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T HE  S U G Y A

In this daf, we begin a beautiful and crucial new Mishna that deals with the halachos of a husband nullifying a get (bill of

divorce) that is already on its way to his wife. The Mishna teaches us the basic parameters of how a husband can cancel the

agency of his shliach (messenger), either by telling the shliach directly, sending a second shliach to stop him, or by reaching

the wife herself before the get is delivered. We also learn about the famous takanah (ordinance) of Rabban Gamliel the Elder,

who instituted that a husband may not nullify a get in a distant court without the wife's knowledge, a vital enactment made

"mipnei tikkun haolam" (for the betterment of the world) to prevent agunos.

The Gemara then dives into a precise analysis of the Mishna's wording, showing us the deep psychological insight of our

Sages. The Gemara explains why each specific scenario in the Mishna is necessary, teaching us that we do not simply assume

the husband's cancellation is just a cruel attempt to vex his wife. We also begin a fascinating discussion regarding the exact

lashon (terminology) a husband must use to successfully nullify the get, distinguishing between effective terms like "batel hu"

and ineffective descriptions.

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

EXPLANAT IO N

יָא. פְ א – רָ רָ מָ ינָא דְ פִ קוֹ א בְּ תָּ  וּפְ שׁ

The Gemara continues its explanation of the word yafri: Even the  handle  in the  hole  of the  hoe ,  which is normally wedged in

tightly, eventually becomes loose ,  and the word yafri refers to this loosening and separation.

STATEMENT

יָא. פְ נָא – רָ פְ דַ א בְּ תָ כְּ י וּ סִ ילּ פִ ר: אֲ מַ סֵף אָ ב יוֹ רַ

Rav Yosef said: Even a peg  hammered into the  wall eventually becomes loose .

STATEMENT

יָא. פְ א – רָ תָּ  כוּפְ יָא בְּ נְ וּ קַ ילּ פִ ר: אֲ מַ בַּר יַעֲקֹב אָ א  חָ ב אַ רַ

Rav Aha bar Yaakov said: Even a reed woven into the  basket eventually becomes loose .

STATEMENT

ט ל גֵּ כׇּ ךְ  לָ ן עֲ רַ דַ הֲ

May we return to you, "Kol Get"!



נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ל הוּא״ – טֵ בָּ  , ךָ י לְ תִּ נָּתַ  שֶׁ ט  ״גֵּ  : ר לוֹ מַ אָ , וְ יחַ לִ שָׁ יו  חֲרָ לַח אַ שָּׁ   שֶׁ יחַ אוֹ  לִ שָּׁ   בַּ יעַ  גִּ הִ , וְ וֹ תּ שְׁ  אִ ט לְ חַ גֵּ לֵ וֹ שּׁ  הַ

ל. טֵ בָּ י זֶה  הֲרֵ

MISHNAH: One who sends a g et to his  wife  with an agent, and he  reached the  ag ent along the way, or where  he  sent

another ag ent after him to overtake him, and he  said to him: "The  g et that I g ave  to you is  void," behold, this  get is  void.

MISHNAH

ל. טֵ בָּ י זֶה  ל הוּא״ – הֲרֵ טֵ בָּ  , ךְ י לִ תִּ חְ לַ שָּׁ   שֶׁ ט  ״גֵּ  : ר לָהּ מַ אָ , וְ יחַ לִ שָׁ לָהּ  צְ לַח אֶ שָּׁ   שֶׁ וֹ אוֹ  תּ שְׁ  ל אִ צֶ ם אֵ ידֵּ קִ

If the husband reached his  wife  first before the agent arrived, or where  he  sent an ag ent to her to nullify it, and he  said to

her: "The  g et that I sent to you is  void," behold, this  get is  void.

MISHNAH

. לוֹ טְּ  בַ ל לְ ינוֹ יָכוֹ וּב אֵ הּ – שׁ דָ יָ ט לְ יעַ גֵּ גִּ הִ שֶּׁ   ם מִ אִ

However, if he attempted to nullify it only after the  g et reached her hand, he  can no long er nullify it,  as she is already

divorced.

MISHNAH

ן, כֵּ ין  שִׂ לֹּא יְהוּ עוֹ  שֶׁ ן  זָּקֵ ל הַ יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בָּ  ין רַ קִ תְ , הִ לוֹ טְּ  בַ ר וּמְ חֵ קוֹם אַ מָּ  ין מִ ית דִּ בֵּ ה  שֶׂ יָה עוֹ נָה הָ וֹ אשׁ בָּרִ

לָם. עוֹ וּן הָ יקּ י תִּ נֵ פְּ  מִ

Initially, a husband would convene  a Be is  Din in another place  and nullify the get there, without the wife or the agent

knowing. Rabban Gamlie l the  Elder instituted that they should not do so, for the  betterment of the  world.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

IN FER ENCE

ין. וֵּ כַּ י א מִ קָ הּ הוּא דְּ עוֹרַ צַ ינַן לְ רִ מְ לָא אָ ילָא, וְ מֵּ  וּ מִ ילּ פִ אֲ ״ – וַ יעַ גִּ ״הִ לָּא   י, אֶ נֵ תָ ״ לָא קָ יעוֹ גִּ ״הִ ׳  מָ גְּ

GEMAR A: The Gemara notes: The Mishnah does  not teach: "He  overtook him",  which would imply he pursued him

intentionally, but rather: "He  reached" him, meaning even if they met incidentally. And we  do not say that since he did not

pursue him, he  only intends to vex her and does not truly mean to nullify the get; rather, the nullification is valid.

QU E ST IO N

י? ה לִ מָ ״ – לְ יחַ לִ שָׁ יו  חֲרָ לַח אַ שָּׁ   שֶׁ ״אוֹ 

The Gemara asks: "Or where  he  sent another ag ent after him" — why do I need this case? It is obvious that a person's agent is

like himself.

ANSWER

ן. ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ , קָ יהּ לֵ טְּ  בַ לְ א – דִּ מָּ  קַ יהּ דְּ יחוּתֵ לִ שְּׁ   א מִ רָ בָתְ יהּ דְּ יחוּתֵ לִ שְׁ א  ימָ לִּ א: לָא אַ ימָ תֵ הוּ דְּ מַ



The Gemara answers: It is necessary, le st you say: The  ag ency of the  latter agent is  not strong  enoug h to override the

ag ency of the  former agent to nullify it,  and only the husband himself can do so. Therefore, the Mishnah teaches  us  that the

second agent can indeed nullify the first agent's mission.

QU E ST IO N

י? ה לִ מָ ״ – לְ וֹ תּ שְׁ  ל אִ צֶ ם הוּא אֵ דַ ״קָ

The Gemara asks: "If he  reached his  wife  first" — why do I need this case? It is obvious that he can nullify it before it takes

effect.

ANSWER

א הּ קָ עוֹרַ צַ אי לְ דַּ הּ וַ ידַ דִ ל לְ , אֲבָ יחַ לִ שָׁ  י לְ לֵּ י י מִ נֵ ין – הָ וֵּ כַּ י א מִ הּ קָ עוֹרַ צַ ינַן לְ רִ מְ י לָא אָ כִּ א:  ימָ תֵ הוּ דְּ מַ

ן. ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ ין, קָ וֵּ כַּ י מִ

The Gemara answers: Lest you say: When we  do not say "he  only intends to vex her" and the nullification is valid, this

applie s  only when he speaks to the  ag ent; but if he speaks to her directly, he  certainly intends only to vex her and does not

truly mean to nullify it. Therefore, the Mishnah teaches  us  that even in this case, the get is nullified.

QU E ST IO N

י? ה לִ מָ ״ – לְ יחַ לִ שָׁ לָהּ  צְ לַח אֶ שָּׁ   שֶׁ ״אוֹ 

The Gemara asks: "Or where  he  sent an ag ent to her" — why do I need this case?

ANSWER

אי דַּ ח – וַ רַ י טָ כִּ יהּ  פַּת לֵ  יכְ לָא אִ , דְּ יחַ לִ שָׁ ל  , אֲבָ הּ עוֹרַ צַ א לְ תָּ  עְ דַּ ח אַ רַ לָא טָ יהוּ הוּא דְּ א: אִ ימָ תֵ הוּ דְּ מַ

ן. ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ ין, קָ וֵּ כַּ י א מִ הּ קָ עוֹרַ צַ לְ

The Gemara answers: Lest you say: He  himse lf would not exert himself to go with the  intention of vexing  her falsely; but

sending an ag ent, where  he  does  not care  if the agent exerts  himself, he  certainly intends only to vex her and does not

truly mean to nullify it. Therefore, the Mishnah teaches  us  that even this nullification is valid.

QU E ST IO N

א! יטָ שִׁ  פְּ  . לוֹ טְּ  בַ ל לְ ינוֹ יָכוֹ הּ – אֵ דָ יָ ט לְ יעַ גֵּ גִּ הִ שֶּׁ   ם מִ אִ

The Mishnah states: If he attempted to nullify it only after the  g et reached her hand, he  can no long er nullify it. The Gemara

asks: Isn't this  obvious? Once she receives it, she is divorced!

ANSWER

, יהּ לֵ טְּ  בַּ י  לֵ וֹ טּ בַ עַ דְּ רֵ פְ מַ א לְ תָ לְּ אי מִ לַּ  יגַּ א: אִ ימָ תֵ הוּ דְּ י; מַ לֵ וֹ טּ בַ א לְ רָ יקָּ עִ יהּ מֵ לֵ ר עֲ דַּ הְ מַ יכָא דְּ רִ לָא צְ

ן. ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ קָ

The Gemara answers: No, it is  necessary for a case where  he  was  pursuing  the agent from the  outset to nullify it,  but did

not reach him until after she received it. Lest you say: It is  revealed retroactive ly that he  had nullified it in his mind from the

beginning, therefore the Mishnah teaches  us  that since the actual nullification occurred only after she received it, it is too late.

BR AI SA

ין. ימִ יָּ  יו קַ בָרָ ״ – דְּ וֹ י בּ שִׁ  יפְ י אֶ ״אִ ל הוּא״;  טֵ בָּ ״ נַן:  בָּ  נוּ רַ תָּ



The Rabbis  taug ht in a Braisa: If a husband said of a get: "It is  void," or "I do not desire  it," his  words stand and the get is

nullified.

BR AI SA

לוּם. כְּ ר  מַ ט״ – לֹא אָ ינוֹ גֵּ ״אֵ סוּל הוּא״;  פָּ ״

But if he said: "It is  invalid," or "It is  not a g et," he  has  said nothing ,  because these terms imply there is an inherent defect in

the document, which is not the case.

QU E ST IO N

ע?! מַ שְׁ  יל מַ טִ בְּ לִ נָא דְּ שָּׁ  י ל״ לִ טֵ ״בָ א דְּ רָ ימְ מֵ לְ

The Gemara asks: Is  this  to say that the word bate l implie s  a lang uag e  of "le t it become void" in the future, which is why it

works to nullify the get now?

O BJECT IO N

ר חַ אַ ר לְ מַ אָ שֶׁ נָה,  תָּ  ל מַ בֵּ  קַ : מְ בַּר אֲבוּהּ בָּה   ר רַ מַ י לַהּ אָ רִ מְ אָ ת; וְ שֶׁ  שֵׁ ב  ר רַ מַ יְבוּ, אָ בַּר אַ בָּה   ר רַ מַ אָ הָ וְ

לוּם. כְּ ר  מַ ״ – לֹא אָ בָּהּ י  שִׁ  יפְ י אֶ ״אִ ל״;  טֵּ  בַּ י ״תִּ לֶת״;  טֶּ בוּ נָה זוֹ מְ תָּ  ״מַ  : דוֹ יָ נָה לְ תָּ  ה מַ בָּאתָ  שֶׁ

But did not Rabba bar Aivu say that Rav Sheshet said — and some  say Rabba bar Avuh said: In the case of a recipient of

a g ift who said after the  g ift came  into his  hand: "This  g ift is  nullified," "Let it be  nullified," or "I do not desire  it" —

he  has  said nothing ,  because he already acquired it and cannot undo it with future-tense nullification.

O BJECT IO N

ע! מַ שְׁ  א מַ רָ יקָּ עִ ל״ מֵ טֵ בָּ ״ א  מָ לְ ין. אַ ימִ יָּ  יו קַ בָרָ נָה״ – דְּ תָּ  ינָהּ מַ ״אֵ יא״;  לָה הִ טֵ ״בְּ

However, if he said: "It is  void [bete ilah hi]," or "It is  not a g ift," his  words stand,  because these terms imply he never

accepted it from the start. Consequently, we see that bate l implie s  that it was void from the  outset,  which contradicts our

Braisa where batel is used as an active nullification!

R E SO LU T IO N

ל״ טֵ בָּ ״ י:  יֵ בָּ  ר אַ מַ אָ

Abaye  said: The word bate l has a double meaning...

S U M M A RY

The sugya clarifies that a husband can nullify a get at any point before it reaches his wife's hand, even if he only met his

shliach incidentally or sent a second shliach to deliver the cancellation. The Gemara explains that once the get enters the

wife's possession, the divorce is fully in effect, and we do not say that a subsequent nullification retroactively reveals his prior

intent to cancel it. Finally, the Sages teach that only specific, active terms of nullification (such as "batel hu" or "I do not

desire it") are halachically effective to void the get, whereas merely describing the get as invalid or as "not a get" has no legal

effect whatsoever.



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

In our sugya, the Gemara analyzes the actions of a husband who goes to great lengths to nullify a get. We might have

assumed that his frantic efforts, sending messengers, running after the agent, or even sending a messenger directly to his wife,

were just a cruel game meant to vex and torment her, rather than a sincere legal nullification. Yet, the Gemara teaches us a

profound principle: we do not assume a person acts purely out of a desire to cause pain. We take his actions seriously. If he

went through the trouble, we must treat his words as real and consequential.

How often in our own lives do we look at the actions of those around us, our spouses, our children, or our neighbors, and

immediately attribute the worst possible motives to them? When someone does something that upsets us or disrupts our plans,

the yetzer hara rushes to convince us that they did it specifically to vex us, to push our buttons, or to cause us grief.

This sugya challenges us to rise above that cynical instinct. If the Torah commands us to assume a husband's exhausting

efforts are driven by a real, substantive intent rather than a petty desire to torment his wife, how much more must we apply this

dan l'chaf zechus to the people in our daily lives. Most people are not trying to hurt you; they are simply navigating their own

complex lives, making their own choices, and dealing with their own struggles.

Today, when someone does something that frustrates you or disrupts your day, consciously stop yourself from saying, "They

are just doing this to annoy me." Instead, choose to believe that they have a real, valid reason for their actions, and judge

them with favor and compassion.

ף ל״ב ע״א ין · דַּ טִּ י כֶת גִּ סֶּ מַ י לִ בְ מוּד בַּ לְ Navy & Gold · From the Hebrew Source Text · תַּ GE MARA GITTIN  ·  DAF 32A ·  FU LL SU GYA


