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T HE  S U G Y A

In this shiur, we will be learning the sugya on Daf 16b, where the Gemara continues to delve into the machlokes between the

Rabbis and Rabbi Yehuda regarding a get brought from overseas. We will look closely at the different versions of Rabbi

Yoḥanan's opinion regarding whether two agents who bring a get must make the declaration of "it was written in our

presence and signed in our presence."

We will also see how the Gemara connects this discussion to the fundamental machlokes between Rabba and Rava regarding

the underlying reason for the declaration—whether it is because of a lack of experts in writing a get lishmah, or because of a

lack of witnesses to ratify the signatures. The Gemara will analyze whether these Amoraic opinions are actually a dispute

among the Tanna'im.

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

STATEMENT

ר. שֵׁ  כָּ

it is valid.

IN FER ENCE

ם״. תַּ  ינוּ נֶחְ נֵ פָ ב וּבְ תַּ  כְ ינוּ נִ נֵ פָ ״בְּ רוּ:  יֹּאמְ  שֶׁ ין  יכִ רִ ין צְ יָּם, אֵ  ינַת הַ דִ מְּ ט מִ יאוּ גֵּ בִ הֵ שֶׁ יִם  נַ שְׁ בַר  סָ א קָ מָ לְ אַ

Consequently, he  holds  that two who broug ht a g et from overseas , do not need to say: "In our presence  it was  written

and in our presence  it was  s ig ned."

O BJECT IO N

ם״ תַּ  י נֶחְ נַ פָ ״בְּ ר  מֵ ד אוֹ חָ אֶ ב״ וְ תַּ  כְ ינוּ נִ נֵ פָ ״בְּ ים  רִ מְ יִם אוֹ נַ שְׁ י:  נֵ תָ קָ יפָא דְּ ה, סֵ תָּ  עַ לָּא מֵ  י: אֶ יֵ בָּ  יהּ אַ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

יר; שִׁ  כְ ה מַ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ סוּל, וְ פָּ  –

Abaye  said to him: If so, consider the  latter clause  which teaches: Two say "In our presence  it was  written" and one

says  "In my presence  it was  s ig ned" — it is invalid, and Rabbi Yehuda declares  it valid;

IN FER ENCE

נַן?! בָּ  י רַ רִ שְׁ  כְ ם – מַ נֵיהֶ שְׁ י  דֵ ת יְ חַ תַּ  צֵא מִ ט יוֹ א גֵּ ם, הָ נֵיהֶ שְׁ י  דֵ ת יְ חַ תַּ  צֵא מִ ט יוֹ גֵּ ין הַ אֵ א דְּ מָ עְ טַ

is the reason that it is invalid only because the  g et does  not emerg e  from under the  hands of both of them, but if the g et

emerg es  from under the  hands of both of them — would the  Rabbis  declare  it valid?

ANSWER

ין. : אִ יהּ ר לֵ מַ אֲ



He said to him: Yes , indeed.

QU E ST IO N

י? יגִ לִ פְּ אי  מַ ם בְּ נֵיהֶ שְׁ י  דֵ ת יְ חַ תַּ  צֵא מִ ט יוֹ ין גֵּ י אֵ כִ וְ

And when the  g et does  not emerg e  from under the  hands of both of them, in what principle do they arg ue?

EXPLANAT IO N

ינַן. זְרִ בַר: לָא גָּ ר סָ ד; וּמָ חָ ד אֶ עֵ א – בְּ מָ לְ עָ רוֹת דְּ טָ שְׁ יּוּם  קִ י בְּ פֵ וֹ לּ יחַ אִ יָא לְ תְ א אָ מָ לְ ינַן דִּ זְרִ בַר: גָּ ר סָ מָ

One Master holds: We decree  it invalid le st it come  to be  confused with the  ratification of g eneral documents  — with

one  witness ; and one Master holds: We do not decree .

STATEMENT

י דֵ ת יְ חַ תַּ  צֵא מִ ט יוֹ וּ גֵּ ילּ פִ נָן: אֲ חָ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ ה, אָ בַּר יְהוּדָ ל  מוּאֵ שְׁ ב  ר רַ מַ : אָ י לַהּ רִ מְ ינָא אָ חֲרִ נָא אַ שָּׁ  י לִ

סוּל. פָּ ם –  נֵיהֶ שְׁ

Another version they say of it: Rav Shmuel bar Yehuda said that Rabbi Yochanan said: Even if the g et emerg es  from

under the  hands of both of them — it is invalid.

IN FER ENCE

ם״. תַּ  ינוּ נֶחְ נֵ פָ ב וּבְ תַּ  כְ ינוּ נִ נֵ פָ ״בְּ רוּ  יֹּאמְ  שֶׁ ין  יכִ רִ יָּם, צְ  ינַת הַ דִ מְּ ט מִ יאוּ גֵּ בִ הֵ שֶׁ יִם  נַ שְׁ בַר  סָ א קָ מָ לְ אַ

Consequently, he  holds  that two who broug ht a g et from overseas , need to say "In our presence  it was  written and in

our presence  it was  s ig ned."

O BJECT IO N

ם״ תַּ  י נֶחְ נַ פָ ״בְּ ר  מֵ ד אוֹ חָ אֶ ב״ וְ תַּ  כְ ינוּ נִ נֵ פָ ״בְּ ים  רִ מְ יִם אוֹ נַ שְׁ י:  נֵ תָ קָ יפָא דְּ ה, סֵ תָּ  עַ לָּא מֵ  י: אֶ יֵ בָּ  יהּ אַ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

נַן?! בָּ  י רַ לִ סְ פָּ ם  נֵיהֶ שְׁ י  דֵ ת יְ חַ תַּ  צֵא מִ ט יוֹ וּ גֵּ ילּ פִ יר; אֲ שִׁ  כְ ה מַ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ סוּל, וְ פָּ  –

Abaye  said to him: If so, consider the  latter clause  which teaches: Two say "In our presence  it was  written" and one

says  "In my presence  it was  s ig ned" — it is invalid, and Rabbi Yehuda declares  it valid; is it true that even when the g et

emerg es  from under the  hands of both of them, the  Rabbis  declare  it invalid?

ANSWER

ין. : אִ יהּ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

He said to him: Yes .

QU E ST IO N

י? גִ לְ פַּ י א מִ אי קָ מַ בְּ

In what principle do they arg ue?

EXPLANAT IO N

. ימוֹ יְּ קַ ין לְ יִ צוּ ים מְ דִ ין עֵ אֵ שֶׁ י  פִ בַר: לְ ר סָ , וּמָ הּ מָ שְׁ  ין לִ יאִ קִ ין בְּ אֵ שֶׁ י  פִ בַר: לְ ר סָ מָ



One Master holds: The reason for the declaration is because  they are  not expert in writing it lishmah; and one Master

holds: The reason is because  witnesses  are  not available  to ratify it.

QU E ST IO N

יא? י הִ נָּאֵ  תַּ בָא  רָ בָּה וְ  רַ א דְּ ימָ לֵ

Shall we  say that the dispute of Rabba and Rava is  a dispute of Tannaim?

R E SO LU T IO N

א, מָּ  נָא קַ שָּׁ  י לִ כְּ ץ  רֵ תָ בָא מְ לָא; רָ

No; Rava re solves  the difficulty according  to the  first version,

R E SO LU T IO N

דוּ; מְ לָּ  שֶׁ ר  חַ אַ ינַן – לְ קִ סְ אי עָ מַ כָא בְּ הָ , וְ הּ מָ שְׁ  ינַן לִ עֵ בָּ א  מָ לְ י עָ לֵּ  כוּ : דְּ ךְ ר לָ מַ בָּה אָ  רַ וְ

and Rabba could say to you: Everyone  ag rees  we  require  the declaration because of lishmah, and here  with what are  we

dealing ? After they learned to write it lishmah;

EXPLANAT IO N

ינַן. זְרִ בַר לָא גָּ ר סָ ינַן, וּמָ זְרִ בַר גָּ ר סָ מָ י – דְּ גִ לְ פַּ י מִ לוֹ קָ קוּ לְ קִ בָר לְ דָּ זוֹר הַ א יַחְ מָּ  שֶׁ ה  ירָ זֵ גְ וּבִ

and reg arding  a decree  le st the  matter re turn to its  corrupt state  they arg ue  — as  one Master holds  we  decree , and

one Master holds  we  do not decree .

QU E ST IO N

א! שָׁ י רֵ ה בְּ י יְהוּדָ בִּ י רַ לוֹג נָמֵ יפְ לִ וְ

But le t Rabbi Yehuda arg ue  also in the  first clause  of the Mishnah!

ANSWER

נָה. וֹ אשׁ בָּרִ ף  ה אַ י יְהוּדָ בִּ יָה רַ לוּק הָ לָּא: חָ  ר עוּ מַ , אָ לַהּ ר עֲ מַ תְּ א אִ הָ

But sure ly it was  stated on this , Ulla said: Rabbi Yehuda was  in disag reement even in the  first clause.

O BJECT IO N

ת. רֶ חֶ אַ לֹא בְּ זוֹ וְ יר בְּ שִׁ  כְ ה מַ י יְהוּדָ בִּ לָּא: רַ  עוּ יָא לְ עְ שַׁ  ב אוֹ יב רַ תִ מֵ

Rav Oshaya challeng ed Ulla: A Baraisa states, "Rabbi Yehuda declares  valid in this  case and not in another."

IN FER ENCE

ם״?! תַּ  י נֶחְ נַ פָ ״בְּ ר  מֵ ד אוֹ חָ אֶ ב״ וְ תַּ  כְ י נִ נַ פָ ״בְּ ר  מֵ ד אוֹ חָ י אֶ טֵ עוֹ מַ או לְ אי, לָ מַ

What, is  it not to exclude  the case where one  says  "In my presence  it was  written" and one  says  "In my presence  it was

sig ned"?

ANSWER

ב״ – תַּ  כְ י נִ נַ פָ ל לֹא בְּ ם אֲבָ תַּ  י נֶחְ נַ פָ ״בְּ י  טֵ עוֹ מַ לָא, לְ



No, it is to exclude  a case where only one witness says "In my presence  it was  s ig ned but not in my presence  was  it

written" —

EXPLANAT IO N

י תֵ א אָ מָ לְ ; דִּ לוֹ קוּ לְ קִ בָר לְ זוֹר דָּ א יַחְ מָּ  שֶׁ ה  ירָ זֵ ה גְּ י יְהוּדָ בִּ זַר רַ לָא גָּ יל וְ אִ ינָא: הוֹ מֵ ךְ אָ תָּ  עְ א דַּ קָ לְ סָ

ן. ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ זַר; קָ י לָא גָּ ד – נָמֵ חָ ד אֶ עֵ א, בְּ מָ לְ עָ רוֹת דְּ טָ שְׁ יּוּם  קִ י בְּ פֵ וֹ לּ חַ אִ לְ

for it might enter your mind to say: Since  Rabbi Yehuda did not decree  a decree  le st the  matter re turn to its  corrupt

state , perhaps  regarding the concern that it mig ht come  to be  confused with the  ratification of g eneral documents  with

one  witness  — he  also did not decree ; therefore  it teaches  us  that he does decree in that case.

STATEMENT

נַן. בָּ  רַ ה וְ י יְהוּדָ בִּ ת רַ לוֹקֶ חְ מַ אנוּ לְ בָּ יָּם,   ינַת הַ דִ מְּ ט מִ יאוּ גֵּ בִ הֵ שֶׁ יִם  נַ שְׁ ה:  ב יְהוּדָ ר רַ מַ י, אָ ר נָמֵ מַ תְּ אִ

It was  also stated, Rav Yehuda said: Two who broug ht a g et from overseas , we  have  arrived at the  dispute  of Rabbi

Yehuda and the  Rabbis .

STATEMENT

. יהּ בֵּ י  לֵ יּוֹ שַׁ  בָּה, לְ  רַ ה וְ ב יְהוּדָ יהּ רַ בֵּ גַ , עוּל לְ שׁ לַ נָה חֲ בַּר חָ בַּר  בָּה   רַ

Rabba bar bar Chana was  weak, so Rav Yehuda and Rabba entered to him, to inquire  about him.

QU E ST IO N

ין ם״, אוֹ אֵ תַּ  ינוּ נֶחְ נֵ פָ ב וּבְ תַּ  כְ ינוּ נִ נֵ פָ ״בְּ רוּ  יֹּאמְ  שֶׁ ין  יכִ רִ יָּם, צְ  ינַת הַ דִ מְּ ט מִ יאוּ גֵּ בִ הֵ שֶׁ יִם  נַ שְׁ  : יהּ נֵּ י עוֹ מִ בְּ

ין? יכִ רִ צְ

They asked of him: Two who broug ht a g et from overseas , do they need to say "In our presence  it was  written and in

our presence  it was  s ig ned," or do they not need to say it?

ANSWER

י?! נִ ימְ הֵ י לָא מְ ״, מִ הּ שָׁ  ירְ ינוּ גֵּ נֵ פָ ״בְּ רוּ  יֹאמְ וּ  ילּ ה אִ ין – מָ יכִ רִ ין צְ ם: אֵ ר לָהֶ מַ אָ

He said to them: They do not need — for what if they were  to say "In our presence  he  divorced her," would they not

be  be lieved?!

STATEMENT

הוּא א הָ י, אֲתָ כִ הָ דְּ אַ

In the  meantime , there  came  a certain

S U M M A RY

The Gemara presents two versions of Rabbi Yoḥanan's ruling on whether two agents bringing a get must make the

declaration. In the first version, they do not need to make the declaration, and the machlokes between the Rabbis and Rabbi

Yehuda in the latter clause of our Mishnah is based on a rabbinic decree regarding the ratification of documents. In the

second version, Rabbi Yoḥanan holds that even two agents must make the declaration, which aligns with Rabba's view that

the decree is due to a lack of expertise in writing a get lishmah. The Gemara explains that according to this second version,

the Tanna'im are arguing over whether we decree a get invalid lest the people overseas return to their previous state of



ignorance regarding lishmah. Finally, the Gemara discusses Ulla's view that Rabbi Yehuda actually disagrees with the Rabbis

even in the first clause of the Mishnah, and addresses a challenge to this from a baraita.

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

In our daf, the Gemara discusses the rabbinic decree requiring the declaration "it was written and signed in my presence"

even after the Jews overseas had already learned the proper halachos. The Rabbis ruled that the declaration must remain, out

of a concern "lest the matter return to its corrupt state"—meaning, if we let down our guard just because things are currently

stable, people will eventually forget and slip back into their old, mistaken ways.

This contains a profound lesson for our personal avodah. How often do we make positive changes in our lives, establish a

beautiful daily learning seder, or work hard to fix a bad middah, only to let our guard down once we feel secure? We think,

"I have this under control now, I don't need those extra boundaries anymore." But the human nature the Torah describes is

that without constant, active safeguards, we naturally drift backward. The moment we stop protecting our spiritual

achievements is the moment they begin to slip away.

To keep your spiritual growth alive and lasting, you must treat your good habits with the same vigilance you did when you

first started. Do not dismantle the boundaries and structures that helped you grow in the first place, even if you feel you have

outgrown them.

Identify one spiritual boundary or daily commitment that you have recently started to take lightly, and consciously reinforce

it today to ensure your growth remains secure.
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