ‘‘behind you’’). 
Because the verse is needed for this teaching, it is not available to teach 
that olive trees are subject to shich’chah. By contrast, the verse that 
states behind you regarding grapevines speaks of the obligation to leave 
gleanings (i.e. oleilos) for the poor. Since this obligation has already 
been taught elsewhere (Leviticus 19:10), the phrase behind you is 
superfluous. Therefore, we are free to expound this phrase to teach the 
requirement of shich’chah for grapevines. The gezeirah shavah of 
behind you, behind you then extends the law of shich’chah further, from 
grapevines to olive trees (Rash Sirilio).

admit that an olive tree located alongside a winepress is not subject to 
the law of shich’chah, as per the ruling of our Mishnah (Pnei Moshe, 
here and above, 6:2; see also Toldos Yitzchak there; Beur of R’ Chaim 
Kanievski here).

18. See 58a note 20.

19. This is not the Tanna R’ Yose who was quoted in the Mishnah. 
Rather, it is the Amora, R’ Yose bar Zevidah (Rash Sirilio).

20. The term ָחֲרֶיך  behind you, appears in connection with olive trees ,א�
in the following verse (Deuteronomy 24:20): ָחֲרֶיך אֵר א� חְבֹּט זֵיתְך� לאֹ תְפ�  ,כִּי ת�
When you beat your olive tree, you shall not remove its glory behind you. 
It appears also in a verse concerning grapevines (ibid. v. 21): תִבְצֹר  כִּי 
חֲרֶיךָ א� תְעוֹלֵל  לאֹ   When you harvest your vineyard, you shall not ,כַּרְמְך� 
glean behind you. The common wording creates a gezeirah shavah (a 
Scriptural analogy) that teaches a comparison between these two items. 
Thus, just as a grapevine is subject to shich’chah, so too an olive tree 
(Mahara Fulda, Rash Sirilio; Sdeh Yehoshua).
 The source in Scripture for shich’chah of grapevines is none other 
than this very word: ָחֲרֶיך  behind you. The phrase alludes to the ,א�
produce behind the worker, which he has already passed and forgotten 
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only for that particular time of scarcity, but does not apply in 
normal times.
 The Gemara presents an alternative explanation of R’ Yose’s 
ruling, according to which it applies in all times:
יוֹסֵי בִּי  ר� ר  לְזֵיתִים אֶלָּא  R’ Yose said:[19] — אָמ� שִׁכְחָה  אָדָם  חִיֵּיב   לאֹ 
עֲקִיבָה בִּי   No one obligated a person to leave shich’chah — ר�
from olive trees except R’ Akiva,  ”ָחֲרֶיך חֲרֶיךָ” ,,א� שׁ ,,א�  — דּוּ דָּר�
for he expounds the Scriptural terms behind you, behind you to 
teach this obligation.[20]

 The Gemara explains R’ Yose’s ruling:
יָקִים בֶּן  שִׁמְעוֹן  בִּי  ר� ר  ר  :R’ Shimon ben Yakim said — אָמ� אָמ�  לאֹ 
בִּי יוֹסֵי אֶלָּא בָּרִאשׁוֹנָה ,R’ Yose said this only in the beginning — ר�
מְצוּיִין זֵּיתִים  ה� הָיוּ  ,when olive trees were not common — שֶׁלּאֹ 
דְרִיָּינוּס הָרָשָׁע וְהֶחֱרֶיב אֶת כָּל הָאָרֶץ -for Hadrian the wick — שֶׁבָּא א�
ed came and laid waste to the land.  זֵּיתִים מְצוּיִין כְשָׁיו שֶׁה�  אֲבָל ע�
— But now that olive trees are common,  יֵשׁ לָהֶן שִׁכְחָה — even 
R’ Yose would agree that there is shich’chah for [olive trees].[18]

 According to this interpretation, R’ Yose’s ruling was intended 
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 Others explain the gezeirah shavah that teaches shich’chah in another 
manner entirely: In their view, the gezeirah shavah is not between 
grapevines and olive trees; rather, it connects sheaves of grain to olive 
trees and grapevines. The law of shich’chah is originally stated with 
regard to sheaves (Deuteronomy 24:19); R’ Akiva extends this law to 
olive trees and grapevines by means of the gezeirah shavah of behind 
you, behind you. R’ Yose does not expound this gezeirah shavah, and 
therefore holds that there is no shich’chah for trees altogether. The 
Gemara asks: Since the verse of sheaves does not include the phrase 
behind you, there is no basis for this gezeirah shavah. The Gemara 
answers that you shall not turn back to take it expresses the same 
thought as the words behind you (see note 6). Therefore, the gezeirah 
shavah is viable.
C. Mahara Fulda’s explanation of R’ Yonah’s statement is difficult to
 understand. For if R’ Yose completely rejects the notion of 
shich’chah for olive trees, it is obvious that a distinctive olive tree whose 
harvest has begun does not have shich’chah. There is no need to inform 
us of this (Sefer Nir).
 Others maintain that R’ Yonah’s statement concerns the Gemara’s 
first interpretation of R’ Yose’s ruling (by R’ Shimon bar Yakim), which 
has R’ Yose discussing the reign of Hadrian, when olive trees were 
scarce. R’ Yose states that during this period, even ordinary olive trees 
were not subject to shich’chah. R’ Yonah argues that since R’ Yose states 

A. Gra maintains that the clause ה ה אֵין שִׁכְח� תּ�  is a question directed at מֵע�
 the Amora R’ Yose (bar Zevidah). He offers the following reading: 
בִּי יוֹסֵי בִים כְּר� עֲנ� ה ל� ה אֵין שִׁכְח� תּ�  If so, there should be no shich’chah for ,מֵע�
grapes according to R’ Yose. The Gemara reasons that since R’ Yose (the 
Tanna) rejects the teaching of ָחֲרֶיך  with regard to olives, he א�
presumably rejects this teaching with regard to grapevines as well. 
Accordingly, he should not require shich’chah for grapevines. Yet, 
nowhere do we find that R’ Yose exempts grapes from shich’chah! This 
would seem to indicate that the Amora R’ Yose’s understanding of the 
Tanna R’ Yose’s ruling is incorrect.
 [Since the Gemara does not respond to this challenge, it would seem 
that R’ Yose bar Zevidah’s interpretation is indeed refuted. This is borne 
out by Gra’s explanation of the forthcoming Gemara, which he (unlike 
other commentators) interprets as discussing R’ Shimon ben Yakim’s 
interpretation of R’ Yose’s ruling.]
B. The Gemara’s question can perhaps be best understood according to
 Maharam Chaviv, who says that the question was directed not 
toward the gezeirah shavah from grapevines to olive trees, but toward R’ 
Akiva’s original derivation of shich’chah for grapevines from the phrase 
behind you (see 58b note 20). The Gemara asks: If the words behind 
you do not appear in the verse that represents the Scriptural source of 
shich’chah, how does R’ Akiva know that this term expresses the 
requirement of shich’chah?

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

Rash Sirilio; Pnei Moshe; see Maharam Chaviv, citing the Mishnah 
above, 6:3 [52a-b]).
7. Literally: R’ Yonah desired [to say] (see Mahara Fulda above).
8. Mahara Fulda.
9. The Gemara refers to the ruling of the forthcoming Mishnah (59a), 
which qualifies the shich’chah exemption of an olive tree that drips oil. 
The Mishnah states that the exemption applies only where the owner 
did not actually begin picking the fruit of this tree. Where, however, he 
picked some of the fruit and then forgot to complete the harvest, even a 
distinctive tree (such as one that drips oil) is subject to the law of 
shich’chah. [See below, note 14, for the reasoning behind this ruling.]
 Now, according to the Gemara’s second explanation of the ruling of R’ 
Yose in our Mishnah, shich’chah is never practiced in the case of olive 
trees. According to this view, the ruling of the forthcoming Mishnah is 
irrelevant, since there is never a requirement of shich’chah for olive 
trees. The Gemara therefore observes that according to this interpreta- 
tion of R’ Yose’s view, even if a person begins harvesting a distinctive 
olive tree and then forgets to return to it, its fruit (like that of all other 
olive trees) is not shich’chah.
 However, according to the Gemara’s first interpretation of R’ Yose (i.e. 
that offered by R’ Shimon bar Yakim), R’ Yose agrees that olive trees are 
generally subject to shich’chah, and that only distinctive, memorable 
trees are exempt. Thus, the ruling of the following Mishnah applies to R’ 
Yose as well, for he too agrees that once its harvest has begun, even an 
olive tree that drips oil is subject to shich’chah (Mahara Fulda).
 For other interpretations of R’ Yonah’s statement, see Variant C.

1. R’ Yose (bar Zevidah, the Amora) maintains that R’ Yose (the Tanna) 
does not expound the gezeirah shavah of behind you, behind you. 
According to his view, then, there is no source to include olive trees in 
the law of shich’chah. Therefore, these trees are not subject to this law 
(Maharam Chaviv). [According to R’ Yose, the phrase behind you that is 
written regarding olive trees is used only to teach that they are included 
in the law of peah (Mahara Fulda).]
 See Sdeh Yehoshua for a different approach to the Gemara’s 
statement, and to the ensuing discussion. See Variant A.

2. Mahara Fulda. See Sdeh Yehoshua for another approach.

3. The Scriptural requirement of shich’chah is stated with regard to 
sheaves of grain. The verse states (Deuteronomy 24:19): קְצִירְך� תִקְצֹר   כִּי 
חְתּוֹ שׁוּב לְק� שָּׂדֶה לאֹ ת� חְתּ� עֹמֶר בּ� כ�  When you reap the harvest of your ,בְשָׂדֶך� וְשׁ�
field and you forget a sheaf in the field, you shall not turn back to take it.

4. R’ Akiva derived the shich’chah of olive trees through a Scriptural 
analogy between olives and grapevines, regarding both of which the 
verse states: ָחֲרֶיך  behind you. The Gemara points out that the verse ,א�
that constitutes the source of the law of shich’chah does not mention 
this phrase. How, then, does R’ Akiva know to apply this phrase to teach 
the law of shich’chah? (see Mahara Fulda; Rash Sirilio). See Variant B.

5. Deuteronomy 24:19.

6. You shall not turn back implies that he was in that place once before; 
thus, it is as if the verse states you shall not turn back ‘‘behind you.’’ 
Since there is an oblique reference to this phrase in the source verse, it 
can be used to teach the law of shich’chah elsewhere (see Mahara Fulda; 
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to shich’chah of sheaves: you shall not turn back to take it,[5]

חֲרֶיךָ” ”א� שֶׁכְּתִיב   it is as if it is written ‘‘behind you.’’[6] — כְּמִי 
Because the term ‘‘behind you’’ is alluded to in the verse 
concerning sheaves, R’ Akiva can derive the shich’chah of olive 
trees from this phrase.

 According to the Gemara’s second interpretation of R’ Yose’s 
ruling, R’ Yose is saying that there is never shich’chah for olive 
trees. The Gemara makes an observation based on this view:
בִּי יוֹנָה בָּעֵי יִת נָטוֹפָה הוֹאִיל וְהוּא מְסוּיָּים  R’ Yonah stated:[7] — ר�  הָהָן ז�
— Concerning this olive tree that drips [oil] and is distinc- 
tive:[8]  בִּי יוֹסֵי עְתֵּיהּ דְּר� ל דּ�  According to the view of R’ Yose — ע�
(i.e. the Amora who presents the second interpretation of the 
Tanna R’ Yose’s ruling),  ֹבּו הִתְחִיל   even if one has — אֲפִילּוּ 
already begun picking the fruit of [such a tree],  כְּמִי שֶׁלּאֹ הִתְחִיל 
 it is as if he has not begun. That is to say, whether or not he — בּוֹ
has begun to pick the fruit, there is no shich’chah for this tree.[9]

בִּי יוֹסֵי תָּה אֵין שִׁכְחָה לְזֵיתִים כְּר�  It emerges that according to — מֵע�
R’ Yose, there is no shich’chah for olive trees at any time,
חֲרֶיךָ” ,,א� שׁ  דָּר�  for he does not expound the Scriptural — דְּלָא 
term behind you to teach this obligation.[1]

 According to this interpretation, R’ Yose has no source to apply 
the law of shich’chah to olive trees, and therefore rules that there 
was never an obligation of shich’chah on olive trees.
 R’ Akiva expounds the phrase behind you, written regarding 
grapevines and olives, to teach the law of shich’chah for olive 
trees. The Gemara challenges his exposition:[2]

שִׁכְחָה  :They challenged him as follows — הֲתִיבוֹן  — הֲרֵי עוֹמֶר 
Behold, there is shich’chah for a sheaf of grain,[3]  הֲרֵי לָא כְּתִיב 
חֲרֶיךָ  ,and behold, it is not written with regard to sheaves — א�
‘‘behind you.’’ From where, then, does R’ Akiva know that the 
term behind you refers to shich’chah?[4]

 The Gemara answers:
חְתּוֹ”  Since it is written, with regard — מִכֵּיוָן שֶׁכְּתִיב ,,לאֹ תָשׁוּב לְק�
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Hadrian’s time is exempt from shich’chah even after its harvest has 
begun, so too with a netofah tree in ordinary times. Thus, R’ Yose 
disputes the ruling of the Mishnah below (59a) that once the harvest of 
a netofah has begun, it is subject to shich’chah (Gra).
 See Rash Sirilio for another approach to R’ Yonah’s teaching.

this ruling without qualifying it in any way, he evidently holds it to be 
true even where one has already begun harvesting the trees. Now, we 
explained earlier (58a note 21) that an ordinary tree in a time of scarcity 
is the equivalent of a netofah (‘‘dripping’’) tree in ordinary times. It 
follows that according to R’ Yose, just as an ordinary olive tree in 

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

shich’chah (Rash and Rosh, first explanation; see also Raavad to Hil. 
Matnos Aniyim 5:24).
 However, others maintain that this clause qualifies only the ruling of 
the earlier Mishnah, which states that a tree that has ‘‘a name in the 
field’’ is not subject to shich’chah. The Mishnah asserts that this holds 
true only as long as the owner has not begun harvesting the distinctive 
tree; where, however, its harvest has begun, even a distinctive tree is 
subject to the law of shich’chah for the fruit that remains. According to 
this view, the qualifying clause of מֶּה דְּבָרִים אֲמוּרִים  does not apply at all בּ�
to the case of a tree that is laden with two se’ahs of fruit; therefore, if a 
tree remains with two se’ahs after its harvest has already begun, it is 
exempt from shich’chah (Rambam Commentary and Matnos Aniyim 
5:25, from Tosefta 3:14; Mahara Fulda; Shenos Eliyahu; cf. Rash and 
Rosh, second explanation). This second view is the one followed in the 
Gemara (60a).
 A distinctive tree whose harvest has begun is subject to shich’chah 
because we assume that it will likely be forgotten permanently by the 
owner. Even if the owner later recalls the existence of this tree, he will 
not return to it, for he will remember having begun its harvest, and will 
assume that he completed it as well (Mirkeves HaMishneh to Rambam, 
Matnos Aniyim 5:24, cited in Derech Emunah there §164).
15. As long as there remain beneath the tree fallen olives that the owner 
has not overlooked, the olives still on the tree are not considered 
shich’chah, and remain the property of the owner (Rash; Rosh; Mahara 
Fulda).
 [Rosh points out that in the case of grain, we rule that detached 
produce located next to standing produce does not prevent the latter 
from becoming shich’chah (see above, 6:6 [55b]). Rosh explains that in 
the case of olives, those who gather them from beneath the tree 
generally check to see whether any olives remain upon the tree. Since 
the final examination of the tree does not occur until the olives beneath 
it are gathered, the owner is not considered to have overlooked the olives 
on the tree until after the gathering takes place. Therefore, the olives on 
the tree are not shich’chah.]

10. Literally: rectangles. A לְבֵּן  is a mold used to מ�
make rectangular bricks (the Hebrew for brick is 
ה  as in Genesis 11:3 et al.), and the word ,לְבֵנ�
became synonymous with rectangle (see Rambam 
Commentary, here and to 3:1). In our Mishnah, 
לְבְּנִים  refers to narrow strips of land separating מ�
the rows of trees.
 The Mishnah’s case concerns three rows of 
three trees each, with a strip of land separating 
each row from the adjoining one. The tree under 
discussion is the one that occupies the central 
position of the nine, i.e. the middle tree in the 

middle row [see diagram] (see Mahara Fulda; Rambam Commentary; cf. 
Rash; Rosh; Shenos Eliyahu; see Derech Emunah 5:169).

11. I.e. the middle tree in the middle row (Rav, following Rambam).

12. The reasoning behind this exemption will be addressed in the 
Gemara.

13. This applies even to an ordinary olive tree, which is not distinctive in 
any way (see Rash). If it is laden with two se’ahs of olives, it is not 
subject to the law of shich’chah. Therefore, if the owner overlooked this 
tree at the harvest, he may return to it later and collect its fruit.
 This exemption derives from the similar exemption that is taught in 
an earlier Mishnah regarding grain (above, 6:5): If standing grain 
contains two se’ahs and he forgot it, it is not shich’chah. The same 
applies with regard to a tree (Shenos Eliyahu; see also Rash Sirilio to 
the Gemara ד”ה הא אם יש בו; see, however, Aruch HaShulchan HeAsid, 
Peah 10:7; Derech Emunah, Tziyun HaHalachah 5:249).

14. According to one view, this clause qualifies both the Mishnah’s 
previous statement regarding a tree that is laden with two se’ahs of fruit 
and the statement of the earlier Mishnah regarding a tree that has ‘‘a 
name in the field.’’ Thus, a distinctive tree, or a tree of two seahs, is 
exempt from shich’chah only as long as the owner has not yet begun 
harvesting it. Once their harvest begins, these trees too are subject to 
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Halachah 2

Mishnah The Mishnah cites two further instances in which a tree is exempt from the law of shich’chah. The 
first case:

לְבְּנִים יִת שֶׁנִּמְצָא עוֹמֵד בֵּין שָׁלשֹׁ שׁוּרוֹת שֶׁל שְׁנֵי מ�  In the case of an olive tree that is found standing between three — ז�
rows of olive tees, with the rows separated by two strips of land,[10]  ֹוּשְׁכָחו — and [the owner] forgot to harvest 
[the tree],[11]  אֵינוֹ שִׁכְחָה — it is not shich’chah.[12]

 The second case:
יִם יִת שֶׁיֵּשׁ בּוֹ סָאת�  and [the owner] — וּשְׁכָחוֹ  ,In the case of an olive tree that has two se’ahs of fruit upon it — ז�
forgot to harvest it,  אֵינוֹ שִׁכְחָה — it is not shich’chah.[13]

 The Mishnah now qualifies the ruling of the previous Mishnah, concerning a distinctive olive tree:
מֶּה דְּבָרִים אֲמוּרִים ?When are these words said, i.e. that a distinctive tree is not subject to the law of shich’chah — בּ�
ן שֶׁלּאֹ הִתְחִיל בּוֹ  But if he began — אֲבָל הִתְחִיל בּוֹ  .At a time that [the owner] did not yet begin harvesting it — בִּזְמ�
harvesting it,  ֹעְתּו נָּטוֹפָה בְּשׁ� יִת ה� ,then even if it is known as an olive tree that drips [oil] in its time — אֲפִילּוּ כְּז�
it is subject to the law of shich’chah.[14] — יֵשׁ לוֹ שִׁכְחָה  ,if he forgot to complete its harvest — וּשְׁכָחוֹ

 The Mishnah teaches a rule concerning the point at which olives on a tree become shich’chah:
חְתָּיו ן שֶׁיֵּשׁ לוֹ תּ�  יֵשׁ לוֹ  ,As long as [the owner] has [olives] remaining to be gathered beneath [the tree] — כָּל זְמ�
 ,he has [olives] that he may harvest at the top of [the tree]. So long as there are olives beneath the tree — בְּרֹאשׁוֹ
those remaining on the tree are permitted to the grower.[15]
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Sdeh Yehoshua, following Rosh to our Mishnah). [Some say that Rash 
too follows this opinion (see Maharam Chaviv here; Tiferes Yisrael and 
Shaarei Emunah to the Mishnah); see, however, Mahara Fulda and 
Beurim of R’ Moshe Feinstein, who have a different understanding of 
Rash’s view.]

A. According to some authorities, when R’ Lazar attributes the exemp-
 tion of this tree to the surrounding rows, he does not mean that they 
hide the tree from view, but that they render it distinctive. A tree located 
in the center of this unusual configuration is a distinctive and 
memorable tree; therefore, it is exempt from shich’chah (Rash Sirilio and 

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

states that this holds true only if the three items form a ה  row, which ,שׁוּר�
is defined as three sheaves in a straight line (see Mahara Fulda there, as 
explained by Derech Emunah, Tziyun HaHalachah 5:175). [See also 
above, 5:2 and 6:3, where the Gemara characterizes every group of three 
sheaves as ‘‘a row.’’] Based on this, our Gemara suggests that the reason 
this tree is exempt is that it is part of a row of three trees (see Mahara 
Fulda; Beur of R’ Chaim Kanievski; cf. Pnei Moshe). See Rash Sirilio and 
Maharam Chaviv for other explanations.
7. Although this tree is part of a row of three, it is the only one of the three 
that was forgotten. The other two trees in the row were harvested. A 
single forgotten tree in a row cannot be judged a forgotten row, and so is 
not exempt from shich’chah (Mahara Fulda; Pnei Moshe). See Gra for a 
different approach.
8. I.e. by the two outer trees of the center row and by the two rows on 
either side (Mahara Fulda and Maharam Chaviv, following Rambam 
Commentary and Matnos Aniyim 5:25; see also Pnei Moshe; Beurim of R’ 
Moshe Feinstein).
 The exemption of a tree hidden by other trees is based on the ruling of 
an earlier Mishnah (5:6), which states that if grain was overlooked 
because the poor blocked it from view with their bodies or covered it with 
straw, it is not shich’chah. Here too, since the tree was overlooked only 
because it was blocked from view by other trees, it does not become 
shich’chah (see Derech Emunah, Matnos Aniyim ibid.:172 and Beur 
HaHalachah to 5:3).
 [However, this holds true only if the trees are separated by two strips of 
land. If, however, there is no separation between the rows, so that the 
trees cluster tightly together, this tree is subject to the law of shich’chah. 
For a tight cluster of trees is extremely noticeable; therefore, we may 
assume that the owner at some point took note of each and every one of 
these trees. Because he certainly noticed the middle tree, it becomes 
shich’chah when he subsequently overlooks it.]
  [Rambam writes (Matnos Aniyim ibid.) that the tree need not be sur-
rounded on all four sides in order to be exempt from shich’chah. Even if it 
is surrounded by trees on only three sides, it is exempt. Some say that this 
contradicts Rambam’s interpretation of our Mishnah (see Mareh 
HaPanim ד”ה כיני); others see no contradiction (see Radbaz ad loc.).]
 See Variant A for another interpretation of the Gemara.
9. Nod is the name of a place, where the olive trees are known to be of 

1. According to R’ Meir, the olives on the tree remain permitted to the 
owner even after those beneath the tree have been gathered. In his view, 
these olives do not become shich’chah until after all the hidden places on 
the tree are searched for olives. Only then are the remaining olives on the 
tree considered shich’chah and forbidden to the owner (Rash; Rosh; Rav; 
Mahara Fulda; cf. Rash Sirilio; see 60b note 1). [But the Tanna Kamma 
holds that since this final check is not always performed, the olives become 
shich’chah even before this point (Beurim of R’ Moshe Feinstein).]
 [Rambam (Commentary) explains the Mishnah differently. In his view, 
this exchange deals with the limits that are placed on the shich’chah 
rights of the poor. The olives on the tree are those which were overlooked, 
and are now shich’chah. The Tanna Kamma rules that as long as there are 
shich’chah olives beneath the tree, the olives on the tree are exclusively 
for the poor. Once, however, the shich’chah has been gathered from 
beneath the tree, the remaining olives on the tree are permitted to all. R’ 
Meir maintains that until the tree reaches the point at which beating it 
with a stick will produce no further olives (as is done by one who searches 
out the hidden fruit), the olives on the tree are reserved for the poor, even 
if no shich’chah remains beneath the tree. For yet another interpretation 
of this ruling, see Hasagos HaRaavad to Rambam, Matnos Aniyim 1:12.]

2. One might assume that when the Mishnah speaks of two strips of land 
separating the three rows, it requires two strips in each direction, so that 
there is a separation between both the north-south rows and the east-west 
rows. R’ Lazar informs us that, in fact, only two strips running in the same 
direction are required (Mahara Fulda). The rows running in the other 
direction need no separation between them.
 For other explanations of R’ L’azar’s statement, see Rash Sirilio; 
Maharam Chaviv; Beur of R’ Chaim Kanievski.

3. Mahara Fulda; Maharam Chaviv; cf. Sefer Nir.

4. And is therefore exempt from shich’chah, as per the ruling of the 
previous Mishnah.

5. The other trees in the center row are also located between two strips of 
land and are thus equally distinctive. Why then should this one be singled 
out? (see Mahara Fulda; Gra; Pnei Moshe). See Rash Sirilio for another 
approach.

6. An earlier Mishnah (6:4 [54b]) rules that three sheaves, or three heaps 
of olives, or three stalks of grain are not shich’chah. The Gemara there 
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 A dissenting view:
בִּי מֵאִיר אוֹמֵר חְבָּא  :R’ Meir says — ר� מּ�  The olives on the tree are forbidden to the grower from when — מִשֶּׁתֵּלֵךְ ה�
the one who searches out hidden [olives] goes on his way, having completed his task. The owner may harvest 
them until that point.[1]

between the two strips of land?[5]  אִם מִשּׁוּם שׁוּרָה — And if this 
tree is exempt because there is no shich’chah for an entire row,[6]

בְּשׁוּרָה נִידּוֹן  צְמוֹ  ע�  can it be that [a single tree] alone is — הוּא 
judged as an entire row? Of course not![7]

 R’ Lazar presents the true reason this tree is exempt from the 
law of shich’chah:
שׁוּרוֹת יְדֵי  ל  ע� שׁוּרָה  יְדֵי  ל  ע�  Rather, this tree is exempt — אֶלָּא 
because it is hidden by the trees of [its] row and by the rows of 
trees on either side of it.[8]

 The Gemara cites the view of R’ Yochanan, who disputes R’ 
Lazar’s interpretation of the Mishnah’s ruling:
[יוֹחָנָן] (יוסי)  בִּי  ר� ר  הִיא  :R’ Yochanan said — אֲמ� נוֹדִיִּין   בְּזֵית 
תְנִיתָא  ,The Mishnah is speaking of an olive tree of Nod — מ�
which, because of its great value, is commonly planted in the 
center of a group of trees. The olive tree of Nod is a distinctive, 
memorable tree; therefore, it is not subject to shich’chah.[9]

Gemara The Gemara cites an Amoraic ruling regarding our 
Mishnah’s first ruling:

בִּי לְעָזָר ר ר� תְנִיתָא  :R’ Lazar said — אֲמ�  This is the case — כֵּינִי מ�
of the Mishnah; where there is a separation  לְבְּנִים מ� שְׁנֵי   שֶׁל 
 OF TWO STRIPS of land between the three rows AND [THE — וּשְׁכָחוֹ

OWNER] FORGOT to harvest [THE MIDDLE TREE]. There is no need 
for anything more than two strips of land between the rows.[2]

 R’ Lazar continues,[3] now addressing the reasoning behind the 
Mishnah’s ruling:
יְימִין ק� ן  נ� What are we dealing with in the Mishnah’s — מָה 
ruling concerning an olive tree found in the center of three
rows? That is to say, for what reason is the tree not subject to 
shich’chah? R’ Lazar offers a pair of suggestions and dismisses 
both:
 If it is because a tree located between two — אִם מִשּׁוּם דָּבָר מְסוּיָּם
strips of land is regarded as a distinctive object[4] —  אֵין כָּאן 
 .but are there then no other olive trees here, i.e — זֵיתִים

59b1 KOL ZAYIS CHAPTER SEVEN PEAH HALACHAH 2



tion in which it is often found (Mahara Fulda; cf. Rash Sirilio).
 For other approaches, see Pnei Moshe; Gra; Maharam Chaviv.

10. R’ Yose discusses trees that, unlike a tree of Nod, are not intrinsically 
valuable, but are nonetheless valuable in the eyes of their owner, who 
‘‘checks on them’’ constantly, as if they were trees of Nod (Mahara 
Fulda). [In their owner’s eyes, then, these trees are distinctive; 
therefore, they are exempt from shich’chah (see above, 58a).]
 For other views, see Pnei Moshe; Gra; Maharam Chaviv.

unusual quality. R’ Yochanan holds that the Mishnah discusses a tree 
from this place. Because of its quality, this tree is regarded as distinctive, 
and so is exempt from shich’chah.
 According to R’ Yochanan, the configuration described in the Mishnah 
is not essential to the exemption. Rather, it is mentioned only for 
purposes of identification. For it is common to plant these highly 
regarded trees in this configuration, surrounded by lesser trees. The 
Mishnah identifies a tree of Nod by referring to the unusual configura- 
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of olive trees that are valuable to their owner.  רְכָּן שֶׁדּ�  מִכֵּיוָן 
כְּנוֹדִיִּין  Since it is [the owner’s] practice to check on — לִיבָּחֵן 
these valuable trees frequently, as if they were [olive trees] of 
Nod,  זֵּיתִים אֵין לָהֶן שִׁכְחָה  even all these other — אֲפִילּוּ שְׁאָר כָּל ה�
types of olive trees too are not subject to shich’chah.[10]

 The Gemara qualifies the Mishnah as understood by R’ 
Yochanan:
יוֹסֵי בִּי  ר� ר  נוֹדִיִּין  :R’ Yose said — אֲמ� דָּבָר  סוֹף   It is not — לאֹ 
essential that the olive tree actually be one of Nod.  ּאֶלָּא אֲפִילּו 
זֵּיתִים  Rather, the same is true even of all other types — שְׁאָר כָּל ה�

59b2 KOL ZAYIS CHAPTER SEVEN PEAH HALACHAH 2


	Yerush Peah 48-59 heb
	Yerush Peah 48-59 en



