CBAJ Mishna Club Week 2
Prepared by Rabbi Roy Feldman and Tzvi Goldstein

ה׳:משנה ראש השנה א׳
 ַר ִּבי יֹוסֵּ י, ְמחַ ְל ִּלין עָ לָ יו אֶׁ ת הַ שַ בָ ת,(ה) בֵּ ין שֶׁ נִּ ְראָ ה ַבע ֲִּליל בֵּ ין שֶׁ ל ֹּא נִּ ְראָ ה בַ ע ֲִּליל
: אֵּ ין ְמחַ ְל ִּלין עָ לָ יו אֶׁ ת הַ שַ ָבת, ִּאם נִּ ְראָ ה בַ ע ֲִּליל,אֹומֵּ ר
Mishnah Rosh Hashanah 1:5
Whether the new moon was seen clearly [ba’alil] by everyone or whether it was not clearly
seen, one may desecrate Shabbat in order to testify before the court. Rabbi Yosei says: If the
moon was clearly seen, they may not desecrate Shabbat for it, since other witnesses, located
nearer to the court, will certainly testify. If these distant witnesses go to court to testify, they will
desecrate Shabbat unnecessarily.
What factor determines whether or not one may desecrate shabbat for testifying about
the new month?

ו׳:משנה ראש השנה א׳
 שָ לַ ח לֹו ַרבָ ן. וְ ִּע ְכ ָבן ַר ִּבי ע ֲִּקיבָ א ְבלּוד,יֹותר מֵּ אַ ְר ָב ִּעים זּוג
ֵּ (ו) מַ עֲשֶׁ ה שֶׁ עָ ְברּו
: נִּ ְמצֵּ אתָ מַ ְכ ִּשילָ ן לֶׁ עָ ִּתיד לָ ב ֹּא, ִּאם ְמעַ כֵּ ב אַ תָ ה אֶׁ ת ָה ַר ִּבים,ג ְַמ ִּליאֵּ ל
Mishnah Rosh Hashanah 1:6
There was once an incident where more than forty pairs of witnesses were passing through on
their way to Jerusalem to testify about the new moon, and Rabbi Akiva detained them in Lod,
telling them that there was no need for them to desecrate Shabbat for this purpose. Rabban
Gamliel sent a message to him: If you detain the many people who wish to testify about the
new moon, you will cause them to stumble in the future. They will say: Why should we go,
seeing that our testimony is unnecessary? At some point they will be needed, and no witnesses
will come to the court.
Why did Rabbi Akiva stop the witnesses in Lod? What was Rabban Gamliel concerned
about?

ז׳:משנה ראש השנה א׳
 אֶׁ לָ א שֶׁ ִּאם יִּ פָ סֵּ ל אֶׁ חָ ד, ל ֹּא שֶׁ ִּמ ְצטָ ְר ִּפין זֶׁה ִּעם זֶׁה. י ְֵּלכּו,ּובנֹו שֶׁ ָראּו אֶׁ ת הַ חֹּ ֶׁדש
ְ (ז) אָ ב
 ְכשֵּ ִּרין ְלעֵּ דּות,רֹובין
ִּ ּובנֹו וְ כָ ל הַ ְק
ְ  אָ ב, ַר ִּבי ִּש ְמעֹון אֹומֵּ ר. יִּ ְצטָ ֵּרף הַ שֵּ נִּ י ִּעם אַ חֵּ ר,מֵּ הֶׁ ן
 הּוא, שֶׁ ָראָ ה אֶׁ ת הַ חֹּ ֶׁדש ִּבירּושָ לַ יִּ ם,טֹוב ָיה הָ רֹופֵּ א
ִּ  מַ עֲשֶׁ ה ְב,יֹוסי
ֵּ  אָ מַ ר ַר ִּבי.הַ חֹּ ֶׁדש
ּוכשֶׁ ָבאּו ִּל ְפנֵּי
ְ . ּופָ ְסלּו אֶׁ ת עַ ְבּדֹו, ְו ִּק ְבלּו הַ כֹּ הֲ נִּ ים אֹותֹו ְואֶׁ ת ְבנֹו,ּובנֹו וְ עַ ְבּדֹו ְמשֻׁ ְח ָרר
ְ
: ּופָ ְסלּו אֶׁ ת ְבנֹו, ִּק ְבלּו אֹותֹו ְואֶׁ ת עַ ְבּדֹו,בֵּ ית ִּּדין
Mishnah Rosh Hashanah 1:7
If a father and his son saw the new moon, they should both go to the court in Jerusalem. It is
not that they can join together to give testimony, for close relatives are disqualified from
testifying together, but they both go so that if one of them is disqualified, the second may join
together with another witness to testify about the new moon. Rabbi Shimon says: A father and
his son and all their relatives are fit to combine together as witnesses for testimony to
determine the start of the month.
Rabbi Yosei said: There was an incident with Toviyya the doctor. When he saw the new
moon in Jerusalem, he and his son and his freed slave all went to testify. The priests accepted
him and his son as witnesses and disqualified his slave, for they ruled stringently that the
month may be sanctified only on the basis of the testimony of those of Jewish lineage. And
when they came before the court, they accepted him and his slave as witnesses and
disqualified his son, due to the familial relationship.
1. Why do you think relatives may not serve as witnesses together?
2. Why should relatives who see the moon together go anyway?
3. How did the opinion of the Kohanim differ from the opinion of the Beit Din (hint: they
disagree about two different things)?

ח׳:משנה ראש השנה א׳
 ְוסֹוחֲ ֵּרי,יחי יֹונִּ ים
ֵּ  ּומַ ְפ ִּר, ּומַ ְלוֵּי ְב ִּר ִּבית, הַ ְמשַ חֵּ ק ְבקֻׁ ְביָא,סּולין
ִּ (ח) אֵּ לּו הֵּ ן הַ ְפ
 אַ ף הֵּ ן אֵּ ינָן ְכשֵּ ִּרים, כָ ל עֵּ דּות שֶׁ אֵּ ין הָ ִּאשָ ה ְכשֵּ ָרה לָ ּה, זֶׁה הַ ְכלָ ל. ַועֲבָ ִּדים,יעית
ִּ ְש ִּב
:לָ ּה
Mishnah Rosh Hashanah 1:8
The following are unfit to give testimony, as they are considered thieves and robbers: One
who plays with dice [kubbiyya] or other games of chance for money; and those who lend
money with interest; and those who race pigeons and place wagers on the outcome; and
merchants who deal in produce of the Sabbatical Year, which may be eaten, but may not be an
object of commerce; and slaves. This is the principle: Any testimony for which a woman is
unfit, these too are unfit. Although in certain cases a woman’s testimony is accepted, e.g., to
testify to the death of someone’s husband, in the majority of cases her testimony is not valid.
Why do you think a gambler may not testify? What about one who lends money with interest?

