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Introduction 

The foundations of the ~fewish liturgy go back 

well be.fore the ·time of Hav Amram. While the ins ti ttrtion 

of the worship service as we know it is a Rabbinic 

creation, the roots of the liturgy extend to the earliest 

literary strata of the Bible itself. The topic of 

worship played a major role in the discussi.ons of the 

Tannaim and Amor(1im, and the basic core of the service 

had long been standardized before the time of the Geonim. 

Yet, curiously, there is no evidence of a standard 

prayer book until ·the late ninth century. This earliest 

written codification of prayers was the work of Rav .Amram 

Gaon of Sura (869-881). Though we have various responsa 

dealing with isolated problems of synagogue liturgy, 

no one so far as we know preceded Rav .Amram in ~ttempting 

a comprehensive standardization of worship~ The result 

of Hav Am1•am 's effort was sent to a community in Bpain, 

whence its influence spread throughout Europe~ 

It is noteworthy that the next known Siddur, 

that of Saadya, was compiled not long afterward. 

Apparently for centuries no one ed:Lts a Siddur, and 

then, suddenly, within fifty years there are two. 

Shortly after Saadya, the Kax:-aite, Qirqisani, saw fi·t 



to edit his own order of prayers, and he knew of yet 

another H.abbanite Siddur, this one a recent Palestinian 

arrangement. Rav Amr•am did more than order the first 

Siddur. In a sense he exemplified his age by ushering 

in a literary period of Siddur compi.~Rtion .. 

This study examines the circumstances whi.ch 

prom:pted Rav .. Aro.ram's work. As a Gaon, Hav Amram was 

an outstandin·g t;J.rchi tact of his age, who, by virtue of 

his position as Gaon, sought to adjust Jewish practice 

to a changing hist;orical and cultural environment. An 

understanding of his Seder implies a prior comprehension 

of that changing environment. 

As ·t;he recording of the Seder apparently broke 

a time-honored tradition of leaving the Oral Law in its 

oral form, it will .be nec.essary to examine the back­

ground for that tradition. Since the prime historical 

fac-t; facing Rav Amram was the revival of a strong 

Palestinian Rabbanite community and the correlative 

birth of independent Jewish communities throughbut the 

Diaspora, this study must give an account of these new 

centers of Jewry and their relat;ionship to Babylon. 

Out of this historical background will emerge the 

challenge which prompted Amram's historical response~ 

~~here are four known manuscripts of §£Qe:r;: JIBy 

J1m_£_~. 1 The oldest is Codex British Museum 613, dating 

from the fourteenth to the fifteenth century. In 1426 

there appear('d t;he Codex 1095 of the Bod.leian I1ibrary, 
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Oxford; and a ·third manuscript, t;he Codex British Museum 

614 is merely a copy of this one. Finally there is the 

Codex Sulzberger of the Jewish Theological Seminary, 

which was completed in 1516. 

The oldest manuscript, also recognized as the 

least reliable, was the basis for Coronel's edition of 

the Seder in 1865, reprinted in Jerusalem in 1965. 

The best known edition is that o:f F1•urnkin (Jerusalem, 

1912), who followed the Bodleian Manuscript. In 1951, 

David Hedegard compiled a scient;ific edition of the 

first part of the Seder employing all the manuscripts. 

In this study reference has been made to the 

three basic manuscripts as they appear in the Hedegard 

Beder, plus the running commentaries provided by both . 

Hedegard and li'rumkin. 
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Chapter I 

The Problem of the Oral Law 

Seder :H.av Amram, the first known order of prayer,. -
is remarkable not only for what it initiated, but .also 

for what it apparently abrogated: the well known practice 

of prohibiting the writing down of Oral Law. .Amram 1 s 

decision thus to break with this stricture is of such 

significance that the motivations which impelled him to 

write his Seder cannot be understood without .first 

fathoming the reasons for the interdiction against 

committing the liturgy to writing. 

The decision to leave the Oral Law in its oral 

form was an ancient one, dating back at least to the 

Tosefta. We are there told: 2 

?)>1..n 1 ~")1e..J .J"'i/..J")~ 1,o.n1.::> /...,t1/c. jk.JN 

Marx cites this in regard to the fact that we have no 

complete order of prayers until Amram, concluding, 

11 Der Grund daftir liElgt nattirlich in dem bekan.nten, 

schlln in. der Tosefta citierten Verbote der Nieder'.""' 

schreibung von Segenspriichen."3 This Tosefta passage 

however, can hardly be considered the source of the 

pri:;i.ctice, but rather the first lit;erary notice of an 

already established custom, the foundations of which 



must be sought elsewhere. when these underlying causes 

are determined, we may then comprehend why it should be 

Amram who chose t.o inaugurate a radicalJ.y different 

practice. In other words, what in .A.m:r•am 's situation 

impelled hi.m to part with such a prevailing traditiou? 

The best discussion of the practice of main~ 

taining the Oral Law in unwritten form is found in 

Kaplan's thorough summary of the problem. He notes the 

theories of Weiss, Geiger, Luzatto, and Margolis and 

Marx. 

It remains now to list some of the reasons 
advanced by modern historians to ex12lain the 
prohibi tio11 under discussion. a) !..Weis§..7 the 
aim was to keep the laws free of a possible im­
print of finality. By retaininp; the laws as 
a subject of oral study, an opportunity for 
their modification and changes, not excluding 
their ultimate abroga·~ion was reserved. 
b) /Geiger7 being of post-mishnaic origin, 
the-interdiction is a comparatively la·te 
invention. It was a measure designed as a 
precaution against heretical interpolations, 
or against the smuggling of whole works of 
similarly questionable character into the 
academies. c) LLuzatto7 It was prompted by 
something like a caste-spirit. It sought to 
keep the study of the Law within the limited 
circles of worthy and competent scholars. 
d) !..Margol,is .·and Mar!7 the obj action to committing 
the oral law to writing had a mystical ground, 
as "the feeling had beeg that the.re was to be 
but one wrj_ tten Torah. 11 ::? 

Kaplan concludes: "It should be observed that all these 

theories are pure conjectures~ They are neither docu­

mented nor are they substantiated by direct evidence of 

any sort. 116 

Ginzberg provides another answer to the problem~ 

5 



Without attempting to explain the reason for the genesis 

of the law, he holds that it originally applied to the 

Oral Law in its entirety, and that later, 'when ·the 

exigencies of the ·times made it absolutely necessary," 

the Talmud alone was written down, though the prohibition 

continued in force with regard to the rest of the Oral 

I.Jaw.. However, 11here and there, a disciple of the early 

Geonim transgressed the regulation and indulged himself 

to the extent of keeping a 'secret roll' for his own 

private use. 117 Nowhere, unfortunately, does Ginzberg 

define the "exigencies of the timen which prompted the 

Talmud's codification in writing; nor does he explain 

wby some of the disciples allowed themselves to trans­

gress the prohibition. The fact that tradition does 

not speak pejoratively of the makers of "secret rolls" 

i.mplies that their mot;i ves were quite understandable, 

even praiseworthy, rather than personal aberrations or 

individual indulgena,es.~ 

However, Ginzberg' s introduction of the "secr.•et 

rolls" into the discussion is crucial, 8 and Kaplan, 

attempting t;o formulate his own theory, begins with a 

consideration of these scrolls. Why, he asks, was part 

of the Oral Law ap,parently recorded and then promptly 

ttsecreted and withdrawn from view?"9 He reaches the 

conclusiori that the Oral Law is to be divided into 

Talmud and Gemara, Talmud being the theore·bical give 

6 



and take of academic discussion, and Gemara being the 

concrete decit,ions which result from it.. "I~very Gemara 
10 is a consequent of a prE.lceding 'l'almud." It was the 

"inexhaustible, largely hypothetical" catc0gory of Talmud 

to which the prohibition applied, not to the practical 

Gemara thereby formulated. 11 In fact, Gemara had to be 

written down to facilitate its execution. The ban 

against writing down the Oral Law thus amounted to 

"rejection in principle, concession for practical pur­

poses.1112 Since the written word was seen as basically 

unreliable, delivering only the shell but withholding the 

kernel, the rabbis agreed to write down only the concrete 

body of applicable law called Gemara. Thus was the 

Gemara per se codified in writ;ing and thus did the 

early disciples write secret scrolls, as aids to their 

memory, that they might never err in legi:;i.l decisions. 

But Kaplan's theory also leaves certain vital 

questions unanswered. That the written word was seen 

as delivering only the shell he deduces from a responsum 

found in the genizah: l3 ~LJ' ~ljl l;;>J ~cilS ~fl' ~,,.,f..f\')€.l~ ~Glf'# 
~,~.,")")ft>,..f)~ i>f'/ [j«N~ t0S~~JJ vrv1 31(/, j liv~ ~b~~ /1t1 c)'~ l'I ';)~")~ "l~<i.) 

I \S"'rollc: r>N.::> ~J\ ':lji'.1 (e.. ";)..: 'ii> PJcl I~ '?.kn/ii ljl~ J'k:NI I~ f~tO?I .1i& E!~))N i'IWI 

In other words, we are to believe that the prohibi ti~fr-)r-

against putting the Oral Law into writing derives from 

the fear that the written word would be invested with 

such sanctity that further debate in the academies would. 

be limited. The historian sees this as a somewhat 

fanciful post-facto explanation, rather than a valid 

7 



historic reason. Did the writing down of the Mishnah 

stifle debat;e among the Amoraim? Are the Yeshivot of 

today denied acad~mic discussion, because Oral Law has 

long been recorded? 

Moreover, Kaplan's basic division is open to 

question. If, as he maintains, the Gemara was written 

down because of pract;ical necessi t;y, why was the prayer 

Gemara tiot circulated for public use until as late as 

Amram? Until then only isolated responsa were issued. 

The fact that the hazzan in Diasporan communities fre­

quently recited all the Q~£akhot. in the morning, so as 

to free the people from the obligation, testifies to 

the fact that ·the people were ignorant of the liturgical 

halakhah. Surely here was Gemara of immediate relovance 

to the.daily life o! the people$ We would expect it to 

be set down i:r.i written form.. Yet Yehudai Gaon allowed 

prayer books only for Rosh Hashanah and Yorn Kippur, and 

·then only for the hazzan •14 J1Jven by R. Natronai 's ti.me, 

·the individual worshipper had no written Siddur.15 Ap­

p~rently practical necessity was not the only criterion 

on which t;he recording of halakhah depended. 

Above all, Kaplan does no·t explain why the 

scrolls containing the Gemara were described as "hidden." 

Perhaps the answer lies in the very existence of these 

"hidden" scrolls. No·b only are their aut;hors not chas-

tised by the colleagues; but they thenselves seem unaware 

8 

of the fact that they were transgressing the law. Indeed, 



they may have regarded their secret scrolls as falling 

within the limits of the law. It seems probable that 

any culpability la.y not so much in the actual writing 
\ 

down of Gemara as in circula·ting it publicly in written 

form. Obviously the secret scrolls were no secret to 

fellow scholars of the academy, who (like Hai Gaon, 

as cited above by Ginzberg) quoted from them. They were 

secret because they were carefully kept from the public, 

and it was this that was demanded by the prohibition 

agaj.nst the :,eandom recording of Oral IJaw. 

To some extent Geiger and Luzatto recognize 

·the reasoning involved. The interdiction was indeed 

bound up with the fear of heresy and the desire to 

restrict ~~orah interpretation to competent, trustworth;r 

scholars. But; who was the heretic, and who the orthodox 

scholar? Obviously the application of such labels is 

a highly subjective process. The :Amoraim .would have 

considered heretical anyone who taught"in opposition 

to the academies; and presumably these "heretics" would 

have hurled like counter-charges at their Amoraic 

opponents. The Geonim protected the Oral Law from 

the Karaites and denounced them as heretics, while 

the Karaites, much as the Minim of Talmudic days, saw 

themselves as the true Israel. 

By Am.ram's ·time there were many heterodox groups 

from whom the halakhah might be secreted~ '1'.he Jewish 

world was not monolithic, despite Gaonic attempts to 
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make it so. Though the Geonim regarded themselves as 

the orily legitimate interpreters of Talmud, there were 

othe:i:•s who must have resented their claim~ That; t;hese 

were the object of the ban against halakhic circulation 

is entirely plausible. Certainly the Karaites were 

among them. But the foremost such group was indeed 

Habbanite, albeit :Palestinian, and therefore insistant 

upon its own right to act; as ::Ln terpre·ters of tradition. 

However, they had only the Palestinian Talmud; they 

lacked the all important Babylonian Talmud. This 

deficiency was the object of the ban against recording 

Oral Law,publicly. 

An e:xplana·tion of the general problem of Oral 

Law in Gaonic times and of the specific one of .Amram's 

Seder, is tied to the rel~tionship between the two 

leading Rabbanite communities, the J.ong time center 

in Babylon, and the new challenger with old claims in 

:Pales·tine. The growing rivalry bet1,veen the two factions 

must now be shown, as must their relative position in 

Hav Amram's time. It will then become ewident that 

10 

Amram saw their new position as demanding the abrogation 

rather than the continuation of the ban against recording 

Oral Law. 



Chapter II 

The Center in Babylon 

'.Vhe history of the Babylonian Jewish community 

during the Gaonate is well known, in contrast to that 

of the rest of the Jewish world at the time. For pur­

poses of this study, but a few of its salient features 

require investigation: the relationship between the two 

chief academies, Pumbedita and Sura; and their relation-

ship to Palestine and the rest of the Diaspora$ 

Since '750 the Baghdad oriented Abbasid Caliphate 

had governed a far-flung, heterogeneous Arab world. The 

Ct;i.liph, as a highly centraltzed ruler, championed a 

st;rictly orthodox Sunnite doctrine of !slam. Jews in 

the Arab world naturally reflected this arrangement. 

Instead of the Caliph, they had a recognized political 

head, the }]xilarch, and what in modern terminology one 

would consider the chief religious authority, the Gaon • 

.Sunni·te Islam found its 1Jewish counterpart in Gaonic 

Judaism • 

. Academies had existed in Baghdad almost since 
. 16 

its founding. \Ji th the .Abbas id move there from 

Damascus, it Wqs natural that the 1Jews would look t;o the 

vi:cin1. ty of Bc;ghdfl'.d for their guidance. Thus had the 

11 



already prominent Bura risen to even greater heights, 

and thus did Hav Amr.am Gaon find himself occupying the 

foremost position in the Jewish world from 869 to 881. 

12 

But the many elements of such a large and diverse 

realm were not easily held together. By Amram's ti.me, 

both the Arab world at large and its Jewish microcosm 

were threatened by serious schisms. 1 'l In 830 the 

Caliph Maimun, perhaps hoping to govern his vast empire 

through coalition support, had ruled that ten memqers 

of a religious body constituted a legal movement. 18 

The Karai tes had already followed the example set; by 

their Shiite Moslem counterpart and had renounced the 

authority of the official orthodoxy, and now within the 

orthodox Habbani.te world itself there arose a rival to. 

Sura: Pwnbedi ta.. In 81+2 Rabbi Pal toi became the first 

of' the Geonim from Pumbedita to issue teshuvoth to 

outlying communities. 19 
Rabbi Paltoi's action had more than theoretical 

importance. The right to interpret tradition and issue 

teshuvoth involved very practical consi.derations a As ..... ""'""'- . 

we learn from ~_g~~lll -- as well as from Nathan 
20 HaBabJ_i and R. Nehemiah -- this privilege was a 

lucrative one, involving monetary compensation for 

each question submitted. Cf.lhoue;h after 926 Pumbedi ta was 

to reach parity with Sura in the di vision o.f these m('.mies, 

in Am.ram's time Bura still received two-thirds and 

Pumbedita but one-third. 21 This however was already a 
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considerable compromise on Sura's part, one which 

testifies to the extent to which the once monolithic 

Gaonate had been dissolved into two feuding parts. 

Sura's claim to distinction was based on its 
2".) 

glorious history. Founded by Hav himself, (_ it later 

became the home of none other than Hav Ashi, chief com­

piler of the Babylonian Talmud. "This great distinction · 

of the.Babylonian academies of having maintained the 

continuity of the tradition from the Biblical to the 

Gaonic time is a subject frequently referred to by the 

Geonim. 1123 It was Sura's contention that just as the 

Bible could be understood only through the Mishnah, so 

comprehension of the Mishnah required the Gemara of 

Babylon. And who but the inhabitants of Sura, the 

academy wherein that Gemara was born, could be trusted 

with the task of interpreting the Talmud? 

~alestinians, however, recognized another source 

of authority. The Yerushalmi was a viable alternative 

to the Babli, and it probably did not cease to be con-
24 sidered aut;hori·tJative in Palestine until the Crusades. 

But political fortune favored the Babli, so that, 

(through the doctrine of Oral Law), the Babylonians 

scrupulously guarded it and the discussions it prompted 

against interpretation which the Geonim regarded as 

illicit. 

Thus at the same time that the two academies 

disputed the right ·to interpret the Babli, world Jewry 



at large sa~ a segment of its leaders cast doubt on 

whether the Babli was the only authoritative text .. 

14 

The clash of Palestinian and Babylonian claims is evident 

from a,· glance at the literature of the day. Much in­

vective was hurled by the Babylonian academies at their 

i::ialestlnian challengers. 

Lin the Responsum collection ~f:taara;r ~~ed!Vk7 we 
find ••. dissensions between Ba ylonian and -
Palestinian Rabbis ••• Such expressions are used 
in the §h§.§.EP..I 1'.:C:.ttfi;e,k against the B 'nei Er~ 
Yisrael which point to unfriendly re!ations between 
tlie -Biibylonians and the Palestinians, the former 
appearing to consider themselves as standing on a 
higher plane than the lat·t;er. Pal·t;oi Gaon employs 
there (63b) very sharp language against the. 
Palestinians saying /l l~c:. l'~l...h 1 \!J'lc \1V1C.. Similar 
anti-Palestinian expr~sibns, espebially against 
the Talmud Yerushalmi, we find among the Geonim, 
for example, by Sherira Ga on ••• and Hai Ga on ...... 
Hence the maxim of the earlier medieval rabbir-3: 
wwe follow the Babylonian authorities to the 
exclusion of the Palestinian Talmud. 11 25 

Ginzberg is of the opinion, "In the Gaonic time 

the super:Lori ty of the 'Babylonian Talmud was acknowledged 

even in ·I>alestine. 1126 At the same time he asserts in 

his intI•oduction to the Yerushalmi, "Never did the 

Yerushalmi pass from its position of priority in 

Palestine. 1127 Both statements are probably correct. 

'While the Palestinians continued to insist on the 

validity of their own Talmud, they were also forced 

eventually to pay lip service to the Babli. Hy that 

ti.me the field of halakhah was so intertwined with the 

study of the Babli that any legal dispute had to be 

adjutica'ted with reference to it. 1I1hat is why ·che 



Ben Meir eontroversy revolved around it, 28 and also why 

copies of the Babli were in great demand throughout 

Europe. The Palestinians differed only in their claim 

that the Yerushalmi was also authoritative. 

It will become evident that Rav Am.ram lived at 

15 

the height of this controversy, at a time when Palestinian 

influence throughout the Diaspora was challenging the 

spiritual hegemony of Babylon. It is surprising there­

fore to find Am.ram referring to the Yerushalmi so often, 

especially since, according to Ginzberg, "Most of the 

Geonim never used the Yerushalmi at all, and those who 

did use it did so ••• by accident .. 1129 Not one Gaonic 

responsum_ befo;re Saadya mentions the Yerushalmi. 3o 

Though some of its customs were apparently practiced i~ 

Sura, Ginzberg points out, 111rhis shows nothing about ·t;he 

influence of the Palestinian Talmud on Sura. Rather 

Sura was founded by Rav, and thus customarily f .llowed 

many of his practices. Rav was a student of Habbenu 

Hakodosh, and was attached to the customs of Palestine. 11 31 

Even f3aadya never quotes the Yerushalmi in his halakhic 

books.32 

The case is similar with Amram. Ginz.berg 

summarizes: 

Most of the quotes are. Aggadic and all of·them 
except one come from Berachot, even though there 
are a multitude of halakhic decisions (on Shabbat, 
Yom Tov, fasts, Yorn Kippur, mourning) in ~ 
Rav Am;ram about which he had ample opportunity 
to empioy the Palestinian Talmud. We therefore 
doubt whether he dipped into the Palestinian as 



did the sae;es of' Kairuan and so many of the early 
scholars of Spain and Germany •••• Even if R. Sherira 
Gaon S?-YS, 11 'I'his is the opinion of H.av J\mram even 
though not based on the gemara, and he received 
it from the Talmud of Eretz Yisrael," certainly 
he did not mean to say that Rav Am.ram based his 
words on the Yerushalmi, but rather tha·b ·bhey 
were part and parcel of the scholarly environment 
whose source could not be found in the Babylonian 
Talmud, and that some of them had been deduced 
originally from the Yerushalmi.33 

In fine, Am.ram quotes the Yerushalmi only ten 

t . 34 h' . f t' 1 d' d 1mes; is re··erences are en ire y agga ic, an some 

are apparently later additions; the rest he took without 

3t• 

realizing their Palestinian origin. ~ 

16 

Far from accepting the Yerushalmi as authoritative 

in his Seder, Rav .Amram, like the Geonim before him, 

stood intransigently opposed to it. He was inten·b on 

maintaining the priority of Babylon despite the growing 

intensity of Palestine's claims. It was in the face 

of these claims that he wrote his Seder. 



Chapter III 

The Center in Palestine 

Most popular histories of the J'ews have very 

little to say about palestine in the Gaonic period. It 

was Babylon, not Palestine, that occupied the chief 

place in the Jewish world of the time. It is Babylon 

also on which the interest of scholars has been focused. 

But the fact that our Palestinian sources are meagre 

does not necessarily imply that Jewish life had ceased 

there, but merely that the political situation was notr 

amenable to the keeping of extensive literary records. 

The fact is that despite the end of the patri-

17 

archat~ in 425, Jewish life in the academies never ceased. 

The harsh Byzantine rule reached a peak in the late sixth 

and early seventh centuries.36 It was succeeded by the 

comparatively mild rule of' Islam (conquest 628-636). 

The change of conditions apparently spurred migration 

to Palestine,37 particularly from Babylon, the greatest 

Islamic Jewish realm, and by Ben Baboi's time (about 

800) there was already a large population of new 

Babylonian settlers. 38 Mann surmises that throughout 

this time the academies carried on continuous activity, 



first in Tiberias from the time of R. Yohanan, and later 

in Jerusalem after the Arab conquest.39 

18 

Sometime around 500, 40 1".Iar Zutra reached prominence 

in I1alestine. He is of· significance because he is the 

only native Babylonian in the Gaonic period to become head 

of a Pales"tiinian academy. 4J. He founded a dynasty which 

held sway for ten generations, with Pinhas, the last of 

line, ruling around the beginning of the ninth century .. 

l"Iar Zutra•s dynasty was succeeded by that of Ben l"IeLr. 

Ben l".Ieir himself ruled in the tenth century, but he had 

several ancestors who preceded him in his position, so 

that the year 800 seem~ to be the turning point in 

Palestine's development, marking both the end of a 

Babylonian dynasty, and, at the same time, the beginning 

of a native Palestinian rule. 42 

During the three centuries between 500 and 800 

the relative decline in Palestinian prominence, the 

emergence of a Babylonian house in 'I'iberias, the in­

creasing 1)ersecutions of the Byzantines and the subse­

quent Moslem takeover led to great instability in the 

Jewish community. Among the many diverse elements in 

the population were the so-called A~J;.~TzioB:,, the 

origin and platform of whom deserve attention. 

The earliest mention of these Mourners of Zion 

is to be found in the Pesikta H.abbati, whose author 
---~-... ---

probably settled in Palei3tine after leaving his native 



Italy, and joined them. 43 By that time it was already 

a known movement, and therefore its origins must date 

from at least the early eighth century. The activity 

of these Mourners was marked by "asceticism, spendi.ng 

their days in fasting and lamenting over the destruction 

of the Temple, and in praying for its restoration and 

the advent of the Messiah. 1144 

19 

.Exactly who they were remains a mystery. 'I'hat 

they were not proto-Karaites is evidenced by the fact 

that one of their leaders was Ahai of Shabha, who moved 

to Palestine after having been passed over in a dispute 

for the Gaonate in favor of Natronai, Ahai 1 s secretary. 45 

The Mourners, like Ahai, must have been Rabbanites, 

though Palestinian political tribulations, like Ahai's· 

personal disappointment, gave sufficient reason for 

both to dislike that form of Rabbinic Judaism repre­

sented. by the Babylonian Gaonate. 

In all likelihood, the Mourners represent;ed a 

common sentiment in Palestine. J~ike so many others, 

they yearned for a restorr:J.tion of Palestinian autonomy 

and based their J'udaism on a fervent Palestinian nation-

al ism. They were opposed by the pro-Babylo·nian party, 

with its emphasis on the Babli as the prime legal 

document, and Aramaic as the official legal language. 

The Nationalists regarded the Yerushalmi as equal to 

the Babli; they championed a revival of. Hebrew, in 

oyposi tion to .Aramaic, the :Babylonian tongue. 

i 
I: 
i 

!. 



With the ascension of Mar Zutra the 'Babylonian 

party became dominant, and remained so, particularly 

after the Moslem conquest;, until ab01rb 800. Nationalist 

opposition., centered in such groups as the Mourners, 

finally toppled Mar Zutra's family and installed the 

forebears of Ben Meir. Strained relations eventually 

culminated in the calender controversy of Ben Meir and 

Saad.ya. 

Before turning to the various disputes which 

preceded Ben Meir's outright challenge of Gaonic domi-

nance, the very existence of' the Nationalist group must 

be documented. It is generally assumed that Judaism 
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was split into two groups alone: Habbanites and Karaites. 

We shall demonstrate that the Rabbanites themselves were 

not a homogeneous party; 'that beside the Gaonic pro­

Babylonian group, there existed a pro-Palestinian faction 

with alarming strength, particularly in the time of 

Hav .Amram. 

Such nationalistic sentiment is clearly indicated 

as early as the second half of the seventh century in 

the composition of §!~~~?:..!!~~im • This work Ginzberg 

concludes, "teaches us tb.at when it was composed, the 

Palestinians had only one Talmud and ·t;hat was the 

Yerushalmi. 1146 It was through the medium of Befer --
I-Ia~.1£3.~~i!!! that the teachings of the Yerusha.Lrni and other 

W? Palest;inian halakhah found its way to the Geonim. 

Of great importance is the fact that we have two 



recensions of this valuable work. One edition was com-

posed at the beginning of the Islamic period, while the 

other dates from abou:t;; two hundred years later. Their 

differences as summarized by Ginzberg are instructive .. 

The old version is entirely based on the 
Palestinian Talmud while there is not the 
slightest hint that this author had ever sean 
the Babylonian Talmud. But the author of the 
second version concentrated completely on the 
Babylonian Talmud. Hence we see that it was 
not the persecution of. Christianity that 
elevated the Babylonian Talmud and brougbt 
the Palestinian Talmud to its deoline.48 
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Indeed it was not & The decline o.f ·the Yerusha.lmi 

came ab.out as a direct consequence of the Moslem conquest 

of Palestine~ The dominance of Baghdad brought with it 

the supremacy of Gaonic influence, which had already 

begun to take hold in the coming of Mar Zutra and the 

establishment of his house in Tiberias. It seems 

plausi.ble that the first edition of Sefer HaMaasifil. was 

the .work of a Palestinian who witnessed the shift in 

power toward Baghdad and sought to record Palestinian 

customs for posterity. Two hundred years later, with 

Ben Meir's family in control and the Palestinian forces 

in ascendance, a pro-Babyloni<-3.n scholar rewrot;e ~~f~r 

~iaM~af!.=hill. so as to protect the status quo whieh he respected 

ae correct against nascent Palestinian nationalism. It 

is not coinciden·tal that during the same .PE~riod in which 

the revision was under way, R. Jehudai Gaon saw fit to 

chastise the Palestinians about 11ll.abits and mitzvoth which 



they customarily followed even though they were opposed 

to the halakhah, according to false customs, and had not 

been. received from hi.m. ,,Ll-·9 

While this pro-Babylonian author was attempting 

to preserve the status quo with his .revision of .§iliE. 

~~~' the opposing party had written its manifesto, 

Massekhet So:f'erim. Abraham Schechter declares, "In the 
-·-il*'l·~i..,,...,. ·-------

eighth century, the spiritual forces in Palestine set 

out to retrieve their lost prestige, to manifest once 

more to their Babylonian opponents their ability to 

produce original literary creations .•• the result was 

tl:leJ~~§!~.khet So.feri!!!_ •••• the .first attempt to summarize 

and standardize ·the various traditions of Palestinian 

Jewry."50 Schecter is undoubtedly referring to some 
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of those false custon;i.s against which Jehudai Gaon railed. 

Most interesting is the connection between 

~.?..elthet Sofe:i::!El and Ahai of Shabha' s She el tot.. There 

seems to be a definite correlation of material in the 
i::;1 

two works./ This becomes readily understandable if 

our hypothesis about Ahai's relation to a resurgent 

Palestinian nationalist party is borne in mind. Ahai 

had good reason to oppose the Babylonian Gaonate, and 

developments in Palestine gave him his opportunity to 

do so. Jrrom the point of view of the Palestinians, 

Ahai had something j.nvaluable to offer. By ·t;hi.s ttme 

the Babli was universally accepted as a valid source 
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of halakhic decision. A revived Palestine could never 

claim that both 1.I'almuds were valid. 1rhe Palestinians 

were of course masters of the traditions of the Yerushalmi, 

but the prohibition against recording the Oral Law had 

pre-vented their access both to the Habli and to the long 

tradition of post Talmudic decisions based on it. If 

the Palestinians wanted to achieve independence, they 

needed above all to wrest the right of halakhic inter­

pretation from the exclusivity of Babylonian authority~ 

The sharing of the prereguisi i;e halakhic information 

was Ahai's contribution to Palestinian nationalism. 

Analysis of the §heeJ,,~~-'E makes this clear. It 

has already been stated that Ahai was passed over .for 
52 the Gaonate, in favor of Nat;ronai, H.. Ahai's secretary; -

that he then preceded to Palestine where he led a group 

of nationalist Mourners and wrote hiB .fil.!.£~1.:t9.!· That it 

was written after his departure from Babylon is evident 
57. from the linguistic peculiarities of its style. 7 This 

is Ginzberg's conclusion, although, as he points out, 

"the work is based exclusively on the Babylonian Talmud, 

and the Palestinian ~ralmud is absolutely ignored in 

it."54- In fact, ttThere is not the remotest proof that 

R • .Ahai used the Yerushalmi.n55 Hence Ginzberg concludes, 

"The fill~E!J..!9.:!2. have the purpose of introducing the 

Babylonian Talmud to the J>alestinians. At the ·time of 

R. Ahai, we may be sure that copies of the Talmud were 



not too plentiful, and therefore it was his aim to 

extract verbatim a considerable portion of it.ri56 

It is evident from the.attitude of the Babylonian 

authorities to the Sheeltot that the Palestinians readily 

seized upon Ahai's work as a means of acquainting them­

selves with s·candard Babylonian halakhah so as to claim 

the requisite knowledge to interpret hEtlakhah themselves, 

and thus to usurp the claim of Babylon to be the sole 

authority$ 

To begin wii:;h, the Halakhot of R. Aba, a disGiple 

of Yehudai Gaon does not even mention the Shetl~.57 

One might object that this is an argument from silence, 

since we have so few fragments of the work extant. But 

how are we to explain th~ fact that the .§t~~~ll.£!, which 

Ginzberg calls "the most import;ant product of Gaonic 

times 11 58 is not mentioned, and perhaps is even stlldiously 

ignored, by every Gaon except Hai ?59 And Hai. is hardly 

j.ndicati ve of general Gaonic opinion, since by his day, 

"the Palestinian Gaonate was a fai·b accompli. Throughout 

the Diaspora, including even Germany, Jews began to show 

great respect for the Geonim of Palestine, sending them 

tl . t. d . . th . 1160 1eir ques ions an receiving · eir responsa. 

Of the Diaspora authorities, 61 it is Alfasi who 

never refers to it, but Alfasi was always closely con-

nected with Spain and Spain was the one area where 

Babylonian authority maintained its control. Rashi on 
I: 

I 
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the other hand had a high regard for the Sheeltot, often 
. ----

copying complete sentences from it, and referring to its 

author as "Gaon." But Hashi repre~rnnted the JJ'ranco-

German center which made considerable use of the Yerushalmi 

and had long had strong ties with Palestine through inter­

mediaries in Kairuan and Italy. The Italian Nathan, the 

author of the Aru!th, also mentions the ;Sl:!.E!~~);~,2! fre­

quently, and Nathan aB an Italian was most closely 

related to the revival of Palestinian independence. In 

the m1.ddle of the ninth century, R. Paltoi.; the Gaon. 

of Pumbedita, saw fit to write, "They who devote them­

selves to a study of the halakhot not only do not act 

properly, yea, it is forbidden to do it, for they diminish 

t;he Torah. 1162 It could ".ery well have been the study of 

the .§..q~e+J2...q~~ that he had in mind. 

Ginzberg e:xplains the wri.ting down of the Sheel tot --
by saying that; there was no prohibition against writ;ing 

down Oral Law in Palestine.63 We can well up.derstand 

now why th.ere was no :prohibition there. The prohibition 

was a Babylonian vehicle for denying requisite halakhic 

knowledge to would-be usurpers of the right to interpret. 

Above all, the interdiction was to include the Palestinians, 

who for their part, far from admitting the validity of the 

prohibition, actually depended on its being broken in 

order to g.ain their independence. 11hrough Ahai 's t?Jle.e~ ~ot 

such independence was achieved. 

i' 

! 
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I· 
\ It may now be said with certainty that from the 

beginning, a pro-Palestinian party in Palestine objected 

to Babylonian usurpation of author:Lty. l"lany groups 

shared this attitude, the Karaites representing the 

extreme periphery of the movement, but bona fide H.ab­

banites being included as well. Among the latter were 

various groups known as Mourners of Zion. MassekP,e.t _........,._ 

§.21.~ and the Sheeltot provided ammunition for these 

charges. The ultimate challenge was not to come until 

the calendar controversy of Ben Meir, but a mid-way 

maturing point was reached in the literary renaissance 

of the ninth century. 

It was only natural for the nationalists to 

choose Hebrew as their mode of expression. What other· 

language had such claims on the minds and hearts of 

Palestinians? Ginzberg states, 

• ~··the Gaonic literature par excellence is after 
all Halakhio in character and purport ••• :mven af'·ber 
the decay of the Palestinian academies, it was 
in ·t;he ;Holy Land that the study of the Bible and 
·the cultivation of the Haggadah were carried on 
zealously. The Massorah is a product of Palestine 
in the time we are considering, the greater number 
of the 11:1ter mid.rashim originated there, and there 
also we must look for the beginnings of the Piyyut 
and of nee-Hebraic poetry.6~-

In other words, if halakhah were the province 
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of Babylon, Palestine could still claim antecedent rights 

to Hebrew .and its related literary endeavours. Early 

payyetanim like Yose ben Yose, Yannai, and Kalir helped 

i.nitiate the movement in the early seventh century. 
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The great midrashists, grammarians, and massoretes com-

pJ.eted it and brought; it to fl"uition. 

Its political import was not lost on the Geonim. 

Since it was common to insert the Ell..~ in the liturgy, 

the Geonim guarded the prayers against any additions and 

insertions. Jehudai opposed any insertion in the .Amidah, 

and Natronai went on record against; two of Kalir 's poems . 

specifically. 65 Nahshon Gaon (881-889) warned, 11 We 

never allow anyone familiar with piyyutim to of'fj_ciate 

in the synagogue. 1166 ~uite expectedly, we find no 

Geonim taking part in the Hebrew revival until Saadya, 

but Saadya's familiarity came from his unique background, 

and his desire to try his hand at Hebrew dj.sciplines 

was due to the fact that; by his time, a Hebrew renaissance 

wa~1 .a fait ~a~.£~)filJ2~J which could no longer be denied. 

A word should be said about the Kar&ites who 

farmed part of the nationalisti group and shared notably 

in its literary creativity.. Their existence as a dis-

tinct sect can be dated to the second half of the eighth 

e1 century, about ·l:ihe same time as Ahai 1 s journey to 

Palestine. They seem then to have moved gradually to 

Palestine where Gaonic presence was not quite so immediate, 68 

and kindred disenchan~ed spirits might be found. They 

were strong enough in Jerusalem two generations before 

920 to pose a threat to Ben Meir's two immediate an­

cestors. 69 YE]lt1 despite their internecine rivalry with 

Palestinian Rabbanites, both of these two parties stood 
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united on the question of Babylonian supremacy. The 

Karaites no less than the Habbanites yearned fo:r. a revival 

of Hebrew. Graetz point;s out that they began the study 

of philology, Bible exegesis, and philosophy.70 Baer 

t;hinks they actually had hopes of instituting Hebrew 

71 as a uniting language of world-wide Jewry. 

The point of interest here is that the Karaites' 

literary creativity was just another feature of a massive 

nationalistic revival, harking back to the Bible, Hebrew 

and the Holy Land, as opposed ·bo Babli, Aramaic and 

Babyl9n. The Karaites were the extremists of the nation­

alistic group, denying the validity of the Oral Law 

altogether. But this major difference should not blind 

us to the similarities of the two parties. Both share~ 

the desire to overturn Babylonian hegemony, and both 

partici:pated in the intellectual ferment of. the day. 

Though both were rivals for control of the Palestinian 

nationalist movement, that very rivalry testifies to 

the existence of the movement. 

One of the best illustrations of the ongoing 

oonf lict between Babylonians and Palestinians is ·!;he 

calendar controversy, which smoldered for centu~i~s 

before actually flaring up during the Gaonate of Saadya. 

Since Hillel's patriarchate in the middle of the fourth 

century, the right to determine the calendar had been 

considered a prerogative of Palestine.72 This allowed 



the Palestinians to decide when the Jewish communities 

of the world would observe the festivals. Its symbolic 

significance was even greater since ·bhis was the one 

function which had always represented authority. ~1he 

Palestinian Gaonate insisted that theirs was the sole 

right to fix the calendar every year.73 

The Babylonians 1 attit;ude to this claim seems 

to have var:ied. According to Mann, a Genizah gragment 

11 ena"bles us to state definitely that in 835 0. E. Babylon 

was dependent on the fixing of the calendar by the 

president and members of the Palestinian academy:. 11 7L~ 

But in 835 a curious visit to Palestine occurred. 11For 

some unexplained reason, the Babylonian scholars found 

it necessary soon after 835 to acquire in Palestine a 

thorough knowledge of the calendar rules and thereby 

become independent. 11 75 The supposition that they came 

to find out how the calendar was fixed, is indeed 

questionable, since the rules were common knowledge; 

it was the authority to apply them which ·the Babylonians 

lacked. This the Palestinians would certainly not have 

granted willingly. What then prompted the journey, and 

why did it ·take place in 835? 

Once again, the date is the key issue. It was 

just shortly before 835 that the new dynasty of Ben 1'1eir 

was installed. Before that the pro-Babylonian regime 

of 1'1ar Zutra had been in control. Since Palestine had 
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always held the right to fix the calendar, it must have 

been extremely difficult for the Babylonians to attain 

the prerogative, but as long as Babylonians occupied 
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the chief positions in Palestine, there was no fear that 

Palestinian authorities would use the right to further 

their own independence from Gaonic control. With the 

dynastic change however, and the dominance of the nation­

alist party, the situation was altered. Accordingly, 

and official journey to Pales-bine had to be undertaken 

to reach some kind of agreement with the new regime, 

Apparently, attem,pts to find a long term settlement 

failed, and the matter remained in doubt for a few 

decades. 

Meanwhile, political developments in the Arab 

world were broadening the schism between Palestine and 

Babylon. In 868 in Egypt -- 878 in Syria -- the Tulunides 

threw off the yoke of Baghdad supremacy and no doubt 

expected ·their Jewish subjects to do likewise. The 

Palestiniaris, we may assume, were only too anxious to 

follow suit. The Babylonian response was not long in 

coming. R. Nahshon, Gaon of Sura (874-882), became 

the "first Babylonian Gaon to occupy himself with the 

calendar problem. u76 

Finally, of course, the crisis reached its 

climax in Ben Meir's open challenge to Saadya. This, 

too, was prompted by political developments. Though 
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the Tulunides were gone the Fatimids presented a far 

more serious chall~nge. ~hough the details of the 

controver·sy need not concern us here, it is interesting 

to note that Ben Meir claimed none other than Yehudah 

HaNasi as his ancestor. 77 Sura had long contended that; 

its right to interpret stemmed from the venerable founder 

of that academy, :Rav Ashi himself. Certainly there 

could be found no more fitting g~1neology to counter 

the Babylonian contention than one traced back to the 

author of the Mishnah himself. 

Though Ben Meir was not wholly successful in 

t.hat the calendar remained a Babylonian prerogative, 

tbB force of the Palestinian demand was not entirely 

lost upon eaadya. Liturgically, he was forced to in-

corporate a good deal of Palestinian custom into his 

Siddurs He even initiated Hebrew piyyutim and Biblical 

grammar as part of his work and thus legitimized the 

Hebrew renaissance movement. Eventually, Palestinian 

authorities began even to apply ·t;he term Gaon to themselves, 

and by the time of Hai, the title was accepted even by 

Pumbeditan authorities. 

If, as Abraham Bchechter says, "The purpose of 

the heads of the Palestinian academies was to throw off 

the yoke of Babylon and to protest against t;he monopoly 
'78 of the Gaonate in Babylon,rr this goal was eventually 

realized. H.av Amram lived at the height of the literary 
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revival, in the midst of the rising calendar controversy, 

and during the Tulunide revolt. The Palestinian threats 

to Babylonian authorit;y must have been of immediate 

concern to him, particularly when he viewed the ala:rming 

increase of Palestinian influence in the rising young 

Diasporan Jewish communit;ies. Before turning to his 

Seder, which the situat~on evoked, a survey of this 

Palestinian influence must be made. 



Chapter IV 

The Communities in Egypt and Kairuan 

.As the spirit of fervent nationalism matured. 

in Palestine, rivalry with the Babylonian academies 

increased~ In practice the major area of conflict was 

liturgical custom, but theoretically the source of con­

tention was the diversity of tradition emanating from 
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the rival academies: Sura and PumbE~di ta on one. hand, 

focusing on Aramaic and the Babli; and Tiberia.s-JerusaJ.em 

on the other hand, concentrating on the Yerushalmi and· 

Hebrew. 

The course of the struggle fluctuated with the 

political fortune of the .Arab world. In the early years 

of the Gaonate, .Abbasid control encompassed the whole 

area of the Mediterranean. But Arab solidarity never 

extended much below the surface. Just as local .Arabs 

everywhere s·truggled continually for independence, so 

Jewish subjects in each land yearned for the attainment 

of autonomy. These Diasporan nationalists looked naturally 

to Palestine for an ideological alternative to the 

Gaonate, but as long as Abbasid rule remained a political 

reality, no outward symbol of rebellion was possible. 



In 639 the Arabs conquered JJJgypt. we know "Vef.·y 

little about the early years of their rule.79 By 750, 

however, there were ·t;o be found in Egypt Jews from both 

Babylon and Palestine, forming the nucleus for two sep53-­

rate communi·t;ies. Of the two, a Babylonian party, led 

by a Jew from Baghdad seems to have taken the upper hana.. 80 

Spiritual influence emanated from the Babylonian Geonim, 

while t;he Gaonic academies benefited in return from 

Egyptian material support. 81 

Kairuan seems likewise to have looked to Babylon 

for guidance, receiving responsa at least as early as 

, R. Yehudai (760-764), as well as letters from his disciple, 

R. Haninah. 82 

But in 868 Ahmad ibn ~rulun became the governor 

or Egyp·t;. 1I'en years later he overran the whole of Syria, 

and despite short interruptions from time to time, that 

province was controlled by Egypt until the second half 

of the eleventh century. The Tulunides themselves were 

overthrown in 905, but they were succeeded shortly by 
SA 

the Fatimids. :; 

Such political unrest was the needed catalyst 

for the extension of Palestinian authority. Jews in 

Egypt and North Africa took ad.vantage of .Abbasid weak-

ness to divert their allegiance to the Palestinians. 

In Palestine, for example, the Fatimid success enabled 

Ben Meir to raise the calendar controversy openly. 



Fatimid victory also accounts for the usage of' the 

term "Gaon" in Palestine, a practice not instituted 

until uftGr the year 909s 84· 
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By that time Kairuan independence had long been 

achieved. In the tenth century, the Yerushalmi was 

stressed there whenever possible. 85 Habbis Hananel and 

Nissim typified the attitude of the young nationalistic 

communities. In the words of Abraham Schechter, they 

"trusted the Talmud Yerushalmi alongside with the Babli, 

and sometimes E:iveu sided with the former over the latter.,{£ 

Gin,zberg writes, "Pales-t;inian teachings spread by way of 

Rabbi Nissim and Habbi Hananel, and without exaggeration 

we may say that without Rabbi Hananel, the Palestinian 

Talmud would by now have been forgotten. 1187 

Indeed H. Hananel had good reason to attend to 

the Yerushalmi •. Without the impetus from Palestine :i.n-

dependent Jewish life in Kairuan would have been im­

possible. It is no accident that the two books from 

the Gaonic time which use the Yerushalmi most; (§~.t:.e_:i:: 

~~f~y~ and .§2.!~~q~a1llig~~~£..~h) were both written in 

K . 88 airuan. 

Hai of course witnessed the independence as a 

fait accompli, but the rise of Palestinian influence 

is t:t:'aceable to earlier times. In 912, Mar Ukba, the 

deposed exilarch, was greeted in Kairuan as if he were 

the real exilarch. Poznanski relates, "They prepared 



a seat of honor for him in the synagogue beside the ark, 

and ~fter calling a Kohen and a Levite to the Torah, 

they brought the 0:1orah down to him .. 1189 This was clearly 

an act of open rebellion against Babylonian cont;rol. 

It was the Fatimid revolt that made such an 

acti.on possible, but even before the ]1a.timids, Kairuan 

was a strong community in its own right, searching for 

autonomy from Babylon. In 904 Isaac Israeli saw fit 

to remove there from Egypt.90 Surely such a dignitary 

would not have settled in an area of minor importance. 

Since Kairuan had become a major city in the Abbasid 

empire,91 it had attracted many Jewish worthies for 
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some time. Bl"~tween 881 and 889, Nahshon Gaon had censured 

Kairuan for addressing a. question to both Sura and 
92 Pumbedi ta. The ·t;wo academies were in the midst of 

their own struggle for dominance at that time, and it 

may be that Kairuan considered the time ripe to exploit 

the inter-academy split and to add to the decentralization 

of Gaonic hegemony. 

In other words, by the time of Amram, Kairuan 

had already given good indication of its desire to be 

freed from absolute dependence on Gaonic mandates. 

1rhis it had accomplished by, turning to the one place 

likely to be an alternate center of world Jewry, 

Palestine .. 

No better example of North African nationalism 



based on Palest;inian authority can be found than ~ 

!'.1~.thi_~o.!1_g, The end of the ten'th century, with the 

Tulunide-Fa:t;;imid insurgences in the recent background, 

marked the height of.' Kairuan independence. Somewhere 

around the beginning of the eighth century, with ·the 

trend already in sight, Ben Baboi felt the need to wri·te 

to Kairuan ":to enhance the Babylonian Talmud and to 

glorify it. 1193 As Ginzber~ says, this was prompted 

because Kairuan was cl0se to 1llgypt and Italy, both of 

which were already clearly tied to the rebirth of a · 

strong Palestine e 9'+ ~fer ~G!.~~:!2,g, written between 

these two dates, thus provides direct evidende for the 

rising course of Palestinian influence in B.av .Amram's 

day. 
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Its author came to Kairuan, much as Ahai had 

moved to Palestine, and there w~ote his book.95 Scholars 

in Kairuan were no doubt eager for such a book. Despite 

the limited success of Ben Baboi,96 the Yerushalmi was 

still the staple diet for North African academies. But 

for effective rule, they -- like the Palestinians in the 

case of Ahai -- needed knowledge of the Babli and of 

Babylonian halakhic decisions. As Ginzberg puts it: 

Though there is no doubt that. the authorit;y of 
the Babli grew stronger in Kairuan on account 
of Ben Baboi, its scholars never ceased studying 
the Palestinian Talmud. Our position is supported 
by the fact that the first book of the Gaonic 
period which tried to establish halakhah based 
on both Talmuds (the Babli primarily, but the 



Yerushalroi secondarily) was written in Ka:Lruan 
about 200 years after Ben Baboi and about 200 
years before the coming of Rabbi Hushiel. This 
is Sefer Methivoth •••• The goal of the author 
was···to-"'cITCUiate the Babylonian Talmud in ·bhe 
orbit of the Palestinian 'l'almud. 9'! 

The author's method apparently was to place 
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side by side two sections, one from eacn ~almud, as if 

they were complementary works meant to be r•ead together. 9S 

But in the end, 11 The authority of the Palestinian IJ:'almud 

was so great in his eyes that he depended on it in 

:formulating halakhah ••• against the decisions of the 

Babylonians. 11 99 He considered the Yerushalmi as a 

commen·tary on the Babli lOO as well as the model for the 

format of his book.lOl No wonder the later authors of 

the notoriously pro-Palestinian ~p.e~ and 

~:£. .f.!~~g,t,zq_~:!!,g used. Se_f_g£ .. 1'1et.h~ as their basis •
102 

Our knowledge of Eg7ptian Jewry during this 

period 1$ more limited, but there is every reason to 

believe that the pattern of development followed in 

Nortb Africa held true in Egypt as well. 'l'o begin with, 

Egypt throughout this perj.od was rife with Karai te 

sentiment. Moslem political separatism was at home 

here with a Sl1ii te ideology which in i t~1 relationship 

to orthodox Sunnism, was functionally equivalent to the 

Karaite rebellion against Jewish orthodoxy. 

By the ·bi.me of Sherira, the issue was no longer 

whether there ought to be Palestinian influence, but 



only how much. This we gather from a letter of the 

Palestinian Gaon, Solomon ben Jehudah, a contemporary 

of Sherira, stating that in his time, "There arose 

friction between the Babylonian (i.e. Pumbedita) and the 

Palestinian schools over their respective spheres of 
103 influence in Egypt." By that time too, Palestinian 

liturgical rites had become standard in Egyp·b .. 104 
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A note of specific political importance comes from 

the Genizah. Mann reports, 

Soon after ·the conquest of J.Ggypt in 969, the 
famous Pal tiel is also reported to have visit;ed 
the B1ustat synagogue on the Day of Atonement 
and •.• to have promised donations to the Palestinian. 
Gaon and the Academy, for the mourners of the 
~~wrl~stl..13:.ei:.~~ and for the' '.Bab'ylonian 'schools. 
Likewise his sop. Samuel gave large legacies to 
these ~.§ .• J.05 

This Paltiel was the vi 3 ier of the separatist Fatimids 

under the Egyptian Caliphs Al J.V!uizz and Abd al Mansur. 

He came from Italy ·to Palestine via North Africa. Clearly 

a close relationship obtained among these communities, 

all three of which show definite pro-PaleS"tinian sentiment. 

The letter indicates that this sentiment was concretized 

in .monetary aid to the Mourners, that very movement whi:eh 

appears more and more ·[;o have been associated with the 

Palestinian nationalist party. The aid. given to the 

Babylonian school~l was in accord with custom. Similarly 

one might expect some help to be offered to the Palestinian 

schools which by now had reached some d~gree of prominence. 



But :Pal tiel 's concern for the Mourners coupled with his 

political ties to the Fatimids reveal a deep desire for 

the furthering of Pal~rntinian autonomy and cultural 

influence. 

We may conclude with Mann, "Toward t;he end of 
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the nint;h century,· the study of Hebrew and Jewish litera­

ture was well cultivated in Egypt •106 :l'bis of course 

was Rav Am.ram's time. In sum:. 

By reason of close proximity, Palestine had of 
yore close cor,mexions with the rich land of the 
Nile. Durin.g the .Arab dominion they became the 
more so after Ibn Tulun, the powerful viceroy 
of Egypt, occupied Syria in 87B ...... Moreover the 
Palestinian academy which most likely existed 
during the whole period ••• u.n.doubtedly was a 
spiri tug.1 factor of some weight on the :B:gyptian 
Jews.10/ 

Nor was Palestinian influence spreading rapidly 

only in Kairuan and Egypt. By Rav Amram's time it 

had penetrated throughout the Diaspora. 



Chapter V 

The Communit~ in Italy 

The existence of Palestinian influence in Italy 

has been particularly welJr documented. "'l'he settlement 

of Jews in Italy dates back to very ancient times." 

~'heir number increased considerably after the fall of 

the Secor.i.d Temple. "In spite of the great distance 

separating these Jews from Palestine, they nevertheless 

ca.me in constant con·tact with it and kept up their 

allegiance to it ••• Throughout the period of the Tannaim 

the bond between Italy and Palestine was strong •••• 

during the Hadrianic persecutions, many 'l'annaim le.ft 

Palestine to settle in Rome. 108 

From our knowledge of ·lJhe situation in 800, 
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we can say with certa:i.nty that the bond between Pales·tine 

and Italy was never broken. Even when the Babylonians 

controlled Palestine, it was not they, but the Palestinian 

nationalist party which continued to receive Italian 

support. As Abraham Schechter concludes in his study 

of the Italian Rite, "No doubt, the X~sh:!-_boJi in Italy 

continued their existence without interr.uption, spreading 

Jewish lore according to the ideas and methods of the 
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Palestinian rabbis. 11109 

JGvidence for the influence of the Palestinians 

is twofold. There is first a primary source, the Ahi!!!!!~~ 

Chron~ ... • No less convincing evidence of a secondary 

nature comes from the fact that Italian ;Jewry joined 

wholeheartedly in the revival of Hebrew which characterized 

the nationalist party in Palestine. 

The ~§llL C.£Egn1:_c1~ is a series of family 

narratives compoBed by the Italian li.turgist Ahimaaz 

ben Pal ti el (101?-1060). 'These narra·bi ves, 11 Schechter 
-

asserts, "clearly show thut until the latter part of the 

ninth century, the Palestinian influence on Italy was 

very strong. 11110 l"fore specifically the AJl;!;maaz Chronicle's 

reference to the bringing of a certain work 0~1 Biblical 

hermeneutics from Jerusalem to Bari and thence to Mainz 

is, according to Roth, "a symbol of the transference of 

Jewish scholarship in general. Thus the influence of 

the sohoolH of Babylon ••• was felt here to a relatively 

minor extent, that of the Holy Land being pararnount. 0111 

The roads between Palestine and Italy were well 

travelled in both directions. Palestinian culture mude 

its way t;o Italy; and 1n return, the ~~?.. ChE.Q!!iCl~ 

informs us of. Palestinian worthies' carrying Italian 

monetary support; back to Palestine •112 In fact Mann 

knows of the r1south Italian scholc.~r, Habbi Ahimaaz the 

Elder, (who lived in the time of the'13yzan.tine Emperor I 
!:. 
'I l 



Basileos 1, 868 C.E.) visiting Jerusalem three times 

and giving donations on each occasion to the Mourners 

for His Majestic Habita.tion .. 11113 In other words, H.abbi 

.Ahimaaz supported the very .Avelei 'I'zion movement which . .. ~,,.,. ... ~ -.. " 

was dedicated to the restoration of Palestinian inde-
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pendence. Apparently, the Jewish community in Italy fel·b 

its own destiny to be linked to the development of 

Palestinian Jewish life. 

So much did Italy look to Palestine for its 

cultural guidance that it eventually became a miniature 

Palestine in its own right. Just as halakhic studies 

based on the Babli were a Babylonian monopoly, pursued 

but little in Palestine, so we find little evidence of 

the influence of Babyloni,an halakhah in Italy. In Italy, 

as in Palestine, ·che Yerushal.mi was the primary focus 
llL!-

Of halakhic st;udy. In a later day, when Italian 

rabbis 'became halakhists par excellence, it was the 

commentary of Habbi Hananel which attracted them, and 
11':­his commentary leaned heavily on Palestinian opinions. 7 

Like Palestine, Italy's greatness lay in the field of 

·the new Hebrew studies. "Just as in Palestine, the 

Geonim devoted their energies to Haggadah, Midrash, and 

liturgy, so also the rabbis :i.n Italy occupied themselves 

with these subjects •116 Phe Midrashim §l1.2.h~L!212, Tanh~ 

X~E.?d!.ld' ~o_y, possibly ~!.9£.§l.§.hlIJshl~, ~ash 

fi~l an.a, Pes:i.kJrn .... Rabg.;t1ti, all: were born o.t' Italian 

r 
'' 
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creativity$ Unsurprisingly the earliest; famous family 

of Italy, the Kalonymides, are noted for being £!1..Y.Ye.:tq..n~ID;, 

a distinctively Palestinian vocation, frowned on by the 

Babylonian Geonim. Though Kalonymos II did not live 

until 950, and his son Meshullam the Great in 976, 117 

the earliest Kalonymos can be located in I.iucca in 

118 Lombardy, in the eighth century. 

We are able to date the beginning of this Italian 

movement toward self determination, It is likely that 

Kalonymos I was among its founders, since the reawakening 

of interest in Hebrew is traceable to the beginning of 

·the ninth century, just about the time that a similar 

current in Palestine led to ·the establishment of the 

nationalistic house.of Ben Meir. Roth explains, 

From the catacomb inscriptions mainly extending 
from the first to the fourth century, it would 
appear that knowledge of Hebrew was scanty among 
Italian Jews at this time •••• This was the case 
not only at Rome, but also at Venosa in the 
South where a considerable number of inscriptions 
dating from the third to the seventh centuries 
have been found •.•• Some of the later examples 
demonstrate an awakening interest in the use of 
Hebrew •••• Then we have a series of Jewish tomb­
stones from this region bearing long and flowery 
inscriptions in choice Hebrew, displaying a wide 
knowlE.~dge of Jewish literature, considerable 
abi.J.ity in manipulating the Holy 'l'ongue, and in 
some cases a dist;;inct poetical gift. !1£pse 
extend from about the year 800 onward.'· .. '1 

Equally interesting is the date from which the 

deaths are calculated. "A characteristic of these 

inscriptions is that they calculate the year from the 

I 
I 
I 
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120 destruction of Jerusal.em. 11 What could have been a 

more agreeable date to the Av~-.~~zJon. movement; and 

to the Palestinian nationalists? 

With such an orientation, it is no surprise to 

find evidence of rivalry within Italy with both the 

Palestinians and the Babylonians struggling to ·become 

the dominating influence in the new center. If there is 

no such evidence earlier than the middle of the ninth 

century, it is because the political situation did not 

favor the development of rivalry before then. The Arab 

conquest of Italy in 863-86L~ brought Italian Jewry into 

the cultural sphere of Baghdad.and Gaonic hegemony. 

Between 850 and 860 a Babylonian emissary, Abu Aaron, 

visited Italy in an attei~npt to solidify the ties between 

t l- t . I-. 121 lle wo commun1 \,1es. At "Ghe same time, halakhic 

communications were exchanged between Rome and the Gaon 

Sar Shalom (853-863) at Sura. Apparently, the Jews of 

Rome by now had their own halakhic traditions~ well 

ingrained from the long period of dependence upon 

Palestine which preceded the Arab conquest. These the 

Babylonians understandably refused to accept4! 122 By 

the tenth and eleventh centuries, the Geonim were em­

ploying Arabic for their scholarly writing, but Hebrew 

remained the stubborn choice of Italians.123 
Geographic proximity and political freedom made 

early Italian Jewry a cultural satellite of Palestine. 
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So intluential was this earlier period that the great 

achievements of later years were inexorably oriented 

to Jerusalem, despite a fruitless attempt by the 

Babylonian Gaonate to add Italy to its orbit. In 

Rav Amram' s time Italy was jus·t one of many centers in 

which Palestinian influence seemed to be building 

toward a climax. 

L~.6 

·:1 
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Chapter VI 

The Community in Spain 

Amram's Seder was dispatched to the distant 
1°4 Jewish community of Spain. c.. How did Spain fit into 

the nexus of the Palestine~-Babylon rivalry? Did the 

Palestinian influence evident in Egypt, Italy, and 

North Africa extend as well to the Iberian peninsula? 

Of early Jewish history in Spain very little 

is known. According to Schechter the influence of 

:Babylon is discernible as early as the Synod of Elvira 
~ . 

in 313 C.E. 125 Close ties with the Gaonute were cer~ 

ta.inly established by 711 ~c·:dnce the Ommayads who then 

ruled Spain owed at least nominal allegiance first to 

Damascus and later to the .Abbasid capital of Baghdad. 

'.I.1he J"ews of S:pain must ·there.fore have had close 

relations with Sura. Ashtor states over and over again 

that the tie to Baghdad was so strong that relations 

with Palestine were minimal if not completely non­

existent .127 There is reason, however, to suspect that 

below the surf ace of ·this seemingly strong allegiance 

all was not so tranquil. The Ommayads' fealty to the 

A.bbasid.s was nominal rather than actual, and Spanish 

!'' 
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Ommayad authorities would have looked askance at excep­

tionally strong influence emanating from Sura$ 

There is evidence that Spanish Jews, like their 

con·temporaries elsewhere in Europe and Africa, were 

eager for spiritual independence. Eighth century Spain 

engaged continuously in the same search for Talmud texts 

4-8 

that characterized the· emergent communities in Palestine 

and North Africa. 128 In the case of Spain the benefactor 

was Natronai ben Habibai, who in 771 was the loser in a 

struggle for.• the Gaonate, like Ahai of Shabha. J.!lxiled, 

he went to Spain. 129 Like the deposed Mar Ukba on his 

arrival in Kairuan, Natronai received a royal reception,l30 

hardly calculated to please the Suran authorities. Legend 

has it that he found no o~ficial copies of the Talmud 

there, and had to rely on his memory. 

Raron calls atten·tion to a letter from Pumbedi ta, 

probably to Hasclai ibn Shaprut, ·to the effect that the 

Spanish sages had asked Paltoi Gaon of Pumbedita (B42-

858) to write a Cfolmud and its explanation for them, l3l 

and Mann finds evidence that Paltoi fulfilled the De­

quest, 132 ·thereby providing ·the Spanish community with 

the official Babylonian halakhic interpretation. But 

even if this Talmud were sent, it was certainly not for 

public circulation.. .At best it ma,y have become the 

private possession of the Gaonic representatives. They 

needed it in Spain because th~ great distance from 

I 
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Babylon militated against t;he arrival of regular personal 

emi~sari~s. That the Talmud was still not publicly 

circulated is evident from the fact that Samuel ibn 

Nagrela (993-1055) felt constrained to make the copying 

of Talmud texts his first order of business. Not until 

the tenth century did the Talmud become common there. 133 

So by Rav Amram's time Babylonian control was 

centered in Gaonic representatives within the communities, 

who were given sole possession of the all important 

Babylonian Talmud. Regular correspondence flowed back 

and forth between these represen·tatives and the Babylonian 

academies in the form of 'l'eshuvoth. 134 

Besides this quest for the Talmud and the role 

of Natronai I, there is other evidence of opposition to 

Babylon. Ashtor, despite his insistence that Spain had 

little or nothing to do with Palestine, says, "The 

influence of North African sages on Spanish Jewry was 

very great, 111 35 and North Africa had very close ties with 

Palestine. :D'rorn remarks of Rabbi Hai and Isaiah di 1.rrani 

the Elder, Ginzberg concludes that adherence to Palestinian 

customs in £?pain was common knowledge •13EiI1hat essential 

element of the revived nationalistic movement, the re­

birth of the Hebrew language, apparently was felt in 

Spain to such an extent that "Hebrew supplemented Aramaic, 

Greek and Latin in communal affairs of Jews and even 

became the spoken tongue of wide circles."137 Even the 
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extreme.Karaites constituted a recognizable threat by the 

time of Natronai II, .Amram' s predecessor •138 lt is no 

surprise the ref ore to find anti-es·babli.shment rabbanism 

as well. Mann is of the opinion ·bhat by the middle of 

the tenth century (only sixty years after .Amram!) Spain 

was already independent o:f Babylon. 139 

That this eventual autonomy was tied to the pro­

Palestine sentiment can be seen from the career of 

Hasdai ibn Shaprut, to W~om tradition credits the break 

with Babylon •140 After a brief flirtat;ion with MenE,lhem 

b. Saruk, his early court poet, Haedai replaced him in 
' 

that office with his rival, Dllnash ibn Labrat. Labrat's 

life is instructive. He came from :Fez, a notorious 

Shiite and Karaite stronghold, 141 and later studied in 

Palestine! 142 Saadia censured his use ,of Hebrew. 143 

Nor was, ·bhis movement purely a tenth century 

phenomenon. There is every reason to believe that Amram 

faced it at its height. Legend relates that Natronai II 

made a miraculous journey to Spain and taught halakhah. 144 

Though we may discount the miracle, it is probable that 

Natronai did undertake the trip. At the very least, this 

legend testifies to the Babylon's close surveillance and 

intimate concern for developments in Spain. Natronai's 

famous responsum to Lucena on the me'ah berakhoth in---.. '"""""" ...___ 

dicates his interest. Such a legend could hardly have 

sprung up without some basis in fact; nor is it plausible 
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that Natronai II could have been confused with Natronai I 

who had lived a century before and who never returned 

to Ba~ylon. Only a severe crisis which demanded his 

personal attention could have prompted a Gaon to make 

such an arduous trip. Since Spanish independence was 

attained so shortly afterwards it is probably that he 

went in the hope of keeping Spain within the Babylonian 

orbit. 

Natronai's success was limited. His successor 

Rav Aroram was faced with the same problem. It was in 

fact t;his very threat which prompted him to write his 

Seder. 
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Chapter VII 

'I1he .Significance of the Liturgy 

It has been shown so far that the Jewish world 

iu Rav Am.ram's time had two focal points. Beside t;he 

Gaonic center of Baghdad, there exised a rival Palestinian 

movement and both claimed spiritual authority over 

Diaspora Jewry. The European. and North African com­

munities looked either to Babylon or to Palestine for 

religious leadership. 

Theoretically, the point of contention was whether 

the Babli or the Yerushalmi was to be accepted as the 

authoritative legal guide. However, on a practical level, 

the choice of a Talmud could never engender conflict. 

Most people had next to no contact with the Talmud, first, 

because Oral Law stipulation prevented widespread dis­

semination of the text, and secondly, because in any 

E.ivent;, not everyone possessed the requisite scholarship, 

particularly in the socio-economic conditions which 

marked the ninth century. 

There was however one area which intimately 

affected ·the life of every member of the communit;y * 

The community's choice of liturgical rite indicate.d it;s 
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allegiance either to Babylon or to I'alestine. 

The importance of the synagogue in these commu-

nities cannot be over-estimated. It was the effective 

center of communal life. To live as a Jew meant to live 

according to the dictates of the synagogue authorities. 

As the synagogue and its authorities became 

paramount in the community, so too did the r•ole of prayer 

within the complex of the mitzvoth. How much of the Law 

could be observed in the Diaspora is questionable. But 

one segment of halakhah could be kept even in advers,i,ty: 

the halakhah of prayer. It is this very situation which 

-the Tan)'.);-qrrg~ reflects when it; prac''liically limi·bs its 

hal.akhic concern to liturgical questions. Regardless 

of how operative the other aspects of Jewish law may 

have been, prayer was operative, serving to provide the 

experience of community in the far• flung centers of Jewry. 

A community's view of Judaism was immediately 
I 

evident from its liturgical practices. "Most sectarians 

showed their differences primarily through the ritual of 
. 145 

prayer. 11 Abraham Schechter surnraarizes the situation: 

11 New centers arose in wes'l;ern European countries. In 

all these centers the dominant force was lodged in the 

synagogues, which encompassed the whole life of the J·ews 

in its various phases. 111L~6 Control of the community 

depended upon control of the synagogue and its liturgy. 

11 The most permanent and continuous synagogue 
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office was that of the Hazzan. 11147 In Rav Amram' s ·t;ime, 

he actually did much of the praying for the people, 

since they apparently came to him in the morning, so 

that he could recite all the benedictions on their 

behalf •148 The prayers that were said and the customs 

governing their recitation were therefore in his hands, 

and through theE3e decisions he defined what forms of 

Jewish observance were to be considered authoritative,,, 

It is possible that he was the foremost legislator on 

other points of halakhah as well, but even if he wer~ 

not, his cont;rol of the liturgy would alone have been 

enough ·to warrant close supervision of his behaviour 

on the part of the prime religious authorities in the 

East. 

Indeed we find the Geonim very much concerned 

about these Hazzanim. As noted above, Nahshon Gaon 

never allowed. those familiar with piyyutim to officiate 

in a synagogue, 149 and Amram too says explicitly, "If 
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we hap~en to come to a place and the Hazzan says anything 

that is not right, we remove him."l50 .Under such 

close Ba'bylonian supervision it may be assumed that the 

Hazzanim became alter egos of the Gaonate, representatives 

of Babylonian authority, liaisons between the new com­

munities and the old es·tablished center in Babylon. Once 

in command, the Hazzan's control of the liturgy was 

practically unshakable. Through the stipulation against 



recording Oral Law the liturgy was protected against 

alteration by those whom the Geonim and their Hazzanim 

saw as heretics. 
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But the Babylonian hegemony was eventually 

challenged throughout the Diaspora by a resurgent Palestine. 

On the theoretical level, the Yerushalmi challenged the 

Babli for supremacy; on a practical level, an invasion 

of PalE~stin.ian liturgical customs took place. In Babylon, 

of course, Gaonic influence was such that Babylonian 

authority always remained supreme, and even in Palestine 

itself certain halakhic mat·ters could not be wrested 

from Babylonian control, but, as Abraham Schechter says, 

This submission (Palestine to Babylon) applies 
only in matters of halakhah in liturgical matters 
and synagogue arrang~ments ••• the Palestinian 
authorities remained free and independent ..• This 
adamantine attitude of the Palestinians sub- c:: 
sequently gave rise to many heated controversies. 171 

Wieder adds, 

Notwithstanding the sway the Babylonian academies 
had held over the Jewish communities in the 
Gaonic period, and in spite of the condemnation 
of the Geonim of the religious practices of the 
Holy Land -- they ascribed them to ignorance and 
even decried them as heretical -- the Palestinian 
influence, especially in the field of ritual, 
was still alive long after the Babylonian Talmud 
had become the supreme authority .. 1)2 

The battle for supremacy was prolonged. At times 

in Palestine itself the new Babylonian settlers, with 

their synagogues side by side with the old Palestinian 

ones, were able to enforce their will. 153 The introduction 
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of the g~].1.ah into the daily prayers, and the very 

idea of a _ge~!:l§.~-P~ '~IJ!J_dag represented Babylonian 

victories~ 154 These were viewed by the Palestinians, 

however, as merely minor setbacks. Over the centuries 

that separated R. Gamaliel II from the twelfth century, 
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for example, the Palestine version of the 'Amidah remained 

basically the same. 155 Despite one or two forced 

acceptances of Babylonian custom, by and large Palestinian 

authori·bies were eminently successful in preserving their 

liturgical customs. 

It would be incorrect to conclude therefore that 

because the Palestinian and the Babylonian communit;ies 

were both Rabbanite, they therefore shared the same 

liturgical interests; or.even that although they differed, 

Palestine was always a poor second to Babylon. In fact, 

in the t:Lme of H.av Amram, Palestine was Babylon 1 s equal 

in liturgical matters, and threatened to become fciremost 

through her expanding inflQence on the Diaspora. Indirect 

evidence of Palestinian strength somewhat later, the 

tenth century, comes from the Karaite prayer book of 

Qirqisani. In his general attack on the H.abbanites he 

naturally stressed liturgical di.ffex•ences. One might 

assume that his references to the H.abbinic prayer book 

refer to the prayer book of Saadya. Who else represented 

Rabbinic authority at the time? But, significantly, 

\~irqisani used not Si.£du!_~,9:~, but a prayer book of 



th ]~ 1 t' . 't 156 e .a es inian ri e. To Qirqisani, it was not 

Saadya and the Babylonians but the Pales·t;inians who 

represented the status quo against which he felt it 

necessary to contend. 

The rising Palestinian influence on the diaspora 

has already been demonstrated. 11 In the department of 

liturgy this influence was most marked, for even <::i.fter 
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the disappearance of her academies, Palestine still 

remained the home of the piyyut and the prayers. ~,167 

Control over the liturgy had become a symbol of the 

strqggle as a whole with widespread practical implications. 

Liturgical influence from Palestine followed those general 

developments detailed in chapters four to six until 

eventually, liturgy was d;Lvided into two main streams: 

the Palestinian liturgy des·bined to be accepted in such 

countries as Italy, Greece, Germany, Prance, and JJ;gypt 

and the Babylonian rite becoming ·t;he norm in areas like 

Spain and Portugal.15B 

It remains now to chronicle the differences be~ 

tween Babylonian and Palestinian custom in the daily 

morning service, and then to see how these differences 

are reflected by Rav Arn.ram. 



Chapter VIII 

Liturgical Differences Between Pales·bine and Babylon 

as Reflected in Seder Rav Am.ram 
~----~-

An old work, £fqhil1);19,~.~ Sh~bJ:..!L_4nsh~~ 
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Uvr;.~J .~Ee:!!~ Yi~£~±. itemizes certain halakhic differences 

betwee~ Babylon and Palestine. 159 Including only th.ose 

mentioned in ·t;he Babli, it is therefore incomplete, but 

it provides a good starting :point. Those relevant to 

Arnram' s version of the morning daily service are ·bhe 

following. 
_') ,, 

In Palestine the~ ewas accustomed to reciting 

the p '.,r"'>=> J\..::>'1A> during the 'Amid.ah, whether or not he 

happened ·t;o be a kol'Bl hi.mself.. In Babylon, only a kohen 

was allowed this privilege. 160 

.The Palestinians stood during the recitation 

of the Shema';. the Babylonians sat. 161 

The ''Amidah was said silently by the Babylonians; 

the Palestinians recited it aloud. 162 

Evidence of other variations reaches us from the 

Genizah fragments •163 Mann believes ·t;hat ·t;he Geniz,ah 

f:ragmen·ts represent the Palestinian ritual throughout 

the Gaonic period •164 :Further data are available through 
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the studief3 of' Ginzberg~65 Wieder,166 Solomon Gchechter, 16'7 

d Ab h 0 h ht 168 an A ra am ~c. ec. er. 

In Palestine the birkhot hashahar apparently 
-~-----

contained only five benedictions. 111.rhe worshipper thanks 

God for having created him a human being and not an 

animal, a man and not a woman, a Jew and not a Gentile, 

circumcised and not uncircumcised, fre(::J and not a slave. 

All other benedictions L,ar§!.7 o.f Babylonian origin. 169 

However, these five benedictions may have been 

augmented in other versions of the Palestinian ritual, 

since the Genizah fragment does no·b necessarily represent 

a single 11 authorized 11 liturgy. The ~gbf~!L§.£.~f..SJ.li!!!, 

for example "appears to be Palestinian."l'?O At any rate 

the standard ~er~ i'ormula so important ·to 

Natronai and ilJnram was apparently not so significant 

in the eyes of the Palestinians. 

Apparently there was also a divergence in the 

!>.~F.lf.hu. "Whereas some texts have no ~~".~others 

have either ~~I P~Jtt9 P1d>ff>/ 4> fl:>iVOI' r) :t>tJ .. ") ~ .l'I~ 'e.9j b1 ii> • .• 

It may be that wherever p~h~ has been inserted it was 
1'7'1 due to Babylonian influence." 

A remarkable difference is to be found in the 

placing of the Kaddish. The l)alestinian texts 11make 

no men ti on of the Kaddish at all either before .E.£f.il1,g:!l 

J.2.~:S. or before the '.Atuidah of Minhah. In all the 

fragments edited here, there only occurs once the 



indication 1'1 (.: r')~_nlJ' after the I Amids.ho n
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Hegarding the E£_~ug,~i _q~.!b!£Eah, Mann writes, 

"Tbe· real %emirot (Ps. JA5-50) are missing al together 
...,..~--..... 

in our fragments, though the lectionary contains several 

verses from these chapters. 11173 

Mann also concludes, urn Palestine ·they had no 

;r.!.~!!~ah the doxology there being either r 1 Sr:;,1 or 

f ~~;)j• ti 174 

1.TJhe practice of concluding the 1:~.§,~ei__£~LJ~i!!!£al]; 

with the So~of the Sea is definitely Palestinian. On 

this Mann, 175 Schechter, 176 and Ginzberg177 all concur. 

This is confirmed by the ~~, 178 t!!ll.!~_TI,t:;:;y_,179 

d C1 f ·r:r I • tt • 180 an !,?..E;.~ e.r:.-~---~ .. It was unknown in Babylon at 

least as late as Natronai. 181 
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'I'he Joze_£ differed in two respects. In Palestine, 

apparently, the custom prevailed of prefixing an :intro­

ductory benediction with the following wording: 182 

.J)/.3N ·~ LJt3t l!..h13N~ ~e~p "1e/c ;,''Nie ?) 11 (c~ 
~t<'.J.., ·A>fN 11n1S1 pb'e -~-~~ii> l.J 1 ~tV;)S1 'ONe ..nlc.'Jy 

/ N Jc ?).3 'Q> o eQ) J:; I~-;;> ;ir~ I 
'.['be PalErntinians may also have had their own 

version of the ~f3Eal.L.S!~LZ2.~~E· JJ'rom the Genizah, 

Mann concludes th.at the 51,~.h~f! was a·bsent in any 

form, 183 but Ginzberg offers strenuous opposition to 

this thesis. In his opinion, t;he ~e£u~;,.h~~-. ...1:9Z.~_; 

was vigorousl;y championed by the Palestinians . €J.S, it 

h t p p l I·- • • • t . J.Bl+ Th f t was t e pro due o:L . a es-cin1.ans my,s -ics. e ac -



that; they were accustomed to saying the Se.du~£ in the 

Yq,~R was the cause of the adamant refusal to accept 
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the .Babylonian custom of reciting the ~~9-~-s~f±~h ... Q.~'L .... ~fl.£1!d£?:gf85 
'l'here is also disagreement on the custom of 

saying Or Hadash. According to Ginzberg, 186 R. Nahsb.on, 
....... ~---

Rav Amram's successor, quoted the passage without citing 

any opposition to it. From this, Ginzberg concludes 

·that t.he passage, which does not occur i.11 ~E • .l~~V:. :llJr!E.?-2!!.t 

was probably part of the original Seder, bu·t was la·ter 

expunged to agree with Saadya. . Schech·ter187 on the other 

notes that Saadya was not the first to voice objection 

to the practice. Natronai also opposed it. Hence 

.Schechter believes that the passage in Amrarn is a later 

addition. At the same time, however, he holds that the 

Palestinians ommitted it, since those ri tuali:~ which 

followed Palestine in ·the main do not seem to have it. 

We ·1:1ave insufficient evidence to account for the 

introduction of Q£_Jf~q8:~h· Considering the opposition 

of Natronai and Saadya, and the fact that Seder.' Hav Amram ___ ..........,__~ 
as we know it does not contain the phrase, it would seem 

likely, despite Nahshon's failure to condemn its recital, 

that its inclusion· was at least not an established 

Babylonian custom. On the contrary its emphasis on 

redemption seems to follow the rising tide of such 

statements in Pales-bine's developing liturgy. This was 

a major topic of the piYiY;Utifil, and (as will become ev:l.dent) 



it was just such prayers that the Palestinians were 

inserting in places where the Babylonians urged nothing 

but silence. As there is no direct evidence of its 

exclus~on in the Palestinian rite, it appears at least 
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plausible that it was a part of the Palestinian ritual, 

but for some reason -- possibly because of Gaonic 

opposi·tion -- it failed ·bo find its way into neighbouring 

countries. 

The wording of the '.Ahavah also varies between 
~---

Palestine and Baby:\.on. The Genizah texts have only· 

'ahavat 'clam 188 while Amram uses 1 ahavah rabbah. 189 
---·--·-' -- s ... ""--"' j •oq-

On the other hand, ~-ajt_~~1~ was standard throughout 

Babylon in the time of Sherira and Hai, except in one 

synagogue.l90 While there was some source of disagreement 

here, it seems imposBible to determine how far the 

controversy had devE:1lo:ped by the time of Rav Amram, or 

even whether it was a controversial matter at all then. 

As for the Geullah,the Palestinians customarily - .. --~ 

injected a closing supplication for redemption, [c:fi> 
\0-i)jN .'..Fll~ v~ICcl /c:.'N.J)I P~IV <Y'e1.n J11:,:)fc. The Babylonians 

objected to this insertion. 191 

In the 'Amidah there are some clearly marked 

differences~ 1 92 l"lann states flatly,l93 "The 'Amidah of 

the Holy Iiand can be distinguished at once by the number 

of its benedictions which is only eighteen as well as 

by the conclu~dons: P'~J ~~N,Q;>\'N;) ~-))iJc I rS"o~ ~A>")Nv 



Of th~ variations between the two rites, two 

are of specific interest here since Arnram at first 

glance sides with the Palestinian usage. First is the 

custom of adding !!!£ri9;__!!_~tal during the summer months, 

a distinctly Palestinian custorn. 194 The !!!2£id hatal 
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was a constituent of Kalir's Kerovot· 195 it is indicative 
---~-' 

of the close relationship between the Palestinian liturgy 

and the nationalist movement, among which Kalir and. the 

other p.au_e~.~ numbered themselves. 

The second, an ideal example of liturgical 

controversy is the heated battle over the ~~:!L ~~@.!~· 

An older version in Palestine read /c..-.,!jl 1).J)lc e l~p 
;')p~J;v Q~pj <?l.Y'jY:;) .~C'))I f'xb~;\>N :\'>l~lc j11cl rNe. In 

the course of time· however, there grew up another Palestinian 

version ~lc.b l.:)1bN.)) ) I~\ > \~b. The Babylonian version con­

tinued to be et~~ fN€1 <?l~p ;)J)lc.. 196 The fle:.idbility of 

the Palestinian wording corresponds well with the fact 

·t;hat the very idea of a ~dush_ah... de.~,Am~~ was a foreign 

one, originating in Babylon, and forced upon the Palestinians 

against their will. At first it was accepted grudgingly 

in the Sabbath liturgy, but as lat;e as the year 800, 

strenuous opposition was offered against its inclusion 

in the daily prayers. 197 

Having looked at the principle points of con­

troversy in the ·time of .Amram, we may now look directly 



at their resolution in his Seder, first considering his 

order of Prayer. ot greater importance, however, will be 

the study of the halakhic instructions which accompi:;i.ny 

the order, for it is in ·these directions that immediate 

references to the Palestinian divergence from Babylonian 

opinion are to be found. 

It is no easy matter to study H.av Amram's version 

of the prayers themselves for ·the simple reason that 
l~ we do not have his version of the prayers. We should 

expect to find t;hat his order of prayers reflects only 

·the Babylonian liturgical practice of his time; yet 

our versions of the Seder include a number of Palestinian 

customs. There is, however, considerable reason to 

believe that these diversences represent later accretions 

and that the Seder as R. Arnram wrote it was scrupulously 

faithful to the Babylonian norm* 

In the f:irst part of this chapter we have outlined 

the variations between the two liturgies. Seder Hav 
~-~ 

Am~~I!! exhibits to an overwhelming extent the tradi tiorH1-lly 

accepted Babylonian practice. J.i.!xceptions in the daily 

morning service as found in the Codex British Museum 613 

are the following: 

1. r.l'he concluding sentence of I!aobai neshamah in 
--,~··· .... 'll"M , ....... ..._.._ ... ...,. ..... 

our Siddur begins f>le<rN'" ~::l /lvlc. 199 
2. The formula of Birk~ ends with 

P 1N J)ltl> ~fc. '1e 1 IN~b' 1Y) 1.si :V~ s·N~ • 200 

i.·'1, 
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3. The priestly blessing after the fil~JLf!ator<?-..h 
. . 201 is unique. 

4. The concluding part of ~g.rucq~-t1~~~~!£ contains 
202 the wording \''1 1N~~I l•n@e-v. 

5. The Kaddish reads lc..'Nbcr 'fllb(f~. 203 

6. Our Seder contains the Song of the Bea. 204 

7. Mor~d_ga~£! is found in the' Gevurot~ 205 
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8.. CChe S~d.u~h~-t~ .. ~!ll contains blc:~ j.)16'N-D 11~ 1 ;\~~. 206 

The first five discrepancies have only indirect 

bearing on our problem, since ~ven if they do repres~nt 

the original Seder, they are neither Babylonian nor 

Palestinian l2i7.E se$ They are important however since 

their departure from the standard Babylonian text in-

dicates well the inaccuracy of the manuscripts in 

preserving the original. This impression is magnified 

by the realization that these discrepancies are not 

common ·t;o all the manuscripts, but represent primarily 

Codex British Museum 613, the standard version on whi.ch 

the Coronel edition was based. Not only do other manu­

scripts usually revert to what we would expect, but even 

these variant readings have been explained away by 

Ginzberg on the basi!S of other primary texts, such as 
2or7 Abudarham and the Responsa literature. Of course 

detai.led study of the manuscripts reveals many other 

anomalies, but they are all of the same category of 

these five. They are peculiar to one or two manuscripts, 

:1 

I 



plainly attributable to scribal error, hardly indicatj_ve 

o:f a Babylonian custom, certainly not Pal~ist;inian in 

origin, and of interest here only as evidence of. the 

unreliability of the manuscripts. 
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The last three peculiarities however represent 

another matter. They represent the only points of agree­

ment between Palestinian ritual and Seder Rav .Amram as we ----------
have it. The thesis advanced here that Seder Rav Amram 

was written as a response to the growing challenge of 

the Palestinian Rabbanites, would hardly lead us to 

expect Rav Amram to record Palestinian traditions, when 

there was plainly a Babylonian alternative. Of course, 

considering the unreliability of the prayer texts as we 

have them, the presence of such Palestinian rites in the 

Seder could still be accounted for. But there is no 

reasrnn to believe that these Palestinian customs were 

even included in the original. 

In the case of the _Qed~s_l!?-..E..J:!~.sb&,!!! (#8), all 

three MSS read ~ lcb P1~N.v ')),,I ')\~~ in the morning ritual .. 

Schechter has noted, however, that the standard Babylonian 

version, e1 ~ p fN e I e\.Yp ?).J)!c is also to be found in the 

Seder, "for the Mq§.§~f of Sukko·b and according to the 

Oxford manuscript also for the morning service of the 

New Year. This naturally leads to the conclusion that 

~Jc.~ j..'.) 1~N>) ')\f? 1 1W~ in the §ede_£_~~-~ is a later 

addition. 208 

·:1 



~d Ha!aJ:. in the Gevurot (#?) is found only 

in the Godex British Museum 613, which 1'1ar:x labelled as 

the worst 1'18 of the Seder. 209 Schechter210 repo~ts that 

it is not to be found in §.~de~ ... ~!££§.!£ as cited by the 

~1:£.g, and Ginzberg211 adds that it was a custom known 

to have been common to the Provencal region, and there­

fore undoubtedly also~ a later addition to the te:xt. 

]'inally, with regard to the Shi.~]] (1¥6), it also 

is found i.n the corrupt Codex British Museum 613, and 

as Schechter concludes, "There is no doubt that ••• it is 

a later addition. 212 

67 

It has thus been shown that of the known differences 

in liturgical rite, as practiced by the two leading rab-

banite communities of Amr.am's time, Seder Rav Amram, as _.,____..._-..----
we know it, exhibits only three Palestinian traditions. 

There is however every reason to believe that these 

three example did not originate with Amram, and that 

Aro.ram on the contrary remained completely faithful to 

the Babylonian liturgy. 

This of" course we would expect from a Gaon. 

It is hardly evidence enough of Amram 's consc.ious re-

action to Palestinian divergencies. But with his order 

of prayers, Amram included selective excerpts of per­

tinent halakhah, in which such evidence abounds@ 
' ,' 



Chapter IX 

The Halakhic Portions of Seder Rav Am.ram --
Because of the notoriously untrustworthy texts 

of the prayers in §eder R?.v_~Q;!!!_, very little can be 

deduced from a study of their contents. But to the 

prayers was subjoined a discussion of the pertinent 

halakhah of prayer, which Ginzberg labels "the important 
')13 

part of Rav Amram' s Hes pons um to ·the Spanish J·ews ~· "c::. 

Fortunately, "While the liturgical part of the seder 

was badly abused by the c·opyists, the halakhic part 

has reached us in comparatively good condition •••• the 

prayerf:i the copyists knew by heart and they paid little 

attention to their model. 11214 

Rav Amram could not send a complete encyclopedia 

of all known prayer halakhah. Like any author trying 

to :fit a vast amoun·t o.f data into manageable limits, 

Amram had to choose his material carefully. What he 

eventually chose to include is of the greatest signi.fi' 

canoe. Surely one can ere di t him wit;h setting down 

nothing casually. As the foremost leader of his time, 

Amram spoke ·to the plr!oblems which faced him, so that 

the cri.terior1 which must necessari.ly have gu:i.ded him in 
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his work was the relevance wh:Lch a particular halakhah 

had. for those very problems.. When a teaching seemed to 

satisfy a pressing need, he emphasized the point, quoting 

at length, sometimes for pages, multiplying examples and 

proofs, at times even concluding his lengthy remark with 

a sharp rejoinder against the practice he opposed. 

Matters of lesser significance were dealt; with in a 

far more sketchy fashion~ 

An e:xaminati.on of the Seder makes it clear that 

some issues attained overwhelming importance in Amram's 

eyes. The questions, 11 What did .Amram emphasize?" and 

11Why d:id he emphasize them? 11 provide the focus of this 

chapter. 

At the very outset Amram lays down his purpose. 

It is to order the prayers 'according to the tradition 

which is in our hands as set by the Tannaim and the 

Amoraim. 11215 Over and over again he repeats this theme, 

sometimes going so far as to quote a midrash giving him 

the authority o:f King David. Thus the issue of the :Me'ah 
•If· " ~-· ... ..,,,,. 

~~oth is buttressed both ·by the fact that the Tann aim 

and the Amoraim ordered them, and that King David himself 
216 arranged them. · The latter point is not simply stated 

but actually proved with reference to the Aggadah. 217 
This contention was no minor matter in Am.ram's 

time. The right of the Gaon to interpret halakhah was 

based on the acceptance bf his claim to be the sole 

ii 
:, 
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legitimate heir of the tradition, from the Tannaim to 

the Amoraim to the Geonim. 1rhe extx•emist Karai"lies denied 

the validity of both rrannaim and Amoraim and looked to 

·the Bible its elf' for authority. The Palestini1:3.n rabbani tes 

accepted the role of the Tannaim (Ben Meir himself claimed 

descent from Judah HaNasi) 218 but emphasized the authority 

of the J?alustinian .Amoraim. CL1he statement tha·t David 

himself had established the Babylonian order of worship 

was, in ·the context of the. times, a question of the 

highest relevance. 

Amram is adamant about the neces~~i ty for ~.~ah 

:Q..e_t:~lff!o.t .. 9.: each day. Natronai wrote ·the classic responsum 

on the subject, and Amr am not only refers to it;' but 

stresBes it. 219 In f.act,, Marx notes, 220 "Amram hat d.as 

Respon~mm Natronais nicht wortlich aufgenornmen, sondern 

sehr .f'rei benutzt. Er will die Zahl 100 viel genauer 

herausbringen wie sein Vorganger, der gar nicht addiert 

sondern einfach sagt: ?)j')/c P")dJ 1 o =;') ..nfc.e:J ~~I:) 1SS;) 
;-:, ~ -,?) 1' lcN ~~ I ')J>LJe (c3 IN. 

Amram. adds that this is ~')ci>O.:'.;H? b/c:.)t2 1 S') ~~N 
ldndolc ~-;1;21 but the fact that he belabors tjhe point, going 

so far as to cred:L t their es·tablishmefft ·to King David, 

belies the claim. Certainly he has the Karaites in mind 

here, since they held that none of the rabbinic blessings 

were valid. 
•· 2?2 But .Mann's discovery c:.. from the Genizah 

that the Palestinians said only five morning berakhoth 
--~· 
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suggests that Amram meant also to counter their claim .. 

The morning readings from Midrash and Talmud
223 

are again polemics against the Karaites, but the Karaites 

as radical sectaries on the fringe of Judaism were far 

less worthy rivals than the Palestinian rabbanites, so 

Amram is content mE~rely to mention the matter and let it 

pass. He does say however ·that this ir:i ~c1e1 ~ ~?5JN 
I 22Ll· lc..Nlilolc.ii>e, and again the obj eotion, 11 If so, why belabor 

·t;he point with midrashic substantiation'?" is relevant. 

The ending supplied by· Amram to ~ukh Bp.e'a£IB,£ 

iSJ)l!)'roe.))o Xbl?)N y~r.J ;_, ?)J)\c. pn,v. He then adds
225 kp~ Jlc/\lt 

'>~v jc..J)eA>e ..n1n~.eJ)'>J ;:n~~))N f' 1 .• hn and 'N\')@ f> 1oN ~ Jlcrv 

?)'pLneS \f/4-=? )~e ..n I \"Yi\>QJr>) • TWho we may ask was ending the 

prayer with j) l f).VeJ)?) O)"Y~ ~J:;-,('J '? Again the Genj.zah make 

clear that th.is was a custom of the Palestinian community. 

Two fragments have been found which contain this end.ing. 
226 

A long section deals with the impropriety of 
227 talking between the :;fis~~~ and the Shema '• · . It 

has already been noted th.at there was a Palestinian custom 

to introduce the Shema' with a special prayer referring 

to the redemption. 228 It may have been th:l.s particular 

practice which Amram had in mind. There may have been 

more to it also. In another secti.or:i., Amram urges the 

reader not to talk or add anything f 'N o'e \1) ~1311 ..hNb ")Ole.. 

=i)~~s-,b :;'ibtlcc!. 229 Then too, he warns against supplementim:g 

AqQ.!1;9l~ .. XimloJ2,!?: since, p IJ'1_)f\ -~'j\l) le.~ 7>N 'JNJ/d ?)cr16e 1
N f!.'. 

2
30 
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And regarding the !£!il~.§lh as a whole, <?j'lc.b' ;)I~ 'lJ"il>tl kbl 
lcS>I~ )~Ok 1iil 101/c~. 231 Again these stipulations were more 

than idle talk. They referred to specific practices 

origina·ting in J?alestine, and ·tied to the concerted effort 

·toward Palestinian independence~ 

The Genizah make clear that the insertions in 

the '.A.mi.dah against which Amram rails were indeed 

Palestinian recitations built on the idea of the future 

redemption. 232 Now we know that the AV:£.~~. Tziog_ move­

ment was most eoncerned about thi.s future redempt:Lon·, 

that it held to the idea as a foremost tenet in its 

hierarchy of values .. 1'1oreover, redemption became a· prime 

topic of ·the E.!ll£:~iID;, some of which actually became 

the standard insertions in the places in question. The 

Geonim by and large opposed. the rn~:t~.E;,nim and their 

work. 233 Abudarham is most explicit in associating the 

decisions not to add anything, with the question of 
23L~ 

saying £!.Y~· 

In other words, Amram was not concerned about 

additions just for the sake of additions, Though ~-2.! 

·v1trl and !£~9:~rq§:~ give the ra·tionale as being the 

interdic"t;ion against lengthening short prayers, 235 Amram 

himself allowed the reci·tation of Vidui after the Tefillah 
-- ..... w .... ·--

if ·the worshipper desired~ 236 What he opposed to apparently 

was not additions in the abstract, .but specific additions 

in specific places customarily made by specific persons. 

I 
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'I'he additions he had in mind were various of the l2.!z~ 

which by their allusions to redemption emphasized the 

hopes of the Avelei 1I'zion and other n.at;ionalist groups; ---
which by their renewed use of Hebrew poetry assisted the 

flourishing of thtJ Hebrew renaissance in Palestine; and 

which were undoubtedly a symbol of specific customs of 

the nationalistic forces maintained in contradistinction 

to ·the wishes of the Babylonians* 

Perhaps Rav Amr.am's most direct and most severe 

reproach to the Palestinians is to be found in his re-
marks on the Shema'. The Palestinians customarily rose 

to recite it, thus following Bet Shammai, while the 

Babylonians, following Bet Hillel, sat. 237 Amram goes. 

to great pains to vilify· his opponents in this issue. 

He outlines those few points of halakhah which follow 

Bet Shammai, and asks how anyone can possibly add to 

them$ Why do they try needlessly to follow the stric·ber 

ruling here when they know that23B \J)')J)(l> y~\";)ji\> ':>';') 1
,:, 

\JI') IJ.) P b::i 1pelc ~ /c;;)(' ..Olb''l:lp ~/Cl \c.1NOJ clc ~Ii> I \uJ ~ j)N 

r 'l 'e3 NI j1N1"D Jil3N I ";)')LP ~ 1~N fl~ .::ie j) JJJA) I JliNI G s~1:.S 
'> N S~1 ?)~))) J1~1NG'w1 -))"Q1G' JYp'\>~~ ~l'J'Nf'H\i 1 P'<rJ ~"eKN 
~ <? l' N {t"'('IQ. -Silc!'1pri> ~b ) 1N f)'-))~ \lk:)Q. '.I'hose .People who 

say they are merely following the cust;om of ~if!~ 

should rc~oall that;239 I ~Id l~/c ?))('l Jc.I ~If' .J)/i) "-i)j)3 1 

P~IO-~ ~) J)li\) 1);)-t.) ::))_'.)~?:! ~-~le;. 'fl \I h ti'-)) ale 1 '1;:\)~ 
=l)J)1N ~11 r> b~} ~'fl> l··y;.;;,~ ~(( )~j~-)) b.:> I. . . • In . ·. · . 
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astonishment, Amram asks, 240 '}C:;?) \~(.J 'Q)~.J)Q\c. )»~ 'i)k~ and 

blandly states j'b(;)pN~ lc")N'N~ h"")'1eQ) jlc \1'J NIJN '1\";S\N~ '.Y'-'11 

,J'\1(e I ,J) \ .. )lwl .n1(}\ 1~ ~I f'.> ~ 1A> ,J)H(ll1 rl) 10-\7 ?)4l NcriV P 1Ne ..tiDbN * 

rr'his is but a sample of the strong language .Amram 

employs. Several pages are filled with just such charges. 

One must conclude from these remarks alone, even if there 

were no other supporting evidence, that there were sub­

stantial groups in Spain following Palestinian custom, 

at least with regard to the Shema', and therefore prob-

ably in other respects too .. That Amram was intent· on 

·eradicating what he considered their "heretical ,practices" 

seems clear beyond a doubt. 

The proper time for reciting the Shema' is also 

very important to Amram.· Ons is not to recite it after 

its set time. .As with the preceding quest;ion, so here, too, 

the amount of space employed by Amram leads to 'the suspi­

cion that the point under discussion is more than an 

academic one. In this case, however, the details of 

Am.ram's concern are less clear .. 

. Amram urges the reader not to emulate ·bhe 

' lli_!gin241 whose custom it was to say the Shema' after 

its set time, and he identifies the ~i.9.i£ as J)))\~~ 

p~)';;>l"I 'le.hit Jn> )'~Ne ~ \'<!,) Pjtek.")~. 242 Yet it is 

difficu.1 t to see who i·b was that followed the lli1.9.i!l 

and wey Amram objected so strenuously. A possible 

answer arises from the realization that there was 
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another custom which Amram refers ·to the .Y~tigi:I! and this 

custom Amram had good reason to oppose. 

Am.ram informs us that it was the custom of these 

~at~.fil. to interrupt their daily activities for the Shema 1 

24·3 but not for the 'Amidah.. Now the 'Amidah from the 

Gaonic pointuof view was the prayer J28:£.~!l-~~~ll~~q~. CVhey 

believed that it wa~;i born in ·the academies of Babylon, 

and that it was rabbinic through and through. For the 

Palestinians, however, the Shema' was of greater sig-

nificance. It was Biblical, and in no way whatsoever 

owed its authority to the Babli. The Gaonic period saw 

a constant a ttemp·t; by the Babylonians to build up the 

'Amidah to a par with the Shema'. They attempted success­

fully to move the gedus_ha.:£ from the Joze..£. to the 'Amidah 

and t;he Palestinians objected to the very end. 244· It 

would be natural therefore for Amram to oppose the 

Y~"t.isa..in and to insis·t; on interrupting activity for the 

'Amidah as well as the Shema' • Pale~stinians however 

may well have balked at this suggestion that the two 

prayers were equal in importance. But Amram states 

explicitly that to him, 245 l::;)_j'j '~~'i)..J 1)~4>J)I €''pt • 

It is in this connection that one should undc~rst;and the 

lengthy and detailed instructions which accompany Amram's 

text of the 'Amidah. He quotes a long midrash 21+6 to 

exemplify the prayer's importance. In contrast to the 

Shema' which can be said without great effort and 



discipline -- Natronai denounced all ostentation with 

regard to the Shema 124'7 -- the 'Amidah is hedged around 

with the most :i.ntricate detail. One must face the 
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right direction with his feet ordered properly, standing 

in fear~ There are proper places to bow and a correct 

way to end the prayer. Bven such exigencies as the need 

to spit or sneeze are covered in the instructions. Though 

most of the directions are meant to raise the 'Amidah to 

the level of the Bhema', one particular demand goes even 

further. 1\Jo fewer than ·three times, Amram chides those 

who do not say the pef:h_~±!:! in a low voice. In passing, 

he remarks, 248 ~Q)J>N~ //c:)/'J 'J_b~~k. 1
) ')Nk :>f NC2' ~ ~P' 

Qf)bn> LDMJ) [t,..,")j)e r\'")].. More expressly he states' 
24

9 . 

1~1-;) ...\h ~'Nev~ k& erS'0 ~S~..n1)b1 tiVS ...n\c I '-J t f''13 ~~tO .n N-;>. 

More specifically ne Cl.rums home his point with a whole 

paragraph, arguing that, 250 l. ... nh~ ...nt1> (bl(\ b' 1N€'N)) 

1 lc!~J" ~b 'p) lJ)~C) .J)w I~ j) -;) ~d_N ;;')I ~) IN k ~J ~ J> N ~!> \j'.)) 

1jJ e. i) • The very .fact i;hat; he mentions t;he poin·t 

three times suggests that it has particular significance. 

It was the custom among the Palestinians t;o recite thej.r 

~f_ij.:\:_~ aloud. 

In the 'Amidah there are two references to 

specific Babylonian cuc:;toms * 1\rnram noi;es simply that 

onci is t65l P\j'N?) f>d' ~ 1 ~~) ~bl:J. By this he refers 

to the fact that the proper text according to him excludes 

the phrase ~11n~g_h.-~ed!!!!, i;his phrase being Palestinian. 



Finally, upon the repetition of the ~..!£, we are told 

that the Yerushalmi Amoraim had their. own various conM• 

gregational responses, but that, "In our Gemara" a 

particular response is indicated, 252 ~'e1 e \c,.;) b\ 

\j~i1>cJI IJ 1~j \c.J)')'~e. 
It is j_n.deed clear therefore that .Amram chose to 
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emphasize those halakhic points which were of relevance 

for his day. :tle was particularly anx:Lous to counteract 

non-Babylonian customs which some factions were apparently 

following. Not only does his order of prayer re.fleet 

the Babylonian rite (as we would expect) but it emphasizes 

those points which differ from the PalestJ.nian rit;e, 

adding words of chastisement to those who depart from 

Gaoni c llS age • 

The mood of the halakhah included may be seen 

through two midrashim which Arr.tram chose to include. We 

are told of R$ Zeira who left Babylon to go to Palestine. 

Of him, his teacher R. Yehudah remarked253 s~~N ";)~l<r?:> ~:> 
, 11 C' 

'?)e~N )~1'5 (c.?J. Perhaps the lesson of the whole seder 

can be summed 1'.'-P in a comment taken from the discussion 

on the conclusion of the 1illll.§.. 
254 ~.;> \ .. n;;,1e 1 ~lf J>~I f')°?) 

~~e'N rX)J)e ~j') eS p> le! 1 ~) • 

r 
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Cha1)'ter X 

The Identity of Rabbi Zemah 

Rav Amram's introductory remarks to his Spanish· 

colleagues provide us with an enigma. He sends greetings 

both from himself and from a certain R. Zemah whom he 

accords the title ~§:e1=.~255 But who ac.tually 

was this R. Zemah? 

The usual assumption is that he was R. Zemah 

b~r Bolomon, the vice president of the academy of Sura. 

1i'rumkin identifies him as such with absolute certainty·. 256 

Hedegard is so sure of this that he feels free to trans­

late Av Bet Din Yisrael as "Vice President of the academy 
----~ T-

of Israel, 11257 even though the word ~c!e.If!;z never appears 

in ·the original -

It is difficult to see how these scholars can 

be so certain of H.. Zemah's identity. At the very least, 

this identification raises a number of problems. 

The Av Bet Din, though a sie;nificant figure i.n 

earlier times, seems to have fallen from grace in the 

Gaonic period. The Gaonate was a highly centralized 

instltution, much like the Caliphate itself, under the 

benevolence of which the Gaonate flourished. The 



flexibility of the Amoraic academy had hardened into an 

inelastic structure, in which the Gaon stood head and 

shoulders above all his colleagues. The Av Bet Din was 

a victim of this process, so that by the time of Rav 

.Amram, his was at best a minor role. 

Of ~.all the men who occupied the position of 

Av Bet Din in the Gaonic period, only si:x are known to 

us by name. 258 JJ'or that ma·tter, of four hundred years 

of' Gaonic history, almost the only authors whose names 

we have are Geonim. 259 No one other than the Gaon 

wrote responsa. Jt..ven when the testimony of the !.t~..!ih 
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Kf!lli was of importance, the Gaon does not refer to him 

with a single word ,and the ~h_!§!:lla was third in rank •
260 

It is at least curious (in Baron's words ~astonishing ••• 

at variance with prevalent custom"~61 ) to find a Gaon 

including the name of his Av Bet Din in his responsum. 

Frumkin, however, maintains that for H.av .Amram 

this was not so unusual, since the name of this Zemah 

bar Bolomon occurs several times. 262 Unf.ortu:p.ately, he 

does not provide us with a list of citations. Baron's 

sources, however, ~eveal only two such inclusions,
263 

a finding with which Ginzberg concurs. The case in 

question is one of Ginzberg's two examples, and the other 

is explained away by Ginzberg as hardly typical, since 

there the name of Zemah appears without the name of a 

Gaon at all, and probably dates from a period in which 
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iihe Gaonate was vacant 4 

26L~ 
What could have promp·ted Amram to include the 

name of his Av Bet Din in his preface?265 We may con­

clude that very likely this Zemah was someone other than 

the Av Bet Din of Sura. 

Ginaberg is led to this very conclusion. ·As­

suming that Zemah must be a Gaon, he concludes that the 

man in question was Zemah bar· Hayyim, the Gaon of Bu:r.a 

from 889 to s95. 266 Of course Am.ram would have had no 

way of knowing that this Zemah would succeed him, sq one 

must assume either that t;he name of this Zemah was a 

later author's insertion, or we are again left with an 

unexplained reference to an official other than the Gaon. 

In any event, Ginzberg g~ves no reason for identifying 

Zemah bar Hayyim with 0~£ H.. Zemah other than his assump­

tion that .Am.ram could not possibly be referring to 

Zemah ba.r Solomon, so someone else muS't be meant •
26

7 

But there is another possible candidate. Before 

turning to him, we should note another intriguing 

characteristic of Seder Rav Am.ram,. Marx draws our atten-
-------_....~ ... 

tion to several instances in which not only Sura, but 

also Pumbedi ta is mentioned. 268 H.esponsa we1:'e generally 

sent to one or the other academy, rarely to both, and 

the respondent naturally replied with the usage of his 

own academy alone. The mention of bo.th academies is 

therefore peculiar. So unusual was it for both academies 



to work together tP.at Nahshon Gaon (eSl-889), censu~ed 

Kairuan for presuming to address a question both to Sura 

and J?umbedi ta. 269 Jehudai Gaon is also known to have 
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referred to both academies and Ginzberg, recognizing this 

anomaly, accounts for it by saying that '1'I'hough Jehudai 

was a Gaon of Sura, by education he was a Pumbeditan, 112'70 

and that his personal background therefore resulted in 

his bridging both academies. 

Seder Rav .Am.ram of course is a lit;urgical re-......,......_.--=-.. ;14 ... Oil~ 

sponsum. 271 J·ehudai 's res pons um is also liturgical,. as 

is Natronai's famous responsum on the hundred daily 

b~nedictions, for which joint authority is also claimed.
2
7

2 

So too is .Am.ram's responsum, noted above from the Iiyck 

collection. 273 One fina+ example of this joint authority 

is found by Ginz,'berg in his Genizah fra_gments, 
27

4 
and 

it too is on a liturgical ~3ubj ect. 

It would appear therefore that the joint authori·ty 

of both Sura and Pumbedi ta is employed p:r.·imarily for 

li·turgical responsa. In Chapter VII we have discussed 

the great importance of liturgy in the Diaspora, espe­

cially by Amram's time, because of Babylon's.diminishing 

control in the rising Jewish. settlements of Europe. 

The breakdown of Babylonian. hegemony made control of the 

liturgy absolutely necessary, lest Gaonic in:fluence in 

1Durope disappear entirely. Faced with this unprecedented 

si tua·tion, Sura and Pumbedi ta might well have been 



compelled to forgo their rivalry and to unite against 

the common threat. In liturgical questions, at least, 

they would present a solid front, a Babylonian norm 
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upon which Dias:pora communities could pattern themselves~ 

Now Amram's Gaonate at Sura (869-881) was par-

tially coterminous with the Gaonate of a cer·bain Zemah 

bar I)altoi at Pumbedita (872-890) - Assuming that at 

least for li"t;urgical decisions, .Am.ram viewed both acad.,,, 

em;Les as united, he may have written his Seder with the 

joint agreement of the scholars of Pumbedita, who we,re 

equally concerned with the perpetuation of Babylonian 

hegemony. Amram wrot;e the Seder partly because the 

question had been addressed to him, and partly because 

pumbedi ta was still subordina:be to Sura. Consequeni;ly, 

in his introduction, Amram quite naturally referred to 

his fellow Gaon as the scholar second in rank in the 

two academies, as !X. _B~_j;_J2i!L,li§~el. Zemah, ~ 

12in.: .. Y~~el, i.e., .Av Bet Din for the community of Israel 

represented by Bura and Pumbedita is Zemah bar Paltoi, 

the Gaon of Pumbed.ita. 

'J.lhis hypothesis receives added support from 

the fact that Zemah bar Paltoi is quoted throughout the 

Seder. Ginzberg, regarding this as strange, is forced 

again to emend the text, and to assume that all such 

instances are later interpolat;ions. 275 But if this 

Zemah is the Ga.on of Pumbedita, no emendation is 



necessary. We may conclude that .Amram wrote his Seder 

with the full backing of Pumbedita, and just as he 

mentioned his fellow Gaon in the introduction, so he 
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gave ere di t to him whenever the liturgical teJcb followed 

a practice which Zemah had set down some time earlier 

in his own rulings. 



Chapter XI 

Conclusion 

We return to our basic question: Why wa~3 .§§!.§..~ 

Ray__!~ written? l".lore specifically, what were the 

unique historic d.rcumstances which prompted Rav Amram 

to break the prohibition against recording the Oral Law 

by inditing a complete order of prayers? 
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H.av Aro.ram 1 s Gaonic predecessors had been respon·-

sibls for the central:Lzation of power and authority in 

Babylon. At one time Sura had been the single arbiter 

of tradition, the leading Babylonian academy; its president, 

the sole Gaon. Conmared to the long and maj est±c history 

of the Jewish community in Babylon, other Diasporan 

centers were but minor upstarts in the infancy of their 

development. 'l'rue, the community of Egypt could lay 

claim to a glorious past, but it had produced no ~~almud 

and had never moved beyond the periphery of Rabbinic 

leadership. Palestine, the only other country whose 

populatipn could match Babylonian claims, had been deci­

mated by centuries of hardship and tribulation. Most . 

significant of all was the political reality of an entire 

Arab world looking toward Baghdad for direction and 



guidance. 

Under such circumstances Judaism became synony­

mous with Gaonic opinion, and the chain of tradition 

flowed by common consent from Bible to l"Iishnah to 

Babylonian Talmud as interpreted at Sura. The pro'."" 

hibition against circulating the Babli publicly ef­

fectively blocked any challenge to the authority of 

Sura. 

But by .Amram's time all this had changed. Within 

Babylon its elf Sura now was rival led -by Pumbedi·ta., 'l'he 

hitherto struggling communities of Egypt, North Africa, 

Italy and Bpain were becoming centers in their own 

right, taking advantage of political developments within 

the Islamic world to break away from dependence on 

Babylon$ Pro-Palestine sentiment emanated continuously 

from a newly renascent Holy Land, declaring J?alestine 's 

right to interpret the tradition in the light of its 

own practices and customs. 

With the ascendance of a Palestinian nationalist 

party, Palestinian culture thrived. The revival of 

Hebrew, the development of the ~ut, the study o.f the 

~~ -- these were ·but some of the manifestat;ions 

of' a resurgent Palestine, and the entire J'ewish world 

vibrated with the clash between J)alestine and Babylon. 

The importance of' the synagogue in the Diaspora and the 

age old Palestinian preoccupation with liturgy, that 
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one realm where Palestine had always, with some success 

challenged Babylon's dominance combined to make the 

synagogue service the arena of conflict. 

Babylonian control of Diasporan communities was 

exer·ted through its control of the liturgy, and control 

of the liturgy proceeded through the Hazzanim who almost 

alone in the Diaspora, knew the necessary prayers. The 

Gaonic ban on writ;·ten prayer books in the hands o.f.' the 

congregation prevented liturgical schism and maintained 

the Babylonian hegemony. But with the new dawn of · 

Palestinian influence, representatives of Palestin:l.an 

tradition establislled an alternative order of' worship 

in every Diasporan center outside of Babylon itself. 

These Palestinian representatives must surely have in-

eluded rival Hazzanim who championed the Palestinian 

order of. prayer. 

It was these Hazzanim with whom Amram contended. 

The restriction against reducing the prayers to written 

f'orm had as its purpose to maintain the control of the 

Babylonian emissaries over the liturgy. As long as 

communities depended upon Babylon for the correct 6rder 

of prayer, internal divisiveness had been avoided. But 
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now a new group of Hazzanim representing a rival authority 

were fomenting schism by declaring that there existed 

a.not her legi ti.mate liturgical tradition, that of -J?alestine. 

Babylonian control could now be maintained only 



by transcribing the Babylonian prayer service for all 

to see. The community was to know that this and no 

other was the proper order of worship, that this alone 

represented the genuine tradition, that all who de­

viated from it were to be considered at best fools, at 

worst;, heretics. 
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In the face of such a threat to Babylonian domi­

nance, it seems probable that Sura and Pumbedi·ta ·bran~ 

scended internal differences. .§e<?-~F-.g!1~ A!l.1r.£!!!, as ·t;he 

joint manifesto of Babylonian practice, delineated the 

order of prayer current in the two academies, stoppi.ng 

on the way to direct long diatribes at the rival tradi­

tion it fought. The Karaites, as extremists in the 

other camp, were chastised, but the greater force of the 

censure was reserved for the pro-Palestinian Habbanites 

who, never having left the mainstream of normat:L've 

Judaism, undoubtedly ranked as the more dangerous foe .. 

Though the Seder was sent to Spain, its message 

was relevant throughout the Diaspora. In Spain, however, 

Babylonian authority was strongest, and it was there 

t;hat the challenge could be met with the greates·b chance 

of victory. 1rhat the Spanish :ritual is a till patterned 

after the Babylonian, testifies to Rav Amram's success. 

In the end Hav Amram's book remains a landmark 

in the development of the ~rewish liturgy, a witness to 

the tumultuous times he faced, and a testimony to his 

heroic efforts in behalf of Jewish unity~ 

I 
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118Ibid. -- ' 27~ 

119Roth, 2J2~., 59. 

120~.' 60. 

121
.A. Schechter, 2.£.!._.£l·T!·, 32. 

12? . 
~Ibid., 32. This is evident from a statmebt of Isaac 

b. Meir of Dueren (Shaare Dura 81), quoted by Bchechter: 
f!lcrJ. ~iSe J<? ~')~ \ii>

1e;)e 'Nt') 'J<V.) ~''1> '"~'. 
12?Ibid.. 33. 

·-~' 

12LJ-The exact community to which Amram 1 s Seder was 
d~rected is unknown. Graetz (Y2:§~tc.?.f:rl, III, 178) says 
simply, 11 Bpain. 11 See however A. Ashtor, Korotf1.):I~ehudim 
Besfarad Hamusalmi th (Jerusalem: Kiriat'f.i" "seler i96(5'); __ _ 
r-;-sg..:::c;o::Asl:itor "goes fart;her and identifies the' place , 
as Barcelona. 'ii-»' p~ ;')~')·) ~.J1~..J1i) ;;,j }lied P)N~ 1

) 

P / f).J) IV 1...t> l'l ;)'N 1en-i) -,,Y''~' n !,le 'i)..f>' .1 »A) e ».J'S3 )';;> 
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:;)'01b~Jlc ·~r;'>'b "lc£ee ,..f\J?tleJ) 'bir ,.bl~1~ 1 !'Ice via,;) ..nn3l\u ~)wo. 
After noting that all the Geonim customarily addressed 
their remarks to Moslem Spain, Ash.tor po:Lnts out that 
Amram wa,s an exception. ?)\1~3"'>;vS ... ?)~J'I ')Qt> f>)ff~· '-, ~")QJOO rSQ. 
He li.sts as \~is ~""ource f b'r this remark, J)J x ~J.J'l 1 '(i)..:>"")?'I '-:> 

'~~j'(\)'). oe. ok..{Y.IQ .~Je)1· Harkavy_in turn r.erers th~ 
redder to Jae ob Musaf'J.ya, 1'.~~Q}'lV_~,.~t3: .• )i~.ei.~..2.!.l~~ (Lyclc ~ 1.86L1.), 
56. One finds there a responsum wri tt;en by Rav Amram to 
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the community o.f Barcelona. It iB not however part of 
Amram's Seder, and it is difficult to understand how it 
can be used as ·the basis for saying that the Seder was 
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sent to BaJ:'celona. Bee also Simcha.h Assaf, T~gu;f ath 
Hage~Ve . .§.~.f.£\!!.~£ (Jerusalem: 1'1osad Harav. Kuk, I956), 
180. Assaf sums up the most that might be said :1:ni~l<!Jlti> Jmkw 

;)j1~31ji) 1,_\n)) n~eJ ~.ojn) 1wo P<:[e <>'1;\)~?) \'.''l{)J'· .. '.;)~S'.h,;) S .-nllk: o&Q lcl11 e ::HJb. 
Considering however, the fact that .Amram 1 s pred.ecessori:J 
wrote primarily to Moslem Spain, it is im:probable that 
Araram limited his responsa to Barcelona, and theJ::-efore 
even Assaf's modest; conclusi9n, 11 P'1;;,".:i') pifo.:>JJ," 
ought not to be considered a final, and perhaps not even 
a probable, ·judgment on the matter. 

125.A. Schecht·er, on. cc1't 41 
.t")." - -~--·' • 

1261£!.<!.' 46. 

127.Ashtor, ~.9i.:\I., I, 93. For e:xam~le, 9 1Jep}) '11~~.o 
:\)i)'""~t>".l)t) .•• b~~µ .sn~'e'=» I'@' \>')a?o .J)J)·~j) _1•-;, 9•p•ii>~? 

.-h~~IN 1>.J)':;) bJC:){>1 ~lc.(i) \QJ~'~ ?\'>JR"-?.> f'b~ (r'a?E>..;)e. 

128Ibid. 83. 
~--' 

129see Mann's discussion of Sherira's report of the 
episode in Mann, 'The Res pons a of the Babylonian Geonim," 
486. See also Ginzberg, Geonica, I, 16f. Also Baron, 
His~, V, 15. --

l30 Ashtor, .212..:..,_ci!., 83~·8L~. 

1 31Baron, fil&!LQ.~, VI, 2?. 

17- ') 
.?c.:.Mann, "The Res pons a of the Babylonian Geonim," 486 • 

. 'The interesting Bodleian Genizah fragment ••. stated that 
R. Paltoi (842-858) sent to Spain the whole Talmud with 
a commen·tary on it. 11 

l .3 3Baron, !1;!.. .. !?:\?.9.;!;~, VI, 21 • 

l3L~See Ashtor, .2]2_~cit;., 88-89, for a list of the 
Geonim with whom ~G"n:e--trpaniard.s corresponded. In the 
·cime of Pal toi bar Ab aye, (tW2~ .. s5a) they established 
communications with Pumbedi·t;a as well as Sura. H. Sar 
Shalom, . p ;)~ ~~::;-, 1 ..t>J '~~;j)?") )) l~ 'e'.)) c!=>:_)N .S'>\c flvd }-'yl:U 
P..J")~ ....nl~ )\J{V~i. 

i 
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135!21£.' 87. 

l36 G.:!:,nzberg, Geonic§_, I, note 4, 121. 11 H. Hai knew very 
well l_that European Jewry was influenced by J?alestine7 
as is shown by his remarks in R. Isaiah di Trani the­
Elder, Makhri~', 42. Comp. also ~qe, II, 55, where 
PalestinJ.ai'.tcitstoms in Spain are men·tioned." 

l3713 't 27 aer, 2.l?..!..~L. , • 

1 38Ginzberg, Geonica, I, 122-3.. 11 Anothe1• current that 
threatened the sta6"ifity of the order of prayers was 
Karaism •••• Spain an.d. Egypt were the countries in which 
these traces were d±stinc·tly noticeable •.•• 11 "The 
remark by H. Samuel HaNagid in Sef er Ha' i t·tim, 267 
throws an interesting ligh·t on the -mask:-ecrK"ara:Lsm in­
fecting Spain during the Gaonic period$" (note 1, P~ 123). 

l39Mann, "The B.esponsa of the Babylonian Geonirn ,11 486. 

1L1.0Baer' 2J2.!._ c i ~ 0 ' 
30. 

lLHBaron, H:L st £.F.1'.. , III, 108. 

142Baron, Hist£E;x: 
-...--... -' VII, 23. 

144 . . 11.shtor, 2.£.i_£.1 t. , 89 .. 

1'+5B ·r:r• t VII 64 aron, .££..~ .. ~, , • 

146A 0 cb chte~ o c't • ,,) .e . ... ' __ £:__,.L. , 39. 

147Baron, 1rp_~~~w_:h!3l.LQ..om~1_:l2~' II, 100. 

lLJ-8Hedegard., ££~t., 3. lc.!N@ok le.'?> ~)tP~e 
?>roNI j9)5) O'l'\N'I ~ 11 1_\'lc.e 1N~ ~3\S)~ \ch) r::;,* 

llf.9 Quoted by Baron, [Ii§[.bO£;t, VII, 101 .. 
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151 A. Schechter, o;e:" cit., 23. 

l52N 'r· d umh Old JJ J t' i R'- • t l N'. S 11 • wie er, .1.. e . . a .es in ;;.1n . 1. ua ·- ew ou:i:•ces, 
iu J'o.E.rnal <.?.~.-~.~-;_.§1?~.l~.§., IV, Number l. (1953), 30. 

l531'1ann, "The H.esponsa of the Babylonian Geonim ,11 L1.74. 

l5L~Ginzberg, £eo:q,i~, II, '-~8. He quotes from a frag­
ment which he dates about a century before Rav Amram. 
"Up to now, Kedushah and Bhema are reoi ted i.n Palestine 
only on Sabbaths and Holidays during the morning service, 
except Jerusalem and every province where there are 
Babylonians, for they quarrelled and resolved to say 
Kedushah every day but ••• where there are no Babylonians, 
Kedushah is said only on Sabbaths and Holidays." See 
also Ginzberg, Geonica, I, 132. "The Amidah - Kedushah 
received sanctior1arid-characte1• as an independent prayer 
only under the influence of the Babylonian mys-tics. 11 

l55Louis Finkelstein, "The Development of the Amidah," !.19 .... 'f!,. 
XVI, (1925-1926), 2. 

l56scheiber, 2£~ ~!i., 313. 

l57 G-inzberg, ~eo~,;i..£..~, I, 121. 

158.A. Scheoht;er, .9.£...-:__9it., Ll-Q-41. See also pp. 33-36. 
Apparently isolated liturgical disputes of·ten take on 
significance when they are viewed in the light; of' Palestinian 
versus Babylonian custom. Italy followed the Palest:Lnian 
Minhag. Schechter applies this knowledge to a responstm 
of Hai Gaon, attacking an Italian custom of blowing the 
Shofar. He discovers, "It is possible that ·this Italian 
custom primarily originated in Palestine, since this 
usage is based on H$ Abbuhu! s :. ordin.J.nce in Gaesarea 
(comp. Babli H. H. 34a) • • • 1 '1o'p~ 1-:;') lti>lc .. t..> I 'i' J"lk and only 
the Babylonian Amoraim, Hab Avira and R.ab:Lna, objected." 

l59The work apparently origirrat;ed 121ome time between 
500 and 700. There are two versions of it today: 
B.M. Levin, Otzar Hilluf Minha.f2:..m (Jerusalem: 1'1osad 
Ifarav Kuk, l '92+i)-'arid-~Hai~golios, Hahillu£f~ 
Sheben Arishei Mizrah Uvenei ITiretz Yisrael-f.ferusa_ em: Re-iI'ben:11as ;;·~T<;9-37;.---·-..... · ..... 

160L . . . ~ -s evin, 9.J2.• .g.~i. , ) . 1'1argolios, 2.l2 . .:_..ci:E,., 88 ~ 
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161Levin, ££~·, 1. Margolios, ££.:.. ci!•, 75. 

16211evin, ~-2.1'!·, 87. Margolios, £>..£..:......£~ t •, 87 • 

163 Jacob Mann, nGenizah JFragments of the Palestine 
Order of Service~" HUQ.!, II (1925). 

165Ginzberg, ~nic.§., I and II. 

166Wieder, 2.12..:.....Si!· 

167~)olomon Schechter. "Genizah ll1ragments 11 JOR X , ' ~-~' 
( 1919-1920). 

168A c h h~ ·t . • ,_, c e c " e r , .2.l2.!,_B._ • 

169JVIann, "Genizah ]'ragments, ti B;UC_A, II, 273-271+. 

l70A. Schechter, 2£· ~i1•, 51. 

171Mann. "Genizah ]'ra~ments, t1 HUCA II 286-287 4 , ___ , ' 
17 2~., 285-286. 

l 73Ibi£., 276. 

l 74-Ibid. , 28L~. 

l75rbid. 282. -- ' 
176A. Schechter, 2J2..:__2,..=h:,~., 52-53. 

l77Ginzberg, Qeoni9~, I, 127. 

l7BA 0 h ht · 't 5-L, , • oc e c er , 9 £ • c ~--~. , . 1" • 

l79G1nzberg, Q2.on~£§., I, 127. 

180llis!·' 127. 

99 



i. 
I 

! 

181A 0 'hech·t r nn · t 54 • "'c · e , .2..:.~-·, • 

182Mann, 11 Genizah ]'ragments, 11 HUCA, II, 286. ---
183.[b. d 

..:-....1:,_. ' 290 • 

lBL.J.G. "b G . I 132 inz erg, ~o~, ., • 

130-131. 

186Ib' d -
.::.....L·' 127 .. 

1S7 A • .Schechter, 212.!. c:i:_~., 55. 

188Mann "Genizah J?ragments fl HUCA II, 291. , ::J ' ___ , 

189Hedegard, ~£i!•, 20e All manuscripts agree. 

l90Ginzberg, Q..~o~, I, 134. 

191 A. Schechter, 2.E•. -~~t., 5'7· 

192s. Schechter, "Genizah Fragments, 11 ~~' X. 

l93.LV!ann, "Genizah B1ragments, 11 ,[QQA, II, 295-296. 

l9'+G· · b (G ' I 13'4) ··a tif·i · ·'t inz erg · eonica, _, 1 .. en es l. as a 
J?rovencal custom, but A. Schechter (Studies, 58) 
traces it to Palestine. -

l96Ib2:,£., 58-59. 

l97Gi. ·b ~ G. . · · I 1~0 ·. nz eJ.g, _e_O!P~.<?._a, . , ::; • 
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l98J.V£arx C1'Untersuchungen., 11 3L~9) says, "Das wir hier 
nicht den ursprtinglichen Text 11 • .A.mram vor uns haben ist 
freilich auch den e:i:•sten Blick klar. fl Ginzberg (Geonica, 
I, J.L~3-1LJ-4) concurs, "Our pr:Lnted tex·t cannot be looked 
upon as anyth:lng more or less than a Spanish order of 

-· ----~~---71! 
I 

i 
I 

i 
I 

Prayers wj.th some additions from the real ~R~~· •• e 



We know very li t·ble of what it was in the first place, 
when it lef·b the hands of Rav Amram. 11 
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199u d d 't lj c Cd B' . ~i t M J,J.e egar ·, ~cJ .• , -. oo o ex ·r1·1, .. s11 uuseum·i, 
613. 1I1he Bodleian manuscript ends wi·t;h j)/llleji\ f,:, 11 ;;)') \;')~Jc 
and the Sulzberger Manuscript reads: p 1 e-rtv;) ".J /lfii') • 

200,;r:bid., 5. Only ·the Codex British Mm::;eum 613~ 

201Ibid. 5. --- ' 
202Ibid., 11. So again the Cod.ex British r1useu.m 613. 

The other two manuscripts read correctly ...n J'J'N yo/ ..l'l I nO>eJ 
(Bodleian) or ,...n l'J'Njii> 1 ,n lhll>e..nQ(Sulzberger). 

203~.,17. f1oall manuscripts. 

204_!}2i,£. ' lL~ • 

34. Only in the Codex British Museum 613. 

7,5 ? • So all manuscripts. 

207 Ginzberg, ~211~2.Cl, . I, 126-134. According to 
Abud~~' 27, ~ 1e~N;, b.:> \l~lc is simply the custom of 
the common people. ~'he corr~ct form as (""Abudarham found 
it in his Seder was ..DIN ej;') b.:> \i~\c 9'etN )") t1.) \l~n.. Simi­
la.rly the· "~Nb'N.;) formula from the blessing 6ver the Torah 
is probably a corruption, as .a Hesµon.sum by H. Natronai 
(Geonica, II, line 3, 116) shows that tb.e Babylonian form 
was·-~,T...rn> 1.nu. 1rhe pri.Erntly blessing atter the 
blessing over the Torah was part of the Seder in the time 
of R. Jacob, author of the Tbr~, he had it in his copy • 
.but the same responsum of R. Natronai shows it was not 
used in Babylon. 11 It was a J:.i~rench custom. 11 !~~2.£.h~, 
3'7, accuses the common people of twisting the correct 

...bl'J'NJ~\ ..n lni\>ew into \ 1 '")11'1.! n>l \'nj;I ero. ~budarham, 
67, again chid~s the common people for changing· lc.iN""5'.;bl f>~?rN 

1 

into k'N 8a 1Nb'b"~/. Abudarham' s Seder still read with 1 

the former. 

208.A. Schocb:ter, 2J2..:..-9il~·, 58-59· 

209~uot;ed in Hedegard, .9J2..:....2j-t., English Introdu.otion, 
XXI. 

210 
.A. Schechter, .<2.12~ .•. S;i.Ji.•, 58e 

Hl~BRJE:wv· Ul~'XON COli],;,~E(JE 
JfWiS~ 1.~1nrn@I!E ®f ~wmm~ 
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211G· b G . I 134 inz erg, eonica, , • ---
212A. Schechter, 2£•. ci·~., note 52, 5Lt-. 

213Ginzberg Geonica I, 145. , ----' 
2l1+J.b.~£ • , lLf.6 • 

21 5Hedegard, 9.£:.._E.;i t. , 1. 

216ill.Sl•, 1. See note 23 above. 

218see note 23 above. 

219Hedegard, £E..!.....£ii. , 1. 

220Marx, rtunter§.££9-Unei~.£," 3'+3 

221tl d . d 't 1 
J."' e e gar , 9J2.:._~£±- • , .• 

222see note 169 above. 

223Hedegard, 9J2.:.....£.i1·, 2. 

22Ll-I.~ • ' 8 • 

225~.' 9. 

226Mann, "Genizah Fragments, " TIUC!, II, 279. 

227·r1 d · d ·~ 14 . · e egar , Ol2.!.._~~~. , • 

228see note 182 above. 

229Hedegard, C;>J?_• __ c.ll., 30. 

230~.' 29-
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231rbid., 40 

232Ginzberg, Geonica, I, 134. 11 H. Am.ram is peremptory in 
opposing the insertion of the idea of the future redemption 
in the Geullah of the Morning Service*•••As for their 
/the additions'7 origin, the Geni.zah fragment enables us 
to say with certai.ntjr that they came from Palestin.e .. 11 

See also Geonica, II, 89, where a Gaon writes a Responsum, 
e:xplainingspecifically that the reason one must add 
nothing after ~ 1.3 '1 ,nNlc is that there is a temptation to 
utter petitions for redemption. 

233rt has been sP,own above to what extent the Geonim 
were opposed ·to ·the p~~' and why this should be so. 
Natronai opposed Kali~'s poems specifically (see note 
65), though he was apparently not entirely against all 
insertions (See A.. Z. Ide1sohn, Jewis.q.J.!i·t~ and i "12.§. 
Develo;Emen·t; (New York: Henry HO!fand co., 1932),46. 
Niih'Siion·never allowed Hazzanim familiar with ?,i;y:;x_utt,ID; 
to officiate (see 1?-ote 66). No Gaon writes ~j?J'.@ until 
Saadya, by whose time the Hebrew revival (of whJ.ch the 
J21..;z;zutz was a part) ~as a f.§.=h't~£2!!!£1.i with which he had 
·to come to ·t;erms ~ Ginzberg summarizes the topic (Qeonica, 
I, 121), "The many decisions, partly contradictory of 
one another on the subject of insertions in the 'Amidah, 
expecially on ·the New Year's Day and the Day of Atonement, 
reveal unmistakeable traces of a long struggle against 
the J21;zyut, ending finally in a compromise." 

234Abudarham Fiashallem, Ed. ,Solomon Wertheimer (J"erusalem: 
1959)~--,r:--InliI"sTritroduction to the Shema' Abudarham 
discusses '?fNe S\~')~~ 1 'p'Oo? Ne ~po~;n~ l'Jf. The discussion 
turns almost i.mmediat;e'ly to ·the question of the per ... 
missibility of saying £~£!.e After lauding Eliezer 
Kalir and Isaac b. Giyat~-·xoudarham sides with the RABeD 
saying that he favors their use, though he <bes not say 
explicitly ,.that th<& may be inserted in the Q~la. 
Rather J)D~t'>I f){>((f j)c;,.;)lc;:v1 ..hl,JlcNll> i> 16t'@ r~~ le!"'}_)• 

23r- . 
· ::ion ili..:....C!..a£q.§JE;, see reference above, note 23'+. For 

tJaqz,2.:£.. Vt9£:Z., see sections 325 and 326. 

236Hedegard, ~· h 32. !)Nix '1,.t)lc P'-Y~~ /'"JNllc \'le 
')f) (c 'Jr'HC> I~ Pie °"le. :}) ~c9J>2>' .?)o)ICcl. plfvo•e '~..::> ~'3 1 1 

'JN Ile ,'Q1'11e.>.J:>) f'I' 'l~'I >;;> O..J 1.sS()).Si ~ S~e also p. Ll-2. 

~ '~ 1 (1) le.ti leJ . ·. 
1 \~ 't 3h 1NS' 1<rlV lie ';)~lb3 ?''ON~ ).J)~ • 

237s· · t 16J "'ee no e . . • 



238 . . · Hedegard, 212.!_~., 23. 

239~.' 21. 

2Ll·O~. , 21 • 

241Ibid. -- , 15-16. 

16. 

2L+.3.[b. d -J 6 .:...-L.' . • 

244see Ginzberg, _r~_<?.t!:i..2~8;;, I, 131-3 • 

2Ll·5Hedegard, QP. c.t·~. , 16 • 

246I'l2Jil:.. ' 32. 

247B 0 i t v··rr. 76-- aron, ~~' , ~ 

2l.J-8 Hedegard, ,0£ •. cJ:..!!,., 31. 

249Ibi..9:., 30. 

250ibid. 
--~- ' 

25l;i;.~:i;_q .. ' 

252Ib'd ...:.......!-·' 

253Ibid. ---·" 
25Ll-Ib. d 

-=-1:......·' 

42. 

41. 

69 . 

44. 

255Ib'd l ~-1:....-. ' .,. • 
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256Frumkin., Seder Rav Amram Hashalem (Jerusalem: 1912). 
IPrumkin conne c fShi."m-w1th--a·s~b a tement-in !'1,illl~QF Vi~l:2, 
p. 280. /c.'f.V@i lc..\1';J "NSe ")'iL> hN3 ti>) >:=te 'Ji>~· 
Unfortuna·bely ~Q!!,Or V~z. does not state why the two men 
are necessarily one. 
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257Hedegard, .Q.C. 2~t.!.., }'Ting]jsh P• 3. 

258Ginzberg, Geonica, I, note 1+, 11-12. "R. Joseph ben 
Mar Hab (Letter--oT"SEerira, 38, 12) , R. Zemah (comp. 
Q..eon1,~ II, ·203;1r;"Tob ·r~, xv.III, 2?2~, R~ Hofni., 
father of R. Samuel (cJQ.R, I , H.abbenu Hai and R • .Abraham 
(REJ, LV, 52). 'I'hreeC>f them became Geonim themselves ••• 
R:-J'oseph, R. Zemah, and Rabbenu Hai. 11 

259J:bi£. ' 6. 

260Ibid. 8-99 --- ' 
261Baron, fil~21Z VII, note 68, 2'?11·o 

262
Frumkin, .212~-£~·, 22. 

263Baron, li.~z, VII, 274-275· 'l'hese are 1l1e~yotf! 
Hageonim, I!:d. Lyck, No 56; (This is confirmedby 1'1ann, 
Tt'The· Bes pons a of ·the Babylonian Geonim," note 9, L~L~6) ; 
and Seder Rav _AE1'.£§..!!! itself. 

264Ginzberg, Geonica, II, 303. The responsum in the 
Lyck collection isnot included by Ginzberg. He refers 
to the only extant Responsum which mentions Zemah bar 
Solomon's name in full (see Dukes, Be!l,_Qp.ananj,~~.!!, IV, 
141) noting that no Gaon is mentioned along with him • 
.As for the Lyck responsumct Ginzberg replies to a remark 
by Epstein (in c['?) ")QO l)?r 1NlcN), "Oddly enough, 
Epstein refers to Hav Amram's H.esponsum, Geonic Collection, 
Ed. Lyck, 56, as quot'ing the ·Av Bet Din, Zemah ben 
Solomon, at the same time remarking cm the strc'lngeness 
of the fact, when in reality Hav Amram writes H.abbi 
Zemah simply." 

265see Baron, Ei~:t2:f'_;z., VII, note 68, 271+-2'75$ ,Baron 
has two suggestions. Possibly this Av Be·t; D:Ln was 
unique i:d.nce he held the additional post of ~~~ 
~~ of ·t;he exilarch' s court. As such, he may indeed 
have written the bulk of the Seder himself. Or, possibly, 
Zemah began the Seder under the aegis of Natronai, and 
had it completed under Amram. As he was the one man who 
•aw the project through from start to finish, he deserved 
mention by the Gaon. Neither explanation is offered with 
any degree of assurance. The second assumes the remote 
possibility of an .Av Bet; Din writing res pons a. ~:he first 
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assumes without proof both a unique position and a 
unique role of the Av Bet Din. :&iven if had that position, 
there is no proof whatsoever ·t;hat the function would have 
followed. 

')66 
~ Ginzberg, g~o~i£~, II, 303. 

267Ibid., 303. He states, nM.y reason for identifying 
H. Zeiii'ahAv Bet Din with H. Zemah ben Hayyim is that it 
seems very imp[;>obable to me that the Gaon would refer 
in a Hesponsum to the Av Bet Din at the court of the 
1Dxilarch. 11 Ginzbere; then ~s n. ot at al~ sure (unlike 
Baron; see note 265) that Ziemah bar Solomon held any 
office in Sura. 

268Marx, "IJn~~q_q~, " 3L~6. 

269Baron, ~' V, 22. 

270Ginzberg, Geonica, I, 120. 
~-

271Thus, Amram uses expressions such as \'c_?>j.\l 1
-=>'->J 

\ell ;:;>1J)N ~n1.JiA> in connection with liturgical custom .in 
the Seder (See, for ex~mple, Hedegard, 212.!....Sl.J!·, 21). 

272Ibid., 55-56. As quotjed by Amram, it reads 1.::>0)J 

....hJ-; 1€ 1 ~.ne ~ tl?>JN r::) lcJ)~!J)N €
1
1 

11cjl(/j 'J )~e 0 

273Te~l~~Y.212.h-1}~ge~~~' Ed. Lyck, Nu. 56. There is 
no direct referenee "to the t;wo~acadernies here, but we 
do find: 1 ~.) 'e'') {NI .• :_!(NN f>I~" lo~p. Then too, there 
is reference to v \ v('l 1)~?7j0/ ... i)~4d_ 11::)~0. · while ·the 
probably refers to "'the two Kallahs held each year; and 
the two Sanhedrins, the Great ~3anhedr:i.n of 71 and the 
lesser one of 23; it is possible. that we have a veiled 
reference to Sura and Pumbedita. 

] 
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