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T HE  S U G Y A

In this daf, we are continuing our deep dive into the sugya of nullifying a get (bittul haget) and the machlokes between

Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel. We are looking at a case where a husband appoints a group of ten

people to write and deliver a get to his wife, and then wants to nullify the agency. The Gemara explores whether nullifying

the agency of some of these agents affects the rest of the group, and what the underlying reasoning is for Rabban Shimon

ben Gamliel's strict view.

We will also learn about a fascinating question raised by the Sages regarding a husband who tells a group, "All of you write

the get." The Gemara brings a baraita to try to resolve whether Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel's reasoning is based on the

concern that some agents won't know about the nullification, or if it is a fundamental rule that a matter established in front of

ten people requires ten people to revoke it. We will see how Rav Ashi and other Amoraim analyze these cases to bring us to a

clear halachic understanding.

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

EXPLANAT IO N

; לָּהּ  וּ לָה כּ טְ בָּ לֹא 

the agency is  not invalidated in its  entirety by the nullification of some of the agents;

EXPLANAT IO N

בוּ; יתְּ לִ בוּ וְ תְּ יכְ י – לִ יָהֲבִ י וְ בִ כָּתְ נָךְ  י הָ לִ זְ י אָ אִ וְ

and if those  other agents whose agency was not nullified g o, write , and g ive  the get, le t them write  and g ive  it, and we do

not worry about it.

EXPLANAT IO N

; לָּהּ  וּ לָה כּ טְ בָּ הּ  צָתָ קְ לָה מִ טְ בָּ  שֶׁ דוּת  בַר: עֵ ל סָ יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ ן  בָּ  רַ

But Rabban Shimon ben Gamlie l holds  that te stimony that was  invalidated in part of it is  invalidated in its  entirety,  and

the same applies to agency;

EXPLANAT IO N

י; יָהֲבִ י וְ בִ כָתְ י וְ לִ זְ אָ י, וְ עִ דְ נָךְ לָא יָ הָ וְ

and those  other agents do not know that the husband nullified the agency of their peers, and they might g o and write  and

g ive  the get,

EXPLANAT IO N

א. מָ לְ עָ ישׁ לְ ת אִ שֶׁ  רוּ אֵ שָׁ  וְ



and thereby mistakenly permit a married woman to the  world.

EXPLANAT IO N

; לָּהּ  וּ לָה כּ טְ בָּ הּ לֹא  צָתָ קְ לָה מִ טְ בָּ  שֶׁ דוּת  א עֵ מָ לְ י עָ לֵּ  כוּ א: דְּ ימָ ית אֵ עֵ בָּ י אִ וְ

And if you wish, say instead that everyone  ag rees  that te stimony that was  invalidated in part of it is  not invalidated in

its  entirety;

EXPLANAT IO N

י בֵּ יכָא  רִ ה – צְ רָ שְׂ י עַ פֵּ  אַ א בְּ דָ עבְ תְ מִ א דְּ תָ לְּ בַר: מִ סָ ל – קָ יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ ן  בָּ  רַ א דְּ מָ עְ ינוּ טַ יְ כָא, הַ הָ וְ

. פַהּ לְ שְׁ י מִ ה לְ רָ שְׂ עַ

and here , this  is  the  reason of Rabban Shimon ben Gamlie l: he  holds  that a matter that is  performed in the  presence  of

ten people requires  a forum of ten people to revoke  it.

QU E ST IO N

הוּ? ם״, מַ כֶ לְּ וּ ״כּ הוּ:  יָא לְ עְ בַּ י אִ

A dilemma was raised before  them: If the husband said to ten people, "All of you" write and give a get, what is  the halakha

according to Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel if he nullified it before only some of them?

QU E ST IO N

ן יוָ כֵּ י,  נֵ הָ לָּהּ – וְ  וּ לָה כּ טְ בָּ הּ  צָתָ קְ לָה מִ טְ בָּ  שֶׁ דוּת  בַר: עֵ סָ קָ וּם דְּ שּׁ  ל מִ יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ ן  בָּ  רַ א דְּ מָ עְ טַ

י; יָהֲבִ י וְ בִ כָּתְ צוּ  ם״, לָא מָ כֶ לְּ וּ ״כּ הוּ  ר לְ מַ אֲ דַּ

Is the  reason of Rabban Shimon ben Gamlie l because  he  holds  that te stimony that was  invalidated in part of it is

invalidated in its  entirety,  and we worry the others will act in ignorance? And as for these  remaining agents, s ince  he  said to

them "All of you," they cannot write  and g ive  it without the others anyway, so there is no concern of a mishap, and he can

nullify it before only some of them;

QU E ST IO N

ה, רָ שְׂ י עַ בֵּ י  פֵּ  אַ א בְּ דָ בְ עַ תְ מִ א דְּ תָ לְּ כֹּל מִ בַר:  סָ קָ וּם דְּ שּׁ  ל, מִ יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ ן  בָּ  רַ א דְּ מָ עְ א, טַ מָ לְ אוֹ דִ

י? ם״ נָמֵ כֶ לְּ וּ ״כּ וּ  ילּ פִ , אֲ ךְ כָּ  ילְ הִ פַהּ – וְ לְ שְׁ י מִ ה לְ רָ שְׂ י עַ בֵּ יכָא  רִ צְ

Or perhaps the  reason of Rabban Shimon ben Gamlie l is  because  he  holds  that any matter that is  performed in the

presence  of ten people requires  ten people to revoke  it, and therefore , even if he said "All of you," he must also  nullify it in

the presence of all ten?

PR O O F

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 נוּ גֵּ ״תְּ יִם:  נַ שְׁ  ר לִ מַ ע, אָ מַ שְׁ א  תָּ

Come and hear a resolution from a baraita: If one  said to two  people, "Give  a g et to my wife ," he  is  able  to nullify the

agency before this  one  not in the  presence  of that one ; these are the  words of Rabbi.

PR O O F

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  not able  to nullify it except before this  one  in the  presence  of that one .



PR O O F

י! יגִ לִ מוּ, וּפְ ם״ דָּ כֶ לְּ ״כוּ י  כִ יִם, דְּ נַ שְׁ א  הָ וְ

And yet a case of two  agents is  like  a case of "All of you," because a get cannot be written and signed by fewer than two, and

yet they disag ree ! This proves Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel's reason is that a matter requires the same forum to revoke it.

ANSWER

י; י נָמֵ כִ יבָה – הָ תִ י כְ דֵ עֵ י בְּ י: אִ שֵׁ  ב אָ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Ashi said: If the baraita was speaking of witnesses  of the  writing  and signing, indeed so ,  it would be a proof;

ANSWER

כָה. לָ י הוֹ דֵ עֵ ינַן, בְּ קִ סְ אי עָ מַ כָא בְּ הָ

but here  we  are  dealing  with witnesses  of de livery,  where one agent is sufficient to deliver it, so there is still a concern that

the other will deliver it in ignorance.

PR O O F

יפָא: י סֵ נֵ תָ קָ א, דְּ רָ בְּ תַּ  יסְ י מִ י נָמֵ כִ הָ

This  too stands to reason, as  the  latter clause  teaches :

PR O O F

י זֶה. נֵ פְ לֹּא בִּ  שֶׁ ל זֶה  טֵּ  בַ ל לְ מוֹ – יָכוֹ צְ י עַ נֵ פְ זֶה בִּ לָ מוֹ וְ י עצְ נֵ פְ זֶה בִּ ר לָ מַ אָ

If he  said to this  one  on his  own and to that one  on his  own, he  is  able  to nullify the agency of this  one  not in the

presence  of that one .

PR O O F

יר; פִּ  שַׁ כָה –  לָ י הוֹ דֵ עֵ א בְּ מָ לָ שְׁ  תְּ בִּ רַ מְ י אָ אִ

Granted, if you say it is speaking of witnesses  of de livery, it is  we ll,  as they can be appointed separately;

PR O O F

י?! פִ רְ טָ צְ י מִ יבָה, מִ תִ י כְ דֵ עֵ תְּ בְּ רַ מְ י אָ לָּא אִ  אֶ

but if you say it is speaking of witnesses  of writing , can they combine  to sign the get if they were appointed separately?

PR O O F

ד! חָ אֶ ם כְּ נֵיהֶ שְׁ אוּ  יִּרְ שֶׁ ד  פֶת, עַ רֶ טָ צְ ן מִ דוּתָ ין עֵ ר: אֵ ר מָ מַ א אָ הָ

But didn't the  Master say: Their te stimony does  not combine  until both of them see  the event as  one ,  together?

R EFU TAT IO N

. יהּ א לֵ ירָ בִ ה סְ חָ רְ ן קָ בֶּ עַ  שֻׁ  י יְהוֹ בִּ רַ כְּ א  מָ לְ דִּ

The Gemara rejects this: Perhaps he  holds  in accordance  with Rabbi Yehoshua ben Korcha,  who says that witnesses do not

need to see the event together to combine.



STATEMENT

ן בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ ן  בָּ  רַ כְּ א  דָ חֲ י, וַ בִּ רַ כְּ א  דָ י – חֲ תֵּ  רְ תַּ בָּא   י אַ בִּ רַ יהּ דְּ נֵּ י ית מִ עִ מַ שְׁ ה:  בַּר יְהוּדָ ל  מוּאֵ שְׁ ב  ר רַ מַ אָ

ל; יאֵ לִ מְ גַּ

Rav Shmuel bar Yehuda said: I heard from Rabbi Abba two  rulings regarding these disputes—one  in accordance  with

Rabbi, and one  in accordance  with Rabban Shimon ben Gamlie l;

STATEMENT

ל. יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ ן  בָּ ר כְּ י  הֵ י וְ בִּ רַ כְּ י  נָא הֵ עְ דַ לָא יָ וְ

and I do not know which is  in accordance  with Rabbi and which is  in accordance  with Rabban Shimon ben Gamlie l.

IN FER ENCE

ים. מִ כָ י חֲ רֵ בְ דִ כְּ י  בִּ ה רַ שָׂ עָ ה וְ שֶׂ עֲ ר: מַ מַ י, אָ ימִ ב דִּ א רַ י אֲתָ כִ נַן – דְּ י אֲ זֵ יחְ סֵף: נִ ב יוֹ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Yosef said: Let us  analyze  it ourse lves , for when Rav Dimi came  from Eretz Yisrael, he  said: There  was  an incident

and Rabbi acted in accordance  with the  words of the  Sag es  that a husband can nullify a get in court not in the agent's

presence.

IN FER ENCE

ית בֵּ כֹּחַ  ה  ן, מָ כֵּ ם  ל: אִ דוֹ גָּ א הַ טָ פַּרְ י  בִּ ל רַ שֶׁ נוֹ  ן בְּ בֶּ א  טָ פַּרְ ן  בֶּ זָר  עָ לְ י אֶ בִּ ל רַ שֶׁ נוֹ  א בְּ טָ פַּרְ י  בִּ יו רַ נָ פָ ר לְ מַ אָ

ין יָפֶה? דִּ

Rabbi Perata, the  son of Rabbi Elazar ben Perata, the  g randson of Rabbi Perata the  Great, said before  him: If so,

what advantag e  does  the  court have  if the husband can simply bypass their ordinance?

IN FER ENCE

ל. יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ ן  בָּ  רַ כְּ ה  שָׂ עָ י וְ בִּ זַר רַ חָ וְ

And Rabbi re tracted and acted in accordance  with Rabban Shimon ben Gamlie l,  ruling that the nullification is invalid.

IN FER ENCE

י. בִּ רַ כְּ ךְ  ל, הָ יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ ן  בָּ  רַ כְּ א  הָ דְּ וּמִ

And since  this  ruling is decided in accordance  with Rabban Shimon ben Gamlie l, that other ruling regarding the ten agents

must be in accordance  with Rabbi.

STATEMENT

ל. יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ ן  בָּ  רַ כְּ א  דָ חֲ י וַ בִּ רַ כְּ א  דָ בַר, חֲ א סָ שָׁ ן אוּ מִ יָּה דְּ  שִׁ יֹא י  בִּ ף רַ אַ וְ

And even Rabbi Yoshiya of Usha holds  that one  ruling is in accordance  with Rabbi and one  is in accordance  with

Rabban Shimon ben Gamlie l.

PR O O F

, יהּ מֵּ  א קַ רָ הוּא גַּבְ א הָ א, אֲתָ שָׁ ן אוּ מִ יָּה דְּ  שִׁ יֹא י  בִּ רַ יהּ דְּ מֵּ  ינַן קַ וֵ י הֲ בֵ ה סָ שָׁ  מְ נָה: חַ בַּר חָ בַּר  בָּה   ר רַ מַ אָ דְּ

. יהּ חֵ וּרְ ל כּ א עַ טָּ י יהּ גִּ לֵ קְ שְׁ  אַ וְ



As Rabbah bar bar Hanah said: We were  five  e lders  before  Rabbi Yoshiya of Usha, when a certain man came  before

him, and he  forced him to g ive  a g et ag ainst his  will.

PR O O F

. בוּ לַהּ תֻ וּרוּ וּכְ מּ טַּ  ילוּ אִ ן: זִ ר לַ מַ אֲ

He said to us: Go, hide  yourse lves , and write  the get for her,  so the husband cannot find you to nullify it.

PR O O F

י? וֵ אי הָ י מַ רִ מְּ טַּ י י מִ כִּ י,  בִּ רַ כְּ ךְ  תָּ  עְ א דַ קָ לְ י סָ אִ וְ

And if it enters  your mind that he holds in accordance  with Rabbi that a husband can nullify a get even not in the agent's

presence, when they hide , what of it? He could still nullify it in court!

PR O O F

; יהּ א לֵ ירָ בִ ל סְ יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ ן  בָּ  רַ כְּ נַּהּ  י ע מִ מַ שְׁ לָּא   אֶ

Rather, learn from this  that he  holds  in accordance  with Rabban Shimon ben Gamlie l that post facto, nullification not in

the agent's presence is invalid;

PR O O F

י! דּוֹרֵ בַּ י רוּ אִ דְּ בַּ י י? לִ וֹרֵ מּ טַּ  הוּ אִ ה לְ מָ ל, לְ יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ ן  בָּ  רַ כְּ י  ךְ נָמֵ ידַּ ךְ אִ תָּ  עְ א דַּ קָ לְ י סָ אִ וְ

and if it enters  your mind that the  other ruling regarding ten agents is also in accordance  with Rabban Shimon ben

Gamlie l, why did they need to hide? Let them scatter,  and then he could never nullify it before all of them!

PR O O F

ל. יאֵ לִ מְ ן גַּ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ ן  בָּ  רַ כְּ א  דָ חֲ י, וַ בִּ רַ כְּ א  דָ נַּהּ – חֲ י ע מִ מַ שְׁ לָּא   אֶ

Rather, learn from this  that one  ruling is in accordance  with Rabbi, and one  is in accordance  with Rabban Shimon ben

Gamlie l.

R U L ING

ן. יהֶ תֵּ  שְׁ  י בִּ בִּ רַ כְּ כָה  לָ ן: הֲ מָ ב נַחְ ר רַ מַ בָא אָ רָ וְ

And Rava said that Rav Nachman said: The  halakha is  in accordance  with Rabbi in both of them.

QU E ST IO N

ין יָפֶה״?! ית דִּ בֵּ כֹּחַ  ה  ״מָ ן  מָ ב נַחְ רַ יהּ לְ ית לֵ לֵ וְ

The Gemara asks: And does  Rav Nachman not hold of the principle "what advantag e  does  the  court have"?

QU E ST IO N

ל: מוּאֵ שְׁ ר  מַ ן, אָ מָ ב נַחְ ר רַ מַ אָ הָ וְ

But didn't Rav Nachman say that Shmuel said:

S U M M A RY



The Gemara analyzes the machlokes between Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel regarding a husband

who nullifies a get in front of only some of his appointed agents. We explore two possible reasons for Rabban Shimon ben

Gamliel's view: either he holds that testimony partially invalidated is entirely invalidated (nimtza echad mehen karov o pasul),

or he holds that a matter established in the presence of ten requires ten to revoke it. A dilemma is raised regarding a case

where the husband said "all of you write," which is analyzed through a baraita discussing two agents. Rav Ashi distinguishes

between witnesses of writing and witnesses of delivery, and the Gemara concludes with Rav Yosef bringing a report from Rav

Dimi about a practical ruling of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and the response of Rabbi Perata regarding the standing and strength

of the Beis Din.

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

In our sugya, we encounter a powerful principle of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel: "A matter that is performed in the presence

of ten people requires the presence of ten people to revoke it." When a husband appoints a group to write a get, he cannot

simply whisper a cancellation to one or two of them on the side. The undoing of an act must match the weight, the respect,

and the forum of the act itself.

How often do we make a beautiful, public commitment to our family, our community, or to Hashem, only to let it quietly slip

away in private? We make a kabbalah (resolution) in a moment of inspiration, surrounded by others, but when the excitement

fades, we cancel it in the dark corners of our mind where nobody is looking.

True yiras Shamayim and integrity mean that we treat our commitments with the same gravity when we step away from them

as we did when we took them on. If you made a promise or started a good practice with strength and presence, do not let it

dissolve through neglect or quiet compromise. Respect your own holy moments.

Today, pick one commitment or resolution you made in a moment of inspiration that has started to slip away. Recommit to it

with the same energy and focus you had when you first took it upon yourself.
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