Tzedakah.life Lesson Plan
Tzedakah and Family Dignity 

	Primary Source/Text
	Ketubot 48a

	Subject Area
	Talmud, Halacha

	Grade Level
	High School

	Time Allotment
	



Learning Objectives
	• The learner will be able to contrast Halachic perspectives and tzedakah vs. family dignity by analyzing a talmudic section from Ketbot 48a.



Big Ideas
	· Reflect on how halacha balances financial responsibility, dignity, and communal obligation.
· Connect Talmudic values to contemporary issues in giving tzedakah.



Materials
	· Copies of Ketubot 48a (Hebrew/Aramaic (Attached below + space for notes)
· Rashi commentary on the sugya (in Hebrew - Attached Below)
· Dictionaries or Talmudic glossary sheets
· Whiteboard or projector
· Student notebooks



Introduction / Hook
	· Ask students:
“Imagine a husband who goes overseas and leaves no instructions. Should a court use his money to support charity causes—or to buy his wife jewelry? Which one do you think is more important, and why?”
· Record initial thoughts on the board. Don’t resolve yet—return to this at the end.





Guided Practice / Chavruta Discussion
	(Sample answers are included at the end of this document)
Students pair up (chevruta style):
· Read the text aloud (in chavruta or small groups)
· Vocabulary Exercise:
· Students highlight or write down 5–8 challenging words or phrases
· Review key terms together, using a Talmudic glossary or board list.

·  Guiding Questions for Chavruta/Group Work:
· What is each Amora arguing?
· What assumptions are being made about the wife's dignity and charity?
· What is the court’s role here?
· What values are in tension?

· Rashi on "לא ניחא ליה דתינוול” – that a man would prefer his wife not be humiliated by lack of jewelry.
· How does Rashi’s comment deepen our understanding of the Gemara’s position?
· What does this tell us about how halacha considers kavod habriyot (human dignity)?



Discussion and Application
	Return to your opening question:
· Should the court prioritize the community’s poor or the wife’s dignity?

· What would modern halacha say? Are there parallels in budgeting today (family needs vs. community donations)?








Wrap-Up / Reflection
	· Class Share: Imagine a person is managing a tight household budget but also gives regularly to charity. A family member needs something that isn't essential, but would preserve their dignity (e.g., a dress for a simcha, dental work for appearance). How should they decide? What lessons from Ketubot 48a can help guide their decision?
· Play Blooket/Kahoot/Quizlet (easy to upload templates in Downloads Section)



Teacher Reflection
	What went well?


What could be improved?



Guided Questions - Sample Answers
	[bookmark: _palm6m8fdsoy]1. What is each Amora arguing?
· Rav Ḥisda holds that the “something else” mentioned in the baraita refers to a wife’s ornaments (e.g., jewelry, makeup, or other beautifying items), which she is entitled to in addition to her basic sustenance.

· Rav Yosef interprets “something else” as money for tzedakah (charity)—implying that even in the absence of a husband, his estate may be obligated to give.

[bookmark: _bivtyevu6u0w]2. What assumptions are being made about the wife's dignity and charity?
· There’s an assumption that a wife’s dignity is important enough to warrant using her husband’s property—even without his direct instruction—because it’s assumed he wouldn’t want her to be publicly humiliated.

· In contrast, giving charity from someone else’s property requires clear consent, since it’s giving money away with no direct benefit to the giver.
[bookmark: _uwyr4ljw40ij]3. What is the court’s role here?
· The court must balance property rights and communal responsibility. It decides when to use a missing person’s property—either for the wife’s needs or for tzedakah.

· Depending on the Amora's view, the court might intervene for dignity, but hold back on charity without explicit permission.

[bookmark: _580ki9uobni2]4. What values are in tension?
· Tzedakah vs. kavod habriyot (human dignity).

· Individual ownership vs. communal needs.

· Presumed intent of the absent husband vs. the urgent needs of those present (his wife or the poor).

[bookmark: _cihwkk7z4kse]What does Rashi explain?
Rashi comments that the reason we assume the court can buy a wife ornaments is because "it is satisfactory to him [the husband] that she not be demeaned."
Rashi helps us understand that:
· A husband is presumed to want his wife to maintain her dignity, especially in public settings.

· This concern for dignity is strong enough to allow the court to act without explicit permission—something we don't assume for charity, which does not directly impact the husband.

[bookmark: _yb4q64neev3j]What does this tell us about halachic priorities?
· Rashi emphasizes human dignity as a critical halachic value.

· Halacha is not only legalistic—it takes into account emotional and social realities (e.g., how a woman might feel without her normal appearance).

· Even in the absence of the husband, the court is trusted to act on his presumed wishes for his wife's kavod—but not presumed to act on his behalf for charity, which lacks that same assumed personal connection.



Source Sheets
	Ketubot 48a

כתובות מ״ח א:ה׳-ח׳
וְרַבִּי יְהוּדָה סָבַר: אֲפִילּוּ לְאַחַר מִיתָה. אָמַר רַב חִסְדָּא אָמַר מָר עוּקְבָא: הֲלָכָה כְּרַבִּי יְהוּדָה. וְאָמַר רַב חִסְדָּא אָמַר מָר עוּקְבָא: מִי שֶׁנִּשְׁתַּטָּה — בֵּית דִּין יוֹרְדִין לִנְכָסָיו וְזָנִין וּמְפַרְנְסִין אֶת אִשְׁתּוֹ וּבָנָיו וּבְנוֹתָיו, וְדָבָר אַחֵר. אֲמַר לֵיהּ רָבִינָא לְרַב אָשֵׁי: מַאי שְׁנָא מֵהָא דְּתַנְיָא: מִי שֶׁהָלַךְ לִמְדִינַת הַיָּם וְאִשְׁתּוֹ תּוֹבַעַת מְזוֹנוֹת — בֵּית דִּין יוֹרְדִין לִנְכָסָיו, וְזָנִין וּמְפַרְנְסִין אֶת אִשְׁתּוֹ, אֲבָל לֹא בָּנָיו וּבְנוֹתָיו, וְלֹא דָּבָר אַחֵר? אֲמַר לֵיהּ: וְלָא שָׁאנֵי לָךְ בֵּין יוֹצֵא לְדַעַת לַיּוֹצֵא שֶׁלֹּא לְדַעַת? מַאי ״דָּבָר אַחֵר״? רַב חִסְדָּא אָמַר: זֶה תַּכְשִׁיט. רַב יוֹסֵף אָמַר: צְדָקָה. מַאן דְּאָמַר תַּכְשִׁיט, כׇּל שֶׁכֵּן צְדָקָה. מַאן דְּאָמַר צְדָקָה, אֲבָל תַּכְשִׁיט יָהֲבִינַן לַהּ, דְּלָא נִיחָא לֵיהּ דְּתִינַּוַּול.

Ketubot 48a:5-8
And Rabbi Yehuda maintains: Even after death she must be treated in accordance with his status, which means that if those in his family are mourned with flutes and lamenting women, he must provide the same for her funeral. Rav Ḥisda said that Mar Ukva said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. Apropos this ruling, the Gemara cites another statement that Rav Ḥisda said that Mar Ukva said: With regard to one who became insane, the court enters his property and feeds and provides a livelihood for his wife, his sons, and his daughters, and it also gives something else, as will be explained. Ravina said to Rav Ashi: In what way is this case different from that which is taught in a baraita: In the case of one who went overseas and his wife claims sustenance, the court descends to his property and feeds and provides a livelihood for his wife, but not for his sons and daughters and does not give something else. If a father is not obligated to sustain his children in his absence, what is different about a situation where he is mad? Rav Ashi said to Ravina: Is there no difference for you between a man who leaves his responsibilities knowingly and one who leaves them unknowingly? A father who lost his sanity did not do so by his own choice, and therefore it can be assumed that he would want to provide for his children from his possessions, despite the fact that he is not obligated to do so. By contrast, if he went overseas he freely decided to depart, and one would think that he would leave enough for his sons and daughters. If he failed to do so, he has demonstrated that he does not want to provide for them. The Gemara asks: What is this something else mentioned in the baraita? Rav Ḥisda said: This is a wife’s ornaments, to which she is entitled in addition to her sustenance. Rav Yosef said: It is money for charity. The Gemara comments: According to the one who says that the court does not pay for a woman’s ornaments from her husband’s property if he has gone overseas, all the more so he maintains that the husband’s property is not taken for charity. Conversely, the one who says that the court does not give money for charity holds that this applies only to charity, but it does give her ornaments, as it is assumed that it is not satisfactory for him that his wife be demeaned by a lack of jewelry.


רש"י על כתובות מ״ח א:ו׳:א׳
זנין - מזונות:


רש"י על כתובות מ״ח א:ו׳:ב׳
מפרנסין - לבוש וכסות:


רש"י על כתובות מ״ח א:ו׳:ג׳
ודבר אחר - לקמן מפרש:



רש"י על כתובות מ״ח א:ו׳:ד׳
אבל לא בניו ובנותיו - שאינו חייב במזונותיהן בחייו:

רש"י על כתובות מ״ח א:ז׳:א׳
ולא שאני לך כו' - יוצא מן המקום לדעת היה בידו לצוות על מזונות בניו ובנותיו ואשתו ולא צוה גילה דעתו שאינו רוצה לזונן הילכך אשתו דמיחייב לה בתנאי כתובה אשתעבוד ניכסיה בניו ובנותיו לא אבל נשתטה דיצא מן העולם שלא לדעת מסתמא ניחא ליה שיזונו בניו ובנותיו משלו:

רש"י על כתובות מ״ח א:ח׳:א׳
תכשיט - בשמים של אבקת רוכל שהנשים מתקשטות בהם:

רש"י על כתובות מ״ח א:ח׳:ב׳
מ"ד תכשיט - לא יהבינן לאשתו כ"ש שאין עלינו לעשות צדקה מנכסיו ואמתניתא קיימי:

רש"י על כתובות מ״ח א:ח׳:ג׳
לא ניחא ליה דתינוול - אע"פ שלא צוה בלכתו עבדינן ולא נראה דאדמר עוקבא קיימי דאמר מי שנשתטה יורדין לנכסיו וזנין כו' וד"א ואיפכא גרסינן מ"ד צדקה כ"ש תכשיט ומ"ד תכשיט אבל צדקה לא התם היינו טעמא דלא ניחא ליה דתינוול:



