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T HE  S U G Y A

In this daf, we begin with a poignant look at the bitter realities of galus. The Gemara shares a story of a Persian priest who

took away the light from our Sages on their holiday, prompting Rabba to cry out to Hashem to let us live either under His

protective shadow or at least under the rule of Rome, which was less oppressive at that time. This leads the Gemara into a

deep discussion comparing the harsh decrees of the Romans with the changing conditions under the Persians in Babylonia,

reminding us of the constant hashgachah of Hashem over His children in every exile.

We then return to the sugyos of Gittin, analyzing a dispute in our Mishnah regarding the validity of a get when there is a mix

of witnesses testifying to its writing and signing. The Gemara delves into Rabbi Yoḥanan's view on whether the agent himself

must produce the get to make it valid, and we see a beautiful shimush chachamim as Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi clarify the exact

halachic ruling. We also learn a new Mishnah regarding the timing of the writing and signing of a get, and begin exploring

the essential Rabbinic reasons for dating a get.

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

STATEMENT

יהוּ. יְ מַּ  קַּ א מִ גָ רָ שְׁ  לָה לִ קַ שְׁ א,  רָ בְ חַ

A Persian prie st came and took the  lamp from before  them,  as it was their festival day when they forbade lighting lamps

outside their temples.

STATEMENT

ו. שָׂ בַר עֵ לָּא דְּ  טוּ , אוֹ בְּ ךְ לָּ  טוּ נָא! אוֹ בְּ מָ חֲ ר: רַ מַ אֲ

Rabba said: Merciful One! Either let us live in Your shadow, or at least in the  shadow of the  son of Esav,  meaning the

Romans, whose decrees are less oppressive than these.

QU E ST IO N

י?! אֵ סָ פָּרְ  וּ מִ לּ עַ י מְ אֵ מָ רוֹ א דְּ רָ ימְ מֵ לְ

The Gemara asks: Is  this  to say that the  Romans are  better than the  Persians?

O BJECT IO N

״? הּ מָ קוֹ ת מְ ע אֶ הוּא יָדַ כָּהּ וְ  רְ ין דַּ בִ ים הֵ לֹהִ ״אֱ יב:  תִ כְ אי דִּ יָּיא, מַ  י חִ בִּ י רַ נֵ תָ הָ וְ

But didn't Rabbi Chiyya teach a braisa explaining what is  the meaning of that which is  written: "G-d understands her way,

and He  knows her place"?

PR O O F

ל. בָבֶ ם לְ לָה אוֹתָ גְ הִ ד וְ מַ ים, עָ יִּ מִ ת רוֹ זֵירַ ל גְּ בֵּ  קַ ין לְ לִ כוֹ ין יְ אֵ שֶׁ ל  אֵ רָ שְׂ יִ בָּרוּךְ הוּא בְּ שׁ  דוֹ קָּ עַ הַ דֵ יוֹ



This means: The Holy One , Ble ssed be  He , knows reg arding  Israe l that they cannot endure  the  decrees  of the  Romans,

so He arose  and exiled them to Bave l,  where the Persians rule, because their rule is easier to bear!

R E SO LU T IO N

ל. בָבֶ י לְ בָּרֵ  אֲתוֹ חַ ר דַּ בָתַ א לְ ל, הָ בָבֶ י לְ בָּרֵ  יתוֹ חַ נֵ י דְּ מֵּ  קַּ א מִ יָא; הָ שְׁ  לָא קַ

The Gemara answers: This is not difficult; this  statement of Rabbi Chiyya was before  the  Persian prie sts  came  to Bave l,

when the rule was gentle, whereas this  statement of Rabba was after the  Persian prie sts  came  to Bave l and began their harsh

decrees.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ר: שֵׁ  כָּ ם״ –  תַּ  ינוּ נֶחְ נֵ פָ ״בְּ ים  רִ מְ יִם אוֹ נַ שְׁ ב״ וּ תַּ  כְ י נִ נַ פָ ״בְּ ר  מֵ ד אוֹ חָ אֶ

The Gemara returns to the Mishnah: If one  says , "In my presence  it was  written," and two say, "In our presence  it was

sig ned," it is  valid.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

STATEMENT

ל זֶה יִם עַ נַ שְׁ  כִּ וּ  שׂ נַעֲ יבָה, דְּ תִ כְּ ד  ת יַד עֵ חַ תַּ  צֵא מִ ט יוֹ גֵּ הַ שֶׁ לָּא   נוּ אֶ שָׁ נָן: לֹא  חָ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ י אָ מֵּ  י אַ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

ל זֶה; יִם עַ נַ שְׁ  כִ וְ

Rabbi Ami said that Rabbi Yochanan said: They only taug ht this where  the  g et is  produced from the  hand of the

witness  of the  writing ,  who acts as the agent, for then they become like  two  witnesses on this  writing (the agent and the

scribe) and like  two on that signing;

STATEMENT

סוּל. פָּ ה –  ימָ י חֲתִ דֵ י עֵ דֵ ת יְ חַ תַּ  ל מִ אֲבָ

but if the get is produced from the  hands of the  witnesses  of the  s ig ning , it is  invalid,  because the single witness to the

writing is not the agent and his testimony is not joined.

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

The Gemara notes: Consequently, he  holds  that two who bring  a g et from overseas  must say, "In our presence  it was

written and in our presence  it was  s ig ned."

QU E ST IO N

י 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 א דְּ שָׁ י ה, רֵ תָּ  עַ לָּא מֵ  י, אֶ סִּ י אַ בִּ יהּ רַ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

יר; שִׁ  כְ ה מַ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ סוּל, וְ פָּ ם״ –  תַּ  נֶחְ



Rabbi Assi said to him: If that is  so, how do you explain the  first clause  which teaches: If two say, "In our presence  it

was  written," and one  says , "In my presence  it was  s ig ned," it is  invalid, and Rabbi Yehudah validates  it?

QU E ST IO N

נַן?! בָּ  י רַ לִ סְ פָּ ם –  נֵיהֶ שְׁ י  דֵ ת יְ חַ תַּ  צֵא מִ ט יוֹ וּ גֵּ ילּ פִ אֲ וַ

And would you say that even if the g et is  produced from the  hands of both of them, the  Rabbis  invalidate  it?

ANSWER

ין. : אִ יהּ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

Rabbi Ami said to him: Yes ,  that is indeed my view.

STATEMENT

ר. שֵׁ  כָּ ה –  ימָ י חֲתִ דֵ י עֵ דֵ ת יְ חַ תַּ  צֵא מִ ט יוֹ וּ גֵּ ילּ פִ אֲ ר, דַּ מַ אָ קָ יב וְ יָתֵ יהּ דְּ חֵ כְּ  שְׁ  ין אַ נִ ימְ זִ

Another time , Rabbi Assi found him sitting  and saying  that even if the g et is  produced from the  hands of the  witnesses

of the  s ig ning , 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

The Gemara notes: Consequently, he  now holds  that two who bring  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."

QU E ST IO N

י 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 א דְּ שָׁ י ה, רֵ תָּ  עַ לָּא מֵ  י: אֶ סִּ י אַ בִּ יהּ רַ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

יר; שִׁ  כְ ה מַ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ סוּל, וְ פָּ ם״ –  תַּ  נֶחְ

Rabbi Assi said to him: If that is  so, how do you explain the  first clause  which teaches: If two say, "In our presence  it

was  written," and one  says , "In my presence  it was  s ig ned," it is  invalid, and Rabbi Yehudah validates  it?

QU E ST IO N

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 it is invalid only because  the  g et is  not produced from the  hands of both of them, but if the g et is  produced

from the  hands of both of them, the  Rabbis  validate  it?

ANSWER

ין. : אִ יהּ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

Rabbi Ami said to him: Yes .

O BJECT IO N

י! כִ ן הָ תְּ לַ רְ מַ ין לָא אֲ נִ מְ א זִ הָ וְ

Rabbi Assi said: But another time  you did not te ll us  this ! You ruled the opposite!

R E SO LU T IO N



מוּט. תָּ לֹּא   שֶׁ יא  ד הִ : יָתֵ יהּ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

Rabbi Ami said to him: This latter ruling is  a peg  that will not s lip;  it is the final, correct ruling, and I retract my previous view.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ר. שֵׁ  כָּ יּוֹם –  בַּ ם  תַּ  נֶחְ לָה וְ יְ לַּ  בַּ לָה;  יְ לַּ  בַּ ם  תַּ  נֶחְ לָה וְ יְ לַּ  בַּ יּוֹם;  בַּ ם  תַּ  נֶחְ יּוֹם וְ בַּ ב  תַּ  כְ י׳ נִ נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: If a get was written during  the  day and s ig ned during  the  day; or written at nig ht and s ig ned at nig ht; or

written at nig ht and s ig ned during  the  following day, it is  valid.

MISHNAH

יר. שִׁ  כְ ן מַ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ סוּל; רַ פָּ לָה –  יְ לַּ  בַּ ם  תַּ  נֶחְ יּוֹם וְ בַּ

But if it was written during  the  day and s ig ned at nig ht, it is  invalid; however, Rabbi Shimon validates  it.

MISHNAH

ים. שִׁ י נָ טֵּ י גִּ ץ מִ ין; חוּ לִ סוּ פְּ לָה –  יְ לַּ  בַּ מוּ  תְּ נֶחְ יּוֹם וְ בַּ בוּ  תְּ כְ נִּ שֶׁ ין  טִּ י גִּ ל הַ כׇּ ר:  מֵ ן אוֹ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ יָה רַ הָ שֶׁ

For Rabbi Shimon used to say: All documents  that were  written during  the  day and s ig ned at nig ht are  invalid, except

for bills  of divorce .

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

G EMAR A

ין? טִּ י גִ ן בְּ מַ נוּ זְ יקְּ ה תִּ י מָ נֵ פְּ  ר: מִ מַ יתְּ ׳ אִ מָ גְּ

GEMARA: It was  stated that the Amoraim disputed: For what reason did the Sages institute  that a date  must be written in

bills  of divorce?

STATEMENT

. חוֹתוֹ בַּת אֲ וּם  שּׁ  ר: מִ מַ נָן אָ חָ י יוֹ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Yochanan said: Because  of his  s ister's  daug hter, whom he might marry and then try to shield from adultery charges by

backdating a get.

STATEMENT

ירוֹת. פֵּ וּם  שּׁ  ר: מִ מַ ישׁ אָ קִ ישׁ לָ רֵ

Reish Lakish said: Because  of the  produce , so that the husband does not unlawfully sell the produce of her property after the

divorce.

QU E ST IO N

נָן? חָ י יוֹ בִּ רַ כְּ ר  מַ א לָא אָ מָ עְ אי טַ , מַ ישׁ קִ ישׁ לָ רֵ



The Gemara asks: What is  the  reason Reish Lakish did not say like  Rabbi Yochanan?

ANSWER

: ךְ ר לָ מַ אָ

The Gemara answers: Reish Lakish could have  said to you:

S U M M A RY

The daf transitions from the struggles of galus under the Persians to the intricate halachos of validating a get. We learn that if

one witness testifies to the writing and two to the signing, Rabbi Yoḥanan ultimately rules that the get is valid even if

produced by the signatory witnesses, clarifying that two agents bringing a get from overseas do not need to make the full

declaration. The Gemara then introduces a new Mishnah ruling that a get written by day and signed that night is invalid

because the date is post-dated, though Rabbi Shimon permits this for Gittin since they are not used for collecting property.

Finally, the Gemara presents the classic dispute between Rabbi Yoḥanan and Reish Lakish regarding why the Sages instituted

dates on Gittin, debating whether it was to prevent a husband from falsely shielding an unfaithful niece or to protect the

rights to the produce of her usufruct property.

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

In our daf, we see the great Amora Rabbi Ami change his mind on a halachic ruling. When Rabbi Asi points out the

contradiction from what he had taught previously, Rabbi Ami does not make excuses or try to force a weak defense. Instead,

he openly retracts his earlier position, declaring with beautiful clarity: "It is a spike that will not move; you can rely on this

ruling, and I retract my previous statement."

What a powerful lesson in the middah of truth. In our daily lives, we often find ourselves desperately defending a position we

took, an opinion we voiced, or a decision we made, simply because we are embarrassed to admit we were wrong. We worry

about our honor, how we will look to our family, our business associates, or our friends. But the Torah teaches us that true

strength and greatness lie in the ability to say, "I was wrong, and this is the truth."

When we bend the truth to protect our ego, we weaken our own spiritual foundation. But when we bend our ego to accept

the truth, we become like that "spike that will not move"—firm, trustworthy, and deeply respected in the eyes of both Hashem

and our fellow man.

Today, if you find yourself in a disagreement or realize you made a mistake in a conversation, do not fight to defend your

honor. Take a deep breath, let go of the ego, and simply say: "You are right, I made a mistake."
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