B 1y

DYDY PKIN 97D N N
H oo o

DYDY PIXON 7D M) 3

Po 3w o
1723

obr plon 1D p 3

7 PEY P fr WOk

pRY PR WD DB
17 Qup

obn pdon 1o M

D PEY P H W

pRY PR WD DB
17 QR

i
DINADI M

RNDOIND 77722 1MBR [R
(RYIFN (777 3D)
JAvan Senamew 8% [
™91 XY (@w) XnooIN
(X" 7179 0™ Pann) P”7032
31 MHwITa o1 o7
75 131 mean Yva mown
3N a1 noTx Xn
X7 T 73 0P e
¥ 0Py MM RO
Mm% WK X1 37 WM
AR bya mowt ot
-

XNDON2 LIIMSY W [
MW 1T YT (ow)
SR oW en (T
'S IMNoWT (ow) XNBOIN2
a1l
Moo N M0
STV 29 RvVY

BRG]

Naie

TIMOR 139N 27V MO N1 RIS ITIMOLY TN MW INT
(779) 1793 PIDT3 DPOPD3 HP*H DD 2N F2 Immsww
D9 7373 PI3IW 00D 1D £79 DI DN §3 £ 1373
,076 55 \POEE 7D 2P 3D PALID IINEE IMYD h
WML o7 £ dEP I HEIPN
onoE wh 97hd3 7:%3 (eRIALE
H0 HM 370030 By POPE W
boopnsr 2 omnh ppyT
B0 o wpd b T pIDd
omnh Wob £79 373 e
o ph BN P3P
v BN omt wh e
mph P £797 HD
370030 DD DI DL
70 opop wh b oMnh 1H
T i07h D s
370p3 oF HpOPId3 170 WE
»hH Y7 B PY3 MY DVL
we ph peE dDdE
DT 179 YIMEY DD OPN3
»h p7e b T3 T DD
WO bh PEOE DAVDIE
B opdE ot Ph 1oL
,HDDPIND BP0 HYD PN 1H3 GORD) PIDTD MIDP3) DI
POOEY YB3 B DO D783 ML HPYY3 OPPN ML
336 pOE> 1730 dp30 0B w3 1h D7E3 D30 du30 ob I
,AD3E "D DD BPOE ~oh H3H PHOEY w3 B w3 Hro ob
("5 qIp) PYIEDDT 37D3 NP5 1) PP 91 IDPD hp) Bh
£%0 31030 YN DPEDD HMII0 £IDY B HIEP PrENT IS
IR0 DIE3 TV HIL 7 DL H Y3 370p30 oh7
WIE D3 HOE DS 15 INNER 1INT AN 1DPOEY DIES
06259 I0f) 155 101D DO (B n73) PIb 0B P03 PRT B
N5 0Bt *75 % 2pd1 I 109D HAE ;NI 0 N3E 235 b
WL 753 T B IS 9Pn3 qB7 P 0 IHM
MO NOTE 1) 9P b7 12 H33 17 Sy DIBDED HDEDT
DRIE M0 HM DIED 1 M 1h 10T 753 T/ OHT DNOE3
SomET B0 dp P7ED TIDY WD 1IN T 1OPOE OdMD

mn e

OND WWn pRa v

nen -

WR OIS MRS 85 Avan Sya mow
NP N DRSLY MEPR 0¢ AT Ao
oaN PpEE M oown WM AT ia
TN NP NN T P R Pewnse
nan 5pa mow N5 ooy ymnsew
FeE DN 53 YRS T o W
PSR OB N P AN PP T
ISR ANE MRS WED DA Py
POLIDM NN P N AT Y R
WomAT owbs mpmaw vy preow
P3N AR At NI ano
™IS AN* SN Dwa NPT 0 NN
pro S on prvp pomo .L:a NTER
T A2 5 Am PR pna e

WANT M OWa NDY Y ONITD T2 NN M
AT N2 BN R pad Sow oM

N1 NN

:13]

10dIDD TN POEY PO LN LMD MIPN 4D 29037
WD BTN 3 ITIMSEY T MDY MK 2D IMRDY N
B3 P10 ML BN DIE3 3703 THW B PP B P
573 10W5EE £ oY DR3E DD ©7H 3D ON WINOE DIMIBD
H7 073 0INR b 07h B
£799 7D 191 PO 0 HY b
1h py 370p30n POE P37
o762 Yon pwp HIE w3
(75 975 ywpy 9) 371 B7399M
by WWh7 37003 WM P
b 3 100> Wph 370p3 1L
SponE ) gb omp o
(W2 NG Dmow T anNy
oY e pone M .nmsen
M0 d7E3 HpnT KO 3D
dp P39 d3b 3 A onop
7o ¥ vy HHOPD3 oy
DIE3 P3 PY3 P3 10D 3P
elpfk B Pipbol ok P BT ol /BN
POOE PY3Y) DX () B33 Prmb
I DTEI TIHYED HINT PO
753 T whE Y7 T
qb 1978 753 oW °h 33 Ww7E
906 36 *Hp D1 S I0TE 1 dnor7 dOE MO F 73
S0P D3 DB 107E 753 T oh g0 INvE] pavd AN
Hns ST Ho pevp ux e 0 B 9P prEd
M0 JInh 19 % ) o Y Sishs N 1PpRD
@) PIMb OB PID3T ML 3H PEIDn HE pdm
ATC 753 TMY o3 SHwE 1y 9 by mbp
13 POPD opb D1 WDy (020 > b ,1EDs 9m (]
105 1P 6 1 9753 Wpb jpoavd 2o ph by 07Ed Y
W7E 753 T/ WDH[T] 1977 T2 35 PDND [P1NA] 1D
YomEh 23D oY 5 prb3 YD /1 KIS 93 N3N 1 6
B3 102300 21223 HpNT w3 W0TE 753 T 270h[7 37PN
I3 P £ap7 Y7p YMEY YTE M1 1Dh D53 THDS 07

21D JOh 79 o w3 Bh 1078 753

o 113

55 107I0h 12 H10 ©H 107 B3 1Mb b)Y 1D 1HE3 HTY H IS T T FDD BN 10H%ENT 0N HD 11pPY *HN3

1239099 3y HH OTEN TR 12 901 12a0d 11>2 16 10Inh 1190 059 o 0B D BIE % dnst MNP AL 9 D o

1906 19 512 0B 1975 T3 7MY H1D 0b D D PBD 03 MY DTED dv30 Bb D B HEP O7H NTE P03 03 1)

BYON 103 2DIDT KD /151 FIW KIM 1IAN T BWD KIN T MWKPY 10T DD 3pD YO 03 HID 5P 10T 03 jL0am

753 79D 1°h O DD P5I DINBE 197 °2p B TIKY 03 LY 2 MIDE N3 1DTE PR3 T HID #BHY 03 1Y HE
2007E 753 70 HOE 203 103 1D ,00 DTPD 301 B0 PaDER DrBE 350 D7 HT KD DD 16D 0TE

WHMD B9

NI TIWE TR T jpdi> o%o b phopy wmp ph P
95 MDY 1R PR3] 30 du3 1mop B b msw 1w v
»1d7 D75 O;H3 hp BT Dy [0 1pa B Hoop3 B yowmoEE
3o propy 230 b3 peopy oo podE 275 amb3 hp WHT o3
ADIE N0 1IPON PIE DTE3 0 H BT Mbn7 Hibr w3 07h
WL O WL P DL P33 0 336 Smvd dnp Mo woEs
Q3N M1 Wb Y3 d3H omE o B l*bma " DOE P3N
AMDRN TS I06P M 1INOE N0 3 DPIT 31 BT 1D pE
LODOE M0 10O B WDH P37 WD N9 1pb PKILT Y3 DTC3
1377 b33h 2 NI NS 1PN () 0737 pro3 b DM
03 P ofsnd Ipb PS5y b 9FY o) PpT BT B pnT
INTE 753 TMY HIE O3 275 %) Rt MPY jpam oonh 13
P77 DRI AN 2350 10 {oInH TIE a0 TS BT T BN
IR TIAD T M MR NS 05 ] 070N B o7
NEM 719903 1) 9D ©7h D5 195D BT M DTE3 7w b 1hph
»o°] D AT TIND 1IN T3 YT FIDw NI A N o
my B DM (o2 JInh 19 1P03°) 10TE PD3 TOWE [PPY3
1¢b o3y b OOE pap3

23 N33

"M 0T PP3 ~pH 57 0b Pd 3> whE qpums Fimv N BN
M3 s O S N uEm b pp B

ond DODEY MNSPD 2> NPOYT FOp IPPNT ANSY MIPN O3 N7
MN5pD D BTN WD B3 PO T7E3 TS NSpp D 300md %
WHOE? IpNT SDWD HVE PO DI PIST POOEY TSP ,BREY
TR TSN DMIDPD D33 370 1upd 3 Dt B POET DIRd b d3b
Su3 MDY N DTS IMOWY N MWW WM T P
D30 303 1000 H7 DIEM BTN T2 WMIWW T NS WK A
01h 30 10mOEE PPOET Hp Wy MepT [0 07 w3 Do oEn
B3 D75 OMb3 TMY 1wH3 5730 du3 1mp B wob dndE N0 1P
D230 33 793 H7 B30 du3 ey 11p7 Bh j»ppw b 73
D30 33 055 Yoy dnop M Fb7 HP3 ZwnE ) b B 13
D230 bp3 1o B Wwob [27H] ,a0h D783 Tow3 B Hmdy d
O3 3D D3 ML PR9I PDET M) °h HDP3 WML M LD
np B 30 o3 oo 1moET a70BY PpEy 91 DTE ;b3
Sp3 058 BN P BY (770 yp) PpORIDA .07h X WmOEE W
Nh MO MWD AT DIPEDY MWW WIW DIMSW UK DT 1DID
WPPE DIDD 3D DONPY DYTH OF HDVE D OPH3E IND
Y7p7 0730 3 1MOEY D WDh MW WK ML 0dMD HnE
D30 dp3 H3pn d3H DOOL M7 MY DILI TOW HMTT POPE

NN N Y9

TR T 70 0 ANSY N DD IMASY DD ImnseY 370
DD MNIL FIIW T D WD TR TV NI W D TS
9657 1075 1) 90D 1DTE P03 TMDED M7 7D g3 TNV 1Y AN

W7 Pp3 #ph >7h 05y ob lbwb 319 HE D #D 1D 1T TIAD 0T M TS T2V WD BN PR 1N T 270 107 HIOE 903 B

1057 ob o3 »a0d

12 HOE PS5 WTE P03 DD A T IS MBN T2 AT S5 KM 25 a) Dpp B

D" Dmoh

mY] 770 5 pvIELY (P
B 973 779 a7 bpopIp
[Bpop Hsp £pd

N"37 Dman

YYD WImsRw [N
bres 37mva ymnowy
:pnm K91 nm
A W Pl
Y3 N 57ED MY
prm
AIRY PY MWW PR (3]
$prm W2 nm LYo
X PEYp BRI (1)
:97es vk P10 wna

.
zbwn N 1N
™R 2 (N
) SEE
inmpb awin 85 e
Ny on?
R b
ST AR 953 TN
(@ 72 oM7)

Tpn

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



D W nmoh

w3 n”-s 1"9 b (B

—
2bwn N 1N

Sy nmuny paimy (8

DERER MW WY

Spum wb i

DEoN nwn WD
iy o
(11 N-SNu)

oy M Nn (2

DOgiNg o Ty
(-(5 25 omaT)

rIND

£P3 00N D7ED 30 of B0 Hru3 .wps e WD mn
S’vm oD B B0 1mb M 10 Db I PO
fmnb 507 a0Wn 16 P> dHOE Y710 *Had praEy 10310)
oM 1) 193 EPO DO'D 97Dh By b MDD PO YpE
B apd .NmEm ;v tonop
N8 WD tero vy IDD3
oD°h N3 pnh7 B Evwpn
DAE> HpNT IOE O B £p
o Ep qh ob 33 vhop ppo
2D MWD POE WHY Mo
S osbp B M aeem N8
IHE PIDI (o a7p) HdDPIND
PR o (o qp) D PD B
DOEY 13D %33 5D 1073 IMp3
ome wh pEbw oowgd
D PONE N ,OPOE PHPDM
Yoo omp wh ppppd qb
™ hp o S open A
hh W v HpnT B
wh Ppppd gb th 3 Pdp
poE of Y3 png Y oo
Wof onop ponpa (rud qb
orh Y7) PEHI N "
213000 13 pInd 0L OndE
on pEpd Lpwss IR
OB YL NOEHTY EhY) v3
PHE EHID 1 DPmd MBS e 7p 1ry) PIPE PYIOD
PPE OEHY M3D DEIDH BN pWDD I3 M b
D70 100 PP DNph NG PIPE 3 jRnD D
01D H 577205 1INY B W £ pap) PIPA 233 D
20 391 5772 1oh0d onh ©my T o ;ED) THBp
A7) o 09BN PIELY ILh 1DW(E) T PID IPNT
MIh PH 5P DN PIT BT 1037 N3 £IDD Hv™
BN 1MF w1 7w MInh PHE MY gh P
o) pHE HMY 17> BEn 1Phm AE oLd 1 Phos opn
70b DL ©b [271EM] OEN 12H 1D ML I0H PP 11
SRVET IODOE DD PND 573 10D 130 HE DIPNHD 1013
PHE o0 1) & £773 105 DIEDD D5 I50 D s
DIEDY 959 57pH 0b d3hH .7t wen 190H NP NE o)
DHNDY IO 1 POE Ob LMW W PR 1 BTN N
91,00 DB 03 TPN3 NV 12 DD VL 1N
:57pb BPOE 1D M2 HD NpD DB M3 pdb OYD MVE
SOPP DND DD Nada PEd 5T 1oumdn L 1)
w3 95 1

NTOWD N

T2 MWR AN 9D

Lo ala N B
S Mmoo

wan paa el

[ -

Ao O R A wpa e ]
SR NSO JNSE NTT 1D ARPE P
wpa Pow w85 MDY Ao o B
DWRM NN 922 AN I YN e
NPT 9T R0 NPT D MY T NPNe
TOPI NN O TN
(mm]

VR e WA Anow % PN e
VA AR O v s wapsnT anaw
Ampnn 537 555m mansw % P
M Anow 15 v oNSk s M opnd
Ny opnd anow B ops m&n
B o S wa Anow P -m:&r:
1 OMN N A [pasb]e ay anow
ARY Sp neans e nT s S5
Mo P WN NN M o
5553 ..-mn‘) SRp DD NI N5PE T

R p i)
:13]

EP3 IOWDODE MDD NDP MIDN3T WP mEIM 19D
MY 35 DD of PrED W31 ,ONOE wH ML P DHPM
PPID Q10 PODT ST IR mITRWS 10D BP3 D00 D760
WL 13 B HP DY BOOE 1 B HMPR 1 (7o) PPYT
£77 %01 199) B0 DN £p3
By &: oh ™ omE B
B> 70 MY POEY Ep3 DDIDN
R LB o2 A bl i )
IMD3 MPN3 HDPT HO WP
wh WoEY £p3 WohE Thh
MPE EPY bh W3 ohop
BOE IMYD POEE DN I
Ho .NnX 1OmoE wh EpD pdp
b7 D> BB D My 7
DIV 733 () IPYT PIB3 17
¥y upn Ppd had B
o opd 57y MBPT 1D
oL »on poppd omr b
A3 0E WPy (hdy dpdR
oo ph w3 B v
™ 191 9P3E 1»hH PHPPD DN
Sor oppe ph W3 b B
P2 DPDE LD D IMYR
SwreT o MInn comp wh
NP MO and st
povh mbh  mpvh  pend
70b OPRd 57ph 1313 1DPHE TV V3D PPN MO
1 B30 HYoY DEv70 opd b DhEY B0 TIPHD 1M
¥ ph pimdh omb pEnE B ,0HIpd BT oEp
DI PV 760 Sy Diomd L PWIL HIP3 I vPIP
B9y 1O 1963 0on3 iMb PoEnt B9 BB PrEne
DT DNAD3 I;D PEYTINE BN 270D PID3 PEMN Mbom®
1070 Dhaws hady Aop 93m My on ope 3b
DNV JON PIEDY THPP ©IND OMINY DEWE B LBy H
S N PN 100DY HIPY 01 TN LAEMm ONEn T
035 1h D0 PPN 19 T0Bd PHE DYE3 PIEE p
O DTE3 INY DHILY TSP NSPR % PPOT HINI3 £V
©°p W HS 99D ™0 PHE MY qb PSP 1IN PHE 5D
WY DYNPHRIN DRHN THND T wen 1Y jornh
PHE *Dh AmDw 15 W I DYNPND 1HN BPB3 I POEY 1)
3> popby oEE DPHD KD TS mmuee tMmD Of b
MHEE B3P 112 OEN 12H10) 513 WHE 11 T0hD DINYD
B 006 M opn M o;b EYP BEY D10 DYpn3
21791 90b ©1pmd 129 7bb o0y of TS W 1onE
S 12 N T 030 /A3 10 Do o1 ,omop 1) ph omb

owpn PN
mpash 'muw

3253 H10 TG 1 OPOD3 DPNd B 0 HP3H 1 HIDH AINEHISH 1P 233 dp Db HOE WHP M3 FIDd A
I0P3 HIVE 13 11 DIIM Db haw

WoD B

PIMYD 30 PINSE 170 £273°] HID HDEDT OPOE 1B £ 1) 30D
DONTY DMBDD 13 PETE OPND HID 1903 047D 11 7Y Db Dpn3
oY IO 300 [13] mmt: M0 0N .(@7» 375 obk) bp B -m:
([ ©MWED 13 b O HD DD (3.3 ) IDIT INI NP -»m:m
PI0) DAIDD *B67 by OED 5T 1 18X 10 hndys bm»p S5 m
761 99D 7IH0E ©IMDD B33 27T 11 113908 HIE DD 30N 1Y
JISPE DOE3 DIPT ©361 DAPD 19 Pa0Y 1,180 P 5pd p3
OIEN NP M0b7 9H13DD 233 h Jr30d ©I3E IPE Pudn ©EIWN £
dndnD HHE HPIPD PIND OIEN PPIP3 DS w9Y 1, PE1 16 DY
3193 PEdD PENE 137 YD 5355 1096 3 wb o1 I Lohpd
OIEN H3H VOIED DY B PHT 22 11H .Y I37 N7 DYLM 0P
*DH3E 0B 0790 5D HINI0 d3 PIpEd MY Lobdn ma w7
PIVE *b> ONIEN PEIWE HIO D10 v 0330 d-H) o7p Yo Pbb
B PP 3353 1 Br7a 9upd p19n 13 Phod D317 99 oo daw
100H3 903 M0 B LM S ph3v

N Y'PD

1IMB 1 PEPDT DOOE 10D 1h JO0D ODIND PP WRT NN TN
DPIPO 3 b THLAE AD W m WS MY M Awmss a0
107DD3 WMb PHYNE PD 2T MNERIT 030>

N3 IS

% b EP3 O™ WMBD Pb HDN3T B0 HY3 WS TR e M
DPIMIE PEPD P3 PHHN DDN MWD [0h] Y36 DRIED 1091 107 BKOE
*HOE B3 PID QI3 19PD PPT Hon D LEDY 110N IWOE ,PUD 19 B
D3 MNP % DM PY3 N B oM oML ) B HORT (070 v7p)
,OF) £DDM D133 Bp OF DL 0PN 10 IDNE PWRT AN 5nR
1(79) 9753 Y71 073179 PRD 21,5055 1 PH 191 195D 13p 50 DIEM
POPE 7Y°) DO HUDT (70 1) £73 PID3 IHPD INTHT NN NN
£DPY [O0DE 126 P00 1397 (Y HIOE Dw BE 1H Nonpd
]IDDD IED°) 99 DIEN 13 PADYE O JPILD b N 11037 HIVI
ph 917 DIED 03 KM [opdE Mo b& PR Woh7] (g 79 Py
PERIES Aw1sT NN 1ehbh HIOE M3 W1 133 Sy Hop Epo
300 9pENT M 1T W T 110D 59D HINI3 BV 1NN
E¥7200 DOEY 979 91,3990 10D PH 3D 2H27 577 jon MED) D51
B3 36,0550 D1pD) 9307 0OC B PH DE¥T OPN3 HIOE Pad
WIBINN PIPVD OBIED MSH MM IMDED B N 0 BT

2o

2D D DEPDT DPOE 1D 1 IMBO b DDOND BRI NN M
PINERIZY 1P3BD DPIPD v b THYE WY T N nwnst
sxhop 9o fm 7:7; TR 1 09PD3 D PHYNE DT

Bow 1y

DYDY YN D7D N N
1D o oM
DYDY PISON 97D M) 3
13 %0 oM
Dby 97D p T
» WA oMWY pUd»
iy

—
SINADI M

X773 DIERIERY (R
7702 /P33 1701 MDD
SR

N"™m DR

MR MY M sk [x]
B+

moN M wpd

Sy oy B s
oon PIEYY .EvmYH
0H MY VLR DI
whE oM oML wh H7a
1o0hdn M

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



B 1y

O PN 37D TN N
30 PED MP] W MK
WY P WD YEW
1[5 up
DYDY PR 97D M 3
ip b0 oD
DYDY POYOY H7D ] A
o 3 H oodo o
7
pon 7D P
[70 DO%D DIE
07 pWdon 370 vy 1
pMb p7Ew W o
[ PuR ALY PP
o™ PISON 37D ] Y
pbh D7EW 1 WX
[0 PP Y PP

DINAD M
STV LI T (R
YTV W PR [
Spsnw on 17D)
A WENY  nrawnm
X771 .9pET N (D)

PR DTN
mmwna kY 320
7979 v Ew) ATV

1175721 X7 (877 17D)
w72) PrELWI JAMY [T
NN 1 exow 2 777 2%
w3 Ry LRRs [0

1175721 X772 07w

N1 Pan

MR PN PIWE [N
+9780 PN 93 Ar

pbwn N AN
TR WP 2 (R
W onw  Tws
iANRe N KO D
Ny o
A AR s
ST AR 02 TN
(& 72 o™aT)
IR DY DIWER (2
nye hon N> oov

R W23
Wo Lpn N YEp
ok R w

Vo8 YT

(33 23 NPM)
mRYn  newm (3
wan O Anvn
il == i
27 npn 12 A

(% 2> M) :ﬂ(}‘l’?

Niaa

sHp 1NDT HRYHH AN NIPD D POV 79 MBI BB
W T T ODn3 EIDT

O™ID) PPIOE M APIT WG pIT BN Npw 3
DIIBD NP B £ IpED 17 ,orEpd B 337 orh

WIBLY  EIDHTPIIELM
Ppd3 IDOT LT 73T N3
oMb 3mpn 9k wwd oHp
oM opb 3y 3p0d Y
Db 031 S Id 3wwp b
N A B0 Ipod

mn e

B o mh o3 HOE
59 MY 103 N ovEpd
TR W PIT WN DN
PPOT Tems Dy AN
o, ODELN MVNED DYIEM
ooy dp b oo Yp
oot oppd vy ponh
oMLY P3 DYIC DN DD
oMY 3 PO qH OVEL) I3
BT yeRre 1) 1oED)d 13
mROIODP3 PEMDT A
SHM ST TTIRER D PR
I0HP 5737 H3p *H23 105 7Y
0 Howsy omh7 M3p B737
b3f orh B o) Hp17 v
onh o3 MHE dn oo
BT DOELIN MPDT
Ph > 10 B3 (7d H7p pMI)
(©> 7 ©737) OY PN PIp
;190 9500 Pd 1 BB 9ppo hS

OND W PRD N N2

(R 177 -

TEP NEPN D I A N .mmv&m
PR NP A AT MY Anowh A
WY IR PRY Y AN IR "IN

Y PP N

231D qf) ,O’?’EDS P ompd s qun D*’Jy‘) 1P3n(f> DMMIN INDY PN
T PN NS MR 951 Py

\p S5e s oMy a8 Tpawe
PP NP 5w TN 2p 3p Sw men
FINSW AR DN NS 1N (12) N
N™A 37 AN AnowR o %5m P
NPOE WY MNIT IMAPD AN T owa
My o v omN anpn 57 e
aN oS N omps e wo mnN
NOY ompS MM Dppa N n
5" m mammwne 550 M e wpb 12 ppee A s oyt
Mo a8 DP5 P aMPS PaT N A WD NN e T e anwe)
NP 557 M PRavRE L DR5 P oMp5 AT NN DIPRD N
TN T SAN DRSNS OMIPS N oy DMN PR N R
V3T AP WA 1N P i .OMepS a omp5 3 NN opea
SaN o wyS P2 omapd o Mo (Men)© ) mneen 550
o PN AN LDTeYS NS SN omp5 NN D N an
S DEYS a8 TPW TP RS 13 ppnw M KPYOn NANRD

N1 N
N2 73]
WYY £ HINII ,IPDD W5 Lpan o 2
Bana3 mmsw W bpD B0 o chnp 37
OIMY DNE O PIELH 1PDd ML SBY 1omnpY EIDN
PH 10D 0 0 P Lonop orh O 3p 3p 36 oowp
S as Ay pn e
foor > ofbs oM 2R
MY IELPO D WD
9pD  obp MW LhTMN
P37 107RDDY 131 AN < PdYT
oMb’ 32T OPd £IBn o
75 b 03T MY Hvwm
3 00 b)Y owEDd qb pPRd
QpnEn pov 337 H3¥ Do
hopd B DpmE Py HH
onET o7 ooy Hndws
e (OED) gh P Hrop
SRR NG 1P £ AN
Dpd B pYPD WENd e
POOE DPMED 0 B3 WP
DY DPPENT DI

13 070D P31 050y 50 AL DDEVNT 13D £737 INHPY SIS KUP WIS PRNER B 10PED) qH IpOYE AT 10N
™7 37pb LRT 13 WS 1D MR RS 1PDD M0 DvIEDd B D36 ©pd #bh Inh 1PN ML DS I3 OEY)
b 1 Bw3n B PRY b7 BP0 15 Db 0737 10PHDY BIDN I 737 10PHDY BIDN I H3H 23D K Y pov
D237 Y795 p7pn "pnT K bp 1950 HLIwnd omb 2EI7T b1 £737 ) shon B Hand HIpn 10b Hppy 9737
2073 53D 517D GHT DHED IPY WM ,DPNED DPEY G IPIVE TV H703 BPTD 10D HPDIT HID P3ET HIPN 50

WD B

HOD 1593 7791 ©DY 3MLDE DM WD YOEM IR oMb 3D’
1 PNODY L oph vbp EvwES N Ewng wom o Hm
7 PDT P BpDy DD LAME EPRS WS D IDIELHD
3 o 2ah nib DD (@ 1 3Ty PPOT HIPN DOELHD
D3 ,(70) WODT P7E3 BB 13 L T B P30 B9 P
WP DN W3 HT PN 13 PIE T P DT I shng
TMEIIE PE IPYICD DIEYN3 pH D PEaT W07 (0D m
O™MY I IIMT PHNDNT DMYT IID 2P 5L OMvd o)
BpYY .0hDN DY BRE D37 POV 3 3P .13 DphE P PP
B pbp obor ppdh B By omb 3T [06] B0 037
TR IRWRN T TR M b (57 dnEn gemd oS
LOVEDY P3 oMY P3P opnpT Eveers s omead p
"> pw3p) OXDY PID3 BT DI oy We3h Wb EITT
PWbT @0 o) D1 3D pID AT DMEYID P IMPD) (7o
oPRED B0 37 BPD B EP D D ppen 83 Ph pwsp
B b howrn DonEnT B9pT 1307 PNE D37 Hrow oY
b e e s paepn e b £on7> ohon BhT o
PIUPR N PID W Y70 DYnEn bY B B0 37 93p7 pov
s B3 90) BT 3307 PID BPd BY N0 137 vy bk 3
SN M tpph 0hD BT 15N 10w b By pd ohon
Y733 DY OPEDPN LENPWT 13 DMLY 13 W 19PN DIpns
DOEH OLNED WOPT MpT LS BeDE M s 1) opp)
HPY PIDT DPHEDT 3P POY N 0T Ko dpnEn o p37
1oEph o POL () PPy Hndws

23 N3
10035 ) PH 1M YO PRODN3 £7H £IDN TP MIpN 03

ARtiar R ]

10760 3 35 omwd oaEp jon mEwd odp WWpE e
mDNT 0 30 165 HrdpT 0ImY b3 13 ph A PN 8w
TWEP PUNN PSP POH DEYE MD PIH BYD MWLM INDE
TIPS oPoE rTIob AEpT A3
B3 WA PID 9T 1Y

Bapn0 NE33 121 ,9pDD 10D M D33 e pa BN 72
OIDIDY PPN ,(B8) D71 173199 DYT A0 DI3 (0 1 6Ip)

OILN LAPST BT PSR P PPID 1Y B (7 b o)
£IDN IEYHD I NPD IPDVT (@7» 77p) DB DHDD PID3I PnT
SELDD 0 MPD M0d7 1D D oMy HPED [PrupnT] Hip )
D230 dp3d pr B3 LF WKL £°7 Y1) HODT 0N HOD ) HIdY]
oMY D3 PONE DI H0E A7ph ,0nOEDd Db H DIELN3I DIVM
D3 31 [0 DI 0dn A7 oMy 03 PONE DT M Bnb Wb
DUDDY P30 N DON DHVLN P DMLY 1PPEOT (D7 hnp
0 O30 0 B ompd oh7 M3p Do 3 ppionT o
B33 (3 73) PEYSH b PID3 DREN VM D) PPIE W L3
B1oon 93 by My dbupy  oapobT pY 973 dhonp 7
30 3 pp H; Homa ho w30 M0 om0y Eph I
o3 pp3b 6 Sbunpe 7 1o M oPEYY PINE T 0D
anh b 1whsy Bng o7 »3d hpp o Bimy Lhndy b
Baman P30 M0 B 3 PP3OE M) Hdh 173 dta om 13 oM
E9DD £INI3 ISP MUSIN G TN 3p 3p S 0ovppD DN
925 Y HPDYT RN SHHR MY e e 1A) ovhadp
»p w3 b B0 Bp» opb 3wm B0 oRdE pEm BY 1 oD

NN N DD

£ID) P10 A LTMBR MIPN 0D MM VS IS pIaza pawws
PN HIE P57 EIDM OHOE D P B D Py By Hnvp

100H3D M3 oYY HPYT

D"wn nmoh

73 70 75 pvw (B

PPIDs b0 o7p bd ih

PIDD 670 17D 1pd 370

775 by (3 (70 p'D

B0 1 ppy

o7ID . oPRD Y] (A
[ Hdb

—=)ode—
13T
BAD M oDws XM M
MUY NBY NOST IR
wPD XYY 1w
B8 <997 NPT YL
YR WS s v
S0 meewn 997 nee
1W72TITIIYY WD RN
S5moms pewpn
MY ONDY MODT R
772 WY A PID Ny
PO R7T W7AT XPYLA
2MMYNT XP I DY
I BAIN I .ONIX
RBYL XDW AN AN
RO PN BT Yo N
M7 RED RPN
773 P2 wra pa pny
Xpn od» WM
w”27 XOX , NN YN
RI7 X127 2NMYNT 120
RULIV'M DNINT 1320 7721
Mo M oxm
Rral - R R
meen 7 vrava’
M AD B TR
D97 W73 KMV XD
,ANwuNT ROWPY
v eI
,XIp T 0D wIINn
M0 WAt RYX
NI RO ANWLIT
8 iR ORM2T 07N
VNER NIRRT NS NN
ewws Ay ey
7737 IR0 PNY 97
OMIRT RO RN
$I0PIT ALWD XM

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



=4 ia i aiii=l~]

op P o (B

[979 »7b hpbpIn] HYTH

oY ) 77D OO (3
[370 ¥ *bP7] an

727
st N9 2INS pen
RDRT XD WD 19
5 97wy a1 pa
MEET AN T oTneT
7737 pnY M%7 pen
onIRT  RLIWBD D
RPWH P71 ovynY RDY
2Myn WY a3 N7
YaR cwh oMk omx
3 owh pa pen
RPINR XOWDI ,PWYH
X>*% a3 xND XY
PO 1D YN Lynb
A annab 'Y oIRD
XY T psn Mn
X7 [P0 omRn vynb
Ry XXM
737 JSEwet mnen
SANWONT XMW DY
TURT LPET PR PN
1VNWD Wan PIw

NTOD N

OND W PRD N N2

Niala

men e

[®”1 - .M2]

B ofpph B H7 H37 0719 Ipod b 121 mamad pen
b 350 DU3d pom 1pET M T TnpT S 0pEd
B10 DnE3 DN do 03 ok b7 owned hnT b7
10> DpNEN 30 D3 00T ppd B 0 B 07y rosT
1oPMEd B 7w Ao 9pod
D5m opbE tn KT N
9pDR DD D7 P3P I DD
wh epd pd B por )
£03 57703 >1hp7 L1703 *pONE
57300 Do10d 95 B Hndm
I PNR T RANTD EDYT
O R7E3 YTND P3 ph3 e
o) pop " D DY)
Tpse BINY 1D 110whdpd
OhSE T D anmwn N7
om3 HOM ,3pDD DD MEM
™07 e 3> ovh 1o
WP OMY B3 WIS 0P MBD
DPEDD D3 I D3 VN LY
,PD0 D0 IMEM PHIPED ML
o0 BT opr M P phE on
i oo 03 Do1p v Hpdd
HIDE 902> IpDD DD HY DD oMY L3 1PPEIE WD
%o psh .ovEpe W B onghin odps mEds P
3> 16 IMEM pASED PHN T NPhndD3 M3 H7pD)
213 90Y 312 5w 5 13 b

MO N 1T RB

528 M5 oINS NS San mmnad pan
ompd N5 San owwepd Snwes K5
538 0I5 pan ypan PN San man
o5 85 Sanw OnerSe mamab NS
oy owpd 85 San wpn o s
12N AT Ea T NANSen PN
TP RAn A oy Sy b
pan PR b 1A ppme T enpn Sy
BAY A P9 paea N5 M BN pan
wp5 3 e M pan At TN
93 PAN N PAN VPN PN BN
WHOMPS AT TMNTE ATE NA
NOTRD T NAnbBne ey ma

PR PR MY 27T PAD DINY

Yppo By d3H onn ondsd MdHpE on ey wwpsn
w! P3 9093 ,3pp2 1IpER Ph 977 213 /10 b DIHd
owPET B3P EITT Bga D37 10WppY BIDD BT Pov
WY Hpoy hoY PPd 3y 3T omby PownnT B
pon7 Y P bobe
DONET BIPHT 73T 10HYY
o3 v pen O Hpp:
13 omp) P3 dp Y9 vpop
9pDR " B H0 7B ,oED)
oM 1P Yep7 Do 3
ob7 ompy7> 0 Py Hopd
/101 903 Bb d3b o7hh YppO
Y9 ppv 7 w0 bh b3
boades  Bdm o737 hIdh
2 10MYY AEIDNT HO3 W7
SIS 1RSI M T T
o73d ' hppy ppv T
£ 9pod 2hET OMHT BN
™ 60 57 ,0Hm1 ppdy Nod
ApDR M0 Yo Bb wppop
YYD 0P MBd WHPT 37vHY
£ 603,00 P Mw) b d3h
i oEpd B d3h £y wwbp B HOT P pe>h
oMY P3 PPORT H1d ohwd Hd PP B Hnnpn Prnd
03 e K TEPNT H1o TINd oMw3T B o) P3
qb1 13 ip 300 P vup d3h Yo omb mp HYH
omby ppY POLY Pp0 IMPIE OPEDY Py O PEDD

N7 T Sy o

BOE PS5 DY DLMET BIPNT 73T W0UHDY BIDNT SrawnT mnrT 5 17303 o) HHH od3 ph obmy ppd Wh7
WINED K TS 10003 P3 07HY PR H0 I0) Ipod dnE MvE HPED 1pod Ph D 57 Enn drmEd Ipoad
"0 oh H77 0603 £>703 207 IPOEHT B 13T HO WpadD PTRd P H375 HXT WP HPH 97 IS 1z Pad
"0 o7d Ohp PPDOT F0 5 Pov D7 PInhT HO MDD Y TS 1o BT RS mNT 8T 1) W pod
o orEph B 336 £1p3 b HAE Inr 35 P30 N0 PuO oMb Mwd WHPT TPEY 03 V1 o 7DHY MM MEY
2753 19pd 03D HD»I33 9pY "N H7IT HPID TN IpDR P73 Hdy3 1dpT KD Py N 1577 HEIDR3 Hdn DY
B 13 md 3 WP MBI 937 B PPEH DIHE (1D I3p 17IT ,070) OITT 77D3 PP MM (379) PHTT
PH7 930 5P /N ) £ PO PT 13 15D HID DON DT #BH DIELHI 10 NP DD M0 DD T oph H PrIwT
mEm Hph7 7v Dobn D Mnn> 7§)9n I3pP7 PP 7 PHDY ODD FIDNT o3 P DBY3D P pRby PSP IpHD

mADT 52 19pod 17 % PH 13 M

3> o7h 03 031 HdE Por 3o o0 B *pH7 7w Ipod qb d3pn MER 1pY

@) HPIPT 19797 DDYIBT PP N H737 HpadD HD3 Hrdn Ppd7 PRY /97 HT B £IDH HDED 31 WK WIT 2T
2193 DD M IMEW I37D HF LD ;D VY PPOOL 0N M HID 37H MBI 370 HS PPOY DIHVE 1D
LOrEDy B b3b £yep3 b Bh Yo orEpd #phy

WHMD B9

(7p9) ©97) PHDT 3753 Y71 ©73mI0 DT PN 3om B3 ,Bpd B0
IHBD BIPWE T 1IN DUYT PRSI TN 8T 1HPD £ pipd)
m 307 Pomb B ppd B Ppy 7 owhoT lmnbv MIZT I
0D 10 P NN TID ©nhd 10T omph (PP Ho3
VN N3 DD BN () 0737 o3 Hh> h5H oMp 90 ohnT
PRI @37 mdT Pnb D07 ,1nspd 1or o307 10T 0 BYED
7 16m [orowan dpppdd nr 103 ph7] ppd M0 B obp
»oh 15 OBY3T B0 M BB D My DPHET IPED N DYMED
[21230 9063 o) BN N HPPD Jor 03 pBT T ,oInkd
orD PRET OIED H36°] (DN Db H7R%) o0 prand B Hnf
H5 M v N Phy 3 hobm a3 2wIDT AT HEYD T
0 DPYEM PN 7N Y 7 W3 05T oM D 30 P30
((prnh B B0 D7) D23 Hhadp MLk HMpSh B o
APDIBD VDR (72) INBD P3 PH D3 DI N TND T KANTD
RY " IDEM HS P30 07HE 11 D PHY ) HD OPY 1PT
Wbh LApaT s 1 owor3 B Ddu3d P phhn HY P Ph IMD
BID 1w 051 P30T N7 IEVHD N NPDY D30 13 DN OTPED
Rele P

R ) N"37

AD PST TIPSR YT TV NINN PR KT 938 T NG 470
WHE gh 0w OYED qb MK 9hod DT wh H7 0737 HIdh
PET TIRET PN 97T T gepd 0hpn pov ) HOT opned mE
Wh on ,DPPEd ME HIE HPT TH5 NN B BT v 1D
D 1IDPH TN NTT b YY) PPod B M0E wprd M

$2m 137 ome3 shy EIDy HDED BING 8T TaN amad pen
omp BING topmEd Ph obod P 7 BY7 Lapmm vipsm pS
28 SN 10D M7 B 060D M7 Mm% N TN 1oL
NDY (737 D » v Hp) OO DND3 DT ,0hD M7 BT T
b o3 pp) PPEITT DLMED B3 191 ImD Tdb oInhn M) h>
17 aBh L oS g cod b A TEh ¢ yp s
Bopp7 7pd PP P2 amb 3Ee HD e omb w3d Imds Hb
1endery ©77) 371 PEDE 1939 £PD 191 ]9 DED ©%p omb 9L D)
ompd P30 HOT N0 D37 HIMH MpsT 1psT e T mawT R
WL DPNEDT DIV 37D 30 P30 Ph &P B .orErh
o Bap) IO 010 Wb anosd ok P30 B0 Dy AT
oN qb ©p > PEIN PEEh ToEh A wnh pnesh ¢
O3 09PN Y M3h 3T b Y7 0rEh omph ok
DT DYD )37 (370 oE) PPINHY (170 17p pwap) O HHTD BHEN3
17 0PD 231 10 PHE D) ,07H £79 2D 33a7 prp I omon
Bop7 71 PENE 133 3001 [2% Wwd Ip07T 230 dp3d opId
OIEN7 b 9h% B b 570 (3) MPSn 1h pIDT HTdnT
Woh 510 *ph Bpd £ BEpr B1d b SpY 2393 dbunee 7

N2 2Yn3

BoY7 10 ©EDY gb PPDRT 15 DD 1IPDD 737 H3dH T Ay

Bz 1rp3 HY7 pnh Ph omi1 ooz Ppod HXE qb oHDT

HIp0 PHAMEM HSE 0D APET 1PET WP NIN I FOPIL
o orEpd Woh I »dy dn

2D ©PEDY #Dh DK MM Y 0 DI H2D 57 B HPE 1P #D N5 mwan NS 3T 1o DINY

DINAD M

w3 PR (R
SPT orwI
o2 nra JTMBNT (2
XM 0wM o3 M
STIRN e
oW 73 LApRT 1
;vpan
MOYYIPR MR 2T (T
N3 27 @1 vp) ORI
N¥Y 927 orwna anwen
71 D) DT AMYR
BT 7 INWR 3T Ry

e
Rkl sl iakh]

AmRe 2nb kS Yar (v
IR Yy ’Y YAk vvn
:myb nn prum J97es
bres @b apen (3
prmy IR RIT MM
927 WPOM BIRW 5 (3]
+9733 MWD R¥N

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



B 1y

O PN D7D TN N

2 kb aop poodke

WY PP WD YW
P PO

e
DINADY M

Yo s APeNY R
T5) DT MIWITA 1Y
/DY P Y73 M .07n
12 A7 FAN M 1
175721 X772 TINKY
o3 773 Ty auw (1
) NMWYD  XNDOINI
92 (:am) 0773 92231 .20
mhwIra oy: e
:(aw) BN
oM opbwrra SN
NT NWT 7 WS @)
N7 WY NYN BN
AN N WS anNg
™ WS 0"wIM o 13
SN2 NTWY
o7 bYW [T
V5T K772 D"V (@)
NIV
07w 02 173 LB [
X% 1M 9o
mhera XY N 1
X772 0w @w) DT
11707
NTOoEwy wsw 1
AMNT N TS AnNg
(@w) 0N PHwIPa RS
RLEVER SRR i i 4
B 0 MY X0 b
107072 1Y

i
o3y Mnan

noN R MR R
172 T2 ¥ @n3) IR
LA (A A ]
e mpenws 9aN
RDRT 7D 9785 3
M7 IR Y v
DT PROMWRT OV
DYy T nnnn X3P
Py amata RYR
N33 IR
1B DNDI TPPOAWIY
91> XYW (m o) 1120
X7 7 > 12 Mnb
PP nmn nanwh
gt By vpoaws Par
X927 XYM WT D
MINPIR JRIOW
170% 7RI .RDPTINIR
Yy ROT MNP X7
TR0V T YT
MR ,IpER MpeR
Yy LIt Yy Tponw)
PETWS D T MN
oN TaN wam o v
I e pen
onoa M3 T WX
PN (A TR
AN XY 1RO
Y13V *INpIR VWD I
T79DR DY Yy 1T
MR AR AT R W
#~p1 2 mnh
DN T DN pEn
Yy WT MY T
v oun o 3 A
NER ONTUT MW NI
N LB wSEn ann
RN W ANT D MY
ann NN oEWY TR
AN I TR
~p1 H7es Emy o
o whw orw by
1M v Xhws wn
o whw TINa InR
Yy mn M w v
0797 PR 0V 1T
XIOYINY w1 >
XP PO RN
/Y PDRT /32 17NKRT

!

mwn e

OND W PRD N N2

NTOD N7

[R”1 - :MN3 .N3]
PO B HOED T IO DI T TPESIWD 1T MW > poEvs boopn] (B

75 opH7 7 13 MPY 1> DY AT oM T MAYT TN
13 7DD Y>> HE (1517 PED 19p30 Ph HOD 970 oo
5 57 o omb md b Moy oo P MIE oNp»
DY 00D P H3 Mpn Bh YYD oMb M 13 11 KL It
P37 H10 0D 1H) PEY 13 01
Y73 15 9 Do Th HIE
HIE 701 DDMd B M T

HRd PRI L 27O 13 D
PH o W oE oYD3
119 RIS T W P
0HPT w37 B0 7Y e
B 1o T 3 md > wh
P wpoacs B wong
I ursT HRLYY 051
bre BT opIwR EED H)
MBS *7> 17pDRY 9373 DILD
£10 13 001 57pbHY PILLHD 9
A0h B B jopb7 3 9poD Mo B Bf pERM 05y
TOP > P03 HNE HID HIPDY D3NN BB PPOPEIT BIEN
2 9poRd BN HIPENT BhpT PIh P mb 13
ik wn& Wb Pph mmd B5m B vEsm Pm
MRS S8 1P 9370 HS N0 DO PPOIL (N7
H37 Eomd BH7 PHNT P WM 170037 100 LB S
MBS DD N B 7333 mwdd KB 3 ppRd PIp3
APPDR I B 7w b 13 Nmd > o pLun»
770P) 13 MY D> b om0 PPod b PP b
TG s 1 phad b 56 0 o Ppo3T Hdpd
BED B b ppR3T HP3 WPPT JPpAT HMIs HI0 In
HD™I3 oHD PPIT TH 250 I3 PPHTD INIWDD D
DY 1o ED HH OPP ITTY NN =T 1 IMD) B £95
N HNHINT 7pH 12 amm OMEHD Lavy mwEn
PO DN B VP P37 000 P opb B b P
PN PINDY PIPOM PIELHD 0 JMTE ppORd AL
oY o DEXE TV PR M HT DD 1Inh DN 103
336, PYIEDN3 13PDDN IPDOD B P P B 103 P
DT (70) OOD3 H¥703 Ih DD 12 MM WK AT NNT
wh MBI »ON 1WTE PpONE BB onIwdd Bomd
203 9pp0d b7 B o dEdE Inh 7w 13 P INHHN
PN DN N WP KT R N uR (HPLD P
Hod7 Y7oy pho £79 T3 B P Y gz mn

s mpan

TPAT PN MR T DY Moy Sy
PN O NON DOpan T pnnn N
10 D> 1) 021E d3pn o e S R E‘D TP pan pan

[ooxi]= (5a8) amn
NN TPANSE NI ARPEEM P
NAG D MR DY eSen D
DN NTPE WP N PP
2 (R0 [ow]n S anNd
MRS 2N AN NNT on O anN
RS N SR RS MR o S
NP D pvom o MmN S o

Phn % I0H 13 23 pr M MR 21 wHE HI3PN
0PnEd 1 DIEd 03190 o DpodED FbH MEM HIED
9163 BA[D] 1 PIIEY 15 OYH 1115 1w 1vF M o
B ovpoa Hh P
2 319 73 oD 1H PO
1795 9pb 23 201 W0h Y 1)
ST Rpwnws 16 b ohSEN
pbr DD WwPPY3 MED)
Wbt > H3 HOT Hopm
231 1 B0 2h H70 Jopd
BE™ o7 B oo P PO
Po0E 79 03 *rbop o0 Hb nht
Ho7 Hopm Hpr M Hmy
b1 795 bpprp prn hoa3
oypnsd fravd oipe b
37 H3DD oM P37 HEM
avpenn (HYPr N KT oo
D3 OPPE W ) (ot B3 Bpp DYPDOED MY NN
ONEHID B I BN D) DI D37 D3 D0
¢31) 33 970 P3 PH3 DIT3 ENDN DO 3 N H
JOPITE DPPDM DHMYN POL D) ,MDDT HEED DIEN
PO O PO ,JO3 1N 1M ITHHD 0 1IVD? PO 7 PE
2D DM IpDd IPED PHE OB 10D DY I
o oEdE H36 1 opwdd PEPD Bh b 03 O Woh
opdE H36 93 Pt b odus B oEn AT oNEhR
9pDR pY7YT P 103 1AM DESE N3 163 B P oo
b 7md oh> ©duad Ph I0H B3 DAL P DPPDD MM
1H31 90h 03 D31 £ oH1 Ty o dEdER PHH 25 oM Py
SN 1710Y LHND I MNP I qb 03 1N hY3
MDD EED DIEY DYPY PH AMAT 10 mws iy NN
PO 1131 Hra H3H 0715 IR 165 1h b dEdE InhdT
YIVHE 5 NP3 MDD M B MY 1H3 JPpDR M
MWHY IMNT P08 N AN SR Hpd pow i poos
WO 031 1ud P3 pow Pt 3 phnd ph b
7105 Hpd 193 Sy on b > omy o o> Inhd
9pDR3 O DEAE b 1PRT PIW N INB h P o
119 113 D) 2190 H 1D 0007 BEEDN 1HS 93T OHP
ph opde Inhd7 HYYr D prpn HpPID NEd NAvaET
DD HOP NIV D3 N1 VWD 01 P3 ODP I3 PP

DY TS MY ADN WS NNT IR PPDE 9 9N 13 np dEdE Imhd #ph AR uon P3Y wpnT vy
DD PODED DPYM ,OMDY D HIN D D MY KT DY WS NNT 8 17D 76 HEEp *Had pomd Fh
»pp7 HoP3 DPENT o DEYE InHY DHIRY LD AT MW M IMER NIRRT NS (ORI Mmd pod

WD B9

N KT copbnd o 37 6P hdd paon Hhp o
N7 IOEdE 0 O 1mb H7 IEDh IS [T NIN 1IN NT]
B33 E9) BT voEn HEd TN D MM WK WY NNT
OE3E 30 1075 pb PPIND ¢ o) TIIND P3 PH PID 7 HIN3
Boppnd 0 dp hibr a3 M) > wh by 1hom 3 wnl > o
3 My 1> b agdp wbd7 Bvr 7 b o6 WP BT
SFNG 19N 103 517 [0 b W] (169 g:) DEYND 19D NVDY
PR3O PITED B3 W HdE I B HoppT a3 MmN MYy
093 1D DT P37 PP DD OIEH DIELND D OND MDd
PHY 121 RS MRS YT IDIEDN 3D P30 ) AT Ddu30
oEdE B33 Wb HnkY 3poa Mo BN 13 NMPd > ohvkh M
23 9ND oW

2YP3 N7

3 9pod 0 B b Ipod M0 b wrw ¢S TpET BN TaN

BY I oW 73 1h 73 pY PPOND I3 M BN mwE ouw

S8 1O AN IDY DD VPOOL BN A NN IPEN 1 WP 13

M) O IO DD PPOD WDH A3 BN M NN W NNT D

W 7ap Y P3 pD Ph7 s peEn manm s 3 md h
100D DY

£ Dopn DN ,DINO IP3IVT PY 73 IIPPT 37D LIRS 1PN PN
10w MM Dy B) P30 gh AMER PpHT T d3pn B3
9ppd pp B 0 BB Iph @3 01 BT e oo MEY phT
D BTN PO TPESTWD D W HTIND W3 IPOIELN3 37D
MD[7] ,03 VN M D3 (A1 PP30ED HH I 1uNE B 1>
DPPIO P, 0onE B w1 mpsn 17PN ) pIEEN
P7 00 £7 Hn ™ I W3 qH7 H w3 M) b3 b ov
b ©DP3 PPIVED .13 TN DR WL BN WY PP 1IPID
BT 06 Hop3 1opd Hrb7> ohwd BB d3am jord vpson Hh
3001 P3Y P30 BOE S pH b B0 13 1 3 o opde
17901 .DYIEDN3 301 3D M0 O3 13 91D M O BEXE 03 Ih
B 51 90H 13 01 57 I PR (Ppond b Ip 1 o) Bt

NN N DD

115 TIPS 958 19D M0 1 7D I 1T PO 11D T
7D N3 M B Ty e th) b Do 9ppd w0 vk b mem
313 0T BN T MNP 27D 113 0D I O DAY OWED PPOOE
313 A0 SN WS ART D I8 10 7 DY Sy PPOOE b o
O3 3 PPOD #DH AD BN TSI MM NYT BN A AN KT 2
P3 PR PO 1D NN T 2D NIRRT 1Y 113 b I o o

XOX XY IR DND 12 M 7121 0T Y YaR LY [RT YY XPIT XIT OX POYR Y2RY XIOKT 12 KOXR D29Y2 TR XYY PRW 0T M7 7701 12 TR RT WY TROAY P TRD

RNQYPIRD DTD 77 20 M

#DX DND2 YaR BT P¥3 Y17R APNNLDT ITPNNTD YY ORPT yHwn LYW 1517 IO TV O7AR IKY 0T N 1777 WPIND NN RIAT NI

.DDTID RN T WR N 17 27ARY p7ITY 993 v2hD XY (nT Y¥a RAT NI I KWWY ORA TUW XY LATID 277 X (972 YAX DN PR WIUANYDT (MK KT YY1

D"wn nmoh

T oD
[:30 09D

E2)

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



=4zl aiii=l~]

NTOD N
xR"n

75 prEon BDoDID] (B D3NN (O DPPOOLD 13 MDD 1> 13 Inh 03 DO1EH ob

[ 09D 370

1h 17pOR I0h 31 1 B3 NMd H3 Bb P3 23N HH
7nb DY) 3pDO3 NDp HTOIT M NPPOD IH PO 1
Hp™37 37pH oY 1;H3 13 MM} H3 0H 13 N I b7
WD PpER3 N
357 o oo IpoR3 HEM3
ohp Ippds oY dEdE Inh)
PHAOMINIT Jor Ipood ng
o omy HOOT ,0MWD EED
11 .09 30 Ph o 1pom
(b B bup 077) OF Yoy 1799 7D
NI T2 O NS D BN 703
795 HPDPY .AMNT F120 NN 8]
odp3 PH H5Y IpDad PHE P
by Y P70 Py oo hdp
HpEoT a7phH apwMm BHIEN
£12 13 D015 % 9 13 M) H3
o) Y71 1790 7B 3 93t B ob
20M NP ©b (b P 77
1 9WR[7] BT MR [F1PD3
WO OEYYY NVD th PP
Y36 9ppon 1» wd1E nb oIh
031 B 11 35 5w 79 9Epd 3%p by H3 DD PP H
MDY 1T N TN KT L OPNED aws 19nh b B0 03
PPEPD BYT D) PPOEY ODPD3 PEDN LYW E N
OB P3 PD P DrH IPEOEY 0B PPEN3 DI
POV I D1 PND3 03 131 b BHY30 [9P7] ,Iph DIHD
NTTY 190H ©7H 103 IEHND 1 OMPD DAL PNP3 HY
PH7 BPDr 79 DYHE PED) DHIY NI T SNPNY News
17°pDY I0H D31 0113 M) H3 B 13 PP D3 PR
m:gn v spEPDE 151 17pDD I0H PO 0r MNd H3 1P
APE PSP BE EN Hp HOd HH 70 775) ©HTI HPPII0
M 1oa0d U5 phY B0 pob oEN 13 HNPD 693
S 9% e 1psp du3h dE Tph NPT pRvp N
WY ,P3p 9B 5 P b BN 1T 1DTED MM Kon Y3
T IOME O DEdET S v L) pnd hyT B
D) POV 5 DIEN MH THh PH3D 1337 %3 93 D 50 13
10) F2307 p3961 PIDD BNE M B *HnE P3d opd £
170) PPYD3 OPY OKOE M0 DEXE

538 ono Tpamwa

OND W PRD N N2

NN N3 AN O AP YT 0N DRS¢
T ON TN AW ANN T TN e
MRS 5120 () AN 2 NI P oY NS
SV 1N TN P NIF D A e SNl
NIFT IV I N TN N0 NS
SR 5P wn NS TN NI P
NI IO MM TP DINY TN NI
TN NPT RIPE T RN N e
Wy 53] pws par NI A I NT
ON YR M [ 3p 3p Sw mwen
oW ONG WY ™ OMDD 37 own
N N 037 N30 TR S v
N 53 w5 1 ppme A omp e
NP A T aeps phnd 5

M uD ]
- :MJ]
37 1mb 13 001 AbfY dEdE D MM T Nma
2DN OMD EED HI37 ,=nD vpETws o1 Hp HIPDIN
ST NTW TV 15T TAN BN NIPIM T 0N BN I8 1 PhnId
B57 70h7 ,HoovY DEXE I0B) #DhHY 13 MMM 8T S 1
309 17921 900 T foph7 13
By B IpooT Mo opn
spyh »pon Hh7 fro b HY7
T PP Bt BrLE Y 00
057 B YHwT pp7d prand
b >pdh DM IPOR 1PPE
B3 1poRL 1 B3 qH 23
177D BPEI PIDYT % H%
B0 P35 13 DorEn 33 77 3
P73 md b wb 3
B0 13 1 #ph WM B pED
PPONT 1737 DIEM D
ohE ,omwad Eomd £
1PPOOE DpE3 Y73 M
an& 23 D% N DIwdd
% 00 017 b 17poRd B w0
™ fppy hn7 ,opp 17pORd
D3 D 1DYT MV D13 *7N
033 17pDOY 1DYTI IV PPOIL Nt HYT B B N3
13 Hoe B3 13 b h> ph diEn 10d B oo Hh3
S37 fro30) B YD HDED LTI NTT 1IPDD DD
H12 of 3 PID P 1B 1PPEYE F0T Hon DM AT
3 1ED H37 H7EY /151 Db OY HPPTD PO P B3N 1
13 001 M PR30 OTBE H7EY DENDTN 17003 DD
Wh 0B P3 M0 P33 001 HDPT B £ IPBD P IS o
D T T KRR NROWE 8T 1IPDON 13 D H>
5 DEPOT WA 7 wh HYEDT B Py M hpEd
9nbd #pb 1) £ DEYE 06> PEEID ©HT MLEDS ZONE
9pbY 1oy Dmwdd pomd Hd7 B0 B B o o>
Ph 1797 233 b pEMDT> EPNY ) 107 ,0np3 BEXE
b7 o1y pon3 w7 W) Hyvpy HomI3 Shom PEE
270 ,80W 15 B3 It P3 pp P w7 HEER
ob om0 EED 6% O BEXE IBHT P> OPR3 PPON3
1090 MM 13 Mmd 2> wh b P3 B P33 oot
356D D17 B3 £737 HNDL DD .PWNP 1IN TR 1IPDID
#HPT LY P3P 0p396 DB 70 3D 3p Db DTED MW

DN OYM3T Aka

3P 3p 3 P10 0B 003 17 57H DTED MY BN IDM ONEH 937 HIDE DIEN BB WYY ,PH7p b N3 dndE 1wh
122501 ,Impd ML 13 3p 3p D5 INE VO MIEYY NI INE DIEH OFY ,0MpN 937 WD M3pnd 2D 13 1313 £ of
DEIE3 17 57H oM £ L3 13 S5 OME 1on ;MEDD 2517 HHH W0 noE DN BT 1rInhT DN PRdE 1 M
205 1IPYT PO 2 MBPT H70 M £ITHD 123 3H H3IL 137 73 70 103 937 82 TN 13p 3p dE dEdE mEwd b PIp
B 11037 DIED DEAE3 20 BT K ,ONE DIEN 5737 HHLY ONLY MO 5735 DNE MELN PHDD 31> HAE 07 37

WD P

13 9PD 3120 o [HnY7e] D3 DY HIPE 97 NI T MATSY
577 o 390 0 sEph7 o 160 Wob b o EdE T HpYT
TO0 12u0E D31 5 b 15 0b ,EdE I0hd Wb b nHT o
70h O DIP3M 76 b d3h »0p HDIPT 107 % MBP POET H3
PO DY EPD BN N3 N O EIE BDPT HEMT PPINEY /1)
EMED 737 2R N 1opd Hh DM ,I0bp 0 DL 0 T HpTT
0PN P3P NE 3 DH7 IO 10 TI0D 3PN PIMY WD HOT BN T
P 070 35 1DYT3 DMEN 9371 DY WITHNE D37 HHLY M N0
N1 1ADYE3 DD B P APE 10 BT (b0 17p) 1 3> pIp3 b
™Y NG £ 3p 3pd IMDD pipp ob PhiaT T awm
NENY 13D 3p D5 IO DEXE DML Hh P3P DEDE 13 W37 S
R e ’grf’ £73 M0 SRR MED T e S 8w 52
B %5 12 ofY 1730 dp3d u396Y ©70d I EdE (77m) (D T
P61 10) pb 350 o1 jpp7d dp3H3 0 PHM

NP3 N1

19PDD DIDT /D BN YT RS WDPT 0NN Y P3 1 WY
' ED DIPSID T MmN BN Sa8 1ohpd 107 #b .anp wpemws
13 md 31> 9ph b B0 P3 03 201 BB w7 7o 0 1h D A
PPD PHE DN M) 13 INDY DD M0 I9r By PPOIEST ndh
P3 pWp e 179 Bndb /H W 703 b OY YDPTH YO INf 13
LI T RN TSN 1Y ST TN NTT 10000 O0Y P 7ap by

0937 013 ,0°0 Ypd7 HODT HP .BAD PPSTWS DI 23T R
0 DEE P13 M) 312 02 0IEm 33 o Pp3v B oMb
19P30 D03 0h B3 P10 Bh 13 1T NTw T 01 T0h oY Inh d3h
TSR FIN THIELN3 37D 30 HIE DY wH N 12 MR Sz
DB 19 NP 770 251 B A0 MK P2 KT S P30 P32
W0 OIEM 1 Pp30d 07h 93 36 1997 Ph7 AL Hb7 D Hrv
50 H 013 13 11D PIELND 1 MNLD P30 I3 B3 BN T N
N 103190 (01 Hr B3 P ir HIE BT PonE (nrd Pp3vEd Hovp3
b, PEW IO DPP3D PDHT B 1T NIT TSI 1T NUT TN
1D 1PHY BIEYND 15 NPDY 3D D P30 BED DTED dy3 3 Wt
RIS W 8T 13 HEo b vi3Ed md b ovd P77
15 FIDT (P97 ,DIIELND 10 PHSH NBD 103 TN MPENT PHIT
P30 M0 OHOH M WM (P37 03 11y By B0 Hor BT b
TRWD NTT IOUE 0 PHN 9 ,PIELAD 15 NHDY Wb 0dwsd

MW 2Yn3

v »pono Hrdh 5 b ob d3b ohwd 1o .EnD pETws N2

NDPT DI P LI 013D P3 PD PH ohvd nm oD N 1

1 99D) IpDd N0 qIpT MWRT WR KT 1pph V3L 703 H oY

"D PpEn P10 HE ErD B 05y M1 193 Dop bh pYIELHD
177 D10 OMET Y7PT .AD T WY IELND WD)

DD 273 EYYD3 Ypon AL PEND B A1 03 2P 2DH PIEDND 15 WD IR M0 qIDT POEN BT ~D RN T wR 8T 1D

A SD R TR T DR 270 10PN 937 N0 13 DI D73 0T

P97 ,P3p 73 7D LN T 10mdd ErD H37 Hndh prond I»

IOMED 17 Y5 TTT oD S M pph o pb

Bows 1y

o7 Do 37D N N

m by ap p ok

WY P MDD
Qup

DINADI M

mHwTra ’D LN (R
XNDOIN (771 D) @M
31 @»n W) DMWY
175721 X772 07w
mowa SNBEWS [
°"wI VO (ow) TN
Fini-t4-1
S92 07wna M2 N2 [
@ n " nvy) 77aRM]
DT R7TA 372 NN
BRI

—ei
N"™m mman

T ORI MR XTI (N
Y3 LY R R AT
Hrdat=dRaityiataltal}
TRPRY XOWD X1 (3]
m™ORW YoM 1T
mm 57Ed 121 avm
SDOPAPI MWK 1777
TS AN DWR R (3]
"1 onrm ey v
1prm

APON P B

i A U O
Jerss e amwee®
M pdod W brop
won PIELYY 3p 3p E
9731 10PYD) B3 NG
g3 o b 0 pd
P Py SbEn £793]
73wh B Yo wnpop
B )

13T
WD N PEYR BN T
N2 ENY ™ ENER NzT
TR %2 opmn T o8
T MR PINT S
WP D SNRY PeED
WYY MRP DT YT
"> xmw p At
2p Y ommyy phnt
,TW 0mn NWwYYY ap
MIMRT IHYLL W
oWy WY (rm 1R
Prn 27avab v
77, Awhwa a0 XD
WD 131, PRI W2 Y
mwm  Tonb  mwnn
»D y»0% w1 .91 IR
@m TOPY IMRT RO AT
WK WA RPTAVD PR
yownT  ANws Pl
vy n7ab nwhw
e AW XM wrab
WYY P RIT ANW D
TR T KDY 7YY
oI POV LamI2 R
M ORNO MDY An
:971 07anITT R

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



B 1y

DHIDY PKIN D7D N N
p oodo oy

DYDY PIXON 7D M) 3
13 0% o

e
DINADY M

NV OWR e 2n R
11 D3 LN
S8 O"wIM .»7IdN AR
XTSI N
Soows e M oveIm
SYT Y M ovm vom
ST w2

(90 8 owna .90 2
D wrma 1Y NWRY [
AXM A X107 InnT
oMOn RIW 72TT XODK
am A Yon nmab xwp
w2y XWp oMon WKW
w90 Myv Xnwl
oI PYIRVIE 1AL )
YBwn ('n 15 IMIY) PIRY

1wy oY 0T
0"wIa LNITOMIPRR (T
SNITY wpna 13NN 1N

N"37 DR

Sw mron w93 (8
3P 2w Sw Ky 3P 30
S0 man prm .+ Hres
YN YW MmN 3P 3R
YY1 R MR LPPaR
XX 271 97 vy phvan
W Y oya mw 1 on
) pap oW woRTw
$nen IRwm
Hres AT Oy RwpY (3]
W77 M2°n pmm
MW PMR PIPRY 3]
bres wrat Yy xowp
7727 nrm OWR nm
Bt
WRY PMWR 7RI (1]
R nm H7¥> anow
ok prim

o P wid

WD NI AW MIAN
o%N 9p3d M mms
qbE 973> H3y roneh
07 Y7p oMnpn orhE
HM3Y L7 Do opdE
oI3Pp OB qh7 573
Yom omop whT Yp
g3y b3y b Tnh
PupEh  opa3  o73h
bwop qb £ b
57DpH £27) DY 30N
Hm3y I omE wh
> vip whE qb 073
oPOE M0 57pph DD
yobh 073 HoY PN
% owp orby 7T
o) ML M 57pph
owBp 097 £73d HpIY
P3N Y

N1

DBV D50 P76 ,0NE o PIEH OUED 1pdnd MY
PHSDY DIND3 1PN T3 DI 13 £°E DIPHY OILP DMINY
b5 WL M5 ,Bep ©mph jon Tnh 3 phn >7p
™ 1oME3 150 B 13p dw3v6m pd3 Pho DI MW
Y755 sy e 81 s
DIPDD 1DIDD) PIDTO MIDP3
757 B30 Y5 mv 197 b
D) oY L P o1 ob

mwn e

S o7p0 o » oh b7
P3p ou3db o b 3p 3p
¥ oh P emoE wh o
1 P3p e O TED Mnw
737 Y P3P DANE dE TP
A0 Dy Hon opdp wh E
W7 Ho Hpvnp Hastn £
bocoh B 6 1h b o7
aewr MR 16737 h3dh o)
973 10 Dby EAT D NI
1w B3 9 By ;TR ow3h
Fal R A5 S - IS
OIPND 937 H5H 10U HMIDT I N DN N
P31 11301 ThD D3P DIPN3 PTMD 1OE 57N DB
Prd ) 13 pmd B pr 307 msw DN 95
D753 D30 P 15103 13 prmd ob d3b omop no thivd
PO 0055 10 B ML OPND 93T PP 1wh #ph
P2 X 100D 13 PIDOE IMVI3 ©TIM POpdT DN3
ST WATASY TOID WrRT T XY /1AY 19nDE 9rhE OE
HINT HEIPD DD MDY W SN PIINT DD NI
’D) DN3E Nh B onp» 337 35H WHRE 357 K0 HI3PEN
W p7ERd EPT M OBN3 DEMIDTY BB PHYE
H7m7 poEn H33 HTD3 0N IP3 L7 B0 PPIT @ PEP
,ONBD 937 M0 L7 DD MM ,E737 HIXE 10 ph vy

PR MDD

SO AN DN

OND W PRD N N2

[2"n &7 -

5o NP [RIM] P (NIM) M e
npIN S ns 2p 3p S mmen ey
w 5w omen w550 anown pap
1) 2750 9w PE 3 Pr D [N I I v M pap
m5 Tmo MM wpne
W s D93 Pt e
DN 551 nY anow AN D
W AT Sy Nwpes Ay anows
NI 3T BT DR
51 M7 Sy NWRY LMo N PN
NINIT OMDN PN 937 2903 Tpan
TP NI APRATE SRS NA PN
PP NPMAR LIXTEN TED W DT XD

N NN

.03 :n1]

DI 30 3p D5 0OMY 3D of M D 191w
DE 35 D7ED 30 of P70 Ko ,0p39h db b P 023
NI 1j0d Tpb w7 P3p D dE h 1Y w3 PIp
D23 P51 1D B33 W1 033 by ¥ pYvIp jop 0%3b Lmes
Spohm s e pao
P30 0 ENST 1030 DD
OOUED XD DD DEMIINY O
Y1 opro paa wo 1) oo
Wow neT T NP [1h0]
DD MNP 927 Y9021 PR
[B8 N @ BTy
55 M3 5 NP, MO N
DTN DWIER 3T LY e
NI [PUBS IN @
HE p73h p7ED DEPM MY
o137 oo od 3 boon
WPy P b Pren hE
157031 ,00o5 BRd VPR 35 M)
937D e 9 P ]
[nd P bl ompm 3ED
DOEN PV OME ) BT
DG OIEN *H "D DN 337 OIED °h BT TIP3 70
£ B0 MDD 31 WIPED 1R7ED DEDY 1D PR U
WE3 DIE3 OF W BE D Y (bro) POYONT WL PP
270B1 7nh 325 oD £IDM LODIE Wh IPHI PEYHN
HIDE D TSNS TEIY NAT TEI MWW 790 wipns
F'S ODOT MNR BYED M ,O0OE 1P 1005 1Woh oMpn
DAY 753 OOE 0 B0 (19)*nh7 tid B HODT e
oD 1) WD OHMPH D137 B PO BOOE WHT £
m> 350 po3d7 B0 obnE 3 57h ,omop b Of o
WD poMpn 0137 35H odp qb dooEd H3D 1) MENT
10P0 M

gl

N YAl gy B Yalig

Bpp 5761 , 0PN WHE 337 D I3 HPd WHPTN OPNd TPND Y T 0PN 937 P B o Ip3 d3h
D033 HEIDDN B0 HEPD DLIN N0 HM HDN3 PEDT B D) Jwp ML M3 dnE wh MmbpT d» £73
0321 P33 qH OPOE h PInh Ph MM ,BMDN 937 ML DIEN B3 WIHBYT H VD 1D DN HIVE 937 BTN
705 I3 s ENEY TP T S Nt t0opdT 60 v PHRT OIED P7ED PP MM 937 10 H) 2 HY Hnh
onoE BT P bbb 57H ,oMpn 1HE 937 M0T DIEN WYY WO b Ip33 b7 0737 Hd dp Fooh PrEp
10H0Y HIDD LPIT HHYY HM o3 3 232D OPY 937 13EPN 100D HM JHNEY EXIN DPA3 P IDN3 INT 1ONI3
DEY 737 H336 1anb7 B0 307 19pd7 B dp Prp7 oEn BB 2H0 dp vn wEn B 073N 5737 H3d Honn HIn3
oL 43 w3 " b 7 BB B0 hoppnd frrp B D3h ,pnT hopp oo H3 wwdoT Y7p7 B0 Hhopd3
937 Y35h PO 357 M3p £737 I0nd DY37 KLY 0D PED PPN HDED ST NI TED TRW KW WIEBI AT
AMPD3 PEYHI IVE3 H773 D) DTE3 OF B BB D1 Y pdT pID £M3 PoT B2 07 ,omp 0 B b ,onpn
OIED OOOE Wh H0 M3PPT B0 £737 HDH o Hh ,05DD 753 16 Dad 753 T HVE PO PR3 ODD BIDM
10735 BN Hrpp HY

WD

,579D0 753 16 DAV 753 TOW PYDE N3 P 08 B B0 D1 3D
IR NBY DNST T MW 270 '1A) :aL DO £ .OPE N0 B
PST S0 NOWRYTIMSY N PION INT,EMED NITY 137 e
BID 01 MW PSS PN EMED WS 137 295 1pEs 99
3 Hde37 shop o3 Eph7 MDD ,oMDpD W3 HoTad
ohh B0 D7phNd 937 HOT ,oMPN 937 10D PLD OBD A M0
PO 937 £ b3 H3F 1pd7 0530 b bad w7 07D M S
O™MpR 357 °BE B3 W) 3D > 0L DY b 1whHT 1D oppn
o7 Y1 hEnE W Bk BEp o prad emop o b7 Mnhy
%o 37 Hopvr M0 vREYDE B 9bM M0 PP pwpT
19PD N R° 193B) 753 330n b ompn 3En BT omphd
B3 v I30E P P LAET TIT TR NI L (b7n 17D) D1 )3 I3
"nh HNE D37 W M3 M3n 8] D0 753 TmY K yopd
1oMpn 937 75 apdp wh

N Yno

[t pID 1Opd7] 7ohD EIDNT D D RET TID TR T mpns

D0 PR3 EIDM PR3N PEDHN L3 BDPY D3 OF B BT

9307 £¥721 DDAD HOD HTNT D LB"IT NIAN £IDM DIV 753 IO
oM 973 b

HOE D337 Lsp I S TN PIp ww S men vww 9
WY b 3o p3b ho7 [do o o3 w3 qh7 HEo ,Efm b
@3 pb7 o 5 o0op 0 I P3p mE @3 ph ok phn
13 1906°) phYY b BT 3P L[oo3p ey oOE 1T opbp
pp7> AL .op39h [Hon°] »b B P37 H3 TRl L(0%3p DME
DN 5D I TDH P3P M 6 12 ofY (9) 97D 3035 Y71 073NN
12h10) 13 oo 1E BN e K NI tomp wh Pap
pp3 b9y oK HSHE ©IPpN3 BXH ) 10 1) BE opmd b Pw)
1HSHEDN /151 BP0 H3H 0o Pu3 oY 13 Pmd of d3b 0o
dp 973 mex comdp wht o B Wbp a1 Yh P It
9P30 N3 PYIMWE D3RR cew B3 33 dp v pyTp ovsh
POISE OO0 p3d LBYTES IIP3 B3 B L1PR7) )3 PIEMDD
RO 500 7D 3D M0 MR OPNT M3 PG B3 DT hTI)
(6" 175) D1 53 PID3 9P PR A0 75 BT .PE M0 Fh 10w

N7I7 N2

MR MW F5 PEP /2 S OUNY 3P YER S mawn v 92 a7
OPOE E735 0 oh 0D HuanT b pap Mo Sw Nt pap s Sw
TN TINT D PN TN TRT SY MR 47D :PD oh a7od3
SIS NN PIEN TINY 1D BY9RS1 ApRD WaT Sy NP Y

D" Dmoh

P31 770 770 o7y (B
(b0 o> pp> 70
b7 5 1pd] (3

—=ee—
[i-aial
meaR wrat Ry Nwp
YT wran A3 e
Y73 931 RO oAn
WRW T N
WNY 3T 2V pss
WK PN TN ovon
T Y NWR mmow
M37 wvnEy mean Hem
TN TN ENED NITY
WY oI amew N
v”P oI W T YDY
mwn: R nwn
1712 27wn 971 o’

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



=" ca i glii=l~]

vo yp boopp "p (B 931D Y710 OET 000 071 0 13 10H LNNT Gort 1
,OMPNH DL DD DN IO/ DD 753 Dt 930N 957 d5H
[PIPRD 65 930m 35H b 37107 903 163 15 phE on

> :pd  oppp] (3

N L] Py DEIDd (3

p"D PIDD (7 [10 'PY3

D7D DY DI 4D 70
WD)

e

N1 Dan

wibn 937 xo7 oA 8]
nrp 57¥> 737 N3
NX7RT Y] prm1 2N
MW 12 127 132 Y
ot oA pen
(17 PwIbn mwna
WD DM IR [2]
prn1 YoR3 nom H7es

NTOD N

ORD W PR N D2

[2"n - .00]

‘NI

mwn e

0 f20 350 9377 7Pn HEp B dponT Hro BT Jen TS
356 D10 b ;10 9310m 937 HIDE D VHET OpdT hD
13 PPD 7 b B 57H1 05909 1P DD IAPHD 37

PHI BRI 1PN 1OMPN 937 pPod B0 D3 10 Y 30D 753 MO SBDD 937 550 093 A0 Phm

OLIE LIRIT TN 1DMMD
W NS meR e PO
d3h pp > opb7 DM
3 qh 13 P BT WD
W OME M0 HYT oTn o
@m)  DN3 PR3 WMEE
Ppd 12Hd 13 PImOE IO
P phY opdE wHT oTn
D3 ey BpIEd] pE® /%)
LTI DDA 753 D 3
hIoE 3o 3 o ohwd7 b
£790 ppy P omp wh
R Lo yp) PDDRNS 0]
293 001 b pdp3 a3 It
P SIS BN F9T AN
MWD PPT @rm) PIRST
by7 30 m3 oTNT PR
IEAREICIR AU PR
LB ep) YT B0 EPD
D3 pbapE YN v
W D B pwp) PO
D733 Ypb pd Db ©IIT
P3ID23 L3N0 1N fEp) BN

LONAN N T omy)
opwIE Bt 1ophpn
Sonn 89 oy 07

PR 1Dy WM AT
o0 B um (RN N5 ipd
D3 MDY HNE D3 M 03
s az1 PP praps Do
S T3 Gom NS
b D P phs on e
bbb oghd Bhpr dpzd P

237 BN N7 501 M7 o A aeN
937 NDT 0NN Y 92T TR e
WYOR 9 R s 92T e won
PIoR Py ORIE A M PR RO e
MR OE N 55 D N
P25 w5 mp> mon vy NN
[IR]E DN NS P oen 095
SO (N)E DR 551 vy mnow
1oM 85 05 N MrON M SN NN
R i Sp 55n ey wew nna
oy 295, P s maxd D
apn Sy e S anow M
TXD TN TED 7D XD uN owwr
WA MW e o950 T¥a pan
POOY N3 SR BB NS MR DM
PIYIN NS moeE o 55n
TR Y 13 MON M 85 oM AN
M 15 YN o™t i g nmane S
D023 119 19D MWNAC 13N 110 13N
OY NS DN DI DINND 8O Ty
75 %1 .0 I P N 95
PO2Y MOBN DN R 1N DI
NP2 DMD e mamn 85 o 550
Vit AR NS % e M mw
o AN 551 M ey N
NP 937 NON NP N N
D72 PTTE R 5pr e uwn wn
SR TS 5P NN TER NI R NoR

937 Y5b mpw BT 73 M3pp
2R BRA Doy Sy SR oL o)k
pdh MDD MDD D3P OPN3
3 PN 7D DPHd OPHN T
R wh P pem of o7h
oM opps mwm bop vy
S5 ONYPN TN I
AN 170) A7D3 B0 HpopId
30 ppYn o Whp eh3
I IDLEI NI TNS
oD Pop7> o PPD o131
oz opop b H7E3 N3
N1 P9 8 98 1Y75 Lomop
o B mow s
ob3 £73 pdy B B3 apn3
p7phy ,o¥pD 1P3 Py B
Wb 7k 0p PR HoE
937 Mpn Ph7 BOdE M W0
753 phh P o opn
p3dh dpd b 3PN
b e Mo e
£”3 qb7 93pp7 V7T P
N 627 H30 213 oTn
M S oopd Hprdond 75
Wesw wwm Sy wrs poms
TE3 WO SANY T9MRL TS
who7 B ho3y my mean
WRIESE DY BOOE Wwh £73Y7
WPy B #pPY N3 W1 93 173
whod B opd opnn b
B3own b o7oph Pwd
aphds omoE ph 6 ,odnn3
P70 7R LML P

23p3d Hhp Sho posh o1 oo ©b wp B ph hp w37 D BT oD Dby oho HIED B Prd Wb by i
oM 13 D DOC OPHD D pudd P By P or
PIDD B DOE3 ©b 33H 0730 DHOE M0 YN IpITD SNENd 937 753 3EDm B B £ 753 0Dad 753 vE
OOOE PH OOE ODN DPH3 VD) #BMY IOPYT DRI PRT DhOE M0 BT ©7 973 qb D13 b 1Md pan v 13
061 ,E73 PP BYD BPI7 DI3E H79 37D DTV MY 13 8™ BET DONSTT NN SRS NNSYEY (ONE >hHYE
oF NP *HRY 1PN MANDOT D7D £I3 NN IBA 13IND3 DEND 1 1INHE 100 drb A 0370 10 10 D0 pM30
PRYPHT DI MznR NF N1 1H) pHEIEN D3 DEIH D73 MDA NS 1DPIHNN BINAR KW AN 12200 qp T
D) BhE PTINT OpD WPP 731773 H3b Manp B ahnpdd o H3p B hnp pEs T H3D HE PHIEY pop DLW
KMIN NS K T8 1073 900 573 PN OF PEDT DT 7753 HDaD *H0d MR 8T MR (oD Wb
£73% b 750 S b 750 B0 I B0 b3h dEd DhY 07775 »Ed SE 1h ©77750 »Ed IMNd 337 B3 oF W Hd

:H0 foph 73k oEbd dpy dw3d

WD B

PSSP MR NS M9 Dby s HOT MR 8Y (00D
MM PG D3 NP WL DYITD DOpp3 LS9 D e ey
7D ,B0p) 350 D3y BN hnE I3 O D337 08D WEY B0 73
1on v BdEY Jdp gEdd B3 71 oE PuED Dwpn 1mbn
Bh7> 0w 33 M3 M o WL ovs LEE 97D OF PP
Bp PhE £IDh Ph TR 3w AT 1(p> m>v3) LD PHOD PID3
BNpon 50D HIMBD 35 pdpmy Hhp A0 d3h Hamnd 1o noEm
NEY DPID3I PEHY DL HT HImDn Hhp pdEm D1 33 HOT
0 ot NEH Bpn o o PEBY Mmpn beg 3 973
ophop o oEbh phd I ancp Ho E’wa b oL op
95V ©ME I0H p30 oM 001D W3IPE 1 B0 3 HErd oph
JonEd dpn boE 23 WP L7 o7p ppd) PPN 3D E7D
M0 ppdd owon aphd Bhp paw M3p7 hnp b7 NbE FoM
7000 DE6) HIMD MONp B b7 Do p3h 7T du3d Ham
DD WTom o7 du3d Bhpr pp1dh

NP3 N"In

N2 9300 HIVE DN DPOE WHE 171 D73 DH HIDT NI T EM
HOY 7D 13 I IR 110 WTD MW NS 17D DY DN 937
DIME IO HHDPNT P93 1DITE DN VD DD 753 N HDPT

937 %3 ENDY 0BT PHE (PHD P> AR M3T TV Az N7
2pIp 67 0590 1h DY P> 0 OUpDRE M3 937 I3 330N
T PPED B W ah 5D PTMDT D PInnnT 27 phip d3h
1 ,07pDnE 9300 937 75 Weph M3 137 T35 (h0 pdpT
36 7 3 1D IRYHN N 16 HID B BT OO Ip3 3
ohp D7 79 36 ¥3h M (5 paw) PRD PRI PID3 PHTD 00
IBH H3 LD @Y poa 3 e 1N thTmdn T
:[IPDEY £2730 753 10701 13 Do 3 6 D3 s o ww
o) HOORID3 HDh WM ) 1M 13 PINDE AT W
D3 ph O T (» 7 oa3m) D3 IPOT OMPD B AR oo
DE 79 MHE DL D3 B DRT BIDE » £ .odbh M IEh
opfd) PID EHY DMIDOS LBNA R U vnhE 03T o
DTID3 LRI ANSIY 10PIHNN LBISAN NI T 1O (pro-doir
B J0r D> mEnn YIRS NRw M3 10Dy A7) apwrsT oemh
So0h 0 Howh gy 03 0O B v phEw BT (0T phEY

NN 3 vins

on B wh D opav 753 von MppT M a3 M use
7> OMPND 37 753 1PV KD DO 13 P1H DIIED P3 1DITE
aomp B

B 1y

D1IDY PKIN B N N
135 oo% oy
DM "D oL N 3
DIEh PIYON 3750 Mp 3
£5 11H3 9P [p 1 20¥0]
QR 5 PP 17p0h LB
B

— e
DINADI M

KL o”wI2 ST R

(771 375) RNDONI P7H2M2

v 0% vem X,
XD

X772 07w 775 N [

:XM*Y 17721 /N2 7T

1757 R 07w I [
XYY

(ow) XnpOIN AT [T

1= I=hiniat4 v

1NN T 19T

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



B 1y

DR D ] N

HEIGP LR P )

DYDY YYD 7D M) 3
1B ood0 oy

e
DINADY M

w3 a2 JNER R
:XMYY 175721 X772 07w
127 w2 NP 130 [
$1%30 Yoo
Risb1oN R G TN b P D]
HYYITP (877 n7p) MAND
2791 S 0w (@)
S9N v
o3 -] LN (T
(@) m2Nd onherra
$RIPY 175721 X772 .07

N"37 Dan

27mvab I [N]
Zwwh  m anam
mn v 1exLannm
:M2°NA N2 prn Anam
VIR RV 7R AT (3]
:97¥s a7 Y

b )

[27n 2"
B pf .Apam BN PIM NS () DIV N KM
7D 9P M0 H 73N DMELHI JH NVDY TVEY) VPO
o’wg 3p B2 72 57F1 10 1B DD O EYD gh IpEYE
o7 nnn 1 H3h Do poah £737 %6 37003 IMm
N BT NI T VB 1WPp
HIED Y7 I .2mTwad
SPPDY HID DTN VL HIMD
opn3 H3H HIND I PE Hh
WIBE o odh B dowe
R IS P A 0
ooop wh £73h opd 3o
B12 9 370p3) 5p Hro HM
o7 foph B0 o3k ompd
WS 2EsS 8N 9p 1upp

mR> Mo MW

man Spa5 sm 5p
NS N 5P Non

OND W PRD N N2

ompo pan o
NI e amps Sp M MR pan
wN oMy am 5p aamam man Spad
TR P NPT man Spab ven

NTOWD N
-:03 .03]]
MDTRY Dep 7p) DPTLI DY WD WD phY Lmem
Sp NI T YPDY HVE P3 DM O MVE ps
518 1190 S 0PIEY LY T 1 DMIDY MM SHnE Do3d .armwas
N DS P T BAw dusd hops wppw
pbEEy 0 Vop Dy .avwns
MY oon 1Py Dy OEs vh
wr MR des o
h pE SphY POE ob
SIS TTHDY MW DML
:0b on D3 o)

RO P36 N

P MM o

5p M\ MM noen 2955 P e

O N MM ompd N e van Spad
AN MR 72 100 8O prINe DMPS vmn e

o1 B PTG 573 B E*m oMK g Ao NS e (o) Spab n

opn3 Bdh B Mpn B 3
TR DOND DT POPODE
B a7op37 W9 vh N MmN
mbp sbnb 576 HImn H3En

NOB3 1272 85 1IN TN A AR 08 iMoo Mt e
MION W AN 513 MN0n W NN NI R IOMNm NN
DURAT uEp POXoN DNNY NON A2 uN Dwna oU N Sma
nNem NS Ty owerm g oW nNemwn ownn i Ow

ohr7 sHns duzd o DT oo PO TNOY My MR WNT e ’HJnD 3 n:‘,nw Balyaniid

B v dozd Mo oend PR
MY TS SE73Y Sp3d 99D M0 PDEY apwtY 1B 1HD

ST PNETIF e R qon tohE O7p P31 B3 VO

NDPTY V3 DN DMEI T 1 (B7) DIADST p7D3 B HRDRIM ,OE 1EE hnd b e B HR3 MwhHT b

DTS 1 DP3 09 HOD Dp1IH3 gbY DIMPID TN £ du3M 33 Dok 390 BHE TN HHY 1H PHEIEN D) 1) Opd

wip ohadan ophr B mmpha PH 5D duI0E /D ©HOB 167 D B13 PE3 v phEIEn B YO by Lpens us

WwN1 NN 1o VPRE D3 ¥H N SRS 090 573 HOE Dp1IH D73 DY VDXL D JOK BIDNTD O3 qh M

VI35 MDD ,0NE B 57D 100 MIEDY DSIE 11D 312 apHY TDH MY KDL O M0 DN 1T T MY
T DB SE6Y 10 W HEoR3 0) £IDNT> BdE 1wh ONE EHY vHn MEYY NHE KD P o Ho PO

WOMD B

B 3p>7n P HpDy M NG QP ;P OB D1pw3 Bh omoE 0
Bmas v 7 £Io0T> B PO BED PIY 9307 YAENT LD
b DB WpE TR YN 070 op) PoDO3 Bt 390 13pOE M
ApDpd 31Ep B nbp onop wh wsdE) dE YIH3E »Inhh
ODP3 PP VH TN O7H PNBEY VM YN NIWE W ON3E wh
P B 1hn77] /151 wpde o Bn 0 Dp »op Yt 390 30E
B5199 10 popT P ,MDXE B 303 PPy »nhdE Br ap3 B
SED 33 H2d7 Bopp 3 HD MDNT DY OB vdy 1o
DT HHDYT 1P T DOW YIDE IMDT WH B IS5 ok
p T ) uPn o )smb 1705 DI oEH Hp PO 17E
b ONE 5BY b BN 037 PEd pIE Bk Hin hnb e
QP 033 P HOINT ONG QPT HPT WMHENI MWL PO TV /03
3 DM PP HYOE 300 By HphT B3 T P hon aME
b I D07 (pdT BN T v 97h Hvdp M mbp hn
D3b3 B3 Dpb> DS DD FTah BY *H7 PronE M dEPN
Ph BB PSP PNC P73 Pod opn 3w Weh P B D)
H7 HRLY VPN 2ap PEHI B NED 5 oop b b Hh o
DPRDD WP oMY dRbT PAD DPPDED 37 DLy PYPY %
>H oppod HPED B b7 ospd Hab7 Im oppon b
oLmpn DYPY B o emdp nm 9NE £hY 3Ep B PAdE PSH
7 PO oEn 7 A7pHY OPoE N B Mo one £hY b
HYEDT MNP oF P77 I3 B ©h PE I PEMDTY WS pNE
A5 BE N2 BY7 o1 PDS 3wMm DIn (ru3 Hh o0 0 Hh7
(pp7°) ©5 Wpp PO M MDNT I WPDENS PIPT MBI T
VIE M3 pdny opad Jmp [Moy 13 1 HHET] ImwsT [p7]
WD T DG SEHY P73 w3 w3 ppoh bnb 17n Pud 12hod
°5 NN LOPOE b WBdE Pp T oM JoUDd Bpp O9E3
WD OIEM PTTOD PITT 1D PIT DEIEY 2Ipp W PD pnT £7D)
PR HVE MY BBPT PHR HEMH pH DN 770 2703 10D b
I 1h 15 0bd l’ampu PYNE °EHY BP DM /15 £r7a% D)
PHRE 191 19500 BOIE IMD 1P 12 0D PP DVE PN 17IE
905 3P S0 MR (7p o7p pv3) POT HIY FH7 D oI Do)
A DEIPDE B PPRED LT DTN JHE P 3D I Prny weao
o onp3 MM WS PEYPD D0 hp Bhdh oI pp b
p23b 350 3 07 50 Wwoh o psd oo Hrop opn 75H PompT
P 750 903 H 1pHY N0 1003 B FOM Pt PEDY HYT HnE
ONE £6Y [PP07] (BN07) EIDN HDH31 D1 7PDN 196 YnE 759 1P
ND BN ,HTII ONG QY DNG BB 731 ,w5nb7 Wb 03 oTINT
) 6 PEBD PIMD3 191 .66 DINE SEHY M HpdDT DINE Y
1910 PIRIND 7 ONG EHN B3 DNE IO ONG £H7 M3 HddD

N Y'PD

30 033 Hamm 13 1017 BS Sp 81T T apsn Eved Spen
(PRSI SU2% NTNM WK 100 DPUE D0 Wby [N, TRONT
FRISISY INNSTS TR 1IEY 170D0 O BED HH 1WpsT e
D31 dp3d 7pom DT Mk BE B3 dpn B0 Wb A58
EPM 3 H7ab HOT 03 001 2307 ,0EHd Mmpm dusd dpn o
3 1pEh pH N0 D WdP HRT (95 077 .oy pPY) OE PN
bbb b3t B orpr 6 oMb Do P31 ;Mn3p pE 0Imb Hns
ophd I Ehd 3p psE ohp B3 Lo3md o0 S o I
o »pp W2 Wb ,BUE DB T D3P PdPY DrPE M Hop
D3E DOTO3 DEIV I0NNT MHN DD D3 ONWYT 15IM .HMIL3
19 305 307 03 D He 1PN INBY PEDY NS 7Y ,pdh
DHEMEN D) WD) DHIE) By LF1D TSR W D 1epp pww) D 17
IDIPYD TN B50 dp30 pEREN 0 MDY OhD WHPTD V3 MY
Yp3 0900 B pEwE IH DI0N O dED Ko ) Voop . AN
[9959] WBE D1 3 A R ppHEN Y Yoy .avwmT S
D1 ob M op 1Y I BYY PYTY vh PHE ODY PBTD do3
1 g oamb opbe B mmpda T B5w Sz Don
Y WY 3N copm b Pdp Ty dpEd wmaT ouE
W Y71 773670 93 DCpP WEND Dhr BT MW MY W
oEIWND 0 ThHd PPy Ph LBmo wp prupn) PPIED3 3IPOE
BMp 117 jund 7783 DD DEIDH DERY B3 WM N0D ML
MBI HOPT PEODNT (FHYVTY) IIPE (o) 371 ©73570) phY .03
P30 pIm M EHIT HEMD HHY] opp M o e
P3 3003 N5PID OHP PSP PIEED P3 [07 ,E003 P3 303
DO 103 JONEN ,E27a0 1PN 10D 19D JOED 1D IMY POEED
oNE (bo) D73 Y7 opop wEpd PdE v Wsh P »ET
WL 01T WD N PosH WD Bt ,oNE inhs NSy Tehoop
10 vapdE of Jon 7pb 3op wEn oML [eNRdE JoInbh oonp)
WH 0 WHDOD PR3 [7INH3 IIBOEE IMBM L1930 S N}
PODW 1O 39000 DIND G DINED BV 3INDN HIDE DN ,oMp
DD D ;D DL OO B DD Py DB 1w vy
»ON AL WH J0MD P3 pINH3 MY WL dNE vInh3 o
pEOW £ ,03 19000 HY PrIVE BIMD 30N PIE DN YINH3 Hrow
DG SEHYT MDNT £IDY H71 390 300 0N 07p pWwE whE vhy
oNE 5PY7 703 13 B W7 b PELD I3 13 onp3 3
MEdD 06 D36 .pEBD PIMLS P3 ONP3 P3 [93] B INE QIO
57 DG oEh2d oYY BV HBPT DO 1L IMDT Y7pT Mt
oNE Qe oNE BB L wh Y1 5B b7 1Y omE 10
"0 B ONE EBY7 D D oy W) BN DI PIS H
[}50)°] pROEY DISPE DPHN "HOSEY MNSPR %7 b HIVHT ML

N7 N2

19PN TRANM TASAY D0 DOE PYE 70 Dpm 937 HOE DDA 753 pn HID 13 P

D" Dmoh

prww b7 ppaws] (P
B0 o7p by 7D
[:5 573 670 b5 Py
HpEPID] (DY PP (3
B> o> pam
[3D7 ©M37 "Pp] (A

——_oe——
o “p5 maben

anR Anbw naxbn Yva
"W b DR RATY
XA Yax” and
Y71 vwITen  NNR
279711 aNDW ONREN
MW MMy Swse
TR I MDY
YWRY P ORP RDYDT
DY MWWT AW
7731 WA omn mom
D7YRT ,INIW IR 713
WX DM PRY
MR WY apab
oM KW T
D wnTd eay
Bl

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



=4 ia i aiii=l~]

0937 ohp £379] (B
[Bppp BSD BP0
b3

— e
737
TTASY MWW AN WD
PR T mem
mowr WYy
JMSY O WNY e
Y71 bR nwn winn
HY ORp WPMINR DTINT
MY Yy I owRa
nyn (M prnnw
nMmY WX mwnn
oM ITIOY MWW
131713 PINAW Y oM
DT WM aa
™Y MY IRY
mwna PR M3
™ omN ow Y1 7ond
TMNONTPR DTN NI
773X 7177 D 10 W
ROW M7 X ROWP
w15 Yy Yon neab
30 773 O3 KM M
oy 1wy wraT X
XOX P MR
b a0 wraT
130 7721 ,7N MNYRN
7 X972 oI N
[3nm MR 12 mInhRY
omh MR XYT onIX
7D 13,71 RYR MInYRY
SIPOR NIW3A Y71 X7

o e nnben

noxbn Hya xan T
v Y mbw
AT BNY YTV
RY TN DIDND
o1y v MW TR
MM Wy 1135 ,0°p17n
,0mMmy Wy Wy Yo
oYM W IR
YINRN MY 1Pnnm
Wwnnnw R,
mw 7o eph
T3 PRoIMT LAyt
" 9293 12 wivna
onhea N1

ox s sty
,OPIDY W ma 1T
JBDY Ty N
nTLYERRI MDW
WM AW, ANOY
7D¥N XTI AMWAY
mp oA Lxn omT
,0172  1ram b

MY WK O PRI
SIS 1N ST e
WA IIn ox ax
W IR MWW o
W nnm XYW 0,000
PN RYR 7T 783 W
oMy o om
DMIPW W BNIR IMY
IPIT ROY LAY OPX
mmw owxtb omx
MRD 2R e
W Y¥nRn W nnnw
Y¥NORIW MM N¥pn
M %ar :ann v
ST WS Snnny
3T MWW IR MM
AN 17 MW 1YY
RO MM XD RO
MW WRY O vEERa
amw m XY v
mIw XX YT XYW
TR A2 anX
MRPY ,NINR2 P inm
1on2 mmn vy XYW

NTOD 7R

[

DS 19D OO0 OF ,DMIMD BB LTI WIRND 1PNATY BUY
95DY WRBOE I0Hd .BMEET MW (0T ™D 0 N
B [23] (191) PPIPLT] OHOE 2D WIBOEY T0H I 1T
1D O LTINS WK DTN TN 1w 7> om37) DDPY D
DDV B1I7H DN DS B BB
oW»3 Db MY PEN MDY
VPP DONEE ,ONOE 1°h 1ML
T IPOEY P PP/ D dy
HoEd e wNan Snnny
m HEM3 Pud o7 HO KN
DC 1 PO Y75 MDD
PIOD I LY X pIIE LD
M7 D5 DNE3 0NN
pnh oNE £HY3 Mwd »ppm
M0 ™Mby b I D
WM VP WYL PO ,O0OE
By @3 fap 1 Popd MW
1IDY 1T DNED B3 ThH IMD DL Bb 3D PP NED
"0 B DWED DNED DIDPDY Y)Y BPHM M (D)PHM
ONE DIEYD YT IMP »HE MNED b 3 Hap b7 onoE
173000 IMDD PHT 1/ L3IVNY PN DIV 1P PN
YL P90 156 S DB PYID DINE DB OIMBIE B

1DI0H INE3 JONY 3EPHOY P L

P S8 1oomd

OND W PRD N N2

115N [T7N] :ANSw WRY D Noen
PYBNY ONNNY DY MR W
oMo s A peyd mse momwen
Anow eSw? neS meb noen
Smnmw TITTE Ao WN Tans Sen
5w NSy 15 mown FR BN
523 NIRE FINOW NN SeN Anow N
R 5330 M 55 5550 e awn
NS AN WD 533 W 5o anow

My oa)

-:02]
oob03 BT A1 W 9N 1SHIY 1D pamTE A
qb ,03 o7 590 b 1h0d on by 1pnaL D137 bod7
2025 3P 0 ~5HY DIPNd DIPHN B3 OhD 17 973
D3E ©PY N3 D31 3355 PYY 10D P u3 o £
\ s OF Opn arh3 amaE Iph
12 PINAY AT s pippo7 b .apop 1o B
DG b7 b 170 P03 0f 173
V050 MDD IVHT INT IR
MBD ML dpdn b *Hp PO
opp wh b7 onp i3
oopbdE phY Hoop3 dppT>
0P PPEDPT omp ovh
YZOOE MDD P77 rone
MBI D IPOE M0 HY PoW
P07 Py hod 13 pmop
MO8 IOOE WwhHE 13 oI
13 vwbe L wNs
O TN TIVND IPAATY DU DO 1705 IMNOT
P31 ,00p dE 0NE w5nh3 NSpd oD 13 hp Whhot
D70 %D 3 DINE PINE THNND LN DY 1HhhoE
OIPO DS PTT /P33 WHPTD ,0MED OB 15HON hh
MM NSST D MO PIVY O B ©IMBD pevph P
LSPHH PPPOE (PINT MDY BIEESY nI BT M
1h Dpd NSPd P3 BdE anp on hH 3 POEY dNED

PIDXE DB A7) 0030 16 NP D1 D0 D7 1D I > Bnh B wbh ,mOM 17095 IMBD 16D Ph 00D hovphH3
1h 010 DPHY PId DHSY INE DOH3 NP PRE PH 1H VL WH BT 390D DIBN DN MEY) DML DIEN D
336 PO0E HID DROE DHPY QBN IMBD DI 1H NP DPND D1 IMIE 2N 57HY DI 13D 191 1D DD IMHIN
£5 08 157 165 phY BP0 o3 ,1dod oEn 195 3N 1 NIPIN 03 BF 1D 11PROE DIPH3 1 BOIDHZE O
PSIE H3h M0 DRoE oI B) IIOE 2T DRD3 I §HD £ DAL DI 1IN INWD 19INh PPE ,onBh oD 1b7
0%E37 DIEN DNED BH3 TH°3 PPIT HD MW WD FRATY TR 1O0OE M0 H 11d8 39095 DINH 9NE 57ph MED)
Ynpn 2530 7D Y36 ,bbH3 DNED bH 1L 77 163 0N 1H3D Bf PIBDN 10 Y5NH3 HpPY BBH DNES PHPRM PISPD
333 03 D% MDXE D 307 DNE M0 B MDXE N M0 DISBE ONES HhdM At 2NE 57bb D0 ob P NED £HI Hd

TONED LSHH3 SHpD HX BB DO 170E I

163 HY Hr0 31ED 333 vanbdE on d3b nnpd En

WD B9

LODOE " B v Y5 90 10h ,390md BIND HIM I0H 703 N7
5793 9NE £HY,0NE B6H7 1opd PEDY K23 ONED 39 DI 1IN
5p 5207 ,opdh ©IMY3 P3 onp3 13 Mhs oaE b PR b
o795 0B TR b M) DNG QIO D DOOE B3 1 OP WY Hh
DNSN D HIED Dbh PH3D g’Db\ ,N5p5 1500 DB 193D HY7 ,Dhsn
FEmh7 0NE v Y36 .3ED 53 H237 B M0 Hb Boad DoMP 1HEM
703 B) 336 0383 ¥ 15 B O, 0pnpd gap BT H0 I £H”
,7P3 53 33H 0N £HY PEDT H1D [02I0H3 1P Jo%ET7] ©E 31
3 p B [30F O IpE N Ko BpT BT JvD PR T
W L3900 PId DD NN 1wNRd b B 1> ob Hib phd
oD H27 006 2325 195 3 Y5 annd b b TR 2337 oy 3
[P75 9511 73 337 phsn O NN 25 0H% P PR DN OO DD
DM PIHD B B 0P WD WH[T] 0N LIDNT YT HNDPN
0O 12 P95 O £YPD LMW WK NED N omd dpnEd
DY) 3D 1T, NN USRND 1PRATY BN (pD £IDN PINED LHN
MRS ETNETY ITNNS BTIST MIwn 017 ;b e S
706 35 9D £¥7 DYNE SE6Y JO5 HDH 1P MDY WN JIINNT
5 o B 5P HOE B ,BEN NSP? 2330 061 130 b PP THHY
"DROEY NSPD % PHOT 2 73 b DING *LH7 P onoE N0 B 0t
LODDE D PODEY N5PD HIDDOE DPAN MWD .HANE Bph P dbE BH
TTISW MWW DL M0 B 00h 3K 103 pIRND dE PG Bk B9
g pE 9Ep B v 79 Hup omE 10 B 1moE oh B1ep mEm
I BOEY 01775 IDSD 113 DR DNE ILh D ,5IMmY BIED DIEY
INELY PN 1 B DN BOE 1D INDD M, MINED I 75> 7Hh
513 ,[535 19160 93] 335 13 65 56 39015 DIBH MEDPE[E] ONE
ST 3WH DIAH DNE EHN O JIDS PNG QI D MWD
DO %359 [D] MMSL WK IS I LT TN 159G 13 pame
5336 pE 795 0 Hypib 30,20 3H 15100 13 PMIE pop 13
sHNE D°3 DPRY [HID] ML 13 PDSED NBh 793 ©93 Hudh 97
371 yop Bo pn

X32°0 59T M :279n% AN AMWR 107 MW AR X @AW DIX NUBN ,2WN Y33 IR 0195
:970Y WMDY 00N T RIW R NN 1 Xp

IDLHD PHYT DIDED HRDD INMPI ,OPN0 B33 1WDH pink3 mE
5PE D17 PD5N PIID PINEDE PR D37, 15063 DB 1D Phm
21,1919 DNG 07310 1WPSP PNG I3 BOE 57DPY 7P Y b
V105 £ b 1 by e IE N7 P03 O3 Bv7pph 1whT
1h DI 755 1753 DIDED /D 700 PIMD BB 7w P17 H1on3 pom
273 10 ONEE Do) Ph2Y7 1956 DING SBE BB b ,0NE 3901 75
DM 75 ,H o1 paﬁ DG 0T 37Db 39 DAY WINDT 0T
bsh apop 57ph 20 10D VL M3 121 .00 0P 3900 b
BopoY .apoE M0 B) 101 13 01 Vw107 ,0mE M0 Hb7 oI doad
DG phY Hro3n H7 [1Pd DD ©OE 3337°] DL PINE LI £IDN
D 233 190h7°] H791 INE POV ONE EHY 17T Hdwd 1) HEDT
WDDAE O PPT 7] 0 p5nhT Wwoh Kb [Hp PO van
9EDh [0 DVE D1 ,ON3E JoNBdE MY DNG LSHHN Y3 1 NP
36 ,I0Hp DNE QIPT 09033 1HN PPN BEN 193VE 12 DL 0T
107 o Jopd 20 Hip anoE 1wh 1nh dE o) w37 own
ON 17300 DNE £HIL 1L DI PIE D17 ,V5NH3 JONE WHIE N
59631 Yonpl Pp 90b ,APOE M0 B 1730) 9NE EHYY 1L 1S dp
2DDY %51 DNG BHIM IHPE TH 233 I3H J0InHYT 7 wbT Mo oNE
215p5 »PbD D01 9MNE £H? HOT,HIPDN 00 1mDd HNT ,ONOE MINH)
BYDE 110,106 0L I B3 UL H37 H0 ,1DdE 6D 3ED I3
£apd 7350 ot »p ok .omoE 1h o5 ok oE» Ph7 INE P
OIPHT ONE EHY 1Y BT ONE QY H7N DNE £HYT HI 05T
33 0180 HopRT HOPIPD PR ONE B0 Woh ,MpNT ONE 3T
£9DD HD™I33),09M3 D53 £IDN B D0 1708 3T HITY NED
DIEY DALY DB DING LY B PO ,750 DN YINE MWD BT )
wh ,1InHY 0B MY DALY DI NIDSD 11 o5 DD B DI
Sopop o3 B A3 T 3WM DID 11 PVE oD ,o0E
301 DG DIVH3 DALY ,ANED B B PHT DN 0137 PD5H NP
356 o 62267 10,0035 N H37 M3 HHT o pod oEn
70h ONG N0IT IS PO 171D BT 1 I P BB poEd

nows 1y

DYDN P3O D7D M N
13 b0 oM

pdon  vp o Ne

:f 2% oY oy

DI DS D7D Mp T
D 0 oMY

DINADY S

w21 nrawna D (R
v
W21 nMmwna NI [
SRITW O
W MMwna 175 933 [
v 903 o R
wnna ;.52

mon M wipd

WY D MR
o7 phT Pp msw
why v woph obp
PINOE /W ;1 pIME
DEND POSY P S
MWL e By
WD BN PID TV
WMID D3 N PINOE
g whs o
Pomebd hpb Poopm
pp7 HooRID PIo)
(&”p 370 ¥p ohp) LI
Brop mp37 675 oE3
oMy ;oo Jmp
P n by dpdE 0T
H0) pmap M by
o030 753 WPy o YY)
£735 90 93 b
73 apdp wh oMb
pmo3 d3b apop oMb
w7 Yp oy T
o oo Hsm omop
WR37 D3 Pobn
137 PPpd 7P pad
»w7 YD Hpopm
I DL NDT ©ID
mpp P oD
oop whe oy
o 213 57D HhoRIDM
ophn orh7 ML 07
9373 D3 O PIDA3 P
MEYY 7D ] DIPND
.£73 67 B0 ovpm
S B35 ppbn DI
ot Sy awr ppd oh
wnnmy  auw 7y
PE 21 TR EeND
5P3 PIPDN OIEED 137
wed ppb oME pEw
WDDD RN WPE I3
mp oophd b spd
DO O3 L O
omdp wh NSy oD
DO VTDE MDY
97 N DIEYY DYTE
DS N5pd bopoEs den
opn b3 b o
NG PRI NSpH WPPOE
17P3 3900 DomN Hpb
ph7 omp oonphpy
oNE oo mEpd o937
336 o sy m ponb
19%0) "0 1 Pppop T
moh  omp Inhd
Wiy bh vamE> D77
o oth aspo pdHiHN
oML pdopn  Hbom
mEfd aNEd QI
MEpd pO7 BF PhED
Doy B ONE BF
53 99 M i3owmd
”D . 2wn 923 NI
op > MEYD 1997 PhE

B D Y755 ML 300 B T OF WENEN g MO 1IIOE MY PHY BDOE "M NEh K33 HO 7D

P mEpd 1YIE 3T

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



B 1y

DuIDY PKIN D7D N N
1LY B W0 oMY
DYDY PYYON 7D M 3
IDIED3 B D% oMY

-
DINADI M

w7 a7y LBRmw R
Y703 179721 K712 0w
Bai-l=R i =il
DIPRD w72 P [
0 WIY WA 77D LD [
I 9702 79T X7
S
YTy ma e [T
e
PR MM WwNa [0
R P mo
Y703 17572 K712 0w
SRV I I
0w W JWNT 1
SRR qwnna 1 SN
wa o oard awmwr
W72 .(07A ¥5) XNDONI
Yo amW veTY X712
yon Iy 77aRIY VN
SIWW x7n 7
oMwha LMIY W (N
1MW WK MINNT

25wn N 7N

TR W v (8

WY Tws

innRd awin NS s

oy oin W

R ey

ST AR 03 TN
(& 93 o™a)

[anii]
0000000000
0000000000
0000000000
0000000000 g
0000000000 I
0000000000 ¥
0000000000
0000000000
0000000000
0000000000

M

noy

h e 9

[ n
HDY 1PADT DNDD 13 157 1Y Pan e dwNaT I 1)
DPOE ©H MO A MR 3P TANY TR D oEhIs
B3 pI5p B T0H DY DI P OpbE DVE3 NS
5P POV PIVE DD L7 ©IPN3 PIDHh ,00dE 0T NED
OME3 MDN3 INHE Hmar Hro
oNED LINHN NSPY WppoE
Th v3p an b mD B oM
1I0hY 30 DR 1I5p Hh
,5p05 ThY PN D) Hh7
PDS a0 PPROE DNED of
DAL DR OPHY 1Y O
139095 PIND NS NG £H
SR DY WNe D T
D 673 DD e opn3
DPYE3E 1067 HNDY ,onpd X
PDSH ONE 1 NSpd ppd
D 3h%d on ihod o1 oD
PODT pinh3  jors opn
PHD DM P PID THYE
oMEd omb T o B
1pEMDT 237E Bh Yhnos
PO pn e mw me
w0 B WPDOE NG oMb3E
5P DPL3IN PEBEY DIE DNE 1 DTS oMb 195 DD
ONE3 TDH OPH IDDD ML APPDOE D0 7R Mb
POREN 30N 215 NSPY 10hD b D 1I5p B pEmnd
1) NPT VAN ,NPD BNE IP3 37933 1 ob P7ED
755 ONE MIELH YDODDY PThLE 1M D H iz HO
oPHM PId 3NV I BPH DNE LN DIED B NED
DD ANMEY WD KT I TN 1ONED oMb P D mvp
300 PN MV 0DPd NED B DH3IE WP PEIN
ApppY 3ED B o opn drh MNSPID POSEY PSP PH3

mme WwNe pnmo

OND W PRD N N2

NS N Y N LML WD P 1A
ANNY 7 AASWY T2 TP MYpR e
MR MM WY T3 TP LA NN WP
I N [EEp]E (ep) M q;z:
85 PNaw wpmpe annpd awn N

DAY MM T [eple ()
[P MM Moy pausy M wNa]e
MUY MM WM A MY M N
DO P MM MDY AP MM WK
Ao Vow wpn] ey mme
AP Y5 P TS SN IO e
TN NN PN Y ey Sw e
WNT D TN AR DT PeYa e
Y 2 A DT N 5 Anow
SRS PN N NSRN 29PmY

N1 N
-:102]
TP TASY T CODE MO HYT LI wRaT e 1)
1H$ ,2D5E MV DHOEY NSPd DIDDIL I0hH IO M AN
15 370 100K MO £ 7205 35 103 PIPDD HHE MME BhY
o0 H7 D10 DD 1 VEPE B ApED TV B MY
H57 op PN EHY P dRE
o0p X6 DINED £673 DodE M0
Qe Py bopn B prive
I PSP T PINE
DI I 1Y PO 1700 IR
(&I 2R KT JOPOp ") HYT
O b9 MR NF PNDW upERn
DT INED P I3V B Prave
SWRT D T 270 DO 1708
LBV A BN R MY
BT (15N T DI NS
Y e s R A
Bop T HEPD DM mww
B DINE BB D3 N
JONE QID3) OIS M7 N3
oMY PNE BhY B g
DME QY 9np pE oEhm
uER TTIMD DG QIPH P
DPEPD LSBT M P NI
50 OMNED qIP3 DOOE INHY LImwY M W 103
QL3 A3 PIE DN KOEY 390D PN IMLd Hpod
[I°DES] D13 DNED QP53 0y HDED 0OEY D NED
POE3 9391 PO By ) MDY M v 139wmd DN
/3P DD PPy VL WEH dOdE 1h LYy B aEHI3
PO Y7L MY HDED 165 PHY 0L 573 b HdEdT 37
19 bpb DD 39 HHD BPOE WD) ML NP H D2 Wb
:ODOE M0 HRED 0 Woh A 1b ,oMED

W anmpb awn

PINIE WK T T TONED 5693 10T 100 DNED Q10 DPHD B DEVE 15D 03 POE OF hH3 HY PrIvE 37093 Sp1dh)
DYNE *EHI3 DBDY 3N OPH MIWNd DY £I7791 DHPD DISP v BN TSP NSPD % 3T 30507 7ph I e
PIMD DRSS 30D D DTEI IMY DHOEY OPY HIT 1D IO PIMD DINE SEHI3 07 PPNE HINN opn n ,onp
EHI3 D0y FH7 OPN PMDHN 131 9D OpBE B BB 11EITT 9 37H ,ONP DPOE M3 JPEIT DTEINT HH
ONED QI3 GO 1PI0T PIMB3 DI HXIT 1) P IV PN DI MM AID 1PIND PINE 2EHI3 H) D7D ,00p PINE

,EMDT D PR3 of % b B wnpd 31En B ph3E PN PEITT HT DIEM NP PIMNE IE3
PIMYD bH DEES D1PD3 OED H3 I30E PINMB3 33D 2P PIMNE QY P DEWE ) 10 pH3 HY PIVE

me "o
o5 pphd7

PRI DY KT AT TN TS TONP3 DT WD DNED QI3 10 BT B0 Jon b Do ;b M1 qpbn YEIM
Md 57H1 30> I BTN *7705 1Epnh EREH 7o Y3 S75 ap AN MIDER PR MM I8 TR MM W
2207 5220 391,000 I0H T OOP DINE QPN PINY DINE QP 19 11DY TP NP DINE EHII PINY PINE °EH 1DY7
VIPBE IO .(075) 3753 £°0 HHDPID LBINTDY IDEI [T TN DN 151 TS MDD VDY MWW M3 50 Do)
B2 117 D12 IMBOE »DY DNIL 11D JOINH HIM O3 Tnh I IPDEY 1T BN PDSH D Jon dpH DNE3 BRhd DUED
PHD DO 1700 IMDI 10N 391D DINNH DNED HIDE 17395 IMBD OB BNE 1N PIELY ML N0 ,39m B
I 1IN 17D PD5H DABHID INE 1IPVE I0H B PTED W31 IMIW 2T D WO 17IDN3 DPEIDTD WG 1whE
39095 DIND YTIOE INWON DNED 1Y 57DH O HOED 39 BIN3 117 HIDE DY BOE "D BT 1 mb7 13 b
35 pod @0 nbn drpp3 B0 1INk o ARsw M 1 1OPDR3 WDHOE PEMD IMY B DYDY 7Y ML
312 q1p3) 951 ©FY IPOE 19 IVHYE VPO PH AE 3IHND HINH DNED VAN PPPDY 17IOE INWD DY )17 VL DAOEDN
10DOE M2 TR LD P 3307 17OE INVD OB N7 DIRD MHY HY 0K AN PESLT (11 Hd7 b Bd Hio

Wo™D e

qPY ,DPOEY TP5pT BIpD np DG L) b prone B pEd W
THY7 PIDY WIOT P MY A0 pppd MED B PImy P
DPDHT 1D 27700 MINIT PR 1PN 1Y AT W LT
Eha & EDD3 P3 93003 P3P0 MY pRoEY anp pedE *770)
D WY WY S A WY CONE QP ONE vIvHY ONE
IPPT 0N POSH PN PINEDT DHYT DT 1N PR3 PEND
5705 2EDH INPDD DNG 31 ,EP PITEN DIMEM B1IT NIDSH DNG
oM DS P o1 1»95 1916 39095 DI 916 pINE EH
o7p$NbY ThH PHY 1D D17 PD5H PINEOL DYT D) I3, 1D T
ONE ;b3 190h KB ©f D2 1Dh ,390m PINd PN INE IMB3E
POmd AP 7 ,D0OE N0 HY7 YD D9 B0 ML) BOE ,ONOE D
POIE IO IMBD D DDD3 DI MDY 3T AAD WY 39N

2Yn3

T IOPSHD OTP POEE op HY d3h mIw AN R NNy T

DN WNPED IPDD OOP3 NGPD D HOT TP MM WK 1T

b3 3Ep ) PBE »3 1) I8P I3 PHIE M0 ANMPT N N

D77 HHLY %0 51 .onoE b od H3 HY PPIVE ONE QIp3 LD

I PEIDN3 ENDN HHLY I Hponph BB o3h HIpn PP
1DV 1708

N3 NN

WP TNNY T D3 HD I PINE OEHY LY KT I 1)
BN ODOE 713 £ O3 OB NSPD PIRDVE DIpHN A AN
OWNOE P MY WY P13 T toonh dhbm o phop
oPN3 B3 DL 0pb P BpHE D [HIED] LREN WVT I30N3
WDDD 57BHY DMIBHY MM DNG DINHH WHHD TOEEN D PHE
1B 10230 D3N N0 ONE £HY ,Dunk Dnd NPT 17vHY oNE EH
{31 LOD3E 19h 130 PP 933 HDOP HPPT P HI I BN M
3901, I06p D D37 T EMIDT KRR I30N3 P'3 HHD3
Pod oED pI3LY IS LARSY TEpen (opdI 30> N3 MED
65 p> Hh7n vHED EBD3 DPS MED ) ,POHIN3 PEY TN
2300 B 2y B3H WD PHT YHEN WHPY IPTM MY Ed
NI RTTIR AIEY AR DI ST 1T T 1OPY OVSP IPIHE

b

WRT DOPSPD OP Wbh DLt o HY d3b #p AP NN
D ANSY BIPED INSPD D VP07 30> oop3 HOT P M
of 33b 3Eb B) PoE W3 PIp 1IPH WPE N 0T pH3 I3
DPHT HI ©NYY D 301 .00OE 1 OEd H3 B 17 ONE I3 PNE
Y7 BN W Bnww 3w d3h bodnph B wh oo sHapn
7DP3 EIDHTO PO 1708

D"wn nmoh

70 37D Hovpw (B

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



=4 ia i aiii=l~]

o o bbb

A7 3D o] (3

PITY 370 PP DPP

20 PEVPD 00 DD .00

Wy ) pow
[709D

NTOD N

OND W PRD N N2

A

men e

[a7n - .2 102]

ND7 B3 HH 09395 DALY XL Y PEHY MY e
M0 PEPDY pb dpn w30 ph A7 of PYIIT HO3
ph hd adE ob B3 WPT HPI3 HIH ML PPN
oh omE DB 0 Y30 DL D PEMND
S P390 jn a7 B prawe
a2 712937 W8T PR ph
™I N o PdT Nem
b Y HpnT »p7 Ho Mpa3
W B WD PN PEHR
qI5DY MH PYEID MM 57
DAL 107 PLEM THDD Ob
DL D2h DN I ,0ME o
3 6 opop o B ok
ohp3py 1h7 EYYD] DEMPD
onoE 9h DWE3 WHT [OMNED
op  powsn  w3Ih B
SNE DY) PEEM pEmnd
oops @h Hhap7 mbY 1Hm
W2 P PEE 3B ph
aDE o 9NEd q1s 1hs ph
BN 1°DYD3 P7ED PED PEID)
dor omp Sw Nw
DY O M0 PR
oD IS DNED N7 pHY
Bmpehy DD PEMRD diEd b Ok DEEDY DEIDD
505 nnb op MbY K 57wh DN PUNE ,ONE N
FINT SODOE D10 WDMYI[I] M HID LHMPRY O7bh Inp
B3 D70 DD TS NSDD 1TS3 DY S MmN
DMLY 3 DNBD MDD 75 PrIVT P HYED 573 S
TOW MVE DNED PPN PINYY DOEL OIMY 1L b §IsN
1h PRDd Y710 0203 d3h 03 pRoy PR DN Doy
£I0D) D 7 S ,ppon 1h b MY 0 b hr
SNID 72 N NI 133D qmng iponpd 753 1ednd 75 o
D31 63D HPIE3 *H1D 130 dMIEd 3E0h D5 pwT I
.28 1 :»3b o3 By HOd A (on owp) DOMIY D
2nb ipt

SNPD N R

DRI YN N NP SO NTT 1 e
PR PN NN NN SRR ANYE AR
NI T wann NN St oM N N
NN Smd N8R ON N ™D DN N
9313 W INSY N wenn
WD WM PN SI0 NT NI R N
NN SMd N o8 MeNT 8B ww ow
Now Y DN e Ow PN wrenn
(PN)T 1IN 20 NS wnn DN Sm
Ao WN ANT T o opaen
X 9N 5T AN Y TN LN NI
TSP SMPD P WEDA WA PR

SIS NI NARRA T POPR T ey
TR ropn T panpne ey s
NI NIN BN a5 nm 1D 31 e
M5 SN 20 TN NNN LNDPT N 1

PID3 HRD 1PN 1D IWRTT NN W KT R U
MoEY H250) 169 HIDE 937 7003 1) DD 37 (370) b7
» 3 D B0 Y307 OF PEMDN ,BNE DEYE 10N
0 £3D NBD PYE3T BHED IMD DDILY AN NSPP
pb pEYED 1 BISHED DL ob
ob b3b pppd 31ED B PIswD
557 domd bH N2 pE3
190 I0hdE BPoE Ph M ML
3> 57pb 9511 M oY anop
WIBE O O M) o
POE DN MWD nH db
1P 57ph 951 b 5Py Phy
£nn HM apppd MED HY 3
»ph ) pEp Ho07 Hro30 Po>
NEBID Db Y M3 DN
H%D 793 13 ™ Ohd £IDM /1)
395 w37 770 B b Y7
"5V OB OF B3 EMpd b
£7D 3900 963 OF £
pb7 MmO BY 1PPED M HOM
9373 mE 0 v7phT b
O3 7Y ohhn3 nhy wop
1650 IO BEOET HID D7
ST TN W T LO0E N0
PPPD 75 I 7y 20 Of J3 NIL D IMPD
DD DX HIDE MDD 75 DIED TID DD HOE 3L
9D LTS IS NS B 1D 9PEN I B 1758
D10 9D B 10D 7536 b BT P Promp B Ho3
DIVIDY MBI PPIVE VTVIE IWD DY N3 I P
DD 75 B O P HuIN Hp D 3wmd PN DNED
ABEIE 30 PPDD 753 DNE3 PPE 0N PPPD 75 AN 130
P73 100 pEDI> N0 W3 Y Mpd 75 P07 Prand
PIPD 75 PUIBE PONT BT 1H NTN0E MDD DY INE3
IPIDD 75 B3 W 3 PP .ONE3 P HI0 NHY o7 3L
of ohy HapoH ,OMNE3 117 *H71 HHEIE PDPDD 75 D137 138
D3 1RO 75D 1DHPE A0 B0 BN 136 POPDD 750 D
SONE3 IPE 0D 135 DD 753 0 100 13 D5 HhH3

[N = e

937 BPIEY LY I 290 VD 2736 DB ST NI 13 NIN WIS T 1D33D A% AR T2 39 1hYD3 %0 wEDh Hh
:(379) DDYID Vv D3 1D 7PN B3 SPIEI SBIy 135 MIBIDN pOIw3

WD

ONE I EMD3 13 LN w390 3h wasnE wpp7 By >7h oop
ST T3 W D3b o005 9rh I POOEY NG 6D B M
P TS T TIP3 703 1990 wh hppoT rme 139
JIARAT 78T Sen T8 e chpppd A LonE v 3 pE
Ph Popp7 [19pd] 77d Boo3n [or 33 v o pasw »E wor’]
755 (DR 75 WY OOE 7> 13 BET) (P DY DD PO 13
nDY DOL VE PODDD 75 VE RIS 75 w0 w7 (heRpd
OIEN DML B PH POODT P ,IDPD 703 d Tab [P SEpd
B P20 755 PERRD 75 9w % 33h .omop 1 ph rdvd O v
omp ) B [ionpd op 1I3ph 17a6dn°] (epD PRD?) o3
DY N D3 h PODDT B3 £IDNT 397 HTIW DM DD DIEM
b M ,Epvvp g3 phiy o o o3 ho P bEp o
DL IMD3 O B IPNED ONEI PR ONE T 13 DE 0T
Who b PHY P PHT 1707 SEph 07Nk P5d 3p Imws d3h
MY 0FY KD ORI 13 NI NN D33 Ljan s D 1pwn B
1310 BPEE m 305 IERd P w0 b b7 MY 13 op
1Pw3 h

NN N1

ph qop dYop H7 #D 1 PN NN 5Ll BN RN N3N PN
pb Sy oope> Y3h opor w0 1h DI bbb pEHDY
PNY 1EIDHE 100 DnoE M0 BY g 3y B pEmnd qhp DEDD

ADOEY 3D 3PS DD N PEOY PO D) OV DN P>
1Pn HOPD 9307 15 ML 13 HPpE o ,rRIp D My Hion
67D 93 13 /9 EIDNTD SIOIID MDY W T WA NN S o8
SN Pb Yy SEED ph drEoT Sww B wrws Ay Tl BN TR
S omp op dp P Do37 jpmpd pE pwy 3 O0E B TN
935 ppppd Md vdp of d3H pOp Iy M0 MbEE LMD
ST ST T BN T 0ROE 0 Bh ,0ME oF dEdED b dn
o Ph7 190 ,0POE 2137 10 DVE B 11DH IO Sww Bw PRYS
Op DOLT A7ph7 OV O > 1MDE) B ERLD IPVEdT JED
NG PHT oML B8 e B ovop o) Hoh B Emnd ImvE
B 57 H2 O [(rm) BT D3 D3 HH77] DEdEn oD
0h v W3R 0HM EdE B Ewnd by B jor B L
LJAD3E M0 LMD VN UM DIE HEDT WH b ONE3 P 1P
DRh OpE N7 A7ph 1 HOM ,AN0E M2 370 15T 37ph Hndh
5730 b dOE> 7 DDE3 S1TE TN MWW M 1ONE M0 97
PPDD 75 IPBED PILE 2393 OOE 270 13 DD SOIE SBHND 10T
IV 7Y DT PIDD 75 IMP D SBE BF 0 HOE SEInd dp

MW 2Yn3

SENET TED [JOPO ML TN 0 TIME O P T e e
opd ME Hop o v

BPY7 P57 D MU RN SRIWS [WNT] 1D £IDN 70 EH00 b Md DOEED qH 10T #D IWNRMT AN TF TIwws N30 80
PEHDD 303 B D390 35H DOEED 27H DELY DEIHD DY 107 DEXED 0P 10 th Avww Bw s b 9D DEIDD bh hop
SLHY PN3 HDPTD DL D BT INED DIDD3 DAL WD N0 DI AT DEHDD SED 7pHY 05y »D3 INE DL ;b N0 4n
[3607] (POE) 1 M 0L #ph PEE Ob PHED 336 abT DEHDD ML DPE3 WD DI DOE IV PO 1TVIE MY PNE
9300 g ML O ,PEIND ph M POED DT DIEH VPO ,DNOE ML P0d 1By oL 9376 1o (70 o) b prIE oM LoD
57pb o7b OPIEE 5% BX DpdE DNED 9H% B0 07 duE wpn OYSH [DEEOE] (ENDOE) DPOE M P DD oh DI ph HE
21D 75 M) JOPd ME MOE DN HD IWIBT TR 1PPD TND D TINE DM 4D JISMT TR MWW [1P7IT I0DE M0 Yopd

nows 1y

Yo wD ] N

[ D93 O™y PYbY

DYDY PN D7D H 3
1 b0 oy

DINADI e

NN TR MWNT NN (R
N7 orwma swenn
B3 BN KT R0 WD
WA DR
51w as el (2
.@n am) YR orwm
oowTa TR Y7o
B -iH
0w IR BN [
51 w2 XY NN (T
(Qw) MOWIPa DY oM
%
07 Y752 a7 DN [
JANY 1797 X772 orwa
7o BN A vn M
BG*
N0R Y53 07wNa T3 1
739

N"™m mman

DR WL DR ASWT (8]
W AR A YT
73 yaan DR oWy
R 97RT X7 1027 210Y)
57y WPV PR MW 7
YRR TIDWY 3w man
Swhwa Y3ROR?Y v
PRI DWIN 001D [OX
YW x0TI MWD ROTAA
0172 97¥] L(7¥T W
DIDT2 YN DINX R
(127 TnY 12W) DTIWONR
API0bw MWD DIV AR
o"b AYEW AR 1PBY
b 1w amm
nXY wbwn R st
nxomamt Jbr¥s ovaan
Y297 DR ASWY WbwR
Syw X713 MMM a9
Hivahl

oMY MmN
$WID1 0N OWT R

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



B 1y

P PN 7D MN] N
mpon 0 ok
[D7p03
DIDY PIYON 7D M) 3
17 0% oY

DINAD M

ONY WD T NN (R
07w JTWE T ING
N XY oxy w1
AR NP
5T X772 LIERWR (2
19 mown 0w kY
073 oA 7o SR (1
afuY yom XM
9232 (7 w'p) RNDOINA
13 PRI (m) A0
RNDOWN2 717> AT [T
oYY (Qw) °Y2AM (W)
:175721 X772
oy d LW M
(ow) *93222 (ow) XNDOIN
=oeRY M oo
NoRwWwn MmN T
PR
o3 i) Rat-2-1-il
(ow) Y222 .(ow) XNDOIN
e
oy oas g mnw
(ow) 92221 ,(ow) XNDOIN
Rt
Dy qon MINT AN (M
7791 .57 R7T 07w VD
(v e VY

zbwn N TN
on gy 2w
O8I WK ND
op: T

[CR=R="3)] :m:gﬁ

1l

mn e

ORD W PRD N N2

NTOD N7

o -2

T 37 920 10D D1 47D D PR WL AT B
DALY PH PENVE HID PTOT WD 37 DD NIP W
BBDON 16 1du0n oh PT7IN 1900 B popRT B jop
PPN PH7 B3p MO0 37H 0TI P71 YIEDD 51Y DO
Dn nannT chny oo Mo
POV N0 1PD3 P IBPPT e
PO PR D pomy ph
o om37) MNTH3 (371 Y7D) OP
957 DIED B v A (B
670 0703 1Bh ponpd by Ho
195 B (o) DIE3 ODD BT
»9hY 39 PED NS YD T2
onEn B wH 037 03 hob
7% mN PN 2 9N 13 HDT
B 336 ,parad »Es oM PhHT
» (op) PP B DnpE»
,onE B Tob P B Hi
3 POND PHT KD DD PPN
201 b o hsmE oad
by .nmzw Dwn ones e e
DD P3 DPEOM DIED I %D
> oy o oh omnhd
750 7MY ph NpYd TISE
1HY ,pRDD N 0 753 Mok Ot
obY MED 7536 OIMDD DY DNEI 17 THHD 7I3E IO
PP pEDD M0 HY 1H) ohY ,BN0E "Y IMNE3 Phd Ph IR
15 NP (LAY 2 SISNG SuN TP BN TIp A0 1OMNE3

WS 37 720 . Sy moonn e
15 15 MR PEMY PR O AN ey
mopm pan own pannn o e
27 25 8AN NOTS POD T Ay ow
N9 Ry D¢ o N MmN S N
fala ety Vel el g i i1a AR RSN AN
NX P oNe R 95 up Sy own
WNE AT TIMD T TS memnen
WP M P OWS oM A
W A T TS N3 A en
Jowne N % 8 S o N5
5 9R5]T (19rm) Ve e
RN ASEY Man ar Spounn
mEARSY WN OPM AR pannn
NAMRR TN N I N ppee
FaNYT B O AT N IBn
[PoPm AN]™ om0 AN NP 102

DD WD PONM PTID WMDY PETW Y 27 2D
PP7 015N POPDN TS0 B 13 T OIED JPHd DO
PPN PH oMIDd F3p Hd Y7Pr Jmp o B w3
ohY 1PPLND G5 POV LG5 POV 103 PP WN3 N7
03 pPm ) P H¥7 HIpn
7 PoD; (BT BT H50
own B »oh q5 Fapy b
3 pap b7 omop wh op
WpN VE EDhY DT7E3
37 B0 01 Ypd7 honpnb
P BN L[PIP3T] P3N PODE
Mppd oph P b m
or 75 wph B T 2ETIPND
Ph MY B3 pphd 93w WhE
755 ©3ED NED 753E OIMBY
ppEY Y107 oMEd v o
OOEDY T NIN AT 00»3
P HPED 0n Ty 831 1)
P v bO B omEs N7
W o8 ONED winhs
200 1M T Nap p g
AN oM oomh M aen
OO OB M PR qwien
N3 0215 oy dnoE wh thivd
HIOED OPE 1H PDD 336 ,0N3E H 573 ML (Y]
1(rbod 9

1h 3196% 1) 35 Dby PEOOE 97 Y7HPY MDD3 DPDD PIVPI PIDTD MIDP3) TS I MBS K31 ADWR 1N

17 b b N5 wn& B3> PIBEKD DG 50> WAL O/ ,PEBD M0 B 1) DIEDE 1H 1Y 937> 1730 1) HIp W B

DAY LN 1H NSPIN DAL DY BPOE D H DWD T 1H3 Ph ~h ) h LOMNEY W §IH T BB D DY INE3

SR TONEI P17 DYDY MDY DBV MO DIDEND DNE 5D OMB3 P70 D I ONEI 17 WBPT HM HID 3BT o

57307 16) 0PN MDE %) BN3E 1wH POPDD NPT HD LAZUD MWK NIV 7 1O HODPID A1 WY 1vHNT W

A03E OF PH PODDD PPd IPOE 27BHY 1 BIBD3 (LR b I3 HIT HHpY WD P OPOE WH T £79) )
200 ph 9 0 D IMB3Y YA DHBY DEOMIE WEH PHY

WHMD B9

POHNT DT 73 POPE 72 Y7P7 ABISD TR PARAT o) £
(o) DOVID HID PID3 I3 TSI NED TV 1]pd DOOE 933 Py
A3 G50 PIOE %Dn 00 0 £IDNT B0 H3H .95 MOE BIED Wb
OIEN BEM PPIT 130 33 50 HIE BN WD % PEPM I3 W17 I/
PN 512 1HDT HEP 1P D IED 103 PN romEbd ibhd
507 opYN3 DY HEp7] bt 797 96 Y71 073N LIPEY nTe
20 DM va::m 20 bnb b)Y DO phDD M7 NP
N3 DIDE OP PABO DH 9 ©H D0 PrET DYDY £I1N [HIv!
W bEme] (ohr) ,omoE 16 ph [ppD gh Q3> MoK 15
BDPI31 D 139057 DIEN BROE PRDY b WD b I b [ohT
PO 109 13917 BPOE HpY7 PoDDD DML Bb KK B WP W0
73 67,0008 02 T0H O Ph MDD b W OHT 1 BOOE h
(779) "0 PID3 Y71 EpD 99N £p3 [ wonne] (0pn Hropon°)
DIDD OTIP JPBU0 931 O 133D %33 DD MM Y 1B10d Iy S
Y71 773570 vy pEm .OPOE JbhD 16> ofY ,BNdE ZIhhd Ph 13
b B Dby B> jrdvd w3 wmbE Hrapn oash b b
HD1 79 WHM 0PN N7 DN DPOE hH POPDY IHT PN
'h ©27233 DPIOND 1D [N B DN I D17 (177 1w M3 HpYT
B108 B7ph N0 1h B 33H 1w M n3E BB vy PHT D3H3
PPPD "D 57Dh 13 Vo Y 110 13 PIND IIDE DL 10h WY
DY .57D POV NV BN [OPE DINET] N3 PH MIDE MDD 0P
ph D3 HH w03 P P PED B ponp 93 >7H7 JErD
1Ph02 POET WDHT /191 IDDD 2R3 1h JoNE Bpp KN jrdod
1,733 16 136 3ED 101 57 HE H DEP IV Y 1ED POPDD
DL M0 B QP QI M3 P PED BNOE 1HT My HILH 13 001
o0 737 ppnEd ) 7T 3H pon 371 073199 937 1Py Hom
:[bnodo7 30 dd ph 91 0 W2 00 £pY ph WNT 20 M

2

DIE3 PPO DDIY DHILI LAY DD (NTHM PRR DwR pannt

aMRT ND1 PRI PP (Enn 16D d D3 AT BT roonn

moum b w3 jeh dokd 3 33 popd M7 s 1w

£ b7 HD PTIT AR WS WIN 1Y 3 0OE MY W

PPPDD DH POEE P9 ,ONE 1wh ONwDd 1O [nE] Wh o
1DPDD g 1 b3 M1 37107 1o Jrdud b 931 30 0h

N3 N

717D 061 PN 13BN POd PEN 0™ ST 3 T M oawmaT
PID3 DM .I0h PLd 39 13300 TR P ,hbh DY 39p° DM
7D 65 103 P 0B N0 103 P 1INk M (on Do) D1 DD
A0 N0 BY D3 P g5 10 3 po Hnd7 b 70 JRdom g8
21 PIAMAT 1G5 M0 N3 P PD M0 PR3 PR b 77N Phom
on7bs 307 [Prdy BN v B w7 P hpoy opd L
(1339 70) 1pd 3707 0B D 10 03 PH7 Y7y JIowd 1vIp
2103 »En ) P Py DY EN B3 0P PIINT POOE 23
om0 dp g5 H10 M0 ,Enp dow DTE3 Pp37 AT BwR M
N RINY 1G5 10 193 P Y70y v B 957 Hapn 9 by oo
TR PRSP g5 o BN 1B5 D B 300 Bp hsw > 9
¥ [70 16 Do %] w1 975 P [0 b h] I PoEY 3
2DIDsH BY pRBY PEIM PHT JPDT7 131 P BN 1I0HD 7E3 OUE
WDH DNG P 1H DNG £HI PEDT MV TS 1173 105 0 HH
2D95n DRh3 £ oY 208N B B0 dEp) b3kl 27D o0 B
o JEWE WHP DB PEIM % DIWSNT DM ONEI P wH
N 1h 0P MY PO AMRT MDY MY NI AP (AR TP o)
AIDBb DM ANE LINHH WPPIE ©IED W 1IN MIn B
AP0 HIEDT HYED OD3) DPVE M DN PO ML N HT
302 ©b P ovID » ONE wh 0L b EE O £ ohT Yud MH
S5P1 9D ,22 Y7 1 5ED 1B 130 W I b e 30 b o)
NE DOD IDEN O0OE B D3 WP WEHT (bvm) (pd M
M3 38 9 una thpeh B ron w3 b vanh P
DOOE %33 PV 13907 10PHpYRD 1937 SIMSY NARAT 190H I 33 v
13007 0N b DPED HDED MY WS I o) (o
PUY 1IN0Y 13 VI3 MIDN3 POTD 1IPBH DL M0 HdT HIpn
PPN 95 OIEN 1h HES 301 ADE N B 57730 753 M0 D7vh

N YD

DIE3 (6 f> ©937) D3 DOVID DAY 3N 760 dp wHE b a3 e
PEIDSH 1P HD MBS 1T WS 176D S HON M3 HBE 107
1ODOE M0 NED TN ‘B 0D 750 OOE KL o 10T OME PYdd
SIING 3 1pPDD D07 KD MWD 1T 1N MY NI pp9) 50
DML WDN PP MDY WK I 10D Huan HO3 D s e
WD ONOE OPh DINE £7367 B D ITIT AR IIND W 19 113
b 951 9356 90 PP bH PIEED 1M DNOE h OMEE OMYD

PDDO g P JPA3 PIF 1D R {POT BIEN BDE 1 P Jrdsd

D"wn nmoh

P 370 vp oo (h
370 3 bpd] (3 .o»
D bpEPID (A [
[on] .on dop o
[0 o7 8] (7

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



=4 ia i aiii=l~]

pe wn o (b
p7o o fpopid (3
DD PITR 38 373 (A
£ ADY ©M37 Mp]
£pY 2 7 0137 o
o7p »vd (7 [ppp HSD
oDRD 170 17D O3] 37
7o 775

NTOD N

OND W PRD N N2

b

en e

[T"n 2" .2]

JONISYR T2 T TV I DML 2700 D3 MY H% mvaamwn
B B PYINED 9705 PPE 0 (00 7 o37) 3ED P Y37
M2 1JPED OB 00D [AWS] SII MIN 1 B
D3 337> H10 pIDY DPOEY PP D7 EdE 9 1 55
< 01 .o e Ny ‘) B
Hod ML M oh B Hromn
ME3 ONE3 HPNT H9% ) ,Hoa
o730 Pha b5 o3 Y b
poWE b Hp7 kY M1t
30M DI WPLE N N0
P 17701 0197 DS DL Inh
B3 wmpn 1P> ph of *dh oA
1oy POYT poh P P
*HP DD N2 KIS N 8T
bpn7 ot s ap7 HO
N7 DD W ST IOp) PN
OOOE PILYT PPNTN OPOE DD
brob7r Dby My w3
Ph oD o7 b7 HpID3
20T PN3S3 HH 956 I
szew o iHw dpopd v
u| DOPdD PRIE P13 Y
BRI M DN SN
£5 3b vz HpNT HDN3
oA INd 13 B[R] MoEh %5p
s 1o doph PE b
PN AL D JBET AN I
PIDI0 Odp wgh Wwob orn
o) 371 0730 09D M0 OF
VID3 IDM (1790 77D ©MY DYDY
DI PEIND PRI 1D D33
winha b oNE3 ne3 phE
N N od pon e
JEMD psNHY LM 1onn
oNEDd MD AO P3 TIN
1h p3PB3 MOH B3 DM DY Dy e 1WHE VSPHI ME3
1OMED 7 K

AR P ATeE A

SN NP [13]5 (182) PR AN A
PRSP PUNPY T EC JIOPA NN M
NN S e e oW 0N T TN RSN
wpie MyAE T M5 (0] M
W AN N SR answ ey
IR SN AN DA N MY
N YORN Now I NNIN MW T Anow
207D PN SR 1BRD DM u Ao
m a0 1opb N woen b ooaw N
oY DN N A o5 S SR
23 12 e Ay ianan Spad npaa ompd
W] D3 PRD NPT MY M owa N
NI PR NON N NS [0 Do ey
DTMA P T PR 3 NS o
JTONSD MDY PN DM FONO! A P
N oY DNM TN DI NN 9 R
b 5190 N A 55 %5 TN Sy M
O Y Y N Ao N S T
NP] RS NI T NSRN WY Sapw
WA NN B 5 A [0 D)
SowN Nn N M an L SN
™I M A D DS SowNE
PO TIPA NMA Y DWAT N e e
DRI PIOYD" D PP M BN AN
ST (OMIAT R N R A owa

B BhE 7M1 HID 19015 (DD NPT Y7PT N T NN
73y (7o) Ppd7 PID3 IHT M M3 1AL YHPPE D
YOG EpO Db I ,00E WHT POT 53 10DDE INDD
MRy I ehod ph WIS 179 WHD M 1
M MIUN T oEY M pIITwR
191390 DHPHT MY N
o w7 ) obn oo B
0 90m 0bm voap o
omE W mdp oph ofn
s MINn top Ko Hoopim
orh oM .maw  Evmw
NP3 MR PIIMY
HpY7 LpImmm ooy e
uw IOOhm M PE PNss
19 IPEDD IpLIEd JAwD W
90 10 TMVE D HIP DIED
17D O dE L wY 3pT
pIWNT T M3 N
230 WL POOT M3 LY
£731 25 70 »pd b 3Nwp
omdbh owd b7 B BT
£ID1 /03 ,oEdE 16D M0 o
15737 Bp3 073 273 b )
MO LB PRD STy )
oW BB P07 HRY N7
op Y HeE BT omE
P13 1HEBE 170 DD B PITIN
£ 50 16 *H7, |_ 21 v o)
I b ) P b
o1 7nH POEY PIINVH DMV
Y123 NON N NF Domop b
"0 B P35 by oot B Bp1T
"2 P3on by £9onT> onop
oD DPEN3 TOHXD 03 PU3T
13395 whE 1t 397, 75pT v
P37 PID3 EANDN D BT AT BN 100 236D I 16}
B10 D15Eh %50 b 151 KR M B IMBP MY 1 (379)
o3 3oph 1 JoEh *5p Hrb 5 »pT K33 NoEh v

"0 NP AT NN

oM DD BT RRA MEDY TIPS NV WD WN T N5 I Bh 88 BRI B ODN3 SR 1O PID 0
"9) pap&v PRD3 D7D M) D53 DOE3 dDu03 Mpm 1300 Hrn ompd KD D O3E MoKk 1 SoEh %5 ob of Hime

D3 DTE3 7LD PEUD PRD PIEY JO6 7IDNT PED 50

£9DY 1529 RS BNPY T 1DPS3 DYE3 IEVD 1ID 0rd

1313903 H) DIE3 JOOE DPPLD LU DD HID IS WS [SNM KT KM 1050 M Hp
WD W

P BB PT (b7 17p) Pt Y P07 Hnd Fob *Had d7p B omop
B ot whh7 S £ KLY ONE M0 WD P PPHT oNE
"0 BY7 P21 J0p0d DM DIR DD 13 oHT 036NN M N
903 WHE ©IPNY ("p 975) £¥73 PIDI PHTD ,O0OE N B 364D A
TOSY D 92 1iophT> 9739 HINY »HE IpY ,Bnop M HY BoHXN
¥7p) PPYONT HI03 PID3 HDP HHOPIDI TR T NN BIWDT 120
Brpin " Wby ML M0 Y P WEEH PEPHD 3 B (370
3306 570h N5 P e P wh B 17 vEsh oIhd hoed
HOE 3 0 M 33D 3L (17 IH Y 1D POY N 330 v
5D 95 OmpDd MADEHD HDHED ISNT ANA MY TIPS 100
o3 doph Ywph 0% 3D B 1pom 136) 19dem ompp pEh
D7 1273 DE3E D36 v 17 PID BT 07390 BD 9 om0
067 I3 RS P I 1INSDY DAL SOEHD 1H PRIDI 17D
of [BED°] (971°) 16,5793 DESE DI310m POE 3D PED BID)
N N IR PED 5P 1603 ThHY 1633 075 1 ,hbb> 195y dEdE
37 101 13> BRH DIE3 POIDD B JPMH JOSIL P37 T 13
10 O 10 70 1D 16D Py B3

N Yn3 N1

£75 375 165 12D 2 T T 110 I D 1T RN EIDHT
I5PE HPOT 1D LB D KN INTY KT NEN KO 93 11317 b b
WD WY VT IDNT ANA MR WP 1O N IOEY PTTS 13N
1P 73 B3 03D 1wh PPh #b s A31 mA Y75 prp peue
7Dfy PN HOEH %D WD MPDD PIDE #D PENE MYYD 82T EN3
7P of 336 D WS JSMIM KW NI £IDM 99D "0 oL %p

£P3 YMDDT MDY EIDN ("o o7p) B3 PID3 LWRT AN IME
SN 1OpD HIEMDTD PEPD b I3 HHDYT oML N B PrnhT
PHE 922700 IR (ODOE OPRY PH 0D DIEM e NN
PD5H PO DNEDE DY DP O PO PAT M 103 MM
19955 1) ph HpEDT M1EED 92 S T ¥ 5P 1 PHT oD
2Dp (70 1p) HHDPID3 BYIRW 3 "IN 1O0OE "D 1h 0Nk b
(EpE 077) HINII (7770 57D) H71 D730 PRD Y ,0m A PITIMD
MY A HIPN O P B3 MW N MY 17703 MEIDh
PIPWED WD WIS NS bbb gaon Bz .mnm
3021 .JpED M50 WY Mp Ph HpT %0 M ppIpd in 1pEDd
£73 b7 ©76 30Hm 10 17 wEd H7 b vhm Y71 prh
oOOET ,(375p) DO W3 PE HY 1pED 9B D3H (35 373) PYPD MWD
M 7o ) PRYON £33 BB B0 Ib Spy ,35p 3 oD
PR PR 13 119970 PR BDp (70 A7) PDDPID3 LBRY IR
PIT3I0 1707 0038 (PHE DEdEH HPT7 03 9hM ,20m 1h ®or .ai
105 110 P3N 10 067, »b DEXE DIEM ,HDPID3 BBPT BN Of
N NT DT N PUIDTS NIN 1IN KT 0005 0D o ,7m Mpd

N2 2Yn3

Wh b BT AWIDZ 1ONOE N ML) PTIS NED IPE LB e

TPIDE D PEND PUPYE N7 B13 00 73 BB [1995] (OPOD)

NI 1[9D] (DDOE) M0 1) 30EH 250 195 dIEH PHSH 15 MPPD

haao ompp S6Ee 9390 Wy ‘b Jowned d3h mws Enm N
1[V9D] (PPOE) WhH 930

190 Wh M7 0390 103pm M7 b

Bows 1y

Do vD ] N
1[2 D950 o™y Dby
DYDY PN D7D D 3
IR
pYON PKON D7D N 3
27 b0 o
pdn wp o
o omp pupy
o
DYDN P3N 77D D Y
1 0% o
DYDN PIXON 77D D}
:h oo ooy
mbon 70 vy wn
1o Do%0 oMY PUDH
10703
DIDY PVSON 77D Mp] Y
HUREE-T

DINAD M

MTONRD orwma SR
1 avp) VY 1oy

L7 37p) 9% 17931 oM
N3 v a3

o) XNDOINA LW 1
RN (nn
N¥T o orwna SR [T
B

5702 770 N EwE [0
1 0W3a 77753 07w 1IN
$RIPY 17571 K772 LI
T Y03 s e 0
X772 18RD 903 07w
BE-H-RG-Y R

1290 07wIa ORI [T

N"™m mman

b5 bhww Wy
R 972 112 79 PMaae
R0 IRWY R 7 owa
773 71 77277 Y] Y7 e
Hekhd ']10’7 QoMW 77 wMa
owa X973 7207 (3]
o3 Prd IRWY e M
XD I3 pmm D
P X wRnR 7 Abma
Dy IR MmRNA TV 1R
[7aama 973 3 3% o
93723 120 MR MR (3]
™WwYa  IRD1 DM
1317 79 QW3 @I 29570
93P WREM 578D I
ioIDAn nnn
W2 LD PR aMWY
pnn

AMON P B

TRy B B N3N
Paint--4 N hi“adal
qb  pwwch  Sdnon
D oppyT PID
57pph T3 DM BEXE
npf B 11 B3 omoE 19h
> oo Bd37 1 s
opns opdpe M
.onop orh 73 57pph b
N PYWEN  O”hM
©3p 72 p WhHE g jpEd
omp wh 7y >7ovh
OO ME ML O7pP
1 odouE w07 P
DwprEd pEpn b
170 17D oph B0 PP

O ®
OO

OO0 *
O

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



e I R OND W PRD N N2 N9 N o"n o
[17n 170 - .21
oo os p] N TN RIPR ITSY IODH3 DEMDT D LT IRNR  DEdE WP 7nh 30) Tnh 199) HIp3 vIp> DEdE S ¥ ot op i3 3 (B

™ 037 0D BT 300
H5p b hppep 1
[5ppD 65D £PY .0

[0 O30 oMY PLDY
podop oD p 1D
1 o3%0 o™y PVPY
pdop b pn

sht 0237 B HEp 00 0BT TI0d H3 B3 797 N0 T (DB PRdI S T Y 130 aE3 HIp B, o)
57357 0% BT 70b Bpn JoET mbp Pho Mo m3d  Lammuns mviN 95T st tompd oouE oM 300 [19D1]
o7 % b7 Baph By Domdbh o) 3 HIP vhD [O] DdHN I 2 (apy o) IBP3 P B EIT I

1> 0b0 oY PIDY
DYDY DY 97D Mp] §
J[D> Dobd oMy

e
DINADI M

orwra LT urd R
2PN Aou YOI KT
H-Fah)

X772 NTIwn 773 JNNT [
188 17 9703 T
v mmwna 1R [
Y
TAN PNY AT NEY [T
AT ST mwad Sy
AOM @°0IDT Y52 ROY
TPY31 PRI WA DY
107w

i
N1 Pan

anvR?Y BIh WY [N
I DM W,
TYIIN 11721, manbRy
bryy am mambry o
DR W7D MREM
DR A oowb
:pIm 15 27nYaY

b P pid

WIS RN PIN Y MW
VT TIRONGY DS S
m owd M
wenee 7D ndhh
ampn W wwd et
7D 92 7 %Y 70 .BMmN
PPy Y7 Seph)
13 0% 1 HY3 owd
[N3B] (BN) ™ 8N [P
JWST NS NP DY
737 H3p OEp 9737 7D
£9p 230 073 027 £IDM
DdH% owh b £737
np Er3T Bh oW
o73% b DmdHN owd
MBI ik o
WD NN BN 19 1N
oM WD R NS
fons H33 Has b
oNhP 13 B MW (:3v)
I Y MY P
1Y MY PN 1Y BT
g wh Hiy oupr
noE oh7 Y £27) DD
DM oML wh W3
pan o fpd pr7
D3] (13) B0 IS”-)
opn oM pEn MY
N TS DI )
NS N IBN] DI
£Y7 13 MepA 9
nep B DT own
opb LD opb ob 1DPP)
13 05 D 65 ppd d>
5 31En of »ph opHP
2731 Dop» D0pd B

——_Ee—
z5wn M TN
TR G
WY ) T2
inmpb awin 85 e
ooy oind
A R el
ST AR 552 0N
(& 72 o™aT)

pn

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd

I3 DI Of ) P ML
225 b o 70b o 39N
73 ,ompd 72 B M b
D o oTpT HpT p
fop b7 womdbh  owh
oD M0 ) M0 YT HEIPD
BRI P70 Dmdh
»0 70b 2% T0b B 1H3 ph
DY KDL 9 OMpd oME 1H0
W T MINY (o0 hond
JMSY WK MDUN DONND 13
9D DPOEY 3DOT 'PI3 BT
D PPy MEp B D763
£5 dh 17 vIEEd > aphE
%> onb shE opbR 13 B [o1]
21 931 1pp6Y D 73
dpows op jpop Lo
RLFREREV AL DAL LI
Ph oty omp ovp MvE
2v7p by% dhpy J0b b dNdE
13 BN AN MWD NORN BN
omop b B B 17 obbp
omoE i BT HE won
I TR UYL AMND (P73
jowE3 PE pYbE mvn
3 ph b b D opbp
Dupp MTab 9hEd Joy Y7
M owNy Tmp towopY ad
OIP MY TN RS BNND
Pb™ e P7 07 B3 P
(on opp) DEMY WAy PID3
17D Dnp PR3 M3 D3

PAN N [ N o 5]
MION5T IS 35 ® WY YT IRPD
A5 apbre 559 maT ameepns
S5 WWNT TN NI I NI 9 N
DVENN N A e b ond
v 5pa5 oo S5m0 ey owpd
P pnEe MInn n m5m 0]
DWAY WY LFINSE MR SN DNND 12
a7 5pa5 A Sxma 131 onND A
SNOm 127 AN .oMpS: o oom
A 5pa Swomn e omnpn avn
w5 N LA 5P S omo PN
TP NI P oM e S WN LMD
NP LFNSY AN NN DNND DY NN
YONSW T OWN DNND Y Py
TN P2 N DN O BN R
PN WD WNA TDT N
D'ND 713 YW MRt [17N] cMovaD
538 D'NND 72 PN LRSW RN Anoen
Sw 81 OB DNIND MIPYS TMNT N1
Sw mampe N1 IOND IMIN PN nae
WE A MO M N Ay oy
M2 WY DASYA TR TIER MEpN
Yoy T omwed M3 Ny
T onw? M AnN PN MmN
NS M AnoEAT R mn RN o
IR TN VAP A LNTEY TR

225 11 3 [191] b 160
o1 AN 13703y B A
b4/ IR - LI - 11 SR -]
DIMYD 31 IMDD A2 2w
D ND O3 B M PIMDED
D1 1370035 D 5910 1P 370p3d
omE 003 Ph 370wz ame
PEO Ot Y 0MOD 1L I
opph 1P opapn Dby
13 00 370p3) 7DD 13NE
LN DY Db My PE
IMNY DOOEY (v > ©937) 3PN
OIMY NE LAMDD 1E7) BN
DUNND T RN TR 1O
Onp DPdE PO 3 Mt
et hphior oMy peoEn
PRI CED OPT DMV PN
OE70 WHE B7YH st Ims
Db pHYY DoE3 o»php 03 Ph
oohn o Pk
oML OpHRd Bd OM OMIWE
133 :onoE H700 dnpd Mop H
Smbp ppbd AT 91 wwnd
3 BB D OMOR I OB
030N Ve 9Eph D opdP
Win DS 1ppb Dwp3 1Depy by
PPO7H ohbp YuPLE un
£7) 0DHP BT BT BY I
O MDD NIV NN I
MW 19903 HOHT DEM A0S
17 7By B0 D) 1TSS e

DRI 12N T N7 2N 1 0POE 0h ODHP D3 BE D qf dNdE 1 ©°hHR 13 £ MY D1 IMD DRdEN P HPdE
1 MIDYTEY PPT J0 ©D3EOE M0 PT DTE3E 0 1mb ob D B3 Imbp £nn pow dp B Nhn pT DUBP P o
oMb PHYY TN ONBE DB DIE3 D MDN3T DIEM /P33 £IDN D DIBdM Opa 0 b3 1mb PH1Y powR o
D0 OMYE HPED PO P OBE HHED MBdD 1O WH> o PHY MDITE 10 Wpb I oE dE DB HD W
32903 Y 1P B0 P70 ornd 13 070 M opE BT 1Bh ,o0oE O3 Ph MOV EDY 1O8 57vh Db 103
L7065 1915 PPd 3ED HY (aw bpEp) 5D PEID MIDP3 DY £T DM S Ty ARY W NPT 21wN 8T 1D P

IO DIHNT N3N MEN DN SODOE 1 MY ODHD 13 BB IMY 1Inh 60N O DEID3 DNHD 1IE N3 D D50
T B0 £ ©DHD 13 LOE IMYT HPRDD 53 DR 0D My A HMH3 HM 57 B MY DR3EY I Hpo) HDR
Bp 5 o005 WHY D) T £27a07 b H 101 IMPD Bf DEOE v HTIT NN B0 DEDY Dib3 b3 NTIEY

230 NOE Bb 17535 IO PIvd P HoIn
WD W

MEps NS 8T cpasn O Toh dnps BPE B (770
W3 PD MR SW NN SN [ooph> ME dpo WWh LBnND
DL Wob7 b ,gpa 100 70 OMPE BB ap3T Y71 PENE
Wh owE dE 1o k> imb phYy pow e pp7 EmE W
11,0000 10 BY my B ,opoE Mo B ophp 03w Db B
w93 tomwe dp o Ev S sy D71 p7h £
,DDED V1 DRENT BT HD WDPSH AT T wd? Sz ANy
onh ohE o 3 7308 1 HS uppr 13a0d onh I ppb opo3T
o737) IDR3 M3 b HEIT T 730 En Yk TP !IED Y
on1 .BpHY B "pppd 3Eh B opd Hh WM e fppo
I 1I0H 1H3 Php DLW ©POD ML AL H B 13
AP BT D0 W 8T 1Omop b pdEY Ophp 13 B
203 5h) MDD BT D NI P D NP M LDIEN

23 N7
TR ADDPY 3D Hd AT T wwsd T mANY 1w

ODIN MY PLDN WD JIDD DEAET M mIRINT By g
B0 p3h 257 06 M0 M3 M LEMN 3R wwS oY
3 07 1) PENT m3Eh owd b7 Bp o 3 opvT BT
DN NBE DS 010 D30 0 popBE pob phap M0 wndh o
L6 om 7p) PO ADMOS PP D7 M Swn9 DwpEnd ey
SpEn 2N 12 v e AN (HPLRTD B0 DIELNS 3
B (@70 5) 353 pID3 DIDID DOPN3 DREN VPED MY o°pbp
0277 H107 ,pun DEE N e vbn Had Do powd depy owen
B 19 N 0HIP 0 @b B3 2R HPpID DNy M
TID NI 1OPOE (0 LD OPOE OUE (77n bub) pranbTd mD
MOEY I OVPP PIBH MZMD [T 153 90D T B
DONND T3 U TRR DD PIWN (b pEbus) oMb Db
B0 02 16> HO ,oobbp 03 L7 HvY B B P Faas
775) D% DHDD PIDY (hn dpwp) DD DD pIp PnhT ondE

NN N Y9

TINGNY B MR Y75 prp armyad NmEY NS v wrs
Y713 DoOE% 305 HO7 1D T KT 7 9D BY M0 57HY 1D R

:p7 0npd 31ED B #b M Fizy mANE e p 636 2D o H) Ph owh Hp7 BN



=4 ia i aiii=l~]

Ay o931 wp] (B
[Bpop B5p 5pd

fi~n il

PO 73931 01 1 W
I3 1INRT RAR A
TR DI YW X217 197DR
MRP AT YY1 AR
W PYIY PTY TI3Y
PROORT PRI DR
7712°K3 TNIX PRI MpT
PR NIDTTW IR
JMIRDD 77 RD MR
YW P XY ox AR
XY "1 DIpn RYR Y95
PIOIRD PRI (R
971 X7 7D 130w

107V IR MIY3

WY M3 95 1T

NTOD N

OND W PRD N N2

vl

men e

"N nTn -2 2]

»op 0 p3d amdp wh DNED Py S mTIen P8
HI0E HI03 HHOY LOEXES DROE PHE P3N 00 DEdE
P B0 phE oMED 7 wh I Bh By Hap)
;b MY 5 0T cbnp Pk 0NED D oD
whH "L opdE b I
PORD IMWE BT
0N ETd 13 ppon BT
D3 DDy 165 £33 b B
NED MW3T 0 pI b
b3 .o pnp HpED @3 HpT
ht D23 ppwnn Hp HL)
e Py bhw Sgn D3
ERC D FURFC Iy 2
WY 3T opp hE BIdd
92N 73931 10IMD PROED
%) o 33 i3 voor 73dm
3stm B pEp own Py
Wwob Ph3r3 d3h .onbpd onp
b P DDTEY DT o
o b ofy ;bdm pomb
mp7 o BpEd7 a7oh odhp
o 1woh ophp PP PIDYTEY
mEp NI topbpd P3Em
SR ODNY MWW NN DTN
onop P PO BTS3 DD ph PYSH OPOE B D
:omop o PdE 0PS3E dnpd ph oM

PR ANOw 537 3T Iy APTapn PN
MY e P npSnn e apn
MITAPN PR OIS Py now S5
PNO55M Dy N e npidnn ey
MER] WD DTN WM apn
WE A MW [0 DNND 1A e
AT WY ARSYN TR TIEP MEpN
FNoW AR NORY DNND 13w s
ITINSW PR ANowY DNND 112 B p?
oY MM [ e Sw N Y9N]
MR PN T e poawe 125
9N JIN PN MDY LTINS
pTE MIA Y 1195 (NI Mo 1
NPT AP NN PR DR oY
TP PR MDY IR e RO Sen N
NPT NN NOER NI R NTTOW N
MmN mop YN mnowe mesw 537

£r7a0 0% 7 BYT Pranh o IND mw mvTaen P8
WD vy D36 oML W3 pYT 10 pRoE vy PP
SMBY M0 ob HHEM 075 M HHED Md e 17538
30 37> 17530 w0 MO ob >7H B Pawd £ B
LY TINISDN PN IOPOE N
M Ot PIvdT BT b I
ob bpEM b j3Epy B
Bdp 7535 MW M
WIDT B0 3 £73 pprons
o0 Jmp HE w3 bpd
o730 opop wh 573d7 BT
JTED DR W RS OPOD
oMY NE M o P I
ophp 13 LF MDD O 753
wiy M7 b D7y Mo
B omE whe P b
*H03 HD 17530 DIMBD Pavd
MY D»73vh ©HT LHDN HD3
Bdn 57h b o Pivd
£73b7 Y37 nn3 Hhadp3
My Yo7 w7 ,ompd opdE
DMWY NED N”H DO wh
JE73) 10 opdE ohwd 1753E
Poy7 b7 gb hoT
N0 OEE B3 M0 ) T MDD 17535 DI
oMY HEY Lo wh7 f10 opbPp 13 BT dn opdp
17 9> ob 973 d3h ,OOE M0 JED: DPm 17530

PN 1O 10 B 17530 Bh qfy 37003 drdp o73h ,oEd pRdE 16D B 7 1750 DIMDD BY B qIDsD o)
P73 wh 973 g D7 0% 1PT BT 1PSIE DIMDY Pobd 037 1mb oH d3h s s ws w mvsen
Bu30 HpDh H ML NOY B0 H5H ©DIRD OMIMPD BE IHED BB ,DEAE PROE NYT DNE3 TONY MWD 1
B3p T PH0T ,onop Drb opbp 03 B Onp g7 MDNT HHLY EIDH M 197 VD 121 2903 1N 8 1HD
£273 B 9w Ppd7 00303 PPO1TO nOE b DDHD 13 B IMYD WD IMBD Dpp DY oot pREd P Hpos
I0bp PO3E B PIsE F1o WHd b phIT mbp PO P dE37 Hieb BT b Eaw 1353y 1 onp qb
W NN NTE R NINN HDN3 DEMDTD AN DIPT PO BB OOPNTY POD PH WD PP P 1O o7
PDOT /HI3 LTI ODE M0 H3T IO Db 0pD PYSH MOEE IMYD 753 omdp XL onp (B> £ ob Lapm Ay
OHpD pb ODBE DPHE DHP DN 191 DD PPITIBE IND O PSP PDIFIPE INY DTE3 INY DPOEY NSpD
ST SONPD D 572 B8N 9w bh HSnE 35 o amw podEn onp pPOE 1Eh7 Ywd k7> 8753 oM
B0 VINDE TRp KT N 117535 DDDED Dpd bH B PIED LD pb B Psn b mop whE mpa b
oOOE 03 H ) PISHD DnpdE THSE IR n&ﬁns o7 o3 b nbf 7BbY ODWE DrBE 35 mpd ph pYsy

27PBb o7 pps o B hom b B

p 7pby 3

WHMD B9

oHDD PID3 PrINHT> 7IDd DHp DL I pIE o *Ho3
3 PE VT MDD DK DTIEI DOOEY IMD (77 77) DIV
2YSW 72521 100D M) DO ppdn (odID onE 0 B opbp
oY HO7 B0 DPEDD MPN3 WPPT POW 3 0 b Hp b7
o b obiep dp php de3 B3 1rp3 pow opbp mED)
PIE o 6o mb pHY 1DdEs ob HdEM 1Y Py PEp
pEMb 0 B> mb PHY MIpT YO WBPT W™ PRa vYaNnE
,3pad B by B0 D37 0T Boom mmdm mbe3
A7ph TRET PNY W AR RTER MR PIND (A7 DI
L0WP3 PYD £ (770 775 bpdw) BB DRIED 330N DML EpphT
o'hhpd o) [orh°] Wb Dnp 337 Rbp 33 D HhT R »
pop of ,07Inh PHSD 933 My WD ,EVD3 P PhE B ,opbps hIEn
ph »5n pop HdC ph mdp [0] Wby oMot dnp dsh mw
mb 35H np BOE BH 101 0D PIAPIE P13 WM NS0 IMDD
onp 35H onp 1oE o ,mop HAE pipo 35H Imwd poEs e
£I01 HRY DIELN3 PP D30 dp3d n JonE pn omp HiE
7530 90bb 155 b ,EBdD 0107 1P P wHE I 33h HINn3
opbp 3 pE M7 B WwpP SE app app Wwoh Hh
55> ,ImMpd bh Db dnp 1Ih Ph PP (B0 a75) HPORIA
o7 DY INDD DEOE P3 DHPY By AL E1PD .oprIn
D35 Brh At 7D WD WL oP D

N YD N"™n

£F Onp D %D HHPY EIDNT #D D MEPA 3 NS M TN
PISE 1D TR 12931 1) |PEPNT £IDM NOE 1h Onbp 03
10 1563 \;b PHYY 1h DpT ¥o B DN ;b PH1Y 1 Ph3E HoE

Hdy Shd 9D 753 T MDW I NI MWW TIIND PN
LS5 DY ONDE RS NPT T TITIDA PN IOME 07 Y
wh 0Imb NS B3 £ TP HIDE IMDD PRI B3 PO
573 3mp ¥703 Jop MY PIET (1,005 ©IMD B0 pm oM
"0 30 pah omop o B bop P B MpT obbp 13 BB
b7 1Hmd7 Yorp3 bh T I AT BRI B mIw (oW
»E 0 poad7 [B6] ,omEs o wh Phng 3k B0 pad] o
PH ODHD 13 B N70 IMYDT [om) OPOE o) [17537] oI
HRE D3] o BEXE PIp pHT 30 DEdE b omEd oden
B ODOE N0 INE DPPY D3P NP £INT [owm) BEOE M0 B
o000 N HRE P3N o0 dEdE K7 973 anop Mo BY I P
b7 100 (9) D7D3 D3NS PRDY Sd PR w3 1L T
b o PBT D0 BpPT MDNT HLNT 0N Hopy PN BT
373) P30 DH D PIDIT I WD LI Bop b Imws
N0 B ONE 703 WS/ IND PP 3 phT OO 39 3P
MW PND OBHD 13 B MY HND 39 b ond puaT ome
B OUE ,O00C DI HET YL IMY DN ,AY £ DADY Y
wh ML Opbp 13 LE MW Pp7 Y £ b omE b
oL BN 337 My M0 Hh 00 WPy Pr7 HIT 0 onoE
MDY TIWS TP NIPA 0D HMID KD 007 ponp Hnd
ppph7 {901, 00p3 WDOE B P HPDY DIEINT VD LTI MWW

MNN2 2YPD

ophp 03 £F P D »» HHY EIDN D MIPA D MmN TN
opn 70 ob d3h T3 12931 1 FIDY PPEPNT EIBM ML wh
Tph3p P10 6D ph1 ph p

nows 1y

DYDN P3O D7D M N

i oo o
pYon  vp o Ne
1P OO%D Oy PuDY
[P RG]
:H> 290 oM Py

DINADY S

™Y v I (R

ikt
el

Haiai-l-4

oid ]

—)oe—
moN M md

DY MR Y N NON
Y7 D OHBHD E1YD
1691 po» 16> Nro3 76N
B s oh qb pon
HEn 0 B opHp D
onop wh >7oph Ho 73
0 oy aph T
TRWT NN NTER mpn
B3 ONpD b T NRY
onpo bh DXSH apop
ML /D phY IPOEE
oY WP M w3
Yo7 opop Bl onopo
P5p3L PIIE (0 wp)
)

B5en M T

(K

WY ARy T3

e awn 8O s

Ny on?

o b

T PR 523 TN
(@ 75 o™aT)

TR ERR

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



B 1y

pdop b p AN
15 O0% oMY PuDY
DD PVYN 7D P 3
65 %0 o
pdop b p |
od omp pupn
b

DINADY M

onuEn 1N (R
POIEN PR NTIWPI
WY NN 2NDS
B
v nmwna % [
R L RS
NP M 07wra .80 [
XNDOINDY 0 WI2 NEM [T
N2 M (v 37D)
TINY 07w LN [
973 7Dy A0M LAIWIN [1
:(ow) RNDOWM "W
w2 R LRI T
1070
NN noen wa L ATEe M
SN
Lyw wma JPEW (o
STRPI NN

N"3m nman

nbn MM awR D (8
$7INSWY NN prm 578

o P pid

D TMPY NN TIND
obpY DEBD oHED oHP
Ph3 1 opdp v
obpY PEdD PP obp
12 03 D PELD PP
3795 15 oy oz Y
DR NND BN N
”D NS pIBND wed
B P B3 nbap
£ a3 omdEYYs
DOEE D3 ON E7D
byop £ b7 hop appo
PP topd M WD
15 b ndp Wob7

25wn N TN

TR BED D (8
WY Tws
ANZe N KO s
ey mind
R e
ST AR Y53 TN
(73 oMa7)

mwn e NTOD MR

bt OND W PRD N N2
i - 12

D3NN LINPY TINY N ZDIJ’BD JTTPY ANISN IND O PONRIR N IDI3ND LATIPY TN ZDIJ’BD Rainhin R
1PoE OB B 0055 N HY7 DphRd PDIVSH 0 DPIB B .OPOE [MD] (PO Ob B PO nod b7 .mmwes

B omppd pb PO OHE JODE DOEE HPIT ODOE M0
PO 07535 ONpYd bh Dhsn apd 0Py 9rbE bh PE
121 19900 pb Pd5H Dpd 1vd
DOE of .2vRam oW 1PN2
¥h pEvn pyp obp b3
o0E3 P ,Evsmn myd ohp
WIPM  EVD3 WP DL
P3 0B 03553 11 33003
P3ho pros Pn ohin3
£BDD PHE 1 P70 P03 P03
B3 DOPHEd POIVSH IIMHM
DN RIS BT M IOME JONE
PR DEBND UDY MmN DND
HnopIp3 05 £DNT> ponwen
npd MEY PH3E B 7o) 7D
Ph od™ vHBDHY P> i3
mEy ph3 B W ppawsn
Pho DD > pinH3 Nwd
o poawsn wh
pb3 oHPD I OWH DHIP3T
I5pEs MRE w5Nh3 ) MED
PYE3 L0 YPY 1H0 £ PSpNd
DPE3 LD PID DI IPSPD
™ oMy dE 1 M oS3
I3PHMN EVDD P3 VYD PIEIT
o000 1Y ©RhRd PEILSN Ph

My N P

FINY FINDY TTTPY ANIAN ANDRG [07N]
INE DOXIM DWwn Na 1E Ry
MR NN2 DN YAN DY M pemEn
VT OND DN PETIN PR PNIEND uphe
WE NI TN MR A pETEn ON
AT WY ARSYN TR CTIEP MEpN

PMIEOY WY AR mp MDY
MY WP PMINOY WY 8 Py
MNP T PAANY D PP PAN0Y
NIN WP PRRNY T SRR PMaNow
noun N3 5w 25w N oy 1A nepe
Sw nN el pevn 5w Sxwr Swon
MONT DU DMOM 3T MaT PR
IR NN PO AN %W NON RoY
owd [AN]e 580my 12 ppw 127 une
Svey AP o PR AR NS anprw
mENY MapT DN T NPT PR DN
no¥nT T A AnoRAT upn maW A
S T N PR A 2 pIIe y

oNPY PSP oMY rhE MoE B ob b3b oonr pop oh
DPD dhp Y5h oEdD DD 0Pp PN 11 10TSIE
IRV -p1obS B L B =)o)
O1F vhp .2vFEam R (oM
N WS phoodss obp
10 DEBRD WY MWD ONE
1 0> obp P3 vy [BB]
ph obpd ofp P3 oW3 YD
Ph3 > INT BNy oIS
1 PPN vI0 Bh PP OF PhHE
DIV VIR "NDNIDY MWW fa}i
PDIIPED P pHE Dy omdp
JE1 1Id DOpd DYSH dp
20 AN PYSH opd b3
3605 00 Y vAnnw
BIp3 5 w0 MvE v
onp PDYPIPED 336 0783 302
o7 P opp voppe o
0L BYPR] Lonp 90 1raEm
onp 1323D 0b 13730 b e
> 076 wh HpEd oEpd gb
[PEp v3p Y ob3 nhE
DI0N duE Smpm Mo s e
W3 P pHE n vph obvp
MDY NS NTED KT T 470

YOI

PHo7 0Hp P2 1H POEE p J3 © ob Em ,D5NH3 »d MED HOPE oNwDd 0 PEdENT A7ph PHY MID3 d3h
JOEE 37D BY 191,163 1991 PP PHT PO PIPD3 BSNH3 D PIEY PH 3190 7 PO »7n 0HDY dPOE3 3D
o°hHRd INBHM LBDD POIVSH 1HY B5HH3 HYD MED 165 PP OPED 0 57H1 g3 ;M PIPLE WPRS D17 9PD 1
95 LTIP MRISIEEW NI PN PRISIOY M Y DDN3 PENIDTD S MIPN 03 2903 1Y Hpy 5 odo ph
PINHTD PIMD POIIRE DN PSP POPIRE ) Hh oHNbY HDN3 PHTD 1IS3E IMYD P5H 1P I dnd PIDT
MOL M7 BT INND ST MWW 10D PIPIDE IND D3I HI DMOED PIND POPIDE IMD DIIWT DI S ,onp3
D5 PIOWD JBY 7E3 W DIOEY D3 PP 10 DTED WD OB PIMDOT D70 PDBDE DN PIND POPIDE IND
oh13p ©hn ©93E0 EHE D7HHT PED YOPDE B DHP PMIPIDE IMD I3H 1753 MED INWD ph PRSN 1h PooE
90D bb DYIH BDE DB Dp BN 0TE3 IMY 3 1P BN PEPD S I PEBIM EBp K10 POBDD PIPD 171
57 /11 D7D 3E 12,0530 IMDED VL S PN DLDE DAL AEA NP 1 (Bw) 17D HROPII NI 1DTIIE PVED
Op O 7 BE NI P 1 (o) HRDPID3 N 11PN Y PO BE Dy 15w NN 150 ohwd oL 960 DL B3 UL
DL DPHE DOPY D;h PXSH ,DI53E Dnp POE ob 97ph ,ohDY DNOE LR PUDD EXE 03 B LT WYY P 13 0L
1h IMBD bh DL 1WHE IS PHE P7 1wh 000t B 13 phb b PHE HBD KD 13 YNDE MY ,POED IS Bh 1
1PPPED PR pb

WD B

(HOPT PSP DT LB vREDY e e Hphsn onpT
APPY 37309 PIDT B0 PO 3D HO7 Jmap AISEEY W N9
IWT PPYLT T/ M D3 N DL md dovp onp o7
PETIM 3D 0PN 3 1;Ih PIDNE DTC YDDDE DD PSP YMIPIPE
IOW PP HIPY PR DARAY T MBR PMSSLY MWW OF b
LEPID PEd [ TRY 33mn Ph3gon SHEE N WP £p PEp 1073
<HOD PO WM L 977 1 pap) DD PID3 PIDPIDD NDPY D
657 ,pEp vODDT DN PHYRT PO AT AN NTIH IR ARp
g% o oopn 3o h an 1D dE b oo vE b o T8 P
o753 Y71 073N pEDY MM TIE3 PIPT 3P PIN LoD
ODOE PPY D3 1 L LTI W NI TSN TTRRT BN 13D (Bo0)
W phE 3w mD 2T W cmwd pdsn D0 Wwoh ohm
P7 b MSn whE 937 on 73ds omp P opd Hh obp 13
Tonp Pop

23 N1

£79 90150 TR PINSEOW MWW 8T PR My amw m

£ B Dph Dnp YMIIPE B P5p vDPIOE V5D DEITT

ST DRRAY M PN PRISSE MEM (P PRIPIPE B

™ IWN UM M DT W DICI MP DL 3 PP TOm

BIC W £75 onpd ph PS5 np ob B 17p3 prEdn e
1onpo b Hsn

IR IODOEY DYIMY D3P TUPY NN conoEY 0D Ty
Db DIEES *PNT £IDN £ LOPOE o) HY7 opbpd LioneIn
obp {637 00 b Y 7 Ny PR 131 odop dnpod
DFSIM WM o0 W PORsH P PIbn X5H PEdD DD
PPN 10h 0353 d onp oHpY O dE tnp Bhp IR 1N
D3pN3 P72 0 PO OPEM DTS PH3D 10T A7pHT ,ONOE NN
TIND BN DOPOE N OPPHPY 5N B D0 Woh e 37p) A
N3 0pd DX @B PID 1h PPY OF B N0 DEBNT Uy Awm
h d3b poapsn ph7 Y HrTT H1D °H03 php OBE 13 BN
@3 b7 PH37 PE I omp 0 Bh poapsn vpd b pID %
Bp o] (33h) ,PDISHT ,OPd W3 DT D5 PMEI 09D
PH] 09 DKL Pad LIHHY WY MEY DH3E B (7o ¥p) HROPINI
BH 0 PHD DPD D pINHd Y MEY PH3 HXE I [PDIvsH
TP PRIZEEY W 8T Y c[0d o Paas] 57y ppowsn

N RS

% phap w0 b6 b P ph ows oy 0 oh d3b .mbdn
PDIRE MY b B D0OE M0 AD Y PIaNaDY R
PYIIPE D P PINH DOP 3N PIMY PIIIPE MY B V5P
T P PAISEOY MWW NEM 1P PDPIDE I BN P
2 73 W 1073 I DO PP POEY 1D D T PRRAY
1h I/ POE ©b 7D TSR 10HDY AL PPY 03 £ AL 1D
0bD B3 PPd B 13 PH MIDC T NS 13 PIIY MWW 11753 I

10npR ph »5n HOE MWD £73 dHpd b 15n dnp ©b B 1P M0 HDEDT 7D 1753 NP OB o 7D PR 1T N

D"wn nmoh

op oy (B
yo  boopp (3
[oF HpEPId] (3

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



=4zl aiii=l~]

[779 370 o7 Y31 (b

NTOD N

OND W PRD N N2

Al

n e

(1" - .87 2]

UMD DML TEDT T 99919 WK orn o) B0 70
£ ,[7°D] TS TEN WD THW WS WK MWW TIN
5 7501 M2 356 W00 D3 YNV *bY MWD B5n dnp7
1 Y'P OED 37387 B 03 YD KD DDE DHpd IMBD
Ba3pd W PEo 3N Pino
DTSR 12T 1350 Py DD
SR anw 7’5’2?3 1"[@7 13N
NYI DO HND 35N M9 73E7
NP P UMD D500 w3 3]
SRR TRR PP PN 03
NP DO DD 152 M9 y73E
30 on [p Boh ~p] 03
7390 IMPD DISHE IHP 739
N H593 w00 Py YIOP Y
357 9pp7 Hh) AMSw Mo BN
DL of YHEN opdE arhE
pOEE O 0] LMD dmp
IPIDD POSE [HOR] (%) B 311 IMpd dnpd P5p dnpd
By b bp HY ppb DBD BIMDE IMHNE ,oPdE
03 DOE 5”Bh ©H IOV 937 P WIN 375 B VO PIDA
LBY Ah 1I0HD PHND DY DD [T (NHD) D ,3PHd
JISER TRPT RawY AR JIMPHY IPE Hoon YIEDM
15500 WpPY3 YIEDY PHY ,BHLn DNIL3 IMBD IMD Hh
O°PhP O3 MY VE (o by H7PT SRTRa 1205 Mann
DPYS [P5D] /YD TP IR TRY FRM 10006 0
POEE DIEN *HY ,DMDD DYSH DD 7> OMpY DrhE[d]
M0 DNPL DPHED DPOEE OP H7H ,0NPY 1PE ph 57
M2 573 BN 1Y PHND OB DM NP HY 3EY a0
PPy IPDD 121 O0dE PoE ob B Ywd7 PEp KO0

NP AD W AP ON R a1 15 N
PN WP NO¥H N NN AN
Swew powNE e oapn Mo
PR NP o by I M3
MW DN NPC TP R pown
79NN Apn PR Aowwa nen Anow
Spa5 mmpy g v o NA
Spicom SNoma 1270 KA AT
T2T¢ TR NTTLAMPY ARNYT ARy
SIS NI T N Swrb e N

Db DYSHE DHPY D1 MWD 75 A mmpt m2 e S
b 12D ,IMD3 1/ YND B3 MWD KO 0p° B PE ,INBD
13 905 IMPD DH ODWE DPPE PO PN INDD POE
[12] 327 1D YT [WWD] (WIWT) WA DD D INO
o S S e s
13 9P PO YIVE INMY3 IHD
03 M opp onpd ph ML
PSE P73 b ok onn3
T P TR B 3T
T pERT My amwn
S 7mby joup 3T HREDT
o pb Ysn HE o
VP Pmd wmb on 1Ep
1 B0 5 Imp 9 Imon
D> 0D onpst D7ufY onpd
" LI Bhw B7ph wpd
;B0 b DN DHPD D3
ND DY DML 1PID IR b PP ILOE B 0
1IERD PRI O D Of PSE B0 PI3 pIm Yh jonEs
P50 prod pho vh b7 b h7Y £ b mpn Mg
Don DApo b 15 IMYIE THRE 1 ,IMBID DNPd P
onpd a7 b oH7Y HRT onpd ph DS Prop apR
MO 1M3 103 D5 HPO KDY PNE JORE 108 99D b PINE
P BP0 10T IR Bb D5 DHPRE BED INh PHM
BODE DHP3 MBR 0N3 PrInhT> WOPD bh DISH B
5 360 [13] 20D DO YNV WD L MWD 0 B
WD b PSE MDD HXH 03 HYI N3 DL P b
IO 3pan JONE 137D TN BN JINHTD TN 301 BE
P70 dp e 33 1) BEoE dNEpom dBdny 1397
,SOND3 DY MIW BN N7 IIDD ph YSn wh I

"ph DPOE DMYY DNPLD PP DMHT DHEM ,ONPLD OY PDIVSH 1P INPY PE DHP BPPT PUT PVEDT I
1IP0 DH PYSH DHPD ML ,INPYD bH INPY DrHE DHpd WSp B obbp 16> PHT % hnbr 073 oMb mop
o°RhPd POIVSH PHT Y7OP MDD b DYSH 9P 16D PHY JRE bH POEE M0 LSHA MR AN RIWYS ANSR YEN
,o°pHRd PEIVSNH PH DNPY DIDEY DNPY HOPT PED PPN HDED 2MNST MY [TRY DT BN 8T 1003 PENDTN
P7E 16> H3H ,0%D) DNOD MIPPT DPHD DI TIMY BE D BOIIT PN VIE M0 DINPY JDE 10 b ) pom
(370) D7D3 »pd D) PR3 HDYN SHD NPY THRY TP FIA 1D OO D HIIPT 1799 0230 dw3d Kb *HD I3PPT
561 MY ph P KL DPD 1D ODD PEMDTN ONOE DEWE 0N ML P0Y MBI ML 337 ©F PUED W37
OpP0 OPIDE BP0 AL DpD HIN dHpd d5HE Impd dhbh3 KOEES Hro KM Hpn 5od by Mop 937 app
DD b P 5D VD PO 7I0h M ,0N0E DEBDE WH PR ph 03 ML 57ph OHY IMYd Bb P5ad tnba
1730 bb Y51 70h 3 165 571 Hpd PH7> DopD pb 5N M Ph Hd37 37pH HOEM ,HIVED INBD M B W >7h
orh DHPD HP B50d MBI 9377 1 KLY DIEM ,IMBD IH PHS PEDY Hon M ph opdso Ko dopm Mo
07 DN ©PO PEDD) *H3) .IPOE DELDY I 15 IMBD PH Onp bh POE HPEDT (o1 PO A ONOE DEY
77Dp YUY %0 JOBE bb DI OPHR) POISH PH IMPY D1PE DPPY IMPY BHID BBP H7D I DPLHE) IHM
TEY SVIM 1ONPY DIBE IOPD bH DL 27DM ,DIMYI 1P/ DNPYY b DL DIDD3E ,OPOED DD P VEIE ITPOT
3505 by opop Iph dmb DOE Ob ,OPOE DLW Drh DRpD 1 Y5ad HID 9377 1InhT oh I EY maNY
onpo B Hon 50 163 B ,ophEd PEILSH PHT 03 370 > ob ,oNPR bb YSM >7bhH IMYD DT OIEM IND ph
of »50 1By HIOE 937 qH7 1K 8T HTY H3H 1OMPY DrHE dnpd ph HSH IMPD 1O DNPY 9HPT MEDY DS
10N 303 12970 L 93> HIVE 9373 PP p7EM HID 2D MHPT 1P .OKOE M0 57ph ML

WD W

o1 301,03 0 35 M B 15 P3 250 P37 mapn map peEn PR
P03 D7E3 MW7 ) BHT> Hovw ,pn3 PRT> BB 22D wh
pop H) b Woh MY T AMPLY MW BN N 1 PEP3 I BN
IR0 RN NN MIwws HOm (opksn onp b ,oMpY whE Py
PIND BT Ypd b7 I 1392 Mane 1 (ndsn onp 1o B oh7°)
1031 DWIP PPE3 1937 23307 1 P70 B0 BT POINSH ophp 10N
obpY DpY DHRT HYY Mb» Hp»T HdE™ PN 1hT obbe
PPN PI3DN 1oL 1h PEdD JoE DhpY Db HY oMpY orhE
DDEYD (379) BT PID3 LMY TINY 2R 1Py S

N N3 N™an

IS 13 UM W AT BUT NS NS AW P B8 M2 3 I8
BE 1P DIEDY 312 92 O3V Y p7OT 4D Sauw 1T N wun
P> DD IPP37T DNPD P P5n ©b N7 MWD bbb Hsn I
13 DNDE INBD ,2PSH MDD INBD 753 POE Bb 7D 03 W0
,EDh b *H7 O A0 I 753 POE ©b 25 HIE P7 1wH WD M
SYSE PR WTRT DY 2T 270 13700 vp3 I b b B
DRED IMYD ph b »5 577 213 @Y pTI ~p M nw W
ST IDYD AMSWY PPD ARSwY WeE nD 1PN phE wd Hwppy

DU MWW AT T3 YT 7D IO P BN 13303717 W8 370
JT3 LT D I MR 3 N MI DAY M S N3 uen
730 B 6377 b 55D 136D 7307 BB 13 939 @D hT7 1D DM
IDIDT B DY VBN IMPD DH IS DISNT HRYYT HIPD DED
0 Ph 336 ,H70 Du¥ DPT A70H HEMIDT 13 WP DD BT H0
St 3737 Jomp d5H Hpd D 3P0 DY MOC Y TH NP B0
ST 3T HTIOOD MBP 2D DL/ N5 03 P1b 37 1on b3
Sp3d Do Mo» 103 £ 29 P3 Ysn pa7 amwn mw pE M
20 55 3P0 PHT PRT 00k 293D 103 WD 3L 1/ YNM D30

N2 32N>

b P55 9w B ¥P3 b P37 0 1z mp BN M 31 I8

PR PN T BT IR 137003 V7P 10y BT 57 BB mwe

BoEp7 578 MY ph IMY P 5767 933 %) DTIN W NN MWW

B3 9pb 3 51 DHD3 NTT NN T NI HSn pHT ooEd 1)

o723 Y5 Ppd BE 70 B3 TV PN POEE 5N M0 PINH3 NYD MK

ph B13d 169 B36 H3 B Prave qb BT B pIHH3 WD ;LY F3 Hh
om0 F13d BI7 0 0B D B A PEIVSH

PIER PN DIPDY MWW AN MWW PIED PN Y75 mmmwm ww e psuw PTWN Y5 Sveww TN (AT T Y75 noun
SNEYN LIMDW AT T RO FYERT NG NI 927 TONN N NS 57ph D MO BN N7 IMDW UNE $2 470 1pvn mpn
CTIIPYT AN TIPY WNY Pum wab Y5 STIPY N NN TIPY PR

DINAD M

T N2 NP BN (R
R W LSRN TN
ST NN nfue mepd
v 3w omD oYM
D TENY TRPT AN MWW
R orwaa SR MR
NYT 72 NDE M2 meww
DT oW nwd nin
RI- AN IR BTy -]
RT3 U D Y
Hat-0k ot ai-Rnt-Ahl"4
JI2Y mow BN ONT (1
R W AT e
mhvreR MaTT wienw
TIROY” L IWn Yy Xp 1o
™) 3 AMpY AYRY
mIwn Yy e avaps Y703
nMB WTD M (v
X7M DRI 0wIm
937 1 mwn %Y RpT WD
L7ANDY APRY
X2 as s
Y 7731 Do IR
¥ 9703 - 27n A7d)
S
TINWR 9700 TN (T
701 LIS R anm
oI MY T2
STINY 2R 07wy

N™R PR

nb¥n Mm Anow (N
.nb¥’ nn prm bres
X737 073 227 IR DY)
oM R ANSWY na°n Yyt
ox n%IRN MM A eRma
[0 17 R oM 7oA
prm P¥NW PR [3)
99w nn
Yy o Mt [
nR MW PYEn PR
MDY PRW 9w
X7 MDY MDY BR K7
NI ORI DT AR
mom mowr unb
575 M2 MEN ANSY
PR mep PRsn PRy
1915 .ANDW MDW BR X7
7Y 0DTIW NI LPIND
XX Y71 Y711 npnwa
PR M9 DWW AT
mwn oy phosn
TIpR TR PRNm
aMPY APRY Em (1)
:97¥s AMPYR DX

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



B 1y

pdop b ] N

[ O30 oMY PLDY

DYDY PYXON 7D M 3
1P OO oMY

DD PWYN 7D 1 3
:p b0 oMY

pdoy  o7p p] T

1[p oo o™y PPN

— e
DINADI M

o"wIa 9701 RN R
73N 15T K712
X772 902 W (2
XY 170TM
o"wIM WA WNERY
:N12%

D) KNDOINA 7175 WD [T
9T XTT W (R
$P92 1 Yoo
XNDON2 A5 LEBMAM [
Y7021 07w w7 (W)
DOWT DI 1

B-p---g

v anN W N
:ININT

mw»a o av> RN T

RIER = G = R e i)
ST T Yo

N"37 Dman

SRITINR By AREm (N
QI MRNI P Hren
1R R DY KD

imbx P pid
7D ARYT IR NEn
W™ nppesd  bobod
13 M) E1PD ENY
Fanitt - B =) B oLy} ) )
™) pE 7D Emwn
owd pIbY pmp 03
opp odd ph odsam
~DpUND DR 9ot
63 1wy omb e
QU0 o

N

mn e

OND W PRD N N2

NTOWD N7

17 - .R?)

pOENd B Hoom Hra Y7 v 7 P Pud gnie s
DHPY DD IMBD DDP3 POEE 7RpT B 9T T
DNED DD W AN WP NN PO Y50d b
HoE pE 95 Bh BOE D7DHY NSPID PISE B DO
POE® HYE 7V DHPO bh POE I
o 3o w0 ﬁiw oMMYY b
ph H50) oMb oppd oo
,anE F*m: 'p’sgw YD
937 o3 P Ph ohoh
MpE opp D »Sed nhe
M5D3 9370 D1 PIL O7hH W50
B3 . tonoE M0 BT EDh
pb3 of p» " MHPT HY B0
f1spE v of 563 WD PILH
9ph BOOED DHE WD BN
mey ph3 p Ho v1esp
M s pp uinb3 W
NN W 1OMD dE pip B
D5nb3 W MEY M12F PN
13 HEpE Mo POET IS
B PIvE D7pPY WD MEY
Mz ONTT O omewnws ioh3
MEE W Y755 B INIEn
NUT NN 5 8T 2921 19D03 Dph3M Y ) HRDpIds
105 ©750 9H3D P3P 7D Ohd PINNTH IS ,Nn3
phH3 HY7 PHD MPD P pINB3 HBD MED ph3E ©M37
JEDN BI3DE 7Y JNp7 HPdP *H PDEM B5NH3 YD MED

TP TN WP WS AIE Y N
AW 85w TP mEPT NN A a0 e
M (291 3PS M NN ON] (DR NN
NEM5E R YOBN N wiat Nan T
DOOMT NN PAOTE KT 8 pee
OrpNE R NI I 0K Sp NS ooy
M 1 95n onl b
9 oS W NS M wan®
PN DO¥IM DWW NTUNY QWA TN
51 NI PN Pamen Sove mnow nd
o PR MR AT M obam owm
"X SRS 115 w1 DN DYMASM NS
NON MIPMT 3T MD NS e M N
PIEEn 5] S i Sy mom oanT
29 WA AN O 1N a0 [
I i 55 o5w N A M oo

,D5nb3 % ppy pb3 ob Y 930 nhH7 HO MY T ™
21 191 I0hd B35 N 1SN 8 mbp wen HiIps W
PY 7Y 37 DEIWNT 7o vy B0 HPOPID L2921 NN
PP 03 L5 O PPd 03 L°C 0MI3D3 IHPIDNT INNT
N9 2951 1DN3 DEPDE M
1D ,0IDD LNIT [N ] (TN)
vD) 5790 PH DY3) 1Ipd 197
Yopod Lamwd IR e
TP NPHY TG DN
oo pIELd B oMM 03
SWTOSTINND 1Y 1DMmw
POE 103 TR JupdE PME
BN9RRM R TN 0ph
obe oI omEd 0D
mb Ik P ondp
£9D 19 o9 PEW 57BHY DY
i oy o gp b
o phE opop od3 Ph PP
TOY 0L JME DhN M
2 DR DTy N MEY)
SIS BRSPS OME 103
'6) 137 710 8T /13 omnpd
ob 1yoh HH ppEd tomy HpNT
P03 13930 1N 10ME 1h Wk B Iy pREY PTIMD
DI 7T IOV APDHY DN M 2 BIWR {70 vb )
:oh3 Py 3pn

sh71 636 0605 DSpH POOE 1 O3 PSP POBE DD 15NH3 YD PIEY bH3 IO PHD ;MPD3 By B PPEN o Bb
oF PHYN DL 1IDY PPY (03 £F DD DHIDIE DIEN DD PARNT HY My oL HREM 3> b #ph BInh HIO
DO IDPT DIEH 0 PPN D PEX3 HID IHPT M0 LM oN3 DEMDT (063 57BED p5NH3 VYD MEY) M3d
POE 0P LID 270h B0 POET qH DPENT PPN 253D PHDRED PO 0 TH TIIDE D53 DOE3 TH M3d YD
ob3p3 PPd D70 B0 90 v B3 YIDT DIEH HXB MO Hpp Y M P dv B2 D T M3 vhm B
NS M3 RSN 3N (1067 £0) HI3DE TV 03 BN Py ™ Ibp M3d D3 b7 H7E P ofY PENDTN
70H IMD D3N PEW 27DHY ,DLPP DIBH PdH Dnn PIEDY 70 MNTNT 1 1IpHa3d HoHdd 7> and T3 NIP)
1703 9390 PInh O7bHY ©237 OEIE T0H ENEN DHSY 1DITE IIDN0 DIED HID BT STRS 131 10BN I wh
N07 0D ,OnoE o Ph BH b pb dTIb B390m DEW SBM PUYP MTD PITAb |0 EIIM BT DTN
D77 SIRDW BT PR TR YN 151 PIND BRWET 551 :(07m) 27D qp DY 1anh7> 9063 3 whE opnd mpns
DPEN 76 IDOT 107HDDY £33 £IDNTD MDY 17T L BRI BRI 15D 0530 0 mF 1 pmwd pap M3 bIE
1D 8T 13) 100R 030 ;13D B3 DD I0H LI PHY DI DD I M D 1 DREN TSP IR M)
dp D95 PESD TR NEN KIS 170 H3E3 OhDD3 DpUM pnE K77 D B DRED L VHPT PO AN 92T
AW T 71 (70) OF HNPDD 03 1PEIN (7p D pr3) PAID PID N 10 10O 0D PH ond3 oHmd tomd mn
1ph3 p pn dp 3hN7 amnsw me 9o awn

WoD B9

1@ a7p) PDOPD3 BOEY DM WY b PHE Y gb Pp
O P> b3 pow jOdp b pedd 1YL pass mwmen 92
263 B 360 Pow 1y q1 7963 P Pk JEh odsn
PIDY Y 9 3 dEy o 3o ,omE ppp P wE 3 BN
S0 I MM JET PpY 0PNE 7R B P omE Hpn
PHY D0 O™ (@0 by or 977 1933 b3 b7 17D) DOVOBES RENTD
B10 q :pwon HIOE 7 Hd ppD3 HYM oh B ddp B 13
SIS 1T PN 1193 MWD ENCD 33D 093 1 BN 33 ppdp
PID 73 (pd B33 LTI OPOE PHL3 DT O 13 33D
N9 1) 153 £Ion 10wpad;y ,omdp @) pHT M3p P3N [jnnd
750 b NSPE DT WOHE DN03 oEd H7307 R N3T A
£ om onozd mpd pin by 9PSp puE3 vESY Dhpw Wb Hb
303 1963 MEN3 Opbp B OHT POODNY EWREN LODE M0
D e ob 31 BB b mD vnn pdnd ppo7 a7vh
Wob 7703 (7759) 9753 371 573030 303 11,0008 M B obbHR
Bov7 T 250h pn bpmy B nohT DL B Dow o FbT
1IPX PIT 0 IPBOE 13391 5PY 77 bpadon T .0d wpp ohEnT
PO PID3 L3N 1N 193 OEIDN DpLDL NMH Pt X pav3
59D (hp) ODMY ,LTAD TID PANY LEYE 1 MM Lemn v )
(B3 o7 op) PNBY WTT ,ETI0 T0 MNd WDNH HYT OIEN

N YPD

ob *pr ™ MBPT HY I B0 B3 ped wne answ T om
b P> 0hRd BHP P3 BB b ENn DH3 L5NHY YYD MY PH3
5163 "0 0 h VKD P7 A7ph ,LID W VRS BE PhH ©M ,VID
£57 a7b H13d 167 oY 73 PEPT H1D P3 AT A onoE Mo B
DSNHY D MIEY M7 %0 (7 a7p) HhERID3 BB DY YEDY ,H3
B2 P03 2 vE 03 M3d YID T PH DI 9N DHID P
PHRD P30 p5NH3T DHIDT 1A Y71 £7HID PP 0PD DOPE TOPT
ppID BPHEI] (370 ovp) DY po> H5ad oh ovhr o B
03 ph pE ofr30 Wwoby appdsd Bohod amws 3N oo
o3E3 Iphd TRITRT W 13D I M T 0H3 drHT ondE
Ph LB 0b % IBd o3ED Drh7 P57 00O B3 Ph ,OMMYD
BT TUND 131 10 (7 o) BpY pp7> 0obdn Im 16D
J[oMph] 053 PmE o3 TaRd 07> IPIoE oS3 P dE 0B
PY3D7 w7 HPAPT DIEN 1 DHEN HPY .OPE D HY M J03 PO
OILDY BT BT NTUND 151 (H7p 1n w3 Hh 1o 97pd
1d0n 3pod D17 DY7IH OB PEW IPTPY DOE3 POIED DI
D12935 mb P3P PIND >7bbY jE3h FW NS h0d po
07Dy D73) 1H WP PIED PRI 193 YT dpEnD T puvp
D™D DNp TIHN OPdRd D 1DE oo Dhaa d7b PE oby
IR PEE S O (7o ovp) Yud PrombI> amE 19 ph DUDD

N7 N2

qD DOEE PEH) IEDH 30 ,L5NH3 VYD MEY H3 I0H Dy 2 ,HD3 7D KT NN T BIST ANIZM 3701 0PN K DID NN TV NT
oL WHP PN PoIsH PhH3 B PIvE qh Ibp 3> 1697 b7 B D5k WD PIEa B3 B PN 7B onr3 o vpd B0 B W
:613d By Jor o9 ohn

D" nmoh

7o o boopwn] (B

[ppp H3p » £ph] (3

P73 Hpoopp] 1Hp P73 (A

35 773557 hOYOD 70 17D
B

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



=4zl aiii=l~]

o o o v 3 (B
/307 ©™37 MDP] (3 .0
bsp » by HppEd
370 p7D P (A [
oppEn 737 bpYon] (7
foppD P PPT PN
ppd 0 35 DIE b
B> onp opoEn
73,671 p”D DIIBY] (D
b7p o3 PH fm 17D
LY pEYTp Y70

NTOD N

OND W PRD N N2

a3

s e

Mm”n 1N - .R7]

30D TP N I TN TN 1Y B3 2N 2 8IS
£¥730 DIE 17V b Dnp WML dENM ,EH Povd HIp3
273 3 Tdp o BYH ,37hp B £IavE MIE3 M
DI 2N DIED 1H INITH OWnd hrnb MOT D P
D75 OPOE Poph DM a3
N3 16D PHY Va3 YPENT 303
"IN mp poenn D)

Povd o7 whE msw %
SR B by sy TSnE
1S BNT BT 1O P3 OY3 Pl
WHD PP Wwoh o 1%
PR3 1p3) 19978 Inby HIna3
»op ,onE o vh PpId b
ph S pronne H36 jnoE B
Yo7 mmow 15 vy H0 pad
1DID] OND3 DL DN S DI
(I3 EIDNTD Y3
Wi PR 95 1

W TPy R

YT NON DOW NS DN ovom
AR N5ME MW M N R
WY D R menm aspn an NN Ma N 8 R A M

ONN® BN D BRD MN NI MDY
PN TP MONI pwm RPN e
5 b A 5533 v ppTe NN
TWwee XomMH et RN Mt e
M7 P 8eSmme Juand min o
NPRONDY e 2D N DN jen
P IN ANC e AN M5 P
50 a8 "oaa [AT]E () A AT N
115 923 TR NOT 92 o3 MY 3T
B e pand e w8 TIsp pend
M TN s e
mo%a WP MK M PSR (RON] heea Ik M5 [NON]T
PN D37 DA DR M Mon R oM L Anow 15w NIDm e
O rr SR M N T NI 5P P NN T N Nt LAnow 1
D13 P2 NMD 1902 mpem A0 WA NANAD WD 1AY anow
NON 1'DX 737 D ND MM 7 N [0 onn i oN] aP%a 1
MNoW 10 PN T I9BN DI N5 13T NN () T oeN e
MINMT AN 15w N N AR AN A NI 5P T 2 e
:502 Win N 0w SY mnen 571© AMna o e Sy

Yoy EB3 mp opn dp MPDT Mm BN Ewsm
of ,£773 ML BYEM £273 M0 1B D00 O IENE
1090 3 100 MEd [PAWE] PIE B b P PoD dE
AN 7H DN 7 HE S T M 8o
ED ph D13 Mbp 0T
B0 omop 3 HOm PIvD)
IOO R Oy P b
Do onp b BT Yobo
P MBI BOENNT HID YN
mRwRn PN M M
00 DPEN 1 TR mNY
£r7a35 09 3 ;3vd £ B
q7E3 B30 3b jmpe mob
s wp M3 pnEnT
NEDY DY ESNT AR NETR
M N TRPT I OEY7 jBn
NITL N3 52 AN NTD T
WpY Yo B 33H 5
PN Y5 B v J7ET
B3 D Iph I PhY M0
"I pmpe sph b
JOOPOD DL IR Nuipn
M popy obds mvam
g ord3 P3 ov3 P3oNmEm
O NDNE T ENY 1ML B0)
HMPD 1h DIB3 0PN 1H PO
WOPN P pad pb dw
pIoNT Pp7ed mphy mow
PRID 1I03Y 1DI7E I0HNT /033
oM o0 W P Topn 07h
omOE oD B PPTD POdE
opp3 hph v5 20 Hib Ho

o NN

"3 17033 BPTD du3 1D HID DNB3 IPOE N DY WPNT N P H M0 IMHD B 1zt s BN 1 Ppad b
OPOE 1 PH7 B3 12T A1E NT 1ODN3 LMD 0 M DrD3 MOND 191 IPOT HDND PPEIDN P KRNI 33
D5IE OIEN PPTO DHIE B D7HY PR3 Ph30d 1DITE I0bN DT HHLLI PENT DOOE P70 Db H3H ,inspn POD ob
9373 HpY77 .SuD IIN TN DY M T MIANT I 13 Onop 3BD PhY 0760 1 pwph ppan odnn3 o
TO%D DYDDY 3> wh BBy WL DEY M HOM ,o7p 1D ON3E
WRY nv 9 1R

WD B9

MR AN 1 (opo 377 o pY) PISH B M3 *H7 ,0n7H0 b by 3
1(9h 077 o) D37 9707 16D °h HDWNEDNH PP YLIPH DT NS
" ABDPY AED B3 DHp %P MNPY bob P POE BHE TR AMEwY
[17%] (7% NP3 1(prord 077 op) DI POOEY 1b IMD DRIEY DNED
TR 9B 1 (hpoy o7 op) WL PSP DOCE 3 M DROLY TTwER
DD L7962 1 ©IMYD D DNIM PN DILE 13N T NG
D7E3 B3 7LD P Hpon D5 PHE N3ED JPOEY 1330 D75 nd
10) HpD3 1330 DTET HLIWN L33 < avsE 077 op) DML M H7 T30
77 o) B3 3DDY ,DDOEY DIE3 THSP NSPR D 303N ) MO
PP POEY PFS P NN 103 7T DTE 9D DONE (5
P3NBIDT 1HINI3 BIDNH 5D MY DL 0P3 Lanwem 1 n5pdn
WIE PITD TIE3 TYSP IPOOT MW 1T 1N Da B 10bd3 3 ovs
52 1) :Has bovp £oon PN mIw uNe TR S oTh
HHLYY JION3IE 37 TID LFBD IWIN TMAD SINDY 7 T et
Bu5n H3331 (:70) HID3 PID PR3 DOEN3 BT B 1 507 BIEN
1) 3w %3m0 B0 HanT 37ph HOM ,(75) ©IMDD PID
7DD PEMT NBY M3 RS 9 1A

N P>
1P 12775 DIENT ,OPOC B PAE PR3 POC Ob 7D B 13T A1E 8%
707 15 .ohwd MIE PR B b M i3 ©bENR ©p3 >7ph
Ih 1701 ,Ep3 DDDN MO M DB ID3D DADHE END DD 10D
B PPE DOEY PR7D >7pb s BbE 107 omp W ph PpT PphT
PR3 qH7 OWNT D BA 1MDT IDTTY MSD LIDNT OmE
N ,0IN30 KON KOE PPN Pa b P7 B0 b Ph3n Mo Pov Hopd
7w @ ob ;Y 10T PR3 ]nz’g 1D7E DN 1H .EPS DD D

NI TN

POD3 131 IS IRRC] 117000 LEYIIY IN DOR R NTN BSUR 1N
NI wRwEn 1p7) KB HID LT 0T 3 DB PRI () PO
DO DrH Ond 0 DHpDH DMy H07 A7ph PHVED3 3707 P
[PPOd] (1P0R) 1 P10 1337 303 £7a7 B I b0 (D)podd
D0 0 DT 720 D 0 B TSP e wes wEE s [Eho
TIWSHT 12 YD I0H L PhY a3 pRED M TP5pT BT
Spd oy 10E77 0D 03 %H PSP YIIIPE MY (7) B’»L7 e
Wh D230 3 05 B DIV WMEE IMY (70 v7p) £27) PID3
£IDD (on owip) DD DAY 'D3YY) D) DOOEY TPSp PPOT ,OMOL
N30 1 [P0 7933 95 OhpT MTa3 TER°] 1 (OB PPY ,PDE 0PhdD
on7b3n P HPEN (a3 577 17 o »py) 0936 3E By Faz w190
(0 OO M Pd PID PHT A 8RS o op m) D Bh
DREN P3N ,DTED »D B DIE3 KL DT /9 TS MW AN
DM5 NTET TR BT L7 077 op vEY) DI 03 DE3
(b 55 ©937) DD D 231 DD L1970 NUPT IINER NI LT
1907 H31 B 1PEIT 907 0w WbhY DORENT H0 3 Kb hsre
£Y7D ,Bpb Yo ownd an7h3 bnb D Pp dy P co owep)

23

OPT73 03D 12975 OIEN BPOE 1HT PRI POE Bb B3 12T AIB NT
oPOE M0 5 b DY b ,BhLd PIE Mpw BN 1W1H MM DAL
SPnED T NEN NIN TDOE DIN30 DHNH 27N .EP3 DODN WM 0T
p7 10 ob 57 P3N Pp7o b H3E37 omE ) ph pp7e >7pb
oL 1 .oMWH PIDE 1D Hi MO b MO DINID PYES I7M P P
1EP3 DDND M0 Mn3DT pnb

o) P M0 BN Pp7e pb qb P PRa oF
WRE DD 15 1

Bows 1y

P DS 7D M N

PED 2P b % 0on

DD 1P 97D B7EW VP

1 qup

DI PO D7D MH 3
H o oM

podon 7D 1Y)

:p 2% o™Y PYPN

DINAD M

w2 il SR
Y53 07w prRan
oW orm v
(277 v7D) VIO WOV
73 o'wIa A MM
77232 9752 .INR 0201
:XIPY (w) VIO WHWTT
LW OIRN B PN [
X712 o'wM w3 A
mhwrrm 1 T
:XN°Y (ow) NI
X712 07w 7D NN [T
XM 17721 7703 7T
171 9703 kY APON (1
07w 3 7By Rom
1A 1707 X712
;1 Yo wh o0
P2 Wom Yy I
°"wIa T2 731 PRwn
27 10T X712 02

—=e—

N"™m man

npnyn o7y mmama (8]
o332 JPER XOM LY Tn
9785 7191 TINLY VD

moN M md

1w SoNn n)
"3y op ];r:w L]
W b 3poT
N0 9P DTED 1 dHpd
VIO 10 7LD 1 DI
b wh pwn wh
»p> By 1P .o
NN w0 ap
Pal->oi-Tn A B b Yielad
o3 I3 Hmp ad3 573
T oEst oo okl pm
S oA fwd penn
Sp oo3n B ppad Wob
lva omE B phT PP
D Py oo B e
rh l*om Wob B3 pRa0
PIpIPED 3p7 oMb B
1Ppad B M3h 1 PP
£7197 #p 12 N7 BN
o oppn WPE
% omp B vy
o7 B0 pomeh
N o v o
1oMps

25en M8 AN

TS YN NS0 D (8
Wovy onwn o
ohy M IR epn
ny oWl o
(733 mew) [T

™R WD 2

WY nna T2

innRh awn 8O nws

meeNy on?

am R ped

T A 932 PN
(o 72 M)

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



B 1y

DuDY PKN D7D N N
130 O30 oM

DYDY PIXON 7D M) 3
35 %0 oY

Do PYN 7D 1 3
130 W30 oM

podop o7p p M

17> 290 oMY Doy

DDy PdON 37D M Y

paEon o oMy

B

SINAD M

°"wI2 12 7D LBY (R
D1IWNd1 17573 R7Ta
W DI XY 9702
10w
nrwna a3 APEN 2
Y753 DT R7TA VI
@m ma P o
19 XY prEn oe:m
(IR D) XNDOINA RMY
$(0 72 DIAT) DRIN WITH
X712 Y701 7> S3¥2 1
VBT X7 52 T
:07w72 7 83
"W 102 LPINT (T
(SN PIN

Rkl liabin}

AT oM amaw 1R (8]
Pmn 573> 7Y DR BYOR
% 71D N2’

o P wid

ow 9 oww o 53
£IDNE 100 s

»opEn ok opb
oo % ph Wob 3
ood P HE P
19PD B DDWH3 DPE3
RN L il
VHEE D DIV DR
AR D1 MY b3 b
31 Lm: % pp Dom
mpD DuP3 ML HIny
»7p oF O BF oM
monsm comdp wh
quuE> b7 pinwws
OB DDE3 Y7 ,0pyE3
ShEs  quvy whe gb
oMt omEE o loMED
£9D) HPED 12 ovms
D1 3 bod b7 by
3 M3 HPIT T
s (b £IEnT
QLWL 1D IEW MY
qb o9E 3193 B3 PE
IPE DLW W DL D13
DR 55 WY 10390
WSy b3 Az s s
opt b 73 DIEE Wb
P77 bnpp
ouE Vb7 (7o) Yud7

T

25wn N 1N
TR WpD 2 (8
WY onna) TR
AnRd awin MO s
nuoNgy b
oM TR b
ST T 953 TN
(D‘ T oMaT)

Nk

mwn e

AND Paw P nm 5

NTOWD N

[R”1 - :R? .R?]

S0MPY EIDNTD DPMDD OB s Bw 15w A 53
£10 7pHY NE D390 DEW HIDE 131 PERD N wmYs

™ 353 qUN WHE IO DOE3 DD D 100 KX b
HI0E (o0 qun wh oohE b B WE b B P Wb
D0 opMNDN OVED 3193 qpY
OPF D390 N2y dPNDY MO 1h
PH P pdp b e MHOE
W UPA3 BT ODE B
oPoE HY0 ohwd WL phE
MOEE D Drh 13 v WwhE
Aot 9pbd o ophe or b5
POSED ©IHD 3D pOdE P
PODIE PDID ADEY DI
fIop awma W 03 o
37 pepp pudhY IbE 573N
100N LY VN HIE ED
1073191 OO T2 Y MY
JTENET TIZ W naT TEs
WD DADR 9N OpNDM
%o 3 s muw H0
SRIN BT M 10D BIE b7
P53 EIDY LB MDY PN
bt yors B3h pr 2 b B
pb 390 Sy php PTh
S3b s oopr v B 1960 B
PP DN PN ODIS 3
N9 0 1A% 1on onop £
M IDEIDT LD M0nT bopp HYH Az sns
10 opm whHE qh7 % HEp H7 H2 MWD s B
DT INIT 3 2003 BN HISE 1> Do d3 dp w73 H3H
FINT 111 90BY 190 ©IPY 9370 38D YRLE 0T 1D
35h w20 obE %> HED My o P P Sun Tow
MO MDD DEW amEn I tedy d5n dpToy dpre

"pnY Wl

%
&

Mo Y9eNe s o b e s S
JNSW AN SN NPwa A

DN OMT M
PN N NIDY TR w3 aeipn)
NI WPIAC 3T RNY NI MePna
55 RN XA T W MM TN Ty
' NS N Ow AN Duwee o nnn
R85 /7 1N A3 (DD oW PR N o
NRY MPEC TRYD WY ANSAE NS
JI% MRS 1O NN T RY D95 o
NI 33 WP D™D AT M
5o Spn Sxae Ty T omon
M ON DD T DN T 1T D
MDY T 55 AP M AN DYDR
FROW PR MR DN N NTT R e
N RS DY M2 ppm e s
M DT 1T NS AT NON DY
PANTIT 50 PN 2R PR DUNTIN Naw
NS 110 wh P oA Yeay Sa

ww MM 91,63 B M0nd 35 m 53
1PDIEN OPY W8T MmN 1Y 1HIN3 £IDy usown

,ONDY DNE DAL HPED DML OPPT HIPD I EIBY H3
9phY 10 Dph PEDY DNE BpHE A7 DO Pt HS
WE3 oMpPn  Ho MoE ot
B Ph DY PN PELH3
I D59 WD TN M 10RO
PhE D7oh anvTs Ewmen MR
B PP1o 0937 2ENE 1P 13
1O B PIDE LT3 OMPN
£10 90 opt HHEN DY WM
oMpn B B .ompn>
pY73 OMPN PHE B7uh D73
WwoE op % ph e onb
B 0 D2 Wwoh ,omnh 13
1t Iphd 10 DB oM
DC DD LA mTw e
LY oDy opt e ihd
13 Ynpop b b
OPYEN DD W2 Woh IHPIT
»E M B hNH o ph ot
1 wb odM OBy ot
Y 9 oannotoaop P
ob Yon BdY OVE POEY ol
o7h h oDy oD VET b
31 »hro b7 vb ,ohwd P
Py Hppd oows  D7ED
h D780 3Y ppn 3358 9308 0P H) N5 OV 1 POE
300 pOY pmiEn DT M NSw o) b PO M)
NEHY3 WBH Mk DB P37 21X DD WS AR
sh OPOE ) B2 DD DIED 3 0rn vuE ,onoE odd B

HDPD P IV PIED PISH DD DTED 3D M

NG TSN IS T 1DHE DOYHD dp P1 15 D390 M3 HOE 00Y 3p7d 35 PPy WOk 5D DI 753 IMY HOE

oD % fru3m Bp > ,ondE O PHY 1930 D 1PEM BYEN THHE % HPED M3 HI 0D 0 BIVEY B X5H B ont MH

1 }0 BT O0t %D IHED N 17309 TRH YrB3 3EDN Y 10 0 o BH 1nh M 1o DD Oht OB 1078 3

Y7b BY7 (37p) 1OPY DD OP° 13 £7 IHPY ST AR YOV 1 KT [ VDY 1O0OE OO PHY o oo 97phT Hndr

PEOY 33H DnoE ©2Y PHT I0H J90d DNED PO P15 ©PT ¥ B 9L 196 b 30 pEId O H3E dwp3 i P
1OPE 10D £ 195H 12 SN 10 DD PIE 11D 19 0 HIM 10

WD v

B 9wn P Hppy7 OPhP 13 £ D ML M0 B I 237 0
B opon B op B opd w3 Hh @0 vb Yub) WP 1 £
m 0 [0 37 0 powd H77 onpd o7 03976 o
JDOE ) PH7 HYED OPHP 03 £ 10WD1 MPD3T 0 bbb 3
T Y7 773690 dY MED I35 3790 o) Y7t o7amY0 W37 P
YPp P HOp K 01IPbd wp3 NED WwhHT y7vh AnpTD EMER
A0OE M0 BN SR M7 PrInHT HPND TN I3PD TNIN 15/ 13
1IN B0 PP HTIBT DM BT (370 YopdT Ppov 93 bob
(370 v'p) BB 1I0h M3 5™ 053D 1H DI D M7 0w Tpn
70 DOEY LTSRS JINW 1T SOPOE N0 PT I30M 937 753 30T
1) PED HY7 70HT P3N PISH H33 M apvEn 13D o
Woh onE 10 % o0 Wb B wwps HdE 33 wwps B dows
*Ho h PED £ 3H 1 pD oD P BED IED wYE3 KL
10590 1h Dy WD 1Py LD K7 N Jwp ML a0y whE o
MR DN PWEY TN [N T0h pODY LAIDNS WY 5
bpy7 pwy7h lm: WoH7 pY 37 B0 1dp P3N M s W
PED DT P53 YOEI PY I L[B) opt JE PERT O Dow
™7 1P P39 PE3 DD 10D PIITH I3 SpY ) opt b
ADDE3 DD P37 M) DD IMOL MT PISH DT 0 T Py
Y71 DEPE 039 pED 11,0008 N0 10BE3 qH N PN PowsT D
(7759 op) Yt O7INIM (ph v)

2vP3 N7

onE HPE3 qON WHE gb PO b POEE DYE3 INYWD TEMWIT NN
£> DDILI3 DLE3 D0 P> HDE Py ob ) PHE g Prunth
WHDP D39 {95 13 L DHDN 13 BN 1DIN3 ML IND WAL J1Ipp
2TSw M 1H7E3 073 OmE wh ) OF 0N BE DR DD
DO HIYI LT NN BNER 7 17D I H3H Tow PR o1 0 LEm
D03 H WL NDT 137 PhY wg

h3E> MM LD OB DPE3 HIM3 IO anzws Am v 53
0 301 31 70 5 peEm 6o 196 b 30 e pYTh

b5 336 oopbp ™3 D7 7B DY Pt MED DD 1 M3 30Hn
s [T ED »E3 b o AT mEnd IR *3) W
TUW 13 ODD B33 707 £IDD PN 10) £IDn HIN3 s
WS : (3750 17p) PHOPIDI HHTD VKL M0 1D PN WDEY oY
SHET £9D1 HDP3 (770 vp by ddo 3> b 11 oDp MDY 1IN
35 96E3 P70 MM Jom D3 ophp 103 PHED DN3E WO b oDt
PP 79 0N B3 BEDE N OpHR 03 PHED JoN IILED PLPHY
HnYY £DN HINI3 BINNT TINDW PR WIS BN 1 1op T Ho
poPY NP hT 57 BTWT MW ANY Ww D) Py 7
300) [0991 903 B HINE B 1 DIIM°] 1o 57H BB IMwD
By7m ,/1pnpd 31ED B PIDE MW BIN T7E3 TPSP NSPR Y HIM
A by phT By Hpbm pdEdT 1rp3T YuIvEh W0 3m
151 9707 33 30 qb MET D B0 [FI0D B 9751 WD 1M’
353 0DE3) 1DPE3 DOWY 1 MY 1D TANY TND 1OME 0
1 Ohd WNE BPHE INMD (3750 75 v7upm) BID BT B7INIM ot
57 151 06D 10 DnbE D1 HS obIM NED B X 13 7Y Boh
D PISH HmoY o P ompm Y7 KDL 3on 13 bavp HE
opbp 13 2 b7 ,ohhp 13 PHE HDH 1 D33 DEN DYE3 DOW)
PP POOEd 1h ©IMD pROE) (P pROE BEpRT 107 D piod

TN N n3

AR BB T 2B 3T 35H T T0h DI D e e v A7
ODP OPY1 1 N0 57HY 5D MBI BN W KT 1 ONOE 1h DIVEY 7D
w3p B HIE qb dHdE BYd £°7 133 73p 975H 0D HPED 1D
10P3E OR) £97 1937 *I3P1 ,0DID) 1075 3D NDT DIEN 1M ,0DI3

DY HDEDT DD 1 3D O OPP 1R 1H7 SINWNTD NIN 1 N 8T 10nOE o odvE onen

QDG 103 £°7 DO WTL 3 100 10 Pt Bpp3 397 HNpd 57y HiH DROE 10 HY7 P37 3o B

D"wn nmoh

;70 o boopw] (B

obp B 370 o

75 bpd] (3 [p° P 0537

RORERII NN S

 E7PY ,ADI ©MI3T MDP

gy] (7 [Bppp HSh
[oF ©Pp

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



=4 ia i aiii=l~]

o] b v bud (h
o pd] (3 [ 37D
"op 6P PNl (A [P
oD £ 2 DY ©M37
»oppy B D T
[Bppp H5p

737
W OWIT DN wes
wManw e ues
WRY  DMNR DM
WY MWD DT AW
ow 573 W% WM MR
W3T PN NI nenn
s MM ew
WY wranw Ind
T YT R
nuwa o 1 AwWY
Y A YT IR
Ty oipma YTy
X1 Y1 wa xn
93 XYT onbwna
YT I IRD 07w
O MwIaN Ty
AY2IR P2 DX Cyn
Rt N 99> oonyb
1% W XIPI XY DR
Yon oMom XWT Ow
PUNT NI D conn
D3N T TN 1S N
Yo bt amsen pep
Yo7 Dwn anow mn
DMYD AVIIN RYR IPRW
XM TTWwR MY T
X77 0Mon own NI
0N eI s
X D7I0m 1277 RNOX
X5 Y95 DnYD NYIIN
Pom 57 YA om
oW NEw pee
OX 19°DRT 12 1Eme
AN NP AW Pl
W% w1 oonY amT 573
mnoRY T ow
SRR NS NI :ANOw
CORIN ONDY D37 N
nwpn N 191 pen
NITW MIAN KDYOM
191 W oy TIng
PrnnT nhwrrn 17
Yy mpmo xwm
o9 13 W™ W :XDO7
F2N 7151 B 7 N NY
Y PMER NN sy
W omn M omnow and
WD mEws nv
™ W 2 Pnnn N
FRDW BTN 3NM KT e
NPY MONIN Dnnd
TR PN et M

NTOD N

ENPD 0D WKTN IINE GO IDDNEM S BNnm

AND Paw P nm 5

[R"71 - :R?]

i

men e

/ODNT HEI NS 1AM PIDY 1NE quY HE oew

ST Y WY SIS KT8 (D30 I0E DEW H0E  HEITD 110 Hisdh 151 MODE DL L3 11 H773 b 2
oP b 17n ot 9P IPEN Y Ot ) POE D7PH 1 WIDE P HIE TIS NE GON DOIIT M M0 DOWYT
OB PR PHE 70D PELNI P IHEH DY IHE TEW AT IR OB quY R hd MdPE 7H 13 NEr3

P3ED 50D OPt HHEN DY N
oY Y B p7H MED 0N
DLW MO 0 DM PIED3 P
o Wy dbEn 030 nE
PHE O3 vpr wnn wna
00 570 0390 INE DB
191 90H b I HID P> 0m
SHEn wEs Hio PH
KR P DU O L B L
| ipId Lph PED £Yan
H50 D3 DN mYnaN e
bop o7y dpIvh w3 b
9pY OMIDD DpIN PE DLW
DY VIEE W opt 9HEN
DITD MY XD (670 D) BIMY
P3p op336 5 b 3p 3p X6
shE 3y o3 bud 7
19 HOD w3 3 DD oL wh
B 16 B0 vhop 3 pm
17D 0T ORI P XD w3
2 3 o3 65 sz e
£ p3 Y 95 Tay ¢ o
DL 3 P AEYE R P8 57
AT ONRE P nn P
BOE P A3 oD HHPT
HE 3 ETh P P
753 o0 HOM dmoE h oMb
avme) NF topdp wh bad
NIN 10O P O3 BTN

TI0h 7D M 0P PIvh Pah BT Op Ty ™
£° 03003 N (ho op) DIV3I TM (0 7> oh37) O3 3D
10fph PR £97 %pr 7 36 o3 P70 Hio dnop

BopRT PEM °PH 13 HIE T BEOE N PH 10> ph7 B0 psh
17 ST HNOLY 20 107 B3 130N PR BMPH 0T BIEN
DEWE Y5 0b B0 Hr3 Y MY 55 TEY T 11303 B0 T
P56 OO 317 9037 PR OB M b7 H1D D03 12 ME W 3
N D3P Yt Lmnu WIN D1 303 B3 Y71 073070 dp Dpd 1m
10PN DIpY B 3 B3 (370) POYT PPID3 IEDT INBY N3t
DIZP 937 NI B9 10D 1D DIDP 3T TED 1IMY D 5N 93T
PIRH AN TANN AT NITT 1300 3 03 7 sp s T8
(B> 7> ©37) DT D) OEY7 HdD M 0 3377 o957 PInby P17
OLYIP DEIDI PN R HOT PISH B mhwdh Panh Mwp B
b3 mbp7 0 pp7n B Shwn Bh pH7 Mo amEd B Lo w)
93 %Y " e [qw3 £707 9D Pavd 7S wpud pr7 Panh
PEOD DM DD APE 10d P ohwdT pnT e YT P
1OP 13 wnp D Y7 psn opres

NON IDMAE PNINMI e S noew
PYPRIZ PN AN R NP N
N oD NSN3 Y N
PP AW DN FDNRY FANT Y ey
DA MY NI MR Ry N
Wi NN W PIT AN NN N
TP AR5 PP NITT N YT N
me NI D POV PN T
W TR 2p 3p Sw AR e 53¢ pan
MRAY NV DD aNRAC PR RPN
TP TP OMDR R D 1A N
1M AP NI ()T e e 59
NI NP2 (M NI D o S
MO TN TR N NN T Ty
SPaM)C DUENN NI PNDTE N DT
WY N [ARw WR]T (pan oMy
737 7¥3 w50 37 pen NA 5o AT
937 T2 AL T27 NI D93 M
MO AN PR OIIN DY M
NON DY 1 N 8O DY 12 iy A N
NIW pMED DMMA TR NS ANt
53N 1NM 55 NN 2N prean outTN
ANSw 5w e DT Moy
DS ANSw 0N 20 NS DY 1 aeN
TONRE TARE AT VTC PP NN

SN e M mwees
I E D MR 77
300 pbpT MODE WD 37H
NTT T3 NI 1E37 0PN M
WD ST PEEREY s BIEeY
HOEN 0390 ot DLW Mop
>y PR OPr 930 dLw
.OD1D) Sp PP %07 HEYPD3
DY H27 5 qEY MO W17
b ros7 B e A1 qon
a2 Y3 b 9373 PR
b e s e T RN
WHN (B3 Opn PN DY
PEW (OO DL Bh N07E3
NTTT R WET DN 0390 I0E
B0 op3 pEh Jmmsms pse
hE ©pb oopr WY ErInE
MUITN TIVT W IOINV PED
7 P35 oh B0 Hoos e
9pY 30> YD pIN DEYE
Rich R FH i - M elplvlsie)s)
W v 52 b7 I 93
3P MYSIN S NN 3p 5 Y
APOE W £73 *mbp7 amawn
937 3053 23T WINT HndH
10 ) HO07 B By B0 ED
50 w3 £ 507 0) wEDY Jeoe
apY opw Hop o B P
1003 OMPN ML D 19730

0hp M0 W0 33 D390 DR T (rp3 b Tt
PSR DHID DMPNE 3 OME I 1317 D0 MK JPONT
£) PDIT PID3 1PPUIT NN D750 IMDW N NIWET N

o0 1B £73 M3PPT L2701 DD Jwp ML I3 (7o

B0 Bh7 001 VR 10730 B £ 5735 D5ID0Y DD 753 T PIDE NDPT HIDT MDNT HYH ,BIPND 337 753 MK DN

%00 B DN P3P 1 PH HID LD IMBDT 101,003 H5H IMYD BT TI2 BTN 127 1RAT 1HD 0D 937 pn HHB

N5 1B PDY DEMDTIN 10U ThpY 13 PPD 10NE 170 073 A6 93N 753 INNND 937 HO 336 3000 753 Hop o

TP PYIOD % (> 7 ©937) PDOT £7 (757) 5D % DEID IDP3 TR UMK LT NITT 2" NI DAY MY 2N 200

S P73 MN53D % %33 P37 PIR6 ) opd 0) £297 5 .0hD 1 BB T ,PInh LomoE 1) £F T3 ,7Inh 3hoD H
10793 P ,opd *h7 79 B BPoE3 opd ApI37 I arh IBNE WS YT HIND pr YHM

WHMD B9

NP> R INND

IS TR NI NI 163 100 POOI OONE ODn L
NI DRI AT P PHE D3N DPWE MODE F1PDT 77O
PPN 10390 DR DEW 191D D3I DEW 10T HLOEDY 29N
T Y ph B opIp a7pb 3T Y T S NIsw 89N
WD LTI MR NI pwEes hH3 e e amw ([030]
W 1o s P MY PR p X36 0390 opt a0 Hop
DI 0BT )2 W0 0B PEW PHE DE Y71 hong 133 57D e
3 (21 pEbY3) D7 0IDN BIDD D6 M 20D M7 B o Hro
371 7B EPD P 20w PoMan PhE Y7d op) j;b dEwE
T tpm3 PEdn BYoy po3pd £rIn POE TR nwan N
0 3 OP DLW POE Pp7 HD H%0 Hrp3 0TS paN Ty
PED PI3DE P> DYDY D336 WL PS5 BB 30N DY DEE PI5
HOE P33T 1Y IENT NI O3 Ip3p D3 LW A ot 3p
DIYD 0396 HNE B23) 3ED M) HIM I 13 PEM PH PPnh

T3 £O7) DDY 03 1D MO N NPT 270 DD PWUND AT LTI T NI 00w NON TR punm 70

nows 1y

pdon 970 ] 1A N

<[5 990 o™ bubn

pwdon o7 ep]w

o OO oMY Pub»
{[Y7P3) DALY

podYon  w7p M

M WA oMWy PYDN

HER N

DINADI

LRI 070N LR [R
PSRNV 07wIa .Y [
Ty TERT
MOV 0"WIR MOV 2
M3
9753 k=] Jquee [T
9753 .17DT21 X772 0w
J1RY 171
P772 7170 JSIROW N [
I3 Y702 .27 B Py
1901 PN B Pan
2 07wNa DT X712
W%y e D NI
$ANDW KR

Rkl aliakh]

XX mDWY O[N]
1397 MW KWW 5DW
JPw nn pmm 57
R'?R a1 YT
[ MW R
Xox  mowy M
397 W R 5DW
% 2 YWY DM
WK DTMIR W73 (3
mana prm Sres nnow
Spon omy pen
xovaT YT M
MR NI W7aT I
wom Jpon av vov
Eaiaiie]
v 1 answ anb v )
DRI DI MUY PN w2
ooyt Yy ovon XM
19733 7Y

.
AMON P B
DUANT MM WA N
mp [E799 Y] Jvmams
S pudb 9bE £
Py Y75 dpwe opt
[E7™3]  CmdErs) B
37 75 ot 31 opns
PEDNI 1D 7367 Pt
WIT DN B3 YD
R4-1] hri-ab-1 i-k-}
onph o NI
o oW WwhHE pun»
B ogn pobh S o
1\DYY DAPY OF 572

g5 M T
N> T wann 3 (N
Din 2 TS WeD

T TN
(2 72 ™)
NS> 12 Wan o (2
W e SHen
T TN Bing
(N> T2 oM37)

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



B 1y

DuDY PKID D7D N N
105 oodo oy

pdop  op p e

75 5% o™y Dby
19791 PIEDR

DuDY P3N H7D M

PRED3 3 oo oM

7

e
P )

RicIHEE N -HAN o\ B fala)
73 p3 b o1 pHT Ao
o oosdn 730 pE
odp Wh 9NE INE 3D
o Y pE oM T
SOMAT RSW U 8™
oo ph o ohp ot
by PpdT  ppupnT
Seoh b amw Hinp
pE b 03 hpT D)
3 p ob7 opbp 3
qb omE " 6 obhp
3 ph ofy bppo ob
"o Bppd £ Ywoh opbp
9w w95 omp
B 17> "o s vAmn
opr 3 vhep vpd
*bp7 70 pbon boop
B P27 QP D10 dv
oPEM b oD
OBD PLID PO ONEHR
ot ohopy ShEm ppb
H3p > D Mop L) PP
Dy OPIIT (7 bpod
" bbb oD WIPE N}
D1 B3P ompd IbER
e bg N800 N P
nhE3 B o
™) o ook .m:g*b
(bo) 9% DOPI3 DI
o PO BHI3 qPIND »Y
W97 WEN Yy vpppE
bEn ppd o Pip ovE
03 33 91 90 73 P
Bpr > b P> 3
pow B Mib Mmp I
*H7 9 th @5 b b
PIND AEP "1 WIDTE
PPN HP 90 (5 077 op)
200 01 160 B 70 1ofy
900 D DN OV 277
D13 b7 B S b7
B b 0 P qipd
37 %On B i w0
™3 opd B 17> onp
3 ppop 1 mbe> 33h
M) gu N0 pE HIvN
DUPh - mbEn  boh
powpn poph  Hoom
vpRD PP BE (ot 307
"0 Pho o bodp on
0 B

25wn N 7N

TR WP

Y NN

iAo i NS

oind b

i == =l o

ST AR Y52 TN
(& 73 o™aT)

NG
T

Nia OND W

mwn e

B 5

NTOWD N

[2"N ®"N .27 :R7?]

oPYNT PTED 7)3bp1 NP MDY MDY N TR
£7 647 35 oopd onop ph7 Y7p mon7 v 7 b
b6 oo 97 B bpT Op 13 £ B w7 PInh
H7 90w DHOE M0 17 DEIT B0 by Jenn i onphas
B £ P 2phY TINh D3 303
B 3 3P37 [P0 NEM OPE
3D 10 HO M0 1DBPd MED
Twh mep BT Pwh 13
SwWTT mEYRI AT ppd
dp7 onhy of .mwen MM
/9DP3 PHDT Py 97 DpYT
ooy b b3 poph
13 b 937 N3 Dps
13 Ypna of )36 13 Bppd P
™ »dp b Hpgm omp B B
Ph I3pp7 13 YDDD3 "Dh *PY
Y 79 han onrd M ondp
w5 s 3N HY b Hamd
pdp .mMatn ww Sp mme
e P opr wbh b6 e
POD7 bOS DY PINTS DE3IM DAY DL INEHY
DN P3 L P00 PIC OHIDD DRI 17D £ Y
WS TPSHHD DME3L winbo Pph pop pEdEd oo
£D3 0D N7 1PRPD YRIPE pudHoL bh mmsw
10095 H7 (7v) 7D3 IDY Pn7 YId oy Yw 1b
IO /P33 BIDHTD HP OB DI LBINND 12 W AN
13 »ppd of #phY ,onoE 1 ph ohwd oopbp 13 £ oh7
75 7w 13 £ B0 01PN D0 1Ph3 BP0 ophp 13 237

R 85 now

DMIAN OM3T M
50N 13 Snnn San
snoe 15 e moen

W7 85T DN M0 oS AN PN anp
PR By Ta v B e G ara B A a1

I PR I YL TNN o s nmpd
TRYT Sp omon N SN P A
Srnm 85w 13 13 Snnm Sexe o 1
e sV LN o o S S o T T
oo wy Sw o whw o ey
D'NND 13 BN ANEe NS N N

awN1a S v vnnn S e e 5T

0P 13 PINE 7D P95 16 Ph PESLH IS st e
57 657 b7 B0h pY 39 HDNT PY 7377 Hrvy Kb
1p77 B e M B3Py ™ B opnd onop thws o7b
P> Hh dnoE HIPY 795 7B My I 231 M1 3n
DT TN SIS W 1 PInh
2onpd Pankd :en B mbp
Sy b0 T DI 05) Sws
b7 HNh e 9397 e
b o apdp pY M 97 BT
307y B bono 3 pvp
oD 1hEd DN 3L PP
£ bppos d3h bono B3 po
ot 3037 1 D3 opdTe
Wb o7h Y5 omop £97 B
»ppa £ 103 9ME % Ph Hhnd
13 pong 7 d3H ey 3
onoE Py 7 h3dh opdh
Ph DN DNED3 Kb P
b o3 bppop Inb >7H om0
v AN o B oopy
£35 35 DIE BXE 160 Dp LM v pD e sumw
POEY ,DY31M 2D B 706 133 £ OB B A BiE
JBYNAN BT T2 1ONOE 1D DuINBD DNE3 WwinHO Dt
19wy T2 ipIDNE WD dDWID P17 pnh hp
ghasp imb ph eHo popp o 3 ppd Bt nnn
:opdp PEY) b0

R Nk 20

ANSY WK NN
12 5nnm Now s
MPwa meMI M

o0 pupEf opdE 1) £ 9D P13 037 PR3 b7

oY ,omp ) Ph7 DoWd i3 Ppp7 7onp bpb7 mpnh mvies 2zt mes (D onop ) ph7 Hpvbund b

13 HIE 7D ONOE 1B £ IDYE3 DDWD P15 HID ~ph 13 1ppd oh Y3 oonra ppmd 13 pnd B 13 6773 b

EH3 RN 15 @Y tOPOE HYE AN 5w 5 11T 13 Bhpd sohY onk W ph 1h7 YPEE 903 ophp
:0MDPDY MWL O7p BN HIE 703 ,0pE orh ohdE 7oh pro

WD B9

1PV PPRR DYDY DR PISH 0 16T WEE b DpN3 PHa n
W0 IO BSHIE’ PG VOE 1DRPA3 HIM 003N WE iﬁ DI P
W7 DG DB P3 7MY BIME 093 ME dE b P DK LD
D ,oo3n NE 3 PIEY YOE 9L 303 pudh dEdp b duEn
D0 HINII M 1398 1 R0 038 1D PP WIL 0 TNH MOED
DD D) 1IN 30D B DI 1H 11DH LBNNE 12 v HRYY
Hp HENHT EIDN HINIS D1 DV 22T 7D @70 vp bwby)
WDHY LD %05 1h PED DDIVIT 0Nh D737 I3 IHD VM ,(bn)
Snpd 336 0008 10 b7 K10 0oE1 13 1hod H3E 913 ,onhp 3
BT 1Y PED B DTN M 13 PRI DVT PO ,D00E 1D 10EY 13
52 290 N0 WHH [ONoE M0 WIN3 P70 KDY Anpws mEw MR
NODT DIDD H107 PPOE M D13 E1IDY Hdh 131 1AM 1T W it
51003 ,ppODE DDIWD [35] PPBED VP07 IHPY 0013 1D BRE
10 N5 oNpDpd D3 DR PHd 1 £ Bb d3H 1Ppd 3ERT H1
EBI3 D1 Y £ ,pp7 Db BN 0D 301 OEE ,IPY I
I B PHED WD PO M0 13 PPD0T Pp 1 207 13 Pppd B
nh B H1 797 °H £IDN HINIA .PODDE DDIVT LS IIOE ,Phdd
:oMp b Hispnd wdIE

23 N7

36 W aPOE W) Ph DDWYT KD LENEM NI PNIT TEMRI AN P

PH7ah7 H 1213 PR NEN VT T 1o KD MPED 01BN

DYPED PRpd 6 P31 P00 3 omdp 1) ph 3w} pnEn P dmp

Woh oo P3 b Ph 73 Hndh DOT DMEND M0 7Y TP
:Pppo 13 o pnh Pior op3

0P PID PHOTH YOEN 20 D HIPY 976 W T enn
PInh IO> HOM 300 H PIM PHOT O NED H W 3 HOT
D57 1600 SN KT DNST DT D0/ 1PH DT IVPYT DKL 3
Ta0h 1 Pod D3 oEd BrD IIE voEN NED AT M7 PIvh
3 PPET VNN 3 PR3 12 PIAT SN 106D WM v 3L
1397 370b 07 13 opd HXE M0 250 Wob oE 0 307 MEh H
ML 13 Hhpd of [ARED WE3 1B WIDEY] DDES DOW) DT Y7P
"0 637 pE3 3 bonb 6 067 1707 270H pd PP DK
£5 1poE1 103 Yhoo B33 (o1 1mB3 My ©PF IHET I3p PP ) DKL
7 B MoK 219 13 PBpd Yo7 H337 1P D3 57h ,BME 10
"IN 1pY 30 H37 Y71 073590 pRDY 1 I0H3 10N B 907 ,00dE
PID3 (70 17p) YDd Prmb7> P £ dp op o L whw
033 BT B S IOEED DPMD ONG P 27y 1p) HIYT B3
£3mh 1h HpY7 PIE 1 hp 023330 B °h NL3H AN Pov 9 3 >1dp
0 o0 PN PR D DG E3ED 3E pubh DpEDD 307 0 PG
PEIPIT (27p) PV3dN PID £3 OPEYTD 30 BT 1owshn vp dp
DSp3 ORI YD 1IN PED PRPDY PY3N OE DY 10 PINIYD
,:»Ln 3 mb o bbb BED BT £33 BED 101 PRE MMPH

NN N "ne

PIRH P PHM O TAMN D KT AN MWW N NI 270
7D /13 SINDY WS SWH KT JINSW 1100 D5 oD omdp Hop
»D B T BNST NS P TAYD I IPINH W3 N0 AEp HT
2php H) 0903 09033 qf PO PN HT PIRH £97 HYT D
BHO7 1D 1D 13 BT DN YT T 1D TEMRS DN [T W Y
607 Sppd H3 oo 3 pn phE b7 op aRE ph b7 777

ponn7 19pb7 pnb »dor Iopd B3 bhpa p3 pb ph DoWI3T 9307 Hndh DD WD MIDT BIEN HHLY MM oML 1 Ph Bhvds vrEn
:3ppd HY Pppd P3

D"wn nmoh

o bpopw 2] (B
7D ©M37 MDP] (3 [770
20 037 0b B3
(pop Bsp D prph
[77%0 3D Hipopd "] (A

173
TMIY MWW T nnn
71958 TUNN 2300 8T
MRS wn N5 2now
TRYR NN 210w WD
BT M2 BN T N
19NN T N
N33 971 X737 noT3
qUTTPR N W
RIOX 7 oya e 1
wIenT P 13wl
oWwn oY T RPYY
oWwn K71 PN DPRY
995 oY Anmow PR

mpwI T W
Y01 12 Ynnawd
19727 inma pran®

m oA Y vt @
LR R 717 5y 20T 1 19D
S0P 9T 1D 1R D
7 XY D103 K 197DR
TMIED IPRT DIWN AW
MwnT AWl IR
1 Pnnn TEx Aan
7331 %Y 1991 ,AN0W PR
Y337 9707 XM °pAna
TV AW PR onT
12 2nnm %X 191017
XnYT R LA PR
0T 7 ATn nnnwa
M DI AXRT 3
Dax ,qowsl XYY Anow
TIYT RIDRA 0P 1D
RYLT nPwITR pron
own ~InpT T M7
PRI TINR @07 XYY
X% Y95 onb anow
;P T RV ovanb
03 oY 7 PYD RMIT
73 PPl PRI RDDA
12 2 nnn X% 12 Y nnn
77 QNPT PR PRI D
Eigel

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



DINADI M

:F27 970731 X772 L9 (R
DT K72 772 L3N [2
D1 17731 97003 73D 1O
0P 7 D7WIA 702 1Y

SJIM N MWN
13 02 R [
92 ANY 190N [T
$RIY 07w BN

N3 Dan

MW Y5 12 M WD (]
nn prm Y7 Doavn
MW
Sres o pMA P (3]
([ X9 Y7ena)

ORD W

NTOD N

PR ek i 1)

en e

[2"n - .27]

b3t ohipnd 103 PeHo du3 p7sb T NIman Tinwn
on 5 ppd 38 a7vh b 3B b B @ o b
g Bh .mvage uw Sw mann e 1Y 1H0 pop vpdE
D5 P3 B2 19 39003 DI P3 L5 10T Hynh 007 ,v39h
B DT PRI VLY oM
18 M2 00D HpNT B3 HpnT
215 7 Bk 21 30 e
1omp wh7 N7 Hnvy Hn
933 TMDE LEMBR 15T B N
OO IND PN DI by
OF 03 P MWL ,HD3
o Hoonby Bt ot HHE Hm
wmIY N ONED P77 own
DD PR3 Jmws
pOE B ML oML Y0 PR
e v 89N b3 b Kb
DSHH3 TOWE I A I
o013 Py MOE HIN MG 574 £ P75 1 ON DNE
D70 1D Y07 £PD £7IM 71 073070, 00109 15 19
10 PME 7 BNE 7Y BHY T LOBINDN DML
Y0 15y PED P3 DTHW WDNE ON DNE3 T
1% 976 03D PO 237 NANAR N YT ANS 10PN
o1 9HEN 1D ML OIPY W DB P71 D13 DD SpIm
PSHH3 WD DOV IBED 3195 O DINE EXE PpT HM
bpn7 165 127 me 8 toE B P3 ope oMb op
1297 1) 3305 oM 1 PIIRE o0 30 6L gb H3H P
P70 Rh p17sh iom)

SN /13 (N3N TR AN PNE
ondon S RAMnAn ow mpd g
237 owm DN PEYR oM ameen
MM DWW DN DN IND PN oMo
M T S NON A T ey Nn
[pAv]= (M) A N e Spse
WPC R LN NPT e
W 9eN NON T 3T Mo KO
MY S e pop omn 9o
Ao 5 PN onmn 53 e %N

HIIDY 393 POEH IO NIMIT TIAWR W PR
D35 0 B 193 o7 OF ©H3M OPIVE B Py P3P
PIEY D) BOF 191 30 3PP 96 3 °h .rppp oot PhHE D7vh
o0 % MIEY 19 15 ) 2, 19H0 DODE DN INIED I
PEPHD M phe phse
S W NRERD D 1) L0
397 W s munte
pSE »pp7 POT EIdy Wb
W ooy wp r pme
NG P3 PPRDN 10 puENDT
£33 107 hody mbp aNEd
oDIo P36 DHIDD DU 37D
£0) H3 D2) pp3 PEMDT>
mpNd Y755 B3 90 Hrp HY7
Hp 05p pHXBH D93 hoT
DYYH N PO DNEY ONE 3L
Wy prIeT o oy Bl
PHYH M5 OLE YE 0 PIMEDT I 0933 %L dE 0n
B3 ©2h530 P3N (170) A7D3 PIPT *HD BN PP 1P
hp PIMER3E PYYH Yo oy HIM HEIBDD DAY AN
dp omey omE 5 Bong w3 b7 B9 3 poen Bp by
Bopp EIDHT 2ap OUE ©9E3 ~bh BB hudh oEdE
Bb7 b7 HY £IDM PEN HOED NP 1N I 1 Npd
BN b7 07 Hood Prvp Pph onT WHM oML N
DD DIDPN MNEDE D1 07 Hyh H7 .ovpw 227 D
LB IND PR IODOE M0 HY P o onpn 3T
onh ©p1 163 PH D7 PIH 5N B HRT I ,oMn3
DN 37 PIOE D3 WPNY SBD VM IMEE IO DN 103

96E> B10 B 52 h36 179075 1101 B3 DDIO 3 HID MR BDRT ,PPID BT DD Dt 233 BB 0 anh B ph
DIE3 1ODT DIEN P M TR N8 1IPOE M0 HHT H1d b B1d ML P ph PPdT P01 P3P PMED3 1OE DI
wpdd b WSTB DY) DIDH INE MEDY 51 FYOG BH MOE BXE b HHT H0 397 (7o) bod7 pap3 b7 oo

17 H 9P

51 1735 PEIE 15D H1D *57 DI D5n HY ) HOT DD D3 MWD 11T WY N 1ONE3 00D

SH7) BOB AT Y TN YR NTN DDIE3 P73 D0 JHD D03 ML 1735 WP 9P P33 DRPHD 3o A oNE3
V10D b Ep3 10DRd EHn BT 0 1060 Y AP MIDPN DINE DI (1IN INBD DN NG 7 dp Hpp 10
POIDTD D750 NI NYT 1T DD I AN 1O0DE M2 H) b0 o1 16 amb 101 hpd MMED 1) FDDT 1303 oMY
MO ,0%5D) 13 ENDERD Ah 19D9) THYE *Bh DNOE M0 B JIDN MPHN YN BE TS 10 MBP PRY 97 1Py
B3 LIV 93T AID 8T D0 00D PEDY 1P BD BN Lj0 PIED PIDE DSDD vhr 99mMR ¢p »73) dDIED PID3 WIEE
B3 D3 H 902 (79) PYIET 77D QIE3 P07 H0D 03D PPITE [PON ODrd 3 96K #ph B Enn 15PN IpwiE Hpv
w03 PEW Db P73 1997 OB 3D h 155pD I 131N PIND3 3pD 13 DAY dUPH TISPY NeHT DIEN VP
1O ©5ph DT DL IDYTE NON P IV PInd DN M0 1SPY T 135p B3 D7ph dEW 1wHE an B 1 pIM
2D IPOE DIED HH >

WoD B9

1h 0D 75 1ME3 OMPN NBP DV (0 - b7o) YT ,OMEN 3D H
TR T 1ODOE 0D & OPr0 30 9HEY P ,Bb 0930 »E3 33h HEs
DY PPYNT opPy i oMPN WwHT D) Ieh PhY by
B Dv7Inh H1D %1, 00NN MWD 11T WY NI 2 1ONG OIED
oE3E 357 1R300 By a73d Tnh Pt B Bop B o7 ,oMES P
YT I T Y 95 TNE 1) £ N P07 B D0 "ondn
Son HE 7y 093 BB dE POE DML B P3 TOW HINNT D
3 P10 o) PrMEn 19 M3 PINE EXED dE pudHDT T oNED
T 130 3 35H K10 oMM 1 ;Isp WE BH 7w posdn uE
£I05 .03 % 35 10 01pw b X5 opt »h 3op o opy op
Y7oy ,03b 96 3 008 H10 I3 BOEE POE PP ™ 37 HINSD
)+ lv: P BsmE oEn B ompn 3D P oudn »ET PEr
"0 6 10T OMPN HIT T ,HNDDY .09 B dE o HdE MM
WD 7719 PIDY IDIBE JON BB LIS TSNS 15T e 1onoE
1356 ©MPN N Db WHPT P HOT AL 0 B I P B

) N"™37

DIE 303 D 0T TN ML D ONG D3 ~b . ww Y
"0 HY 9NED 5HHIE P10 5D POE BHE MBI B D3 DL
DT IND R ODOE 10 H) 00) b EMER N3 B N (oD
T2 N 10D DY 0PN M0 HNB oPr M 16 £ B 003 »D
TS IS WY KW 1093 OE NG pIN63 TMPE D
IO HVE TP OB PP LMY YR BEM DL ‘A IS hnbr #p
DNED P3 70 HIDE N5 D10 BY 105 03330 dp A v pinks
H Dt DY D0 19978 0IEN DI BB dE Ppi7 HM oPr vInH3
o pE 73 b b op 7y pp b H507 ) hroy osdn 73 s
09330 73 13 D 0L EBD D DOEE 1D T Ane (o) 13
P MBS 1DTTW INID PONDD 4D BT 5 N 1HeN ()b

oNE] (> v pwE) VOO BH POD WO PO NEMRT TEIAYER
DDST 3753 PITY B0 D3Py PEd HIDN (v v odon) [1I63 Pop
OPTIEN NIBMT 7FINWR D) DS dob DD OF DD ()
ADBDND pH PEN MDE DO GPIND 1PDT GPIND DPYTIN HI3DHD
EYPD POEDND ph 2En ML 036 7 £DN (B HIN3 b7
103 PH3DDY DPIVE DDIWD 1T OBID B3NN b PRI PTEN
959595 10HY] 1pn 2550 [phHY Pbf 13°] 9358 DB PRI PPX
LOPOE 13 B2 PDDD DR 1) 1 DY I0DEY 13 Bhd vap 1h [ 173
330 POV P pPIsONT Y7p7 H» 7 0bh Hp D30 dusd PHnoh
m30N 9390 1Y 16900 D WPEN EYPD B 96 P pY vhd
By 207 37pb 7o3dn dEdE S rpaa BT amow muatn ww S
Y7o o 13 ™ 93pp By e N s Sy Eaowd b
DOEE WD (POE BB N3T W 1005 wh (b0 or7 HnppT
P07 PN 1H DINED D5 DD LB INS PR B 1oMpn M0
12300 %57 00103 B0 %L B 0E B 1rhE Dimd PiEd puYhn

N2 PR

DY) NG D3 DO 1IN DI N M0 DN I3 BusdE uw T
TR 1*IDDE N0 ) ONED pINHIC 1DA0 LD KL OfY Py N3
1100 PP DN N0 Df Hnh O T 16 £ HO BHD3 BN N3
Spmmw v 9Em tpME ‘Y5 BB LTS P WY 8T
oo M0 BY 10d o9 WE dE BIME 1 pING3 T POE oDt
OIED DYIN ML JE PPT HM 1oPr pINH3 DNED P3 I HOE
Pt A BB b D27 Y73 DOy 093d) BB 3 7H Bt D 10 19978
7313 DD BB DO LTI AN 103D BB DB L 73 b )
03D 9975 11D P3N0 LB 55 WY NN KIN 1INOE) DHEID
:omop 1 Ph opn D1pn3 T B0 Him

om0 1 Ph b opn opns T PIOE pHn»

Bow 1y

Yo vD ] N
J[0D 2ok O™y DYDY

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



HALACHAH 6 GADISH
oY inR ohyis mnow X5 man Sya inow — Likewise, if THE
OWNER FORGOT [THE SHEAF] BUT THE WORKERS DID NOT FORGET
IT, IT IS NOT SHICH’CHAH,  "nnav . .. 7¥pn~3,, 3MN37T — FORIT
IS WRITTEN: “WHEN YOU REAP”. .. AND YOU FORGET a sheaf etc.!!
The Baraisa presents a dissenting view, which holds that
the owner’s forgetting is not necessarily a prerequisite for
shich’chah:?
TivRY 127 Dwn TpiX T J2 ivew 21 — R SHIMON BEN
YEHUDAH SAYS IN THE NAME OF R’ SHIMON: 7% I™nn 191X
7772 1"M21Y — EVEN if DONKEY DRIVERS WERE PASSING ON THE
ROAD N1 Sya inow X5 mbyin ymnowy Tnx iy 1871 — AND
SAW A SHEAF THAT WAS FORGOTTEN BY THE WORKERS BUT WAS
NOT FORGOTTEN BY THE OWNER, 1MW inX — IT IS NOT
SHICH’CHAH; ~o1% 93 ymnawwy 1y — a sheaf that the owner is
aware of does not become shich’chah UNLESS IT IS FORGOTTEN BY

CHAPTER HIVE

PEAH 48a'
ALL other PEOPLE [but when all other people have forgotten it, it
does become shich’chah].®
An additional teaching of R’ Shimon:

7ya iy M — If [THE OWNER] WAS STANDING IN THE CITY
nibe DipRaw 1My oY POyisnw UK YT M0iIKI — AND WAS
DECLARING, “I KNOW THAT THE WORKERS ARE FORGETTING THE
SHEAVES THAT ARE IN SUCH AND SUCH A PLACE,”  TTIN3W1 — AND
THEY in fact DID FORGET [A SHEAF], fm3W inX — IT IS NOT
SHICH’CHAH." 173 iy M1 — If, however, [THE OWNER] WAS
STANDING IN THE FIELD TAniy pmaw phyismy ux y1i g
’_J'i‘?@ DiPRAYW — AND WAS DECLARING, “I KNOW THAT THE WORKERS
ARE FORGETTING THE SHEAVES THAT ARE IN SUCH AND SUCH A
PLACE;” and they in fact did forget a sheaf, oW it My — IT
IS SHICH’CHAH, despite the owner’s awareness of the sheaf
"KWY — FOR IT IS STATED:® . . .and you forget a sheaf “in the

NOTES

1. The verse begins with the phrase =¥pn "3, when you reap, which
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.

5 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. *x i1 and Chidushei HaRan there xX5x 11 qio). [An
open field is normally classified as a nnwn ArxY ¥Q, unguarded
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 w”x12a 177,
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 1y 177).]

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

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 »wn ).
[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.
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HALACHAH 6 GADISH
field.” nnowy r1wa — This implies that the laws of shich’chah
are applicable only if the owner is IN THE FIELD AND YOU [the
workers] FORGET a sheaf, nmaw) 7wa X5 — BUT NOT if the

owner is IN THE CITY AND YOU FORGET a sheaf.!”

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 1la), 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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objects on his behalf, a forgotten sheaf will be rendered
shich’chah even if the owner still remembers it.®! The Gemara
discusses a further ramification of this view:®
Sxmy owa X7y 1 — R’ Zeira said in the name of Shmuel:
12 mxoyn a5 g — This distinction likewise holds true with
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.™

The Gemara challenges Shmuel’s assertion:
1My 11 i — With what are we dealing here? yx»5 Hian ox
1712 — If we are dealing with a case where [the field owner] is
able to pursue the ownerless objects and reach™ them before
they exit the field, w71 7in2 *> Mo "y qin2 * M — what
difference does it make to me whether the owner is standing in

NOTES

7. R* Shimon expounds the word mwa, in the field, as limiting the
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
[2in3 Nl that there is no shich’chah when the owner is in the city
— 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
VariantA).]

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

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 i 771 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.

A. Accordingto ourversion 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 nan bya inp¢ x9), that the
sheaf was not forgotten by the owner (see note 3), Gra’s version reads
720 Yya NI, that is, the owner too forgot the sheaf, but neverthe-
less itis 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 §114and Dibros Moshe, Bava Metzia11:11yn"1).] 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).

TEXTUALAND INTERPRETIVEVARIANTS

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 4and 7), Gra transposes
the wording so that the first case (in which shich’chah does not apply)
refers towhere 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 Metzia11a (discussed atlength in note 1above),
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. l.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
Mabhari Korkos, Hil. Matnos Aniyim 5:1.
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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!"? 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!" — ? —

The Gemara rejects the challenger’s assumption that one
acquires an object that is secure within his field even if he is not
present:

CHAPTER HIVE

PEAH 48a°
3T 727 DWa NP 127 Ni7D 132 NXaX a1 — R’ Abba bar Kahana
said in the name of R’ Yassa in the name of R’ Yochanan: x1m
¥ qina (5K p1a vab Siowy — This law (that a person
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."*”’

NOTES

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: inym X5w 1% mip oy Sw My, A
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).

14. [The text of Yerushalmi printed with Rash Sirilio reads: »3i715"0x1.]
15. Le. 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 (nmnwn nyxy yn), which does
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 & i11). [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.

C. Gra emends the text of the Gemara’s challenge to read: Y83 ox
102 v 919y — If we are dealing with a case where [the field owner]
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]?
Accordingtothisversion, the Gemarainitially understood Shmuel to be
referring to a case where the owner cannot capture the objects that were
discovered in hisfield, with the pointof Shmuel’s statementbeing that the

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

owner’s acquisition of the object in this case is contingent on whether or
notheis presentin the field. The Gemara therefore asks: Considering that
the objects are in any event not secure within the field, the owner’s
presenceinthefieldisirrelevant! Inreply, 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, heacquires itif — and only if — heis presentin thefield.
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The Mishnah teaches in its final ruling:
["21 wpa smemw IX — OR if the poor COVERED [A SHEAF] WITH
STRAW, thereby causing it to be forgotten, ete. (it is not
shich’chah). ]V

The Gemara inquires:
wpa nomn {93 1 — If the entire [field] was covered with
straw and a single sheaf was forgotten, what is the law?? 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?®

The Gemara answers:
following Mishnah:¥  mmaw i ¥ noww Xmoi 191 — AND SO TOO,
A BLIND PERSON WHO FORGOT a sheaf IS SUBJECT TO the law of
SHICH’CHAH. N1 1191 wpa i913w m3 X5 xn1o1 — Now, is not
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!® We may therefore conclude that if an
entire field is covered with straw, those sheaves that are forgotten

CHAPTER HIVE
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do become shich’chah.'®

The Gemara qualifies the Mishnah’s ruling that an individual
sheaf that was covered with straw is not subject to shich’chah:
qnxX M 1371 — R’ Yonah said:  owipiz nx 15113 — The ruling of
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.”

The Gemara correlates this statement with that of another

Amora in a different context:
X797 1273 31 1277 Xnx — This statement of R’ Yonah accords
with R’ Z’eira. "X X7w11277 M — For just as R’ Z’eira says
(in the Gemara below, Halachah 3 [54a]) regarding the case of a
sheaf covered by another sheaf 115y nx 72113 — that the lower
one is exempt from shich’chah only in an instance where [the
harvester] remembers the upper one,’® =nx M1 12113 — so
too does R’ Yonah say with regard to a straw-covered sheaf
DWwpT nX 9113 — that the exemption from shich’chah applies
specifically where [the harvester] remembers the straw and
forgets only the underlying sheaf.

NOTES

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

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’ Zeira (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
Al

A. In our elucidation of this sugya, we have followed Rambam, Mahara
Fuldaand 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.

TEXTUALAND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

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 an> n"1
v"MNN.
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Mis ﬁ]uj[ﬁ 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:™®

1™ Riv51 179nS nionaby niyiab (nynt — If one binds sheaves for kova’os, for kumasos, for chararah," or for

eventual consolidation into larger sheaves,™ mmaw i5 '8 — he has no shich’chah obligation;™ 179291 10 —

ifhe subsequently gathers the sheaves from there to the threshing floor, oW i w?— he then has a shich’chah

PEAH
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obligation.*?!

w15 “myni — If one binds sheaves for transport to the great stack,
171251 1 — if he subsequently gathers the sheaves from there to the threshing floor,

obligation;
nnaw — he has no shich’chah obligation.™”!
5537 m1 — This is the rule:

place where [the gathering] constitutes a finishing stage in the process,®
171391 11 — and when he subsequently gathers the sheaves from there to the threshing floor,
m1ax5% Tmy inxw oipnb — But anyone who binds sheaves for

obligation,
nnow i — he has no shich’chah obligation."”

transport to a place where [the gathering] does not constitute a finishing stage in the process,'®
179351 1 — and if he subsequently gathers the sheaves from there to the
oW 5 wr — he then has a shich’chah obligation.”

— has no shich’chah obligation,
threshing floor,

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:
[Niy2ia5] — FOR KOVA'0S. "mK miir 221 — R’ Yonah said:
b5 — This refers to a type of wreath that is worn on top of
one’s head.?!’  =mwm7 3 — As it is stated with regard to
Goliath:??  »jwxa-by nwny yai:), — And [he had] a copper

nnow 15 vt — he has a shich’chah
b px

maKYR 03 NITY oipn’ Trynra 52 — Anyone who binds sheaves for transport to a

nnow 15 v — has a shich’chah
™

QUELAERUY

helmet (kova) on his head.

niopiab — FOR KUMASOS. 1K N2y 131 — R’ Avina said:  1n
v15 — This refers to a type of wreath that is hidden beneath one’s
head.® =7y — Asitis stated: 1y ona xRS, —
Is it not hidden (kamus) with Me, sealed in My treasury?!

TNY — FOR CHARARAH. 9353 — This refers to a small quantity
of grain intended to be used in the kneading of a dough for a
biscuit.?!

NOTES

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. Le. 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 w™, 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 whm 71
w1 see Mahara Fulda; cf. Shaarei Emunah w5 “nyni ia-1).

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

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 (2"52w S ninvy) were commonly
used for ornamental purposes [see e.g. Mishnah Avodah Zarah 4:2 and
Bavli Shabbos 22a] (Rash; see Maharam Chaviv).

22.1Samuel 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 2y ne).

24. Deuteronomy 32:34. [In this verse, God states that the sins of the
wicked have not been forgotten, but are hidden (om3) with Him and
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).
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I™MnRiyS — FOR SHEAVES. [1'2127 — This refers to a collection of
small bundles of grain for eventual consolidation into large
(sheaves).]'!

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:

pmr 127 X — R’ Yochanan said:  q7wa 97yp q¥pn m»,

CHAPTER HIVE

PEAH 49a'
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: =¥p ¥OX XY xR M — Just as the reaping of the
grain is a final, nonrecurring operation that is not followed by
another act of reaping (since standing grain can be cut only once),
Blpiy 1R PRY TRy g8 — so too is the gathering of sheaves
to which the verse refers a final operation that is not followed by
another gathering of sheaves."

wr oy 1
WE SHALL RETURN TO YOU, GADISH

NOTES

1. [Emendation follows Hagahos HaGra; cf. Sdeh Yehoshua and
Maharam Chaviv, who place the word 1 miv% at the beginning of the
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: pxw “my ox

my x|

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.]

A. Accordingto Rash, whose approach we have followed in our elucida-

tion, theinitial 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 aswhen they are transferred to the threshing floor
— that the forgotten sheaves are rendered shich’chah. [In Rambam’s
understanding, the word “myn refers to the gathering of the sheaves
rather than to the binding of the loose grain.] In this vein, the Mishnah
rules thatwhen the sheaves are being transported to a great stack, where
the gathering process culminates, the law of shich’chah is applicable;
butwhen 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
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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 11y
process differently than Rambam does. For whereas Rambam interprets
7y as the consolidation of dispersed sheaves, which culminates when
all the field’s sheaves have been collected in one place (even if they will
eventually be transferred elsewhere), Rosh interprets 1y 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 (¥>132 mynn), but not when he transports
them from there to the threshing floor (Y7121 311), must be interpreted
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 grainto
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 ~sypnn1.
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Chapter Six
Halachah 1

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

o™Mpix XY N1 — Beis Shammai say:  qp27 omyb "2 — Produce that was declared ownerless!™ for the poor
(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.?  amnix 551 n12y — But Beis Hillel say:  momwa orwyb gx mpanw 1y 1pan ing
— 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.”

The Mishnah returns to the discussion begun at the end of the preceding chapter, regarding the shich’chah

49a?

obligation:

ap ap Sw i iy 52 — If all the sheaves of the field are each the size of one kav,

(13) inow1 — and they forgot that unusually large one,

v iR — It is not shich’chah, and it may be retrieved by the owner.”
nnow — It is shich’chah, and must be left for the poor.

and one is the size of four kabin,
Beis Shammai say:
— But Beis Hillel say:

Gemara The Gemara cites a source for Beis Shammai’s
ruling that declaring produce “ownerless for the
poor” is effective:
nmr 11 owa KXo 11 — R’ Chiya said in the name of R’
Yochanan: xnw nw73mmyv — The Scriptural basis for the
ruling of Beis Shammai is as follows: 3% nyY,, — In the
passage that discusses the peah and leket obligations,® the Torah
could have stated simply: for the poor person and the prose-
lyte.® »onx atyn,, 705 Tmbn m — What does [the Torah]
teach by stating the additional clause: you shall leave them?
13 nnx many 7% wr — It teaches that you have another
“leaving” — a hefker declaration — that is similar to this one;
orrwyh 851 omyb it — just as this leaving of peah and leket
is specifically for the poor and not for the rich, X M Ox
qnX DipRa — so too, that leaving which is stated elsewhere (i.e.
a hefker declaration, which is not directly related to the topic of

I'3aR NYaIX SY T —
DMRIN WY N1 —
omnix Hom

the verse) owyb x5 omyb — is effective even when it is
specifically for the poor and not for the rich.™

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:®
v1pY 12 1ivnw 137 1y — R’ Shimon ben Lakish said:  wmyv
5511 m21 — The Scriptural basis for the ruling of Beis Hillel is as
follows: mavnwn, — In the passage that discusses the laws of
shemittah,” the Torah could have stated simply: And in the
seventh year, you shall release it. »anwvn,, i Tnbn M —
What does [the Torah] teach by stating the additional expres-
sion:. .. and abandon it? ir3 nnx mew 75 wr — It teaches
that you have another “abandonment” — a hefker declaration
— that is similar to this one; oMwyb 1 omyb Pa it —
just as this abandonment of shemittah produce is for both the
poor and the rich, Anx Dippa MKW M a8 — so too, that

NOTES

1. The letters a2 and o 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, “pa1 (with a 1) is
equivalent to the more familiar term 1poi7 (with a ), 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): quy ronm pon 51 0 51 k;, and the Levi shall come
[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

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
Apan ).

6. The Torah states with respect to peah and leket: nnx a1yn =251 1y, for
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: ¥ =% 1yY, for the poor person and
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 nnx a1ym, you shall leave them, the
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: mnwvn mavnwn nyawm — And in the
seventh [year], you shall release [the land] and abandon it.
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HALACHAH 1 BEIS SHAMMAI
abandonment which is stated elsewhere (i.e. a hefker declara-
tion, which is not directly related to the topic of the verse) 7
orwyb 12 amyb — is effective only when it makes the produce
available for both the poor and the rich."”

In R’ Yochanan’s view, Beis Shammai derive their ruling from
the superfluous phrase nnx 21yn, you shall leave them, that ap-
pears in the passage regarding peah and leket. The Gemara asks:
QY N7 fimayv S5 na pranpn M — According to R
Yochanan, how do Beis Hillel deal with the verse that serves as
the basis for the ruling of Beis Shammai?

The Gemara answers:
viyMm “onx 2tyn,, — Beis Hillel expound the phrase you shall
leave them as conveying a limitation,™” so that the verse is
understood to be saying: oWy X5 amy? it — This leaving of
peah and leket is indeed designated for the poor only and not for
the rich, Anx DipH2 MR M 52X — but that leaving which
is stated elsewhere (i.e. the hefker declaration) a2 oy pa
orwyb — is ineffective unless it is designated for both the poor
and the rich.™

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 mnwon, and
abandon it, that the Torah states with regard to shemittah. The
Gemara asks:

55 N7 1imaYL IRPY M3 TR M — According to R’ Shimon
ben Lakish, how do Beis Shammai deal with the verse that

CHAPTER SIX

PEAH 49a®
serves as the basis for the ruling of Beis Hillel?

The Gemara answers:
LM (WD) “ANYLN mvnwn,, — Beis Shammai expound the
phrase you shall release it and abandon it as conveying a
limitation,"® so that the verse is understood to be saying: a2
oy 12 omyS — This abandonment of shemittah produce is
designated for both the poor and the rich, —mxw mm Sax
qnx oipna — but that abandonment which is stated elsewhere
(i.e. the hefker declaration) orwyb xb Sax omyb — is
effective even when it is designated for the poor only and not for
the rich.™¥

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:
1% 137 My — R’ Avin said:  1ivaw 175 xywon annnn b
wp5 12 — The language of the Mishnah supports the position
of R’ Shimon ben Lakish, that Beis Hillel’s view regarding
hefker is derived from the shemittah passage. For the Mishnah
states: omaw DrWYS nx Mpany 1y — But Beis Hillel say: It
is not deemed ownerless at all UNLESS HE DECLARES IT OWNER-
LESS FOR THE RICH ALSO, AS is the case with SHEMITTAH pro-
duce.™

NOTES

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 onx, them, as an exclusionary term that
restricts to peah and leket a certain aspect of the law stated in that verse
(Rash, Rosh).

12. [Le. the expression 21yn, you shall leave, teaches that one generally
has the ability to declare his produce ownerless;] the additional word
DnK, them, limits the scope of this ability by implying that it is only with
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
7 (it) implies that an aspect of the law under discussion pertains
specifically to shemittah produce and not to ordinary produce that was

declared hefker (see Rash Sirilio and Sdeh Yehoshua).

14. [The superfluous expression mnwvn, and abandon it, teaches that
one can declare his produce ownerless just like shemittah produce; and
the extra suffix m, 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).
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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:
o785 Kb Sax manab 1p27 — If one declares produce hefker for ani-
mals but not for people, 5x115 x5 bax oiab — or for idolaters
but not for Jews, my5 x5 Sax miyb — or for the rich but not
for the poor, 1pa7 11727 P& 527 1137 — all [R’ Yochanan and R’
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).! mamab &5 Hax o1xy — If, however, one de-
clares produce hefker for people but not for animals, bx1H
%25 X5 Hax — or for Jews but not for idolaters, i1 Anix Mmy5
Xy myb 85 Sax — or for the poor of that city but not for the
poor of a different city,” w5 12 Tivaw @17 i 1277 XANGEn
— the effectiveness of his declaration (according to Beis Hillel) is
contingent upon the dispute between R’ Yochanan and R’ Shi-
mon ben Lakish: pai 2 ani 1277 mny1 Sy — According
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;®  apan 11Ran PN WY 13 Tivew 1277 mnyT by — but
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.”

CHAPTER SIX
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The Gemara comments:

XY 137 K — R’ La said: There is no need to infer the positions of
R’ Yochanan and R’ Shimon ben Lakish on this matter from their
dispute regarding Beis Hillel's reasoning, 155 wr1n3 — for they
actually disagreed explicitly about the issue! "mx I —R’
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, 2p2a7 11'p27 — his hefker
is an effective hefker; mx wpb 12 1ivypw 121 — and R’ Shimon
ben Lakish said that in these instances 9p37 199237 X — his
hefker is not an effective hefker.®

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):
XM 92 Pax 21 MK — R’ Avin bar Chiya said:  ©¢rmx i)
WY T2 1on omyb apan — Regarding objects that were declared
hefker for the poor, and rich people took possession of them,
01" 127 XK 2217 Xnabon — the disposition of those objects is a
matter of dispute between R’ Meir and R’ Yose.” 277 mny1by
X — According to R’ Meir,  ®[x¥1] 127 pan o7xw 1172 0K 1
inwn — who says that as soon as a person declares something
hefker it leaves his possession, 1pai1 11927 — his hefker is an
effective hefker even with respect to a rich person being able to take
possession of it;®

NOTES

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

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).

A. Accordingto 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 Nox 0”7 and to Bava Kamma 28a nt 0”7
understood the Yerushalmi this way.]
The problemwith Rambam’s approach, however, is that it seemingly fails

TEXTUALAND INTERPRETIVEVARIANTS

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 v»p5 w1 10N 1”7, 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 121 259 W92 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.]
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i 117 YT 5y — but according to R’ Yose, X Tmx 1
mmara XX mbyan ' nopn Kyi 12t — who says that an object
declared hefker does not leave the possession of its owner
except through acquisition by another party, =pampan X
— his hefker is not an effective hefker with respect to a rich
person being able to take possession of it.!

The Gemara analyzes the disposition of time-limited hefker
declarations:?
mamm a1 Py 1113 7y — Until now, we know only about
the law where [one] declared [his produce] hefker for an

CHAPTER SIX

PEAH 50a'
extended period of time.”  vym 15 mypan (R (3R] —
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?™
The Gemara answers:

NT7 ™ Aryne — Let us resolve [the inquiry] from the end of
this following Baraisa: 377t nx 1271 — If ONE DECLARED HIS
FIELD OWNERLESS, i3 arnin ow mwbys omw — for TWO OR
THREE DAYS afterward HE MAY RETRACT [HIS DECLARATION].®!
NT9T 127 "ip N1 ivew 131 un — And in explanation of this

NOTES

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 "k i11; see also Teshuvos R’ Akiva Eiger
1:145, Shaarei Yosher 5:23).]

3. Le. 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

declaration (which would leave the maaser obligation intact) rather than
anew 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: X771 721 8 — R’ Z’eira said:  "nx &Y
Sy Xox — [The Baraisa] says only that one may retract his hefker
declaration during the first three days; 2 rim irx w5y xS xg —
this implies that after the first three days have elapsed, he cannot
retract [his declaration]. Le. R’ Zeira 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

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

TEXTUALAND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

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
atthe 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.
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HALACHAH 1 BEIS SHAMMAI
Baraisa, R’ Shimon Diyama taught in the presence of R’
Zeira: 2 TN (OpR) [oMm] WY kb 91y — He may
retract [his declaration] even shortly after three days have
passed.® mb amx — [R’ Zeira] said to him in response:

am bW anxb 151K TR nXT 19 — Once you say that a
hefker declaration may be retracted even after three days have
passed, 3 Kb X MY NS X1 — [the law] should be
the same whether the declaration was retracted after just three
days have passed or whether it was retracted after many more

CHAPTER SIX

PEAH 50a?
than three days have passed — and this is surely untrue!™”
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’ Zeira’s argument is adduced from the latter
portion of the Baraisa, which pertains to time-limited hefker
declarations:

X771 1215 ymon anann 1w — The language of this second half
of the Baraisa supports the argument of R’ Z’eira:

NOTES

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 k771 7177). [It is unclear at what point R’ Shimon Diyama would

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.]
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50b' BEIS SHAMMAI
O™ 02T T2 — IN WHAT instance WAS IT SAID that one may
retract his hefker declaration within three days?™ ono panwa
— WHEN HE DECLARED an item HEFKER WITHOUT SPECIFYING any
time limitation. 7mX Of NPaM M1 MK X Yax — BUT IF HE
DECLARED: LET MY FIELD BE HEFKER for ONE DAY, nnx naw —
or for ONE WEEK, ‘11X wTinm — or for ONE MONTH, nnx my —
or for ONE YEAR, "IN YW — or for ONE SEVEN-YEAR PERIOD,
the law is as follows: mX 12 X171 3 17197 XHW 1Y OX — AS LONG
AS NEITHER HE NOR ANYONE ELSE HAS TAKEN POSSESSION of it,
ia 75 Hi37 (1'X) — HE CAN RETRACT [HIS DECLARATION};  5ax
MK P2 NI ]2 A2 TN — BUT ONCE EITHER HE OR ANYONE ELSE
HAS TAKEN POSSESSION OF IT, 13 1it% 513! i% — HE CANNOT
RETRACT [HIS DECLARATION].? 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.?

The Gemara concludes by enumerating the various issues that

CHAPTER SIX
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are resolved by this Baraisa, beginning with the Gemara’s origi-
nal inquiry:

DY TAT RIT 7210 17 X 778 K70 — This Baraisa informs us
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." oy by wn X5 mmx x77 — Furthermore,
this Baraisa informs us that in the case of a time-limited hefker
declaration, [the Rabbis] were not concerned for a subter-
fuge.®”! T2 MM Mpan oIRY Ty KT — It further informs
us that a person can declare his produce hefker and then
reacquire it himself, thereby exempting the produce from the
tithing obligation.® N7y 277 M5 xw Xvws 811 — And
finally, it confirms the accuracy of R’ Z’eira’s question to R’
Shimon Diyama,” vy 11 KT 7210 10T XIT 0K RV R
— 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.®

NOTES

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 uxwi1i177; 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 xvwd K71 1177; 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-

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.]

A. Unlike the majority of commentators, Gra explains that the Gemara
is inquiring whether time-limited hefker declarations are effective at

TEXTUALAND INTERPRETIVEVARIANTS

all. [l.e. since the entire concept of voluntary hefker is derived either
fromthe law of peah and leket or from the law of shemittah (see Gemara
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50b2 BEIS SHAMMAI
The Mishnah’s latter segment stated:
[121 2p ap bW 7w Mniy 53 — If ALL THE SHEAVES OF THE FIELD
ARE EACH the size OF ONE KAV ete. (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:
1mnp 11 My — What are we dealing with, i.e. what is Beis Sham-
mai’s reason for exempting the large sheaf from shich’chah? BN
omon 127 own — If it is because such a relatively large sheaf
constitutes something distinctive,” onw 17 — then it should
suffice for it to be merely fwo kavs in size.'” 1w Dwn ox —
And if Beis Shammai’s reason is that the oversized sheaf has the
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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,"V mwSw i*1 — then it
should suffice for it to be merely three kavs in size.” Why do Beis
Shammai require that it be as large as four of the other sheaves?
The Gemara answers:

12 Tivnw 31 mp pAh 21T K77 MmN B9 131 o3 K N
wp% — One of the Rabbinical students stated this following
explanation of R’ Yochanan in the presence of R’ Shimon ben
Lakish: =pw nma mmw inipyS ipbinb 513 ximw 53 — Beis
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.™

NOTES

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 ¢hree 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?

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 sheafbe 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 sheafis 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).

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: NYi>¢¥ D1Y MNTY NN PPN
0> — |f ONE DECLARED HIS FIELD OWNERLESS FOR TWO OR THREE DAYS, 1110
72 — HE MAY RETRACT [HIS DECLARATION]. The point of this ruling is that R’
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

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: NYIYY 798 N7IY DN 8 — If you suggest that Beis Shammai’s
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, Ravand
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.
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HALACHAH 2 BEIS SHAMMAI
The Gemara clarifies an aspect of Beis Shammai’s position:
wa (M) M 121 — R’ Yonah stated:™  xmyw [xym] — This
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, iy 53
oY Pap nyax Sw R ap ap Sy s — just as the Mish-
nah teaches that if all the sheaves of the field are each the
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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, nynY Sw M) ap W Sw mwn My 53
1"ap — so too, if all the sheaves of the field are each the size of
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.?

Halachah 2

Mishnaft o535 935 v a5 qmp x1my miva — If a sheaf was standing near a wall® or a stack of

grain, or near cattle or farming tools,”
nnow iy — It is not shich’chah, and it may be retrieved by the owner.™
nnaw — It is shich’chah, and must be left for the poor.®

o™Mnix — Beis Shammai say:
o™pix S5 — But Beis Hillel say:

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.” In light of this difference, the Gemara finds
difficulty with the positions of both Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel:
1055 M1 exnw na) by Xwipl — But there is the following
difficulty with Beis Hillel’s position:  ximw 127 w21 a3

iy — and he forgot to gather it,’ W naa

na

omon — Regarding the case of a sheaf forgotten near a wall or a
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; 1mmx 119X
v (1rx) — yet [Beis Hillel] say that the sheafis shich’chah?!
[xpw M7l (551 a1 Sy xRl — And conversely, there is the
following difficulty with Beis Shammai’s position: 9pan

NOTES

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 ya to denote a fixed ruling.] This
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 x1yw xii1is absent in the Vilna and
Amsterdam editions.]

2.1e.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 sheafin 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: »¥n 5w miwa *miv %3
oWy Pap AW Sy X ap — What would Beis Shammai hold in a case
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.]

3. o3 is a wall made of uncemented stones (Mahara Fulda, from Rash).
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 1p3, meaning cattle stall; a similar translation is
presented by Mahara Fulda and Sdeh Yehoshua. See also Tos. Shantz to
Eduyos 4:4.]

5. Le. the implements used for plowing (Rambam Commentary). [Cf.

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.]

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.

TEXTUALAND INTERPRETIVEVARIANTS

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.
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HALACHAH 2 BEIS SHAMMAI
oDMoR PRy 137 93 — Regarding the case of a sheaf
forgotten near cattle or farming tools, the cattle and tools are
items that are relatively nondistinctive (due to their portabil-
ity), mmaw [IPNWY] (R1) 1 1K) — yet [Beis Shammai] say
that [the sheaf] is not shich’chah?!

The difficulties remain unresolved.

The Mishnah below, 7:1 [58al, 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:

inipna — Being distinctive “IN ITS LOCATION” means  TRiy N1t

CHAPTER SIX

PEAH 51a?
7¥BT Y3 IX NAT Y2 — THAT IT STANDS ALONGSIDE THE
WINEPRESS OR THE BREAK in the wall.('!
The Gemara asks:

"NRW n1a7 Xnunn — Seemingly, that Mishnah is in accordance
with the opinion of Beis Shammai. X DMnix wpw N7
oW — For Beis Shammai say in the Mishnah here that a sheaf
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."? — ? —

NOTES

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 arule, the halachah follows the view of Beis Hillel over that of Beis

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).
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51b! BEIS SHAMMAI
The Gemara differentiates between the ruling of the Mishnah
below and the ruling of our Mishnah here:
i 127 Mmx — R’ Yose said: xS 37 — Actually, [that
Mishnah] is consistent with the opinion of all.”?  yan — For the
Mishnah there is discussing the case of 937 T¥2 121 137
121 — an item that is permanently® attached to the ground
[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. X371 ©33 — The
Mishnah here, however, speaks of =2 127 7¥2 vibn 127 —
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.?

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."! The
Gemara now cites a Baraisa® that presents a Tannaic dispute as
to which of these two cases was the one actually disputed by Beis
Shammai and Beis Hillel:

IXYDIX 137 MK — R IDAI SAID: YW 137 nx SRy — I ASKED
R YEHOSHUA: %71 31 'xnw mia pinbn iy 15X2 — WITH RE-
SPECT TO WHICH SHEAVES DO BEIS SHAMMAI AND HILLEL ARGUE?'®

CHAPTER SIX

PEAH HALACHAH 2
(M"Y "X — HE SAID TO ME:”  nNr1 mina — “I swear® BY THIS
TORAH that their dispute was as follows: W n5) 1935 Mo iy
o521 1pab1 — If A SHEAF WAS standing NEAR A WALL OR A STACK
OF GRAIN, OR near CATTLE OR farming TOOLS, inmaw' — AND HE
FORGOT to gather IT, D™MnIX "XRY N3 — BEIS SHAMMAI SAY:
DY [iX] — IT IS NOT SHICH’CHAH; D nix 5511 n31 — BUT BEIS

HILLEL SAY: 1w (MKX) — IT IS SHICH'CHAH®  byx mxaymn
71y"5K 127 — HOWEVER, WHEN I CAME BEFORE R’ ELIEZER,”  7nx
"> — HE SAID To ME: 5571 ma wpw nna pbm X5 — “BEIS

SHAMMAI AND BEIS HILLEL DID NOT DISAGREE R "niva by
inowy @525 1pa wr1y5) n93% 7D — REGARDING A SHEAF THAT
WAS standing NEAR A WALL OR A STACK OF GRAIN, OR near CATTLE
OR farming TOOLS, AND HE FORGOT IT, TIm3W NIMW — THAT IT IS
SHICH’CHAH.™  1p5m3 m 5y1 — REGARDING WHAT DID THEY DIS-
AGREE? 5030 "nivi 5y — REGARDING A SHEAF THAT [ONE] TOOK
from the field with the intent of bringing it home to the city,'?
D527 T¥3 IPRT T¥2 WA T¥3 04T T¥3 1NN — AND temporarily
PLACED IT ALONGSIDE A WALL, ALONGSIDE A GRAIN STACK,
ALONGSIDE THE CATTLE, or ALONGSIDE THE farming TOOLS,
iN2Y1 — AND THEN FORGOT IT. T3 11K DMRIN R9Y nay —
FOR BEIS SHAMMAI SAY that [THE SHEAF] IS NOT SHICH’CHAH in this
case, i3 MY NN — BECAUSE HE HAD already ACQUIRED IT
before it was forgotten;™¥ mmaw omix 5971 N1 — BUT BEIS
HILLEL SAY that it is SHICH’CHAH ™  nNX MmwyIm myxawm
MY 12 T1yOR 127 1wsY 0™M377 — AND WHEN I CAME AND RELATED
THE WORDS of R’ Eliezer BEFORE R’ ELAZAR BEN AZARYAH, 5 MmN
—HESAIDTOME: nm3a1— “I swear by THE COVENANT!™ 1717171
27iM32 MY 15 XY 011277 — THESE ARE THE VERY WORDS THAT
WERE SAID TO MOSES AT HOREB [Mount Sinai].”!¢!

NOTES

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

2.See Rash Sirilio "2,

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 sheaflies 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 a2 a1 177; 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
asheafthat 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.

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’ I’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. [ Y 13915 12 spnw mivip by, regarding a sheaf that they took
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
sheafto be exempt, Beis Hillel nevertheless rule that the sheafis subject to
shich’chah.]
15. L.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. Le. this is indeed the true version of the dispute between Beis
Shammai and Beis Hillel.

[See Variant A.]

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

TEXTUALAND INTERPRETIVEVARIANTS

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
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51b? BEIS SHAMMALI
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:
12un 1on — We learned in a Mishnah there:"”  n% 5o muixy
oxnn X5y 7y o031 — If A WOMAN INHERITED!®! PROPERTIES
BEFORE BECOMING AN ARUSAH and then became an arusah,
b5 mvay INPY N3 or1in — BEIS SHAMMAI AND BEIS HILLEL AGREE

CHAPTER SIX

PEAH HALACHAH 2
nINin N3 NMY — THAT SHE MAY SELL them OR GIVE them
away, DOW21 — AND [THE TRANSFER] STANDS." b %o
noxnawn — If, however, SHE INHERITED [THE PROPERTIES] AF-
TER BECOMING AN ARUSAH and is still an arusah, Npw nna
D™MniX — BEIS SHAMMAI SAY:  7i3nn — SHE MAY SELL them,”
o™nix 557 N1 — BUT BEIS HILLEL SAY:  Miapn X5 — SHE MAY
NOT SELL them.?!

NOTES

17. Kesubos 8:1.This Mishnah deals with the extent of a woman’s ability to
sell her 3151 '021, 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 512 XY "023, fzon barzel (literally: iron sheep)
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 3151 "023, 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 mwxiti11.]

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

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 (7Tos.
Yom Tov to Kesubos 8:1 omw nwxi 77, citing Teshuvos HaRashba
11:108).]

19. Le. 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 o1m 1),
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

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

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: 72 1319 Y0¥ iyn Yy
o1 NN, regarding a sheaf that one took and placed alongside a wall
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).]
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51b? BEIS SHAMMALI
The Gemara asks a question regarding the dispute presented in
this Mishnah:
011 127 1P Ky2 onap 1271 — R’ Pinchas asked in the presence of
R’ Yose: 5% ma mymimm wxw ma 'oipn anmn x5 b — Why
is this dispute not taught among the leniencies of Beis Sham-
mai and the stringencies of Beis Hillel that are recorded in
Tractate Eduyos???
The Gemara answers:

CHAPTER SIX

PEAH HALACHAH 2
m5 "y — [R’ Yose] replied to him: 137 X9% xnnnn 10k X5
1*11¥ 1wn pin Xy — The Mishnah in Eduyos cites only those
matters which in Beis Hillel’s view are stringent from all per-
spectives® 111y Wwn Sp1 — and in Beis Shammai’s view are
lenient from all perspectives. X371 012 — Here however,
10X ¥R Sp) NN T¥n X amin — [each of the rulings] is a
stringency from one perspective and a leniency from another
perspective. !

NOTES

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?

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).
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R’ Pinchas challenges this response:

1107 — But we learned in the Mishnah in Eduyos (4:3) among
the leniencies of Beis Shammai and the stringencies of Beis Hillel:
D™MnIN NPY N2 — BEIS SHAMMAI SAY:  Tpai1 amyb qpan —
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.”  nram Syah xw1 apim omyb Sp Xt M — Now,
[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; mnum — yet, the Mishnah teaches it as a
leniency of Beis Shammai! — ? —

R’ Yose deflects the challenge:
omy5 xa1 bp — [Beis Shammai’s ruling] there is a leniency for
the poor, nai5yab min inx) — but it is not a stringency for
the owner, 1p21 inyTMY — because [the produce] was
initially declared ownerless by [the owner’s] own will.”?

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:
m5 "y — [R’ Pinchas] said to him: nm — But we
learned further in the Mishnah in Eduyos (4:4): N qniy
inmawn ovhab) 1paby v noab mp — If A SHEAF WAS standing
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]. 5p X111
oy & mim nran Syab — Now, [Beis Shammai’s ruling] in
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; mnun1— yet, [the Mishnah] teaches it
as a leniency of Beis Shammai! — ? —

This challenge, too, is deflected:
m5 mx — [R’ Yose] replied to him: rmman Syab xm 5p
nvus_g’? Tnin i1x%1 — [Beis Shammai’s ruling] there is a leniency
for the owner, but it is not a stringency for the poor, 7KW
172 131 X5 — since [the poor] have not yet acquired any
interest in [the forgotten sheaf]. Only the removal of property
that is already under one’s jurisdiction is considered a strin-
gency.?

CHAPTER SIX

PEAH 52a'
R’ Pinchas rejoins:
X377 qiX 7K1 — But if so, how did you answer above that Beis
Shammai’s permitting of an arusah to sell property that she
inherited as an arusah is considered a stringency for the
husband?* Say here, as well, 5yab Tmin irxy mwixb K Sp
172 121 XS prryw (nvam — that [Beis Shammai’s ruling] is a
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:
m5 mx — [R’ Yose] replied: mwTpw ran — Since he has
already betrothed her, 1553 im2151 Ama15 — [the properties]
are deemed to have fallen into both her jurisdiction and his
jurisdiction.” 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:®
T 137 X — R YUDAH SAID:  5x'oma 127 1nb 1y — [THE
SAGES] ARGUED BEFORE RABBAN GAMLIEL:  iNWX [OMRT SKin
INWX MW — SINCE AN ARUSAH IS HIS WIFE AND A NESUAH 1S
HIS WIFE, V32 31 it iy — JUST AS THIS ONE’S [the nesuah’s]
SALE IS INVALID,  5va /791 it % — SO SHOULD THIS ONE’S [the
arusah’s] SALE BE INVALID!” 129 21X — [RABBAN GAMLIEL]
REPLIED TO THEM: ]'Wi3 1% D'W'IN2 — CONCERNING THE NEW
[PROPERTIES] that she inherited after becoming a nesuah WE ARE
ASHAMED, i.e. we do not understand why the sale is invalid, x9x
onw Fhagy pHiban onXY — AND YOU WISH TO IMPOSE UPON US
THE OLD [PROPERTIES], i.e. to limit her ability to sell properties
that she inherited as an arusah?!®

The Gemara clarifies the meaning of Rabban Gamliel’s reply:
ow 1 1 19 — Which are the new [properties] to which
Rabban Gamliel is referring? nxwuwn — Those that she
inherited and sold after she became a nesuah. oW 111510
— And which are the old [properties] to which Rabban Gamliel
isreferring? nxw KW 7y — Those that she inherited and sold
before she became a nesuah, i.e. as an arusah, nxXgm — and
subsequently became a nesuah."

NOTES

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.Tbid.

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 "1
inwr M). [Practically speaking, this would mean that the field’s
usufructuary rights would belong to the husband once the marriage has
been completed through nisuin (Birkas Kohen).]

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 1by 1'91%3n, as is stated in Tosefta ibid.]

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
owni by i171; see Haflaah there on% mx ).

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).
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Halachah 3

Misﬁ]uj[ﬁ 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:'!

nimwa wx) — Regarding the ends of rows,*?

maina 113% iy — or the uncollected sheaf whose adjacent

[sheaves] demonstrate that it was not necessarily forgotten,*®

NOTES

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 arow (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
24:19): iR :wn X5, you shall not return to take [the forgotten sheaf].
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

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

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

“Adjacent Sheaves Demonstrate . . .”

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 1 i71). 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

being bypassed for a sheaf in the next row —

thus putting it within the purview of the

construed as possibly having been left to be

verse you shall not return to take it (Rash
below mb5wr 71 1K 1177; 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

NOT SHICH'CHAH

D COLLECTED SHEAVES

% ADJACENT SHEAVES

D UNCOLLECTED SHEAVES

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 o anan %ax 7))

F G H I |
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naw it SX 139515 12 priaw apivit — or the sheaf that [one] took hold of in order to transfer it to the city

and placed it on the side and then forgot it,""
is not shich’chah.

now 11Xy or1in — [Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel] agree that it

The Mishnah illustrates the exemption regarding the “ends of rows”:

nimw WKy 17 9% — And these are the “ends of rows™:?
0i775 1139 11 1ingY 1130 111 — this one having turned toward

started collecting sheaves in the middle of the row,

the north and this one having turned toward the south,"
mnow Tmsbw — that which was in front of them is shich’chah,

front of them and behind them,*

TR yynxa Smnmy ouw — If two workers

TR s’ imow — and they forgot sheaves in
Suh

ANW inx jmns — and that which was behind them is not shich’chah.?
The Mishnah proceeds to illustrate the case of the m™din 12w iy, the sheaf whose adjacent [sheaves]

demonstrate [that it was not necessarily forgotten]:

xS 1nb now e wxan Smnmy it — If a lone [worker] started collecting sheaves from the beginning

of the row, and forgot sheaves in front of him and behind him,®
uncollected in front of him (i.e. at the end of the row) is not shich’chah;™

nmaw irx moby — that which was left
o xR 5w — but that which was

NOTES

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 sheafin the row.
The Mishnah will now describe an application of the former category.

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

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

SHEAF FORGOTTEN
“BEHIND THEM”

SHEAVES FORGOTTEN
IN FRONT OF THEM

“Ends of Rows” 3. At}}(i'ne rf(? w of shela ves ly}1)ng on a nor(tiht-- the workers’ routes, [even though — as a middle sheaf — it is flanked on
(two workers) south ne, Jor exampre, Was beng removettooiiher side by removed sheaves] (Tos. Yom Tov).
X the threshmg floor by two workers. Rather

11 than startmg at the two ends of the row, the 6. The Mishnah is referring to a case where the sheaves are arranged in
, & W(?rkers decided to start somewhere in the  muyltiple rows. E.g. one hundred sheaves were arranged in ten rows
E pnddle gnd Yvork' their way .through the row  running from north to south [1-10], which can also be viewed as ten rows
é zl[z. % in opposite directions. [See diagram.] running from east to west [A-J] (see diagram). Ordinarily, a worker would
& E 3 1 | 4. The first worker started from approxi- remove these sheaves to the threshing floor by collecting sheaves A1-A10,
% Sl1g E ! mately the middle of the row, e.g. sheaf #4, then sheaves B1-B10, then sheaves C1-C10, etc. In this case, however, the
=22z and removed the sheaves from there toward  worker removed Al, A2, and A3, and then bypassed A4 (for example),
Sellzz I | the row's northern tip, while the second ~continuing instead with A5 and leaving A4 uncollected behind him. After
£zZ||5° 2 | worker started from sheaf #6 and worked his  picking up A5, he continues collecting A6, A7, and A8, and then turns his
- % way toward the row’s southern tip. However, attention to B1, B2, B3, etc. — leaving A9 and A10 uncollected in front of

£ | neither worker took sheaf #5, “Adiacent Sheaves Demonstrat . him.
o £ | which was thus forgotten behind N Jace (zi:jvorier? strate . .. Note that according to
— ’f them, ie. the workers started be- | <(A)>E this interpretation (that
L |10 yond that point, with this sheaf to v 1 of Rash and Rosh), the
their backs. Proceeding along their expression in front of him
SHICH'CHAH routes and collecting their sheaves, | [z _ | .-...... 2 | s geing used};ere dfipffer—
NOT SHICH'CHAH the workers also skipped a sheaf .-...... 3 ently than it was used in
along the way,e.g. the firstworker | |OF| NEEEVYV—————— 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

..-...... 7 sheaves .at the end of the
e |

9 | 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

A B C D E F G H 1)

D COLLECTED SHEAVES % ADJACENT SHEAVES
D UNCOLLECTED SHEAVES

SHICH'CHAH NOT SHICH'CHAH

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

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 A1l0, respectively. Thus, these
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left uncollected behind him (in the middle of the row) is shich’chah,
“not to return” to take a forgotten sheaf.’®

rnow ann b2 8w 53 — Any [sheaf] that is encompassed by the prohibition “not
to return,” i.e. it was on the worker’s route and was forgotten, is shich’chah;

by the prohibition
55311 i1t — This is the rule:

CHAPTER SIX

PEAH HALACHAH 3

wn 53,2 K1y — for it is encompassed

oY inR 2wn 523 sy 531 — but

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.”

NOTES

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 mbwi i177).
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,

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 2xpit ).

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 mmt ~1 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. Le. 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 55an m i1
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.]

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 itas
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 rowin oppositedirections, leaving sheaves uncollected infront
of them (i.e. at the end of the row) and behind them. The sheaf left behind
themis not rendered shich’chah, because itis 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, forthere is no reason to believe thatthey
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
analmostidentical procedureis performed by oneworker: Theworker 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; itis fora completely different reason that the sheaf at the end
of the row is exempt from shich’chah. The reason this sheaf is exempt s 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
otherworker, who would need to turn back in order to retrieve it.] The sheaf
thatthe lone worker leaves behind him, however, is rendered shich’chah, for
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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 toasingle
exemption pertainingtoa 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
twoworkers, whereitis usual forthemto leave an uncollected east-west row
inthemiddle of the field, asheaf left behindthemis notrendered 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
inasingle or final row; (c) itis 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 Cra, there is no automatic
exemption for sheaves forgottenatthe beginning orend ofarow. A forgotten
sheaf is exempt from shich’chah only in the case of two workers who left a
sheafbehindthem, where itisassumed thatthey intend to forma 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
Rambaml] 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 ~3ypn n"71; Tos. Yom Tov v3a35v 01,
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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”:
nimw wx1H pan — From where do we derive that “ends of
rows” are exempt from shich’chah?™ 31 131 71x — R’ Yonah
said: 23— For it is written in the passage that discusses the
shich’chah obligation:®  nmawy 772 771¥p “¥pn 13, — When
you reap your harvest in your field and you forget etc. This
verse, which deals with the shich’chah pertaining to standing
grain,® implies: MW AKX T¥ip MAXY M — Whatever grain
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.™

The Gemara asks:
MR nimw wx7 11713 1y — Until now, we know only that the
beginnings of rows of standing grain are exempt from
shich’chah.  [@MRIY] (Mp) niMw nio — From where do we
derive an exemption for the ends of rows with regard to the
forgetting of sheaves of cut grain?'®

The Gemara answers:
mi 21 mx — R’ Yonah said: ~innpb awin x5, — For
the verse states: ... you shall not return to take it, which
implies:  innpY 2wn x5 nxaw inippn — After coming from
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.™

The Gemara proceeds to ask:
MY NIy gior (Rl (Mmy) nimw Wik 12 Ty — Until
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.® [mp nimw io Ppiy nimw winyl — From where
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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:

mi 227 X — R’ Yonah said:  wxanp prniy nimw wixn gbm
mp nimw — We derive the exemption for the beginning of
rows of sheaves from the exemption for the beginning of rows
of standing grain, MBIV NMMY Qion MR NI vl — and we
derive the exemption for the end of rows of standing grain from
the exemption for the end of rows of sheaves.”

The next part of the Mishnah stated:
[maia 17335% Rivi — Regarding THE uncollected SHEAF WHOSE
ADJACENT [SHEAVES] DEMONSTRATE that it was not necessarily
forgotten . . . (all agree that it is not shich’chah).]

The Gemara cites a Baraisa™ that elaborates on this exemp-
tion:
7Y MDD 1TIY NIV — WHAT IS THE CASE OF “THE uncol-
lected SHEAF WHOSE ADJACENT [SHEAVES] DEMONSTRATE that it
was not forgotten™ iy mwy mwy 5w nimw y i
— If [ONE] HAD TEN ROWS OF TEN SHEAVES EACH, 70X W
D117 1i9¥2 1M — and HE GATHERED the sheaves in ONE OF
[THE ROWS] FROM NORTH TO SOUTH, i1 X N2 — AND HE
FORGOT ONE OF [THE SHEAVES], i.e. the last sheaf in the row,
oY MK — IT IS NOT SHICH’CHAH, NIm Jima Ny ash
27y — FOR IT IS JUDGED AS being part of a row going EAST TO
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:
w1 27y mm vy — If he subsequently gathered the
sheaves of the adjacent row from east to west, and forgot [the

NOTES

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
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 i1
mmp nnowS; see also 37a note 19). Once it has been established that
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 m5wi im wx 1177,
Rosh ok 1771, 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).]

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 "myr .

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
T 171, cited in 52b note 7).]
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same sheaf] once again at the end of that row,"® iy 1m
nnow — what is [the law] with regard to it now being rendered
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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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.M™ —? —

NOTES

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 ny»ynwan .

[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.]

————2

D COLLECTED SHEAVES D UNCOLLECTED SHEAVES
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The Gemara answers:
X717 12 Anvnwl — Let us learn [the resolution] from the fol-
lowing discussion pertaining to the shich’chah of sheaves: =y
by nXY M nRY TiwRTT nx — Regarding a case where one
removed the first, second and third sheaves of a row of sheaves
from the field to the threshing floor, w2977 nx now1 — and he
then forgot the fourth sheaf and moved on to the fifth sheaf, two
versions of the law are taught: wn mn nx — There are some
teachers of Baraisos who teach: X1 ™11 "wmna nx Hv: ox
1oYW — IF HE TOOK THE FIFTH sheaf, [THE FOURTH SHEAF] IS
rendered SHICH’CHAH, but if he did not take it, the fourth sheaf is
not rendered shich’chah;,"" "n mn mx — and there are other
teachers of Baraisos who teach: i1 " nx Hivh xaw ox
oW X1 — IF HE passed by the fourth sheaf and merely WAITED
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® xwm =92 112 227 "X — And R’
Bun bar Chiya said: These opinions are not contradictory. 1xn
i nx Sv) KT — The one who said that the fourth sheafis
not considered shich’chah unless he actually took the fifth sheaf
"W oW wiwa — refers to a case where there is a sixth sheaf in
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.”! 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.”
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whnna Ny 5w Xow ox MmKT 180 — And the one who said that
the fourth sheaf is rendered shich’chah even if he merely passed
it by and waited long enough to take the fifth sheaf oW pPxwa
Wiy — refers to a case where there is no sixth sheaf in the row.
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.®

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 sheafis not rendered shich’chah until the fifth one
is actually taken:
wiana nx Svy Xbw 7y ox — Now, from the time when the
farmer forgot the fourth sheaf and passed it by until the
time when he actually took the fifth sheaf, mx71 723 &b
w3 1imb 1y (nX) — was not the forgotten fourth sheaf fit
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!® mnow K nxp — But never-
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. nIW Xom
— 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.®

NOTES

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 ™in n'x i177; 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
WW W PRWA).

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

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 sheafis 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.

A. Accordingto Rash, itis universally held thataforgotten 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
onlyifthe 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
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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 itand
proceeds to the fifth sheaf, in accordance with the rule thata“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
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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:
513 X iy M — If one sheaf in a row of sheaves was
relatively large, 71ix'z q¥ v — and [the harvester]
removed only the outer side of this sheaf (i.e. the side facing
him) to the threshing floor,”” w3 71177 Mmmu0T 7¥2 — there
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.' vy
mnen 7y — If, however, he first removed the inner side of
the sheaf, w3 MY 1M Tivng T¥3 — what is [the law]
insofar as judging the remaining outer side in conjunction with
the two sheaves ahead of it as a row of three consecutive
sheaves?!!

115yt 7Y 'y — Similarly, if he removed only the upper side of
a large sheaf, mwa 191 1iRNRD 9¥2 — there is no question
that the remaining lower side of the sheaf is judged in
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conjunction with the two sheaves ahead of it as a shich’chah-ex-
empt row. WD IRTMY ¥ [hbyn T¥a pinnna ey — If)
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,"? 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?™?
The inquiries remain unresolved.

In connection with the topic of “upper” and “lower” objects,*
the Gemara cites a discussion pertaining to the law of eglah
arufah:"
mmux men% nm 73 37 — When Rav went down to there
[Babylonial, he declared: =277 N1y 12 X171 Xax — I am the
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."¥ mb Sxw ap 70 xnX — A certain old
man"” came and inquired of him:

NOTES

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. Le. 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

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.

15. nomy oy, eglah arufah [literally: decapitated calfl: The Torah
(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 K1y 123 M.

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).]

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 — evenafterwaiting in between — heis merely completingthe
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-
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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 §121foranovel explanation of the Gemara'sinquiry 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 thataligned 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.]
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HALACHAH 3 BEIS SHAMMAI
111 123 by my oari ww — If two murder victims are found one
atop the other, with one being a bit closer to one city and the
other being a bit closer to another city,"! are both cities obligated
to bring an eglah arufah?® o1y 11w 21 120 — Rav consid-
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. % =nx — [The old man] said to him:
127iy 1'% — You are wrong! They do not decapitate a calf for
either city. m5 X —[Rav]said to him: 5 —Why? =nx
m5 — [The old man] replied: mv o 1innna — A calfis not
decapitated on account of the bottom [corpse] because it is
“hidden” by the top corpse, fy owin 1Sy — 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
x2715 pbo — When [Rav]" ascended back to here [Eretz Yisraell,
1371 1235 XnX — he went to Rebbi and recounted this discussion
he had with the old man. ™5 "X — [Rebbi] said to him:
75 "mx mx! — He spoke to you properly!® x5 »xym 1,
axyr? — For the Torah introduces the passage of the decapitated
calf with the phrase:® Should [a corpse] be found. By using the
singular term Xyn, the verse implies that an eglah arufah is
brought only if a single corpse is found, and not if multiple
[corpses] are found one atop the other."”

The Gemara cites a Baraisa that is relevant to the earlier
discussion about the constitution of a three-sheaf“row”:
N 2732 171 271 — R’ YEHUDAH THE EMINENT ONE SAYS: 111
T 53 up by omn npx oY — If THERE WAS A WATER CANAL

CHAPTER SIX

PEAH 54a'
ACROSS THE ENTIRE FIELD traversing the rows of sheaves, the law
is as follows: 17 7¥3 7aNiaY 77 ¥R AWYMIMRT NN TRV OX — IF the
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,®  7mw3 1) X — [THE SHEAVES] on either side of the
canal ARE NOT JUDGED together ASAROW.” w3 1113 185 oy
— BUT IF the canal is NOT wide enough to necessitate lifting the
plowshare, [THE SHEAVES] ARE JUDGED together AS AROW and are
exempt from shich’chah.

The Gemara presents an inquiry:
Ty axp — If [one] reaped half a row and it became dark
and he had to stop,"” =mm5 X33 — and he came back on the
following day to finish the job, w3 M1 — there is no
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”'!  yman 15 x7p WS awr Hiaxb awr
mawn — If, however, he reaped half a row and sat down to eat,
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?

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™ that
discusses a related law:

NOTES

1. Rash Sirilio, from Rashi to Sotah 45a o55n 1w 171; see, however,
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: yy¥in irx irma rn, a kind with its own
kind does not interpose (see Bavli Pesachim 29Db), 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.

5.1.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
w1111 and Nachal Eisan 3:3:4).]

8. Le. 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 17
w3 as referring to the creation of a new row whose “beginning” is
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 i
w3 is consistent throughout.]

12. Translation follows Rash Sirilio and Sdeh Yehoshua. [Note that the
word 12'wn is absent in the Vilna and Amsterdam editions.]
[See Variant A.]

13. Tosefta 3:17.

A. We have mentioned on the previous amud (53b Variant A) that

according to Rash’s interpretation of the Gemara there, pausing
duringthe harvesting process is considered an interruption that renders
the remaining sheaves (if there are atleast three of them) anindependent
row. Rash Sirilio (to 44a N7 8 1”7) explains that the precise definition

TEXTUALAND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

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.
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HALACHAH 3 BEIS SHAMMALI
~wh (1395151 a9 5w iy — If ONE TOOK hold of A SHEAF
in order TO TAKE IT TO THE CITY, 7'M 33 Sy 111 — AND HE
PLACED IT ON TOP OF ANOTHER [SHEAF], [iTW NX now) — AND
HE subsequently FORGOT BOTH OF THEM, 13w Jinnna — THE
LOWER ONE IS SHICH’CHAH,"™  nnaw inx 1"Sym — AND THE
UPPER ONE IS NOT SHICH’CHAH."®'  7niX 1iynw 127 — R’ SHIMON
SAYS: nIOW X W — BOTH OF THEM ARE NOT SHICH’CHAH.
9Ion NITYW 1Bn 7inOnT — THE LOWER ONE is not shich’chah
BECAUSE IT IS COVERED by the top one,"® 2 oy non 1ibym —
AND THE UPPER ONE is not shich’chah BECAUSE HE HAS already
ACQUIRED IT."'”

CHAPTER SIX

PEAH 54a?
The Gemara qualifies the dispute:

mix X7wr 11 — R’ Z’eira says: The Tanna Kamma in fact
agrees with R’ Shimon that the lower sheaf is exempt from
shich’chah [Ty NX] 12112 — 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.®

NOTES

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”

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).
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54b! BEIS SHAMMAI
The Gemara correlates R’ Zeira’s statement with that of
another Amora in a different context:
i 1313 X7y 1277 XX — This statement of R’ Z’eira accords
with R’ Yonah. +nx i 1277 — For R’ Yonah said in regard to
the Mishnah’s ruling (above, 5:6) that a sheaf that was obscured
by a covering of straw is not subject to shich’chah:"  nx 233
1wp — The Mishnah’s exemption is applicable only where [the
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.?  mpix X7Wr 27 [12] (I83) — Similarly, R’
Z’eira says here regarding the case of a sheaf covered by another

CHAPTER SIX

PEAH HALACHAH 4
sheaf 1hbyn nx 722 — that the lower sheaf is exempt from
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.

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¥ that discusses the law
regarding sheaves that were not arranged in rows:
1'227vn TMRivy 11w — In the case of A FIELD WHOSE SHEAVES
WERE IN DISARRAY,®) 171 11X MOW) — AND [THE FARMER] FOR-
GOT ONE OF THEM, 1niavap nx bivw 1y nnow inx — IT IS NOT
SHICH’CHAH UNTIL HE REMOVES THE SURROUNDING SHEAVES. ¢!

Halachah 4

Mishnah nnaw iy W — Two forgotten sheaves are shich’chah, W 1% MYSwI — but three are

not shich’chah.”
are shich’chah,
stalks of flax are shich’chah,

oY oanm omr iy uw — Two forgotten heaps of olives or carobs
"o 1K M5Y — but three are not shich’chah.®
nnow (ex b — but three are not shich’chah.

oY 1nws uyin mw — Two forgotten
v71D o W — Two

NOTES

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” [2wn 5a] is inapplicable
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

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

A. Inour 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.

TEXTUALAND INTERPRETIVEVARIANTS

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, Graand Pnei
Moshe.
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54b* BEIS SHAMMAI
fallen grapes are peret,
grain are leket,
with the opinion of Beis Hillel.
amyb by — Three belong to the poor,

Gemara The Gemara presents an inquiry regarding the
Mishnah’s first ruling that three consecutive
sheaves that were forgotten do not become shich’chah:
Jamir 37 owa Xv 132 2 271 — R Bun bar Chiya related the
following inquiry in the name of R’ Yochanan: 1) ym> 18wy —
If [one] had arranged [three sheaves] perpendicularly in the
form of the Greek letter gamma,™ 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?'4
The inquiry is left unresolved.

The Mishnah stated in its second ruling:
[121 DY MRy MW — TWO forgotten HEAPS OF OLIVES etc. (or
carobs are shich’chah).]

The Gemara notes:
Yy K98 X X5 — When discussing the application of
shich’chah with regard to olives, [the Mishnah] speaks only of
forgotten heaps. X5 oy N1 — This implies that individual
olives that were forgotten are not rendered shich’chah.™

The Gemara explains why this is so:

CHAPTER SIX

v1D 1% MYHW1 — but three are not peret.|”
vpb 11X WL — but three are not leket."!
o™Mpix wpY N3 0% 5y1 — But concerning all of them Beis Shammai say:
man Syab nyax — and four belong to the owner.!?

PEAH HALACHAH 4
vph haw mw — Two fallen ears of
55 2 1272 — These rulings are in accordance

DT 12 R P2 12 e — What difference is there between
olive heaps and individual olives? ax5n 7my P2y — Olive
heaps are fully processed for transport to the main pile, 7
axbn amy px — whereas individual olives are not fully
processed for transport to the main pile.®

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:"'”
Xwwin 1271 mx — R’ Hoshaya said: 27 oy oy iy onnn
513 X — I was once treading™ olives with R’ Chiya the
Great, 5 7mx — and he told me the following law: nm 53
ibuo 9 viwsb Simr nxw — Even after you have finished
plucking an olive tree, any remaining olive that you can stretch
out your hand and take from the harvested tree oW 1% —
is not shich’chah."™

An opposing opinion:

734" 121 X — R’ Yochanan said:  rmawy why nayw on — As
soon as one has passed beyond [the tree] and forgotten [its
remaining produce], fmowW N1 Mo — it is rendered
shich’chah.®

NOTES

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

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.]

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

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.
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54b3 BEIS SHAMMALI

The Mishnah stated:
["131 D11372 W — TWO FALLEN GRAPES etc. (are peret, but three
are not peret).]

The Gemara cites a ruling that will be contrasted with the
ruling of our Mishnah:
1271 Xu 21 owa YY1 — R’ Lazar said in the name of R’
Chiya the Great: v7D Hi3wx »¥n1 — A half-cluster that broke
off from the bunch is peret.

An alternative version of this ruling:
x7n 27 un — R’ Chiya taught a Baraisa:®!  ix Siswx 'yn
05w Si3wWx — A HALF-CLUSTER that broke off from the bunch, or
AN ENTIRE CLUSTER that fell apart and all its grapes became
detached,”® 79— IS PERET.

The Gemara asks:
unm — But the Mishnah taught: vqD ™32 W — TWO fallen
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:
X1 131 owa mx 131 — R’ Imi said in the name of R’ Chiya:*!
The Mishnabh 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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the law is that one or two fallen grapes are peret, but three or more
are not. 1937 non mum ¥ip3 — The ruling of R’ Chiya,
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.?*

Returning to discuss the Mishnah’s first ruling that three
forgotten sheaves are not shich’chah, the Gemara inquires:?”!
11820 13 1My 11 — If [three sheaves] were arranged in the
form of a branch protruding from a tree,?® do they combine with
one another in order to constitute a “row” that is exempt from
shich’chah?

The Gemara answers:

Jni 137 owa omin — Menachem said in the name of R’
Yonasan: They indeed combine with one another to form a
shich’chah-exempt row, mMw3a 1anin XMWY X¥M — provided
that [the middle sheaf] evenly bisects [the others] — that is, it
must lie at an equal distance from the two sheaves adjacent to
it.127

NOTES

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

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 (f1p) 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.

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: Pvya Xon D712 D)) 18122 1N

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

vo»v — There, in our Mishnah, we are dealing with one who is cutting
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
mwa yanin XY XN — that this stringency applies only when all of the
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.
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The Mishnah stated in its concluding segment:
[31 »xw m3 b1 Sy — These rulings (that shich’chah, peret, and
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:
max @1 mx — R Avin said: ninz‘; Y, wnY nnaT ATMmyw
w1 nmbxS — Beis Shammai’s source is the verse stated in the
passage of shich’chah:" 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.?
Only if four or more sheaves were forgotten do they remain the
owner’s. 391 1yY,, 551 nva7 ypyw — And Beis Hillel's source
is the verse stated with respect to leket and peret:® for the poor per-
son and the proselyte shall you leave them. This verse mentions just
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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.

An alternative explanation of the dispute:
xm 131 mx — R’ Mana said: w7 18 Xqpn 1w — Both of
them [Beis Shammai and Beis Hillel] expounded this one verse
stated in the passage of shich’chah as the source for their respective
opinions:  ”ANTY MMIXY
orphan, and for the widow it shall be. oY% o™Mnix WY M3 —
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.” @mmix 551 nvm
nai 5ya5 — But Beis Hillel say that the verse’s intent is exactly the
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.©

Halachah 5
Misﬁnaﬁ This Mishnah teaches that there is a limit on the size of a single sheaf beyond which it cannot be

rendered shich’chah:

MY oKD i3 v pivt — If a sheaf contains two se’ah™ and [the farmer] forgot it,

shich’chah.®

oKD 1121 oy e — If one forgot two sheaves that in combination with each other contain two se’ah,
nrai7 Syab — They belong to the owner.

— Rabban Gamliel says:
belong to the poor.”!

amaw inK — it is not

MK xR 1

o™ nix omom — But the Sages say:  omyb — They

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:”

551513 127 % — Rabban Gamliel said to the Sages:

n1ai Sya by ma vy ix man Sya by mo o ommnyn 21 1) — From

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?
17% "y — [Rabban Gamliel] said to them: Since you agree that the multiplicity of

His strength is enhanced.!

2 'om 5 1 — [The Sages] said to him:

NOTES

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 2y, for
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 i, it shall be, as connoting X1 in2iTa, it
shall remain in its [original] state (see Bavli, Arachin 5a and Niddah 54b).

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.

7.1Le. 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 sheafis 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.]

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; 0 D MIX Y90 2 — but Beis Hillel say that
the orphan and the widow countas only one recipient, bringing the total

TEXTUALAND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

number (including the proselyte) to two. That is, Beis Hillel maintain
that the connective letter y (and) in the expression Nynoxo) DiMYY (for
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.
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forgotten sheaves reduces their susceptibility to becoming shich’chah, the following argument can be made: ara ox m
TIIAW 10K NS DN 131 X iy Xy — If when there is only one sheaf and it contains two se’ah and he forgot it,
it is not shich’chah, W 31 X5W 17 inX DMINXD 1721 1Y MY — then when there are two sheaves and they together
contain two se’ah, should it not follow that they are not shich’chah? i rix — [The Sages] said to him:  1mx ox
w3 XYY N iva — No!t? This is not a valid argument. For if they said a two-se’ah exemption for one sheaf, which

55a?

is like a stack,

Ni3MI3 MY PRIV N3 MK — can you say so for two sheaves, which are like bundles?!'?!

The Mishnah now discusses the application of the two-se’ah limit with regard to the shich’chah of standing grain:

ANOWI DIMNNKD 13 v map — If standing grain contains two se’ah, and [the farmer] forgot to reap it,

it is not shich’chah."

W A —

oD Niyy mxy ke Yax onxo 72 px — If [the forgotten standing grain] does not contain two se’ah, but it is

capable of producing two se’ah,"®

noiv Sy xn1 191X — even if it is currently as meager as a crop of grasspea,'”

oMyl Y may Rt 15IR3 ANIN RN — we view it as if it were laden with normal-size barley kernels.™®

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

MyY 127 Mmr — R’ Lazar said: 23 — It is written:™ 1,

harvest in your field and you forget a sheaf in the field, you shall
not return to “‘take” it. w9 71 LWL Hi; MARY My — The
Torah refers here to a sheaf that you can stretch out your hand
and take all at once,2” {5 311 viwEb Hi; oK PRY AT XY —
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.?!
An alternative source:
un mn mx — There are some teachers of Baraisos who teach:

"y nnavh,, — When the verse states AND YOU FORGET A SHEAF, it
indicates that shich’chah applies only when you forget a “sheaf]”
w13 X5 — BUT NOT when you forget A “STACK”; and a two-se'ah
sheaf, by virtue of its sheer size, is classified as a “stack.”??
The Gemara asks:
X2y 1 — What practical difference does it make whether a two-
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”?1?!
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:?*
Pmya My Mmiy now — One difference is in a case where [the
farmer] forgot a single ordinary sheaf that was located next to [a
two-se’ah sheaf].

NOTES

12. [The standard Mishnayos text reads: 13185 :35 1nx.]

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

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 7251 171 q0; see Hagahos HaGra to Tosefta 3:12
§12, cited by Tos. Anshei Shem X1 171; see, however, Shoshanim
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.

B. In contrast to Rash and Rosh, who explain the Mishnah as referring to

a barley field whose produce resembles naiv, Rambam Commentary
and Ri ben Malki Tzedek (see also Mahara Fulda) interpret the Mishnah
literally to mean that a patch of n2iv containing less than two se’ah was
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

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 Tab2y 0.

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



55b! BEIS SHAMMALI
iy arayn pX — If you classify [the two-se’ah sheaf] as a
“sheaf” and say that its general exemption from shich’chah is
only because it cannot be lifted (as R’ Lazar asserts), 537 ™21
nnaw — then according to all [both Beis Shammai and Beis
Hillel] the ordinary sheaf that was forgotten at its side is subject
to shich’chah, for it is not next to a “stack.” w3 Ay 13YN PXY
— If, however, you classify [the two-se’ah sheaf] as a “stack”
(in accordance with the Baraisa’s derivation), xnw n»a npibnn
551 Ny — then the disposition of the forgotten sheaf — which
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:
17¥3 1Ry W now — Another difference will be in a case where
[the farmer] forgot two ordinary sheaves next to [a two-se’ah
sheaf]. +niy ar1ayn P — If you classify [the two-se’ah
sheaf] as a “sheaf,” then the two adjacent sheaves can combine
with it to form a row of three, 5% m1 *xnw N1 NP —
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.”  wvy mpr1ayn px — If, however, you
classify [the two-se’ah sheaf] as a “stack,” 7w 1 X% —
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.?!

The Mishnah stated:
[ DMNND |3 W pp — If STANDING GRAIN CONTAINS TWO
SEAH ete. (and he forgot [to reap] it, it is not shich’chah).]

CHAPTER SIX
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The Gemara provides a Scriptural source for extending the
“two se’ah” exemption to forgotten standing grain:*
mi 127 X — R’ Yonah said:  nnawy 97wa 370%p q¥pn 3,
"2 "y — For the verse states:® When you reap your
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;® by juxtaposing it to the forgetting of “a sheaf,”
the Torah teaches that the law for both is the same:™ vy iy
IO INK INOYA oNKD 13 — Just as when there is a sheaf that
contains two se’ah and [one] forgets it, it is not rendered
shich’chah,’® nnow ARR AMDWY DINKD A2 WY TR — so too, if
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:
[ noiv Sy xw by — If (the forgotten standing grain)
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:
i 121 My — R’ Yose said: b2 12531 — But this is true
only when the forgotten stalks have already developed ears of
grain. nip7 11 — Then the Mishnah rules that even if [the
ears] are short,””  niz?mx 17 1912 1NIX PRIN — we view them
as if they are long; nio™W — and even if they are wind-
beaten, nixHM 1171 151%3 NIX 'RI1 — we view them as if they
are full."” 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.™

Halachah 6

Mishnaft The Mishnah discusses another exception to the law of shich’chah:
MNP NX) TnivE nx nbyn myp — Standing grain saves both an adjacent sheaf and adjacent

NOTES

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

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
w3, in the field, which alludes to a form of shich’chah in one’s field
that applies to something other than a sheaf (see Gemara above, 4:4
[37al, 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 p7 sometimes means short rather than thin; see Mishnah,
Negaim 10:1.]

10. L.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.]
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standing grain from becoming shich’chah,

save an adjacent sheaf nor adjacent standing grain from becoming shich’chah.'™
qniyil — Which standing grain is it that saves a sheaf from becoming shich’chah?

CHAPTER SIX
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MR NX X591 iy nx 85 S1yn inx nivm — but a sheaf does not

NX NP KNI g NNT AT N
nYp M9x MY APKY Y3

X — Any that is itself not shich’chah, even if only one stalk.!

NOTES

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

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.
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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:
TNPY APNKY XD TPy 11N X — If a se’ah of cut grain and a nearby se’ah of standing grain that has not yet

been cut were both forgotten,
a nearby se’ah of attached fruit were both forgotten,
onions,?
they belong to the poor.®

combine.

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:

27 mx — Rebbi said:® 2m3y — It is written: -ypn v,

in your field and you forget a sheaf in the field® —ny
Ty 1nianavy — The verse applies the shich’chah obligation to a
sheaf that is surrounded by a “field,” meaning harvested
[land], mp TniaPY "My X591 — but not to a sheaf that is
surrounded by standing grain.”

19°%2 191 — and similarly with regard to a tree, if a se’ah of detached fruit and
ooyam owin — and similarly, with regard to garlic and
1'97vYn 18 — they do not combine to qualify for the two-se’ah exemption from shich’chah; rather,
RN w1 1271 — R’ Yose says:
of the poor comes between them, they do not combine,

1'D7VYN X vynxa yb nwn nxa ox — If the domain
1'070¥R 158 M7 185 ox) — but if not, they do

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:

MR PRIMBY iy K51 pniy nnianaoy iy b1 — But why
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?®

NOTES

1. Yerushalmi below, top of 57a, assumes that “cut grain” refers to a
bound sheaf (see, however, Mishnah Rishonah ym i1 and Rashash).
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.Le. 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

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: X9% 1231 mK, R’ Eila said.
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 wwnin1; 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 pniy nmow, forgotten sheaves, it applies also to
mmp NOoW, forgotten standing grain. Since these two laws are mentioned
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

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

TEXTUALAND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

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 vmyn n”71) 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).
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The Gemara answers:

iy rniaaew iy — In the case of a sheaf that is
surrounded by non-shich’chah sheaves, v ™Y M —
what is beneath [those sheaves] is a “field,” wnianoY TNy
mp — but in the case of a sheaf surrounded by non-shich’chah
standing grain, W vnnny M — what is beneath [that
grain] is “straw,” not a “field.”"")

A related Baraisa is cited:

Nin — It was taught in a Baraisa:"? 5w nx nbyn ian nop
— THE STANDING GRAIN OF ONE’S FELLOW that is non-shich’chah
SAVES ONE’S OWN adjacent produce from becoming shich’chah;
51t Sw nx nbyn s Sy — [THE STANDING GRAIN] OF A GENTILE
SAVES THE adjacent [PRODUCE] OF A JEW from becoming
shich’chah; v 5w nx nbyn pon YW — and [STANDING
GRAIN] OF WHEAT that is non-shich’chah SAVES adjacent [PRO-
DUCE] OF BARLEY from becoming shich’chah;" 7 ™31 —
these are THE WORDS OF REBBL"®  n™Mnix om>m — BUT THE
SAGES SAY: iy XbX nbyn mrX — ONLY ONE'S OWN non-
shich’chah grain SAVES his forgotten produce from becoming
shich’chah, mymn Xpx nbyn Arx — and ONLY [PRODUCE] OF
ITS OWN KIND SAVES forgotten produce from becoming
shich’chah.™

CHAPTER SIX

PEAH 56a*
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.
un — It was taught in a Baraisa:™ 5x'ona 12 Tivew 1
(6MIX] — RABBAN SHIMON BEN GAMLIEL SAYS: Tppaw ow>
Tniyn nX nbyn — JUST AS STANDING GRAIN that is non-
shich’chah SAVES A nearby SHEAF that was forgotten from
becoming shich’chah, ‘apa nx Hwn My 93 — SO TOO, A
SHEAF that is non-shich’chah SAVES nearby STANDING GRAIN that
was forgotten from becoming shich’chah.'™ X1 1™11 — AND
THIS IS supported by the LOGIC of kal vachomer: mapmoN Mo —
FOR IF EVEN STANDING GRAIN,  "8(1maw) nyi7 ma 73 19w — 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, nS¥ym X1 1M — CAN SAVE a nearby sheaf
from becoming shich’chah,™® +niy — then in regard to A SHEAF,
YT A3 12 YMMY — IN WHICH THE INTERESTS OF THE POOR HAVE
BEEN LIMITED, inasmuch as they are entitled only to shich’chah,
but not to leket or peah from it, [P NX] S 7 inR — ISIT
NOT LOGICAL THAT IT SHOULD be able to SAVE adjacent standing
grain from becoming shich’chah?®

NOTES

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
Maharae 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 mmpn i1 and Beurim of R’ Moshe Feinstein §134 n1
My see also Gemara above, 43b with note 3; cf. Mishnah Rishonah i1
mmpi nx1 and Derech Emunah 5:127 with Tziyun HaHalachah §231 and
Beur HeHalachah 5:21 end of rmp w 177).

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

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: 17xn *21 7127, the words of R’ Meir.
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.

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



56b' BEIS SHAMMAI

The Baraisa continues with a dissenting opinion:
137 i X — REBBI SAID TO [RABBAN SHIMON BEN GAMLIEL]: This
kal vachomer argument is not completely valid. map ox )
Wiy nx nhyn maph Ml (nSxn NI ™M ARDwY 12 NP N e
— WHAT IS the comparison TO the law that non-shich’chah
STANDING GRAIN SAVES AN adjacent SHEAF from becoming
shich’chah?  [1a wy o3 yumy] — That rule is logical, SINCE
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. (51w 711K IT3WY 12 MY A YW NAW)
[P NX iy 51 — SHALL we therefore say that A non-
shich’chah SHEAF SAVES adjacent STANDING GRAIN, 3 nowl
[M2 MY — WHEN THE INTERESTS OF THE POOR HAVE BEEN EX-
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

CHAPTER SIX

PEAH HALACHAH 6
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??

The Gemara notes that there are two points regarding which
these Tannaim are in agreement:
%) ;w2 — From the words of both of them [Rabban
Shimon ben Gamliel and Rebbi] we may learn that, in their
opinion, "mivy MY PSwn — a forgotten sheaf is saved from
becoming shich’chah by an adjacent sheaf that is non-
shich’chah,” mpn map po'¥r X1 — and forgotten standing
grain is not saved from becoming shich’chah by adjacent
standing grain that is non-shich’chah.” 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.”

NOTES

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

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,
$0 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.

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 ka/
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 ka/
vachomer states simply that a sheaf can save it no less than standing
grain can.]

TEXTUALAND INTERPRETIVEVARIANTS

Rebbi counters that if this ka/ vachomer is valid — i.e. if we consider
a sheaf less “friendly” to the poor than standing grain — then we ought
to take ita step further and expound it as follows: If even standing grain,
inwhich the poor have expanded interests, can be saved by a sheaf from
becoming shich’chah, then surely asheaf, 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
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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."®

The Gemara infers:
now now ox K7 — This implies that only standing grain that is
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!”

The proofis deflected:
n%nn mepn nR nowwa anom — Do not infer that if one
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.®

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:
man Syab nimpy 1w w1 ox 81 — By focusing on the case of a
cut se’ah (i.e. a sheaf containing one se’ah) and an attached se’ah,
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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. 5xYn3 12713 xnunn — Thus, the Mishnah accords
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.”

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
Mishnabh 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.™ 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:

NOTES

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 1311171
57¥i15 Mk x1w), the Gemara there actually speaks of a different case,
but its inquiry pertains to this case as well (see 44a note 3). According to
Gra there (44b nowy x5 mxn xmw a7 7177), the Gemara speaks
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

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 nwn 7). [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

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.]

Itemerges 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
Shimonben Gamliel maintains that standing grain saves both asheafand
standing grain, and asheaf saves standing grain but notanother sheaf. (b)
Rebbi and the Tanna of the Mishnah hold that standing grain can save
anything, while a sheaf cannot save anything.

B. Since Yerushalmiexplains our Mishnah as following Rabban Gamliel,

TEXTUAL AND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

it would seem that the previous Mishnah and our Mishnah repre-
sent DN T2 DN NRNY, a dispute [in one Mishnah] followed by an
anonymous ruling [in a subsequent Mishnah that follows one of the
opinions]. Theruleinsuchinstancesis thatthe 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 yT n"1, Rashash,
Shoshanim LeDavid cited by Tos. Anshei Shem, Pe’as HaShulchan 10:21,
Beurim of Moshe Feinstein §135 xnox) 0”1, and Derech Emunah — Beur
HaHalachah 5:18 vmwn n”7.

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



56b* BEIS SHAMMAI
TRPY ApRwn TPy S'ym — But if something that was initially
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!"™ Why does the Mishnah con-
sider the sheaf shich’chah? X X107 — Perforce, this tells us
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that  mmow Xy M oWy b nR )W 127 — if there is some-
thing that is fit to be saved? 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!™3

NOTES

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. Le. 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

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).
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The resolution is rejected:

O] (gnaiv) 27 mx — R’ Yonah said: 7w myipa "non
T My — Interpret the Mishnah as referring to a case where
one first cuts an entire row of standing grain and then removes
the sheaves of the entire row,?  maw X5w Ty mapn NxX oY 12an
oy nX — and it deals with a case where he already forgot to
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. !

The Mishnah stated:

[13122y5 nw nxa ox — R’ Yose says: IF THE DOMAIN OF THE POOR
COMES ete. (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:

m — What does R’ Yose mean?  uwnn Xianw 1y — Does he mean
that detached and attached produce combine for the two-se’ah
exemption unless [the domain of the poor] actually comes
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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?
X12775 Mx731910K I8 — Or does he mean that, even if [the domain
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.*
The Gemara resolves the inquiry:

X770 Arynwl — Let us learn [the resolution] from the follow-
ing Baraisa, in which R’ Yose elaborates his ruling quoted in the
Mishnah:®  oy3m nxmn 3 — R’ Yose says: Whenever the
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. x¥1 0% 5y X 0131 — Now, in the
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.®
mmx x11 — This tells us, in effect, xia% nx7 51X — that
even if [the domain of the poor] is merely fif to come between
the detached and attached produce, they do not combine.™

NOTES

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

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

A. Accordingtoasimple 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, thatalthough 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 somethinginitially 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
onlyinthe mannerstated — 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

TEXTUALAND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

saved by the standing grain, isdeemedancillary toiit. 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 notcombine 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’chahlater) 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 fora 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 0”7
now).

For yet another approach to our sugya, see Shenos Eliyahu HaAroch
and Beur HaHalachah ibid.
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Halachah 7

Misfiriaft The Mishnah lists various situations in which produce is not subject to the law of shich’chah:

nnwb mnuw nxan — Grain that was given for fodder,®
o rTeR2 — and similarly stalks of garlic that were harvested for binding,"
nnaw 115 P — are not subject to shich’chah.!™

bundles of garlic or onions,!

mabxb ix — or for bindings,” 1:
ooyam mwin nmax1 — and

oyam owm mva a2 yaxa panwa 5: — Concerning any [produce] that is hidden in the ground, such as

luf,"¥ garlic and onions,*

Tmix mm 121 — R Yehudah says:

mmaw 11% Py — They are not subject

NOTES

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. Le. 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: "y nnowy, and you forget a sheaf. Since grain cut for fodder is
never bound into sheaves, it is not subject to shich’chah (Rash Sirilio;
Shaarei Emunah §13 wm 7o 771 and Derech Emunah 5:61,62, in
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 "y, 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 n%mxnb i71; 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 07X 53 S¥X iny71 503, which states that normative behavior
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. Le. 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 5% as meaning small bundles. As explained above (see
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 "my [sheaf] implies a standard-size sheaf that farmers
generally make to transport the grain to the threshing floor; smaller

bundles are not included in the term 71y, and as such are excluded from
the obligation of shich’chah [see preceding note] (Tos. Anshei Shem,
Shaarei Emunah §13 n 1701171, Derech Emunah 5:65).

10. Le. 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 Diwa 1k as a bunch of
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, m1% 'y] 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
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to shich’chah."™ omMnix omam — But the Sages say:
Gemara The Gemara addresses the Mishnah’s first ruling,
and expands it:

m¥ 121 My — R’ Yonah said:  minnm 137 nio X5 — [The
Mishnah’s exemption] does not end with grain that was [al-
ready] given for fodder, mm5 nm Sy nbvir WK XHX — but
extends even [to grain] that one took [i.e. harvested] with the
intent to give it to animals as fodder."”

The Mishnah stated:
[131 panwi 591 — Concerning ANY [PRODUCE] THAT IS HIDDEN (in
the ground, such as luf, garlic, and onions, R’ Yehudah says: They

CHAPTER SIX

PEAH 57a3

nnaw 115 vt — They are subject to shich’chah.™

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:
1210 1an — We learned there in a Mishnah:"™® w13 nx pomn
— IF ONE SETS FIRE TO A STACK OF GRAIN,®  mb3 ia 111 — AND
UTENSILS WERE hidden IN IT, and they were burned together with
the stack, =X 7T 137 — R YEHUDAH SAYS: i 53 obun
12iN2¥ — HE PAYS FOR WHATEVER WAS INSIDE IT, including the
utensils. 2!

NOTES

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 i1
1y; see also Maadanei Eretz 3:1).

[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

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 i1
RNX).

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).
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O™MnRiX DMDM — BUT THE SAGES SAY: 01 W3 R9X obwn inx
"MV W) IX — HE PAYS ONLY FOR A STACK OF WHEAT OR FOR A
STACK OF BARLEY."

The Gemara points out an apparent contradiction in R’ Yehu-
dah’s positions:
7 1277 mnwnw koS — The opinions of R’ Yehudah are re-
versed. nix K11 R — There, with respect to damage by fire,
[R’ Yehudah] says that mwi nx nian% — the verse means to
include liability for hidden [objects]; -mx X1 x3) — and
here, with respect to the shich’chah obligation, he says that
1MmbY% v18 — the verse means to exclude hidden [produce] from
the shich’chah obligation.? — ? —

The Gemara answers:
10 — There with respect to liability for damage by fire, the Torah
states:®  ~mpa ix Wy Saxm, — If a fire goes forth etc.
and consumes a grain stack or standing grain etc., the one who
ignited the fire shall pay.  "map,, MXW yownn — Now, from
the implication of that which is stated standing grain, 1x7PX
5533 vy py1ir — do we not know that a grain stack is
encompassed as well?¥  »wr3,, 05 Tmbn mm — What need
was there for [the Torah] to state a grain stack? nx nianb
1M — To include liability for hidden [objects].”) 31w, Xom
1513 — However here, with respect to the shich’chah obligation,
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, 7mV5 VY5 — to the exclusion
of produce that is hidden.®

The Gemara now points out an apparent contradiction in the

CHAPTER SIX

PEAH HALACHAH 8
opinions of the Rabbis who argue with R’ Yehudah:
Mma77 pnuw xobnn — The opinions of the Rabbis are
reversed. 71mx 11X 1R — There, with respect to damage by
fire, they say that Tmv5 V19 — the verse means to exclude
liability for hidden [objects]; 1™ 1% X391 — and here, with
respect to the shich’chah obligation, they say that nx nianb
1w — the verse means to include hidden [produce] in the
shich’chah obligation. — ? —

The Gemara answers:
mn — There, with respect to liability for damage by fire, the
Torah states: 1o i mapia X, — If a fire goes forth etc. and
consumes a grain stack, or standing grain, or a field etc. the one
who ignited the fire shall pay. 127 53 ax m5aa (171 (TY) M
153 X1 — The Torah mentions a “field” to teach that just as
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.® % 7w, o7 o2 —
However here, with respect to the shich’chah obligation, the
Torah states: your field — which is exposed — Tmvb vV —to
the exclusion of “hidden produce,” M52 "q7¥p, — and it
also states your harvest — which is exposed — 7mv5 vIL —
to the exclusion of “hidden produce.” wvIM X LVIYM M —
Thus, [the verse] presents one exclusion [of hidden produce]
following another exclusion [of hidden produce], wvwMm X
TMwT nx nianb [x5K1 viym R — and in accordance with the
general rule, one exclusion of hidden produce following another
exclusion of hidden produce does not serve to exclude, but to
include hidden [produce].”

Halachah 8

* - .
MISﬁIlaﬁ- 9152 1yipn — One who harvests at night, =mynm — and one who removes sheaves,™

NOTES

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 i, 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).

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.
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X — and a blind person™

shich’chah.™
that what I forget I shall return to take,”

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.
Xnunn M3 — So is the Mishnah to be understood: n¥ipn
953 — One who harvests at night, %92 "ynm — and one
who removes sheaves at night, 7592 12 oi"a 2 X1 — and
a blind person who harvests or removes sheaves by day or by
night [are subject to the laws of shich’chah]."®

The Gemara addresses the next clause of the Mishnah:

CHAPTER SIX

v 15 w1 — are subject to the law of shich’chah.?
0371 31 — If he intended only to take the thick ones,"
Hivx maiw XY M N Sy 1¥ip X M K ox — If one says, “Behold I am reaping on condition
1w i v — he is subject to the law of shich’chah.™

PEAH HALACHAH 8
nx 5107 Mann M ox)
oW 15 X — he is not subject to the law of

["131 11201 M7 OX) — IF HE INTENDED (only to take the thick ones,
he is not subject to the law of shich’chah) ete.]

The Gemara extends the ruling of the Mishnah.
mi* 127 mx — R’ Yonah said: 7poa 727 Rio X5 — [The
Mishnah’s exemption] does not end with the thick [stalks or
sheaves] pp1 9% Xhx — but extends even to the thin
[stalks or sheaves]. 1'032 125 1297W xR (131 — For since
he is wont to discern and take the thick ones, 1'x 1'p7 199X
1w 7% — even the thin ones are not shich’chah."”

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

NOTES

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 37¥p 7¥pn ™,
when you reap your harvest (Deuteronomy 24:19) — the condition that
the Torah predicates for the laws of shich’chah. Therefore such selective

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 n%"93, at night, after the first case (one
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 Touv, 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
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oW 15 W Hivx NX 0w XY M nim Sy 1¥ip 1t X — IF ONE
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:

CHAPTER SIX

PEAH HALACHAH 8
min2 23w M Sy mnmw — For he has made a stipulation
contrary to what is written in the Torah, M Sy mnna 5x
mMina 213w — and whoever makes a stipulation contrary to
what is written in the Torah, 5va ixin — his stipulation is
void."®

WWRw N1 by 1
WE SHALL RETURN TO YOU, BEIS SHAMMAI

NOTES

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 1"032 1im2"% 1377w nxn mean as follows:
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

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.)

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 notany overlooked thick ones. Meleches Shlomo suggests that
Rosh had a different text of R’ Yonah's statement that deletes the word
19X from the text. Thus, the text reads: NNY DNY PN PPT 11 PPT NIN.
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 p®3 127 910 NY (the Mishnah’s exemption does not end with the
thick stalks or sheaves) are explained according to this emendation of
the text.]

TEXTUALAND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

Yetanother 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: PpTa 1Y 1277¢ NN PO G NIN PRT 12T 910 &
NNV DNY PN YD) 39N, According to this version of the text, the
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).
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Chapter Seven
Halachah 1

Misfiriaft This chapter continues with discussion of shich’chah, focusing specifically on shich’chah in trees:"
M2 ow 15 v nt 53 — Any olive tree® that has a name in the field as a distinctive,
extraordinary tree, inyw3 ipivaT NI 15’53_5 — even if it is known as an olive tree that drips [oil] in its time,!
inowy — if [the owner] forgot to harvest it,” W R — it is not subject to the law of shich’chah.”
The Mishnah elaborates:
oMK 01127 2 — When are these words said, i.e. that a tree’s reputation can exempt its fruit from the laws of
shich’chah?  inipna1Myynd inya — When it is distinctive in its name, in its productivity, or in its location.”
The Mishnah defines these terms:
MY IK NIDYW MY inwa — Being distinctive “in its name” means that [the tree] was known as a shafchani or
as a baishani.” 70 iy XYW Myna — “In its productivity” means that it produces much.®  inipna
¥ T¥3 N NAT X3 TRV XY — “In its location” means that it stands alongside a winepress or a break in
the wall.®!
The Mishnah now turns to the case of ordinary, non-distinctive trees:
o B axwy — But with regard to all other olive trees, this is the law:  nmaw ouw — Two trees that were
forgotten ave shich’chah; oW 1% M5t — but three trees that were forgotten are not shich’chah.”

58a!

NOTES

1. The source that olive trees are subject to shich’chah is the verse
(Deuteronomy 24:20): 3% 2Xon X5 qno1 vann v, When you beat your
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 HeHalachah 1:6 111 x1m17177, and 2:1 037¥pa1 mxw i177).

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 m 1
1 nx omon; see Derech Emunah 5:148, and Tziyun HaHalachah §259; cf.
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 mraw v mw5w 7).
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 n%an.

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”

(see Rav; Aruch HaShulchan HeAsid 12:6; see Gemara 58b with note
12). See Variant A.

4.1.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 UVeurim of R’
Moshe Feinstein §138 "va11177).]

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

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

TEXTUALAND INTERPRETIVEVARIANTS

from shich’chah. Although the spontaneous dripping of oil — which
represents a loss to the owner — is something of a liability, the tree’s
presentabundance of oil is sufficiently memorable to exempt the tree from
shich’chah (see also Shenos Eliyahu; cf. Rosh nayoy n”1; see Gemara 58b).
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HALACHAH 1 KOL ZAYIS
A dissenting view:
Anix 191 121 — R’ Yose says:

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:
X5 121 My — R’ La said:"? am3 — It is written, in the verse
that teaches the law of shich’chah:™ T3 my nmow)
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 XY niy
o%iyb inaiw — a sheaf that you will forget forever once it has
been overlooked. 11 Xy? — Excluded is this case of a distinctive
tree, Y TNOX% 21t XY — which you will remember
afterward, because of its unusual feature.!™

The Gemara presents an inquiry regarding the exemption for
distinctive trees. It prefaces the inquiry with a series of related
rulings. The first ruling:
wa m7 271 — R’ Yirmiyah stated:™  inyTa omon i — If
[a tree] was distinctive in [the owner’s] mind only, xyW M3
omon — it is regarded as if it were distinctive in reality.
Therefore, it is not subject to the law of shich’chah.9

CHAPTER SEVEN

PEAH 58a?

ot inow 1% — There is no shich’chah for olive trees.™!

A second ruling:
Sp11 T¥2 iy i — If [an ordinary tree] was standing
beside a date palm, inmon Sp11 — the date palm lends it
distinctiveness. Therefore, it is not subject to the law of
shich’chah."™

A third ruling:
v ymaw »i — If [two olive trees] adjacent to one another
were [trees] that drip [oill, 7 nx omon 1 — this one lends
distinctiveness to that one, 11 nxX omon M — and that one
lends distinctiveness to this one. Therefore, neither is subject
to the law of shich’chah.™®

The Gemara now poses its inquiry:
noivy ¥ 53 nnw — If all the trees of one’s field were [trees]
that drip [oil], and the person forgets to harvest some of them,
are they shich’chah or not?1%

The Gemara answers:
NXT7 1 Aynwn — Let us learn the answer to this question from
this teaching of R’ Shimon bar Yakim: =mix o1 127 — The
Mishnah stated: R’ YOSE SAYS: @mn% fmow P8 — THERE IS NO
SHICH’CHAH FOR OLIVE TREES. D' 12 Tivnw 21 1y — And R

NOTES

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 rememabers 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 "va here as “inquired” (see also Shaarei
Emunah pp. 354-355 15 ww 531171, 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

exempt from shich’chah (Aruch HaShulchan HeAsid, Peah 12:7; Derech
Emunah, Matnos Aniyim 5:157, with Beur HaHalachah Tmy i ).
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 71 Nx O™oON0 71 77T P10 [AWw 1),

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 fwo 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 7Toldos
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).
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Shimon bar Yakim said with regard to this ruling: 27 % 85
miwx1a Xox o1 — R’ Yose said this only in the beginning,
1Mvn o m XYW — when olive trees were not common,
yaxa 53 nx ammm vy oumx X2 — for Hadrian the
wicked came and laid waste to the entire land. Tway bax
1™Myn ooy — But now that olive trees are common, w?
mnaw 1% — even R’ Yose agrees that there is shich’chah for
[olive trees].>”

CHAPTER SEVEN

PEAH 58a3

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.®!

NOTES

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

some, R’ Yose and the Tanna Kamma do not dispute one another. For
discussion, see Beur HaHalachah to Derech Emunah 5:24 ovon i .]

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 15 ww 53 n177), 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.]
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The Mishnah stated:
nioow — [Being distinctive “in its name” means that (the tree)
was known as a] SHAFCHONL

The term shafchoni translates as “one that pours.” The
Gemara explains the use of this term with respect to olive trees:
MY quiz — “Shafchoni” means that [the tree] drips (“pours”)
oil; that is, its fruit is so succulent that oil drips from the olives
while they are still on the tree.” A tree that possesses this
distinction is exempt from the law of shich’chah.

The Gemara questions this explanation:
noivy 1manm — But the Mishnah has already taught that a
[tree] that drips [oil] i.e. a netofah is exempt from shich’chah.
Perforce, the term shafchani denotes another distinctive fea-
ture.”?

The Gemara therefore offers another interpretation of shaf-
chani:
27 W Ry xvmw X9 — Rather, shafchani means that [the
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.?

The Gemara asks:
170 — But we have learned in the Mishnah:  xinw »wyna
1277 iy — “IN ITS PRODUCTIVITY” means THAT [THE TREE]
PRODUCES MUCH. Presumably, this means that it produces much
oil. It follows that shafchani does not refer to the production of
oil.¥—?—

The Gemara responds by explaining each of the Mishnah’s
cases:
na7T MY Niy NiMw uinow Xbx — Rather, SHAFCHONI means
that [the tree] produces much oil from relatively few olives.®
THY qoia DIV — NETOFAH means that [the tree] drips oil of its
own accord. a7 MY MW Piwyn — But when the Mishnah
states: “[IN] ITS PRODUCTIVITY means THAT IT PRODUCES MUCH,”

CHAPTER SEVEN
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1270 o Ay N — this means that it produces many
olives; its olives, however, produce only the usual amount of 0il.
All these trees are considered to be distinctive with regard to the
law of shich’chah.

The Mishnah stated:
w2 — [Being distinctive “in its name” means that the tree was
known as a shajfchani] OR A BAISHANL

The Gemara explains the term baishani:
win Mwa nm a7 X — Some wish to say that this means
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.”  mManb myan xuTT MM a7 nik — Others wish to
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.'®

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:
1075573 Ay TayrT 7y — Does this mean that a tree is not re-
garded as distinctive unless it produces four times as much as an
ordinary olive tree, 1R 11T X113 — asin [the ruling] taught
there, in the following Mishnah:®  ap ap bw m1twn »miy 53 — If
ALL THE SHEAVES OF THE FIELD ARE EACH the size OF ONE KAV,
1"2p NY2IX SY IR — AND ONE IS the size OF FOUR KABIN,  inauh
— 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."

The Gemara responds:

MDR RITYW M3 1AM ni iy Xy 1en — Once [the treel

NOTES

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 noivy, [a tree/ that drips [o0il], and then
speaks of a 30w, a shafchoni. Clearly, shafchani cannot be translated
as “a tree that drips 0il” (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, "y derives from the root war, dry,
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 wwa, baishani, derives
from the root wia, 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

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, 3 derives from wa, which is Aramaic for bad or
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).
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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."!

A second inquiry:
M maw 53 1ayr7 1y — Does the Mishnah mean that unless [the
tree] produces a large amount of fruit or oil every single year it
is not considered a distinctive tree?

The Gemara answers:
oW SY 12 iy XY 11mn) — As long as [the tree] produces
lavishly in most years, oMmvn XMW m3 — it is regarded as a
distinctive [tree].!

The Mishnah stated:
X797 7¥3 IN NAT 7Y iV KINW inipna — Being distinctive “IN
ITS LOCATION” means THAT IT STANDS ALONGSIDE THE WINE-
PRESS OR THE BREAK in the wall.

The Gemara asks:
"wRpw n1a7 xnunn — The ruling of the Mishnah is in accor-
dance with Beis Shammai. ©™nix "xpw n17 — For BEIS
SHAMMAI SAY:"¥  (qmow X)) [Mpan omy 9panl — If one
declares his produce OWNERLESS FOR THE POOR only, IT IS deemed
OWNERLESS ...'¥ The Mishnah then continues:"? 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

CHAPTER SEVEN

PEAH HALACHAH 1
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."s! —? —

The Gemara differentiates between the ruling of that Mishnah
and the ruling of our Mishnah:
i 131 mx — R’ Yose said:  xw1 Yo 127 — Actually, [our
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: =27 1¥2 wibn 127 12N
1211 — There the Mishnah discusses the case of an object that
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. 121 127 7¥3 12IMR 127 X7 012 — Here,
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."”

The Mishnah stated:
TRIN 101 127 — R’ YOSE SAYS:
SHICH’CHAH FOR OLIVE TREES.

o AnoY PX — THERE IS NO

NOTES

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 sheafis 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. Le. 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

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
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The Gemara explains R’ Yose’s ruling:
9! 12 1ivnw 131 x — R’ Shimon ben Yakim said:  ~mx x5
miwN12 X5X 01 137 — R’ Yose said this only in the beginning,
iiiE e~ R=Uati ik thi N"ﬂg‘ — when olive trees were not common,
YR 53 X 2Mmm ywnn oarx xaw — for Hadrian the wick-
ed came and laid waste to the land. pmyn DY Mway Sax
— But now that olive trees are common, W 115 v — even
R’ Yose would agree that there is shich’chah for [olive trees]."®
According to this interpretation, R’ Yose’s ruling was intended

CHAPTER SEVEN

PEAH HALACHAH 1
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:
101 121 mx — R’ Yose said:™  xHx b anow ok ann x5
12y 1371 — No one obligated a person to leave shich’chah
from olive trees except R’ Akiva, ~3mnx,, "mnx,, w1 m —
for he expounds the Scriptural terms behind you, behind you to
teach this obligation.?

NOTES

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 (Pnrei 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 70K, behind you, appears in connection with olive trees
in the following verse (Deuteronomy 24:20): 31x X80 X5 307 vann 3,
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): \¥an
nx 55iyn X5 3, When you harvest your vineyard, you shall not
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: 3mnx, behind you. The phrase alludes to the
produce behind the worker, which he has already passed and forgotten

to take. The verse teaches that this produce must be treated as
shich’chah (Bavli Chullin 131a; see Rashi there, 131b rirow 1w 9™k i,
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).
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01 1373 oY AW R nyn — It emerges that according to
R’ Yose, there is no shich’chah for olive trees at any time,
MR, Y11 X971 — for he does not expound the Scriptural
term behind you to teach this obligation.™

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:®?
112'na — They challenged him as follows: oW Tniy ™y —
Behold, there is shich’chah for a sheaf of grain,®! 23 x5 ™
7mnx — and behold, it is not written with regard to sheaves,
“behind you.” From where, then, does R’ Akiva know that the
term behind you refers to shich’chah?

The Gemara answers:

“innpY :wn K5, 23w 1ran — Since it is written, with regard

CHAPTER SEVEN
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to shich’chah of sheaves: you shall not turn back to take it,"
MR 2MNDY M — it is as if it is written “behind you.”®
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:
w3 it 121 — R’ Yonah stated:™  omion xam Srxin moivy mor pan
— Concerning this olive tree that drips [oil] and is distinc-
tive:® wp¥ 1377 mny7 by — According to the view of R’ Yose
(i.e. the Amora who presents the second interpretation of the
Tanna R’ Yose’s ruling), i3 9mni 190X — even if one has
already begun picking the fruit of [such a tree], 5mnn X5 m>
2 — it is as if he has not begun. That is to say, whether or not he
has begun to pick the fruit, there is no shich’chah for this tree.””!

NOTES

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): 37y 1ypn

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: 7mnx, behind you. The Gemara points out that the verse
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;

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.

A. Gra maintains that the clause nn2v pX NRyn is a question directed at

the Amora R’ Yose (bar Zevidah). He offers the following reading:
YOI 3719 DAY NNV PX NRYY, If so, there should be no shich’chah for
grapes according to R’ Yose. The Gemara reasons that since R’ Yose (the
Tanna) rejects the teaching of N with regard to olives, he
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?

TEXTUALAND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

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

onabn nw Sy nimw why 1a iy xynaw Nt — In the case of an olive tree that is found standing between three
rows of olive tees, with the rows separated by two strips of land,"” inov — and [the owner] forgot to harvest
[the tree],"! mnow X — it is not shich’chah.™

The second case:
DNKD ia Wi 1 — In the case of an olive tree that has two se’ahs of fruit upon it,
forgot to harvestit, W X — it is not shich’chah."

The Mishnah now qualifies the ruling of the previous Mishnah, concerning a distinctive olive tree:
oMK 0127 2 — When are these words said, i.e. that a distinctive tree is not subject to the law of shich’chah?
ia Sini X5 ara — At a time that [the owner] did not yet begin harvesting it. 2 5nit5ax — But if he began
harvesting it, inyw3a vy N2 151X — then even if it is known as an olive tree that drips [oil] in its time,
o — if he forgot to complete its harvest, oW 15 w1 — it is subject to the law of shich’chah.™

The Mishnah teaches a rule concerning the point at which olives on a tree become shich’chah:
rnann i W mar b3 — As long as [the owner] has [olives] remaining to be gathered beneath [the tree], i v
iwX12 — he has [olives] that he may harvest at the top of [the tree]. So long as there are olives beneath the tree,
those remaining on the tree are permitted to the grower.

inov — and [the owner]

59a?

10. Literally: rectangles. A 1251 is a mold used to
make rectangular bricks (the Hebrew for brick is
maY, as in Genesis 11:3 et al.), and the word
became synonymous with rectangle (see Rambam
Commentary, here and to 3:1). In our Mishnah,
oma5n refers to narrow strips of land separating
the rows of trees.
The Mishnah’s case concerns three rows of
I:I 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).

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

L]
L JOX J

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 12 w» DK Ki1 1177 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

NOTES
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 o™y 027 ma does not apply at all
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.]

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

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.

Reproduced from the Schottenstein Edition Talmud Yerushalmi with permission of the copyright holder ArtScroll / Mesorah Publications Ltd



59b! KOL ZAYIS

A dissenting view:
RiX 78R 121 — R’ Meir says:
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xamna 75nwn — The olives on the tree are forbidden to the grower from when

the one who searches out hidden [olives] goes on his way, having completed his task. The owner may harvest

them until that point.'

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

A1y5 131 mx — R’ Lazar said:  xnnunn "3 — This is the case
of the Mishnah; where there is a separation owmabn ww S
iy — OF TWO STRIPS of land between the three rows AND [THE
OWNER] FORGOT to harvest [THE MIDDLE TREE]. There is no need
for anything more than two strips of land between the rows.?

R’ Lazar continues,” now addressing the reasoning behind the
Mishnah’s ruling:
ramp 13 My — What are we dealing with in the Mishnah’s
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:
onon 127 own ox — If it is because a tree located between two
strips of land is regarded as a distinctive object™ — N3 X
o' — but are there then no other olive trees here, i.e.

between the two strips of land?® mmw o1wn ox — And if this
tree is exempt because there is no shich’chah for an entire row,®
W3R 1T faxy NI — can it be that [a single tree] alone is
judged as an entire row? Of course not!”

R’ Lazar presents the true reason this tree is exempt from the
law of shich’chah:
nimw o by v Sy X5 — Rather, this tree is exempt
because it is hidden by the trees of [its] row and by the rows of
trees on either side of it.!®

The Gemara cites the view of R’ Yochanan, who disputes R’
Lazar’s interpretation of the Mishnah’s ruling:
[amr] (om 131 mx — R’ Yochanan said:  xv1 w71 na
xnunn — The Mishnah is speaking of an olive tree of Nod,
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.?

NOTES

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’ Lazar’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

states that this holds true only if the three items form a nw, row, which
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. Le. 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 "»21177); 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

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, itis exempt from shich’chah (Rash Sirilio and

TEXTUALAND INTERPRETIVE VARIANTS

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.]
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The Gemara qualifies the Mishnah as understood by R’

Yochanan:

i 131 R — R’ Yose said:  pr1ia 127 io x5 — It is not

essential that the olive tree actually be one of Nod. 1%5x x5x

o 52 1xw — Rather, the same is true even of all other types
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of olive trees that are valuable to their owner. 1377V 112n
711 1125 — Since it is [the owner’s] practice to check on
these valuable trees frequently, as if they were [olive trees] of
Nod, rmaw 1ab px omra 52 xw 1510x% — even all these other
types of olive trees too are not subject to shich’chah."”

NOTES

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-

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.
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