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T HE  S U G Y A

In this daf, we delve deeper into the delicate halachos of nullifying a get (bill of divorce) and the precise language a husband

must use to make his cancellation effective. The Gemara guides us through the subtle differences in the husband's lashon,

distinguishing between active statements of nullification and mere descriptive declarations that carry no halachic weight. We

also explore the comparison between the laws of a get and those of sending a gift through an agent.

Additionally, the Sugya addresses the status of the physical get itself after the husband has cancelled the agency of the

messenger. We are introduced to a fundamental machlokes between Rav Nahman and Rav Sheshet regarding whether the

document itself is ruined or if it can still be used to divorce the wife later on, leading into a discussion on the nature of speech

versus physical objects in halacha.

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

EXPLANAT IO N

יל. טִ יבְּ לִ ע דְּ מַ שְׁ  ל, וּמַ טֵ בָ ע דְּ מַ שְׁ  ע – מַ מַ שְׁ  נוֹת מַ וֹ שׁ י לְ תֵּ  שְׁ

The word batel implie s  two meaning s : it implie s  that the object is  already void, and it implie s  that it should become void

in the future.

EXPLANAT IO N

ר, מַ אָ יהּ קָ בֵּ י  נֵ הֲ מַ נָא דְּ שָּׁ  י ט לִ י גֵּ בֵּ גַּ

Therefore, with reg ard to a bill of divorce ,  where he has the power to nullify it now, he  stated the  formulation that is

effective  with reg ard to it,  meaning that it should become void from this point onward.

EXPLANAT IO N

ר. מַ אָ בַּהּ קָ י  נֵ הֲ מַ נָא דְּ שָּׁ  י נָה לִ תָּ  י מַ בֵּ גַּ

And with reg ard to a g ift,  where he cannot nullify it after it has been acquired, he  stated the  formulation that is  effective

with reg ard to it,  meaning that the gift was void from the very outset.

STATEMENT

ט; גֵּ יחַ הַ לִ שְׁ  כִּ י הוּא  נָה הֲרֵ תָּ  יחַ מַ לִ שְׁ ינַן:  יטִ קִ י, נְ יֵ בָּ  ר אַ מַ אָ

Abaye  said: We have  a tradition that an ag ent sent to deliver a g ift is  like  an ag ent sent to deliver a bill of divorce .

EXPLANAT IO N

י. מֵ י״ דָּ כִ ״זְ כִּ או  ״ לָ ךְ לֵ ״הוֹ נַּהּ לְ י א מִ קָ נָפְ

The practical difference  that is learned from this  is  that saying to an agent "Take" this gift to so-and-so is  not considered

like  saying "Acquire" it on his behalf. Therefore, the giver can retract the gift as long as it has not reached the recipient.



QU E ST IO N

הוּ? ל״ מַ טֵ בָּ ״  : יהּ יָא לֵ עְ בַּ י א מִ קָ א, וְ שָּׁ   דַ א דְּ רָ יבְ עִ י בְּ אֵ קָ י וְ לֵ תְ ק דִּ חָ צְ בַּר יִ ן  מָ ב נַחְ רַ יהּ לְ חֵ כְּ  שְׁ  ינָא אַ בִ רָ

Ravina found Rav Naḥman bar Yitzḥak as  he  was  leaning  and standing  by the  bar of the  door deep in thought, and he

was considering  the  following  dilemma: If the husband said only "Bate l" without saying "it is batel," what is  the halakha?

Does he mean to actively nullify it, or is he merely describing it as invalid?

R E SO LU T IO N

יקוּ. תֵּ

The Gemara concludes: The question shall stand unresolved.

STATEMENT

נָא: תָּ א  יתָ נִ תְ מַ י לַהּ בְּ רִ מְ אָ ת, וְ שֶׁ  שֵׁ ב  ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Sheshet said, and some  say that it was  taug ht in a Braisa:

BR AI SA

ס״ רֶ חֶ כְּ א  ״יְהֵ ס״;  רֶ א חֶ ״יְהֵ ״;  שׁ ״לֹא יְגָרֵ ח״;  לַּ  שַׁ  ״לֹא יְ יב״;  זִ ״לֹא יַעֲ יר״;  ״לֹא יַתִּ יל״;  עִ ט זֶה לֹא יוֹ ״גֵּ

ין. ימִ יָּ  יו קַ בָרָ – דְּ

If a husband says: "This  bill of divorce  shall not be  effective"; "shall not re lease"; "shall not cause  to leave"; "shall not

send away"; "shall not divorce"; "shall be  pottery"; or "shall be  like  pottery" — his  words are  binding ,  and the get is

void.

BR AI SA

ס רֶ חֶ כְּ ״ ס הוּא״;  רֶ ״חֶ ״;  שׁ גָרֵ ינוֹ מְ ״אֵ ״;  חַ לֵּ  שַׁ  ינוֹ מְ ״אֵ יב״;  זִ עֲ ינוֹ מַ ״אֵ יר״;  תִּ ינוֹ מַ ״אֵ יל״;  עִ ינוֹ מוֹ ״אֵ

לוּם. כְּ ר  מַ הוּא״ – לֹא אָ

But if he says: "It has  no effect"; "does  not re lease"; "does  not cause  to leave"; "does  not send away"; "does  not

divorce"; "it is  pottery"; or "it is  like  pottery" — he  has  said nothing ,  because these are merely descriptive statements.

QU E ST IO N

הוּ? ס״, מַ רֶ י הוּא חֶ ״הֲרֵ הוּ:  יָא לְ עְ בַּ י אִ

A dilemma was raised before  them: If he says, "It is  hereby pottery," what is  the halakha? Is this an active nullification or a

descriptive statement?

STATEMENT

י: שֵׁ  ב אָ רַ בָא לְ רָ יהּ דְּ רֵ א בְּ חָ ב אַ י לַהּ רַ רִ מְ אָ בָא, וְ רָ יהּ דְּ רֵ א בְּ חָ ב אַ רַ ינָא לְ בִ יהּ רָ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

Ravina said to Rav Aḥa, the  son of Rava — and some  say that Rav Aḥa, the  son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi:

ANSWER

ר״? קֵ פְ י הוּא הֶ ״הֲרֵ ״;  שׁ דֵּ קְ י הוּא הֶ ״הֲרֵ נָא מֵ שְׁ אי  מַ

In what way is  this  different from saying of one's property, "It is  hereby consecrated," or "It is  hereby ownerle ss ," where

the word "hereby" clearly designates an active change? Here too, it is an active nullification.



QU E ST IO N

? וֹ שׁ בּ גָרֵ זֵר וּמְ ינוֹ חוֹ , אוֹ אֵ וֹ שׁ בּ גָרֵ זֵר וּמְ חוֹ

The Gemara asks: If a husband nullified a get, can he  g o back and divorce  with it, or can he  not g o back and divorce  with

it? Did he only nullify the agency, or did he destroy the validity of the document itself?

STATEMENT

. וֹ שׁ בּ גָרֵ זֵר וּמְ ינוֹ חוֹ ר: אֵ מַ ת אָ שֶׁ  שֵׁ ב  רַ ; וְ וֹ שׁ בּ גָרֵ זֵר וּמְ ר: חוֹ מַ ן אָ מָ ב נַחְ רַ

Rav Naḥman said: He  may g o back and divorce  with it; and Rav Sheshet said: He  may not g o back and divorce  with it.

R U L ING

ן. מָ ב נַחְ רַ יהּ דְּ ווֹתֵ כְּ א  תָ כְ לְ הִ וְ

And the  halakha is  in accordance  with the  opinion of Rav Naḥman,  that he may use it again.

O BJECT IO N

ת. זֶרֶ ר: חוֹ מַ אָ נָן, דְּ חָ י יוֹ בִּ רַ יהּ דְּ ווֹתֵ כְּ א  תָ כְ לְ ן הִ א לַ ימָ יְ א קַ הָ י?! וְ ינִ אִ

The Gemara asks: Is  that so?! But don't we  e stablish that the  halakha is  in accordance  with the  opinion of Rabbi

Yoḥanan, who said that if a woman is betrothed effective after thirty days, she  can retract her consent within the thirty days?

This shows that speech can nullify a pending legal process, so the husband's speech should likewise nullify the get itself!

R EFU TAT IO N

וּר; יבּ ל דִּ טֵּ  בַ וּר וּמְ יבּ י דִּ תֵ וּר הוּא, אָ יבּ דִ וּר וְ יבּ ם – דִּ תָ א?! הָ תָּ  שְׁ  י הַ כִ הָ

The Gemara rejects this: How can you compare  these?! There ,  in the case of betrothal, it is  speech and speech; her initial

consent was speech, and her retraction is speech, so speech comes and nullifies  speech.

R EFU TAT IO N

יל? טֵ א בָ י קָ יהּ מִ א גּוּפֵ טָּ י , גִּ יחַ לִ שָׁ  א דְּ יחוּתָ לִ שְׁ  יהּ לִ לֵ טְּ  בַ י דְּ כָא – נְהִ הָ וְ

But here , g ranted that he  nullified the  ag ency of the  ag ent through his speech, is  the  bill of divorce  itse lf nullified?

Since the get is a physical object, speech alone cannot destroy its physical validity.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ה. שֶׂ יָה עוֹ נָה הָ וֹ אשׁ בָּרִ

We learned in the Mishnah: Initially, he  would convene  a court and nullify the get.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N



? לוֹ טְּ  בַ ה הוּא מְ מָּ  כַּ י  נֵ פְ ר, בִּ מַ יתְּ אִ

It was  stated by the Amoraim: In the  presence  of how many people must he  nullify it?

STATEMENT

ה. שָׁ לֹ שְׁ י  נֵ פְ ר: בִּ מַ ת אָ שֶׁ  שֵׁ ב  יִם; רַ נַ שְׁ י  נֵ פְ ר: בִּ מַ ן אָ מָ ב נַחְ רַ

Rav Naḥman said: In the  presence  of two  people; Rav Sheshet said: In the  presence  of three  people.

EXPLANAT IO N

י. נֵ תָ ין״ קָ ית דִּ בֵּ ״ ה –  שָׁ לֹ שְׁ י  נֵ פְ ר בִּ מַ ת אָ שֶׁ  שֵׁ ב  רַ

The Gemara explains: Rav Sheshet said "in the  presence  of three" because the Mishnah teaches  "a court" [beis din], and a

standard court consists of three judges.

EXPLANAT IO N

הוּ. י לְ רֵ ין״ קָ ית דִּ בֵּ ״ י  י נָמֵ רֵ י תְ בֵ יִם – לְ נַ שְׁ י  נֵ פְ ר בִּ מַ ן אָ מָ ב נַחְ רַ וְ

And Rav Naḥman said "in the  presence  of two" because two people  are  also called "a court" in certain contexts.

PR O O F

יכֶם נֵ פְ י לִ נִ רַ סְ ״מוֹ נַן:  תְ ? דִּ ינָא לַהּ מֵ נָא אָ ן: מְ מָ ב נַחְ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Naḥman said: From where  do I say this? As we  learned in a Mishnah regarding a prosbol: "I de liver to you, judges..."

S U M M A RY

The Gemara clarifies that while a gift cannot be nullified after the recipient takes possession, an agent sent with a gift is

treated like an agent for a get, meaning the giver can retract before delivery. In analyzing the husband's language of

nullification, the Sages rule that active formulations (such as "it shall not divorce" or "it shall be pottery") successfully void the

get, whereas descriptive phrases ("it has no effect" or "it is pottery") are meaningless. Finally, the Gemara rules in accordance

with Rav Nahman that a husband who nullifies his agent's mission may still use the same physical get to divorce his wife later,

as mere speech cannot destroy a physical document, before transitioning into a machlokes regarding whether the nullification

must take place before a court of two or three people.



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

Look at the incredible precision the Gemara demands of our words on today's daf. If a husband says, "This get shall not be

effective," his words have the power to nullify it. But if he says, "This get has no effect," it is as if he said nothing at all! Why?

Because the first is an active statement of will, while the second is merely a passive, inaccurate description of reality. The

Torah is teaching us a profound lesson about the power of the human mouth: our words are not just passive commentary on

our lives; they are active tools of creation and change.

So often in our daily avodah, we fall into the trap of passive description. We look at our spiritual struggles, our difficult

middos, or our daily challenges and say, "This is just how I am," or "It's impossible for me to change." Like the husband who

says "it has no effect," we speak as if our spiritual state is a fixed, unchangeable reality. But a Yid must remember that Hashem

gave us the power of speech to actively shape our reality, not just to describe our limitations.

When you speak to yourself or to others, do not use words that lock you into a passive, defeated state. Instead of saying "I

can't do this" or "this is just my nature," use the active power of your ratzon (will) to declare what you want to achieve. Your

words have the power to build or to destroy, to nullify the yetzer hara or to give it strength.

Today, catch yourself before you make a passive, self-limiting statement about your spiritual growth or your character.

Instead, speak actively about your goals, saying, "With Hashem's help, I will overcome this challenge."
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