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T HE  S U G Y A

We begin this segment of our learning by wrapping up the deep sugya of bereichah (retroactive clarification). Rava and Rav

Mesharshiyya discuss whether Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon accept this principle, clarifying that it applies whether a

person makes a condition dependent on their own decision or on the decision of others. We then transition into a beautiful

new Mishna that deals with the halachos of writing shetaros (documents) and gittin.

The Mishna teaches us about a scribe who wants to prepare the standard formulas (tofes) of documents in advance to save

time. We learn what specific details must be left blank—such as names, dates, and monetary amounts—in gittin, loan

documents, and deeds of sale. This leads into a fundamental machlokes between the Sages, Rabbi Yehuda, and Rabbi Elazar

regarding whether we can write these standard parts in advance, and how the requirement of writing a get "lishmah" (for her

sake) affects this halacha.

All introductions, summaries, and contextual notes are the editor's commentary and are not part of the original text.

PR O O F

ת. שֶׁ  דֶּ קוּ ינָהּ מְ ב – אֵ אָ צָה הָ לֹא רָ

And if the  father does  not desire  it, she  is  not betrothed. This proves that Rabbi Shimon holds there is retroactive

clarification.

STATEMENT

ת עַ דַ לֶה בְּ וֹ נָא תּ שְׁ לָא  מוֹ וְ צְ ת עַ עַ דַ לֶה בְּ וֹ נָא תּ שְׁ ן; לָא  עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ ין לְ בֵּ ה  י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ ין לְ בֵּ  : יהּ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

ה; ירָ רֵ הוּ בְּ ית לְ ים – אִ רִ חֵ אֲ

Rava said to him,  to Rav Mesharshiyya: Whether according  to Rabbi Yehuda or whether according  to Rabbi Shimon; it

is  no different if one makes  the outcome dependent on his  own decis ion, and it is  no different if one makes  it

dependent on the  decis ion of others ;  they both accept the principle of retroactive  clarification.

EXPLANAT IO N

ה וֹתֶ צָא זֶה שׁ מְ נִ ד, וְ נּוֹ ע הַ בָּקַ א יִ מָּ  שֶׁ ה  דֶ ה מוֹ תָּ  י אַ יר: אִ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ רוּ לוֹ לְ מְ א, אָ מָ עְ י טַ נֵ תָ קָ דְ כִּ ם –  תָ הָ וְ

ע. בָּקַ יִּ שֶׁ  כְ ם: לִ ר לָהֶ מַ ? אָ עַ רֵ פְ מַ ים לְ לִ בָ טְ

And there ,  in the Mishnah of the Samaritan wine, the reason they prohibit it is not because they reject retroactive clarification, but

rather as  the  reason is  taug ht in the Tosefta: The Sages said to Rabbi Meir: Do you not ag ree  that perhaps the  wineskin

will burst before he can separate the tithes, and this  person will have  been found retroactive ly to be  drinking  untithed

produce? He  said to them: When it bursts ,  we will worry; until then we do not. Thus, they actually accept retroactive

clarification.



נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ן. מַ זְּ קוֹם הַ ה, וּמְ שָּׁ   אִ קוֹם הָ , וּמְ ישׁ אִ קוֹם הָ יחַ מְ יַּנִּ  שֶׁ יךְ  ין, צָרִ טִּ י י גִּ סֵ פְ ב טוֹ וֹתֵ כּ י׳ הַ נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: One who write s  the  standard parts  of bills  of divorce  in advance must leave  empty the  place  of the  man's

name, and the  place  of the  woman's name, and the  place  of the  date .

MISHNAH

ן. מַ זְּ קוֹם הַ עוֹת, מְ מָּ  קוֹם הַ לֹּוֶה, מְ  קוֹם הַ וָה, מְ לְ מִּ קוֹם הַ יחַ מְ יַּנִּ  שֶׁ יךְ  וָה – צָרִ לְ י מִ רֵ טָ שְׁ

If he writes the standard parts of loan documents , he  must leave  empty the  place  of the  lender, the  place  of the  borrower,

the  place  of the  money being loaned, and the  place  of the  date .

MISHNAH

ן; מַ זְּ קוֹם הַ ה, וּמְ דֶ שָּׂ  קוֹם הַ עוֹת, מְ מָּ  קוֹם הַ כֵר, מָ וֹ מּ קוֹם הַ , וּמְ חַ קֵ וֹ לּ קוֹם הַ יחַ מְ יַּנִּ  שֶׁ יךְ  ח – צָרִ קָּ י מִ רֵ טָ שְׁ

נָה. קָּ תַּ  י הַ נֵ פְּ  מִ

If he writes the standard parts of documents  of sale , he  must leave  empty the  place  of the  purchaser, and the  place  of the

se ller, the  place  of the  money, the  place  of the  fie ld, and the  place  of the  date ; due  to the  ordinance .

MISHNAH

ן. לָּ  כוּ ל בְּ סֵ וֹ ה פּ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Yehuda invalidates  all of them if their standard parts were written in advance.

MISHNAH

. הּ מָ שְׁ  ״ – לִ ב לָהּ כָתַ ״וְ ר  מַ נֶּאֱ  שֶׁ ים,  שִׁ י נָ טֵּ י גִּ ץ מִ ן חוּ לָּ  כוּ יר בְּ שִׁ  כְ זָר מַ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Elazar deems all of them valid except for bills  of divorce  of women, as  it is  stated: "And he  shall write  for her",

which implies that the writing must be done for her sake .

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

STATEMENT

ם״; דָ ל אָ כׇ ת לְ רֶ תֶּ תְּ מוּ י אַ ״הֲרֵ קוֹם  ף מְ יחַ אַ יַּנִּ  שֶׁ יךְ  ל: צָרִ מוּאֵ שְׁ ר  מַ ה אָ ב יְהוּדָ ר רַ מַ ׳ אָ מָ גְּ

GEMAR A: Rav Yehuda says  that Shmuel says: One  must also leave  empty the  place  of the essential formula: "Behold, you

are  permitted to any man".

EXPLANAT IO N

. הּ מָ שְׁ  יבָה לִ תִ כְּ ינַן  עֵ י, וּבָ תִ כָּרְ ה  ירָ סִ י מְ דֵ ר: עֵ מַ אָ יא, דְּ זָר הִ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ רַ וְ

And this unattributed ruling of the Mishnah is  according to Rabbi Elazar, who says: The  witnesses  of transmission effect

the  divorce , and we  require  the  writing  of the essential part of the bill of divorce to be done for her sake .



EXPLANAT IO N

ין ״אֵ י  נֵ תָ קָ זָר, דְּ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ רַ כְּ הּ  קֹמַ  אוֹ כָּא לְ י אִ יא הוּא דְּ הִ הַ א, בְּ יתָ יְ מַּ  ךְ קַ ינַן הָ עִ מְ שְׁ  י אַ אִ יכָא; דְּ רִ וּצְ

״; בוּ תְ כִּ ״ י  נֵ תָ קָ ין״ וְ בִ וֹתְ כּ

And it is  necessary for Shmuel to state this in all three places; for if he  had taug ht us  only regarding that first Mishnah about

writing on something attached to the ground, we would say it is  only in that Mishnah that we  can e stablish it as  Rabbi

Elazar, because  it teaches  "We do not write" and then teaches  "Write",  which implies a distinction that fits Rabbi Elazar.

EXPLANAT IO N

ה ימָ י חֲתִ דֵ ר: עֵ מַ אָ יא, דְּ יר הִ אִ י מֵ בִּ א רַ ימָ יו״, אֵ מָ חוֹתְ לָּא בְּ  ט אֶ גֵּ יּוּם הַ ין קִ אֵ שֶׁ ״ י  נֵ תָ קָ יפָא, דְּ ל סֵ אֲבָ

י. תִ כָּרְ

But in the  latter clause  of the next Mishnah, which teaches  "for the  validation of the  bill of divorce  is  only throug h its

s ig natorie s ," I would say it is  according to Rabbi Meir, who says: The  s ig ning  witnesses  effect the  divorce ,  and the

writing itself does not need to be for her sake.

EXPLANAT IO N

זָר; עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ רַ כְּ הּ  קֹמַ  אוֹ כָּא לְ י י אִ יא נָמֵ הִ יא, הָ הִ הַ ינַן בְּ עִ מְ שְׁ  י אַ אִ וְ

And if he  had taug ht us  only reg arding  that second Mishnah, we would say that one  also can be  e stablished as  Rabbi

Elazar by explaining that it refers to writing the standard part.

EXPLANAT IO N

יכָא. רִ זָר; צְ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ או רַ א לָ שָׁ י י – רֵ וֵ זָר הָ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ יפָא רַ סֵ דְּ א מִ ימָ א, אֵ ל הָ אֲבָ

But as for this  Mishnah here, I would say: Since  the  latter clause  is  explicitly attributed to Rabbi Elazar, the  first clause  is

not according to Rabbi Elazar. Therefore, it is  necessary to state that all three are according to Rabbi Elazar.

QU E ST IO N

נָה? קָּ תַּ אי  נָה: מַ קָּ תַּ  י הַ נֵ פְּ  מִ

The Mishnah states that the scribe may write the standard parts in advance "due  to the  ordinance ." The Gemara asks: What is

this ordinance ?

ANSWER

פֵר; נַת סוֹ קָּ תַּ י  נֵ פְּ  ן: מִ נָתָ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rabbi Yonatan said: Due  to the  ordinance  for the  benefit of the  scribe ,  so that he will have documents ready and not have

to write in a hurry.

EXPLANAT IO N

נַת קָּ תַּ וּם  שּׁ  וֹב, וּמִ תּ כְ י לָא לִ פֶס נָמֵ וּ טוֹ ילּ פִ אֲ ין הוּא דַּ דִ י; וּבְ תִ כָּרְ ה  ירָ סִ י מְ דֵ ר: עֵ מַ אָ יא, דְּ זָר הִ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ רַ וְ

נַן. בָּ  רוּ רַ שָׁ ים  רִ פְ סוֹ

And it is  according to Rabbi Elazar, who says: The  witnesses  of transmission effect the  divorce ; and by rig ht, even the

standard part also should not be  written in advance, but because  of the  ordinance  for the  benefit of scribes , the

Rabbis  permitted it.



EXPLANAT IO N

ין. טִּ י וּ גִּ טּ רוֹת אַ טָ שְׁ זַר  ף, גָּ וֹרֶ וּ תּ טּ פֶס אַ זַר טוֹ ן – גָּ לָּ  כוּ ל בְּ סֵ וֹ ה פּ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ

The Mishnah teaches: Rabbi Yehuda invalidates  all of them. The Gemara explains: He decreed against writing the standard

part due  to  the concern that one might write the essential part in advance, and he decreed against writing other financial

documents  due  to  the concern of writing bills  of divorce .

EXPLANAT IO N

זַר. ין לָא גָּ טִּ י וּ גִּ טּ רוֹת אַ טָ שְׁ זַר,  ף גָּ וֹרֶ וּ תּ טּ פֶס אַ ים – טוֹ שִׁ י נָ טֵּ י גִּ ץ מִ ן חוּ לָּ  כוּ יר בְּ שִׁ  כְ זָר מַ עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ רַ

And Rabbi Elazar deems all of them valid except for bills  of divorce  of women. The Gemara explains: He decreed

against writing the standard part of a bill of divorce due  to  the essential part,  but he  did not decree  against writing other

financial documents  due  to bills  of divorce .

O BJECT IO N

יב! תִ כְ ף הוּא דִּ וֹרֶ תּ ״ – אַ ״לָהּ יב  תִ כְּ י  כִּ א  הָ ״: וְ ב לָהּ כָתַ ״וְ ר  מַ נֶּאֱ  שֶׁ

The Mishnah states: As it is  stated: "And he  shall write  for her." The Gemara objects: But when "for her" is  written, it is

written concerning  the  e ssential part,  not the standard part!

R E SO LU T IO N

. הּ מָ שְׁ  ״ – לִ ב לָהּ כָתַ ״וְ ר  מַ נֶּאֱ  שֶׁ וּם  שּׁ  א: מִ ימָ לָּא אֵ  אֶ

Rather, say that Rabbi Elazar's reasoning is: Because  it is  stated: "And he  shall write  for her",  which means the essential part

must be written for her sake ,  and we decree against writing the standard part of a bill of divorce lest one write the essential part as

well.

S U M M A RY

The Gemara first clarifies that according to Rava, both Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon accept the principle of bereichah,

and explains how the Sages' objection to Rabbi Meir in the case of purchasing wine from Samaritans relates to this concept.

Moving into the Mishna, we learn that a scribe must leave the essential details blank when preparing the standard text of

documents in advance. While Rabbi Yehuda invalidates all such pre-written documents and Rabbi Elazar validates all except

gittin, Shmuel explains that our Mishna follows Rabbi Elazar's view that the witnesses to the delivery of the get are the ones

who effect the divorce. Because of this, the writing of the get—including the essential phrase of divorce—must be done

specifically lishmah, for the sake of the woman.



ה שֶׂ עֲ מַ לְ W H AT  T O  T A K E  H O M E

Our Gemara teaches us a profound lesson about the power of intention. When a scribe writes a get, he cannot simply use a

pre-written, generic template. The Torah says, "And he writes for her", it must be written "lishmah," specifically for this

husband and this wife. Even the most standard, technical parts of the document (the tofes) cannot be written in advance

without their specific names in mind, because a holy bond cannot be dissolved through a generic, assembly-line process.

How often do we live our lives on "autopilot," using pre-written templates for our daily avodah? We go through the motions

of davening, putting on tefillin, or giving tzedakah, but our minds are elsewhere. We are merely filling in the blanks of a

routine we established years ago. The Torah is teaching us that holiness requires "lishmah", it demands that we bring our

personal, conscious intention into the present moment.

If a physical document of divorce requires such specific, tailored intent to be valid, how much more so do our daily

connections with the Aibershter and with our families require our full presence. We cannot build a true connection with

Hashem or with our loved ones using generic, pre-packaged efforts.

Today, choose one mitzvah or one tefillah, even a short brachah before eating, and pause for three seconds before you begin.

Consciously think, "I am doing this right now, specifically to connect with Hashem," transforming a routine action into a

customized act of holy intention.
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