
 
 

Today’s Daf In Review is being sent l’zecher nishmas Habachur Yechezkel Shraga A”H ben R’ Avrohom 
Yehuda 
 

Sanhedrin Daf Nun Tes 
 

• A Braisa quoted earlier in the Gemara said, that R’ Chanina ben Gamliel said, that besides being 
prohibited from eating eiver min hachai, the Bnei Noach are also prohibited from eating “dam 
min hachai” (blood from a live animal). 

o A Braisa says, the pasuk of “ach basar b’nafsho damo lo socheilu” refers to eating eiver 
min hachai. R’ Chanina ben Gamliel said this also refers to eating blood from a live 
animal. [The Gemara explains that R’ Chanina ben Gamliel’s view is based on his 
reading the pasuk as two separate issurim – “basar b’nafsho lo socheilu” and “damo 
b’nafsho lo socheilu”. The Rabanan say, that the mention of blood in the pasuk comes 
to allow Bnei Noach to eat sheratzim]. Similarly, the pasuk that prohibits a Yid to eat 
eiver min hachai also mentions blood, and R’ Chanina holds that this is teaching a 
special prohibition of eating blood from a live animal. The Rabanan hold that the pasuk 
only comes to include that the blood of bloodletting from an animal is included in the 
issur of eating blood.  

o Q: Why is it necessary to teach the issur of eiver min hachai for Bnei Noach and then to 
again repeat it at Har Sinai? The Yidden were already assur to eat this as Bnei Noach, so 
why would we think that it became mutar and therefore needs to be stated again? A: It 
is needed as stated by R’ Yose the son of R’ Chanina, that any mitzvah that was given to 
Bnei Noach and then repeated at Sinai was meant to be kept by the Bnei Noach and the 
Yidden, but if it was given to Bnei Noach and not repeated at Sinai, it was only meant to 
be given to the Yidden, and not to the Bnei Noach. The only example we have, is the 
case of “gid hanasheh” according to R’ Yehuda (who says that even the Bnei Yaakov 
were commanded against eating the gid hanasheh). 

▪ Q: It would seem more logical to say that if something was repeated at Har Sinai 
it was meant only for the Yidden and not for Bnei Noach!? A: Since the issur of 
avoda zara was repeated at Sinai and we see that goyim are punished for that, it 
must be that repetition at Sinai is meant for it to apply to the Yidden and the 
goyim.  

▪ Q: It would seem more logical to say that if something was not repeated at Har 
Sinai it was meant only for the goyim and not for the Yidden!? A: There is 
nothing that is assur for goyim and mutar for Yidden.  

• Q: The halacha of “yefas to’ar” is something that is assur for a goy and 
mutar for a Yid!? A: That is because only Yidden were given the ability 
to conquer, and the heter for yefas to’ar comes along with having the 
ability to conquer. 

• Q: Goyim are chayuv for stealing less than a perutah and Yidden are 
not!? A: That is because goyim are not mochel on even a small amount.  

▪ Q: The concept of bris milah was stated to the Bnei Noach (to Avrohom Avinu) 
and repeated at Sinai and yet it is only meant to be kept by the Yidden!? A: It 
was repeated only to teach that it overrides Shabbos (and is therefore not 
considered to be repeated). 

▪ Q: The mitzvah of “pru urvu” was said to Bnei Noach and repeated at Sinai when 
Hashem told Moshe to tell the Yidden to “return to their tents”, and yet we 
know it was only meant to be kept by the Yidden!? A: This was only repeated to 
teach that when something is made assur by Beis Din, it can only become mutar 
if a Beis Din comes and is matir it (and is therefore not considered to be 
repeated). 



▪ Q: Maybe we should say that every one of the mitzvos of Bnei Noach that are 
repeated were repeated for a specific reason, and therefore they should not be 
chayuv in anything at all!? A: What we mean is, that when a warning that was 
given is repeated at Sinai, that is called a repetition. If it was only repeated for a 
new detail, there would be no reason to repeat the warning.  

▪ Q: Why is the only example the case of gid hanasheh? The cases of bris milah 
and pru urvu are also considered as not being repeated!? A: These two were 
repeated, albeit for some new detail, whereas gid hanasheh was not repeated 
at all. That is why it is used as the only example.  

▪ Another answer regarding bris milah is, that although it is repeated it is not 
meant to be kept by the goyim, as the pasuk says that it was given to Avrohom 
to be kept by “you and your children”, which comes to exclude the goyim. 

• Q: Based on this, the descendants of Yishmael should be obligated in 
bris milah!? A: The pasuk says “ki b’Yitzchak yikarei lecha zarah”, so only 
Yitzchak is obligated as the descendants of Avrohom.  

o Q: Based on this, the descendants of Esav should be obligated in 
bris milah!? A: The pasuk says “ki b’Yitzchak” – from Yitzchak, 
but not all of Yitzchak.  

• Q: R’ Oshaya asked, if so, the children of Keturah (Avrohom’s later wife) 
should not have been obligated to have a bris milah (and presumably 
Avrohom did give them a bris)!? A: R’ Yose bar Avin (or bar Chanina) 
said, the pasuk of “es brisi heifar” comes to include the children of 
Keturah in the bris milah obligation.  

• R’ Yehuda in the name of Rav said, a pasuk teaches that Adam Harishon was not allowed to eat 
meat, but Hashem later permitted it for Noach. We would think that with this permit the issur of 
eiver min hachai was removed. The pasuk therefore says, “ach basar b’nafsho damo lo 
socheilu”, to teach that the issur still applied. We would think that it even makes the limbs of 
sheratzim assur as well. The pasuk therefore says “ach”, which excludes sheratzim from the 
issur. R’ Huna explained, this is learned because the blood of sheratzim is not distinct and 
separate from their limbs, like that of animals.  

o Q: The pasuk says that Hashem told Adam to “rule over the fish of the sea”. Presumably, 
this means that he was allowed to eat the fish (and the same would be for meat)!? A: 
This refers to Adam ruling over the fish to use them to work for him.  

▪ Q: Are fish used for work? A: Yes, as we find that Rachva asked for purposes of 
kilayim whether one may pull a wagon with an animal and a fish at the same 
time.  

o Q: The pasuk says that Hashem told Adam to “rule over the birds of the Heavens”. 
Presumably, this means that he was allowed to eat the birds!? A: This refers to Adam 
ruling over the birds to use them to work for him.  

▪ Q: Are birds used for work? A: Yes, as we find that Rabbah bar R’ Huna asked 
whether birds that are used for threshing may eat from the produce as animals 
may do. 

o Q: The pasuk says that Hashem told Adam to rule over the sheratzim. Presumably, this 
means that he was allowed to eat the sheratzim!?We can’t answer as we did with fish 
and birds, because sheratzim surely can’t be used for work!? A: This pasuk meant to 
include the snake, as a Braisa says that the snake was meant to be given as a servant for 
man, but that changed when the snake was cursed.  

o Q: A Braisa says that R’ Yehuda ben Teima said, the snake saw how the Malachim were 
roasting meat and straining wine for Adam in Gan Eden, and he became jealous. We see 
that Adam did eat meat!? A: That refers to meat that came down from Heaven, not the 
meat of animals. We find that meat once came down from Heaven by R’ Shimon ben 
Chalafta, and in the Beis Medrash they paskened that it must be tahor, because nothing 
tamei would come down from Heaven. 

• The Braisa said that R’ Shimon said that Bnei Noach are also prohibited to practice kishuf. 
o The reason for R’ Shimon’s view is based on the pasuk that says “michasheifa lo 

sichayeh” and is followed by the pasuk of “kol shocheiv ihm beheima mos yumas”. This 



teaches that whoever is included in the issur of zenus with an animal is also included in 
the issur of kishuf.  

 


