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OVERVIEW of the Daf 

סנהדרין נ
 ה“

Expressly uttering a curse 
 המגדף אינו חייב עד שיפרש את השם

T he Mishnah introduces the halacha of one who curses 

God’s name.  The word “מגדף” comes from the verse 

in Bamidbar (15:30), “A person who shall act high-

handedly, whether a native or a convert, and he blasphemes 

 Hashem, that person shall be cut off from among his (מגדף)

people.”  The sin depicted in the verse is the subject of a 

dispute in Kareisos (7b). Rabbi Akiva holds that the act of 

blaspheming referred to in the verse is where someone wor-

ships idolatry. The Sages disagree, and they contend that it 

refers to one who curses Hashem. Our Mishnah uses the 

word מגדף although this word refers to cursing only 

according to the opinion of the Sages, because the Mishnah 

did not want to expressly say the word מקלל in reference to 

God’s name. 

In describing the precise nature of this sin, the Mish-

nah says that one is only liable once the name is explicitly 

pronounced (אינו חייב עד שיפרש השם). Yet, the Gemara 

concludes that one is liable even if he does not utter the 

name of God fully with its letters and vowelization. Rashi 

therefore explains that when the Mishnah says that the per-

son pronounced the curse explicitly it means that he him-

self uttered the name of God and cursed it.  He would not 

be liable where he heard someone else say the name, and he 

simply uttered a curse referring to the name he just heard. 

ד“פסקי רי  explains that one is only liable when he 

curses the ineffable name of God, but not when he curses 

one of the names which we use just to describe Him. 

Minchas Chinuch (Mitzvah 70:3) writes that in a case 

where someone hears the name of God being pronounced 

and he then utters a curse against the name he just heard, 

he is not liable for stoning.  He is still in violation of this 

mitzvah, and he is liable for lashes.  This prohibition is 

learned from the verse “אלקים לא תקלל—Do not curse 

 This verse teaches us many things, among them is  ”.אלקים

that it is prohibited to curse a judge.  Regarding a judge, 

the halacha clearly states that a curse may not be pro-

nounced even if one person says the judge’s name and 

someone else curses it.  Certainly, then, this same level of 

stringency applies regarding cursing the name of God, as 

well.  � 

Distinctive INSIGHT 

Today’s Daf Digest is dedicated  
 לעילוי נשמת חנה בת יהודה

from the Axselrud family 

1)  Bestiality 

R’ Nachman bar R’ Chisda asserts that concerning 

bestiality a woman is liable for natural and unnatural 

forms of copulation whereas a man is liable only if he cop-

ulates the natural way. 

R’ Pappa challenges this ruling. 

A Baraisa rules that one is liable in both cases for natu-

ral and unnatural copulation. 

Ravina asks whether one is liable for initial stages of 

relations with a male. 

The question is clarified to be whether one is liable for 

initial stages of relations with an animal. 

Rava answers that there is liability. 

The Gemara explains why the source for this ruling 

appears in the context in which it appears. 
 

2)  Sodomy 

R’ Achdavoi inquires about the liability of one who 

commits the initial stage of relations with himself. 

R’ Sheishes expressed annoyance at the question and 

R’ Ashi explained why. 
 

3)  Killing an animal that copulated with a person 

R’ Sheishes was asked whether an animal is killed if an 

idolater copulated with it. 

R’ Sheishes answered that it is. 

This answer is unsuccessfully challenged. 

Rava suggests an alternative explanation for R’ 

Sheishes. 

An unsuccessful attempt to support R’ Sheishes’s rul-

ing is recorded. 

R’ Hamnuna inquires whether an animal is killed if a 

Jew copulated with the animal without sinful intent. 

(Continued on page 2) 

 

1. What is the point of dispute between R’ Nachman bar 

R’ Chisda and R’ Pappa? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. What is the reason why one might think that the animal 

that copulated with an idolater is not killed? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. Explain the two sides of R’ Hamnuna’s questions? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. What is the prerequisite for a blasphemer to be stoned? 

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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 A child’s liability for his transgressions 
 כיון דמזידה היא תקלה נמי איכא ורחמנא הוא דחס עלה

Since she did it deliberately there is also a downfall and it is the 

Torah that spares her life 

T he Midrash1 teaches that when a boy reaches the age of 

thirteen his father should recite the beracha,  ברוך

 Blessed is the One … who exempted“ - שפטרני מענשו של זה

me from this liability.”  Magen Avrohom2 explains the in-

tent of the beracha.  A father is held accountable for the 

transgressions of his son that result from improper educa-

tion but from the time of the child’s bar-mitzva and on, he 

is no longer accountable. Rav Ovadia Yosef3 cites a chal-

lenge to this explanation from a sefer called Birach Es 

Avrohom. He questions how a father could be held ac-

countable for the transgressions of his child when a child 

younger than thirteen is not at all subject to punishment 

and his transgressions do not even qualify as transgressions 

since he does not have the intellect to perform conscious 

act. 

Rav Ovadia Yosef answers this challenge from our Ge-

mara.  The Gemara discusses the case of an animal that sod-

omized a three-year girl and according to its conclusion we 

are discussing a case where the girl participated willingly and 

it is only because she is a minor that the Torah spares her 

from execution. Teshuvas Beis Shearim4 explains that nor-

mally a child is not punished for his transgressions since his 

acts do not represent a conscious act and are categorized as 

 one who is unaware of the specific act that he is – מתעסק

doing.  This categorization, however, does not apply to 

transgressions related to food or illicit relations since the 

Gemara Kareisos (19b) teaches that one who violates a pro-

hibition involving food or illicit relations is liable even if the 

act was מתעסק since the transgressor derived pleasure from 

the prohibited act.  Accordingly, a child is also considered 

to have consciously committed the transgression and it is 

only due to the Torah’s compassion that he is not punished.  

Consequently, a father could be held accountable for his 

son’s transgressions that involve food and the beracha of 

 expresses a father’s relief that he is no longer ברוך שפטרני

accountable for those transgressions of his son.    �  
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 שו"ת יביע אומר ח"ו סי' כ"ט אות ג'. .3
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The age of Chinuch 
  "בת שלוש שנים..."

O n today’s daf we find that if a 

minor does a heinous crime which de-

serves capital punishment, he is not 

punished.   

Some parents are a bit lackadaisical 

about educating their children on the 

path of Torah. Some figure that one 

need not worry so much, especially for 

a minor, since he is not obligated for 

his sins. And very many children, even 

near bar-mitzvah, feel that they really 

have nothing to worry about, no matter 

what they do. Since the mitzvos they do 

are because of chinuch, they reason 

that their sins too are not really signifi-

cant until they reach majority.  

However, the Ohr Sameach, zt”l, 

and other luminaries hold that a minor 

is obligated min haTorah to follow the 

seven Noachide laws.1 In addition, who 

told them that a sin has no effect on 

minors? 

When someone asked Rav Chaim 

Kanievsky, shlit”a, whether sins have a 

negative effect on minors, he answered 

that they definitely leave a stain. “The 

Chazon Ish, zt”l, would say that the very 

act that is sinful for an adult is a prohibit-

ed action for a minor as well, and it dulls 

and is  מטמטם his heart just the same. 

The moment he knows better it damages 

him. Nevertheless, Hashem decreed that 

he is absolved of punishment.  

Rav Kanievsky explained, “This is 

why we find that the viddui in 

shomeah tefillah discusses, ‘ מיום היותי

 from the - על פני האדמה עד היום הזה

time I existed on earth until today.’ He 

must also confess any sins done as a 

child, since every single one had a nega-

tive effect on him which must be 

cleansed.”2 

The Ben Ish Chai, zt”l, brings that 

the Arizal said a similar thing. “We 

find that the Arizal told Rav Chaim 

Vital, zt”l, that he was obligated to re-

pent for one time when he cursed his 

mother as a child. He also heard that 

the Arizal said that even little slaps 

doled out by a very young child must 

be atoned for later on.”3    � 
אור שמח, פ"ג מהלכות ביאה, ה"ב, אמרי  .1

 בינה, אבן העזר, שו"ת, ס' ג' ועוד
 שיח השדה, ח"ג, סנהדרין נ"ה .2

 שו"ת רב פעלים, ח"א, סוד ישרים, סימן ג'   .3

STORIES Off the Daf  

Three unsuccessful attempts to resolve this inquiry are 

recorded. 
 

4)  MISHNAH:  The Mishnah begins to discuss the liabil-

ity of a blasphemer.    � 

 (Overview...continued from page 1) 
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OVERVIEW of the Daf 

סנהדרין נ
 ו“

The seven mitzvos commanded to the gentiles 
 תנו רבנן שבע מצוות נצטוו בני נח

O n our daf, Chazal explain that the seven Mitzvos 
which were given to the gentiles were transmitted to them 

orally.  We conclude this fact from the verse which tells us 

(Bereshis 2:16), “And Hashem commanded (ויצו) man.”  

The word "ויצו" always refers to those Mitzvos which were 

transmitted orally.  This clearly implies that they were a part 

of the Oral Torah which was given to the other nations. 

Chazal tell us (Avoda Zara 2b) that in the future, the 

nations of the world will claim that they did not accept the 

Torah when it was offered them because they were not co-

erced as Israel was.  “Did you force us to accept it as You 

forced Bnei Yisrael by holding the mountain over them?”  

But how are we to understand their argument, asks the 

Rabbeinu Tam of Orleans, if we accept the explanation of 

the Midrash Tanchuma that Bnei Yisrael readily accepted 

the Written Torah, and it was only in respect to the Oral 

Torah that coercion was involved?  Does their argument 

continue to have any force after this Midrash is taken into 

account? 

Rabbi Yitzchak Sender cites Rav Shlomo Fisher, 

א“שליט , who offers the following answer to this question.  

Hashem will reply to the counter claim of the nations in 

the following way.  “The Holy One, blessed be He, will 

then ask them, did you then fulfill the seven command-

ments which I commanded you?”  At first sight, we might 

question whether this in fact answers their complaint.  But 

on closer examination, we can appreciate its force.  In the 

course of time, the nations failed to observe these seven 

Mitzvos.  Israel, on the other hand, observed all of them, 

even before they were given the Torah.  This demonstrated 

Israel’s willingness to adhere to the Oral Law. 

Thus, when Hashem concluded his argument to the 

nations, He maintained, “If you were not even willing to 

observe seven commandments which were transmitted to 

you orally, what good would it have done to force you to 

accept the whole Torah?”  

But as for forcing Bnei Yisrael to accept the Oral Law, 

we know from the Midrash Tanchuma that the coercion 

was of a different nature.  Its purpose was to help them 

reach their highest spiritual potential and to reveal their 

deepest spiritual desire, which was to live their lives accord-

ing to the entire Torah.  If there was no such potentiality in 

the spiritual makeup of the other nations, there was no 

point in trying to coerce them to accept the Torah.    � 

Distinctive INSIGHT 
1)  MISHNAH (cont.):  The procedure for the trial of a 

blasphemer is described. 

 

2)  The prohibition  of blasphemy 

A Baraisa teaches that liability for blasphemy when 

one “blesses” God’s name with His name. 

Shmuel provides the source for this ruling. 

The Gemara elaborates on how we know that the 

term נוקב means to blaspheme rather than something 

else. 

A Baraisa teaches that gentiles are also included in the 

transgression of blasphemy but they are killed by behead-

ing rather than stoning. 

An alternative source for inclusion of gentiles in the 

prohibition against blasphemy is noted. 

R’ Yitzchok Nafcha explains why both sources are 

needed. 

It is noted that according to R’ Yitzchok Nafcha there 

is a dispute between R’ Meir and Chachamim whether a 

gentile is liable for blaspheming with a subordinate name 

and this is at odds with R’ Meisha who maintains that all 

opinions agree that a gentile is liable for blaspheming with 

a subordinate name of God. 

The exchange between these two opinions is ex-

plained. 

 

3)  Seven Noahide laws 

A Baraisa enumerates the seven laws that gentiles 

must observe and then presents Tannaim who add addi-

tional commandments to that list. 

R’ Yochanan presents one exposition as the source for 

the Noahide laws. 

R’ Yitzchok presents an alternative exposition. 

The difference between these expositions is explained. 

Rava unsuccessfully challenges that this case repre-

sents the difference between these two opinions. 

Whether gentiles are commanded about civil law is 

challenged. 

After numerous unsuccessful attempts to resolve this 

challenge Rava explains that the difficult Baraisa follows a 

minority opinion, the Yeshiva of Menashe, which does 

not include civil law amongst the list of seven Noahide 

laws. 

The exposition of this minority opinion is unsuccess-

fully challenged.    � 
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Liability for gentiles not enforcing civil law 
 שבע מצות נצטוו בני נח: דינין וכו'

Seven laws were commanded to Noahides: Civil law etc. 

R ambam1 explains that Shimon and Levi had the author-
ity to kill the people associated with Shechem because they 

failed to properly fulfill the mitzvah of דינים – civil law.  This 

command was violated when they did not prosecute She-

chem for the rape of Dinah, the daughter of Yaakov.  Ramba-

n2 challenges this assertion from many different angles.  One 

of his questions is that gentiles are killed for violation of civil 

law only when a judge renders a verdict based on false or 

fraudulent grounds since this represents a violation of the 

command (לא תעשה). The people associated with Shechem 

should not have been liable to execution since their violation 

of דינים was a violation of the positive command to set up 

courts which does not carry the punishment of death.  Ran3 

questions Rambam’s premise that the people failed to put 

Shechem on trial.  It is possible that there was a court in the 

city but they were powerless when the son of the city’s leader 

was the perpetrator.  As such, there is no reason the entire 

population of males should have been killed for the failure to 

prosecute Shechem. 

Meiri4 comes to the defense of Rambam.  When the Ge-

mara later (58b-59a) discusses the parameters of דינים, the 

Gemara concludes that the mitzvah includes both positive 

and negative components and it is due to the presence of 

these negative components that it is included amongst the 

seven Noahide laws punishable by death.  Included in the 

negative components of the mitzvah is the prohibition 

against allowing criminals to go unprosecuted.  As such, the 

community is held responsible for not prosecuting Shechem, 

and this failure represents a violation of a negative prohibi-

tion, not merely a failure to fulfill a positive command.  Or 

HaChaim5 offers an explanation why it was necessary for 

Shimon and Levi to kill all of the males of the city.  He sug-

gests that only Shechem and his father who were actively in-

volved in the crime deserved to be killed.  However, the resi-

dents of the city stood up to defend their leader and his son 

and thus they were killed since they prevented Shimon and 

Levi from carrying out the punishment that Shechem and his 

father deserved.  It is for this reason the verses first mention 

the death of the male citizens and then the death of She-

chem and his father.   �  
 רמב"ם פ"ט מהל' מלכים הי"ד. .1
 רמב"ן בפירושו לבראשית ל"ד:יג. .2
 חידושי הר"ן ךסוגיין. .3
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The bitter lesson  

  "עשר מצות נצטוו ישראל במרה..."

D espite the hardship people experi-
enced in poverty-stricken Eastern Eu-

rope, yet Torah observance was still the 

hallmark in many places there before 

WWII. In America, where things were 

better materially, the vast majority never-

theless failed to observe Shabbos because 

of the threat of financial hardship. 

When Rav Meir Shapiro of Lublin, zt”l, 

traveled to America to raise funds for his 

yeshiva, he had the following painful 

experience: 

“I was once walking to shul on 

Shabbos morning and was shocked to 

see a Jew davening at home with tallis 

and tefillin. I could not prevent myself 

from reminding this Jew, through his 

open window, that it was Shabbos. His 

answer still haunts me to this day. ‘Yes, I 

know. But since I go to work it is like a 

weekday for me, so I obviously must don 

tefillin…’”1 

Once, the Imrei Emes of Gur, zt”l, 

was told that a certain chassid of his was 

violating Shabbos to make a living, ר"ל. 

The moment he heard this, the rebbe 

summoned the man and gave him mus-

sar, ordering him to stop. The  man at-

tempted to defend his negative behavior. 

“Rebbe, if I do not profane the Shabbos 

it is going to be very bitter for me. What 

choice do I have?” 

The rebbe responded with character-

istic sharpness. “In Sanhedrin 56 we find 

that we were commanded to keep Shab-

bos at Marah. Of course Marah means 

bitter, as in maror. This is to teach that 

we must refrain from prohibited labor 

on Shabbos even if this makes life bitter 

for us!”2    � 
 38-39רבי מאיר אומר, ע'  .1
 �בישישים חכמה, ע' נ"ח     .2

STORIES Off the Daf  

 

1. What is the source that one must blaspheme with God’s 

name to be punished with execution? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. Which name of God carries the punishment of execu-

tion if used for blasphemy? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. What is the source for the seven Noahide laws? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. Is there a difference between civil law as commanded to 

Jews and civil law commanded to gentiles? 

 ________________________________________ 

REVIEW and Remember 
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OVERVIEW of the Daf 

סנהדרין נ
 ז“

Is a gentile liable for violating his 7 mitzvos unintentionally? 
 בן נח נהרג בדיין אחד ובעד אחד שלא בהתראה...

R ashi (see Makkos 9a, ה לפיכך“ד ) and Tosafos (65a, ה “ד

 is liable for death for his violation of בן נח explain that a (יצאו

one of his seven mitzvos even without his being warned at the 

time of the violation that his actions are wrong and what the 

consequences would be.  This is determined from our Gemara 

which says that a בן נח can be punished without his having 

been issued a warning.  Sefer HaChinuch (Mitzvah 26) explains 

that the reason for this is that he is liable even for unintention-

al violation, and a warning is designed in order to discern 

whether a person is acting willingly or whether he is unaware of 

either what he is doing or of the consequences of his actions.  

Therefore, there is no need for him to be warned. 

In his Chidushim on the Torah, the Gri”z notes that the 

words of Hashem to Avimelech seem to pose a difficulty to 

Rashi’s understanding of this Gemara.  After Avimelech took 

Sarah, Hashem came to him in a dream and warned him to 

release her back to her husband, Avraham (Bereshis 20:2-4).  

When Avimelech claimed innocence, Hashem reassured him 

and said, “I knew that it was in the innocence of your heart 

that you did this...return the man’s wife...and he will pray for 

you and you will live.  But if you do not return her you will 

surely die.”  This implies that Avimelech was not liable for 

death until this point, because he was acting without sinful in-

tent, and that only from this point and further, that he was 

aware that she was a married woman, would he be liable for 

death. 

Ramban also points out several questions against the ap-

proach of Rashi.  First of all, he finds it unreasonable that a 

person could be put to death for an act which he does uninten-

tionally.  Second of all, if this were true, the Gemara should 

have clearly said that a בן נח can be put to death for an 

unintentional act, which is a more clear and stark statement, 

rather than to merely say that “he does not need to be warned.” 

Therefore, Ramban contends that a בן נח is only liable for 

death if his actions were intentional, although he does not have 

to be warned before committing his crime. 

Rambam (Hilchos Melachim 10:1) also rules that a בן נח 

who violates one of his mitzvos without intent is not put to 

death for his actions.  Notwithstanding, Rambam states that it 

is not a legitimate excuse for a gentile to claim that he was not 

aware that a particular act was prohibited (אומר מותר), and that 

he therefore acted unintentionally.  For example, if he sins with 

the wife of his neighbor, and he claims that he knows that it 

was not his wife, but he was unaware that this was a sin.  Ram-

bam rules that this “error” is close to being intentional.  This is 

a situation where we say that he should have learned and been 

aware of the law, and ignorance of the law is inexcusable.    � 

Distinctive INSIGHT 
1)  Seven Noahide laws (cont.) 

The Gemara presents the sources for the Yeshiva of 

Menashe’s list of Noahide laws and explains why the Tanna of 

the original Baraisa disagrees with these expositions. 
 

2)  Violating Noahide law 

R’ Yosef in the name of Rav’s Yeshiva claims that gentiles 

are killed for violating only three of the Noahide laws. 

R’ Sheishes challenges this position and maintains that of 

the Noahide laws, gentiles are killed for violating four of them. 

This opinion is unsuccessfully challenged. 

R’ Huna, R’ Yehudah and the rest of Rav’s students main-

tain the gentiles are executed for violating any of the seven Noa-

hide laws. 

Whether a gentile is executed for theft is examined. 

The Gemara searches for the case that is similar to theft 

mentioned by the Baraisa. 

The case that is similar to the “beautiful captive” is identi-

fied. 

Whether there is a case that is similar to murder is dis-

cussed. 
 

3)  Judicial procedure for gentiles 

R’ Yaakov bar Acha found in a book of agadata in the Ye-

shiva of Rav a list of rules for judicial procedure for gentiles. 

R’ Yehudah presents the sources for these procedures. 

The dispute between R’ Yishmael and Tanna Kamma is 

explained whether a gentile is executed for killing a fetus. 

R’ Hamnuna challenges the assertion that women are not 

part of the judicial procedure for gentiles. 

Two unsuccessful challenges to the source that women are 

not part of judicial procedure are presented. 
 

4)  Illicit relations 

A Baraisa cites the source that gentiles are warned against 

illicit relations. 

The Gemara unsuccessfully challenges this as the source for 

the prohibition against illicit relations. 

The Gemara wonders in what way is a gentile who has an 

adulterous affair with a married Jewish woman judged like a 

Jew. 

R’ Nachman in the name of Rabba bar Avuha suggests one 

explanation. 

R’ Yochanan challenges this explanation and offers his own 

explanation. 

R’ Yochanan’s explanation is unsuccessfully challenged. 

A Baraisa is cited that supports R’ Yochanan’s explanation. 

An unsuccessful challenge to a ruling in the Baraisa is pre-

sented. 

The Gemara begins to challenge the premise that gentiles 

are warned against any of the relationships for which a Beis Din 

would execute a Jew for having that relationship.    � 
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Executing a gentile based on his own admission 
 בן נח נהרג בדיין א' ובעד א'

A gentile is executed by one judge and on the basis of the testimony of 

a single judge 

R av Meir Simcha of D’vinsk1 cited the Mechilta in Parshas 

Beshalach which states that Dovid Hamelech killed the Ama-

leki convert after he recalled the halacha that we do not accept 

converts from the nation of Amalek.  Consequently, Dovid 

Hamelech had the authority to execute him based on his own 

admission that he was an Amaleki convert.  Teshuvas Kol 

Mevaser2 challenges this ruling from an explicit ruling of Ram-

bam.  Rambam3 rules that Divine decree is that a person may 

not be executed or receive lashes based on his own admission; 

rather the testimony of two witnesses is necessary for any type 

of corporal or capital punishment.  The fact that Yehoshua 

killed Achan and Dovid Hamelech killed the Amaleki convert 

were examples of exercising extraordinary authority because 

each was needed at that moment (הוראת שעה). Rambam did 

not write that Dovid Hamelech killed the Amaleki convert due 

to the prohibition against accepting converts from Amalek and 

that gentiles could be executed based on their own admission.  

Furthermore, points out Kol Mevaser, we do not find an ex-

plicit source in the Talmud or Rambam that a gentile could be 

punished based on his own admission.  The closest that we 

find is our Gemara that rules that a gentile could be punished 

based on the testimony of a single witness or relatives.  What, 

then, was Dovid Hamelech’s basis for killing the Amaleki 

based on his own admission? 

Kol Mevaser suggests a rationale why it should be possible 

to punish a gentile based on his own admission.  The Gemara 

earlier (9b) explains that a person cannot incriminate himself 

since a person is related to himself and is thus unfit to testify.  

Accordingly, a gentile who could be punished based on the 

testimony of a relative should also be able to be punished 

based on his own testimony.  Support for this is found in Sefer 

HaChinuch4 where we find that a gentile could be killed based 

on his own admission, although he does not cite a source for 

this position.   �  
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Lessons from Berlin 
  "שפיכת דמים דכתיב..."

O n today’s daf we find that murder 

is one of the sheva mitzvos bnei Noach.  

One time the Alter of Slobodka, zt”l, 

was sitting with his students, including 

Rav Aharon Kotler, zt”l, and they began 

speaking about whether Jews should 

learn from non-Jews. A certain bochur 

who came from Berlin immediately re-

plied that they should certainly learn 

politeness from non-Jews. “For example, 

in Berlin where I come from, there is 

much that one could learn.” 

But the Alter disagreed. “The Jewish 

people are so sanctified that there is real-

ly nothing they need to learn from non-

Jewish culture.” 

As they were leaving, this bochur 

told Rav Aharon Kotler that the Alter 

had erred. “Although Jews are certainly 

from a high source, they still would do 

well to learn from the civilized behavior 

of Berlin.”  

Many years later, when Rav Aharon 

was the Rosh Yeshiva in Lakewood, 

someone asked to speak to him privately. 

It was this very bochur from Berlin and 

his words made an indelible impression 

on Rav Aharon. “Do you recall that the 

Alter said there is nothing to learn from 

the non-Jews and I disagreed? Well I now 

see with my own eyes that the Alter was 

correct. I was in Berlin, and they decided 

to amputate my arm with no anesthetic 

at all. It was clear that the barbarians had 

pleasure from my cries of pain…” 

Rav Aharon replied that when Rav 

Moshe Mordechai Epstein, zt”l, was in 

Berlin with students, long before the 

Holocaust, he saw a non-Jew petting and 

kissing his dog, and said, “Don’t think 

that this is a sign of kindness or mercy 

towards human beings. On the contrary, 

the verse states, ‘'זבחי אדם עגלים ישקון’   

— ‘Those who sacrifice men will kiss 

calves.’ People who are overly affection-

ate with animals are often those who 

would kill a human being with the great-

est of ease.”1   � 
  �    לב שלום, פרשת וירא, ע' קס"ה1

STORIES Off the Daf  

 

1. What is the punishment for violating Noahide law? 

 _________________________________________ 

2. What is an act that is similar to theft? 

 _________________________________________ 

3. What are some of the procedural differences between 

Beis Din and secular court? 

 _________________________________________ 

4. What is the method of execution of violating Noahide 

law? 

 ________________________________________ 
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