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Daf Yomi - The Full Daf - Elucidated Talmud - Navy & Gold Edition - with Rashi

L THE SUGYA

In this daf; we begin a new and fascinating perek of Maseches Chullin, focusing on the halachos of a fetus found inside an
animal after she is slaughtered. The Mishnah introduces a classic case of an animal having difficulty giving birth, where the
fetus extends a foreleg outside the womb and then pulls it back in before the mother is slaughtered. We learn the crucial
distinction between a limb that emerges, which does not constitute birth, and the head emerging, which the Torah considers

a full birth, requiring the newborn animal to have its own shechitah.

The Mishnah also contrasts the status of the fetus with the mother's own organs. If one cuts off pieces of a fetus while it is still
in the womb and then slaughters the mother, those severed pieces are permitted. However, if one cuts pieces from the
mother's own spleen or kidneys and leaves theminside, they are strictly forbidden as limbs froma living animal (eiver min
hachai). This leads into a deep Gemara discussion on the status of an emerged limb, exploring the opinion of Rav that once a
limb goes outside its boundary, it becomes permanently forbidden like a tereifah.

All introductions, summaries, and contextual notes are the editor’s commentary and are not part of the original text.
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MISHNAH: If there is an animal that is having difficulty giving birth, and the fetus extended its foreleg outside the
womb and then brought it back inside, and then the mother was slaughtered, the fetus is permitted for eating through the

slaughter of its mother.
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Butif it extended its head outside, even though it brought it back inside, behold this is like a newborn animal, and the

slaughter of the mother does not permit it; rather, it requires its own slaughter.
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If one cuts off pieces froma fetus that is in its womb and leaves theminside, and then slaughters the mother, the severed flesh

is permitted for eating.

MISHNAH
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But if one cuts pieces from the spleen or from the kidneys of the mother animal and leaves theminside, and then slaughters

her, they are forbidden for eating as limbs froma living animal.
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This is the general rule: Any thing that is part of its body which was severed before slaughter is forbidden, and any thing

that is not part of its body, namely its fetus, is permitted.

GEMARA
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GEMAR A: Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: And as for the extended limb itself, even though it was brought back inside, it is
forbidden to be eaten.
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What is the reason? Because the verse says: "And flesh in the field, a tereifah, you shall not eat.” This teaches that once

flesh has gone outside of its boundary, which the Torah calls "the field,” it becomes forbidden like a tereifah.
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The Gemara objects: We learned in our Mishnah: If there is an animal that is having difficulty giving birth, and the fetus
extended its foreleg and brought it back, it is permitted for eating. What, is it not referring to the limb itself, which

would contradict Rav?
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The Gemara answers: No, the Mishnah's ruling of permitted refers only to the rest of the fetus.
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The Gemara asks: If it refers only to the rest of the fetus, why specifically mention that it brought it back? Evenif it did not

bring it back, the rest of the fetus is also permitted!
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The Gemara answers: Indeed, the same law applies even though it did not bring it back.
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And since the Tanna wanted to teach in the latter clause: If it extended its head, even though it brought it back,

behold this is like a newborn, he also taught in the first clause the case where it brought it back, for stylistic symmetry.
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The Gemara asks: And as for the latter clause, what does it come to teach us? That once its head emerged, it is

considered a birth? But we have already learned this in a Mishnah in Bekhoros:
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Who is a firstborn for inheritance but not a firstborn for the Kohanim? One who comes after miscarriages, even

though the miscarriage's head emerged alive, or a nine-month-old fetus whose head emerged dead.
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We infer: The reason the next child is a firstborn for inheritance is because the miscarriage's head emerged dead, but if its head
emerged alive, the one who comes afteritis also nota firstborn for inheritance, because the emergence of the head is

considered a birth. Why repeat this rule in our Mishnah?

STATEMENT
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And if you say: The Mishnah there teaches us this rule regarding a human, and our Mishnah teaches us this rule regarding

an animal, and both are necessary:
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For a human cannot be derived from an animal, because there is no birth canal thatis concealed for an animal, whereas a

woman's thighs conceal her womb, so we might think her birth is not defined by the head's emergence alone;

EXPLANATION
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and an animal cannot be derived from a human, because a human's facial features are significant, so perhaps only fora

human is the head's emergence considered a birth.
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But this too we have alreadylearned in a Mishnah: A placenta of which a part emerged is forbidden for eating, and the
Sagessaid: Just as the sign of'a child ina woman, so is the sign of a child in an animal! Thus we already know that the rules

of birth are equated.

STATEMENT
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Granted, if you say that "brought it back” in the first clause is precise and teaches that the limb itself is permitted, then the

Tanna taught the latter clause for the sake of symmetry with the first clause.
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But if you say that neither the first clause is precise, nor the latter clause is precise, why did he have to teach it at all?
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The Gemara answers: No, actually the first clause refers to the fetus, and it is as Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak said in another

context: It is only necessary for the place of the cut.

200 BipR? KPN NI NG MBI

Here too, it is only necessary for the place of the cut, to teach that the point where the limb is severed is permitted.
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Come and hear a proof froma Baraisa: If there is an animal that is having difficulty giving birth, and the fetus extended its

foreleg and brought it back, and afterward he slaughtered its mother, it is permitted for eating.
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But if he slaughtered its mother and afterward it brought it back, it is forbidden for eating.
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Ifit extended its foreleg and he cut it off, and afterward he slaughtered its mother, that which is outside is tamei and

forbidden, and that which is inside is tahor and permitted.
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If he slaughtered its mother and afterward he cut it off, the Baraisa continues...
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STATEMENT
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the rest of the flesh of the fetus is rendered impure through contact with a carcass, i.c., the forbidden limb, which is treated as a

carcass; these are the words of Rabbi Meir.

STATEMENT

VINY 1Y Y32 [0 MIN 0OIM

And the Sages say: The rest of the flesh has only the status of contact with a slaughtered tereifa, which is rabbinically impure

but does not carry the severe impurity of a carcass.
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In any event, the first clause teaches: Ifa fetus extended its foreleg outside the womb and returned it inside, and

afterward one slaughtered its mother, it is permitted for eating.
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What, is it not referring to the limb itself, meaning that even the extended limb is permitted if returned, which contradicts Rav's

ruling?
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The Gemara answers: No, it refers to the rest of the fe tus, but the limb itself remains forbidden.
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The Gemara objects: If it refers to the fetus, then say the latter clause: If one slaughtered its mother and afterward it

returned the limb, it is forbidden for eating.
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And if this refers to the rest of the fetus, why is it forbidden? The slaughter of the mother should permit the entire fetus except
for the extended limb!
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The Gemara answers: It is as Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak said in another context, thatit is not necessary to state this except
with regard to the place of the cut on the fetus's body where the limb is severed. Here too, it is not necessary except with

regard to the place of the cut, which becomes forbidden if the limb was not returned before slaughter.
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The Gemara asks: Is that so? But when Avimi came from Bei Chozai, he came and brought a baraisa in his hand which

states:
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Ifit extended a hoof and returned it, eat; if it extended hooves and returned them, eat.
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What, is it not that if it returned a hoof, you may eat the hoof itself?
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The Gemara answers: No, it means if it returned the hoof, you may eat the fetus.
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The Gemara objects: If it refers to the fetus, why specifically mention that it returned it? Even if it did not return it, the fetus

should also be permitted!
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Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak said: It is not necessary except with regard to the place of the cut, which is permitted only if

the limb was returned.

QUESTION
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The Gemara asks: But the baraisa adduces two verses, "hoof" and "hooves," for this ruling!
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What, is it not that one is for the limb itself to be permitted, and one is for the place of the cut?
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The Gemara answers: No, one is for the place of the cut, and one is for a fetus with uncloven hooves inside the womb of

acow.
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And this is according to Rabbi Shimon, as Rabbi Shimon says: An uncloven-hoofed offspring of a cow is forbidden if

born alive.

EXPLANATION
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This applies only where it emerged into the airspace of the world asa birth, but if it is still inside its mother's womb

when she is slaughtered, it is permitted.

STATEMENT
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Ulla said that Rabbi Yochanan said: And the limb itself is permitted by the slaughter of the mother if it was returned inside.
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Rav Yehuda said to Ulla: But Rav and Shmuel both say that the limb itself is forbidden!
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Ulla said to him: Who would give us some of the dust of Ravand Shmuel, and we would fill our eyes with it out of

respect; but this is what Rabbi Yochanan said to justify his view:
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All consecrated or bounded meats that leave their boundary were included in the general rule of "And flesh in the field, a

tereifa, you shall not eat”, which teaches that leaving one's boundary forbids the meat.
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But when the Scripture specified for you regarding a sin-offering that went outside its boundary and returned thatitis
forbidden,
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it implies that it is only a sin-offering that the Merciful One specified is forbidden, but all other things, once they

returned, are permitted.
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The Gemara challenges this: "And flesh in the field, a tereifa, you shall not eat,” what does the verse teach us?
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Since we find regarding Second Tithe and first-fruits, that even though they went outside their boundary and

returned, they are permitted, I might have thought that this meat of a fetus or offering is also so?
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Therefore, the verse teaches "tereifa” to show it is forbidden.
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The Gemara asks: What is the biblical derivation from the word "tereifa"?
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Rabbah said: It is like a tereifa; just as a tereifa, once it becomes torn, can never again have a permit, so too flesh,

once it went outside its boundary, can never again have a permit even if it returns!
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This is a conclusive refutation of Ulla, a conclusive refutation.
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The Master said above: Since we find regarding Second Tithe and first-fruits that they are permitted if they return. Where
do we find this?
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As it is written: "You may not eat within your gates the tithe of your grain, etc.”, implying that within your gates you
may not eat themif they never entered Jerusalem, but if they went outside their boundary and returned, they are

permitted.

STATEMENT

DPIINY 1707 N N 1IN0 0271,8°987 170 WY RN 27,757 10 N3y




In the West, they taught this dispute as follows: Rav said: There is birth for limbs, meaning a limb extending outside is
considered born and permanently forbidden; and Rabbi Yochanan said: There is no birth for limbs.
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What is the difference between them practically?

89393 13N VIR T0°RY 1R RPN

There is a difference between them regarding forbidding the minority of the limb that remains inside the womb.
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A dilemma was raised to them: According to the one who says there is no birth for limbs, if the fetus extended its
foreleg and returned it, and then again extended its foreleg and returned it, until these parts completed the majority of

its body, what is the law?
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Do we say, behold, the majority of it has gone out and it is considered born? Or perhaps, since they returned, they

returned and are considered inside?
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If you say, since they returned, they returned; if the fetus extended its foreleg and one cut it off, and then again

extended its foreleg and one cut it off, until the cut parts completed the majority of its body, what is the law?
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Do we say, behold, the majority of it has gone out? Or perhaps we require the majority to emerge all at once?
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Come and hear a proof:

SUMMARY
The Gemara analyzes the Mishnah's ruling regarding the extended foreleg, bringing the teaching of Rav Yehuda in the
name of Rav that the emerged limb itself remains forbidden even if it was brought back inside before shechitah, based on the

pasuk of "flesh in the field."” The Gemara challenges this from our Mishnah and a Baraisa, questioning whether the term




"permitted” refers to the limb itself or only to the rest of the fetus. To resolve these difficulties, the Gemara suggests that the
Mishnah's phrasing was structured for stylistic symmetry with the case of the head emerging, and explores the halachic
definitions of birth for both humans and animals, ultimately utilizing the principle of Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak regarding the

status of the "place of the cut” where the limb is severed.

T@YR? WHAT TO TAKE HOME

In today's sugya, we learn about a fetus that extends its limb outside the womb and then pulls it back. According to Rav, even
though the limb returned inside, it remains permanently forbidden. The Torah says, "And flesh in the field, a tereifah, you
shall not eat.” Once a holy thing ora kosher limb crosses its boundary and goes "outside into the field,” it loses its status. Even

if it returns to its original place, that brief moment of leaving its proper boundary leaves a permanent mark.

This teaches us a profound lesson about our own spiritual boundaries, our own "mechitza." Hashem places each of usin a
specific environment of holiness, our homes, our yeshivos, our communities, and our daily times set aside for Torah and
tefillah. The yetzer hara often whispers that we can step "outside” just for a moment, to indulge in something inappropriate or
to let our minds wander into forbidden places, thinking, "I will just peek outside and then immediately pull myself back in. No

harmdone."

But the Torah is teaching us that boundaries matter. When we let ourselves drift outside our spiritual boundaries, even
temporarily, it leaves an impression on our neshama. We cannot simply step into the "field” and expect to return completely
unaffected. Our avodah is to guard our boundaries with vigilance, recognizing that the safety and purity of our spiritual lives

depend on staying firmly within the realm of kedushah.

Today, make a conscious effort to protect your spiritual boundaries. When you feel tempted to look at something you
shouldn't, or to engage in speech that is outside the boundary of a Torah Jew, pause and remind yourself: "I am keeping

nyself inside."”
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