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T HE  S U G Y A

We begin this section of the daf by wrapping up the sugya regarding the minimum number of judges required for a beis din,

specifically looking at the wording of a prosbol. The Gemara analyzes whether a prosbol signed by two judges is valid,

contrasting the views of Rav Nachman and Rav Sheshet on whether two people can constitute a court in this context, and

clarifying the role of witnesses versus judges on the document.

Next, we delve into the famous takanah of Rabban Gamliel the Elder, who instituted that a husband may not annul a get (bill

of divorce) in a court elsewhere without his wife's knowledge. The Gemara explores the underlying reason for this

enactment, presenting the classic dispute between Rabbi Yochanan, who holds it was enacted to prevent the tragic creation

of mamzerim, and Reish Lakish, who explains it was to prevent women from becoming agunos (deserted wives) who are afraid

to remarry.

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

PR O O F

י״. נִ לוֹ פְּ קוֹם  מָ בְּ שֶׁ ין  ינִ יָּ  דַּ י הַ נִ לוֹ י וּפְ נִ לוֹ פְּ

The text of the prosbol reads: So-and-so and so-and-so, the  judg es  who are  in such-and-such a place . This shows that even

two people are referred to as judges.

O BJECT IO N

יל?! יזִ לֵ שֹׁיב וְ  יחְ לָא לִ כְ י רוֹ כִּ נָּא   תַּ וּ  טּ ת – אַ שֶׁ  שֵׁ ב  רַ וְ

And Rav Sheshet would respond to this: Is  that to say that the Tanna,  when giving an example, should g o on counting  like  a

peddler listing all his wares, by writing 'so-and-so, so-and-so, and so-and-so'? He merely wrote 'so-and-so' twice to show that the

names must be specified, not to define the number of judges.

STATEMENT

ים. דִ עֵ ה, אוֹ הָ טָּ  מַ ין לְ מִ ים חוֹתְ ינִ יָּ  דַּ נַן: הַ תְ ? דִּ ינָא לַהּ מֵ נָא אָ ן: מְ מָ ב נַחְ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Nachman said: From where  do I say this ,  that two are sufficient? As we  learned in a Mishnah regarding a prosbol: The

judg es  s ig n be low the text, or the  witnesses  sign.

IN FER ENCE

יִם? נַ שְׁ י  ים נָמֵ ינִ יָּ  ף דַּ יִם, אַ נַ שְׁ ים  דִ ה עֵ ים – מָ דִ עֵ יָא דְּ ומְ ים דֻּ ינִ יָּ  או דַּ אי, לָ מַ

What, is  it not that we compare them, and say that judg es  are s imilar to witnesses ; just as  witnesses  are two, so too

judg es  are also two?

O BJECT IO N



א. יתָ אִ דְ כִּ א  הָ א, וְ יתָ אִ דְ כִּ א  יָא?! הָ ירְ י אִ ידֵּ ת – מִ שֶׁ  שֵׁ ב  רַ וְ

And Rav Sheshet would respond: Are  the  cases  comparable  at all? This  case of the witnesses is  as  it is ,  requiring two, and

that case of the judges is  as  it is ,  requiring three.

QU E ST IO N

ים? דִ נֵא עֵ יתְ מִ י לְ ה לִ מָ ים, לְ ינִ יָּ  נֵא דַּ יתְ מִ י לְ ה לִ מָ לְ

The Gemara asks: Why do I need the Tanna to teach that it can be signed by judg es , and why do I need him to teach that it

can be signed by witnesses?

ANSWER

י מִ תְ חָ ים וְ דִ ן עֵ וֹ שׁ לְ כָּתוּב בִּ נָא  שְׁ לָא  ים, וְ דִ י עֵ מִ תְ חָ ים וְ ינִ יָּ  ן דַּ וֹ שׁ לְ כָּתוּב בִּ נָא  שְׁ לָא  ן, דְּ ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ א קָ הָ

ים. ינִ יָּ  דַּ

The Gemara answers: This  comes to teach us , that there  is  no difference  if the prosbol was written in the  terminolog y of

judg es  and witnesses  s ig ned it, and there  is  no difference  if it was written in the  terminolog y of witnesses  and judg es

sig ned it;  either way it is valid.

QU E ST IO N

ם״? לָ עוֹ וּן הָ יקּ י תִּ נֵ פְּ  ״מִ אי  לָם: מַ עוֹ וּן הָ יקּ י תִּ נֵ פְּ  מִ

We learned in the Mishnah that Rabban Gamliel the Elder enacted that a husband may not cancel a get in a court elsewhere, for

the  betterment of the  world. The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of 'for the  betterment of the  world' in this context?

ANSWER

נַת עֲגוּנוֹת. קָּ תַּ י  נֵ פְּ  ר: מִ מַ ישׁ אָ קִ ישׁ לָ ים. רֵ זֵרִ מְ נַת מַ קָּ תַּ י  נֵ פְּ  ר: מִ מַ נָן אָ חָ י יוֹ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Yochanan said: It is because  of an ordinance  to prevent the birth of mamzerim. Reish Lakish said: It is because  of

an ordinance  to prevent women from becoming ag unot.

EXPLANAT IO N

לָא; הוּ קָ ית לְ י לֵ רֵ י תְ יִם; וּבֵ נַ שְׁ י  נֵ פְ ר בִּ מַ אָ ן, דְּ מָ ב נַחְ רַ כְּ בַר לַהּ  ים – סָ זֵרִ מְ נַת מַ קָּ תַּ י  נֵ פְּ  ר מִ מַ נָן אָ חָ י יוֹ בִּ רַ

ים. זֵרִ מְ כָּא מַ י אִ בָא, וְ נַּסְ י לָה וּמִ זְ אָ ה וְ עָ דְ לָא יָ ה וְ עָ מְ שָׁ יא לָא  הִ וְ

The Gemara explains: Rabbi Yochanan said it is because  of an ordinance  to prevent mamzerim,  because he holds  in

accordance  with Rav Nachman, who said that a husband can cancel a get in the  presence  of two  people; and a matter before

two people  does  not g enerate  a rumor. Therefore, she  does  not hear and does  not know that the get was canceled, and

she  g oes  and remarrie s , and there  will be  mamzerim born from the second marriage.

EXPLANAT IO N

הוּ ית לְ א אִ לָתָ י תְ ה; וּבֵ שָׁ לֹ שְׁ י  נֵ פְ ר בִּ מַ אָ ת, דְּ שֶׁ  שֵׁ ב  רַ כְּ בַר לַהּ  נַת עֲגוּנוֹת – סָ קָּ תַּ י  נֵ פְּ  ר מִ מַ ישׁ אָ קִ ישׁ לָ רֵ וְ

כָּא. י אִ נַת עֲגוּנוֹת הוּא דְּ קָּ תַ בָא; וְ נַּסְ י לָא מִ ה וְ עָ דְ יָ ה וְ עָ מְ שָׁ  לָא; וְ קָ

And Reish Lakish said it is because  of an ordinance  to prevent ag unot,  because he holds  in accordance  with Rav Sheshet,

who said that a husband can only cancel a get in the  presence  of three  people; and a matter before three  people  does

g enerate  a rumor. Thus, she  hears  and knows  that the get was canceled, and she  will not remarry. Therefore, there is no

concern of mamzerim, but there  is  a concern of an ordinance  for ag unot,  as she will remain bound to him and afraid to remarry.



BR AI SA

י. בִּ י רַ רֵ בְ ל, דִּ טָּ בוּ לוֹ – מְ טְּ  נַן: בִּ בָּ  נוּ רַ תָּ

The Rabbis  taug ht in a Braisa: If the husband transgressed the enactment and cance led it, it is  cance led; this is the  statement

of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi.

BR AI SA

ין ית דִּ בֵּ כֹּחַ  ה  ן, מָ כֵּ ם  אִ שֶׁ  , נָאוֹ ל תְּ יף עַ סִ הוֹ לֹא לְ לוֹ וְ טְּ  בַ ל לֹא לְ ינוֹ יָכוֹ ר: אֵ מֵ ל אוֹ יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ ן  בָּ  רַ

יָפֶה?

Rabban Shimon ben Gamlie l says: He  is  unable  to cance l it, and he is not able to add to its  condition; for if so, what

power does  the  Be is  Din have  if their enactment can be so easily bypassed?

QU E ST IO N

א? מָ לְ עָ ישׁ לְ ת אִ שֶׁ  ינַן אֵ רֵ שָׁ ין יָפֶה״,  ית דִּ בֵּ כֹּחַ  ה  ״מָ וּם  שּׁ  א, וּמִ טָּ י ל גִּ טֵ בָּ א  יתָ יְ אוֹרָ דְּ מִ י דְּ ידֵּ כָּא מִ י י אִ וּמִ

The Gemara asks: And is  there  anything  which by Torah law makes the g et cance led,  so that she remains a married woman,

and yet because  of 'what power does  the  Be is  Din have ' we  permit a married woman to the  world by declaring her

divorced?

ANSWER

. יהּ נֵּ י ין מִ שִׁ ידּוּ קִ נַן לְ בָּ  ינְהוּ רַ עִ קְ פְ אַ , וְ שׁ דֵּ קַ נַן מְ בָּ  רַ א דְּ תָּ  עְ דַּ שׁ – אַ דֵּ קַ מְ ל דִּ כׇּ ין,  אִ

The Gemara answers: Yes, anyone  who betroths  a woman, betroths  her subject to the  understanding  of the  Sag es , and in

this case the  Sag es  expropriated the  kiddushin from him retroactively, making her a single woman.

QU E ST IO N

ר? ימַ מֵ כָּא לְ י אי אִ ה מַ יאָ בִ ישׁ בְּ דֵּ פָּא, קַ  סְ כַ ישׁ בְּ דֵּ קַ ינַח דְּ י: תִּ שֵׁ  ב אָ רַ ינָא לְ בִ יהּ רָ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

Ravina said to Rav Ashi: This  works  out we ll if he  betrothed her with money,  where we can say the Sages declared the

money ownerless; but if he  betrothed her throug h marital re lations, what is  there  to say?

ANSWER

נוּת. ילַת זְ עִ ילָתוֹ בְּ עִ בְ נַן לִ בָּ  יוּהָ רַ וְּ שַׁ

The Gemara answers: The Sag es  declared his  marital re lations  to be  re lations  of licentiousness ,  which do not effect

kiddushin.

BR AI SA

י. בִּ י רַ רֵ בְ י זֶה, דִּ נֵ פְ לֹּא בִּ  שֶׁ ל זֶה  טֵּ  בַ ל לְ י״, יָכוֹ תִּ שְׁ  אִ ט לְ בוּ גֵּ תְ כִּ ״ ה:  רָ שָׂ עֲ ר לַ מַ נַן, אָ בָּ  נוּ רַ תָּ

The Rabbis  taug ht in a Braisa: If a husband said to ten people, 'Write  a g et for my wife ,' he  can cance l his instructions to

this  one not in the  presence  of that one; this is the  statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi.

BR AI SA

י זֶה. נֵ פְ לָּא זֶה בִּ  ל אֶ טֵּ  בַ ל לְ ינוֹ יָכוֹ ר: אֵ מֵ ל אוֹ יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ ן  בָּ  רַ

Rabban Shimon ben Gamlie l says: He  is  unable  to cance l the instructions unless  he does so to this  one in the  presence  of

that one, meaning all of them must be present.



QU E ST IO N

י; גִ לְ פַּ י מִ לָּהּ קָ  וּ לָה כּ טְ בָּ הּ  צָתָ קְ לָה מִ טְ בָּ  שֶׁ דוּת  עֵ י? בְּ גִ לְ פַּ י מִ אי קָ מַ בְּ

The Gemara asks: Reg arding  what principle do they disag ree? They disag ree  reg arding  the rule of te stimony that is

partially invalidated, is  it entire ly invalidated?

EXPLANAT IO N

הּ צָתָ קְ לָה מִ טְ בָּ  שֶׁ דוּת  בַר: עֵ י סָ בִּ רַ

For Rabbi holds: Testimony that is  partially invalidated is not entirely invalidated, and the remaining agents can still write the

get.

S U M M A RY

The Gemara transitions into a major halachic discussion regarding the post-facto validity of an annulled get. If a husband

violates Rabban Gamliel's takanah and annuls the get anyway, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds the annulment is still biblically

valid, whereas Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel rules that the husband cannot annul it, asking, "What advantage does the court

have?" To explain how the Sages have the power to uphold a get that was biblically annulled, the Gemara introduces the

fundamental principle of 'afke'inhu rabanan lekiddushin minei'—that anyone who betroths a woman does so subject to the

will of the Sages, who have the authority to retroactively expropriate the kiddushin money or declare the marital act to be

licentious. Finally, the daf begins a new discussion regarding a husband who instructs a group of ten people to write a get for

his wife, and whether he can annul his instructions to some of them in the absence of the others.



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

The Gemara on our daf wrestles with a profound question: How can the Chachamim declare a Torah-level marriage null and

void simply to protect the integrity of the court's ordinance? The Gemara answers with a fundamental principle of our

mesorah: "Kol d'mekadesh, ada'ata d'Rabanan mekadesh", whoever betroths a woman does so contingent on the will of the

Sages. When a person enters into the most sacred, personal covenant of marriage, they are not acting as an isolated

individual. They are consciously anchoring their personal life within the broader framework of the Torah community and the

authority of Chazal.

This teaches us a beautiful lesson about how we must approach our own lives and our relationship with the Torah. A Yid does

not live in a vacuum. Our personal choices, our business dealings, and even our most private relationships are not ours alone

to govern. By aligning ourselves with the Rabanan, we are saying that we want our lives to be elevated and protected by the

collective holiness of the Jewish people. We willingly submit our personal will to the wisdom of the Torah's leaders, knowing

that this is what gives our actions true permanence and spiritual validity.

When we realize that our personal avodah is bound up with the authority of the Chachamim, it changes how we look at

halacha. It is not a set of external restrictions, but the very foundation that holds our lives together. Just as the Sages have the

power to uphold the sanctity of a home, their guidance in our daily lives is what keeps us aligned with the will of Hashem.

Today, when making a decision or facing a dilemma, pause and ask yourself: "How does the Torah guide me here?" Actively

seek to align your personal will with the guidance of Chazal and the Shulchan Aruch, consciously placing your day under

the authority of the Torah.
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