Perek VI
Daf 66 Amud a
HALAKHA

Surplus that is produced through extraordinary
eﬀort – ב ַה ֲﬠ ָד ָפה ׁ ֶש ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ַהדְּ ָחק:
ּ ְ If a woman exerts
herself beyond her obligations, even her extra earnings belong to the husband, in accordance with the
first tanna (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 21:2;
Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 80:1).
She performed two tasks for him simultaneously –
ﬠ ְ ׂש ָתה לוֹ ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם ְ ּב ַבת ַא ַחת:ָ There is a dispute among the
authorities with regard to the halakha in this case. The
Rif and the Rambam appear to hold that in any case
in which the wife exerted herself and produced more
than the standard, the surplus belongs to the husband. According to Rav Hai Gaon, this is true only if she
worked longer than necessary, e.g., at night, but if she
did more than one activity simultaneously, then the
surplus belongs to her. Rabbeinu Ĥananel writes that
although her extra production belongs to her husband,
she owns whatever she produced through exceptional
eﬀort, whether through extra hours or by performing
more than one task at a time. The dominant practice
recorded in the Baĥ is that any hard-earned surplus
belongs to her (Tur, Even HaEzer 80; Shulĥan Arukh,
Even HaEzer 80:1; Beit Shmuel).
If he spat and the saliva reached him – יﬠ ָר ַקק וְ ִה ִ ּג
בוֹ ָהרוֹק:ּ If one spat at another and the saliva reached
the other’s body, or he removed another’s garment
from him; or he uncovered a woman’s head, he must
pay one hundred sela, i.e., four hundred dinars. However, if one spat and the saliva touched only the other
person’s clothing, he is exempt. This ruling follows
the mishna and Rav Pappa’s opinion (Rambam Sefer
Nezikim, Hilkhot Ĥovel UMazik 3:9; Shulĥan Arukh,
Ĥoshen Mishpat 420:38, 41).
NOTES

A lost object found by a wife is comparable to
surplus produced through extraordinary eﬀort –
יא ָת ּה ְּכ ַה ֲﬠ ָד ָפה ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ַהדְּ ָחק
ָ ִמצ:ְ Rashi, followed by many
other commentaries, explains that as most objects
are found only through conscious search and eﬀort, a
found object is treated like surplus produced with difficulty. However, Rabbeinu Crescas Vidal explains that
found objects are analogous to hard-earned surplus
because both are rare, not because concerted eﬀort is
common to both. According to the Rashi manuscript,
cited in the Shita Mekubbetzet, there is a third possibility: When she is occupied with the problem of the lost
object, even for a short time, it interferes with her own
work. Since she must then make up that work with
more time and eﬀort later, the lost object is treated as
surplus acquired through diﬃculty.
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 ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא,יה ִהיא
ָ  דְּ ַמ ֲﬠ ֵ ׂשה יָ ֶדwhich is categorized as part of her earnings and to which the
!?יא ָת ּה ל ֹא ָּכל ׁ ֶש ֵּכן
ָ ִ ְמצ, ְל ַﬠצְ ָמ ּהhusband has rights, Rabbi Akiva says the surplus belongs to her,
then with regard to lost objects that she found, which are unrelated
to her handiwork, do they not all the more so belong to her?
עוֹשה ְל ִפיךָ ״ – ֵאינוֹ
ׂ ָ  ״קוֹנָ ם ׁ ֶש ֲאנִי:דִּ ְתנַן
, יָ ֵפר:אוֹמר
ֵ  ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא,יך ְל ָה ֵפר
ְ צָ ִר
.יוֹתר ִמן ָה ָראוּי לוֹ
ֵ ׁ ֶש ָּמא ַּת ְﬠדִּ יף ָﬠ ָליו
ַ ִ ְמצ: ְֶא ָּלא ֵא ּיפוּך
,יאת ָה ִא ׁ ּ ָשה ְל ַב ְﬠ ָל ּה
. ְל ַﬠצְ ָמ ּה:אוֹמר
ֵ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא

That is Rabbi Akiva’s opinion with regard to surplus, as we learned in
a mishna (Nedarim a): With regard to a woman who said to her
husband: Anything that I produce will be konam, i.e., forbidden like
an oﬀering, to your mouth, he need not nullify the vow. The vow never
took eﬀect at all because a woman cannot prohibit her husband from
items produced by actions that she is obligated to perform for him.
Rabbi Akiva says: He should nullify the vow, lest she produce surplus that is more than the amount that is fitting for him, and the vow
will take eﬀect on the surplus, which she is not obligated to provide
him. According to Rabbi Akiva, any surplus belongs to her. The Gemara
answers: Rather, reverse the opinions: Lost objects found by a wife
belong to her husband; Rabbi Akiva says: They belong to her.

:יוֹחנָ ן
ָ וְ ָהא ִּכי ֲא ָתא ָר ִבין ֲא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
ְ ּב ַה ֲﬠ ָד ָפה ׁ ֶשלּ ֹא ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ַהדְּ ָחק – ּכו ֵּּלי
–  ִּכי ּ ְפ ִליגִ י,ָﬠ ְל ָמא ָלא ּ ְפ ִליגִ י דְּ ַב ַﬠל ָהוֵ י
 ַּת ָּנא ַק ָּמא,ְ ּב ַה ֲﬠ ָד ָפה ׁ ֶש ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ַהדְּ ָחק
:יבא ָס ַבר
ָ  וְ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק, ְל ַב ְﬠ ָל ּה:ָס ַבר
– יא ָת ּה
ָ ִ ְמצ:ְל ַﬠצְ ָמ ּה? ֲא ַמר ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא
 ּ ְפלוּגְ ָּתא,ְּכ ַה ֲﬠ ָד ָפה ׁ ֶש ַﬠל יְ ֵדי ַהדְּ ָחק דָּ ֵמי
.דְּ ַר ִ ּבי ֲﬠ ִק ָיבא וְ ַר ָ ּבנַן

The Gemara asks: But when Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael, didn’t he
say that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: With regard to surplus that is not
produced through extraordinary eﬀort, everyone agrees that it is
the husband’s. Where they disagree is in a case of surplus that is
produced through extraordinary eﬀort.H The first tanna holds that
the surplus belongs to her husband, and Rabbi Akiva holds that the
surplus belongs to her. Apparently, there is no need to reverse the
opinions, as Rabbi Akiva acknowledges that there are instances in
which surplus belongs to the husband (Rid). The Gemara responds:
Rav Pappa said: A lost object found by a wife is comparable to
surplus that is produced through extraordinary eﬀort,N as this is not
a regular occurrence. Therefore, lost objects are subject to the dispute
between Rabbi Akiva and the Rabbis.

 ָﬠ ְ ׂש ָתה לוֹ ׁ ְש ַּתיִ ם ְ ּב ַבת: ָ ּב ֵﬠי ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפאRav Pappa raises a dilemma: In a case where she performed two
H
 ׁ ְשל ׁ ָֹשה אוֹ: ַא ַחת ַמהוּ? ָ ּב ֵﬠי ָר ִבינָ אtasks for him simultaneously, what is the halakha; is the status of
the earnings the same as surplus produced through exertion? Similarly,
.ַּא ְר ָ ּב ָﬠה ְ ּב ַבת ַא ַחת ַמהוּ? ֵּתיקו
Ravina raises a dilemma: In a case where she performed three or four
tasks simultaneously, what is the halakha? The dilemmas shall stand
unresolved.
 ַמ ְת ִקיף ָל ּה ָר ָבא.וֹש ָת ּה ו ְּפגָ ָמ ּה״
ְ ׁ ״ב
ּ
 ִ ּביֵּ ׁיש סו ָּסתוֹ, ֶא ָּלא ֵמ ַﬠ ָּתה:ַ ּבר ַרב ָחנָן
יה
ַ ׁ ֶשל ֲח ֵבירוֹ ָה ִכי נַ ִמי דְּ ָב ֵﬠי ְל ֵמ
ּ יתן ֵל
,וֹשת הוּא? ֶא ָּלא
ֶ ׁ וֹשת? וְ סוּס ַ ּבר ּב
ֶ ׁ ּב
 ָה ִכי נַ ִמי דְּ ָב ֵﬠי,ָר ַקק ְ ּב ִבגְ דוֹ ׁ ֶשל ֲח ֵבירוֹ
?וֹשת
ֶ ׁ יה ּב
ַ ְל ֵמ
ּ יתן ֵל

§ The mishna states that payments for her humiliation and for her

 ָר ַקק:ימא ָה ִכי נַ ִמי – וְ ָה ְתנַ ן
ָ וְ ִכי ֵּת
,ֹאש ָה ִא ׁ ּ ָשה
ׁ  ו ָּפ ַרע ר,יﬠ ּבוֹ ָהרוֹק וְ ִה ִ ּג
יתן לוֹ
ֵּ וְ ֶה ֱﬠ ִביר ַט ִּליתוֹ ִמ ֶּמנּ ּו – ַחיָּ יב ִל
 ל ֹא: וַ ֲא ַמר ַרב ּ ַפ ּ ָפא.ַא ְר ַ ּבע ֵמאוֹת זוּז
. ֲא ָבל ְ ּב ִבגְ דוֹ – ּ ָפטוּר,ׁ ָשנ ּו ֶא ָּלא ּבוֹ
–  ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ,יה זִ ילו ָּתא
ּ ְ ּב ִבגְ דוֹ – ֵלית ֵל
.ִאית ָל ּה זִ ילו ָּתא

And if you would say that indeed he would be required to pay, but
didn’t we learn in a mishna (Bava Kamma a): If he spat at another
person and the saliva reached him,H or if he uncovered a woman’s
head, or if he removed his garment from another, he is obligated to
give him a payment of four hundred dinars, because of the extreme
humiliation that he caused. And Rav Pappa said: They taught that he
must pay four hundred dinars only when the spit reached his person.
However, if the saliva reached his garment, the one who spat is exempt.
Why, then, is one who humiliates a woman required to pay compensation to her husband? The Gemara rejects the comparison: When a
person spits on one’s garment, he does not suﬀer dishonor, but
if one’s wife is humiliated, she suﬀers dishonor, which causes him
humiliation.

degradation belong to her, but that Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira holds
that the husband receives a portion of the compensation. Rava bar Rav
Ĥanan strongly objects to this: If that is so according to Rabbi Yehuda
ben Beteira, then if one humiliated another’s horse, is it then the
halakha that also such an oﬀender is required to give him payment for
humiliation? The Gemara asks: And is a horse subject to humiliation?
How is a horse, who suﬀers no humiliation, comparable to a person,
who does suﬀer from humiliation? Rather, the question is: According
to Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira, if one spat on another’s clothing, is the
halakha that also such an oﬀender be required to give him payment
for humiliation?

 ֶא ָּלא:יה ָר ִבינָ א ְל ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
ּ ֲא ַמר ֵל
 דְּ ִאית,טוֹבים
ִ  ִ ּביֵּ ׁיש ָﬠנִי ֶ ּבן,ֵמ ַﬠ ָּתה
 ָה ִכי,ְלה ּו זִ ילו ָּתא ְלכו ְּּלה ּו ְ ּבנֵי ִמ ׁ ְש ּ ָפ ָחה
וֹשת ְל ָכל ְ ּבנֵי
ֶ ׁ יתן ְלה ּו ּב
ַ נַ ִמי דְּ ָב ֵﬠי ְל ֵמ
,ּ ָה ָתם ָלאו ּגו ַּפיְ יהו:יה
ּ ִמ ׁ ְש ּ ָפ ָחה? ֲא ַמר ֵל
.יה ֲהוַ אי
ּ ָה ָכא – ִא ׁ ְש ּתוֹ גּ ו ֵּפ

Ravina said to Rav Ashi: However, if that is so, if one humiliated
a poor person of noble descent, where there is dishonor for all
members of the family, is the halakha also that he is required to
give payment for humiliation to all members of the family? Rav
Ashi said to him that there is a distinction between one’s wife
and one’s relatives. There, where a relative was humiliated, it is not
as if they themselves had suﬀered the humiliation. Here, since
one’s wife is considered his own self, it is as if he himself were
humiliated.

mishna

In the case of one who pledges to set aside
וֹסק ָמעוֹת ַל ֲח ָתנוֹ ו ֵּמת
ֵ מתני׳ ַה ּפ
a sum of money for his son-in-lawH as part
:ֹאמר
ַ  יָ כוֹל הוּא ׁ ֶשיּ: ָא ְמר ּו ֲח ָכ ִמים.ֲח ָתנוֹ
of a dowry, and his son-in-law dies before receiving the money,
 ו ְּלךָ – ִאי,יתן
ֵּ יתי רוֹצֶ ה ִל
ִ ִ ְל ָא ִחיךָ – ָהיthe terms of the dowry do not transfer to the brother, who is now
.יתן
ֵּ  ֶא ְפ ׁ ִשי ִלthe yavam of the widow. The Sages said: The father-in-law can
say to the yavam: To your brother, I wanted to give this money,
but to you I do not want to give it.
 ּ ָפ ְס ָקה ְל ַה ְכנִיס לוֹ ֶא ֶלף דִּ ינָ ר – הוּאThe mishna addresses another matter. If the woman had pledged
H
 ו ְּכנֶ גֶ ד,וֹסק ְּכנֶ גְ דָּ ן ֲח ֵמ ׁש ֶﬠ ְ ׂש ֵרה ָמנֶ ה
ֵ  ּפto bring in for him one thousand dinars in cash as a dowry, he
then pledges, in the marriage contract, that he will give her fifteen
.חוֹמ ׁש
ֶ וֹסק ּ ָפחוֹת
ֵ ַה ׁ ּשוּם – הוּא ּפ
hundred dinars against them. That is, he writes in the marriage
document that in the event of divorce or his death, he will pay her
that greater amount. And against the appraisal of goods such as
utensils and other movable items that are included in the dowry,
he pledges one-fifth lessN than the amount of the evaluation. This
is because movable property is generally assessed at a value onefifth higher than the actual value, and he cannot earn any money
from these items.
ׁשוּם ְ ּב ָמנֶ ה וְ ׁ ָשוֶ ה ָמנֶ ה – ֵאין לוֹ ֶא ָּלא
נוֹתנֶ ת ׁ ְשל ׁ ִֹשים
ֶ  ׁשוּם ְ ּב ָמנֶ ה – ִהיא,ָמנֶ ה
–  ו ְּב ַא ְר ַ ּבע ֵמאוֹת,וְ ֶא ָחד ֶס ַלע וְ ִדינָ ר
 ַמה.נוֹתנֶ ת ֲח ֵמ ׁש ֵמאוֹת
ֶ ִהיא

If the appraisal is set at one hundred dinars and the property is
actually worth one hundred dinars,N then since the appraisal is
conducted at market value he has a claim to property worth only
one hundred dinars. Likewise, he may not record a decreased sum
of property. His recorded appraisal of the movable property that
she brings into the marriage is one hundred dinars only when she
is giving thirty-one sela and one dinar, equal to
dinars. This
is because the actual value is one-fifth less than the inflated evaluation, as explained. And similarly, he pledges four hundred dinars
against her assets only when she is giving five hundred, based on
the inflated assessment of their worth, such that the real value is
four hundred dinars. In contrast, what

HALAKHA

One who pledges money for his son-in-law – וֹסק ָמעוֹת
ֵ ַה ּפ
ל ֲח ָתנוֹ:ַ If one pledged a sum of money for the marriage
of his son-in-law or for his son, the pledge is contingent
upon marriage and not merely betrothal. As such, if the
groom dies before he marries his betrothed, then when
she happens before the yavam for levirate marriage, the
father may say to the latter: I wanted to give the money to
your brother, but not to you. This is in accordance with the
mishna (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 23:15; Shulĥan
Arukh, Even HaEzer 52:1).
If the woman pledged to bring in – פ ְס ָקה ְל ַה ְכנִיס:ָ ּ There
are many diﬀerent practices with respect to the dowry a
woman brings her husband from her father’s home. Without
other specific arrangements, the marriage contract is written according to the local standards. In a new community
where there is no established practice, it is appropriate to
conduct matters in accordance with the practice of the
Talmud. When the husband records the assets that his wife is
entering into the marriage in the marriage contract, he adds
50 percent to the value of the cash that she is bringing as
part of her dowry. When he records the value of the clothing
and the jewelry that she is bringing, he subtracts 20 percent (see Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 23:11–12 and
Maggid Mishne there; Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 66:11).
NOTES

He pledges one-fifth less – חוֹמ ׁש
ֶ וֹסק ּ ָפחוֹת
ֵ הוּא ּפ: Rashi
explains that the bride’s family commonly exaggerated the
value of the property she was bringing in at the time of the
wedding. Therefore, the husband would write the actual
value as one-fifth less than the assessment. However, Rav
Hai Gaon and most other commentaries explain otherwise:
Since these are articles for the use of the wife and not the
husband, he appropriately reduces the value by one-fifth to
account for wear and tear. That is also how it is explained in
the Jerusalem Talmud (see Tosafot).
The appraisal is set at one hundred dinars and the property is worth one hundred dinars – שוּם ְ ּב ָמנֶ ה וְ ׁ ָשוֶ ה ָמנֶ ה:ׁ In
accordance with his opinion throughout this discussion in
the Gemara, Rashi explains that the actual value is recorded
if the assessment was done according to the true price. Others explain that the Gemara is dealing with a case in which
the two sides agree to record the actual values, as opposed
to the convention of exaggerating the assessments (Rabbeinu Ĥananel; ge’onim).
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.חוֹמ ׁש
ֶ וֹסק ּ ָפחוֹת
ֵ וֹסק – הוּא ּפ
ֵ  ׁ ֶש ָח ָתן ּפthe son-in-law pledges according to the amount of the dowry that
the bride brings, he pledges one-fifth less in the marriage contract,
which is the actual value of the property.
אשוֹן
ׁ לוֹמר ִר
ַ ְ ֵאין צָ ִריך:גמ׳ ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן
, ֶא ָּלא.ַּת ְל ִמיד ָח ָכם וְ ׁ ֵשנִי ַﬠם ָה ָא ֶרץ
אשוֹן ַﬠם ָה ָא ֶרץ וְ ׁ ֵשנִי ַּת ְל ִמיד
ׁ ֲא ִפילּ ּו ִר
יתי רוֹצֶ ה
ִ ִ ְל ָא ִחיךָ ָהי:לוֹמר
ַ ָח ָכם – יָ כוֹל
.יתן
ֵּ  ְלךָ ִאי ֶא ְפ ׁ ִשי ִל,יתן
ֵּ ִל

gemara

The Gemara cites a baraita to expand upon
the mishna’s statement that the father is
not required to give the second son-in-law the gift that he promised
the first son-in-law, as follows. The Sages taught: Needless to say,
this ruling applies when the first is a Torah scholar and the second
is an ignoramus, since the father-in-law has a reason to refuse to
give the second a dowry like the first. But even if the first is an
ignoramusH and the second is a Torah scholar, the father-in-law
may say: To your brother, I wanted to give this dowry, but to you
I do not want to give it, since the obligation incurred was to a
specific individual.

HALAKHA

Even if the first is an ignoramus – אשוֹן ַﬠם ָה ָא ֶרץ
ׁ א ִפילּ ּו ִר:ֲ
A father who designates money for his son-in-law is not
obligated to give the same sum to the yavam. This is so even
if the original son-in-law is an ignoramus and the yavam is
a Torah scholar, and even if the woman wants to marry the
yavam. This ruling is in accordance with the baraita cited
in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 23:15;
Shulĥan Arukh, Even HaEzer 53:1).
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NOTES

Everything is in accordance with the regional custom – ה ּכֹל ְּכ ִמנְ ַהג ַה ְּמ ִדינָ ה:ַ According to some commentaries, Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel’s deference
to regional custom applies only to the amount that
must be given to the woman’s account (Talmidei Rabbeinu Yona). However, most commentaries understand
that the statement of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel is
referring to all the halakhot in the mishna. Therefore,
wherever the custom is to not increase or reduce the
sum, or to write exact sums, one follows the regional
custom (Ramban, citing Tosafot; Rashba). By contrast,
some ge’onim hold that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel
does not even disagree with the first tanna; he merely
explains that the first tanna’s directive applies only in
a place with no established practice. According to this
approach, each tanna agrees that wherever there is a
regional custom, that custom prevails.
Little expense [ziyyuna] – זו ָּטר זִ יּוּנָ א: Some understand
that the term ziyyuna refers to eﬀort and expense, more
of which are demanded to maintain property of greater
value (see Rashi and Shita Mekubbetzet). Conversely, others explain that the word refers to loss. When there is
more capital, there is greater concern for loss, and it is
necessary to teach explicitly that an extra 50 percent is
nevertheless added (Ri Migash).

 ַהיְ ינ ּו.״פ ְס ָקה ְל ַה ְכנִיס לוֹ ֶא ֶלף דִּ ינָ ר״ כו׳
ָּ
 וְ ָק ָתנֵי ׁשו ָּמא,ישא! ָּתנָ א ׁשו ָּמא ַר ָ ּבה
ָ ׁ ֵר
 וְ ָק ָתנֵי ׁשו ָּמא,יה
ּ  ָּתנָ א ׁשו ָּמא דִּ ֵיד.זו ָּטא
.דִּ ָיד ּה

– מתני׳ ּ ָפ ְס ָקה ְל ַה ְכנִיס לוֹ ְּכ ָס ִפים
 ֶה ָח ָתן ְמ ַק ֵ ּבל.נַﬠ ֶ ׂשה ׁ ִש ׁ ּ ָשה דִּ ינָ ִרין
ֲ ַס ְל ָﬠ ּה
ָﬠ ָליו ֲﬠ ָ ׂש ָרה דִּ ינָ ִרים ְלקו ּ ָּפה ְל ָכל ָמנֶ ה
:אוֹמר
ֵ יאל
ֵ  ַר ָ ּבן ׁ ִש ְמעוֹן ֶ ּבן ַ ּג ְמ ִל.ו ָּמנֶ ה
.ַה ּכֹל ְּכ ִמנְ ַהג ַה ְּמ ִדינָ ה

וֹסק ְּכנֶ גְ דָּ ם ֲח ִמ ׁ ּ ָשה ָﬠ ָ ׂשר
ֵ ַהיְ ינ ּו ּפ

גמ׳

The mishna discusses the relationship between the value of the dowry
the bride brings in and the amount of money the groom records in
the marriage contract, and various examples are illustrated, e.g., if the
woman pledged to bring him one thousand dinars. The Gemara
asks: These latter examples in the mishna are the same as the first
clause of the mishna, and they all illustrate the same financial
conditions. Why was it not suﬃcient to mention only the case of
the thousand dinars? The Gemara explains: The tanna teaches about
a large appraisal of her substantial property, and he also teaches
about a small appraisal in a case where she has minimal property, to
illustrate that there is no halakhic diﬀerence between them. Similarly,
the tanna teaches about the husband’s own appraisal of how to assess
how much she must provide, and he also teaches about the wife’s
own initial appraisal that she did and the corresponding amount
that he must write.

mishna

If she pledged to bring him money and not
articles to serve as a dowry, her sela, i.e., four
dinars, becomes six dinars with respect to the husband’s obligation
in the marriage contract. This follows the standard outlined in the
previous mishna: The groom increases his obligation by one half
since he will profit from this money. Additionally, the groom accepts
upon himself to give ten dinars to the account for her needs, for
each and every hundred dinars that she brings. Rabban Shimon
ben Gamliel says: Everything is in accordance with the regional
custom.NH

gemara

Concerning the first clause, that her sela
becomes six dinars, the Gemara asks: This
!ָמנֶ ה
is identical to that which was taught in the previous mishna, that if
she brings one thousand dinars in her dowry, he pledges against
them fifteen hundred dinars. Why does the mishna cite another
example to demonstrate the same principle?

, וְ ָתנָ א ִﬠ ְס ָקא זו ָּטא,ָּתנָ א ִﬠ ְס ָקא ַר ָ ּבה
 דְּ נָ ֵפ ׁיש, דְּ ִאי ָּתנָ א ִﬠ ְס ָקא ַר ָ ּבה,יכא
ָ וּצְ ִר
,וחא
ָ ְ דְּ זו ָּטר ַרו, ֲא ָבל ִﬠ ְס ָקא זו ָּטא,וחא
ָ ְַרו
 וְ ִאי ַא ׁ ְש ַמ ִﬠינַן ִﬠ ְס ָקא. צְ ִר ָיכא,ימא ָלא
ָ ֵא
, ֲא ָבל ִﬠ ְס ָקא ַר ָ ּבה, דְּ זו ָּטר זִ יּוּנָ א,זו ָּטא
.יכא
ָ ימא ָלא – צְ ִר
ָ  ֵא,דְּ נָ ֵפ ׁיש זִ יּוּנָ א

The Gemara responds: The tanna taught about large investment
capital and taught about small investment capital. And it is necessary to relate to both situations, because if he taught only the case
of large capital, which has abundant profit, you might think that
only then does the husband add one-half. However, for small capital,
which has small profit, you could say that this is not the case. Therefore, it is necessary to also state the principle in this mishna. And
conversely, if the tanna had taught us only about small capital, then
you might think that because it has little expense,N one must add
a half. However, with regard to large capital, for which there is
abundant expense, you could say that the husband need not add
as much. Therefore, it is necessary to state both cases to teach that
the husband adds one-half to the sum in any case.

.״ה ָח ָתן ְמ ַק ֵ ּבל ָﬠ ָליו ֲﬠ ָ ׂש ָרה דִּ ינָ ר ְלקו ּ ָּפה״
ֶ
 קו ּ ָּפה ׁ ֶשל:ַמאי קו ּ ָּפה? ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי
 ל ֹא נֶ ֶא ְמר ּו: וְ ָא ַמר ַרב ַא ׁ ִשי.ְ ּב ָ ׂש ִמים
.דְּ ָב ִרים ַה ָּלל ּו ֶא ָּלא ִ ּבירו ׁ ָּש ַליִ ם

The mishna states that the son-in-law accepts upon himself to
give ten dinars to the account. The Gemara asks: What is this
account? Rav Ashi said: It is an account for expenses of perfumes
and cosmetics. And Rav Ashi said: This statement was said only
for women in Jerusalem, where the women are accustomed to using
an abundance of perfume.

ּ ׁ  ְ ּב ָמנֶ ה ַה ּנ: ָ ּב ֵﬠי ַרב ַא ׁ ִשיAccording to the mishna, the husband must give ten dinars for
ִישוֹם אוֹ ְ ּב ָמנֶ ה
? ַה ִּמ ְת ַק ֵ ּבלeach and every hundred dinars that she brings. Rav Ashi raises
a dilemma: Does this speak of each hundred dinars that are
appraised in her dowry, or of each hundred dinars that are accepted
by the husband in the marriage contract, which is the appraisal
reduced by one-fifth?
HALAKHA

Everything is in accordance with the regional custom – ַה ּכֹל
כ ִמנְ ַהג ַה ְּמ ִדינָ ה:ְּ Unless otherwise stipulated, a husband designates
the sum of the marriage contract in accordance with the regional
custom, both for the assessment of the dowry and for the additions corresponding to the dowry. This ruling follows Rabban
Shimon ben Gamliel, because his opinion does not necessarily
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conflict with that of the first tanna. Moreover, even if one understands that Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel and the first tanna are
in disagreement, the halakha is determined in accordance with
the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel (Maggid Mishne;
Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Ishut 23:11–12; Shulĥan Arukh, Even
HaEzer 66:11).

אשוֹן
ׁ לוֹמר ָמנֶ ה ַה ִּמ ְת ַק ֵ ּבל – יוֹם ִר
ַ ִאם ִּת ְמצָ א
לוֹמר ָּכל יוֹם
ַ אוֹ ָּכל יוֹם וָ יוֹם? ִאם ִּת ְמצָ א
?אשוֹנָ ה אוֹ ָּכל ׁ ַש ָ ּבת וְ ׁ ַש ָ ּבת
ׁ וָ יוֹם – ׁ ַש ָ ּבת ִר
לוֹמר ָּכל ׁ ַש ָ ּבת וְ ׁ ַש ָ ּבת – ח ֶֹד ׁש
ַ ִאם ִּת ְמצָ א
ׁ ִר
לוֹמר
ַ אשוֹן אוֹ ָּכל ח ֶֹד ׁש וָ ח ֶֹד ׁש? ִאם ִּת ְמצָ א
אשוֹנָ ה אוֹ ָּכל ׁ ָשנָ ה
ׁ ָּכל ח ֶֹד ׁש וָ ח ֶֹד ׁש – ׁ ָשנָ ה ִר
.ּוְ ׁ ָשנָ ה? ֵּתיקו

If you say that the mishna speaks of each hundred dinars that is
accepted, is the intent that he gives a one-time sum only on the first
day or on each day?N If you say that he gives it every day, does he
give it only the first week of marriage or each week? If you say he
gives it each week, does he give it only the first month or each
month? If you say he gives it each month, does he give it only the
first year of marriage or each year? The Gemara does not determine
how the calculation must be rendered and with what frequency the
husband is required to provide for her cosmetics, and the dilemmas
shall stand unresolved.

 ַמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה ְ ּב ִב ּתוֹ ׁ ֶשל:ָא ַמר ַרב יְ הו ָּדה ָא ַמר ַרב
נַ ְקדִּ ימוֹן ֶ ּבן ּגו ְּריוֹן ׁ ֶש ּ ָפ ְסק ּו ָל ּה ֲח ָכ ִמים ַא ְר ַ ּבע
.ֵמאוֹת זְ הו ִּבים ְלקו ּ ָּפה ׁ ֶשל ְ ּב ָ ׂש ִמים ְלבוֹ ַ ּביּוֹם
 וְ ָﬠנ ּו,יכם
ֶ נוֹת
ֵ  ָּכ ְך ִּת ְפ ְסק ּו ִל ְב:ָא ְמ ָרה ָל ֶהם
.יה ָא ֵמן
ָ ַא ֲח ֶר

§ Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: There was an incident involving

יוֹחנָן ֶ ּבן זַ ַּכאי ׁ ֶש ָהיָ ה
ָ  ַמ ֲﬠ ֶ ׂשה ְ ּב ַר ָ ּבן:ָּתנ ּו ַר ָ ּבנַן
 וְ ָהי ּו, וְ ָהיָ ה יוֹצֵ א ִמירו ׁ ָּש ַליִ ם,רוֹכב ַﬠל ַה ֲחמוֹר
ֵ
 ָר ָאה ִר ָיבה ַא ַחת.ַּת ְל ִמ ָידיו ְמ ַה ְּל ִכין ַא ֲח ָריו
ִ ׁ ֶש ָהיְ ָתה ְמ ַל ֶ ּק ֶטת ְ ׂש
עוֹרים ִמ ֵ ּבין ִ ּג ְל ֵלי ְ ּב ֶה ְמ ָּתן
 ֵּכיוָ ן ׁ ֶש ָר ֲא ָתה אוֹתוֹ נִ ְת ַﬠ ְּט ָפה.ׁ ֶשל ֲﬠ ָר ִביִּ ים
. וְ ָﬠ ְמ ָדה ְל ָפנָיו,ִ ּב ְ ׂש ָﬠ ָר ּה

Apropos the daughter of Nakdimon ben Guryon, the Gemara relates
what later became of her: The Sages taught: There was an incident
involving Rabban Yoĥanan ben Zakkai.P When he was riding on
a donkey and leaving Jerusalem, and his students were walking
after him to learn from him, he saw a certain young woman who
was gathering barley from among the dung of the animals of
Arabs. She was so poor that she subsisted on the undigested barley
within the dung. When she saw him, she wrapped herself in her
hair, as she had nothing else with which to cover herself, and stood
before him.

 ִמי, ִ ּב ִּתי: ַר ִ ּבי ּ ַפ ְרנְ ֵסנִי! ָא ַמר ָל ּה:ָא ְמ ָרה לוֹ
. ַ ּבת נַ ְקדִּ ימוֹן ֶ ּבן גּ ו ְּריוֹן ֲאנִי:ַא ְּת? ָא ְמ ָרה לוֹ
יכן
ָ יך ֵה
ְ  ָממוֹן ׁ ֶשל ֵ ּבית ָא ִב, ִ ּב ִּתי:ָא ַמר ָל ּה
 ָלא ְּכ ֵדין ָמ ְת ִלין ַמ ְת ָלא, ַר ִ ּבי:ָה ַלךְ ? ָא ְמ ָרה לוֹ
. ֶח ֶסד: וְ ָא ְמ ִרי ָל ּה, ֶמ ַלח ָממוֹן ָח ֵסר:ִ ּבירו ׁ ָּש ַליִ ם
 ָ ּבא זֶ ה:יכן הוּא? ָא ְמ ָרה לוֹ
ָ וְ ׁ ֶשל ֵ ּבית ָח ִמיךְ ֵה
.יבד ֶאת זֶ ה
ּ ֵ וְ ִא

She said to him: My teacher, sustain me. He did not recognize her,
so he said to her: My daughter, who are you? She said to him: I
am the daughter of Nakdimon ben Guryon. He said to her: My
daughter, the money of your father’s household, where did it go?
How did you become so poor? She said to him: My teacher, is it
not that they say such a proverb in Jerusalem: Salt for money is
lacking [ĥaser]?N There is nothing with which to preserve it and
prevent it from being lost. And some say the proverb asserts that
kindness [ĥesed] is salt for money, i.e., using money for acts of
kindness preserves it. He continued to ask her: And the money of
your father-in-law’s house, which was used properly, for benevolent
acts, where is it? She said to him: This one came and destroyed
that one; all the money was combined, and it was all lost together.

 זָ כוּר ַא ָּתה ְּכ ׁ ֶש ָח ַת ְמ ָּת ַﬠל, ַר ִ ּבי:ָא ְמ ָרה לוֹ
 זָ כוּר ֲאנִי:ְּכתו ָ ּּב ִתי? ָא ַמר ָל ֶהן ְל ַת ְל ִמ ָידיו
קוֹרא
ֵ  וְ ָהיִ ִיתי,ְּכ ׁ ֶש ָח ַת ְמ ִּתי ַﬠל ְּכתו ָ ּּב ָת ּה ׁ ֶשל זוֹ
 חוּץ, ֶא ֶלף ֲא ָל ִפים דִּ ינָ ֵרי זָ ָהב ִמ ֵ ּבית ָא ִב ָיה:ָ ּב ּה
:יוֹחנָן ֶ ּבן זַ ַּכאי וְ ָא ַמר
ָ  ָ ּב ָכה ַר ָ ּבן.יה
ָ ִמ ׁ ּ ֶשל ָח ִמ
עוֹשין ְרצוֹנוֹ ׁ ֶשל
ׂ ִ  ִ ּבזְ ַמן ׁ ֶש,יכם יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל
ֶ ַא ׁ ְש ֵר
,ָמקוֹם – ֵאין ָּכל או ָּּמה וְ ָל ׁשוֹן ׁש ֶוֹל ֶטת ָ ּב ֶהם
מוֹס ָרן
ְ – עוֹשין ְרצוֹנוֹ ׁ ֶשל ָמקוֹם
ׂ ִ ו ִּבזְ ַמן ׁ ֶש ֵאין
–  וְ ל ֹא ְ ּביַ ד או ָּּמה ׁ ְש ָפ ָלה,ְ ּביַ ד או ָּּמה ׁ ְש ָפ ָלה
.ֶא ָּלא ְ ּביַ ד ְ ּב ֶה ְמ ָּתן ׁ ֶשל או ָּּמה ׁ ְש ָפ ָלה

the daughter of NakdimonL ben Guryon. When the Sages designated for her four hundred gold coins for her account of perfumes,
from her late husband’s estate, for use on that same day, she blessed
them and said to them: This is how you should also pledge for your
own daughters, and they answered after her: Amen.

She said to him: My teacher, do you remember when you signed
on my marriage contract? He said to his students: I remember
that when I signed on the marriage contract of this woman, and I
read in it, it listed a thousand thousands, i.e., one million gold
dinars as a dowry from her father’s house, aside from that which
was promised her from her father-in-law. Rabban Yoĥanan ben
Zakkai cried and said: How fortunate are you, Israel,N for when
Israel performs the will of the Omnipresent, no nation or tongue
can rule over them; and when Israel does not perform the will
of the Omnipresent, He delivers them into the hand of a lowly
nation. Not only are they delivered into the hand of a lowly nation,
but even into the hand of the animals of a lowly nation, as in the
pitiful instance of Nakdimon’s daughter.

NOTES

Only on the first day or on each day – אשוֹן אוֹ
ׁ יוֹם ִר
כל יוֹם וָ יוֹם:ָּ It is impossible to expect the husband
to give her this sum every day, since this would
completely exhaust all of his money. Rather, the
question is if he should give her the entire sum
at one time to cover her needs in perpetuity, or if
he should divide it into smaller sums to distribute
periodically for her ongoing needs (Tosafot).
According to the Ra’ah, the question refers to
the allowance of one silver ma’a that the woman
is to receive weekly for her personal use (see 64a):
Is the husband required to provide the silver ma’a
in addition to the ten dinars, or is this amount
deducted from the ten dinars? If it is deducted, for
what duration is the ten dinars taken into consideration regarding the silver ma’a; how long are the
ten dinars expected to last her? Others maintain
that the whole practice is meant to help a bride be
most attractive to her new husband, and therefore
the Gemara asks how long she has to claim the
money he must set aside. Can she claim it after the
first day? Can she claim it after the first week? The
questions continue in this vein, through the end
of the first year.
Salt for money is lacking [ĥaser] – מ ַלח ָממוֹן ָח ֵסר:ֶ
Most commentaries read the last word as ĥaser,
which is related to the word ĥisaron, meaning deficit. Consequently, the aphorism says that money
is preserved when one only partially depletes it,
spending some of it for good deeds and worthy
causes (Rashi; Arukh).
How fortunate are you, Israel – יכם יִ ְ ׂש ָר ֵאל
ֶ א ׁ ְש ֵר:
ַ
Why is it fortunate that Israel sinks lower than any
other nation? The Maharsha and Maharal suggest,
each in his own way, that this is the greatness of the
Jewish people: God does not treat them like other
nations, whose destiny is subject to mere chance.
Rather, they are supervised by a singular Divine
Providence. Even their punishment results from
their special relationship with God and reminds
them of it.
LANGUAGE

Nakdimon – נַ ְקדִּ ימוֹן: It appears that this name
derives from the Greek Νικόδημος, Nikodemos,
meaning victor over the people. However, the
Gemara comments that he was known as Nakdimon because of an incident in which the sun shone
[nikdera] in the sky for his benefit (Ta’anit 20a).

PERSONALITIES

Rabban Yoĥanan ben Zakkai – יוֹחנָן ֶ ּבן זַ ַּכאי
ָ ר ָ ּבן:ַ Rabban Yoĥanan
ben Zakkai, who headed the Sanhedrin after the destruction of
the Second Temple, was one of the greatest leaders of the Jewish
people in all generations.
Rabban Yoĥanan ben Zakkai was the youngest of Hillel the Elder’s
students. The Sages said of him that there was not a single area of
Torah that he neglected. Despite his prominence, he was a modest
individual who greeted every person he met, including gentiles in
the marketplace.
Even while the Temple stood, Rabban Yoĥanan ben Zakkai was

acknowledged as a leading Torah scholar, and most of the Sages of
that generation were his students. When the Great Revolt erupted,
Rabban Yoĥanan strongly opposed it, seeking to resolve the conflict
peacefully. As one of the leaders of the besieged Jerusalem, he realized that the city would soon fall, and he succeeded in escaping the
city with the help of several of his students, in order to appear before
the Roman general Vespasian, who received him warmly. When his
prediction that Vespasian would be appointed emperor was fulfilled,
Vespasian rewarded him by allowing him to establish a new center
of Torah study and leadership in Yavne.
: פרק ו׳ דף סו. KeTUBoT . Perek VI . 66b
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PERSONALITIES

Nakdimon ben Guryon – נַ ְקדִּ ימוֹן ֶ ּבן גּ ו ְּריוֹן: Nakdimon ben
Guryon, whose Hebrew name was Boni, was one of the wealthiest residents of Jerusalem in the generation of the destruction
of the Second Temple. The Gemara recounts that he gave large
sums for communal causes, and a great miracle befell him in the
merit of his eﬀorts (Ta’anit 19b–20a). In this light, the Gemara’s
incredulity concerning the deficiencies of his philanthropic
record is well understood.
Elsewhere, the Gemara relates that Nakdimon ben Guryon
and two other exceptionally wealthy individuals undertook
to provide all the needs of Jerusalem for twenty years, when
the city was under Roman siege. However, all his stores were
destroyed by the infighting of Jewish groups inside the city.
The loss of his property was so complete that his daughter was
reduced to utter destitution and hunger.

?וְ נַ ְקדִּ ימוֹן ֶ ּבן גּ ו ְּריוֹן ָלא ֲﬠ ַבד צְ ָד ָקה
 ָא ְמר ּו ָﬠ ָליו ַﬠל נַ ְקדִּ ימוֹן ֶ ּבן:וְ ָה ַתנְ יָ א
 ְּכ ׁ ֶש ָהיָ ה יוֹצֵ א ִמ ֵ ּביתוֹ ְל ֵבית,גּ ּו ְריוֹן
 ְּכ ֵלי ֵמ ָילת ָהי ּו,ַה ִּמ ְד ָר ׁש

The recorded incident implies that Nakdimon lost all of his
wealth after having failed to use it for acts of kindness. The
Gemara asks: And did not Nakdimon ben GuryonP perform
charity? Isn’t it taught in a baraita: They said about Nakdimon
ben Guryon that when he would leave his home to go to the
study hall, there were fine woolen garments his attendants
would

 ו ָּב ִאין ֲﬠנִיִּ ים ו ְּמ ַק ּ ְפ ִלין,יﬠין ַּת ְח ָּתיו
ִ ַמ ִ ּצ
 ִל ְכבוֹדוֹ:ימא
ָ יב ֵﬠית ֵא
ּ ָ אוֹתן ֵמ ַא ֲח ָריו! ִא
ָ
 ִּכ ְד ָב ֵﬠי:ימא
ָ יב ֵﬠית ֵא
ּ ָ  וְ ִא,הוּא דַּ ֲﬠ ַבד
:ינָשי
ֵ ׁ  ִּכ ְד ָא ְמ ִרי ֱא.יﬠ ַבד ָלא ֲﬠ ַבד
ֲ יה ְל ֶמ
ּ ֵל
.יחנָ א
ֲ ְלפוּם ַ ּג ְמ ָלא ׁ ִש

spread underneath him to walk on, and with his blessing, the
poor would come and fold them up from behind him for
themselves? Clearly he gave abundant charity. The Gemara
oﬀers two possible explanations: If you wish, say that he acted
that way for his own honor, to demonstrate that he considered
the exorbitant expense trivial. And if you wish, say that as he
should have done, he did not do. As people say, according to
the camel is the burden. The stronger the camel, the heavier
the load it must bear. Even if he gave altruistically, Nakdimon
ben Guryon did not give as much as he was expected to give.

: ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי ֶא ְל ָﬠזָ ר ְ ּב ַר ִ ּבי צָ דוֹק,ַּתנְ יָ א
יה
ָ ית
ִ ֶא ְר ֶאה ְ ּבנֶ ָח ָמ ה ִא ם ל ֹא ְר ִא
עוֹרים ִמ ֵ ּבין ַט ְל ֵפיי
ִ ׁ ֶש ָהיְ ָתה ְמ ַל ֶ ּק ֶטת ְ ׂש
יה ִמ ְק ָרא זֶ ה
ָ אתי ָﬠ ֶל
ִ  ָק ָר,סו ִּסים ְ ּב ַﬠ ּכוֹ
״אם ל ֹא ֵת ְד ִﬠי ָלךְ ַהיָּ ָפה ַ ּב ּנ ׁ ִָשים צְ ִאי
ִ
,יּוֹתיִ ךְ ״
ַ ָלךְ ְ ּב ִﬠ ְק ֵבי ַה ּצֹאן ו ְּר ִﬠי ֶאת ְ ּג ִד
ּ ְ ַאל ִּת ְק ֵרי
ּ ְ יּוֹתיִ ךְ ״ ֶא ָּלא
ַ ״ג ִד
.יּוֹתיִ ךְ ״
ַ ִ״גו

It is taught in a baraita (Tosefta : ) with regard to the daughter
of Nakdimon ben Guryon: Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok,
said in the form of an oath: I pray that I will not see the consolation of the Jewish people if I did not see her gathering barley
kernels from between the hooves of horses in Akko. I recited
this verse about her: “If you know not, O you fairest among
women, go your way forth by the footsteps of the flock and
feed your kids, beside the shepherds’ tents” (Song of Songs : ).
Do not read it as “your kids [gediyotayikh]” but rather read it
as your bodies [geviyotayikh]. This woman is compelled to
follow the sheep to the pastures in order to sustain her own
body from the leftovers of their food.

:יוֹחנָן
ָ ָא ַמר ַרב ׁ ֶש ֶמן ַ ּבר ַא ָ ּבא ָא ַמר ַר ִ ּבי
 וַ ֲה ֵרי,נִיסה לוֹ זָ ָהב – ׁ ָש ִמין אוֹתוֹ
ָ ִה ְכ
 ַהזָּ ָהב ֲה ֵרי הוּא:ית ֵיבי
ִ  ֵמ.הוּא ְּכ ׁ ָשוְ ויוֹ
, ַמאי ָלאו – ְּכ ֵכ ִלים ׁ ֶשל ֶּכ ֶסף.ְּכ ֵכ ִלים
 דְּ ָלא, ְּכ ֵכ ִלים ׁ ֶשל זָ ָהב,דְּ ָפ ְח ֵתי! ָלא
!יה
ּ ָ  ִאם ֵּכן ְּכ ֵכ ָליו ִמ.ּ ָפ ְח ֵתי
ּ יב ֵﬠי ֵל

§ The Gemara returns to the topic of how the groom records

Perek VI
Daf 67 Amud a
NOTES

Gold, the court appraises it and it is according to its value –
 ׁ ָש ִמין אוֹתוֹ וַ ֲה ֵרי הוּא ְּכ ׁ ָשוְ ויוֹ,זָ ָהב: Commentaries debate what is
indicated by the generic term gold. Rashi claims that it refers
to pieces of gold metal that are not used for jewelry, money, or
any other purpose. Consequently, the gold is appraised based
on its actual market value. By contrast, others, based on Rabbeinu Ĥananel, interpret gold as gold jewelry, which does not
generally depreciate from usage (Tosafot). Consequently, it is
treated like other gold utensils that are appraised based on their
actual market value.
Like silver vessels, which diminish –  דְּ ָפ ְח ֵתי,כ ֵכ ִלים ׁ ֶשל ֶּכ ֶסף:ְּ The
Rashba and others understood Rashi as saying the diminishment of which the Gemara speaks is the reduction calculated
at the time of the appraisal, in the manner of all utensils. Others
explain that the Gemara speaks of physical deterioration of the
silver utensils, which occurs over the course of use (Rabbeinu
Ĥananel).

the bride’s dowry in the marriage contract: Rav Shemen bar
Abba said that Rabbi Yoĥanan said: If she brings him gold
in her dowry, the court appraises it, and it is recorded in the
marriage contract according to its value,N without additions
or subtractions. The Gemara raises an objection from that
which was taught in a baraita: The halakha is that the gold is
like utensils and not like cash for purposes of the dowry. The
Gemara qualifies its objection: What, is it not that gold is like
silver vessels, which diminish,NB so that they resemble all other
goods in the dowry whose values are reduced in the marriage
contract? The Gemara responds: No, the intent is that gold is
like utensils of gold, which do not diminish. The Gemara
asks: If so, the baraita should have stated that gold is like its
own utensils, which would demonstrate that gold is appraised
according to its true value. Evidently, then, this is not true of
gold.
BACKGROUND

Like silver vessels, which diminish –  דְּ ָפ ְח ֵתי,כ ֵכ ִלים ׁ ֶשל ֶּכ ֶסף:ְּ
Although silver is a noble metal, which does not easily react
with other materials, when it comes into contact with hydrogen sulfide (H₂S), found at low concentrations in the air, it
becomes covered with a black, very thin layer of silver sulfide
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(Ag₂S). When the silver is cleaned, this layer is scratched and
removed altogether. Therefore, in contrast to the case of a
utensil made of gold, which is resistant to this form of chemical reaction, the weight of a silver utensil itself is gradually
reduced over time.

