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        Maseches Moed Katan, Daf  ב – Daf ט 

 

Daf In Review is being sent l’zecher nishmas R’ Avrohom Abba ben R’ Dov HaKohen, A”H  
vl’zecher nishmas Habachur Yechezkel Shraga A”H ben R’ Avrohom Yehuda 

 

---------------------------------------Daf 2---ב--------------------------------------- 
MESECHTA MOED KATAN 

 
PEREK MASHKIN BEIS HASHLACHIN -- PEREK RISHON 

 
MISHNA 

• One may water a field that needs to be irrigated (rain water is not enough for this field) on Chol Hamoed and 
during shmitta. This may be done whether from a newly flowing spring or an older spring. However, one may 
not water the field by carrying over rainwater or well water, and one may not make ditches around the 
grapevines to help catch the water. 

• R’ Elazar ben Azarya says, one may not make a new irrigation canal on Chol Hamoed or during shmitta. 
However, the Chachomim say that one may dig a new irrigation canal during shmitta, and one may fix a 
damaged one even on Chol Hamoed.  

• On Chol Hamoed one may fix the public drinking wells and one may clean them out. One may also repair the 
roads and streets, and the mikvehs. One may do all of the public’s needs, and mark the graves (to prevent one 
from going there and becoming tamei), and the messengers of Beis Din may go out and check for kilayim on Chol 
Hamoed as well.  

 
GEMARA 

• Q: Since the Mishna says that one may water an irrigated field on Chol Hamoed from a new water source, which 
comes at the risk of the stream falling apart and requiring heavy labor to repair, why did the Mishna need to say 
that an older, more sturdy, water source may be used? A: If we would only say that a new water source may be 
used, we would think that it is only for an irrigated field that a new source may be used, but for a field that 
subsists on rainwater, an old water source may be used to water the field on Chol Hamoed. The Mishna 
therefore teaches that the only field that may be watered on Chol Hamoed is a field that needs to be irrigated. 

• Q: Where do we find that the words “Beis Hashlachin” refer to a field that requires irrigation? A: The targum on 
the word “ayeif” (faint from thirst) is “mishalhei” (which is similar to hashlachin), so we see that it refers to lack 
of water.  

• Q: Where do we find that the words “Beis Habaal” refer to a field that is satisfied with rain water alone? A: We 
find that the word “yiv’al” in a pasuk is translated in the targum as “mitosav”, meaning settled, and comfortable.  

• Q: Who is the Tanna of our Mishna who holds that we can do work on Chol Hamoed to prevent a loss, but only 
when it does not require a lot of labor, and no work at all may be done to create a profit? A: R’ Huna said, it is 
the shita of R’ Eliezer ben Yaakov, who says in a Mishna that we may divert water from one tree to another on 
Chol Hamoed, as long as the rest of the field does not get watered in the process (watering a tree prevents a 
loss, but watering the field is done to create a profit). 

o Q: This doesn’t show that he would hold that preventing a loss would be assur if it required a lot of 
labor!? A: R’ Pappa therefore said, the Mishna is the shita of R’ Yehuda of a Braisa, as explained by 
Abaye. According to that explanation, R’ Yehuda holds that a field may only be watered to prevent a 
loss (only a field that doesn’t exist on rainwater and that has been watered before Yom Tov, thereby 
starting the growing process and risking total loss if it is not watered on Chol Hamoed), and even then, 
he does not allow the use of heavy labor (he does not allow the cleaning out of a clogged water source). 

▪ Q: Maybe R’ Yehuda only prohibits watering a field that subsists on rainwater from a new water 
source. However, based on the Braisa, it may be that he would allow the watering of such a field 
from an old water source!? A: It must be that he would prohibit that as well, because if not, who 
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would the Tanna of our Mishna be? The reason the Braisa speaks in terms of a new water 
source is to contrast the view of R’ Yehuda from that of R’ Meir who says in the Braisa that one 
may even use a new water source on Chol Hamoed to water a field that subsists on rainwater. 

• Q: If one weeds on Shabbos or one waters seeds on Shabbos, what melacha do the witnesses reference in their 
warning to him? A: Rabbah says the melacha of plowing (since weeding and watering both soften the ground, 
like plowing), and R’ Yosef says the melacha of sowing (since weeding and watering both foster the growth of 
the produce, like sowing). 

o Q: Abaye asked Rabbah, according to you and according to R’ Yosef you should agree that each other’s 
logic is correct, in which case a warning for either should be sufficient!? Don’t say that for one action a 
person can only transgress one melacha, because we find that R’ Kahana says that one who prunes and 
also needs the wood is chayuv for planting (for the pruning) and for reaping (for the cutting of the wood 
that he wants)!? The Gemara remains with a KASHYEH. 

o Q: R’ Yosef asked Rabbah, a Braisa says that one who pulls out weeds from among kilayim, or covers 
seeds of kilayim with earth, is chayuv malkus. R’ Akiva says, even one who sees kilayim grow and does 
not destroy it gets malkus. Now, according to R’ Yosef’s view, the T”K would hold that one is chayuv for 
weeding kilayim, because weeding is like sowing, which is assur. However, according to Rabbah, that 
weeding is like plowing, why would he be assur, since it is not assur to plow kilayim!? A: Rabbah 
answered, he is chayuv for weeding kilayim, because he is allowing it to remain in existence. 

▪ Q: R’ Yosef asked, that is the view of R’ Akiva, who argues later in the Braisa, which would 
suggest that it is not the view of the T”K!? A: The entire Braisa is actually the view of R’ Akiva, 
and the latter half is explaining the Halacha stated in the first half of the Braisa. R’ Akiva’s view 
is based on a drasha of the words of the pasuk that can be read as saying “Kilayim sadcha lo” – 
there may not be kilayim in your fields.  

o Q: Our Mishna said that watering of certain fields may be done on Chol Hamoed and during shmitta. 
We’ve explained why this is permitted on Chol Hamoed, but why would this be permitted during 
shmitta? Whether watering is considered plowing or sowing, in either case it should be assur to do 
during shmitta!? A: Abaye said, our Mishna follows the view of Rebbi, who holds that shmitta in today’s 
times is only D’Rabanan, and the Rabanan allowed this watering in a situation where it would prevent a 
loss. A2: Rava said, the Mishna may even follow the view of the Rabanan that shmitta is D’Oraisa in 
today’s days. The reason that watering is allowed is because only “avos melachos” are assur to be done 
on shmitta, and not “toldos” (watering is either a toldah of plowing or of sowing, and is therefore 
allowed). We learn this from a pasuk that specifically prohibits 2 toldos (pruning, which is a toldah of 
sowing, and picking, which is a toldah of reaping on shmitta). The pasuk is teaching that only these 2 
toldos are assur, but not any others.  

 

---------------------------------------Daf 3---ג--------------------------------------- 

• Q: Is it accurate that one is not chayuv for doing one of the toldos on shmitta (as the Gemara had just 
suggested)? We have a Braisa that darshens the pesukim to teach that all toldos that can be done to a vineyard 
and to a field are assur to do during shmitta!? A: They are only assur D’Rabanan, and the drasha of the pasuk is 
an “asmachta”, but not a true drasha. 

o Q: The Braisa said that hoeing under an olive tree is mutar in shmitta. However, we have a drasha on the 
pasuk of “V’hashvi’is tishmitena u’nitashta” that teaches that such hoeing is assur!? A: R’ Ukva bar 
Chama said, there are 2 types of hoeing: one removes earth from around the tree (which is assur on 
shmitta), and the other fills the holes around the tree with dirt (that is mutar). 

• Regarding one who plows during shmitta, there is a machlokes between R’ Yochanan and R’ Elazar: one says he 
would get malkus, and the other says that he would not get malkus. 

o Q: Maybe we can say that they argue regarding the statement of R’ Avin in the name of R’ Illa, who said 
that when we have a “klal uprat uklal” (which we normally say comes to include anything similar to the 
generalization, into the generalization) where the klal is an “assei” and the prat is a “lo saasei” (like by 
shmitta where the pasuk first generalizes that the land should be left to rest (an assei) and then specifies 
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that sowing and pruning may not be done (a lo saasei) and then again generalizes with an assei that the 
land should be left to rest) is not to be darshened as a klal uprat uklal, and should instead be darshened 
as a klal uprat, which is darshened to only include the items specified into the overall generalization 
(which would mean that on shmitta the land must only rest from sowing and pruning, but all else would 
be mutar). Maybe the one who says that there is malkus argues and says that we would darshen a klal 
uprat uklal, and therefore all melachos are included in the malkus penalty, whereas the one who says 
there is no malkus holds that we only darshen the klal uprat, and therefore only sowing and pruning are 
included in the malkus penalty? A: It may be that they all don’t hold of the statement of R’ Illa. The one 
who says that only these toldos get malkus is because the pasuk makes unnecessary mention of the 
toldos of pruning and picking to teach that those are the only toldos for which one would receive 
malkus.  

▪ Q: We find a Braisa that says that one is chayuv for all melachos that can be done to a vineyard 
and a field!? A: That is only D’Rabanan.  

o When R’ Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael, he said that he heard a Braisa that said, “One might think that 
one would be chayuv malkus for the extension…”, and the Braisa then went on to say that we learn that 
there is no malkus liability there. However, R’ Dimi did not remember what the teaching was, or what 
the “extension” meant. 

▪ R’ Elazar said, that the “extension” refers to plowing on shmitta, and the teaching that taught 
that there is no malkus was the fact that if all toldos carry the malkus penalty, there would be 
no need for the pasuk to have specified a number of them as carrying the malkus penalty. 

▪ R’ Yochanan said, that the “extension” refers to the days that the Chachomim added on to the 
work prohibition before the shmitta year begins, and the teaching that taught that there is no 
malkus, is based on the Gemara that follows. 

▪ Q: Where do we find that there is a prohibition of work on the days before Rosh Hashanah of 
shmitta? A: A Mishna says that there is a machlokes between B”S and B”H with regard to how 
long before Rosh Hashanah the work prohibition applies for work for the trees (but all agree 
that there is some time before Rosh Hashanah where the prohibition does apply). The Mishna 
then brings a machlokes between the T”K and R’ Shimon with regard to how long before Rosh 
Hashanah the work prohibition applies for work on the grain fields.  

• It was said in the name of Bar Kappara that R’ Gamliel and his Beis Din nullified these 2 
work prohibitions prior to Rosh Hashanah (the one for the trees and the one for the 
grain fields). 

• Q: R’ Zeira asked R’ Avahu, how could R’ Gamliel nullify a Halacha put in place by B”S 
and B”H? We have learned that a later Beis Din may not nullify the decision of an earlier 
Beis Din unless they are greater in wisdom and in number!? A: He was first quiet, and 
then said, we must say that B”S and B”H initially instituted that their decision may be 
overturned by a later Beis Din.  

• Q: We find that this Halacha is a Halacha L’Moshe MiSinai, and not from B”S and B”H, so 
how could it be nullified!? A: R’ Yitzchak said, the Halacha L’Moshe MiSinai only 
prohibited the work for 30 days before Rosh Hashanah, and B”S and B”H came along 
and added time before that as well, and they immediately stipulated that their 
enactment may be nullified (and only their added time was nullified by R’ Gamliel).  

• Q: R’ Akiva in a Mishna learns the 30 day prohibition based on pesukim, which would 
mean that the time before that is the Halacha L’Moshe MiSinai, and not from B”S and 
B”H!? A: R’ Nachman bar Yitzchak said, the Halacha L’Moshe MiSinai allowed the 
plowing around a young tree in the period before shmitta, whereas the pasuk was 
stated to prohibit the plowing of a mature tree during that 30 day period. B”S and B”H 
then added to that time, but allowed for their enactment to be annulled.  

o Q: If the Halacha L’Moshe MiSinai permits the plowing for young trees, wouldn’t 
that automatically teach that plowing for older trees is prohibited? If so, why is 
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the pasuk needed!? A: We must say that R’ Akiva learns the 30 day prohibition 
from the pasuk, and R’ Yishmael (who argues on R’ Akiva) learns it from the 
Halacha L’Moshe MiSinai. The added time before that was enacted by B”S and 
B”H, and they allowed for their enactment to be nullified.  

• R’ Yochanan said that R’ Gamliel nullified even the D’Oraisa Halacha, based on a 
gezeirah shava of shmitta to Shabbos, which teaches that just as Shabbos is only assur 
on the day itself, shmitta is also only assur during the year itself. 

o Q: R’ Ashi asked, how could we say that a gezeirah shava could override a 
pasuk, or even a Halacha L’Moshe MiSinai!? A: We must say that R’ Gamliel held 
that the prohibition is based on a Halacha L’Moshe MiSinai, but that only applies 
while the Beis Hamikdash is in existence. That was the reason that he said that it 
no longer applies today. 

 

---------------------------------------Daf 4---ד--------------------------------------- 
AVAL LO MIMEI HAGESHAMIM UMIMEI HAKILON 

• Q: Carrying water from a well involves a lot of work, and is therefore understandably assur. However, carrying 
rainwater from nearby the field is not that big of a deal, so why would it be assur? A: R’ Illa in the name of R’ 
Yochanan said, it is a gezeira so that one not come to water a field from a well. R’ Ashi said, the collected 
rainwater itself may require heavy work when the water level drops to a level that a pail is needed to draw the 
water. 

o The difference between these reasons would be the Halacha of R’ Zeira in the name of Rabbah bar 
Yirmiya in the name of Shmuel, who says that one may water a field on Chol Hamoed from a stream 
that is fed from a pool of rainwater (in this case there is no concern that the level of the stream will drop 
to the point that a pail will be needed). 

▪ Q: R’ Yirmiya asked R’ Zeira, our Mishna says that rainwater may not be used on Chol Hamoed!? 
A: R’ Zeira said, in Bavel (where Shmuel was) there is so much rainwater that there is no 
concern that the water levels will drop. Therefore, it is allowed.  

o A Braisa says, if water storage pits became full of rainwater before Yom Tov, we may not use them to 
water a field on Chol Hamoed (we are concerned that the level will drop and cause him to work hard). 
However, if there is a spring of water that passes between them, it is mutar (because when the water 
level in the pit drops, he will water with the spring water). 

▪ R’ Pappa said, this is only if most of the field can be watered with that spring. R’ Ashi said, it is 
mutar even if most of the field cannot be watered with that spring at once, since the water is 
constantly flowing, he will rely on the fact that he can water the remaining parts of the field 
over the next few days, and he will not be lead to work harder by using the rainwater.  

o A Braisa says, if a field is watered from a nearby stream, and the water from the field then flows into a 
storage pit, one may water another field with the water from that storage pit.  

▪ Q: The water in that pit will diminish, causing the person to go to another source for water (and 
work harder)!? A: R’ Yirmiya said, the Braisa is discussing while the water from the field is still 
flowing into the storage pit.  

• Abaye adds, this is only if the spring hasn’t dried up as well.  
o A Braisa says, R’ Shimon ben Menasya said, one may not take water from a row of produce on a lower 

elevation to use for a row on a higher elevation (because it involves harder work). R’ Elazar the son of R’ 
Shimon added, this may similarly not be done even within one row if the parts of the row are on 
different elevations.  

o A Braisa says, we may draw water on Chol Hamoed to water vegetables that we intend to pick and eat 
on Chol Hamoed, but not if he is watering them to make them better for after Yom Tov.  

▪ Ravina and Rabbah Tosfa’ah were walking and saw someone drawing water to water 
vegetables on Chol Hamoed. Rabbah Tosfa’ah suggested that he be put in cheirem for doing so. 
Ravina told him, we have a Braisa that allows it when one will eat those vegetables on Chol 
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Hamoed. Rabbah Tosfa’ah said, that Braisa meant to allow drawing the vegetables (i.e. picking 
them), not drawing water! Ravina said, another Braisa clearly says that even water may be 
drawn in this circumstance. Rabbah Tosfa’ah said, if there is such a Braisa, then so be it. 

V’EIN OSIN UGIYOS L’GIFANIM 

• Q: What are “ugiyos”? A: R’ Yehuda said, they are ditches dug to keep the water around the roots. A Braisa says 
this as well.  

o Q: We find that R’ Yehuda allowed people to make ditches for their vineyards on Chol Hamoed!? A: The 
Mishna is referring to digging new ditches, whereas R’ Yehuda allowed re-digging previously dug ditches 
(which is easier to do). 

R’ ELAZAR BEN AZARYA OMER EIN OSIN ES HA’AMAH 

• Q: It is understandable why this can’t be done on Chol Hamoed, because it involves heavy labor. However, why 
can’t this be done during shmitta? A: R’ Zeira and R’ Abba bar Mamal argue: one says because it looks like he is 
hoeing the land during shmitta, and the other said because the soft earth that he puts around the stream’s 
banks is now ready to be sowed.  

o The difference between these opinions would be where water immediately comes into the stream as he 
digs it. In that case it does not look like he is hoeing, but he still is preparing the banks for sowing.  

o Q: Why is the view that it looks like hoeing not at all concerned that the banks are being prepared for 
sowing? A: Really, he is concerned for that as well. The difference between the views is where one takes 
the dirt that he is digging and throws it far away from the bank of the spring. In that case it may look like 
he is hoeing, but he is not preparing the banks for sowing.  

o Q: Why is the view that says that the concern is that he is preparing the banks for sowing not at all 
concerned that it looks like he is hoeing? A: When one hoes, he just loosens the earth and returns it to 
the place that he picked it up from. Here, since he is moving the earth to the side, it does not look like 
hoeing.  

o Ameimar had a version of the Mishna that clearly explained that the reason of R’ Elazar ben Azarya is 
because his digging looks like hoeing, which is assur on shmitta.  

▪ Q: A Mishna discusses whether one may pile up fertilizer in his field on shmitta when there was 
already some fertilizer in that spot from before shmitta. R’ Elazar ben Azarya says it is only 
permitted if he digs down or raises the ground by 3 tefachim and places the fertilizer there. 
Now, according to R’ Elazar ben Azarya, how can one dig, since digging looks like hoeing, as he 
says regarding the digging of the stream!? A: R’ Zeira and R’ Abba bar Mamal argue: one says he 
is discussing where it was already dug down from before shmitta, and the other says that the 
fertilizer which is there shows that he is simply digging, and not hoeing the land.  

UMISAKNIN ES HAMIKULKELES BAMOED 

• What is considered “damaged” for these purposes? A: R’ Abba said, if the canal (which is typically 6 tefachim 
deep) became only 1 tefach deep, it may be made to be 6 tefachim deep again.  

o Q: It is obvious that one may not take a canal that is ½ tefach deep and make it 3 tefachim deep, 
because water cannot flow through such a shallow canal, and the digging will therefore accomplish 
nothing. It is also obvious that one may not take a canal that is 2 tefachim deep and make it 12 tefachim 
deep, because he is doing a lot of extra, unnecessary work. What about taking a canal that is 2 tefachim 
and making it 7 tefachim deep? Do we say that he is only digging 5 tefachim (like in R’ Abba’s case) and 
it is therefore permitted, or do we say that the 7th tefach is unnecessary and may therefore not be dug? 
A: TEIKU. 

o Abaye allowed people to clear branches out of a river on Chol Hamoed. R’ Yirmiya allowed people to dig 
out a water source that had become stuffed up. R’ Ashi allowed people to clear away a pile of sand from 
the middle of the river, and he justified it by saying that since the public drinks from this river, it is 
considered a communal need, which our Mishna said may be done on Chol Hamoed.  
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---------------------------------------Daf  5---ה--------------------------------------- 
UMISAKNIN ES KILKULEI HAMAYIM SHEBIRSHUS HARABIM… 

• This suggests that clearing out an existing well is allowed, but digging a new one would not be.  
o R’ Yaakov in the name of R’ Yochanan said, that is only if the tzibbur is not in need of that well. If they 

are, even a new one may be dug. 
▪ Q: A Braisa says that existing wells of an individual or of the tzibbur may be cleaned out, but a 

new one may not be dug in either case!? A: That is discussing where the well was not needed by 
the tzibbur.  

• Q: That would mean that the case in the Braisa of the individual is also discussing where 
the individual does not need the well. If so, why would it be allowed to clear out the 
well for him? A Braisa says that clearing a well for an individual is not allowed. Now, if 
we say that it is not allowed when he does not need it, we can say that that would be 
the case of this Braisa, but according to the way we explained the first Braisa, that 
would not be correct!? Q2: To say that the original Braisa is discussing where the well 
was needed, also cannot be correct, because in that case it would not be assur to dig a 
well for the tzibbur, as another Braisa clearly says!? A: We must understand the first 
Braisa to be saying as follows: We may clear the well of an individual when he needs it, 
and certainly a well of the tzibbur if they are in need of it, because a well may even be 
dug for a tzibbur if they are in need of it. We may not dig a well for the tzibbur when 
they don’t need it, and certainly not for an individual, because even clearing an existing 
well may not be done for an individual when he does not need it.  

• R’ Ashi said, our Mishna suggests this as well, because the Mishna says that all 
communal needs may be done on Chol Hamoed. Presumably, that comes to include the 
digging of a new well for the tzibbur. 

o Q: It may be that the Mishna comes to include the fixing of roads, streets, and 
mikvehs!? A: The Mishna clearly says that roads and streets may be repaired. 
Therefore, the Mishna must be coming to include the digging of a new well for 
the tzibbur. 

MITZAYNIN ES HAKVAROS 

• R’ Shimon ben Pazi said, we learn this concept of marking graves from a pasuk in Yechezkel that says “V’ra’ah 
etzem adam u’vanah etzlo tziyun”. 

o Q: Ravina asked R’ Ashi, before Yechezkel came about was there no such concept!? A: R’ Ashi said, we 
find this in other places as well. We must say that there was a tradition for this concept, and Yechezkel 
came and memorialized the concept into a pasuk.  

o R’ Avahu said, we learn this concept from the pasuk by metzorah which says “v’tamei tamei yikrah”, 
which teaches that it is as if the tumah calls out and tells people to keep away. We learn that we should 
do things to prevent the spread of tumah – such as by marking graves.  

▪ Q: We have learned that this pasuk is used to teach that the metzorah should let other people 
know of his predicament, so that they daven for him!? A: The fact that the pasuk repeats the 
word “tamei” twice, allows for both drashos to be learned.  

o Abaye, R’ Pappa, R’ Chinina, R’ Yehoshua the son of R’ Idi, Mar Zutra, R’ Ashi, and Ravina each learn 
this concept from different pesukim.  

▪ R’ Yehoshua ben Levi darshens the pasuk used by Ravina to teach that one who assesses his 
ways (considers how much reward a mitzvah will bring, and the opposite for an aveirah) will 
merit to see the salvation of Hashem.  

• R’ Yanai had a student who would always ask him questions as he spoke, except when 
he spoke before Yom Tov to the heavily attended crowd (so as not to embarrass him). R’ 
Yannai felt that this student was the type of person described by R’ Yehoshua ben Levi’s 
drasha.  
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• A Braisa says, we do not mark for an olive sized piece of a meis, or for a bone the size of a barley, or for 
something that does not give off tumah with tumas ohel. However, we do mark for a spinal column, for a skull, 
for a majority of the skeletal frame, and for a majority of the number of bones. We do not mark areas of definite 
tumah, only areas of questionable tumah, such as areas under a canopy, under a protrusion, and a beis hapras (a 
grave that was plowed over). We also do not place the marking directly on the tumah, so as not to cause the loss 
of tahor items (the person will not see the marking until he is already over the tumah and thus make his tahor 
things become tamei), and we do not place the marking too far away from the tumah, so as not to cause land of 
Eretz Yisrael to be lost.  

o Q: A Mishna says that a kezayis of a meis does give off tumah via tumas ohel!? A: R’ Pappa said, the 
Braisa is discussing a piece exactly the size of a kezayis, which will give off tumah via ohel as is, but will 
soon shrink and no longer give off tumah via ohel. The Braisa teaches that a marking should not be 
made for it, because it is better that something become tamei for this short time, rather than make the 
marking and forever have the place treated as being tamei. 

o The Gemara explains, the canopy referred to in the Braisa is a tree that overhangs the ground. The 
protrusion referred to is a stone that protrudes from a fence and overhangs the ground. A Beis Hapras is 
a plowed over grave, which becomes questionably tamei for an area of 100 amos from the grave.  

▪ Q: We find that a Beis Hapras does not give off tumah via ohel, so why must it be marked? A: R’ 
Pappa said, the Braisa refers to an area where a grave was lost in a field (we don’t know where 
it is), and therefore it still gives off tumah via ohel. The other teaching was referring to a field 
with a plowed over grave, which will not give off tumah via ohel.  

• Q: Is a field with a lost grave referred to as a Beis Hapras? A: We find it is called so in a 
Mishna.  

• Q: How can we say that a plowed field does not need to be marked? We find a Braisa 
that discusses how we determine whether a marked field was marked for a lost grave or 
for a plowed grave, which means that such a field does get marked as well!? A: R’ Pappa 
said, the Braisa is discussing where a field was marked because a grave was lost in it, 
and we now want to know whether it was subsequently plowed over (and therefore no 
longer gives off tumah via ohel). However, a field with a grave that is known to have 
been plowed over is not required to be marked.  

 

---------------------------------------Daf 6---ו--------------------------------------- 

• R Yehuda said, if one sees a marked stone (a stone covered with lime), the area directly underneath it is tamei 
(one must only mark the areas beyond the grave when marking on the ground, since the marking is not visible 
until one is standing directly over it). When there are 2 marked stones near each other, if there is lime on the 
ground between them, the area between them is tamei. If not, the area between them is tahor.  

o Q: A Braisa says that the area between 2 such stones is only tahor if we see that the area between them 
was plowed!? A: R’ Pappa said, this Braisa is discussing where we see lime having run off the stones 
onto the ground on either side. If we see the area between them was plowed, we attribute that running 
to the plowing, and not having been done to mark an area of tumah, and therefore would render that 
area tahor. However, if the area was not plowed, we must assume that the lime was poured there 
intentionally, to mark the area as tamei.  

• R’ Assi said, if one boundary of a field is marked, we assume that the area of that boundary is tamei, but the rest 
of the field is not. The same would be if 2 or even 3 boundaries were marked. However, when 4 boundaries are 
marked, the entire field is considered to be tamei and the area beneath the markings is not. 

V’YOTZIN AHF AHL HAKILAYIM 

• Q: This Mishna says that the messengers of Beis Din go out and inspect for kilayim on Chol Hamoed. However, a 
Mishna says that they would go out on the 15th of Adar, which is well before Chol Hamoed!? A: R’ Elazar and R’ 
Yose bar Chanina each give an answer: one says that the other Mishna is dealing with inspection for the early 
crops, and our Mishna is dealing with inspection for the later crops, and the other says that the other Mishna is 
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dealing with inspection for grains, and our Mishna is dealing with inspection for vegetables (which grow later in 
the year).  

o R’ Assi in the name of R’ Yochanan said, these dates are used only when the growths are not 
recognizable earlier. If they are, the inspections may take place before these dates as well.  

o Q: Why do they wait to inspect on Chol Hamoed? Why don’t they go before Yom Tov? A: R’ Yaakov in 
the name of R’ Yochanan said, Beis Din is able to find less expensive inspectors on Chol Hamoed 
(because no one is working at their regular jobs).  

▪ R’ Zevid said, we see from here that the inspectors are paid from hekdesh funds, and not from 
the penalties assessed against the kilayim violators, because if it came from the penalties, we 
wouldn’t care to try and find a more cost effective solution. 

• Q: How much kilayim must be found in order to necessitate its uprooting? A: R’ Shmuel bar Yitzchak said, we 
learn from a Mishna that if the amount of kilayim is less than 1/24, it can be left in place. If not, they must 
uproot it.  

o Q: A Braisa says that the Rabanan instituted that the inspectors would not uproot kilayim if found, 
rather they would declare the produce of the entire field to be hefker!? A: The discussion regarding 
uprooting the kilayim was discussed before the Rabanan instituted that the produce should be made 
hefker. 

 
MISHNA 

• R’ Eliezer ben Yaakov says, one may divert water from one tree to another on Chol Hamoed, as long as he 
doesn’t water the entire field (if it is a field that subsists on rainwater) in the process. Seeds that were not 
watered before Yom Tov may not be watered on Chol Hamoed. The Chachomim allow both cases (watering the 
entire field when watering the trees, and watering the seeds which were not watered before Yom Tov). 

 
GEMARA 

• R’ Yehuda said, if the field (which normally subsisted on rainwater alone) was a moist field that had dried up, 
the field may be watered along with the trees (because that prevents a loss). 

o A Braisa makes this distinction as well.  

• A Braisa says, one may water a grain field (which normally subsists on rainwater alone) during shmitta, but not 
on Chol Hamoed. 

o Q: A Braisa says such a field may be watered on Chold Hamoed as well!? A: The first Braisa follows R’ 
Eliezer ben Yaakov, and this second Braisa follows the Chachomim.  

• A Braisa says, one may water a grain field the year before shmitta so that it produces vegetables during shmitta. 
One may also water the field during shmitta so that it produces vegetables after shmitta.  

 
MISHNA 

• One may trap the “ishus” or mice from an orchard or from a grain field in the usual way on Chol Hamoed and 
during shmitta. R’ Yehuda says they may be trapped in the usual manner from an orchard, but must be trapped 
in an unusual manner from a grain field. 

• One may close a hole in a fence on Chol Hamoed, and one may even build a new fence in the usual manner 
during shmitta.  

 
GEMARA 

• Q: What is an “ishus”? A: R’ Yehuda said, it is a creature without eyes (that digs into the ground). Rava bar 
Yishmael learns this from a pasuk as well.  

• A Braisa says, one may trap the “ishus” or mice from an orchard or from a grain field in the usual way, and one 
may destroy ant holes on Chol Hamoed. How does one destroy ant holes? R’ Shimon ben Gamliel said, he 
should bring earth from another ant hole and put it into this one. The ants smell the foreign earth, become 
confused, and kill each other.  
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o R’ Yeimar bar Shlemya in the name of Abaye said, this method only works if the ant holes are on two 
sides of a river, and there is no bridge, and no board, and no rope that allows passing from one side to 
the other.  

▪ The Gemara says, even when they have this separation, it will only work if they are at least one 
parsah away from each other. 

 

---------------------------------------Daf 7---ז--------------------------------------- 
R’ YEHUDA OMER MISDEI HA’ILAN KIDARKO UMISDEI HALAVAN SHELO KIDARKO 

• A Braisa explains, the normal way of catching these animals is to dig a hole and place a trap in it. The not normal 
way is to knock spits into the ground and crush them.  

• R’ Shimon ben Elazar said, the only time we must use the “not normal” method in the grain field is for a field 
near the city. However, when the field is near an orchard, we can use the normal method, because it prevents 
the animals from going from the field to the orchard.  

UMEKARIN ES HAPIRTZAH BAMOED 

• Q: How may one fix the hole on Chol Hamoed? A: R’ Yosef said it may be done with branches. A Braisa says, he 
piles up stones, but does not plaster them.  

o R’ Chisda said, this inferior method need only be done for a garden wall. However, if there is a hole in 
the courtyard wall, it may be repaired in the normal, permanent manner. 

▪ Q: Maybe we can say that the following Braisa is a proof to this. The Braisa says that a courtyard 
wall that is leaning into the reshus harabim may be knocked down and rebuilt on Chol Hamoed, 
because of the danger it poses. We see such a wall may be fully rebuilt. A: It may be that case is 
different because of the danger it poses.  

▪ Q: Others brought this Braisa as a question to R’ Chisda, because the Braisa suggests that it may 
be built only because of the danger, but otherwise could not be so built!? A: It is only due to the 
danger that it may be destroyed and then rebuilt, but any courtyard wall may be rebuilt on Chol 
Hamoed.  

• Q: Why don’t we allow it to be destroyed on Chol Hamoed, but not rebuilt? A: If we do 
not allow it to be rebuilt, people will not take it down on Chol Hamoed, which would 
pose a danger.  

▪ R’ Ashi said, our Mishna is a proof to R’ Chisda. The Mishna says that this wall may be rebuilt 
during shmitta. If we are discussing a chatzer wall, why would we think it cannot be built during 
shmitta? It must be that it is discussing a garden wall, and we would think it looks like he is 
protecting his produce and therefore cannot be done during shmitta. 

 
MISHNA 

• R’ Meir says, a Kohen may look at tzaraas on Chol Hamoed to be meikel, but not to be machmir. The 
Chachomim say it may not be done in either case. 

 
GEMARA 

• A Braisa says, R’ Meir says, a Kohen may look at tzaraas on Chol Hamoed to be meikel, but not to be machmir. R’ 
Yose says it may not be done in either case, because once it is looked at, he must come out with a psak, and that 
psak may end up being l’chumra. Rebbi said, R’ Meir’s view seems to be correct in the case of a metzora who is 
imprisoned, and R’ Yose’s view seems to be correct in the case of a metzorah who is already confirmed as a 
metzorah.  

o Rava said, all agree that a Kohen does not look at a possible tzaraas of one who is currently fully tahor. 
When a metzorah was jailed for only one week so far, all would agree that the Kohen does examine him 
(because the Kohen can always assign him to a second week of imprisonment, which is no worse than if 
the Kohen were not to come at all). The machlokes is regarding a metzorah at the end of his second of 
imprisonment. In that case, R’ Meir says the Kohen should look at the tzaraas. If it is tahor, he should 
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pasken it as such. If it is tamei, he should just not say anything, in which case it doesn’t become 
confirmed tzaraas. R’ Yose learns from a pasuk that the Kohen must pasken when he sees tzaraas, so he 
doesn’t have the option of not saying anything.  

o Q: A Braisa says that Rebbi says the opposite of what he said in the Braisa, above!? A: It is a machlokes 
Tanna’im as to whether Rebbi held that a person prefers to be back with people, even though he would 
become assur to his wife at that point (which is the case when a confirmed metzorah begins his taharah 
process, and which is why we would allow a Kohen to look at the tzaraas of a confirmed metzora), or 
whether he would rather be mutar to his wife but be banished to outside the machaneh (which is the 
case of confirmed metzora, and is why we allow a Kohen to look at the tzaraas of an imprisoned 
metzora, because the worst possible immediate result is that he must leave the machaneh, but would 
still be mutar to his wife). 

▪ Q: How do we know that a confirmed metzorah is mutar to his wife? A: A Braisa says that a 
confirmed metzora is assur to his wife. R’ Yehdua says he is only assur during his 7 day tahara 
process, but not while he is a confirmed metzorah (we darshen what the pasuk says, not 
anything further). R’ Yose the son of R’ Yehuda said, if he is assur during the taharah process 
days, then with a kal v’chomer we will say that he is assur during his confirmed metzorah days 
as well. R’ Chiya then said that Rebbi agreed with the view of R’ Yehuda.  

o Q: How do we know that the person does not become tamei until the Kohen paskens that he has 
tzaraas? A: A Braisa says, R’ Yehuda says, the pasuk of “U’veyom heira’os bo” teaches that not all the 
time should a Kohen look at a possible tzaraas (and by not looking, the person remains tahor). For 
example, a Kohen should not look at possible tzaraas of a chosson for the 7 days of his marriage, or for a 
person entering into Yom Tov. Rebbi says, we can learn this concept from the fact that the pasuk 
teaches that the house with a negah should be emptied before the Kohen renders it tamei. We can learn 
from here, that if the Torah tells the Kohen to delay his psak for the sake of saving some possessions, 
surely he should not pasken if it will prevent a mitzvah (of happiness of the chosson or for the Yom Tov) 
from taking place.  

▪ Q: What is the difference between these approaches? A: Abaye said, it is only a difference in 
opinion of how to darshen the pesukim. Rava said, the difference would be whether only a 
mitzvah can postpone the Kohen from looking at tzaraas on one’s body (which would be the 
view of R’ Yehuda), or even a non-mitzvah reason (which would be the view of Rebbi).  

• R’ Yehuda does not say like Rebbi, because he would say that we don’t learn the case of 
body tzaraas from the case of house tzaraas, because the case of house tzaraas is itself a 
chiddush (that mere wood and stones become tamei) and therefore, we cannot learn 
from that case. Rebbi says we do learn one from the other, and yet both pesukim are 
necessary: if it would only say the case of bodily tzaraas, we would think that the 
viewing may only be postponed for a mitzvah, and if it would only say the case of house 
tzaraas, we would think it is a lighter level of tzaraas, and can therefore be postponed, 
but the viewing of bodily tzaraas could never be postponed. 

 

---------------------------------------Daf 8---ח--------------------------------------- 

• Q: The Braisa learned from the pasuk that some days the Kohen is to look at a negah, and some days he should 
not. From there we learned that the negah on a chosson, or on anyone during Yom Tov, should not be looked at. 
How do we learn this from the words in the pasuk? A: Abaye said, the pasuk should have said “Biyom” and 
instead it says “Ubiyom”. Rava said, the pasuk could have just said, “When it is seen…”. The word “Ubiyom” is 
entirely extra, and teaches that there are some days when a negah should not be seen. 

o Abaye says that the word “biyom” is not extra, because it is needed to teach that a negah is only viewed 
by day, not by night. Rava learns this Halacha from the pasuk of “L’chol marei einei haKohen”. Abaye 
says this pasuk teaches that a Kohen who is blind in one eye may not pasken on a negah. 

▪ Q: Rava also needs this pasuk to teach about a Kohen who is blind in one eye!? A: He learns that 
a negah may only be viewed by day from the pasuk of “kinegah nireh li babayis” – it was seen to 
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“me”, without the use of additional light. The other pasuk is therefore available for the drasha 
regarding the Kohen who is blind in one eye.  

• Abaye would say, if we would learn it out from that pasuk, I would think that only house 
tzaraas must be viewed by day, but body tzaraas may even be viewed at night. 

 
MISHNA 

• R’ Meir also said, one may gather his parents’ bones on Chol Hamoed (to move them and rebury them in the 
family plot), because it is a joy for the person for having done so. R’ Yose says that is a source of mourning for 
the person, and therefore may not be done on Chol Hamoed.  

• A person may not arouse feelings for his relatives who have died in the past couple of months (by hiring 
someone to go to all the relatives and arouse feelings of mourning) or hire someone to make hespeidim for the 
meis, within the 30 day period before Yom Tov. 

 
GEMARA 

• Q: A Braisa says that one who collects his parents’ bones is in a state of mourning that entire day, so how could 
R’ Meir say differently!? A: Abaye said, the person will not have that mourning obligation or those feelings, 
because Yom Tov is upon him.  

V’LO YE’AREIR AHL MEISO 

• Rav explained, this means as they would do in Eretz Yisrael, which was to hire someone to go to all the relatives 
and arouse feelings of mourning. 

KODEM HAREGEL SHLOSHIM YOM 

• Q: Why is this 30 day period special in that it forbids these activities? A: R’ Kahana in the name of R’ Yehuda in 
the name of Rav said, it once happened that a person’s wife gave this professional eulogizer all the money (as 
payment) that her husband had set aside to allow them to be oleh regel, and they therefore could no longer be 
oleh regel. At that time the Rabanan said, a person may not arouse feelings for his relatives who have died (by 
hiring someone to go to all the relatives and arouse feelings of mourning) or hire someone to make hespeidim 
for the meis, within the 30 day period before Yom Tov. Shmuel said, the reason is that a meis is not forgotten for 
30 days, and a fresh reminder like that within 30 days of Yom Tov, will keep a fresh memory of the meis on Yom 
Tov. 

o The difference between these reasons would be where the eulogizer is doing it for free. 
 
MISHNA 

• We may not dig “kuchin” or “kevaros” on Chol Hamoed, but we may modify the kuchin on Chol Hamoed.  

• On Chol Hamoed we may dig a pool to be used to wash clothing. 

• We may build a coffin for a meis on Chol Hamoed if the meis is in the same chatzer as where the building is 
taking place. R’ Yehuda says this may only be done if there are ready made boards (not if one must saw boards 
from raw wood). 

 
GEMARA 

• Q: What are “kuchin” and what are “kevaros”? A: R’ Yehuda explained, “kuchin” are made by digging graves in 
the walls of a cave, and “kevaros” are above-ground burial plots. A Braisa explains this way as well.  

AVAL MECHANCHIN ES HAKUCHIN 

• R’ Yehuda explained, this means, that if it is too long we may shorten it on Chol Hamoed. A Braisa says, it may 
even be lengthened and widened (which takes more work than shortening) on Chol Hamoed.  

V’OSIN NIVRECHES 

• R’ Yehuda explained, “nivreches” is a “bakiya” (a pool). 
o Q: A Braisa lists nivreches and bakiya as 2 different items!? A: Abaye said, the nivreches is a larger pool 

which collects the water, and the bakiya is a smaller pool which catches the runoff from the first pool.  
V’ARON IHM HAMEIS BECHATZER 
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• Our Mishna says like a Braisa. The Braisa says, we may do all the needs of a meis on Chol Hamoed. We may cut 
his hair, wash his clothes, and make a coffin from prepared boards (like R’ Yehuda said in our Mishna). R’ 
Shimon ben Gamliel says, we may even create the boards out of raw wood (like the T”K of our Mishna said). 

 
MISHNA 

• One may not get married on Chol Hamoed – it does not make a difference if the woman he is marrying is a 
besulah, or a widow, or even through yibum, because this creates a special joy for him. However, on Chol 
Hamoed one may remarry a woman that he previously divorced.  

• A woman may apply makeup on Chol Hamoed. R’ Yehuda says, a woman may not apply lime to herself (to 
remove hair or to make her skin shine) on Chol Hamoed, because it is disgusting for her while it is on her.  

• A regular person may sew in the usual manner on Chol Hamoed, but a skilled tailor must use unusual stitches.  

• One may create the support of a bed (which was done by weaving ropes to form a support for the mattress) on 
Chol Hamoed. R’ Yose says we may tighten them. 

 
GEMARA 

• Q: Why don’t we allow a marriage just because it brings him joy on Chol Hamoed? A: R’ Yehuda in the name of 
Shmuel said, we do not want to mix the joy of Yom Tov with other joys. We want the person to be joyous with 
the Yom Tov alone.  

o Rabbah bar R’ Huna said, because he will totally put the joy of the Yom Tov on the side and only involve 
himself with the joy of his wife. 

▪ Abaye said, this statement of Rabbah bar R’ Huna is actually a statement of Rav, who said that 
one may not marry on Chol Hamoed based on the pasuk of “V’samachta b’chagecha” – we must 
rejoice for the Yom Tov, not for one’s wife.  

o Ulla said, the reason one may not marry on Chol Hamoed is because the chosson must put a lot of effort 
into making the wedding party (which disturbs his ability to enjoy the Yom Tov).  

o R’ Yitzchak Nafcha said, allowing marriages on Chol Hamoed would cause people to push off their 
wedding until Chol Hamoed (when they have time, and can also combine the party with the Yom Tov 
seudah), which would delay people involving themselves in the mitzvah of having children.  

o Q: A Braisa says that a one may marry any one of these women the day before Yom Tov. This does not 
make sense according to all the reasons we just gave!? A: The one who gave the reason that he will be 
busy with the joy of his wife will say that it is allowed, because the main joy is just for that first day. The 
same answer can be given for the reason which said that he will be busy preparing for the wedding. 
According to the reason given that one will push off the wedding until then to try and save on the Yom 
Tov meal, since he cannot make the wedding on Chol Hamoed, he will not push the wedding off until 
Erev Yom Tov, because that is too small of a window to rely on when planning a whole wedding (if he 
misses that window, he must wait until after the entire Yom Tov). 

 

---------------------------------------Daf 9---ט--------------------------------------- 

• Q: How do we know that we may not mix one joy with another joy? A: We learn it from the pasuk that tells us 
that the celebration for the completion of the building of the Beis Hamikdash took place for 7 days prior to 
Succos, which itself was then another 7 day celebration. Now, if one joy may be mixed with another, Shlomo 
should have waited until Succos and made one combined period of celebration. We see that one joy may not be 
combined with another.  

o Q: Maybe we may not delay the celebration, but if it were to come out simultaneously, one would be 
allowed to combine one joy with the other!? A: If so, Shlomo would have left over a small piece of the 
building to coordinate its completion with the start of the Yom Tov.  

▪ Q: It may be that we were not allowed to delay the building of the Beis Hamikdash, which would 
have prevented the bringing of the korbanos in it. However, it may be that one joy may be 
mixed with another!? A: If that was the concern, Shlomo could have left over an insignificant 
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piece, such as the spikes that were placed on the roof to scare away the birds. That would have 
allowed the Beis Hamikdash to be operational before the “completion”, but would have allowed 
the completion to coincide with Succos.  

• Q: It may be that even something as seemingly insignificant as that was essential for the 
Beis Hamikdash, and therefore could not be delayed. There is no proof from here that 
one joy may not be mixed with another!? A: We learn the concept from the fact that the 
pasuk says “shivas yamim v’shivas yamin” even though it also says “arba’ah assar yom”. 
These extra words come to teach that each celebration was on its own, because they 
may not be combined.  

• R’ Parnach in the name of R’ Yochanan said, the year of the celebration for the completion of the Beis 
Hamikdash, the Yidden did not fast on Yom Kippur (which fell out during the 7 days of celebration). The Yidden 
were concerned that they may be punished for having done so. A bas kol came out and said “You are all 
prepared for Olam Habah”. 

o The Yidden reasoned that they should not fast that Yom Kippur based on a kal v’chomer. If at the time of 
the completion of the Mishkan, whose kedusha would not last forever, they brought korbanos yachid 
(from the Nessi’im) even on Shabbos, which has an issur sekila, then surely, at the completion of the 
Beis Hamikdash, whose kedusha lasts forever, and we are dealing with korbanos tzibbur, and we are 
dealing with Yom Kippur, which only has a kares penalty, certainly it should be overridden as well.  

▪ Q: If so, why were they concerned that they would be punished? A: By the Mishkan we were 
dealing with the overriding of Shabbos by bringing korbanos, which are brought for Hashem. 
Here, we were dealing with their own eating and drinking, and it therefore may be treated 
differently. 

• Q: Here too, why didn’t they just bring the korbanos without eating and drinking? A: 
True joy and celebration can only be had when accompanied by eating and drinking. 

▪ Q: Where do we see that the korbanos at the completion of the Mishkan overrode Shabbos? A: 
Two pesukim regarding those korbanos state a double use of the word “yom”, which teaches 
that the korbanos of each of the Nessi’im were brought on consecutive days, which necessarily 
included a Shabbos. 

▪ Q: Where do we see that Yom Kippur was overridden at the time of the completion of the Beis 
Hamikdash? A: We learn it out from a gezeirah from the completion of the Mishkan.  

▪ Q: Where do we see that Hashem forgave them for not keeping Yom Kipppur? A: Tachlifa taught 
a Braisa which darshens the pasuk. The pasuk says that the Yidden went home after that Succos 
“vayeilchu l’ahaleihem (they went home and found their wives to be tahor) smeichim (from 
having been with the Shechina) v’tovei leiv (each person’s wife then became pregnant with a 
boy) ahl kol hatovah (that the bas kol came out and told them they were all destined for Olam 
Habah) asher assah Hashem l’Dovid avdo u’liYisroel amo”. 

• Q: What is meant by the good that Hashem did for “Dovid avdo”? A: R’ Yehuda in the 
name of Rav said, this refers to when the doors to the Beis Hamikdash would not open 
up when Shlomo wanted to bring the Aron in, and they only opened up when Shlomo 
asked that they open up in the merit of Dovid. This was done, because Hashem wanted 
to show all the people that Dovid was totally forgiven for his sin with Batsheva.  

o R’ Yonason ben Amsai and R’ Yehuda ben Geirim were learning the parsha of nedarim by R’ Shimon 
ben Yochai. The night they were done, they took leave of him (asking his permission to leave). They 
ended up staying in town overnight, so they took leave of him again the next morning. He asked them, 
“You already took leave last night, why did you come to do so again”? They told him, “You had once 
taught us that if after taking leave one stays around till the next morning, he must take leave from his 
rebbi again. You taught this based on the fact that after taking leave of Shlomo at the end of Succos, the 
people came back the next morning to take leave again”. R’ Shimon ben Yochai then told his son, 
“These people are people of stature. Go get a bracha from them.”. He went to them and found them 
dealing with a seeming contradiction among pesukim – one pasuk seems to say that when faced with 2 
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mitzvos, one should do the greater one first, whereas another pasuk says that one should first do the 
one that came his way first. The Gemara says that the answer is, the first pasuk is dealing with a 
situation where there is another person available to do the other mitzvah, and the second pasuk is 
where there is no one else available. They then used the same answer to deal with a contradiction 
between pesukim where one seems to say that Torah learning takes precedence over doing mitzvos, 
and the other says that it does not. They then saw him standing there and asked him why he was there. 
He told them that his father had instructed him to get a bracha from them. they told him, “It should be 
Hashem’s Will that you plant but not cut, that you take in and not bring out, that you bring out and not 
take in, that your house be destroyed and your inn be occupied, that your table always be disturbed, 
and that you not see the new year”. When he went back to his father and told him of the “bracha” that 
seemed like a curse, his father explained that it truly was all a bracha: “that you plant but not cut” 
means you should have children who should not die; “that you take in and not bring out” means that 
you should bring in daughters in law who will not be sent away because of the death of your sons; “that 
you bring out and not take in” means that you will have daughters who will marry and not become 
widows; “that your house be destroyed and your inn be occupied” means that your eternal house (i.e. 
your grave) should be destroyed because you shouldn’t die, and your inn (i.e. your earthly house) should 
be occupied; “that your table always be disturbed” means that you will have a lot of children; and “that 
you not see the new year” means that your wife should not die which would cause you to have to 
remarry. 

▪ R’ Shimon ben Chalafta told his son to get a bracha from Rav. Rav gave him the bracha “It 
should be Hashem’s Will that you do not embarrass others, and that others not embarrass you”. 
He returned to his father and said that he was given advice, rather than a bracha. His father told 
him, Rav gave you the bracha that Hashem gave the Yidden, in the pasuk of “V’lo yeivoshu ami 
l’olam”. 

V’OSAH ISHA TACH’SHITEHA 

• A Braisa says, the following are the adornments of women: eye makeup, parting her hair, applying blush to her 
face, and others add the shaving of the hair of her private areas.  

o R’ Chisda’s wife put on makeup in front of her daughter in law on Chol Hamoed.  
▪ R’ Huna bar Chininah said to R’ Chisda, this was only allowed for a young woman. R’ Chisda 

said, that is not true. It is allowed even for your mother and grandmother! Even a woman who is 
so old that she is “at the edge of her grave”. 

R’ YEHUDA OMER LO TASUD 

• A Braisa says, R’ Yehuda says, a woman may not apply lime on Chol Hamoed, because it is disgusting for her. 
However, he agrees that if the lime can be peeled off on Chol Hamoed, that it may be applied on Chol Hamoed, 
because when it is taken off she will be happy with having applied it.  

o Q: We find that R’ Yehuda does not give weight to the fact that a painful thing will become a happy 
thing later on (which is why he says we may take payment from a goy on his holiday, even though later 
on he will be happy that he paid up)!? A: R’ Nachman bar Yitzchak said, regarding Chol Hamoed all 
agree that if it makes one happy later, it is permitted now as well. Ravina said, a goy is never happy for 
having paid, because he always tries to avoid paying altogether.  

• R’ Yehuda said, Jewish girls who grow body hair before the typical age are embarrassed of the hair and 
therefore remove them. Poor girls remove them using lime. Rich girls use fine flour. Princesses use “Mor” oil.  

o R’ Huna said, this is a perfumed oil. R’ Yirmiya bar Abba said, this is oil from olives which have not yet 
grown to a third of their potential size. 

o A Braisa says, R’ Yehuda said, “anpiknon” is oil from olives which have not yet grown to one third of 
their potential size. It is used to remove hair and to make the skin glow. 

o R’ Bibi would apply lime to his daughter, limb by limb. Doing so made her so beautiful that he was paid a 
large sum to marry her off. A goy saw this and tried to do the same to his daughter, only he applied the 
lime to her entire body at one time. She died as a result of that.  
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o R’ Nachman said, R’ Bibi’s daughter needed that because they drank a lot of beer (which darkens and 
increases hair), but other girls do not need to do that. 

 


