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T HE  S U G Y A

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 them inside, they are strictly forbidden as limbs from a 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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נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ילָה. כִ אֲ בַּ ר  תָּ ירוֹ – מוּ זִ חְ הֶ דוֹ וְ ת יָ בָּר אֶ עוּ יא הָ צִ הוֹ ד, וְ ילֵ ה לֵ שָּׁ   קַ מְ ה הַ מָ הֵ י׳ בְּ נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: If there is an animal that is  having  difficulty g iving  birth, and the  fe tus  extended its  fore leg  outside the

womb and then broug ht it back inside, and then the mother was slaughtered, the fetus is permitted for eating  through the

slaughter of its mother.

MISHNAH

לוּד. יָ כְּ י זֶה  ירוֹ – הֲרֵ זִ חְ הֶ שֶׁ י  פִּ ל  ף עַ , אַ וֹ ת רֹאשׁ יא אֶ צִ הוֹ

But if it extended its  head outside, even thoug h it broug ht 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.

MISHNAH

ילָה, כִ אֲ בַּ ר  תָּ יהָ – מוּ עֶ מֵ בְּ שֶׁ בָּר  עוּ ךְ מֵ חוֹתֵ

If one cuts  off pieces from a fe tus  that is  in its  womb and leaves them inside, and then slaughters the mother, the severed flesh

is permitted for eating .

MISHNAH



ילָה. כִ אֲ בַּ סוּר  יוֹת – אָ לָ כְּ  ן הַ ל וּמִ חוֹ טְּ  ן הַ מִ

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

her, they are forbidden for eating  as limbs from a living animal.

MISHNAH

ר. תָּ ינָהּ גּוּפָהּ – מוּ אֵ שֶׁ  סוּר, וְ גוּפָהּ – אָ שֶׁ בָר  ל: דָּ לָ כְּ  זֶה הַ

This  is  the  g eneral 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.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

STATEMENT

סוּר. מוֹ אָ צְ בֶר עַ אֵ ב: וְ ר רַ מַ ה אָ ב יְהוּדָ ר רַ מַ ׳ אָ מָ גְּ

GEMAR A: Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: And as for the extended limb itse lf, even though it was brought back inside, it is

forbidden to be eaten.

EXPLANAT IO N

ר. סָ יצָתוֹ – נֶאֱ חִ מְ ץ לִ ר חוּ שָׂ בָּ יָּצָא   שֶׁ ן  יוָ כֵּ ״,  לוּ פָה לֹא תֹאכֵ רֵ ה טְ דֶ שָּׂ  בַּ ר  שָׂ ״וּבָ א:  רָ ר קְ מַ אָ א? דְּ מָ עְ אי טַ מַ

What is  the  reason? Because  the  verse  says: "And flesh in the  fie ld, a tere ifah, you shall not eat." This teaches that once

flesh has  g one  outside  of its  boundary, which the Torah calls "the field," it becomes forbidden like a tereifah.

O BJECT IO N

בֶר? אֵ או אַ אי לָ ילָה. מַ כִ אֲ בַּ ר  תָּ ירוֹ – מוּ זִ חְ הֶ דוֹ וְ ת יָ בָּר אֶ עוּ יא הָ צִ הוֹ ד, וְ ילֵ ה לֵ שָּׁ   קַ מְ ה הַ מָ הֵ נַן: בְּ תְּ

The Gemara objects: We learned in our Mishnah: If there is an animal that is  having  difficulty g iving  birth, and the  fe tus

extended its  fore leg  and broug ht it back, it is permitted for eating . What, is  it not referring to the  limb itself, which

would contradict Rav?

ANSWER

בָּר. עוּ לָא, אַ

The Gemara answers: No, the Mishnah's ruling of permitted refers only to the  rest of the fe tus.

QU E ST IO N

י! ירוֹ נָמֵ זִ חְ וּ לֹא הֶ ילּ פִ ? אֲ ירוֹ זִ חְ יָא הֶ ירְ אי אִ בָּר, מַ עוּ י אַ אִ

The Gemara asks: If it refers only to the  rest of the fe tus, why specifically mention that it broug ht it back? Even if it did not

bring  it back, the rest of the fetus is also  permitted!

ANSWER

. ירוֹ זִ חְ לֹא הֶ ל גַּב דְּ ף עַ ין אַ דִּ הוּא הַ

The Gemara answers: Indeed, the  same  law applie s  even thoug h it did not bring  it back.



EXPLANAT IO N

י נָא נָמֵ לוּד, תְּ יָ כְּ י זֶה  ירוֹ – הֲרֵ זִ חְ הֶ שֶׁ י  פִּ ל  ף עַ וֹ אַ ת רֹאשׁ יא אֶ צִ יפָא: הוֹ נֵא סֵ יתְ י מִ עֵ בָּ א  קָ י דְּ ידֵ יְּ אַ וְ

. ירוֹ זִ חְ א הֶ שָׁ י רֵ

And since  the Tanna wanted to teach in the  latter clause : If it extended its  head, even thoug h it broug ht it back,

behold this  is  like  a newborn, he also taug ht in the  first clause  the case where it broug ht it back, for stylistic symmetry.

QU E ST IO N

ינָא: נֵ ה? תְּ ידָ יָא לַהּ לֵ וְ וֹ הָ יָצָא רֹאשׁ ן דְּ יוָ כֵ ן? דְּ ע לַ מַ שְׁ  מַ אי קָ יפָא, מַ סֵ וְ

The Gemara asks: And as for the  latter clause , what does  it come  to teach us? That once  its  head emerg ed, it is

considered a birth? But we  have  already learned this  in a Mishnah in Bekhoros:

PR O O F

ה עָ שְׁ  ן תִּ בֶּ י, אוֹ  וֹ חַ יָּצָא רֹאשׁ  שֶׁ י  פִּ ל  ף עַ ים, אַ לִ פָ ר נְ חַ בָּא אַ  ים – הַ נִ כֹהֲ כוֹר לְ ינוֹ בְּ אֵ לָה וְ נַחֲ כוֹר לְ יזֶהוּ בְּ אֵ

ת. וֹ מֵ יָּצָא רֹאשׁ  שֶׁ

Who is  a firstborn for inheritance  but not a firstborn for the  Kohanim? One  who comes after miscarriag es , even

thoug h the miscarriage's head emerg ed alive , or a nine -month-old fetus whose  head emerg ed dead.

IN FER ENCE

י. וֵ י לָא הָ לָה נָמֵ נַחֲ כוֹר לְ יו בְּ חֲרָ בָּא אַ  י – הַ וֹ חַ א רֹאשׁ ת, הָ וֹ מֵ רֹאשׁ א דְּ מָ עְ טַ

We infer: The reason the next child is a firstborn for inheritance is because the miscarriage's head emerg ed dead, but if its head

emerg ed alive , the  one  who comes after it is  also not a firstborn for inheritance , because the emergence of the head is

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

STATEMENT

ה. מָ הֵ בְ ן בִּ ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ קָ ם, וְ דָ אָ ינַן בְּ עִ מְ שְׁ  א, אַ ימָ תֵּ י  כִ וְ

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

an animal, and both are necessary:

EXPLANAT IO N

ה, מָ הֵ בְ דוֹר לִ זְ רוֹ פְּ ין  אֵ יף, דְּ לֵ ה לָא יָ מָ הֵ בְּ ם מִ דָ אָ דְּ

For a human cannot be  derived from an animal, because  there  is  no birth canal that is 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;

EXPLANAT IO N

. יהּ ידֵ ים דִּ נִ פָּ צוּף  פַּרְ יב  שִׁ  חֲ פָא, דַּ לְ ם לָא יָ דָ אָ ה מֵ מָ הֵ וּבְ

and an animal cannot be  derived from a human, because  a human's facial features  are  s ig nificant, so perhaps only for a

human is the head's emergence considered a birth.

O BJECT IO N

ה! מָ הֵ בַּבְּ ד  לָ ן וָ ימָ ךְ סִ כָּ ה  שָּׁ   אִ בָּ ד  לָ ן וָ ימָ סִ כְּ ילָה,  כִ אֲ בַּ ה  סוּרָ הּ – אֲ צָתָ קְ ה מִ תָ יָּצְ  שֶׁ יָא  לְ שִׁ ינָא:  נֵ י תְּ א נָמֵ הָ



But this  too we  have  already learned in a Mishnah: A placenta of which a part emerg ed is  forbidden for eating , and the

Sages said: Just as  the  s ig n of a child in a woman, so is  the  s ig n of a child in an animal! Thus we already know that the rules

of birth are equated.

STATEMENT

א. שָׁ י וּ רֵ טּ יפָא אַ נָא סֵ א, תְּ קָ וְ א דַּ שָׁ י רֵ ירוֹ דְּ זִ חְ א הֶ מָ לָ שְׁ  תְּ בִּ רַ מְ י אָ אִ

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

Tanna taug ht the  latter clause  for the  sake  of symmetry with the  first clause .

QU E ST IO N

ל? לָ כְּ יהּ  יַ נְ תְ מִ יהּ לְ ה לֵ מָ א, לְ קָ וְ יפָא דַּ סֵ לָא דְּ א, וְ קָ וְ א דַּ שָׁ י רֵ : לָא דְּ תְּ רַ מְ י אָ לָּא אִ  אֶ

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?

ANSWER

. ךְ קוֹם חֲתָ מְ לָּא לִ  כָה אֶ רְ צְ ק: לֹא נִ חָ צְ בַּר יִ ן  מָ ב נַחְ ר רַ מַ אָ דְ כִ בָּר, וְ עוּ לָם אַ עוֹ לָא, לְ

The Gemara answers: No, actually the first clause refers to the  fe tus , and it is as  Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak said in another

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

EXPLANAT IO N

. ךְ קוֹם חֲתָ מְ לָּא לִ  כָה אֶ רְ צְ י, לֹא נִ כָא נָמֵ הָ

Here  too, it is  only necessary for the  place  of the  cut, to teach that the point where the limb is severed is permitted.

PR O O F

ר תָּ וֹ – מוּ מּ ת אִ ט אֶ חַ שָׁ ךְ  כָּ ר  חַ אַ , וְ הּ ירָ זִ חְ הֶ דוֹ וְ ת יָ בָּר אֶ יא עוּ צִ ד, הוֹ ילֵ ה לֵ שָּׁ   קַ מְ ה הַ מָ הֵ ע: בְּ מַ שְׁ א  תָּ

ילָה. כִ אֲ בַּ

Come and hear a proof from a Baraisa: If there is an animal that is  having  difficulty g iving  birth, and the  fe tus  extended its

fore leg  and broug ht it back, and afterward he  s laug htered its  mother, it is permitted for eating .

PR O O F

ילָה. כִ אֲ בַּ סוּר  הּ – אָ ירָ זִ חְ ךְ הֶ כָּ ר  חַ אַ וֹ וְ מּ ת אִ ט אֶ חַ שָׁ

But if he  s laug htered its  mother and afterward it broug ht it back, it is forbidden for eating .

PR O O F

ר. תָּ הוֹר וּמוּ ים טָ נִ פְ בִּ שֶׁ  סוּר, וְ אָ א וְ מֵ ץ טָ חוּ בַּ  שֶׁ וֹ –  מּ ת אִ ט אֶ חַ שָׁ ךְ  כָּ ר  חַ אַ , וְ כוֹ חֲתָ דוֹ וַ ת יָ יא אֶ צִ הוֹ

If it extended its  fore leg  and he  cut it off, and afterward he  s laug htered its  mother, that which is  outside  is  tamei and

forbidden, and that which is  inside  is  tahor and permitted.

PR O O F

כוֹ – ךְ חֲתָ כָּ ר  חַ אַ וֹ וְ מּ ת אִ ט אֶ חַ שָׁ

If he  s laug htered its  mother and afterward he  cut it off, the Baraisa continues...
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STATEMENT

יר. אִ י מֵ בִּ י רַ רֵ בְ לָה, דִּ ע נְבֵ גַּ ר מַ שָׂ בָּ  הַ

the rest of the  flesh of the fetus is rendered impure through contact with a carcass ,  i.e., the forbidden limb, which is treated as a

carcass; these are the  words of Rabbi Meir.

STATEMENT

ה. חוּטָ שְׁ פָה  רֵ ע טְ גַּ ים: מַ רִ מְ ים אוֹ מִ כָ חֲ וַ

And the  Sag es  say: The rest of the flesh has only the status of contact with a s laug htered tere ifa,  which is rabbinically impure

but does not carry the severe impurity of a carcass.

O BJECT IO N

ילָה; כִ אֲ בַּ ר  תָּ וֹ – מוּ מּ ת אִ ט אֶ חַ שָׁ ךְ  כָּ ר  חַ אַ , וְ הּ ירָ זִ חְ הֶ דוֹ וְ ת יָ בָּר אֶ יא עוּ צִ א: הוֹ שָׁ י א רֵ יהָ י מִ נֵ תָ קָ

In any event, the  first clause  teaches : If a fe tus  extended its  fore leg  outside the womb and returned it inside, and

afterward one  s laug htered its  mother,  it is  permitted for eating .

QU E ST IO N

בֶר? אֵ או אַ אי לָ מַ

What, is  it not referring to the  limb itself, meaning that even the extended limb is permitted if returned, which contradicts Rav's

ruling?

ANSWER

בָּר. עוּ לָא, אַ

The Gemara answers: No ,  it refers to the  rest of the fe tus ,  but the limb itself remains forbidden.

O BJECT IO N

ילָה; כִ אֲ בַּ סוּר  ירוֹ – אָ זִ חְ ךְ הֶ כָּ ר  חַ אַ וֹ וְ מּ ת אִ ט אֶ חַ שָׁ יפָא:  א סֵ ימָ בָּר, אֵ עוּ י אַ אִ

The Gemara objects: If it refers to the  fe tus ,  then say the  latter clause : If one  s laug htered its  mother and afterward it

returned the limb, it is  forbidden for eating .

QU E ST IO N

סוּר? אי אָ מַּ  בָּר, אַ י עוּ אִ וְ

And if this refers to the rest of the fe tus ,  why is  it forbidden? The slaughter of the mother should permit the entire fetus except

for the extended limb!

ANSWER

. ךְ קוֹם חֲתָ מְ לָּא לִ  כָה אֶ רְ צְ י לֹא נִ כָא נָמֵ , הָ ךְ קוֹם חֲתָ מְ לָּא לִ  כָה אֶ רְ צְ ק: לֹא נִ חָ צְ בַּר יִ ן  מָ ב נַחְ ר רַ מַ אָ דְ כִּ

The Gemara answers: It is as  Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak said in another context, that it is  not necessary to state this except

with reg ard to the  place  of the  cut on the fetus's body where the limb is severed. Here  too, it is  not necessary except with

reg ard to the  place  of the  cut,  which becomes forbidden if the limb was not returned before slaughter.



QU E ST IO N

: יהּ ידֵ א בִּ יתָ נִ תְ י מַ יתִ יְ אַ א וְ י, אֲתָ זָאֵ י חוֹ בֵּ  י מִ ימִ א אֲבִ י אֲתָ כִּ א  הָ י? וְ ינִ אִ

The Gemara asks: Is  that so? But when Avimi came  from Bei Chozai, he  came  and broug ht a baraisa in his  hand which

states:

PR O O F

ל. כוֹ יר – אֱ זִ חְ סוֹת הֶ רָ פְּ ל,  כוֹ יר – אֱ זִ חְ ה הֶ סָ פַּרְ

If it extended a hoof and returned it, eat;  if it extended hooves  and returned them, eat.

QU E ST IO N

ה? סָ פַּרְ כוּל  ה – אֲ סָ פַּרְ יר  זִ חְ או הֶ אי לָ מַ

What, is  it not that if it re turned a hoof,  you may eat the  hoof itself?

ANSWER

בָּר. ל עוּ כוֹ ה – אֱ סָ פַּרְ יר  זִ חֱ לֹא, הֶ

The Gemara answers: No ,  it means if it re turned the  hoof,  you may eat the  fe tus .

O BJECT IO N

י! יר נָמֵ זִ חֱ וּ לֹא הֶ ילּ פִ יר? אֲ זִ חְ יָא הֶ ירְ אי אִ בָּר, מַ י עוּ אִ

The Gemara objects: If it refers to the fe tus ,  why specifically mention that it re turned it? Even if it did not re turn it, the fetus

should also  be permitted!

ANSWER

. ךְ קוֹם חֲתָ מְ לָּא לִ  כָה אֶ רְ צְ ק: לֹא נִ חָ צְ בַּר יִ ן  מָ ב נַחְ ר רַ מַ אָ

Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak said: It is  not necessary except with reg ard to the  place  of the  cut,  which is permitted only if

the limb was returned.

QU E ST IO N

! יב לַהּ א נָסֵ י קָ אֵ רָ י קְ רֵ א תְּ הָ וְ

The Gemara asks: But the baraisa adduces  two verses ,  "hoof" and "hooves," for this ruling!

QU E ST IO N

? ךְ קוֹם חֲתָ מְ ד לִ חַ בֶר, וְ אֵ ד לְ או חַ אי לָ מַ

What, is  it not that one  is for the  limb itself to be permitted, and one  is for the  place  of the  cut?

ANSWER

ה. י פָרָ עֵ מְ לוּט בִּ קָ ד לְ חַ , וְ ךְ קוֹם חֲתָ מְ ד לִ לָא, חַ

The Gemara answers: No, one  is for the  place  of the  cut, and one  is for a fe tus  with uncloven hooves  inside  the  womb of

a cow.



EXPLANAT IO N

סוּר. ה אָ פָּרָ ן  בֶּ לוּט  ן: קָ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ ן, דְּ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ בָּא דְּ י לִּ אַ וְ

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

born alive.

EXPLANAT IO N

י. רֵ שְׁ וֹ –  מּ י אִ עֵ מְ ל בִּ לָם, אֲבָ עוֹ יר הָ אֲוִ יָצָא לַ יכָא דְּ י הֵ לֵּ י י מִ נֵ הָ

This  applie s  only where  it emerg ed into the  airspace  of the  world as a birth, but if it is still inside  its  mother's  womb

when she is slaughtered, it is permitted.

STATEMENT

ר. תָּ מוֹ מוּ צְ בֶר עַ אֵ נָן: וְ חָ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ לָא אָ עוּ

Ulla said that Rabbi Yochanan said: And the  limb itse lf is  permitted by the slaughter of the mother if it was returned inside.

O BJECT IO N

סוּר! מוֹ אָ צְ בֶר עַ יהוּ אֵ יְ וַ רְ תַּ י  רִ מְ אָ ל דְּ מוּאֵ שְׁ ב וּ א רַ הָ לָּא: וְ  עוּ ה לְ ב יְהוּדָ יהּ רַ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

Rav Yehuda said to Ulla: But Rav and Shmuel both say that the  limb itse lf is  forbidden!

ANSWER

נָן: חָ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ י אָ כִ לָּא הָ  ין, אֶ ינִ יְ ינַן עַ לֵ ל וּמָ מוּאֵ שְׁ ב וּ רַ א דְּ רָ פְ עַ ן מֵ יב לַ אן יָהֵ : מַ יהּ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

Ulla said to him: Who would g ive  us  some  of the  dust of Rav and Shmuel, and we  would fill our eyes  with it out of

respect; but this  is  what Rabbi Yochanan said to justify his view:

EXPLANAT IO N

״, לוּ פָה לֹא תֹאכֵ רֵ ה טְ דֶ שָּׂ  בַּ ר  שָׂ בָּ ״ ל  לַ כְ יוּ בִּ כֹּל הָ  הַ

All consecrated or bounded meats that leave their boundary were  included in the  g eneral rule  of "And flesh in the  fie ld, a

tere ifa, you shall not eat",  which teaches that leaving one's boundary forbids the meat.

EXPLANAT IO N

סוּר, ה – אָ זְרָ חָ הּ וְ יצָתָ חִ מְ ץ לִ ה חוּ תָ יָּצְ  שֶׁ את  טָּ  י חַ בֵּ כָּתוּב גַּ  ךָ הַ ט לְ פָּרַ  שֶׁ  כְּ

But when the  Scripture  specified for you reg arding  a s in-offering  that went outside  its  boundary and returned that it is

forbidden,

EXPLANAT IO N

י. רֵ שְׁ דוּר –  הֲ ן דַּ יוָ כֵּ י –  לֵּ י כֹּל מִ ל  , אֲבָ בָּהּ נָא  מָ חֲ ט רַ רַ פְ את הוּא דִּ טָּ  חַ

it implies that it is  only a s in-offering  that the  Merciful One  specified is forbidden, but all other thing s, once  they

returned, are  permitted.

O BJECT IO N

ר? מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ ה  ״, מָ לוּ פָה לֹא תֹאכֵ רֵ ה טְ דֶ שָּׂ  בַּ ר  שָׂ בָּ ״ י:  יבִ יתִ מֵ



The Gemara challeng es  this: "And flesh in the  fie ld, a tere ifa, you shall not eat," what does  the  verse  teach us?

EXPLANAT IO N

ף זֶה ל אַ ין, יָכוֹ רִ תָּ זְרוּ – מוּ חָ ן וְ יצָתָ חִ מְ ץ לִ אוּ חוּ יָּצְ  שֶׁ י  פִּ ל  ף עַ אַ שֶׁ ים,  וּרִ כּ י וּבִ נִ שֵׁ ר  שֵׂ עֲ מַ ינוּ בְּ צִ מָּ  שֶׁ י  פִ לְ

ן? כֵּ

Since  we  find reg arding  Second Tithe  and first-fruits , that even thoug h they went outside  the ir boundary and

returned, they are  permitted, I mig ht have  thoug ht that this  meat of a fetus or offering is also so?

EXPLANAT IO N

פָה״. רֵ ״טְ ר  מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ

Therefore, the  verse  teaches  "tere ifa" to show it is forbidden.

QU E ST IO N

א? מוּדָ לְ תַּ אי  מַ

The Gemara asks: What is  the  biblical derivation from the word "tereifa"?

ANSWER

ץ יָּצָא חוּ  שֶׁ ן  יוָ כֵּ ר –  שָׂ בָּ ף  ר, אַ תֵּ י ין לָהּ הֶ וּב אֵ פָה שׁ רְ טְ נִּ שֶׁ ן  יוָ כֵּ פָה –  רֵ ה טְ פָה, מָ רֵ טְ כִּ בָּה:   ר רַ מַ אָ

ר! תֵּ י ין לוֹ הֶ וּב אֵ יצָתוֹ שׁ חִ מְ לִ

Rabbah said: It is  like  a tere ifa; just as  a tere ifa, once  it becomes torn, can never ag ain have  a permit, so too flesh,

once  it went outside  its  boundary, can never ag ain have  a permit even if it returns!

R EFU TAT IO N

א. תָּ  יוּבְ לָּא, תְּ  עוּ א דְ תָּ  יוּבְ תְּ

This is a conclusive  re futation of Ulla, a conclusive  re futation.

QU E ST IO N

ינוּ? צִ ן מָ יכָ ים. הֵ וּרִ כּ י וּבִ נִ שֵׁ ר  שֵׂ עֲ מַ ינוּ בְּ צִ מָּ  שֶׁ י  פִ ר: לְ ר מָ מַ אָ

The Master said above: Since  we  find reg arding  Second Tithe  and first-fruits  that they are permitted if they return. Where

do we  find this?

ANSWER

ץ אוּ חוּ ל יָצְ יכוּל, אֲבָ תֵּ לָא  יךָ הוּא דְּ רֶ עָ שְׁ  ׳״, בִּ גוֹ נֶךָ וְ גָ ר דְּ שַׂ עְ יךָ מַ רֶ עָ שְׁ  כֹל בִּ אֱ ל לֶ ״לֹא תוּכַ יב:  תִ כְ דִּ

ין. רִ תָּ זְרוּ – מוּ חָ ן וְ יצָתָ חִ מְ לִ

As it is  written: "You may not eat within your g ates  the  tithe  of your g rain, e tc.",  implying that within your g ates  you

may not eat them if they never entered Jerusalem, but if they went outside  the ir boundary and returned, they are

permitted.

STATEMENT

ים. בָרִ אֵ ה לְ ידָ ין לֵ ר: אֵ מַ נָן אָ חָ י יוֹ בִּ רַ ים, וְ בָרִ אֵ ה לְ ידָ ר: יֵשׁ לֵ מַ ב אָ י, רַ כִ נוּ הָ תְ בָא מַ רְ עְ מַ בְּ



In the  West, they taug ht 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 .

QU E ST IO N

יהוּ? יְ ינַ בֵּ אי  מַ

What is  the  difference  between them practically?

ANSWER

ים. נִ פְ בִּ שֶׁ בֶר  יעוּט אֵ ר מִ יסַ מֵ יהוּ לְ יְ ינַ בֵּ כָּא  י אִ

There  is  a difference  between them reg arding  forbidding  the  minority of the  limb that remains  inside  the womb.

QU E ST IO N

ת יא אֶ צִ הוֹ זַר וְ חָ , וְ הּ ירָ זִ חְ הֶ דוֹ וְ ת יָ בָּר אֶ עוּ יא הָ צִ ים, הוֹ בָרִ אֵ ה לְ ידָ ין לֵ ר אֵ מֵ אוֹ י הָ רֵ בְ דִ הוּ: לְ יָא לְ עְ בַּ י אִ

הוּ? , מַ וֹ רוּבּ ימוֹ לְ לִ שְׁ  הִ שֶׁ ד  , עַ הּ ירָ זִ חְ הֶ דוֹ וְ יָ

A dilemma was raised to them: According  to the  one  who says  there  is  no birth for limbs, if the  fe tus  extended its

fore leg  and returned it, and then ag ain extended its  fore leg  and returned it, until these parts completed the  majority of

its  body, what is  the law?

QU E ST IO N

ר? דַ דוּר הָ הֲ ן דַּ יוָ כֵּ א  מָ לְ בָּא, אוֹ דִ יהּ רוּ פַק לֵ א נְ ינַן הָ רִ מְ י אָ מִ

Do we  say, behold, the  majority of it has  g one  out and it is considered born? Or perhaps, s ince  they returned, they

returned and are considered inside?

QU E ST IO N

ד , עַ כָהּ חֲתָ דוֹ וַ ת יָ יא אֶ צִ הוֹ זַר וְ חָ , וְ כָהּ חֲתָ דוֹ וַ ת יָ בָּר אֶ יא עוּ צִ ר, הוֹ דַ דוּר הָ הֲ ן דַּ יוָ כֵּ ר,  מַ י לוֹ צֵ מְ ם תִּ אִ

הוּ? , מַ וֹ רוּבּ ימוֹ לְ לִ שְׁ  הִ שֶׁ

If you say, s ince  they returned, they returned; if the  fe tus  extended its  fore leg  and one  cut it off, and then ag ain

extended its  fore leg  and one  cut it off, until the cut parts completed the  majority of its  body, what is  the law?

QU E ST IO N

ינַן? עֵ בָּ ת  חַ בַת אַ בָּא בְּ א רוּ מָ לְ בָּא, אוֹ דִ יהּ רוּ יק לֵ א נָפֵ ינַן הָ רִ מְ י אָ מִ

Do we  say, behold, the  majority of it has  g one  out? Or perhaps we  require  the  majority to emerge all at once ?

PR O O F

ע: מַ שְׁ א  תָּ

Come and hear a proof:

S U M M A RY

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.

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

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 or a 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 us in 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

harm done."

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

myself inside."
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