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T HE  S U G Y A

We begin this daf by continuing our deep dive into the halachos of a fetus in its mother's womb at the time of shechitah. The

Gemara explores the boundaries of what is permitted by the mother's slaughter, specifically analyzing the status of an

uncloven-hoofed fetus (a 'shasua') according to Rabbi Shimon, and whether its presence in the womb protects it from being

forbidden. We then move into a fascinating series of yeshivish dilemmas raised by the Amoraim regarding limbs that extend

outside their proper boundaries before shechitah.

Our Rabbeim guide us through intricate questions of kedushah and tumah. We look at a fetus of a Korban that extends a limb

outside the womb while in the Beis HaMikdash, and whether the courtyard walls or the mother herself define its boundary.

We also learn about the mechanics of shechitah, analyzing whether the cutting of the first and second simanim can combine

to purify an extended limb from the tumah of a carcass, and we delve into the halachic status of the offspring and milk of an

animal that had an extended, forbidden limb.

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

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

The Mishnah stated: This  is  the  g eneral rule : Any part that is  considered part of its  body which was severed before slaughter

is  forbidden to be eaten, and any part that is  not considered part of its  body but is a separate entity, i.e., the fetus, is

permitted by the slaughter of the mother.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N

נָא? אי גַּוְ הַ כְּ י  יֵ תוֹ אֵ או לְ אי? לָ י מַ יֵ תוֹ אֵ ין גּוּפָהּ לְ אֵ שֶׁ

The Gemara asks: The phrase "that is  not part of its  body" comes to include  what case? Is  it not to include  a case  like  this ,

where the majority of the fetus has already emerged, and yet the remainder inside is permitted?

ANSWER

ן, עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ בָּא דְּ י לִּ אַ ה, וְ פָּרָ י  עֵ מְ לוּט בִּ י קָ יֵ תוֹ אֵ לָא, לְ



The Gemara answers: No, it comes to include  a fetus with uncloven hooves  found in the  womb of a cow, and this is in

accordance  with the view of Rabbi Shimon,

EXPLANAT IO N

י עֵ מְ ל בִּ לָם, אֲבָ עוֹ יר הָ אֲוִ יָצָא לַ יכָא דְּ י הֵ לֵּ י י מִ נֵ סוּר – הָ ה אָ פָּרָ ן  בֶּ לוּט  ן: קָ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ ל גַּב דְּ ף עַ אַ דְּ

י. רֵ שְׁ וֹ –  מּ אִ

for even thoug h Rabbi Shimon says  that an uncloven-hoofed offspring  of a cow is  forbidden because it lacks kosher

signs, these  words  apply only where  it emerg ed into the  airspace  of the  world as a live birth, but if it is still in its  mother's

womb when she is slaughtered, it is permitted by her slaughter.

QU E ST IO N

הוּ? ה, מַ זָרָ עֲ בָּ דוֹ  ת יָ בָּר אֶ יא עוּ צִ יָא: הוֹ נַנְ ב חֲ י רַ עֵ בָּ

Rav Chananya raised a dilemma: If a fe tus  of a Kodshei Kodashim offering extended its  fore leg  out of the womb while in

the  Temple  courtyard, and then brought it back, what is  the law?

EXPLANAT IO N

יא, יצָה הִ חִ או מְ אי לָ הַ י דְּ בֵּ גַ א לְ מָ לְ אי, אוֹ דִ הַ י דְּ בֵּ גַ י לְ י נָמֵ וֵ ים – הָ שִׁ  דָ י קָ בֵּ גַ יצָה לְ חִ י מְ וֵ הָ וֹ דְּ גּ מִ

יא? וֹ הִ מּ בָּר – אִ יצַת עוּ חִ מְ דִּ

Do we say that s ince  the courtyard wall is  a boundary reg arding  holy offering s, keeping them within their permitted area, it is

also  considered a boundary reg arding  this  fetus, so that the limb did not leave its boundary? Or perhaps reg arding  this  fetus,

the courtyard wall is  not considered its boundary, because  the  boundary of a fe tus  is  its  mother alone, and thus the limb did

leave its boundary?

O BJECT IO N

יִם? לַ שָׁ ירוּ ים בִּ לִּ ים קַ שִׁ  דָ ךְ קָ י לָ עֵ בְּ תִ י: וְ יֵ בָּ  יהּ אַ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

Abaye  said to him: But le t you raise  the  same dilemma regarding offering s  of le sser sanctity whose limbs are extended in

Yerushalayim, which is their boundary!

R EFU TAT IO N

י כָא נָמֵ וא, הָ וֹ הִ מּ בָּר אִ יצַת עוּ חִ מְ ? דִּ ךְ יָא לָ עְ בַּ י א מִ א לָא קָ מָ עְ אי טַ יִם מַ לַ שָׁ ירוּ ים בִּ לִּ ים קַ שִׁ  דָ קָ

וא. וֹ הִ מּ בָּר אִ יצַת עוּ חִ מְ

What is  the  reason that you did not raise  the  dilemma regarding offering s  of le sser sanctity in Yerushalayim? It must be

because  it is obvious to you that the  boundary of a fe tus  is  its  mother and not the city walls. If so, here  too, regarding

Kodshei Kodashim, the  boundary of a fe tus  is  its  mother and not the courtyard walls.

QU E ST IO N

הוּ? ן, מַ ימָ סִ ן לְ ימָ ין סִ בֵּ דוֹ  ת יָ בָּר אֶ יא עוּ צִ פָא: הוֹ ילְ י אִ עֵ בָּ

Ilfa raised a dilemma: If a fe tus  extended its  fore leg  outside the womb between the cutting of the first s iman and the

second s iman, what is  the law?

EXPLANAT IO N

לָה, אוֹ לָא? י נְבֵ ידֵ יהּ מִ הוֹרֵ טַ י לְ נִ שֵׁ ן  ימָ סִ ן לְ וֹ אשׁ ן רִ ימָ ף סִ רֵ טָ צְ י מִ מִ



Does the  first s iman combine  with the  second s iman to purify it from the impurity of a carcass , or not? Since the first cut

was made while the limb was inside, and the second while it was outside, do they combine?

R E SO LU T IO N

יל לוֹ עִ ילָה, לֹא יוֹ כִ אֲ בַּ ירוֹ  תִּ הַ י לְ נִ שֵׁ ן  ימָ סִ ן לְ וֹ אשׁ ן רִ ימָ יל לוֹ סִ עִ ם הוֹ ר, אִ מֶ חוֹ ל וָ בָא: קַ ר רָ מַ אָ

לָה? י נְבֵ ידֵ יהּ מִ הוֹרֵ טַ לְ

Rava said: It is a kal vachomer: If the  first s iman was effective  in combining with the  second s iman to permit the rest of

the fetus for eating , will it not be  effective  for it to purify the extended limb from the impurity of a carcass?

QU E ST IO N

? עוֹ זַרְ שׁ לְ חוֹ הוּ לָ יָה: מַ מְ י יִרְ בִּ י רַ עֵ בָּ

Rabbi Yirmeya raised a dilemma: What is  the law regarding whether to be  concerned for its  offspring ? If a fetus extended

a limb, making that limb forbidden, and then emerged alive after the mother's slaughter, does the prohibition of the limb affect its

offspring?

QU E ST IO N

צֵא? וּר יוֹ יסּ יהּ אִ בֵּ ית  אִ אי דְּ יָא הַ ירְ אי אִ א, מַ יתָ יְ לַּ  עַ ה מְ מָ הֵ בְּ זַל אַ אֲ א דַּ ימָ לֵּ י י? אִ מֵ י דָ יכִ הֵ

The Gemara asks: What are  the  circumstances? If we  say that it went and mated with a normal, standard animal, why discuss

specifically this  animal which has  the  prohibition of leaving  its boundary?

EXPLANAT IO N

ה קוּעָ פְּ ן  בֶּ ב,  אָ ע הָ זֶרַ ין לְ שִׁ  שְׁ  ר חוֹ מֵ אוֹ י הָ רֵ בְ דִ יָא: לְ שְׁ  רְ שַׁ  ב מְ ר רַ מַ אָ י, דְּ א נָמֵ מָ לְ עָ ה דְּ קוּעָ פְּ ן  בֶּ וּ  ילּ פִ אֲ

נָה. קָּ תַּ ין לוֹ  ד אֵ לָ וָּ א – הַ יתָ יְ לַּ  עַ ה מְ מָ הֵ ל בְּ בָּא עַ  הַ

Even a reg ular ben pekua that mated with a normal animal as  we ll would have a problem, as  Rav Mesharshiyya said:

According  to the  one  who says  we  are  concerned for the  seed of the  father, a ben pekua that mates  with a normal

animal—the  offspring  has  no rectification through slaughter, because of its mixed status.

ANSWER

אי? . מַ יהּ וָותֵ כְ ה דִּ קוּעָ פְּ ן  בֶּ  זַל אַ אֲ יכָא, דַּ רִ לָא צְ

The Gemara answers: No, it is  necessary in a case where  it went and mated with a ben pekua like  itse lf. What is the law?

EXPLANAT IO N

? יהּ עֵ ל זַרְ בַּ  לְ בַּ  א מִ מָ לְ י, אוֹ דִ רֵ שְׁ יהּ וּ יךְ לֵ תֵ חָ בֶר, וְ יד אֵ לִ בֶר מוֹ אֵ

Do we say that each limb of the father g enerates  the  corresponding limb in the offspring, and so one  can cut off that specific

limb in the offspring and the rest is permitted? Or perhaps its  seed is  interming led throughout the entire body of the

offspring?

STATEMENT

! עַ טֵּ י ד קִ לֵ וָּ עַ יִ טֵּ י קִ א, וְ מֵ ד סוֹ לֵ וָּ א יִ מֵ ן, סוֹ כֵּ ם  אִ , דְּ יהּ עֵ ל זַרְ בַּ  לְ בַּ  מִ א דְּ יטָ שִׁ  פְּ ר:  מַ ר אָ דַ הֲ

Rabbi Yirmeya then said: It is  obvious that its  seed is  interming led, for if so, a blind animal would always g ive  birth to a

blind offspring, and a maimed animal would g ive  birth to a maimed offspring, which is not the case.



QU E ST IO N

יָא, תְ אָ ם קָ דָ לֶב וָ כֹּחַ חֵ  או מִ א, לָ מָ לְ עָ ה בְּ מָ הֵ ן: בְּ יָא לַ עְ בַּ י מִ י קָ כִ הָ , וְ יהּ עֵ ל זַרְ בַּ  לְ בַּ  מִ א דְּ יטָ שִׁ  פְּ לָּא   אֶ

יָא? רְ שָׁ  וְ

Rather, it is  obvious that its  seed is  interming led, and this  is  what we  are  asking : A reg ular animal, does  it not come

from the  streng th of forbidden che lev and blood of its parents, and yet it is  permitted?

EXPLANAT IO N

ינַן? רִ מְ א לָא אָ לָתָ ינַן, תְּ רִ מְ י אָ וּרֵ יסּ י אִ רֵ א: תְּ מָ לְ נָא. אוֹ דִ שְׁ י לָא  כָא נָמֵ הָ

Here  too, it is  no different, and the offspring should be permitted. Or perhaps: We say that the offspring is permitted despite

two prohibitions  of the parents (chelev and blood), but we do not say so when there are three  prohibitions, including the

forbidden extended limb?

QU E ST IO N

כָּא. י צֵא לֵ וּר יוֹ יסּ כָּא, אִ י ם אִ דָ לֶב וָ וּר חֵ יסּ יר – אִ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ י לְ אן? אִ מַ לְ וּ

The Gemara asks: And according  to whom would there be three prohibitions? If according to Rabbi Meir, there  is  the

prohibition of che lev and blood, but there  is  no prohibition of the  extended limb because he holds a fetus does not have

a limb prohibition;

EXPLANAT IO N

כָּא! י ם לֵ דָ לֶב וָ וּר חֵ יסּ כָּא, אִ י צֵא אִ וּר יוֹ יסּ ה – אִ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ י לְ אִ

if according to Rabbi Judah, there  is  the  prohibition of the  extended limb, but there  is  no prohibition of che lev and

blood for a fetus!

PR O O F

יל, לִ שְּׁ   בַּ ג  ין נוֹהֵ ר: אֵ מֵ ה אוֹ י יְהוּדָ בִּ יר. רַ אִ י מֵ בִּ י רַ רֵ בְ סוּר, דִּ וֹ אָ בּ לְ חֶ יל, וְ לִ שְּׁ   בַּ ג  ה נוֹהֵ שֶׁ נָּ  יד הַ נַן: גִּ תְ דִּ

ר. תָּ וֹ מוּ בּ לְ חֶ וְ

As we  learned in a Mishnah: The  sciatic nerve  applie s  to a fe tus , and its  che lev is  forbidden; these  are  the  words of

Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Judah says: It does  not apply to a fe tus , and its  che lev is  permitted. Thus, neither Tanna holds there

are three prohibitions.

STATEMENT

י. רֵ שְׁ  ינַן דִ רִ מְ כֹּחַ לָא אָ  כֹּל מִ לָּא,   אֶ

Rather, we must say that any argument based on "coming  from the  streng th of" forbidden parents we do not say is

permitted, as the offspring of a forbidden limb is indeed forbidden.

QU E ST IO N

? וֹ בּ לְ ת חֶ עַ אֶ מוֹ גְ הוּ לִ ן: מַ יָא לַ עְ בַּ י מִ י קָ כִ הָ וְ

And this  is  what we  are  asking : What is  the law regarding drinking  its  milk? If this animal grew up and produced milk, is the

milk forbidden because of the limb?

EXPLANAT IO N



נָא. שְׁ י לָא  אי נָמֵ י, הַ רֵ שְׁ י, וּ מֵ י דָּ חַ ן הַ בֶר מִ אֵ א לָא כְּ מָ לְ עָ לֶב דְּ חֵ

Do we say that reg ular milk is  not considered like  a limb from a living  animal, and is  permitted, and this  milk is  also no

different?

EXPLANAT IO N

ה? יטָ חִ שְׁ  יהּ בִּ וּרֵ יסּ אִ א לְ תָּ נְ קַּ תַּ יהּ  ית לֵ כָא לֵ ה, הָ יטָ חִ שְׁ  יהּ בִּ וּרֵ יסּ אִ א לְ תָּ נְ קַּ תַּ יהּ  ית לֵ ם, אִ תָ א הָ מָ לְ אוֹ דִ

Or perhaps there , the animal's meat has  a remedy for its  forbidden state  throug h s laug hter, so its milk is permitted, whereas

here , the forbidden limb has  no remedy for its  forbidden state  throug h s laug hter, so its milk is forbidden?

R E SO LU T IO N

יקוּ. תֵּ

The Gemara concludes: The question stands unresolved.

QU E ST IO N

ן? לַ נָ ׳. מְ כוּ בָּר וְ עוּ ךְ מֵ חוֹתֵ

The Mishnah stated: If one cuts  from a fe tus  in its mother's womb, it is permitted. The Gemara asks: From where  do we  derive

this?

PR O O F

ד. לָ וָּ ת הַ וֹת אֶ בּ רַ ה״ – לְ מָ הֵ בַּבְּ ה …  מָ הֵ ״בְּ ׳״,  גוֹ ה וְ סָ פַּרְ ת  סֶ רֶ פְ ה מַ מָ הֵ ל בְּ כׇ ״וְ יב:  תִ כְ דִּ

As it is  written: "And every animal that has  a split hoof..." and the verse continues, "an animal... within the  animal"—this

comes to include  the  offspring  as permitted by the mother's slaughter.

O BJECT IO N

ין בָרִ לֹא אֵ ין, וְ בָרִ אֵ ין בְּ בָּרִ לֹא עוּ ין, וְ בָּרִ עוּ ין בְּ בָרִ ין לֹא אֵ ירִ מִ ין מְ נַן: אֵ ה תְּ מָ לְּ ! אַ וֹ ירוּ בּ ה, יָמִ תָּ  עַ לָּא מֵ  אֶ

ן! בָּהֶ ין  מִ לֵ שְׁ לֹא  ין, וְ מִ לֵ שְׁ  ין בִּ בָּרִ עוּ וְ

The Gemara asks: If that is  so, le t them effect Temurah (substitution) with it! Why then did we  learn in a Mishnah: One

cannot substitute  limbs for fe tuses , nor fe tuses  for limbs, nor limbs and fe tuses  for whole  animals , nor whole  animals

for them! If a fetus is considered a separate animal, Temurah should apply.

ANSWER

ד. לָ וָּ ת הַ וֹת אֶ בּ רַ ה״, לְ מָ הֵ ל בְּ כׇ ״וְ א:  רָ ר קְ מַ לָּא, אָ  אֶ

Rather, the Gemara says, the  verse  state s : "And every animal," with the extra word "and" coming to include  the  offspring

for slaughter, but not for Temurah.

QU E ST IO N

ר תָּ יהָ – מוּ עֶ מֵ בְּ שֶׁ בָּר  עוּ ן הָ ךְ מִ נַן: חוֹתֵ ה תְּ מָ לְּ י, אַ יוֹת נָמֵ לָ כְּ  ן הַ ל וּמִ חוֹ טְּ  ן הַ ךְ מִ וּ חוֹתֵ ילּ פִ י, אֲ כִ י הָ אִ

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

The Gemara asks: If so, that the mother's slaughter permits everything inside her, even if one cuts  from the  spleen or from the

kidneys  before slaughter, they should also  be permitted! Why then did we  learn in the  Mishnah: One  who cuts  from the



fe tus  in its  womb—it is  permitted for eating , but if he cuts from the  spleen or from the  kidneys—it is  forbidden for

eating ?

ANSWER

ה. רָ סֵ לֹא חֲ ה וְ מָ לֵ שְׁ ״ –  הּ ״אוֹתָ א:  רָ ר קְ מַ אָ

The Gemara answers: The verse  state s : "You shall s laug hter... it," implying she must be slaughtered whole  and not lacking

her own limbs, which excludes her own spleen or kidneys.

QU E ST IO N

ת ט אֶ חֵ וֹ שּׁ  נָן: הַ חָ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ ה אָ מָ לְּ י? אַ רֵ תְּ שְׁ  נָה תִּ מוּת יוֹ בָּהּ דְּ צָא  ה וּמָ מָ הֵ בְּ ת הַ ט אֶ חֵ וֹ שּׁ  ה, הַ תָּ  עַ לָּא מֵ  אֶ

ילָה? כִ אֲ בַּ ה[  סוּרָ נָה )אסור( ]אֲ מוּת יוֹ בָּהּ דְּ צָא  ה וּמָ מָ הֵ בְּ הַ

The Gemara asks: If that is  so, one  who s laug hters  an animal and finds in it the  shape  of a dove , le t it be  permitted by

the slaughter! Why then did Rabbi Yochanan say: One  who s laug hters  an animal and finds in it the  shape  of a dove—it is

forbidden for eating ?

וּד ב׳ מּ עַ D A F  6 9 B

EXPLANAT IO N

כָּא. י לֵ סוֹת, וְ רָ פְּ ינָא  עֵ בָּ

The Gemara explains: I require  that the fetus have hooves  to be permitted, and in a dove-shaped fetus there  are  none .

O BJECT IO N

ר? סַ יתְּ ה לִ פָּרָ י  עֵ מְ לוּט בִּ ה, קָ תָּ  עַ לָּא מֵ  אֶ

The Gemara objects: But if so ,  that the fetus is permitted only if it fulfills the conditions mentioned in that verse, then a fetus with

non-cloven hooves  found inside  a cow's  womb should be  forbidden,  whereas the baraita states that it is permitted!

ANSWER

״. לוּ תֹּאכֵ ה  מָ הֵ בַּבְּ ה  סָ פַּרְ ״ י:  חַ ן יוֹ בֶּ ן  עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ כְּ אל  עֵ מָ שְׁ  י יִ בִּ י רַ בֵ נָא דְּ תָּ א  הָ

The Gemara answers: This  is as the  school of Rabbi Yishmae l taug ht in accordance  with Rabbi Shimon ben Yochai,  who

expounds the verse: "An animal that has  a hoof, in the  animal, you may eat",  teaching that even a fetus with a non-cloven hoof

is permitted.

STATEMENT

א, רָ יקָּ עִ תְּ מֵ רַ מְ אָ קָ דְ כִּ לָם  עוֹ ר: לְ מַ י אָ שֵׁ  בַּר אָ י  ימִ שִׁ ב  רַ

Rav Shimi bar Ashi said: Actually,  the halacha that the fetus is permitted should be derived as  you said at first,  from the phrase

"an animal in the animal."

EXPLANAT IO N

ר: שֵׂ עֲ מַ ה לְ מוּרָ ישׁ תְּ קֵּ מַ יא, דְּ ן הִ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ י? רַ נִּ א מַ ין״, הָ ירִ מִ ין מְ ״אֵ ךְ  יָא לָ שְׁ  א קַ קָ דְ וּ

And as for that which was  difficult to you from the mishna in Temura which states "one  cannot substitute" for a fetus, whose

opinion is this? It is  Rabbi Shimon, who compares  substitution to the  animal tithe :



EXPLANAT IO N

ים. בָּרִ עוּ ים וְ בָרִ אֵ בָּ גֶת  ינָהּ נוֹהֶ ה אֵ מוּרָ ף תְּ ים, אַ בָּרִ עוּ ים וְ בָרִ אֵ בָּ ג  ינוֹ נוֹהֵ ר אֵ שֵׂ עֲ ה מַ מָ

Just as  the  animal tithe  does  not apply to limbs and fe tuses , so too, substitution does  not apply to limbs and fe tuses .

PR O O F

לָה, לָּהּ עוֹ  וּ לָה״ – כּ ל זוֹ עוֹ שֶׁ לָהּ  גְ ״רַ ר:  מֵ אוֹ ים, הָ שִׁ  דָּ מוּקְ לֹא בְּ י: וַהֲ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ נַן: אָ תְ א, דִּ רָ ימְ תֵּ נָא  וּמְ

And from where  do you say that this mishna in Temura is Rabbi Shimon's opinion? As we  learned in a mishna there: Rabbi

Yose i says: But with reg ard to consecrated offering s, one  who says: "The  leg  of this  animal is  a burnt offering " – all of

it is  a burnt offering ,

PR O O F

. יהָ תֶּ  חְ תַּ ה  מוּרָ לָּהּ תְּ  וּ א כּ הֵ ״ – תְּ ת זוֹ חַ תַּ ל זוֹ  שֶׁ ל  גֶ ״רֶ ר:  יֹּאמַ  שֶׁ  כְּ ף  אַ

so too, when one  says: "The  leg  of this  non-sacred animal should be  substituted instead of that offering " – the  entire

animal should be  a substitute  in its  stead.

QU E ST IO N

א? בָרָ אי סְ הוּ הַ ית לְ י אִ ה, מִ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ יר וְ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ א לְ ימָ לֵּ י ? אִ יהּ ר לֵ דַּ הְ א מַ אן קָ מַ לְ

The Gemara asks: To whom is  Rabbi Yosei responding ? If we  say he is responding to Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda, do

they accept this  reasoning  that substituting a limb is not possible?

O BJECT IO N

וּ נּ מֶּ  ן מִ תֵּ ר יִ שֶׁ  כֹּל אֲ ״ ר:  מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ לָה?  לָּהּ עוֹ  וּ א כּ הֵ לָה״ תְּ ל זוֹ עוֹ שֶׁ לָהּ  גְ ״רַ ר  מֵ אוֹ ל הָ יָא: יָכוֹ נְ תַ הָ וְ

. שׁ קֹדֶ וֹ  לּ וּ לֹא כּ , וְ שׁ קֹדֶ וּ  נּ מֶּ  ״ – מִ שׁ קֹּדֶ יֶה  לַה׳ יִהְ

But isn't it taug ht in a baraita: One  mig ht have  thoug ht that one  who says: "The  leg  of this  animal is  a burnt offering ,"

all of it will be  a burnt offering ? Therefore , the  verse  state s : "Anything  of it that one  g ives  to Hashem, it shall be

sacred" – "of it" shall be  sacred, but all of it will not be  sacred.

EXPLANAT IO N

א. הֵ הּ תְּ יתָ יָ וָ בַּהֲ יֶה״ –  ״יִהְ ר:  מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ ין?  לִּ חוּ צֵא לְ תֵּ ל  יָכוֹ

One mig ht have  thoug ht it may g o out to non-sacred status  by being redeemed? Therefore , the  verse  state s : "It shall be"

– it shall remain in its  status .

EXPLANAT IO N

ה. י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ יר וְ אִ י מֵ בִּ י רַ רֵ בְ בָּהּ – דִּ  שֶׁ בֶר  י אֵ מֵ דְּ ץ מִ ין, חוּ לִּ יהָ חוּ מֶ דָ לוֹת, וְ י עוֹ כֵ צׇרְ כֵר לְ מָּ  ד? תִּ יצַ כֵּ א  הָ

How is  this  possible? It should be  sold for the  needs  of burnt offering s, and its  payment is  non-sacred, except for the

payment of that limb that is  in it – these  are  the  words of Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda.

EXPLANAT IO N

ר: מַ מוּד לוֹ לְ תַּ לָה?  לָּהּ עוֹ  וּ א כּ הֵ לָה״ – תְּ ל זוֹ עוֹ שֶׁ לָהּ  גְ ״רַ ר  מֵ אוֹ ן לָ יִ נַּ  ים: מִ רִ מְ ן אוֹ עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ י וְ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ

. לָּהּ  וּ ת כּ וֹת אֶ בּ רַ יֶה״ – לְ ״יִהְ



Rabbi Yose i and Rabbi Shimon say: From where  is  it derived for one  who says: "The  leg  of this  animal is  a burnt

offering " – that all of it becomes a burnt offering ? The  verse  state s : "It shall be" – to include  all of it.

QU E ST IO N

ן! עוֹ מְ שִׁ י  בִּ רַ או לְ לָּא לָ  א? אֶ בָרָ אי סְ הוּ הַ ית לְ י אִ ה – מִ י יְהוּדָ בִּ רַ יר וְ אִ י מֵ בִּ רַ י לְ אן? אִ מַ לְ

The Gemara returns to its question: To whom is Rabbi Yosei responding in the mishna in Temura? If to Rabbi Meir and Rabbi

Yehuda – do they accept this  reasoning  that substituting a limb is not possible? Rather, is  it not to Rabbi Shimon,  which

proves that the mishna there is Rabbi Shimon's opinion!

ANSWER

ר. מַ אָ יהּ קָ שֵׁ  נַפְ א דְ מָ עְ י טַ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ לָא, רַ

The Gemara rejects this: No, Rabbi Yose i stated his  own reasoning ,  without reference to another Sage, and thus there is no

proof.

נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ים. לָבִ כְ יךְ לִ לִ שְׁ  בֶר, וּמַ בֶר אֵ ךְ אֵ תֵּ  חַ ד – מְ ילֵ ה לֵ שָּׁ   קַ מְ ת, הַ כֶּרֶ  בַ מְ י׳ הַ נִ תְ מַ

MISHNAH: An animal g iving  birth to a firstborn for the  first time , that is  having  difficulty g iving  birth – one  may cut

up the fetus limb by limb, and cast it to the  dog s .

MISHNAH

ה. כוֹרָ בְּ ן הַ ת מִ רֶ טֶ פְ נִ בֵר, וְ קָּ י זֶה יִ וֹ – הֲרֵ יָצָא רוּבּ

If the  majority of it emerg ed – behold, this  must be  buried, and the mother is  exempted from the law of the  firstborn in

the future.

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

G EMAR A

ר – חֵ ישׁ אַ לִ שְׁ יָצָא  זַר וְ חָ י, וְ גוֹ כָרוֹ לְ ישׁ וּמְ לִ שְׁ ר: יָצָא  מַ תְּ ׳ אִ מָ גְּ

GEMAR A: It was  stated: If one-third of a firstborn fetus emerg ed and he  sold it to a non-Jew, and then another third

emerg ed,  making a majority,

STATEMENT

. שׁ דוֹ ינוֹ קָ ר: אֵ מַ בָּה אָ  , רַ שׁ דוֹ ר: קָ מַ ב הוּנָא אָ רַ

Rav Huna says: It is  consecrated as a firstborn, and Rabba says: It is  not consecrated.

EXPLANAT IO N



עַ רֵ פְ מַ א לְ תָ ילְּ אי מִ לַּ  יגַּ יהּ – אִ בֵּ יהּ רוּ פַק לֵ נְ ן דִּ יוָ כֵ , וְ שׁ דוֹ עַ קָ רֵ פְ מַ בַר לְ סָ : קָ שׁ דוֹ ר קָ מַ ב הוּנָא אָ רַ

ין. בֵּ לוּם זַ כְּ ין – לֹא  בֵּ זַ אי דְּ , וּמַ שׁ דוֹ א הֲוָה קָ רָ יקָּ עִ מֵ דְּ

Rav Huna says  it is  consecrated: He  holds  that it is  consecrated retroactive ly from the moment the first part emerged. And

since  the  majority of it emerg ed, the  matter is  revealed retroactive ly that from the  outset it was  consecrated, and that

which he  sold to the non-Jew, he  sold nothing  at all.

EXPLANAT IO N

ין. בֵּ יר זַ פִּ  שַׁ ין –  בֵּ זַ אי דְּ , וּמַ שׁ דוֹ בָּא קָ  הַ לְ אן וּ כָּ  בַר מִ סָ : קָ שׁ דוֹ ינוֹ קָ ר אֵ מַ בָּה אָ  רַ

Rabba says  it is  not consecrated: He  holds  that it is  consecrated from now and on,  only when the majority emerges. And

that which he  sold, he  sold well,  as it was not yet consecrated at the time of the sale.

STATEMENT

ם – חֶ ךְ רֶ רֶ י דֶּ שֵׁ י לִ שְׁ י  נֵ שְׁ ן, וּ פֶ ךְ דּוֹ רֶ ישׁ דֶּ לִ שְׁ ר: יָצָא  מַ תְּ אִ יהוּ, דְּ יְ מַ עְ טַ דוּ לְ זְ אָ וְ

And they g o according  to the ir reasoning , as  it was  stated: If one-third emerg ed by way of a Caesarean section, and

two-thirds  by way of the  womb,

STATEMENT

. שׁ דוֹ ר: קָ מַ בָּה אָ  , רַ שׁ דוֹ ינוֹ קָ ר: אֵ מַ ב הוּנָא אָ רַ

Rav Huna says: It is  not consecrated, and Rabba says: It is  consecrated.

EXPLANAT IO N

ם. חֶ רֶ יהּ בְּ יתֵ א לֵ מָּ  בָּא קַ רוּ , וְ שׁ דוֹ עַ קָ רֵ פְ מַ ר: לְ מַ אָ , דְּ יהּ מֵ עְ טַ ב הוּנָא לְ . רַ שׁ דוֹ ינוֹ קָ ר: אֵ מַ ב הוּנָא אָ רַ

Rav Huna says: It is  not consecrated. Rav Huna is  consistent with his  reasoning , as  he  says: It is  consecrated

retroactive ly,  and the  first majority,  which includes the first third, is  not entirely born throug h the  womb.

EXPLANAT IO N

יק. ם נָפֵ חֶ ךְ רֶ רֶ בָּא דֶּ רוּ , וְ שׁ דוֹ בָּא קָ  הַ לְ אן וּ כָּ  ר: מִ מַ אָ , דְּ יהּ מֵ עְ טַ בָּה לְ  . רַ שׁ דוֹ ר: קָ מַ בָּה אָ  רַ

Rabba says: It is  consecrated. Rabba is  consistent with his  reasoning , as  he  says: It is  consecrated from now and on,

and the  majority that triggers the consecration emerg ed by way of the  womb.

EXPLANAT IO N

א ימָ א – אֵ רָ חוּמְ לְ ךְ דִּ הָ ל בְּ לָּא, אֲבָ  קוּ לְ וּם דִּ שּׁ  ב הוּנָא מִ ר רַ מַ אָ א קָ הָ א: בְּ הָ ינַן בְּ עִ מְ שְׁ  י אַ אִ יכָא, דְּ רִ וּצְ

בָּה.  רַ יהּ לְ י לֵ דֵ מוֹ

And both cases  are  necessary, for if we  were  taug ht only this  first case, we might say in this  case  Rav Huna says  so

because  it is  a leniency, but in that second case which is  a string ency, say he  ag rees  with Rabba.

S U M M A RY

The daf flows from the general rule of the Mishnah regarding severed limbs to specific, complex scenarios of boundary-

crossing. We analyze Rabbi Shimon's view on an uncloven-hoofed fetus, establishing that it is permitted if found inside a

slaughtered cow. Rav Chananya's inquiry regarding a Kodshei Kodashim fetus in the Azarah is resolved by Abaye, who

proves that the mother, not the Temple walls, is the fetus's primary boundary. Ilfa's dilemma regarding a limb extended



between the cutting of the two simanim is resolved by Rava using a kal vachomer, proving that the shechitah process

successfully purifies the limb from tumas neveilah. Finally, Rabbi Yirmeya raises questions about the offspring and the milk of

an animal that grew from a fetus with a forbidden, extended limb, leaving the question of the milk's permissibility unresolved

as a 'teiku'.

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

In the depths of today's sugya, the Gemara discusses a fascinating question raised by Rav Chananya: If a fetus of a holy

offering extends its limb outside the womb while inside the Temple courtyard, does the courtyard wall act as a boundary for

it, or do we say that "the boundary of a fetus is its mother alone"? Abaye clarifies that indeed, the mother is the fetus's entire

world and its only true boundary. Even when standing inside the holy Beis HaMikdash, the fetus is completely defined and

protected by its mother.

This teaches us a profound lesson about our own spiritual boundaries and the environments we create. A child, or anyone we

are trying to nurture and influence, is like that fetus. We might think that the external walls, the school, the community, the

shul, or the general environment, are enough to protect them and keep them holy. But Chazal are teaching us that the

ultimate boundary, the one that truly defines and guards a soul, is the home. The mother and father, the warmth of the

parents' personal emunah and yiras Shamayim, are the primary "mechitzah" (boundary) that shields a child from the outside

world.

You cannot rely solely on the "courtyard walls" of external institutions to do the work of spiritual preservation. The

atmosphere inside your own home, the way you speak, the joy you show in doing a mitzvah, and the love you pour into your

family are what create the ultimate protective sanctuary. When the home is a place of genuine kedushah, those inside it are

protected no matter what winds are blowing outside.

Today, make your home a stronger sanctuary. Speak words of emunah and gratitude to Hashem out loud at the table,

ensuring that the atmosphere inside your walls is one of warmth, safety, and unmistakable kedushah.
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