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T HE  S U G Y A

In this daf, we are zocheh to delve deeper into the sugya of bechor (firstborn) animals and the exact moment of birth that

determines their kedushah. The Gemara continues analyzing the machlokes between Rabba and Rav Huna regarding

whether the birth of a firstborn consecrates the limbs retroactively or only from that point forward. We look closely at a

Mishnah discussing a mother animal having difficulty giving birth, where one cuts the fetus limb by limb, and we try to resolve

our questions based on whether the limbs must be buried or can be thrown to the dogs.

We then move into a beautiful series of deep halachic she'eilos raised by Rava and other Amoraim regarding the physical

mechanics of birth. The Gemara explores various scenarios of interposition (chatzitzah) in the womb, such as wrapping the

fetus in palm bast, a cloak, or the afterbirth of another animal. We also learn about unusual cases, like a fetus swallowed by a

weasel and brought out, or a fetus passing from one womb directly into another attached womb, analyzing what truly

constitutes a halachic birth.

All introductions, summaries, and contextual notes are the editor's commentary and are not part of the original text.
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EXPLANAT IO N

יכָא. רִ ב הוּנָא, צְ רַ יהּ לְ י לֵ דֵ א מוֹ ימָ א – אֵ הָ ל בְּ בָּה, אֲבָ  ר רַ מַ אָ א קָ הָ א: בְּ הָ ר בְּ מַ תְּ י אִ אִ וְ

And if the dispute was stated only with reg ard to that case of the firstborn, one might have thought: It is  only in that case

that Rabba says  the animal is consecrated from that point forward, as it results in a stringency, but in this  case of selling to a

gentile, I mig ht say he  concedes  to Rav Huna. Therefore, both statements are necessary.

QU E ST IO N

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 נַן: הַ תְּ

The Gemara raises a difficulty: We learned in a Mishnah: If an animal g iving  birth to a firstborn is  having  difficulty g iving

birth, one  may cut the fetus limb by limb and cast the limbs to the  dog s .

QU E ST IO N

? יחַ נִּ ךְ וּמַ תֵּ  חַ או, מְ אי לָ מַ

What, is  it not referring to a case where one  cuts  and leaves  the limbs aside, casting them to the dogs only after most of the fetus

has emerged?

QU E ST IO N

! יהּ י לֵ עֵ יבְּ בֵר מִ קָּ שׁ – יִ דוֹ עַ הוּא קָ רֵ פְ מַ תְּ לְ רַ מְ י אָ אִ וְ



And if you say that once the majority emerges, the fetus is  consecrated retroactive ly, then it should have  said that the limbs

must be  buried,  since they are retroactively consecrated!

ANSWER

. יךְ לִ שְׁ  ךְ וּמַ תֵּ  חַ מְ ינַן? בִּ קִ סְ אי עָ מַ כָא בְּ לָא, הָ

The Gemara answers: No, here  we  are  dealing  with a case where  one  cuts  and immediately casts  each limb to the dogs before

the majority of the fetus has emerged.

QU E ST IO N

בֵר? קָּ אי יִ , מַ יחַ נִּ ךְ וּמַ תֵּ  חַ ל מְ אֲבָ

The Gemara asks: But if one  cuts  and leaves  them, what is the halacha? Must they indeed be  buried?

QU E ST IO N

ה״, כוֹרָ בְּ ן הַ ה מִ רָ טְ פְ נִ בֵר וְ קָּ וֹ יִ ״יָצָא רוּבּ יפָא:  נָא סֵ תְ דִּ אַ

If so, rather than teaching  in the  latter clause : If its  majority emerg ed, it must be  buried, and the mother is  exempted

from future firstborn status ,

QU E ST IO N

יחַ – נִּ ךְ וּמַ תֵּ  חַ ל מְ בֶר, אֲבָ בֶר אֵ יךְ אֵ לִ שְׁ  ךְ וּמַ תֵּ  חַ מְ ים – בִּ מוּרִ ים אֲ בָרִ ה דְּ מֶּ  בַּ  : יהּ ידֵ דִ י בְּ נֵ יתְ לִ לוֹג וְ יפְ לִ

בֵר. קָּ יִ

le t the Tanna disting uish and teach within the first case itse lf: In what case are  these  words said? With reg ard to one

who cuts  and casts  limb by limb. But if one  cuts  and leaves  them, they must be  buried!

ANSWER

, וֹ יָּצָא רוּבּ  שֶׁ י  מִ כְּ ה  שָׂ יחַ – נַעֲ נִּ ךְ וּמַ תֵּ  חַ ל מְ , אֲבָ יךְ לִ שְׁ  ךְ וּמַ תֵּ  חַ מְ ים? בִּ מוּרִ ים אֲ בָרִ ה דְּ מֶּ  בַּ ר:  מַ אָ י קָ י נָמֵ כִ הָ

בֵר. קָּ יִ וְ

The Gemara answers: Indeed, this  is  what the latter clause of the Mishnah is  saying : In what case are  these  words said?

With reg ard to one  who cuts  and casts  them. But if one  cuts  and leaves  them, it is  considered as  thoug h its  majority

emerg ed at once, and it must be  buried.

QU E ST IO N

רוֹב? ר הָ חַ ין אַ יבָרִ אֵ כוּ בְּ לְ רוֹב, אוֹ לֹא הָ ר הָ חַ ין אַ יבָרִ אֵ כוּ בְּ לְ בָא: הָ י רָ עֵ בָּ

Rava raised a dilemma: Do we  follow the  majority with reg ard to limbs, or do we  not follow the  majority with reg ard

to limbs?

EXPLANAT IO N

ר רוֹב בָּתַ אי,  בָרַ יעוּט דְּ אי מִ : הַ יהּ יָא לֵ עְ בַּ י א מִ קָ בֶר, וְ יעוּט אֵ מִ יָּצָא רוֹב בְּ  שֶׁ ן  גוֹ כְּ א,  ימָ לֵּ י י: אִ מֵ י דָּ יכִ הֵ

? יהּ ינַן לֵ דֵ שָׁ בָּר  עוּ בָּא דְּ ר רוּ בָּתַ , אוֹ  יהּ ינַן לֵ דֵ שָׁ בֶר  אֵ דְּ

What are  the  circumstances? If we  say, for example , that the  majority of the fetus emerg ed, but that majority includes the

minority of a limb whose majority is still inside, and his  dilemma is : This  minority of the limb which is  outside , do we  cast it



after the  majority of the  limb and consider it as if it is inside, or do we  cast it after the  majority of the  fe tus  and consider it

emerged?

EXPLANAT IO N

בֶר! ר רוֹב אֵ בָּתַ ינַן  לִ זְ אָ בָּר, וְ עוּ בָּא דְּ ינַן רוּ קִ בְ שָׁ לָא  א דְּ יטָ שִׁ  פְּ

It is obvious that we  do not abandon the  majority of the  fe tus  and follow the  majority of a limb!

EXPLANAT IO N

ר רוֹב בָּתַ יהּ  יֵ דְּ שְׁ י מִ הוּ לְ אי, מַ וַּ גַ בְ יעוּט דִּ הוּא מִ : הָ יהּ יָא לֵ עְ בַּ י א מִ קָ בֶר, וְ רוֹב אֵ יוֹ בְּ צְ יָּצָא חֶ  שֶׁ ן  גוֹ כְּ לָּא,   אֶ

בֶר? אֵ

Rather, the dilemma is in a case where  exactly half of it emerg ed, but that half includes the  majority of a limb whose minority

is still inside, and his  dilemma is : That minority of the limb which is  inside , what is  the  law as  to casting  it after the

majority of the  limb and considering it as if it has emerged, thereby completing the majority of the fetus?

PR O O F

בֵר. קָּ י זֶה יִ וֹ – הֲרֵ ע: יָצָא רוּבּ מַ שָׁ א  תָּ

Come and hear a resolution from our Mishnah: If its  majority emerg ed, it must be  buried.

PR O O F

? וֹ לּ כוּ כְּ וֹ  רוּבּ ינַן דְּ עִ מְ שְׁ  א לָא אַ תָּ  שְׁ  ד הַ , עַ שׁ מָּ  וֹ מַ א רוּבּ ימָ לֵּ י ? אִ וֹ אי רוּבּ מַ

What is  meant by 'its  majority'? If we  say its  actual majority, until now have  we  not been taug ht that the  majority of

something  is  like  all of it?

PR O O F

בֶר! רוֹב אֵ יוֹ בְּ צְ יָּצָא חֶ  שֶׁ ן  גוֹ כְּ או,  לָּא לָ  אֶ

Rather, is  it not referring to a case where  half of it emerg ed, but that half includes the  majority of a limb,  proving that we

do follow the majority of a limb?

ANSWER

ר בָּתַ ינַן  לִ זְ אָ ה וְ מָ הֵ בְ בָּר דִּ עוּ וֹ דְּ ינַן רוּבּ קִ בְ שָׁ לָא  ן דְּ ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ קָ בֶר, וְ יעוּט אֵ מִ וֹ בְּ יָּצָא רוּבּ  שֶׁ ן  גוֹ כְּ לָא, 

בֶר. אֵ

The Gemara rejects this: No, it is referring to a case where  its  majority emerg ed, but that majority includes the  minority of a

limb, and it teaches  us  that we  do not abandon the  majority of the  animal's  fe tus  and follow the  limb.

QU E ST IO N

הוּ? , מַ יָתוֹ לְ שִׁ  הוּ? בְּ , מַ יתוֹ לִּ טַ הוּ? בְּ יב, מַ סִ כוֹ בְּ רָ כְּ בָא:  י רָ עֵ בָּ

Rava raised a dilemma: If one  wrapped the fetus in palm bast inside the womb and it emerged, what is  the law? If one

wrapped it in his  cloak, what is  the law? If it emerged wrapped in its  afterbirth, what is  the law?

O BJECT IO N

יהּ הוּא! חֵ ? אוֹרְ יָתוֹ לְ שִׁ  בְּ



The Gemara asks: Why raise a dilemma about its  afterbirth? That is  its  natural manner of birth, and it is not an interposition!

QU E ST IO N

הוּ? ת, מַ רֶ חֶ יָא אַ לְ שִׁ  לָּא בְּ  אֶ

Rather, the dilemma is: If it was wrapped in the  afterbirth of another animal, what is  the law?

QU E ST IO N

הוּ? וּ, מַ תּ יאַ צִ הוֹ וּ וְ זַתּ חָ אֲ וּ וַ כַתּ רָ כְּ

If she  wrapped it with her hands, held it, and broug ht it out, what is  the law?

O BJECT IO N

! יהּ תֵּ  רְ טַ פְּ יהּ –  שֵׁ י ךְ רֵ רֶ פַק דֶּ נְ י דִּ י? אִ מֵ י דָ יכִ הֵ

The Gemara asks: What are  the  circumstances? If it emerg ed headfirst, the head exempted it from firstborn status before the

hands could interpose!

EXPLANAT IO N

יו. לוֹתָ גְּ רְ ךְ מַ רֶ פַק דֶּ נְ לָּא דִּ  אֶ

Rather, it is a case where  it emerg ed feetfirst.

QU E ST IO N

הוּ? וּ, מַ תּ יאַ צִ הוֹ ה וְ דָּ לְ הוּ חוּ תְ עַ לָ בְּ

Rava raised another dilemma: If a wease l swallowed it and broug ht it out, what is  the law?

O BJECT IO N

! יהּ תֵּ  יקְ פֵּ  א אַ וּ? הָ תּ יאַ צִ הוֹ

The Gemara asks: If the weasel broug ht it out, then the weasel has  broug ht it out and it did not open the womb directly!

QU E ST IO N

הוּ? יו, מַ לָ אֵ יָצָא מֵ וּ, וְ תּ יאַ קִ וּ וֶהֱ תּ יסַ נִ כְ הִ וּ, וְ תּ יאַ צִ הוֹ וּ וְ תּ עַ לָ לָּא, בְּ  אֶ

Rather, the dilemma is: If the weasel swallowed it and broug ht it out, and then broug ht it back in and vomited it up, and it

then emerg ed on its  own, what is  the law?

QU E ST IO N

הוּ? זֶה, מַ נַס לָ כְ נִ זֶּה וְ יָצָא מִ ים, וְ מִ חָ י רְ נֵ שְׁ יק  בִּ דְ הִ

If one  attached two wombs  of two animals together, and it emerg ed from this  womb and entered into that womb, what is

the law?

QU E ST IO N

ר? טַ פָּ י  יהּ נָמֵ ידֵ או דִּ לָ א דְּ מָ לְ ר, אוֹ דִ טַ פָּ יהּ לָא  ידֵ או דִּ לָ ר, דְּ טַ פָּ יהּ  ידֵ דִּ



Does only its  own womb exempt it, but one  that is  not its  own does  not exempt it, or perhaps one  that is  not its  own

also exempts  it?

R E SO LU T IO N

יקוּ. תֵּ

The Gemara concludes: The dilemma shall stand unresolved.

QU E ST IO N

הוּ? ם, מַ חֶ רֶ ית הָ בֵּ י  לֵ וֹתְ חוּ כּ תְּ פְ א: נִ חָ ב אַ י רַ עֵ בָּ

Rav Acha raised a dilemma: If the  walls  of the  womb were  opened and the fetus emerged without touching them, what is

the law?

QU E ST IO N

כָּא? י א לֵ הָ ה, וְ שָׁ  דְּ קַ ם מְ חֶ ת רֶ יעַ א נְגִ מָ לְ כָּא, אוֹ דִ י אִ הָ , וְ ישׁ דִּ קְ ם מַ חֶ יר רֶ אֲוִ

Does the  airspace  of the  womb consecrate , and here  it is  present, or perhaps touching  the  womb consecrates , and here

it is  not present?

QU E ST IO N

הוּ? ם, מַ חֶ רֶ ית הָ בֵּ י  לֵ וֹתְ רוּ כּ קְ י: נֶעְ שֵׁ  ב אָ בַּר רַ ר  י מָ עֵ בָּ

Mar bar Rav Ashi raised a dilemma: If the  walls  of the  womb were  uprooted, what is  the law?

O BJECT IO N

! נְהוּ יתַ רוּ – לֵ קְ נֶעְ

The Gemara asks: If they were  uprooted, they are  not there  at all, so how could they consecrate?

QU E ST IO N

אי? , מַ יהּ ארֵ וְּ צַ יהּ בְּ לוּ לֵ תָ רוּ וְ קְ לָּא נֶעְ  אֶ

Rather, the dilemma is: If they were  uprooted and hung  on its  neck as it emerged, what is the law?

QU E ST IO N

י? שִׁ  דְּ קַ י מְ ן נָמֵ מָ קוֹ מְ לֹּא בִּ  שֶׁ א  מָ לְ י, אוֹ דִ שִׁ  דְּ קַ ן לֹא מְ מָ קוֹ מְ לֹּא בִּ  שֶׁ י,  שִׁ  דְּ קַ ן מְ מָ קוֹ מְ בִּ

Do they consecrate  only in the ir place , but not in the ir place  they do not consecrate , or perhaps not in the ir place  they

also consecrate ?

QU E ST IO N

הוּ? ם, מַ חֶ רֶ ית הָ בֵּ י  לֵ וֹתְ מוּ כּ מְ א: נִגְ ירָ י זֵ בִּ רַ יָה מֵ מְ י יִרְ בִּ יהּ רַ נֵּ י י מִ עֵ בָּ

Rabbi Yirmeyah asked Rabbi Ze ira: If the  walls  of the  womb were  cut down, what is  the law?

ANSWER

י בִּ רַ א מֵ ירָ י זֵ בִּ יהּ רַ נֵּ י א מִ עָ י לַהּ בְּ רִ מְ אָ א, וְ ירָ י זֵ בִּ י רַ עֵ בָ ן, דְּ יָא לַ עְ בַּ י אִ יָא דְּ עְ בַ תְּ בְּ עַ א נָגְ : קָ יהּ ר לֵ מַ אֲ

י: סִּ אַ



He said to him: You have  touched upon a dilemma that was  asked of us , which Rabbi Ze ira raised, and some  say Rabbi

Ze ira asked Rabbi Assi:

QU E ST IO N

אי? ד, מַ מֵ ךְ עוֹ רֶ יָצָא דֶּ ד וְ מֵ עוֹ ל הָ בֶּה עַ רוּ ץ מְ פָּרוּ ץ,  פָּרוּ ךְ  רֶ יָצָא דֶּ ץ וְ פָּרוּ  ל הַ בֶּה עַ רוּ ד מְ מֵ עוֹ

If the standing  part of the womb is  g reater than the  breached part, and it emerg ed throug h the  breached part, or if the

breached part is  g reater than the  standing  part, and it emerg ed throug h the  standing  part, what is the law?

EXPLANAT IO N

א מוּ – לָא קָ מְ ל נִגְ לָם, אֲבָ עוֹ ד בְּ מֵ כָּא עוֹ י אִ ד, דְּ מֵ עוֹ ל הָ בֶּה עַ רוּ ץ מְ פָּרוּ לָּא   יהּ אֶ יָא לֵ עְ בַּ י אן לָא אִ כָּ ד  עַ

. יהּ יָא לֵ עְ בַּ י מִ

Only in those  cases  did he  raise  a dilemma, where  the  breached is  g reater than the  standing , because  there  is  some

standing  part in existence , but where the walls were  cut down entirely, he  did not raise  a dilemma,  as it is obvious that it is

not consecrated.
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נָה שְׁ  מִ M I S H N A H

MISHNAH

ה מָ הֵ בְ ין בִּ בֵּ ה  אָ מֵ ה טְ מָ הֵ בְ ין בִּ בֵּ  , וֹ ע בּ נָגַ דוֹ וְ ת יָ ה אֶ עֶ רוֹ יט הָ שִׁ  הוֹ יהָ וְ עֶ ךְ מֵ תוֹ הּ בְּ בָּרָ ת עוּ מֵּ  שֶׁ ה  מָ הֵ י׳ בְּ נִ תְ מַ

הוֹר. ה – טָ הוֹרָ טְ

MISHNAH: In the case of an animal whose  fe tus  died inside  its  womb, and the  shepherd reached his  hand inside and

touched it, whether in a non-kosher animal or in a kosher animal, the shepherd remains pure  from the impurity of a carcass.

MISHNAH

הוֹר. ה – טָ הוֹרָ טְ א, וּבִ מֵ ה – טָ אָ מֵ טְ ר: בִּ מֵ י אוֹ ילִ לִ גְּ י הַ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ

Rabbi Yose i HaGelili says: In a non-kosher animal, the fetus is impure , and in a kosher animal, it is pure .

א רָ מָ גְּ G E M A R A

QU E ST IO N

א? מָּ  נָּא קַ  תַ א דְּ מָ עְ אי טַ ׳ מַ מָ גְּ

GEMAR A: What is  the  reason of the  First Tanna who rules that the fetus is pure in both cases?

ANSWER

לָה? י נְבֵ ידֵ יהּ מִ הוֹרֵ טַ יל לוֹ לְ עִ וֹ ילָה, לֹא תּ כִ אֲ בַּ ירוֹ  תִּ הַ וֹ לְ מּ ילָה אִ עִ ם הוֹ ר, אִ מֶ חוֹ ל וָ א: קַ דָּ סְ ב חִ ר רַ מַ אָ



Rav Chisda said: It is derived from an a fortiori arg ument: If the slaughter of its  mother is  effective  to permit it for eating

as a kosher fetus, will it not be  effective  for it to purify it from the impurity of a carcass  while still inside?

QU E ST IO N

ן? לַ נָ ה מְ אָ מֵ ה טְ מָ הֵ ה, בְּ הוֹרָ ה טְ מָ הֵ ן בְּ חַ כְּ  שְׁ  אַ

The Gemara asks: We have  found a source for a kosher animal; but for a non-kosher animal, from where  do we  derive that its

dead fetus is pure?

ANSWER

ה, הוֹרָ ה טְ מָ הֵ לָה״ – זוֹ בְּ כְ אׇ כֶם לְ יא לָ ר הִ שֶׁ  ״אֲ ה,  אָ מֵ ה טְ מָ הֵ ה״ – זוֹ בְּ מָ הֵ בְּ ן הַ י יָמוּת מִ כִ ״וְ א:  רָ ר קְ מַ אָ

The Gemara answers: The verse  state s : "And when there  die s  of the  animals" — this  refers to a non-kosher animal; "which

is  yours  to eat" — this  refers to a kosher animal.

ANSWER

הּ בָּרָ ה – עוּ אָ מֵ ה טְ מָ הֵ ף בְּ הוֹר, אַ הּ טָ בָּרָ ה – עוּ הוֹרָ ה טְ מָ הֵ ה בְּ ה: מָ הוֹרָ ה טְ מָ הֵ בְ ה לִ אָ מֵ ה טְ מָ הֵ שׁ בְּ קַּ תַּ י אִ

הוֹר. טָ

Thus, a non-kosher animal is  juxtaposed to a kosher animal: Just as  with a kosher animal, its  fe tus  is  pure , so too  with a

non-kosher animal, its  fe tus  is  pure .

QU E ST IO N

א? מָ עְ אי טַ י, מַ ילִ לִ גְּ י הַ סֵ י יוֹ בִּ רַ וְ

The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Yose i HaGelili, what is  his reason for ruling that the fetus of a non-kosher animal is impure?

ANSWER

יָּה  חַ יִם בְּ פַּ  כַּ י  כֵ לְּ הַ ׳״ – מְ גוֹ כֶת וְ הֹלֶ יָּה הַ  חַ ל הַ כׇ יו בְּ פָּ  כַּ ל  ךְ עַ לֵ ל הוֹ כׇ ״וְ א  רָ ר קְ מַ אָ ק: דְּ חָ צְ י יִ בִּ ר רַ מַ אָ

. ךְ י לָ אתִ מֵּ  טִ

Rabbi Yitzchak said: As the  verse  state s : "And whatever walks  on its  paws among  all the  living  thing s  that walk..."

which is expounded to mean: Those  that walk on paws  inside a living  thing , I have  declared impure  for you.

O BJECT IO N

יָּה הוּא?  חַ יִם בְּ פַּ  י כַ כֵ לְּ הַ מְ א, דִּ מֵּ  יטַ ה לִ י פָרָ עֵ מְ לוּט בִּ ה, קָ תָּ  עַ לָּא מֵ  אֶ

The Gemara objects: If that is  so, then a fetus with uncloven hooves  inside  the  womb of a cow should become impure , as

it is  a fetus of those  that walk on paws inside  a living  thing !

R E SO LU T IO N

מֹנֶה הוּא. שְׁ י  כֵ לְּ הַ מְ ע בִּ בַּ  רְ י אַ כֵ לְּ הַ אי מְ הַ ע, וְ בַּ  רְ י אַ כֵ לְּ הַ מְ יִם בִּ פַּ  י כַ כֵ לְּ הַ מְ

The Gemara answers: The verse only refers to those  that walk on four paws inside  those  that walk on four paws; but this

fetus is one  that walks  on four inside  one  that walks  on e ig ht, since a cow's split hooves count as eight.

O BJECT IO N

ע הוּא, בַּ  רְ י אַ כֵ לְּ הַ מְ מֹנֶה בִּ שְׁ י  כֵ לְּ הַ מְ א, דִּ מֵּ  טַ ל לֹא תְּ מָ י גָ עֵ מְ ה בִּ פָּרָ



The Gemara objects: If so, a fetus of a cow inside  the  womb of a camel should not become impure , as  it is  a fetus of those

that walk on e ig ht inside  those  that walk on four!

R E SO LU T IO N

ל. מָ י גָ עֵ מְ ה בִּ פָּרָ וֹת  בּ רַ ״ – לְ ךְ לֵ ל הוֹ כׇ ״וְ ״,  ךְ לֵ ״הוֹ

The Gemara answers: The verse could have said "walks", but it says "and whatever walks" — to include  a fetus of a cow inside

the  womb of a camel.

O BJECT IO N

ע הוּא! בַּ  רְ י אַ כֵ לְּ הַ מְ ע בִּ בַּ  רְ י אַ כֵ לְּ הַ מְ א, דִּ מֵּ  יטַ ה לִ לוּטָ י קְ עֵ מְ לוּט בִּ קָ

The Gemara objects: If so, a fetus with uncloven hooves  inside  a mother with uncloven hooves  of a kosher species should

become impure , as  it is  a fetus of those  that walk on four inside  those  that walk on four!

R E SO LU T IO N

א. דָּ סְ ב חִ רַ ר דְּ מֶ חוֹ ל וָ י קַ נִ הֲ י אַ כִ הָ לְ

The Gemara answers: For this  reason, the  a fortiori arg ument of Rav Chisda is  effective  to purify any fetus of a kosher

species.

O BJECT IO N

מֹנֶה שְׁ י  כֵ לְּ הַ מְ מֹנֶה בִּ שְׁ י  כֵ לְּ הַ מְ א, דִּ מֵּ  יטַ א לָא לִ תָּ  ירְ זִ י חֲ עֵ מְ יר בִּ זִ י: חֲ מֵּ  בַּר אַ י  בוּ דְ חָ ב אַ יף לַהּ רַ קֵ תְ מַ

הוּא!

Rav Achadvoi bar Ami challeng ed this : If so, a dead pig  fetus inside  the  womb of a female  pig  should not become

impure , as  it is  a fetus of those  that walk on e ig ht inside  those  that walk on e ig ht!

ANSWER

ה מָ הֵ לַת בְּ נִבְ ה אוֹ בְּ אָ מֵ יָּה טְ  לַת חַ נִבְ א אוֹ בְ מֵ ל טָ כׇ ע בְּ גַּ י תִ כִּ שׁ  ״נֶפֶ כָא:  הָ ק, מֵ חָ צְ בַּר יִ ן  מָ ב נַחְ ר רַ מַ לָּא אָ  אֶ

א״. מֵ ץ טָ רֶ שֶׁ לַת  נִבְ ה אוֹ בְּ אָ מֵ טְ

Rather, Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak said: Rabbi Yosei HaGelili's source is from here : "A soul that touches  any impure  thing ,

or the  carcass  of an impure  wild animal, or the  carcass  of an impure  domesticated animal, or the  carcass  of an impure

creeping  thing ..."

QU E ST IO N

ה? אָ מְּ טַ ה לֹא מְ הוֹרָ טְ ה, וּבִ אָ מְּ טַ ה מְ אָ מֵ ה טְ מָ הֵ לַת בְּ י נִבְ כִ וְ

The Gemara asks: Does only the  carcass  of an impure  animal impart impurity, and that of a pure  animal does  not impart

impurity? Surely both do!

ANSWER

הוֹר. ה טָ הוֹרָ טְ א, וּבִ מֵ ה טָ אָ מֵ טְ בִּ שֶׁ בָּר,  יזֶה זֶה? זֶה עוּ לָּא אֵ  אֶ

Rather, which case is  this  referring to? This  is  a fe tus , which in an impure  mother is impure , and in a pure  mother is pure .

QU E ST IO N



י? ה לִ מָ ק לְ חָ צְ י יִ בִּ רַ ק, דְּ חָ צְ בַּר יִ ן  מָ ב נַחְ רַ דְּ יהּ מִ א לֵ קָ נָפְ ר דְּ חַ אַ וּמֵ

The Gemara asks: And since  he  derives  it from the verse cited by Rav Nachman bar Yitzchak, why do I need the verse of

Rabbi Yitzchak?

ANSWER

ן. ע לַ מַ שְׁ  א מַ א, קָ אֲתָ י הוּא דַּ בִּ רַ דְ כִ יהּ לְ לֵּ  וּ ינָא: כּ מֵ ק, הֲוָה אָ חָ צְ י יִ בִּ רַ או דְּ י לָ אִ

The Gemara answers: Were  it not for the teaching of Rabbi Yitzchak, I would have  said that the  entire  verse comes only

for that which Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi expounded; therefore, Rabbi Yitzchak teaches  us  that it is also expounded this way.

BR AI SA

ה מָ הֵ לַת בְּ נִבְ ה, וְ אָ מְּ טַ מְּ שֶׁ ה  הוֹרָ ה טְ מָ הֵ לַת בְּ נוּ נִבְ דְ מַ זַּאי, לָ ן עַ בֶ י לוֹ לְ תִּ ן: נַמְ נָתָ י יוֹ בִּ ר רַ מַ יָא, אָ נְ תַּ

ה. אָ מְּ טַ מְּ שֶׁ ה  אָ מֵ יָּה טְ  לַת חַ ה, נִבְ אָ מְּ טַ מְּ שֶׁ ה  אָ מֵ טְ

It was  taug ht in a braisa: Rabbi Yonatan said: I said to Ben Azzai: We have  learned that the  carcass  of a pure

domesticated animal imparts  impurity, and the  carcass  of an impure  domesticated animal imparts  impurity, and the

carcass  of an impure  wild animal imparts  impurity.

BR AI SA

ן? יִ נַּ  נוּ מִ דְ מַ ה לֹא לָ הוֹרָ יָּה טְ  לַת חַ נִבְ

But the  carcass  of a pure  wild animal we  have  not learned; from where  do we derive it?

BR AI SA

כֶת״. הֹלֶ יָּה הַ  חַ ל הַ כׇ יו בְּ פָּ  כַּ ל  ךְ עַ לֵ ל הוֹ כָּ ״ י:  נָם לִ

He said to me: It is derived from: "Whatever walks  on its  paws among  all the  living  thing s  that walk."

BR AI SA

יָּה הוּא  חַ יִם בְּ פַּ  כַּ י  כֵ לְּ הַ מְ יָּה״, לִ  חַ ל הַ כׇ ״בְּ לָּא   ר אֶ מַ לֹא לֹא נֶאֱ יָּה״? וַהֲ  ל חַ כׇ ״וְ ר  מַ י נֶאֱ כִ : וְ י לוֹ תִּ נַמְ

א. אֲתָ דַּ

I said to him: Is  it written "and all wild animals"? Sure ly it is  only written "among  all the  living  thing s", which comes

only for those  that walk on paws inside  a living  thing !

BR AI SA

זֶּה? בָר הַ דָ ר בְּ מֵ אל אוֹ עֵ מָ שְׁ  ה יִ י: וּמָ נָם לִ

He said to me: And what does  your master, Rabbi Yishmael, say on this  matter?

BR AI SA

ה, הוֹרָ ה טְ מָ הֵ לָה״ – זוֹ בְּ כְ אׇ כֶם לְ יא לָ ר הִ שֶׁ  ״אֲ ה,  אָ מֵ ה טְ מָ הֵ ה״ – זוֹ בְּ מָ הֵ בְּ ן הַ י יָמוּת מִ כִ ״וְ  : י לוֹ תִּ נַמְ

ל לַ כְ ה בִּ אָ מֵ יָּה טְ  ה, חַ הוֹרָ ה טְ מָ הֵ ל בְּ לַ כְ ה בִּ הוֹרָ יָּה טְ  יָּה. חַ  ל חַ לַ כְ ה בִּ מָ הֵ ה, וּבְ מָ הֵ ל בְּ לַ כְ יָּה בִּ  נוּ חַ דְ מַ לָ

ה, אָ מֵ ה טְ מָ הֵ בְּ

I said to him: He expounds: "And when there  die s  of the  animals" — this  is  an impure  animal; "which is  yours  to eat" —

this  is  a pure  animal; we  have  learned that a wild animal is  included in "domesticated animal", and a domesticated



animal is  included in "wild animal". A pure  wild animal is  included in a pure  domesticated animal, and an impure  wild

animal is  included in an impure  domesticated animal.

S U M M A RY

The daf begins by clarifying the necessity of both statements of Rabba and Rav Huna, testing Rabba's view of retroactive

consecration against a Mishnah about cutting a fetus during a difficult labor. Rava then introduces a series of fascinating

dilemmas: whether we follow the majority of a limb to complete the majority of a fetus, and whether various coverings (like

palm bast, a cloak, or another animal's afterbirth) act as a chatzitzah during birth. The Gemara also analyzes extraordinary

cases, such as a fetus swallowed and regurgitated by a weasel, two wombs joined together, a birth where the fetus does not

touch the opened walls of the womb, and a case where the womb's walls are uprooted or partially breached. These deep

inquiries into the physical boundaries of birth and kedushah are left unresolved by the Gemara with a status of teiku.

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

In today's daf, Rava and the other Amoraim take us through a series of extraordinary, highly unusual scenarios regarding

how a newborn animal might emerge into the world. They ask about a fetus wrapped in palm bast, wrapped in a cloak,

swallowed and vomited out by a weasel, or passing through two attached wombs. On the surface, these cases seem almost

impossible, yet our Sages spend precious time analyzing the halachic status of each one.

This teaches us a profound lesson about how Hashem views reality. In the eyes of the Torah, there is no such thing as a

situation so bizarre, messy, or convoluted that it is left outside the realm of holiness. We often look at our own lives, our

complicated family dynamics, our chaotic schedules, or the sudden, strange challenges that catch us completely off guard,

and we think, "This is too messy. Hashem cannot possibly be found in this confusion."

But the sugya shows us otherwise. Just as the halacha reaches into the mouth of a weasel or between two attached wombs to

find the line of law and sanctity, so too does Hashem's providence reach into the most tangled corners of your life. No

situation you find yourself in is too strange or too broken to be elevated through the Torah.

Today, when you encounter an unexpected, chaotic, or highly unusual disruption in your day, do not throw your hands up

in frustration. Take a deep breath, realize that Hashem is present even in this bizarre scenario, and ask yourself: "What is the

Ratzon Hashem for me in this exact, messy moment?"
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