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T HE  S U G Y A

In this daf, we continue our deep dive into the sugya of validating a get when the shliach cannot testify on the entire

document himself. The Gemara focuses on a case where the shliach testifies on his own signature and joins with another

witness to validate the second signature, exploring why the Chachamim declared this invalid. We will see a beautiful

discussion between Rava and Rav Ashi regarding whether this is due to a gezeirah—lest people mistakenly apply this lenient

standard to ordinary financial documents—or because a get cannot be validated through a combination of two different

types of halachic credibility.

To clarify these principles, the Gemara analyzes our Mishnah's ruling regarding a shliach who testifies that the get was written

in his presence but only half of it was signed in his presence. We will see how this Mishnah is understood according to Rava,

Rav Ashi, and Rav Chisda. Finally, the Gemara brings a fascinating parallel discussion from Hilchos Shabbos regarding

whether two different types of halachic partitions can combine to form a single ten-handbreadth boundary.

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

STATEMENT

סוּל. פָּ י –  נִ שֵׁ ת יַד  ימַ ל חֲתִ ין עַ ידִ עִ ר מְ חֵ אַ הוּא וְ

If he ,  the agent, and another person te stify on the  s ig nature  of the  second witness, the get is invalid.

QU E ST IO N

א? מָ עְ אי טַ מַ

What is  the  reason for this?

ANSWER

א. דָ הֲ ד סָ חַ א דְּ מָּ וּ פּ נָא אַ מוֹ מָ א דְ עָ יבְ י רִ כֵ יק נְ א נָפֵ קָ א, וְ מָ לְ עָ רוֹת דְּ טָ שְׁ יּוּם  קִ י בְּ פֵ וֹ לּ יחַ אִ תוּ לְ אָ

Because people might come to confuse  this with the  general ratification of documents  of the  world,  and as a result, money

minus a quarter will g o out based on the  mouth of one  witness .

O BJECT IO N

כָּא י אִ א דְּ תָּ  שְׁ  ר; הַ שֵׁ  כָּ א,  וּרָ יבּ יהּ דִּ לֵּ  כוּ יהוּ לְ יהּ אִ יק לֵ סֵּ  וּ מַ ילּ אִ י, דְּ ידֵּ כָּא מִ י י אִ י: מִ שֵׁ  ב אָ יף לַהּ רַ קֵ תְ מַ

סוּל?! פָּ  , יהּ דֵ בַּהֲ ד  חַ

Rav Ashi objects  to this : Is  there  any s ituation where  if he  himse lf would complete  his  entire  statement by saying 'It

was written in my presence and signed in my presence' the get is valid, and now that there  is  another witness with him to help, it

is invalid?!

STATEMENT



סוּל. פָּ י״ –  נִ שֵׁ ד  י הוּא עֵ נִ ״אֲ ר  מֵ וּ אוֹ ילּ פִ י: אֲ שֵׁ  ב אָ ר רַ מַ לָּא אָ  אֶ

Rather, Rav Ashi said: Even if the agent says , "I am the  second witness" who signed, it is invalid.

EXPLANAT IO N

ים. מִ כָ נַת חֲ קָּ תַ וֹ בְּ לּ וּ ט, אוֹ כּ גֵּ יּוּם הַ קִ וֹ בְּ לּ וּ א? אוֹ כּ מָ עְ אי טַ מַ

What is  the  reason? A get must be validated e ither entire ly throug h the  ratification of the  g et like other documents, or

entire ly throug h the  Rabbinic decree  of the agent's declaration.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

סוּל. פָּ ״,  יוֹ צְ ם חֶ תַּ  י נֶחְ נַ פָ , בְּ וֹ לּ וּ ב כּ תַּ  כְ י נִ נַ פָ ״בְּ נַן:  תְּ

We learned in our Mishnah: If the agent says, "In my presence  all of it was  written, and in my presence  half of it was

sig ned," it is invalid.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N

י? מֵ י דָ יכִ יוֹ הֵ צְ ךְ חֶ ידַּ אִ

With regard to the  other half of the signatures, what are  the  circumstances?

O BJECT IO N

י נַ פָ ״בְּ ר  מֵ ד אוֹ חָ אֶ ב״ וְ תַּ  כְ י נִ נַ פָ ״בְּ ר  מֵ ד אוֹ חָ א אֶ תָּ  שְׁ  ל; הַ לָ כְּ יהּ  לֵ יד עֲ הֵ סְ א מַ קָ כָּא דְּ י לֵ א דְּ ימָ לֵּ י אִ

יָא?! עְ בַּ י יוֹ מִ צְ סוּל; חֶ פָּ ה,  ימָ לַּהּ חֲתִ  וּ כּ יד אַ הֵ סְ מַ אי קָ הַ יבָה וְ תִ כְּ לַּהּ   וּ כּ יד אַ הֵ סְ מַ אי קָ הַ ם״, דְּ תַּ  נֶחְ

If we  say that there  is  no one  who te stifies  about it at all, now if one  says  "In my presence  it was  written" and one  says

"In my presence  it was  s ig ned," where  this  one  te stifies  on all the  writing  and that one  te stifies  on all the  s ig ning , it is

invalid; is it necessary to state that only half of it being testified to is invalid?!

EXPLANAT IO N

א. דָּ סְ ב חִ רַ דְּ י מִ קֵ וֹ פּ אַ לְ י, וּ שֵׁ  ב אָ רַ דְ כִּ בָא אוֹ  רָ דְ כִּ לָּא אוֹ   אֶ

Rather, it must be referring to a case where there is additional testimony, e ither according  to Rava where the agent joins another

to testify on the second signature, or according  to Rav Ashi where he testifies on his own signature, and this is to exclude  the

opinion of Rav Chisda who invalidates even with a full ratification of the second signature.

ANSWER

י? ה לִ מָּ  ם״ לָ תַּ  י נֶחְ נַ פָ ל לֹא בְּ ב אֲבָ תַּ  כְ י נִ נַ פָ ״בְּ  , יךְ מָ עְ טַ לְ א: וּ דָּ סְ ב חִ ךָ רַ ר לְ מַ אָ

Rav Chisda could say to you: And according  to your reasoning , why do I need the clause in the Mishnah of "In my

presence  it was  written but not in my presence  was  it s ig ned" to teach that it is invalid?



EXPLANAT IO N

י. נֵ תָ ף זוֹ קָ י לָא זוֹ אַ כָא נָמֵ י, הָ נֵ תָ ף זוֹ קָ לָּא לֹא זוֹ אַ  אֶ

Rather, the Tanna teaches  in the style of 'not only this , but also that',  and here  too, the Tanna teaches  'not only this , but

also that'.

STATEMENT

וֹ לּ וּ יצָה אוֹ כּ חִ מְ וֹ בִּ לּ וּ א אוֹ כּ יְּהֵ שֶׁ ד  ין, עַ פִ רְ טָ צְ ין מִ ה – אֵ שָּׁ   מִ יצָה חֲ חִ ה וּמְ שָּׁ   מִ ידּוּד חֲ א: גִּ דָּ סְ ב חִ ר רַ מַ אָ

ידּוּד. גִ בְּ

Rav Chisda said: An embankment of five  handbreadths and a partition of five  handbreadths do not join tog ether to form a

partition of ten, unless  it is  e ither entire ly a partition or entire ly an embankment.

STATEMENT

ין. פִ רְ טָ צְ ה – מִ שָּׁ   מִ יצָה חֲ חִ ה וּמְ שָּׁ   מִ ידּוּד חֲ ר: גִּ ימָ רִ שׁ מָ רֵ דָּ

Mareimar expounded: An embankment of five  and a partition of five  do join tog ether.

R U L ING

ין. פִ רְ טָ צְ א: מִ תָ כְ לְ הִ וְ

And the  halacha is : They join tog ether.

QU E ST IO N

ין? אִ צָ חֲ הוֹרוֹת לַ ין טְ ין, אוֹ אֵ אִ צָ חֲ הוֹרוֹת לַ יִם – טְ דַ פָא: יָ ילְ י אִ עֵ בָּ

Ilfa raised a dilemma: Can hands become pure  in halves , or do they not become pure  in halves?

QU E ST IO N

י? מֵ י דָּ יכִ הֵ

What are  the  circumstances?

O BJECT IO N

יִם! נַ שְׁ  וּ לִ ילּ פִ אֲ ד וַ חָ אֶ יִם, לְ דַ יָּ  ין לַ לִ טְ ית נוֹ יעִ בִ רְ נַן: מֵ א תְּ הָ ית, וְ יעִ בִ רְ י מֵ רֵ י תְ בֵּ וּ  שׁ א מָ קָ א דְּ ימָ לֵּ י אִ

If we  say that two people  wash from a quarter-log  of water, but didn't we  learn in a Mishnah: From a quarter-log  we

wash hands, for one  and even for two!

O BJECT IO N

הוֹרוֹת! יו טְ דָ יפָה, יָ טִ שְׁ  ת בִּ חַ אַ ילָה, וְ טִ נְ ת בִּ חַ דוֹ אַ ל יָ טֵ נּוֹ נַן: הַ תְ הָ , וְ יהּ דֵ א יְ דָ א חֲ דָ י חֲ שֵׁ  א מָ קָ לָּא דְּ  אֶ וְ

But rather, is it that he  washes  his  hands one  by one? But didn't we  learn in a Mishnah: One  who washes  one  hand with

pouring  and one  with dipping , his  hands are  pure !

O BJECT IO N

ין! אִ צָ חֲ הוֹרוֹת לַ ין טְ יִם – אֵ דַ נַּאי: יָ י יַ בִּ י רַ בֵ י דְּ רִ מְ אָ הָ , וְ יהּ דֵ יָ א דְּ גָ לְ פַּ א  גָ לְ פַּ י  שֵׁ  א מָ קָ לָּא דְּ  אֶ וְ



But rather, is it that he  washes  half and half of his  hand? But didn't the  school of Rabbi Yannai say: Hands do not

become pure  in halves!

ANSWER

. חַ פֵ ה טוֹ קֶ שְׁ  כָּא מַ י אִ יכָא, דְּ רִ לָא צְ

No, it is  necessary for a case where  there  is  moisture  that is  wet enoug h to wet other thing s .

QU E ST IO N

נַן: תְ הָ י? וְ וֵ אי הָ חַ מַ פֵ ה טוֹ קֶ שְׁ  כָּא מַ י י אִ כִ וְ

And when there  is  moisture  that is  wet enoug h to wet other thing s, what of it? But didn't we  learn in a Mishnah:

S U M M A RY

The Gemara concludes that a get is invalid if the shliach attempts to validate it using a combination of his own shlichus

testimony and standard signature ratification. Rav Ashi explains that we require a get to be validated entirely through one

halachic track—either fully through the rabbinic decree of the shliach's declaration, or fully through standard court

ratification. This principle is tested against the Mishnah's case of a shliach who witnesses only half the signing, which the

Gemara uses to analyze the views of Rava, Rav Ashi, and Rav Chisda. Ultimately, the Gemara connects this concept of

combining different halachic mechanisms to a dispute between Rav Chisda and Mareimar regarding Hilchos Shabbos, where

we rule leniently that an embankment and a partition can indeed join together to form the required ten-handbreadth

boundary.

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

In today's daf, Rav Ashi teaches us a profound principle about how we establish truth and validity. He explains that a get

cannot be validated by a combination of two different types of credibility; it must be authenticated "either entirely through

the ratification of the bill of divorce, or entirely via the rabbinic decree." We cannot patch together half of one system and

half of another to make something kosher. It has to be complete, consistent, and whole.

How often in our own avodah do we try to live in two different worlds at the same time, patching together a spiritual life out

of contradictory pieces? We might try to bring the standards of the street into our homes, while still expecting our children to

have pure yiras Shamayim. Or we try to run our businesses with a bit of worldly corner-cutting, while expecting our tefillah to

be perfectly pure. The Gemara is teaching us that real, lasting spiritual structures cannot be built on half-measures and mixed

systems.

To build a true bayis ne'eman in Yisrael, and to truly stand before Hashem, we need consistency. Our inside must match our

outside, and our standards in one area of life must align with our standards in another. When we strive for this wholeness, our

avodah becomes solid, beautiful, and enduring.

Today, choose one area of your life where you have been compromising or mixing standards, and bring it into complete

alignment with your true values of yiras Shamayim.
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