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DIGEST

The Sefer Haminhagot—written by Asher ben Saul of Lunel in the early

13th century, in Provence—is possibly one of the earliest examples of the

European tradition of the minhag book literature. This thesis is a study
of an unpublished Geniza manuscript presently owned by the Jewish Theologi

cal Seminary Library, which has been described by several scholars as Sefer

Haminhagot.

The first chapter of this thesis introduces the manuscript tradition
of Haminhagot. The distinctive features of the Jewish Theological Seminary

Library manuscript are listed. Possible datings for the JTS Geniza copy of

the book based upon the physical evidence are discussed. A facsimile,
transcription and translation of the Geniza manuscript conclude the chapter.

The first known analysis of the text of this purported Haminhagot manu

script comprises chapter two. The reasons for and the significance of the

reconstruction of the JTS Library pagination of this manuscript have been

The Geniza manuscript sources are traced, the scribal traditionenumerated.

In order to accomplishis identified, style and terminology are examined.

this, a comparison of the Geniza manuscript to a section of the Mishneh Torah

is included.
Chapter three contains a textual comparison of the Geniza manuscript

to the Cambridge manuscript of Sefer Haminhagot published by S. Assaf. This

is preceded by a brief summary of the importance of Provence in the period

in which Haminhagot was written, and an overview of the history of the minhag

A short discussion on the question of the respective dating ofliterature.
books, Sefer Haminhagot and Hamanhig isthe two earliest Provenqal minhag

i



ii

presented, as well as the known biographies of the authors. The contrast

between the Geniza and the published Haminhagot in terms of subject matter,

terminology and sources, leads to the conclusion that the manuscript is not

Haminhagot.

An attempt is made, therefore, in chapter four, to correctly identify

the Geniza manuscript. The possibilities regarding dating and area of ori

gin are derived from the textual and physical features of the Geniza. The

name of the author and the title of the work must at present remain unknown.



CHAPTER I

The Sefer Haminhagot is one of the first, if not the earliest, extant

Its author, Asher ben Saul of Lunel,
lived in the late 12th and early 13th century. The first known manuscript

This manuscript was bound with
Sefer Hamishkal of Rabbi Moses de Leon. Both works are written by the
same hand, in a Spanish-rabbinic script, and are followed by a Latin colo-

This colophon has providedphon which includes reference to Haminhagot.

script copy.
believed that this was the only surviving manuscript of Haminhagot.

However, there are in fact other libraries with reputed Sefer Haminhagot
fragments.
holds a manuscript that had been a part of the Isaiah Sonne collection.
According to Sonne's description, the two-folio fragment of Haminhagot con
tains parts of the Laws of Sabbath and Havdalah, almost all of the Laws of
Chanukah, all of the Laws of Terumot and Ma'aserot, and most of the Laws of
Purim.

This study presents what has been described as a third Haminhagot frag-

the generally accepted provenance of 136U, Algiers, for the Cambridge 
Scholars such as Assaf, Solomon Schechter^

manu-
and Aaron Freimann'’

One of these is the library of the Ben Zvi Institute, which
6

European specimens of a genre of literature, the minhag book, which became 
very popular in the 13th century.

The Sonne manuscript was copied in a rabbinic-ProvenQal script of 
7the Ihth or l£th centuries.

fragment of the Sefer Haminhagot, the Cambridge Add. Do. £. 38, was identi
fied at least as early as 1877 by Schiller-Szinessy;^ the editio princeps 
was published by Simchah Assaf in 1935.^

HISTORY, FACSIMILE, TRANSCRIPTION, 
AND TRANSLATION OF THE GENIZA FRAGMENT
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ment, presently housed in the Jewish Theological Seminary Library. Elkan
Nathan Adler, who acquired this manuscript from the Geniza of Fostat, was

This Geniza manuscript, which was not known to Assaf when he published the

There it retains its Adler number 2$7O. The

as did M. Zlatkine in his 'Otsar Hasefarim Supplement.'

have the reasons for the above attribution been clarified.
Description of the Geniza

The three mauscripts, allegedly of the same book, are not from the
same manuscript copy, and do not comprise one unit. This is most evident
from the number of lines per page. Each of the six folio pages of the JTS

such a varied quantity of lines per page in the same manuscript. That
these manuscripts are not part of the same artifact can also be demonstra
ted from their scripts, although the terminology used to describe scripts

The Cambridge is Spanish-rabbinic, the Sonne ishas been very subjective.
rabbinic-Provenqal, while the Geniza is a Sephardi script.

The page order of the 6 folios of the Jewish Theological Seminary

be indicated as JTS 16a, etc., while the reconstructed pagination is indi-

manuscript has been reconstructed in this study for purposes of clarifi
cation.1^ The pagination of the Jewish Theological Seminary original will

the first to identify it as a fragment of the then unpublished Haminhagot 
in the catalog of his manuscript collection which was published in 1921.8

Apparently the Geniza (manuscript) has not been previously published, nor

scholars at the JTS Library supported Adler's description of the Geniza

Cambridge, was sold to the Jewish Theological Seminary in 1923 with the 
rest of Adler's collection.

Geniza manuscript has sixteen lines; each of the 38 folio pages of the 
Cambridge has 21 linesj1^ each of the two folio pages of the Sonne manu
script has 21j. lines.1^ It is unlikely that one scribe would have used
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cated as MS 1, etc.

The MS ends: yi’in’ niD’T d’d’jds t’t’dddi.
The extant Geniza fragment describes the annual holiday cycle and

festival cycle of the Torah and haftarah readings, and brings as well brief

discussions on matters related to the order of these readings. This materi

al is not encompassed in either the Cambridge or the Sonne manuscripts.

While the MS does not generally cite authorities, three direct references

Two authorities, Maimonides (MS 1)are made to the sources of the text.

and Alfasi in the name of Gaon (Hai) (MS 6)

name.

Date of the MS Copy

early 15th century can be derived from several features of the artifact,

This is supported by the watermark ofcertainly from the Sephardi script.

In addition, the

yellowish quality of the Geniza paper provides a terminus post quern, since

Geniza papers before the 13th century are brown.

One of these glosses in a 15th century Italian hand," on MS 3, inhands.

the right margin, is long enough to provide a terminus ante quern for the

The remaining two glosses are one-word corrections, as indicated incopy.

the footnotes to the transcription.

Note on the Transcription and Translation

While the copyist of JTS MS has employed several methods of justi

fying the margin and of eliminating errors within the text, each occurrence

In its reconstructed state the Geniza begins: 
T’FI’V K^?K DTK ’J3 ’ JwV DTTp^ fn3 7’p’DDD ,

Also, the manuscript contains a small number of glosses by three other
16

A dating for the copy of the Geniza manuscript to the late iLith or

the paper, "vertical lines and a circle with a cross on it," which can be 

dated to the year 1382, and has been traced to Troyes.

are directly referred to by

amru chachamim" (MS 12) occurs only once.The term
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of this has not been indicated in the transcription and translation which

follow. In general, however, the scribe, when justifying the margin may

MS 12, line 7), designs such as
MS U, line 16), or extended letters (e.g., MS 12, line 5). Scribal dele
tions or errors are usually marked by dots (e.g., MS 11, line If?) or a
series of close slanted lines above the text (e.g., MS 12, lines 3-U)•

The transcription and translation follow the pagination of the origi
nal MS. Bible chapter and verse have been inserted to aid the reader,
while Talmudic sources are indicated in the footnotes. Translation of
Biblical passages are from the Jewish Publication Society Edition, 1955*

use one of the following techniques: a custos (redundant letter, e.g.,
LF (e.g., MS 11, line li), two dots (e.g.,
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NOTES TO TRANSCRIPTION

No. 671, ll*th century Spanish MS
Rome, before 1480, printedR
Soncino, 1490, printedS
Constantinople, 1J09, printedC

Mishneh Torah, Hilchot Tefillah 13:6.
No. 67I, R, S, C have □nV.

4. No. 671, R, S, C have nnn:ro.
5. None of the hands has corrected o’ok'jd.’
6. Gloss in the right margin reads:

No one has corrected the dittography of7. nona iy.
8. has been inserted by another hand.

Scribe has corrected his error by inserting kaph above the line.9.
10.

None of the hands has corrected11. Ki®a.

has been inserted by the scribe.12.

No. 671, R, S, C have13. 7’syno.

11*. Mishnah Shekalim 1:1.

30

to Moritz Steinschneider, Catalogus Librorum Hebraeorum in
- - - , 1869-70, the Ror

jxtant printed edi

Gloss in left margin, again a different hand, corrects the reading to 
K’nwan.

 _irly printed editions of the 
r of the Hebrew Union College, as well 
Lowing were used for this purpose:

■»w’on oi’a Vnwa :nnyn an nos 
.Knaia Ksoaa wrp xnanan Vos snn two nos

jme, before 1480, and the 
iitions.

The order of the MS as housed by JTS has been altered to render the 
text more coherent. Both the JTS and the reconstructed pagination 
have been indicated in the transcription and translation. Breaks 
in the MS can in some cases be restored with reference to the Mishneh 
Torah manuscript tradition, and the earlj 
Mishneh Torah at the Klau Library 
as our printed edition. The folic

According 1
Bibliotheca Bodleiana, pp.
Soncino are the earliest ej
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MS 1/ JTS 17A
One does not interrupt the reading of the last eight verses of Deuter

onomy in order to call up another reader, rather one person alone reads
this section. This is not to be understood in accordance with the words
of Maimonides, may his memory be for a blessing, who interpreted that the
phrase, "The verses ought to be recited by one person," means that there is
no need to have a quorum of ten men in the synagogue. Rather, according to
Maimonides, one reads these verses even without a quorum. But the correct
practice is that one does need a quorum of ten. For why should there not
need to be holiness with these verses as with the rest of the Torah?

On the Festivals and the Day of Atonement, one disregards the weekly
Sabbath cycle of Torah readings in order to read in the subject matter of
the Festival. Moses, our teacher, may he rest in peace, instituted for
Israel, that one should read the subject of the day for each Festival, and

the subject of the day at each Festival.
On Passover, one recites the portion of the Festivals in Leviticus.

They are now accustomed to have four readers in the portion Bo* *E1 Par'oh

their hosts" (12:51).
al Torah reading) from the portion Pinchas "And in the first month" (Num-

One recites the haftarah

and none came in" (6:1); he skips and reads the verse "So the Lord was with
If the first day falls on the Sabbath, six reciteJoshua" (Joshua 6:27).

The seventh reads in the musaf,

as we have written.
'Emor 'El Hakohanim "When a bullock or a sheep or a goat" (Leviticus 22:27)

in the section Mishchu (Exodus 12:21) until "out of the land of Egypt by
The fifth reader recites in the musaf (the addition

in the portion Mishchu (Exodus 12:21-51).
On the second day of Passover, one reads in the portion

bers 28:16) until the end of the section (28:25).
in Joshua "At that time" (Joshua 5:2) until "none [MS 2/JTS 17B] went out

that one should expound on



32

until "And Moses declared the appointed seasons of the Lord" (23:1*1*). On
Passover, one reads the haftarah of Josiah, in Kings "And the King sent,
and they gathered unto him all the elders of Judah" (II Kings 23:1) until
"the fire to Molech" (23:10).

On the third day in the portion Bo1 *E1 Par'oh "Sanctify unto Me all the
firstborn" (Exodus 22:23) until the end of the portion (13:16). On the
fourth day "If thou lend money to any of My people" (22:21*) until "Thou
shalt not seeth a kid in its mother's milk" (23119). On the fifth day in
the portion Ki Tisa "Hew thee" (31*:1) until "Thou shalt not seeth a kid in
its mother's milk" (3U:26). It is customary to read this section on the
Sabbath of the intermediate days of the festival. On the sixth day in the
portion Beha'alotcha in the section "In the wilderness of Sinai" (Numbers
9:1) until "for the stranger and for him that is born in the land" (9:11*).
And on all the days of ... [MS 3/JTS 18a] of the chol hamo'ed (intermediate

But one begins fromverses individually because they are all one issue.
"But ye shall present an offering made by fire" (Numbers 28:19) until the
end of the section (28:26). So one reads in the musaf of the last two

On the last day "And it came to pass, when Pharaoh had letfestival days.
the people go" (Exodus 13:17) until "for I am the Lord that Healeth thee"

One reads the haftarah in Samuel "And David spoke unto the Lord"(15:26).

(Isaiah 10:32) until "the Holy One of Israel" (12:6). The mnemonic for

days), one reads the musaf in the portion Pinchas in the section "And in 
the first month" (Numbers 28:16); but one does not count the first three

He skips and reads "And the King commanded"
(II Kings 23:21) until "neither after him arose there any like him" (23:2$).

(II Samuel 22:1-51). On the eighth day in the portion Re'eih 'Anochi "the 
firstling males" (Deuteronomy 15:19) until the end of the portion (16:17). 
One reads the haftarah in Isaiah "This very day shall he halt at Nob"
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these portions for Passover is: Mashach Tura1 Kadesh Bekaspa' Pesol Bemidbera

Shelach Buchrah.
On Pentecost one reads on the first day in the portion Vayishma Yitro

fruits, when ye bring a new meal-offering" (Numbers 28:26) until the end of
the section (28:31).

that spoke" (1:28).

One
reads the haftarah in Chabakuk "But the Lord is in His holy temple" (Chabakuk
2:20) until "For the leader. With my string music" (3:19).

On the New Year one reads "And in the seventh month, on the first day
of the month" (Numbers 29:1). The custom is that one reads in the portion
Vayeira1 1 Eilav on the first day "And the Lord remembered Sarah" (Genesis
21:1) until "And Abraham sojourned in the land of the Philistines" (Genesis
21:3k).

One reads the haftarah
"Now there was a certain man of Ramataim" (I Samuel 1:1) until "and exalt
the horn of His annointed" (2:10). On the second day one reads in the por
tion Vayeira1 'Eilav "God did prove Abraham" (Genesis 22:1) until the end

One reads the haftarah in Jeremiah "Thus saith the

One reads the haftarah in Ezekiel from the beginning 
of [MS U/JTS 18b] the book (Ezekiel 1:1) until "and I heard a voice of one

On the second day one reads "All the firstling males" 
(Deuteronomy lf>:19) until the end of the portion (16:17).

"In the third month" (Exodus 19:1) until the end of the portion (20:23).
In the musaf one reads in the portion Pinchas "Also in the day of the first

For musaf one reads in the portion Pinchas "in the seventh month" 
(Numbers 29:1) until the end of the section (29:10).

In the musaf, as 
on the first day (Numbers 28:26-31) because the first day is doubtful.

of the portion (22:2k).
Lord: he has found grace in the wilderness" (Jeremiah 31:2) until "I will 
surely have compassion upon him, saith the Lord" (31:20).

On the Day of Atonement in the morning service, one reads in Acharei

The reader skips and says "Then a spirit lifted me up"
etc., (Ezekiel 3:12).
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one reads

At minchah one reads about the forbidden sexual relations that

tion (18:30)—so that everyone who has sinned in one of them will feel

counted among the three readers for the Day of Atonement minchah Torah read
ing. He reads the haftarah in the Prophets "Now the word of the Lord came
unto Jonah the son of Amitai" (Jonah 1:1) until "and much cattle" (l*:ll).
He skips to the book of Micah and says "Who is a God like unto Thee"

us," etc. (Micah 7:19),
"Thou wilt show faithfulness to Jacob," etc. (Micah 7:20).

On Tabernacles, on the first day one reads in the portion 'Emor ’El

On the second day of Tabernacles

On

are in Ac hare i Mot—from "And the Lord spoke" etc., (Leviticus 18:1), "After 
the doings of the Land of Egypt" (Leviticus 18:3) until the end of the por-

One reads the haftarah in Isaiah "And He will say, 'Cast ye up, 
cast ye up'" (Isaiah 57:11*) until "For the mouth of the Lord has spoken it" 
(58:11*).

Mot, from the beginning of the portion (Leviticus 16:1) until "And he did 
as the Lord commanded Moses" (16:31*). CMS 5/JTS 19A] In the musaf 
in the portion Pine has "And on the tenth day of the seventh month" (Numbers 
29:7).

(Micah 7:18), "He will again have compassion on

Hakohanim "When a bullock or a sheep or a goat" (Leviticus 22:27) until 
"And Moses declared the appointed seasons of the Lord" (23:1*1*)• The musaf 
is read in the portion Pinchas "And on the fifteenth day" etc., (Numbers 
29:12) until the end of the section (29:16). One reads the haftarah "Behold, 
a day of the Lord comes" (Zechariah 11*: 1).
one reads as on the first day; we read the haftarah in Kings "And all the 
men of Israel assembled themselves unto King Solomon" (I Kings 8:2) until 
"when he brought [MS 6/JTS 19B] them out of the land of Egypt" (8:21). 
the last day one reads in the portion Re'eih 'Anochi "All the firstling 
males" (Deuteronomy 15:19) until the end of the portion (16:17). We read

ashamed, and return in teshuvah. The one who reads maftir is third, and is
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the haftarah in Kings "And it was so, that when Solomon made
8:5U) until "which he was pleased to do" (9:1). On the next day, which is
Simchat Torah,
my 33:1-3U). One reads the haftarah "And Solomon stood" (I Kings 8122).
It is now the custom to read the haftarah "Now it came to pass after the
death" (Joshua 1:1) until "for the Lord thy God is with thee whithersoever
thou goest" (1:9).

Rabbi Alfasi, blessed be his memory, in the
this is the custom in the two schools: Each day [our masters] read two pas-

How? On the third day, which is the first day of chol hamo'ed, thesages.
the second day" (Numbers 29:17-19)i the Levite reads

the third day," and the fourth goes back and reads both "And on the second

finishes with the reading for the doubtful day, since it is possibly the
second, possibly [MS 7/JTS 20A] the third day of Tabernacles. On the fourth
day, that it is the second of the chol hamo’ed, one reads "On the third day"
(29:20-22) and "On the fourth day" (29:23-25) in the same manner as we have
written.

It is the custom on each day of the festivals, on the Day of Atonement,
and on the seven days of Passover, that

In the first scroll one recites these subjects thatthe morning service.

day, as we have clarified.

out two Torah scrolls as one does at Passover, because there are notake
The one whospecial sections as there are for chol hamo*ed Passover.such

On the rest of the days of the Tabernacles, during chol 

hamo'ed, one reads in the sacrifices of the festival in the portion Pinchas.

Priest reads "And on

one takes out two Torah scrolls in

name of (Hai) Gaon, wrote that

one reads all of the portion of Vezo't Haberachah (Deuterono-

an end" (I Kings

day" (29:17-19) and "And on

we have explained, and in the second one reads about the sacrifice of that
But on chol hamo'ed of Tabernacles, one does not

"And on the third day" (29:20-22); the Israelite returns and reads "And on

the third day" (29=20-22) in order that one
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it "And on the Sabbath day" (Numbers 28:9-10) because these are only two
While one does

or less than the verses dealing with the Sabbath sacrifice because the sur-

returns the first scroll,

reads the maftir; then one reads the haftarah in the Prophets.
On a Sabbath that is during chol hamo'ed, whether it is Passover, or

whether it is Tabernacles, one reads the first Torah reading "See Thou say-
est unto me" (Exodus 33:12) until "Thou shalt not seethe a kid in its mother's
milk" (31;: 26). The haftarah which one reads for the Sabbath of Passover is
"The hand of the Lord was upon me" (Ezekiel 37:1) until "I have spoken, and

On the first day of Chanukah we read from the Priestly Benediction

verses which describe the sacrifice of the Sabbath musaf♦
not read in the synagogue less than three verses, one should not read more

reads the portions of the sacrifice, also reads the haftarah in the Prophets.
But on the Sabbath one does not take out a second Torah scroll to read in

(Numbers 7:21;) who offered on

second out after the reading of the first, when one

(Numbers 6:21;) until the end "this was the offering of Nachshon the son of 
Amminadab (17:17), for Nachshon presented his offering on the first day. On 

read "The prince" (Numbers 7:18) who presen

rounding text does not speak of the sacrifice of the day. Each day [MS 8/ 
JTS 20B] that one takes out two Torah scrolls, or three, if one takes the

one says Kadish, and takes out the second scroll; one says Radish again, 
when returning the last scroll. We have already written that the custom is

performed it, saith the Lord" (37:11;) • When the Sabbath is during Taber
nacles, we read the haftarah "the day when Gog shall come" (Ezekiel 38:18) 
until "and rob those that robbed them saith the Lord God" (39:10).

to always say Kadish after one finishes reading the Torah. After that one

the second day of Chanukah we
ted his offering on the second day; on the third day we read "The prince"

the third day. How? On the second day [MS 9/
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in this order.

until "So he made the candlestick" (8:1;). On the Sabbath of Chanukah we

two Sabbaths one reads on the first Sabbath the portion of the day first,

On the second Sab
bath, we read in the regular portion of the day, and in the musaf in the
section of "On the eighth day" (Numbers 7:5k) until the end; we read the
haftarah on the second Sabbath about the candles of Solomon, in Kings "So
Hiram made an end" (I Kings 7:li0) until "for the glory of the Lord filled

If there is one Sabbath of Chanukah, and if that Sab-reads the haftarah.
bath is on the second day of Chanukah, [MS 1O/JTS 21B] we read in the musaf

If the Sabbath fell on

then the musaf in the portion of Naso1 from the "Priestly Benediction" 
(Numbers 6:21t) until "The offering of Nachshon" (7:17).

read the haftarah about the candles of Zechariah in the Prophets "Sing and 
rejoice" (Zechariah 2:11;) until "Grace, grace unto it" (2j.:7).

JTS 21A] a Priest reads three verses, a Levite reads the three remaining, 
and the Israelite goes back and reads all of it from the beginning of "On 
the second day" (Numbers 7:18); so on the third day, and so on all of them

If there were

in the section "On the second day" (Numbers 7:18).
the third day we read in the musaf in the section "On the third day" (Num
bers 7:21;), and so with the rest of the days. We always read the portion

On the eighth day one reads from "The eighth day" (Numbers
7:51;) until the end of the portion, and one begins the portion Beha'alotcha

of the day first and after that the musaf ♦
On Purim we read for the morning service in the portion Veyehi Beshalach 

"Then came Amalek" (Exodus 17:8) until the end of the portion (17:16).
On the Ninth of Av we read in the portion Va'etchanan "When thou shalt 

beget children and children's children" (Deuteronomy 1;:2$) until "to you 
forever" (l;:l;O). We read the haftarah in Jeremiah "I will utterly consume

the house of the Lord" (8:11). The one who reads in the subject of Chanukah,
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ye

the Lord" (Isaiah 55:6) until "those that

haftarah in Isaiah "Seek ye the Lord."

so that the people..will repent and humble their hearts,

(Exodus 32:11) as on other fasts.

Israel was accustomed to read for the haftarah on the three Sabbaths

before the Ninth of Av, words of rebuke: the first Sabbath, "The words of

Jeremiah" (Jeremiah 1:1); the second, "Hear ye the word of the Lord" (Jere-

The acro-after the Ninth of Av until the New Year; one does not alter them.
These are they: "The words

following the Ninth of Av one reads the haftarah "Comfort ye, comfort ye" 
(Isaiah 1*0:1). One reads haftarot in the Nechamot (consolations) of Isaiah

At minchah of the Ninth of Av we read "And Moses besought" (Exodus 
32:11) like the other fast days; we read the haftarah in Isaiah "Seek

nym for these readings is: DSH CHNO' 'RK SHDSH.
of Jeremiah" (Jeremiah 1:1); "Hear ye the word of the Lord" (Jeremiah 2:1*);
"The vision of Isaiah" (Isaiah 1:1); "Comfort ye, comfort ye" (Isaiah 1*0:1);

On the fasts that the community decrees because of calamities such as 
famine, plague and such, [ MS 11/JTS 16b] one reads the Blessings and Curses 
(Leviticus 26 )

"But Zion said" (Isaiah 1*9:11*); "0 thou afflicted, tossed with tempest" 
(Isaiah 51*:11); "I, even I" (Isaiah 51:12); "Sing, O'barren" (Isaiah 51*:1);
"Arise, shine" (Isaiah 60:1); "Return, 0’ Israel" (Hosea 11*:2); "Seek ye

them" (Jeremiah 8:13) until "for in these things I delight, saith the Lord" 
(9:23).

miah 2:1*); the third, "The vision of Isaiah" (Isaiah 1:1). On the Sabbath

as they hear them. The custom is that one reads "And Moses besought"

we read in the morning service . . . "And Moses besought" (Exodus 32:11) -
The first reader recites four verses. The second and third read from "Hew
thee" (Exodus 31*:1) until "that which I do with thee" (31*:10). We read the

are gathered" ($6:8). The rest 
of the fasts which we observe because of what happened to our forefathers,
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the Lord" (Isaiah 55:6); "I will greatly rejoice" (Isaiah 61:10). It is all
as ordered before us. On the Sabbath that precedes the New Year, one al
ways reads the haftarah "Return, 0 Israel" (Hosea llp2). [MS 12/JTS 16a]

reads the haftarah "Seek ye the Lord while He may be found" (Isaiah 55 = 6).
On the Sabbath that is between the Day of Atonement and Tabernacles, one
reads the haftarah "I will greatly rejoice" (Isaiah 61:10). If there is
no Sabbath between the Day of Atonement and Tabernacles, the haftarah "I
will greatly rejoice" will not be read that year at all.

If the New Month of Adar falls on a Sabbath one reads in the portion
of Shekalim (Exodus 30:11-16); one reads the haftarah in Kings "And Jehoiada
made a covenant" (II Kings 11:17). If the New Moon of Adar falls in the
middle of the week, even on Friday, one anticipates and reads the portion

The sages, blessed be their memory,of Shekalim on the preceding Sabbath.
said: "On the first of Adar, one proclaims regarding the Shekalim" that

. . and the half shekel to maintain the sacrifices; now that therewere .
is neither sacrifice nor shekalim, one reads the portion to commemorate the

One reads from the beginning of Ki Tisa1 (Exodus 30:11) untilpractice.
"And thou shalt take the atonement money" (30:16). It is generally so.

One reads the haftarah in Kings "And Jehoiada made a covenant" (II Kings 11:17).

On the Sabbath that is between the New Year and the Day of Atonement, one



CHAPTER II

The Jewish Theological Seminary Geniza manuscript has been identified

as Sefer Haminhagot.

Theological Seminary Library cataloguers, and M. Zlatkine. To my know
ledge, no study has been published to support this claim. Since the basis
upon which these scholars determined the Geniza to be Sefer Haminhagot is
presently unknown, this chapter will probe the manuscript text internally
—analyze sources, scribal tradition, style, and terminology—in order to
determine whether this identification is probable or not. The third chap
ter will contain a comparative study of the manuscript to Assaf’s Sefer
Haminhagot.

The Geniza is a type of halachic digest which brings listings of Torah,

mediate Sabbath of Passover and Tabernacles (MS 8), Chanukah (MS 7), the

Sabbath(s) of Chanukah (MS 8-10), Purim (MS 10), Ninth of Av (MS 10), fasts

(MS 10/11), the special Sabbaths surrounding the Days of Awe (MS 11), the

The readings are listed straight-New Month of Adar (MS 12), in this order.

In addition, there are brief discussions about

U0

haftarah and musaf readings for Passover (MS 1-3), Pentecost (MS 3/4), New 

Year (MS h), Day of Atonement (MS 4/5), Tabernacles (MS 5/6), the inter-

of interrupting the regular Sabbath Torah portion cycle in order to read the 

subjects fitting for the holidays (MS 1), and about the proper procedures

forwardly and consistently.

the number of men required for a Torah reading (MS 1), about the importance

This conclusion, however, has been expressed only in 
brief catalogue references by scholars such as E. N. Adler, the Jewish

ANALYSIS OF THE TEXT
OF JEWISH THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY MANUSCRIPT 2570 

OF THE GENIZA
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for the use of two Torah scrolls (MS 8).

Mishneh Torah Hilchot Tefillah Geniza MS

(15:8)

(13:14)

(13:18)

solving two major problems with the manuscript text. The first problem

ized in a logical order, following the annual cycle of the major holidays
from Passover to Tabernacles; the cycle of the minor holidays from Chanukah
to the Ninth of Av and other fasts follows. However, the subject of the
Ninth of Av and the fasts is discussed both at the beginning and end of the
manuscript according to the Jewish Theological Seminary pagination: JTS 16b,

Av, as well as

the Torah and haftarah readings for the morning and afternoon services of

The second problem with the pagination

oi’Vi •pp’oDD
pKiip, d’-iiboh 

•now 1T03 k> lyion

□ i’^i nnyio> p»p’OBoi (1) 
T’jyn pnpi o’tiboh 
.nnwn nos kVi nyion

Tmpn T’jy Knipm (7) 
K’3J3 T»OBD K1H

Vn’i pup nmaan (10) 
m’jyn ’a’ -ikwb nuea

pipn j’ly rnpi 
K’333 T»aaa Kin 

nroa ^h’i pup nnaani 
ni’iyn ’a’ ikw3

the Ninth of Av and regular fasts.

of the MS stems from abrupt transitions in the subject matters at JTS 16A-

line 1, covers the readings on the Sabbaths before and after the Ninth of 

readings for the regular fasts; JTS 21B, line 3, deals with

A significant indication of the style of the Geniza is the correspond

ence between it and the Mishneh Torah, evident from the following examples:

16B and JTS 16B-17A. JTS 16A, line 16, lists the haftarah readings from

Kings for the New Month-of Adar which falls during the week, while JTS 16b,

Not only does the Geniza correspond to the Mishneh Torah (MT), but

Hilchot Tefillah 13;6-20 aids in restoring the correct order, thereby re

relates to its conceptual order. The bulk of the Geniza material is organ-



1*2

line 1, brings material related to the fasts:
JTS 16B, line 1 (MT 13:18) JTS 16A, line 16 (MT 13:20)

nmia 7’mp jna

Not only is there no relationship between these subjects, but one would ex

pect an antecedent for A similar problem occurs at the transition7*3 .

from JTS 16B, line 16, to the top of JTS 17A, line Material dealing with

the haftarot for the period around the New Year ends at the bottom of JTS 16B;

at the top of JTS 17A an incomplete discussion about the number of people re

quired for a Torah reading begins:

JTS 16B, line 16 (MT 13:19)

In order to eliminate these problems the page order has been changed so that
JTS 17A begins the MS; JTS 16B and 16A, in that order, are placed behind JTS
21B. The reconstructed Geniza pages will be indicated, as mentioned in chap-

The following cita-ter one, with "MS" preceding the corrected page number.
tions indicate the improved text:

MS 10, line 15/16 (ICT 13:18)MS 11, line 1 (ICT 13:18)

MS 11, line 15/16 (ICT 13:19)

mama pup jna 
□PH 131®’® ’TD

’3BD T133H 7’TTll® m’3Pn51 
ksi’di tdtt miss 7113 mnxn

7’T’DBD H3®T ®KT ’3BV® 113®
Vkt®’ H31®

H3®il ®KT ’3B>® 113® oVljV 
^KT®’ H31® 7’T’DBD

JTS 17A, line 1 (MT 13:7)

’3®V mnpV 7H3 7’p’osa 
DTK ’33

MS 12, line 1 (MT 13*19)
OT’> H3®i1 ®KT 7’3® n3®31 

7’T’DBD D’T1D3H

The relationship between the Mishneh Torah and the Geniza is so great 
that it appears that the latter is dependent upon the MT. This dependence 
is illustrated by the following line by line comparison of the reconstructed 
Geniza text to the printed edition of the MT. In many instances, the Geniza 
MS follows the MT for terminology and phraseology, in addition to structure.

PT’-IH’ nT3’1 D’D^DB 7’T’DBDI
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The above proves that the Mishneh Torah serves as a basic source of

the Geniza manuscript, and certainly supports the reconstructed order of

However, the Geniza is not

MT; these indicate that our MS is closer to the Ihth century manuscript

tradition, rather than the printed edition of the MT. Even sections which

controversies in the halacha; in these instances the Geniza manuscript

authority either to uphold or to counter a

viewpoint.

Reference to the Mishneh Torah manuscript tradition—especially to a

of JTS.

of the Ihth century, is clear from the following:

are not from the MT, show a similarity to the code literature, however. 

Usually the style of the Geniza is more pedagogical than that of the MT. 

Other Geniza manuscript expansions emphasize issues that have engendered

manuscript makes significant additions to the MT, even disputing Maimonides.

Some of these differences are attributable to the scribal tradition of the

the Geniza manuscript discussed in chapter one.

author brings the name of an

Ihth-century MT Spanish text, MS No. 671 at the Klau Library, and to a

Ihth-century MT manuscript, No. 172 of the Vatican collection—acounts for 

some of the variations between the Geniza and the MT. While several early

printed editions of MT at the Klau Library were also examined, the manu

scripts of the MT reflect a) variations of orthography, b) variant wordings, 

c) varying lengths of Biblical citations which are found in the manuscript

The printed editions are not helpful in this regard. This affini

ty of the JTS Geniza manuscript to the Mishneh Torah manuscript tradition

a mere selection of Maimonidean halacha. Rather, the author of the Geniza



Printed Mishneh Torah

(15A , Col. II, Line 18) 1’Kiip (13:8)

nn® (13:8)

(13:12)71-inK 310 DI’

(13:15)V33i

(13:19)5K3 npon

(13:20)lb’DK

b)

7pn nwoi (13:8)(15 A, II ,19)7pn n”y *51 nwoi

pm oi’s nnpV (13:8)(15 A, II ,22)71BKT 510 01’3 nil?1?

13 snip iiwin (13:14)(15B, I ,5)13 7’11p THKH

(13:18)

(13:8)(15 A , 11,24)

(13:8)(15 A , 11,27) 111 131’1 7’1’DDOImn’> m nsi’i

(13:8)iay> 3133 oi’n 112 (15A ,n ,27/28) oi’n iiy 7’1’oom

(13:8)0’33 1’Vin ’□(15 B , I ,22)0’33 0’33 1’Vin ’3

7’1ip 3K3 HP®n3 
n’inoo

c)

503 OK ’2’313 
’ay ns m’yn

q03 OK ’2’315 
m*?n

Mishneh Torah MS #671 
a)• nip

n’ln®3 3K5 *05 (15B , I ,21/22)
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Geniza Manuscript Mishneh Torah MS #172
a)

(1) 1’liP (34 A , Line 11)7’TiP

(1) (34A ,12)noon mon

(6) (34B ,12)finnKrt tinmen

(8) (35A ,2)01’ >33

nysn1? (11) (35B ,4)3K3 nyon>3K3

’ <DK (12) ’ ‘dr (35B ,14)

b)
(34Aipn n”y ‘si nom (1) ‘on nwo ,12)

(34A ,15)(1)lioRn 310 di’3 mnpV JlOKl 310 01’3

(J4 B ,22)(7) 3HRHTFIKH

(35 A ,19)

c)
(34A ,17/18)(2)

mn’^ mn irri (34B ,20)(3)

(34B ,20)(3) nny^ 3133 oi’n mynny^ 3133 oi’n my

Too ok ’y’snn 
’ay nK m>n

n’nn®3 3K3 nywns
7’iip

*]03 OK ’y’3T3 
’ny nx m^n

n’ino3 3rd nyons (10)
T’HP

0’35 ’351 0’35 T’^in ’3 (10)
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variants may be preserved within it. The Geniza, therefore, may be useful

in restoring the original MT.

Not every variation of wording or of Biblical citation between our

Mishneh Torah and the Geniza manuscript is part of a scribal tradition

which can be identified from these MT manuscripts or early printed editions.

However, those of content and style, which follow, reflect the code litera

ture, rather than other literatures.

script author brings material supplementary to the MT which is based in the

Gemara, the Talmud was not used as a source:

Geniza MS 3 B. Megillah 31*

Only once in our fragment does the Geniza even acknowledge a classical rab-

In this special case, the phrase

Adar which falls o’>pwn >y py>D®a iiks insa.

Other incongruities between the Geniza and the Mishneh Torah appear to

be stylistic, as in cases when the former does not reflect the minha; termi-

These stylistic variations of minhag languagenology of the Mishneh Torah.

When the MT uses minhagare consistent regarding only one of the MT phrases.

pashut, the Geniza uses haminhag:

Our MTGeniza MS

□ yn uhj naaiI’way urm
Dies mamimani

... ® ’aI’WSy 13.H31

(13:8)

(13:10)

(13:12)

(1)

(*)
(6)

KD>y 11H3 K31’Kni ’’3K TDK 
KD033 wnp KTin 3®D ’np’a> 

.K3313 K331D3 >09

"'amru chachamim" introduces

For instance, in cases where the manu-

a quote from the Mishnah about the Shekalim reading for the New Month of

on the Sabbath (MS 12)

non 'jw i>x m’wi9> jo’oni 
K9033 iznp xnin q®a 

• R-ID13 nVm KT31D3 >09

binic source.

Since the Geniza reflects the MT manuscript tradition, some non-extant MT
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(7)anaan 701 (13:14)

(8)inaon® (13:15)01WDH 1HJDH®

Vk-IU’ 11H3 (11) (13:19)□ yn im

... 701 (11) (13:19)BIOT inim

cal in identifying the reading:

Geniza MS Our MT B. Megillah 31A

(1) >1^1 FI0B3nosa

naanaa naanaa 7’T’dddi

of the MT appear to differ as to the style

of Biblical citations, the Geniza manuscript is very consistent in citing

the ending and beginning phrase of the Torah reading. This is, then, another

departure from the MT. In addition, this clarity is increased by the Geniza's

consistent reference to the name of the pertinent Torah portion, and if ap

propriate, the additional Torah reading (musaf). The MT reference is terser,

as from this example of the reading for Passover:

Geniza MS 1

ano ova mnp> rwy iinan 
nyiD ^k Ka -ifoa nymK 7WEnn 

^y o’nso tied iawa noisa 
amsax

7’t’dbdt (13:8) 
VaVia

7’T’ddoi (13:9)

MT 13:8
mnpV oyn iinj naan 

ia©a 7WKi DT’a 
.oaV inpi

onsB -noa «joToa Kiip ’o’onni 
Epos «iio ny winai

more detailed information than the MT. First, while the MT clings to the

Gemara wording for reference to a Torah reading, the Geniza is more techni-

Several of the Geniza passages which are expansions of the Mishneh

Torah serve specifically pedagogical purposes; they bring more precise and

iy E’nn nya y®w»a
Ka 7’ET EXV» 7->r

VspTn’a 7’i’DBm (3) 
ny nson nVnna 

nano >np ya®Ei

Second, although the manuscripts

portion and the long citations to the Torah readings, the Geniza author also 

presents a more technically precise ritual for situations not mentioned in

In addition to the Geniza MS supplement of the name of the weekly Torah



the Mishneh Torah. The following situations are examples of this: the

While much of this material about readings and procedures is related

in the Geniza in the form of instruction, on two occasions the instruction

is accompanied by an explanation. The first example of this uses

chachamim" to introduce a direct quote to the Mishnah Shekalim 1:1:

o’Vpwn ’yy 7’y’awa mna uno. However, the Geniza continues with

what appears to be the author's original statement:

Also the reader is cautioned that on the Sabbath there is no musaf Torah

While there is no halachic controversy here, the rationale forreading.

readings for the musaf for the intermediate days of Passover (MS 1-2; MT 

1318)*; the reading for the first day of Passover which falls on the Sab

bath (MS 2; MT 13:8); the mnemonic for the Passover Torah readings (MS 3; 

MT 13:8); the musaf readings for the Sabbaths of Chanukah (MS 9/10; MT 

13:17); the reading for the one Sabbath of Chanukah which falls on the

♦Citations are to the expected location in the Mishneh Torah, had 
these texts been included there.

second day of the holiday (MS 9/10 j MT 13:17); the reading and order for 

the third day of Chanukah (MS 8/9; MT 13:17); the acronym of the haftarot 

for the Sabbaths from before the Ninth of Av to Tabernacles (MS 11; MT 

13:19).

"'amru

B. Megillah, Chapter 3, Section 5, as

haps be an

this—that the description of the Sabbath offering is only two verses long 

--is brought.1 The phrasing of the explanation may correspond to and per

in terpre tat ion of the commentary of Rabbenu Asher b. Yechiel to 

the following comparison illustrates:

i’®ayi jnmipn thsV Vpwn n’xnaVi ... a T»nm

•T’ayn natV nwnan 7’Tip a’Vp® kVi pnp a® pw
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Rabbenu Asher Geniza MS 7

Certainly the author of the Geniza also intends to clarify when he

twice digresses from the Mishneh Torah text, recalling in each case the

name of the significant authority involved. He dissents from sin

(MS 6). It is clear that’okdVr 31

the Geniza expansions are brought in these instances because of the contro

versial nature of the subject matter. The first of the controversial pas

sages concerns the reading of the last eight verses of Deuteronomy, which

This issue is first discussed in B. Baba Batra 1$A andare post-Mosaic.

B. Menahot 30A, Specifical-jihk snip i’n’ mm3® a’pios naia®

ly, the meaning of ]nis sn? T’n’ has been interpreted differently by

Maimonides’ opinion of the passage (MT 13:6),

that one does not need a quorum of ten, is refuted by the author of the

Geniza manuscript as follows:

MT Hilchot Tefillah 13:6Geniza MS 1

t nawa 731 
> ’3® min 
iyoni "ns®n 
*)oio pup 
7’nip 7’ki 
n®>®a mna 
hdd^ ninp^

mmn qios® o’pioa H3ia® 
n’33 oniR mi?1? nmo 

B"yK m®ya mnss noasn 
h®di R’n min >3n® 

^’rih mas misin ’aa 
nn’a nnxi an® 7yo®ai 
73’s>i ian®3 ’"in n®a 

jms mip*? I’n’V nma

1BD n3®3 7’K’Xia 7’K® HOI 
'•n3®n oi’m” mnpV min 

□ •>31® D’B’3 7’1ip® 103 
7’R® ’d’? oi’n mssnp 
’3® pi 33® *7® H®1B3 

R^>R mip1? 7’R1 Q’PIDB 
.□I’ 'j® 13’3ya

the various commentators.^

mnp> 7H3 7’P’oao [7’x] 
1’n’> R’rR Q1R ’33 ’ 3®V 

□in ’13T3 rVi ,7ms 7’iip 
Rmp -^’n’® 3n3® ^"t n®a ‘n 

Rm® T’lx 7’R® naiV ,7niR 
l’H’5 rVr nO33H n’33 m®y 

7133H V3R .7mK 7’np 
na1? ’□ m®y 7’3’ix® 

nR®3 n®np 7’3’nx i’n’ 
?minn

iso 7’R’xia 7’R 
oi’3i" 13 mnpV 

n®ia3 7’R® ’dV oj 
D’pioa ’3® pn 

nO33H n’33 
7’R1 O’PIDB 

laa’n nVyaVi 
13’3yb 1310 13’K® ’O'? 

.□i’ V®

n®a *n (MS 1) and in another upholds
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MT Hilchot Tefillah 13:7

The transmission of the passage in the Geniza is different from that
in the MT.

nology of MT 13:7, especially with the phrase
II

JH3 T’P’ODD 7’K.

The Geniza MS author's refutation of the Mishneh Torah here has not

provided us with an additional, more correct interpretation of the meaning

of the phrase. It is not even clear which of the interpretations is pre

ferred by the Geniza; only the correction of the MT is expressed. Rashi's

understanding of the phrase, supported by R. Tam in the Tosaphot to Menahot

means that one person reads

bringing up other readers. It is the Rashi comment to Alphas! Megillah 12A

This

peated aloud by Moses, then it was written down as it was dictated to him 

by God. Since the last eight verses of God's dictation described Moses'

30A and to Baba Batra lf>A and later followed by the Tur and the Shulchan 

Aruch,^ is that the phrase

Although the MS seems to have omitted Hilchot Tefillah 13:7, 

the Geniza MS phraseology here, not a direct quote from the MT, though 

obviously responding to Hilchot Tefillah 13:6, reflects some of the termi-

j’K D’ini mm3® nibbp 
1HR RbR JH3 7’P’OBO 

picas b’nnn ,inut snip 
pi03 3 d”odi on’mb® 

mbbpi ,Dn’-inR b® 
piosb nxn dr mm hj®d3® 
oyn iihj tsdi .pom jhd 

THR RbR JS13 posb Rb® 
.jniR Klip

that brings the aggadic reason

death, Moses began crying and could not repeat these verses aloud, 

distinguishing feature of these final verses of the Torah requires that they 

cannot be interrupted for a second reader to come up, although a second read

er would normally be permitted so long as each reader recites at least three

yniR Riip t’n’

all eight verses consecutively, without interruption for purposes of

for this interpretation. The Torah was re-
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verses. is expressed byjnis Klip T»n’

although R. Tam rejects this as an anachronism. Meshullam

The Mordecai brings a third opinion, in the Chalachot

reading this section.

though neither offers alternate or original interpretations of the

phrase, While other commentators disagree with Maimonides' conclusion,

their comments are not formulated as responses to Maimonides. Rabad ex

presses this criticism with the phrase oViya jit ini iw® k>.

He offers Yer, Megillah 2?B, specifically, mns mina pmp j’k

pnau ,fnxpo idVh n^’nnn ,mwyo as a source of Mai

monides ’ point. There is no indication here that Rabad has served as the

source for the Geniza. In fact, the Geniza wording here does not corres

pond to any of the several sources which differ from Maimonides' interpre

tation . The author of the Geniza neither refers to these authorities by

For these reasons it appearsname nor lists the history of the discussion.

nal to the author.

The second direct use of a scholar's name in a controversial passage

Thein which the Geniza and the Mishneh Torah agree.

issue centers around the proper assignment of Torah readings on the inter

mediate days of Sukkot.

i,7' While in theauthoritative tradition: ins’np ttd3 myin ini

thor dissents from MT here, 

in the name of Gaon, which is upheld by the MT. The manuscript author dis-

controversy concerning the last eight verses of Deuteronomy the Geniza au- 

the Geniza follows a tradition based upon Alfasi

The author of the Geniza agrees with Rabad's censure of Maimonides 

here,

explains that the phrase refers to the oleh reading alone without the 

shaliach tzibur.

Ketanot, that this phrase points to a preference for a talmid chacham

introduces a passage

that this is one of the non-Mishneh Torah passages which appears to be origi-

Another interpretation of 
R. Meshulam,^

Here again there has been disagreement as to the
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regards the second tradition which follows Rashi.

of the tradition which the Geniza author prefers:

The practice suggested 

by Rashi and preferred by Semag, Bayit Ghadash,^ and the Isserles gloss to 

the Shulchan Aruch^° is the following:

Dl’n ’P’SO 0’3® D’KTIp □’3H7XT ’3W 
H3’K® mnon ov nwiD3 ’r^ni 

iTin ’y’anm oi’n mp’soa 
o’3w iKTp® na snpi

The name Alfasi, brought in the Geniza, clarifies and introduces the source
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Alfasi Megi11ah 10B

Geniza 6/7

iyia V® iVina dvi di’ ^aa ix’a 
’3®n oi’a 7H3 Kiip iyia ^® iVin 

i mn ’y’ai ••w'rm oi’a 
>3® Rin® *y’ain om 7m

san® ’®’V®n oi’a m’®io »n® Riip
Riip Vri®’ ’®’V®n oi’a Riip ’iV 

’®’^®n oi’ai ’3®n ova Riipi 
.’y’ann di’di ’®’^®h oi’ai iyia V® iVinV ’:

’n® 7’nip di* Va ;ma’®’ ’n®a annon na® 7iRi o®a V"t ’ordVr ann anai 
•a snip iyia \>® iVnnV 7i®ki di’ rih® ’®’^®h oi’a ?i3’a ,ni’®iB 
>®n oi’ai Riipi Trin Vri®’i ’w’^wn ovai R-iip ’iVi .’3®n oi’ai 

,’®’Vwn oi’ai ’3®n oi’ai itnpi ttib ’y’aim 
Rin® ’y’mn oi’a 701 .’®’>® pso ’3® pso rih® oi’n pooa mai’® ’ia

• laana® -pin Vy ’y’ain oi’ai ’®’>®n oi’a 7’nip nyia bn iVin^ ’3®

Rp 1 ’ii>n 7’al?nan Kynnja hd’dr 7’pnR 7innR pasa naioa 73’oU 
’3® on® ’3® oi’ai 7i®Ri oi’a ,nia’®’ ’n®a ansa *70 :7iRi ®’td 

^>® iVin rih® ’®’^>® oi’ai ;iaVa i®y n®anai 7’mp ,o’aio o’o’ 
sup VRn®’i ’®’^>®n oi’a Riip ’iVi ’3®n oi’ai 7na Riip iyia 

... ’y’an oi’i ’®’\>®n oi’ai ’3®n oi’ai Riip ’y’aim ’®’V®n oi’ai
Mishneh Torah, Hilchot Tefillah 13:13

7na
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The Geniza fragment was written by a strict Maimonist. First, this

dependence upon the halacha of Maimonides is evident from the manner in

which the Geniza uses the Mishneh Torah, without citation, unless some

halachic controversy is involved. Even in the two extant cases of such

citation, the varied sources and parties to these controversies are not

brought. Only in the case of an error by Maimonides is a Mishneh Torah
This Maimonideantext rejected and is Maimonides' name therefore cited.

halacha is so essential to the author of the Geniza manuscript that the

wording and structure of the Mishneh Torah are copied directly, forming

the foundation of the manuscript. The Geniza text's additions to the bas

ic Mishneh Torah produce a more utilitarian text, one which might have

served frequently as a reference tool for the synagogue.
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CHAPTER III

THE GENIZA MANUSCRIPT 2^70 AND THE SEFER HAMINHAGOT

The Jewish Theological Seminary manuscript 2f>70 has been identified
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during the 12th and 13th century was a vital center of Jewish learning.

Situated between the currents of the philosophizing/translating style of

parts of the same work, the historical context and significance of Hamin- 

hagot will be briefly analyzed.

as another incomplete fragment of Sefer Haminhagot. According to this 

classification, the Geniza fragment can be added to the Cambridge fragment 

which was published by Assaf, to produce a fuller version of Haminhagot. 

Before discussing whether indeed the JTS and Cambridge manuscripts are

Spanish study and the Talmudic learning of Northern France, the Provencal 

method of study was most similar to that of France and Germany. 1 The study

The Sefer Haminhagot was written in Lunel, an important city of the 

Provence, by Asher ben Saul of Lunel in the early 13th century. Provence

Recent scholarship, emphasizing another distinctive feature of Provence, 

has stressed the point that at the end of the 12th and 13th century a new 

genre of halachic literature developed there.? This new form, the minhag 

book, recorded local liturgical and ceremonial customs. In fact, however,

of Torah in Provence of this period was characterized by pietistic elements 

and even a tendency towards mysticism; the concern with liturgical forms 

and the efficacy of prayer;^ the modification of old midrashim and the com

position of new ones;*1 the attempt to reconcile the Palestinian and Baby

lonian Taimudsa longing for the return to the Holy Land that surpassed 

that of other communities.
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the minhag

tion from work on the

between the People of the East and Eretz Yisrael, first published by

The appearance of this type of literature in the Provence was therefore

which along with Hamanhig by Abraham b. Nathan Hayarchi brought a new vigor

low the mode of observance of one's community. Hamanhig illustrates one

specific region, in this case, Provence.

emphasis upon local custom in these collections, in turn spawned several

teacher.

For in-

sub-types of the minhag literature in Europe of the Middle Ages. For in- 

these books record the customs of a particular pious

If there is a candidate for a work specifi

cally devoted to local custom it is the geonic treatise, the Differences

Solomon Luria, in the 16th century and recently reprinted by Margulies.

The various sedarim by Saadia and Amram Gaon are further examples of this 
phenomenon.®

type of minhag book, that which documents customs from a number of locations, 

Spain, Provence, France, and Germany. Others, such as Haminhagot, catalog

The re-

to this stress upon local practice, claims in fact to be just such a con-

only the practice of a

eve of Passover, the intermediate days of the holi
days and on the Ninth of Av.

tinuation

%’STinRm D’jwxnn. Each of these works made it obligatory for one to fol-

is’mm nni o’snoipn urn minion mnoV Vnx

literature has ancient roots. For instance, Chapter Four of 

Mishnah Pesachim gives the diversity of observance with regard to absten-

stance, in some cases

In Germany of the lhth century, this is typified by collections 

such as Haparnes by Moses Haparnes and the Tashbez of Samson b. Zadok, which 

chronicle the practices and decisions of Maharam of Rothenburg. Some of 

the minhag books describe only customs relating to one subject.

stance, the Jacob Hagozer, by the author of the same name, of the first

a continuation of the tradition of these earlier works. Sefer Haminhagot,
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Because of the assumed novelty of this new genre of halachic litera

ture of Provence, an attempt has been made to identify the earliest European

the Sefer Ha'orah by Rashi is the first such title, this search has in re

gard to the literature of Provence, raised the question of the relative pre

cedence of the two works Sefer Hamanhig and Sefer Haminhagot. Certainly in

Unfortunately, little is known presently about

either of the authors of these works, Abraham b. Nathan Hayarchi or Asher b.

Saul of Lunel, respectively.

However,

standing on the part of some scholars;

Meshulam is the correct identity of the author of Haminhago t.

half of the 13th century, covers only matters with regard to circumcision.

Several of the features of the minhag literature do seem to be unique. 

Certainly the concept of minhag becomes more fundamental in this literature. 

Also, regional divergences of practice are not only explained but encouraged. 

The extent of this distinctiveness of the minhag literature from the medieval 

codes warrants further study, however.

ern France at the Academy of R. Isaac b. Samuel.

Abraham's departure from Lunel is unclear, he travelled for some time, 

finally settling in Toledo in 1201;.13 In addition to Hamanhig, Abraham 

also authored Machazik Habedek,1^ several responsa and a commentary on the 

treatise Kallah.1^

The scant information about Asher b. Saul has been subject to misunder- 

these have suggested that R. Asher b.
16

the Provence area these two works significantly contributed to the growth 

of this "new literature.

The sources seem to agree that Abraham was bom in Lunel during the 
second half of the 12th century, and lived there a good part of his life.11 

He may have studied with Rabad, but certainly studied at Dampierre in North- 

,12 Although the reason for

example, tracing thereby the origin of the genre. While some suggest that
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... 'JTKUZ n"3 "TOK ’3K »n’KT ’□

the second speaks of

ond possible confusion with Asher b. Yechiel.' R. Gottheil dates Asher

The quest to identify the earliest extant European minhag book has not

The dating of Hamanhig in fact, is clearly based upon evidencefirst.

circumstantial.

We may be able to con-

Maimonides.the latest scholar referred to, in this case,

Asher's older brother, the kabbalist Jacob Nazir, may have encouraged the
22

Abraham began work on

One of these introduces the author
18 rninjon Tso hth nnon ow ’nanpi;

Asher's brother whose patronymic is

mystical tendency in Asher's writings.44 Asher was a younger contemporary 

of Rabad,^ who, according to Rabad's introduction to Chibbur Hamitzvot 

Hanohagot 'Atah Ba'aretz, intended to make aliyah.Asher may have also 

studied with R. Shmuel Bar David.

73 apy’ *•» *na

* n T3 a tk . Even though Haminhagot clearly states the proper

it is clear from the text of Haminhagot itself, that the author is in fact 

Asher b. Saul (of Lunel), as other scholars have correctly recognized.

The two clues to this in the text are revealed in the following statements.

been successful. In two different articles, I. Ta-Shma identifies Haminhagot 

and Hamanhig each, as the earliest;2^ but obviously, both cannot be the

b. Saul (Hakohen) to the lljth century, perhaps because of just this error.

which the book itself provides, while the dating of Haminhagot is more

From Abraham b. Nathan's introduction one learns that 
27 

Hamanhig in Toledo in 1202*.

elude that the book was finished in approximately 1205, since the divorce 

formula brought later in the text is dated 27 Adar, 5?65, i.e., 120f>.

On the other hand, the dating of Haminhagot at this time is more specu

lative. Most of the scholars seem to base their dating upon pinpointing

Since his name

name of the author, Azulai, author of Shem Hagedolim, warns against a sec-
20 21
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Ta-Shma compro

mises between the two dates, proposing 1205-1210.’ While this study can-

lengthy analysis of the correct dating of Haminhagot, the

of z'l following Mainonides' name as a basis for dating must be ques-use

tioned.

it is not surprising then, that the scribe has been so conscientious

that everyone mentioned throughout the text receives a z’l. Even the one

Haminhagot must be reexamined in reference to all extant Haminhagot manu

scripts.

Perhaps Ta-Shma's attempt to reconcile this contradiction about the

dating of the two books will at least begin to dispel the initial problem

There is a basic differenceand each of these is really 'first' . .

between Hamanhig and Haminhagot: Haminhagot is wholly dedicated to the

is followed by z'l, the book could not be earlier than the year of Maimon- 

ides' death, 1204, according to Schechter.29

as to which of the two takes precedence: "The truth is, of course, that

published around the year 1201i and Haminhagot around the the year 1210,

minhagim of Narbonne and Lunel, but Sefer Hamanhig registers every minhag 
3U 

known to him Ashkenazi, Sephardi, and Provenqal."

While Haminhagot may yet prove to be the earliest extant example of a 

European minhag book, other aspects of the book are of interest. Particu

larly the possibility that the JTS Geniza manuscript may expand our knowledge

Simchach Assaf, perhaps again 

referring to this, as well as to his impression that the book was written 
30at the end of Asher's life, suggests the years 1210-1215.’

31

mention of Asher b. Saul in the first person is marked with z'l, ’□ 

biK® ->"3 -tok ’3K ’n’KT This question of the dating of

not engage in a

Not only was it possible for a scribe to insert the z'l later, but 

this is clearly the case here. After all, the Cambridge copy is dated to 
136Uj32

both books were written more or less simultaneously, though the Manhig was
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of the book deserves attention.

Initially several features of the Geniza manuscript seem to support

a source for the Geniza and for Haminhagot; the possibility of dating the

reason to believe, based upon other literature which cites Haminhagot, that 

Haminhagot also included Laws of the Intermediate Days of the Festivals, 

Chanukah, Purim, Mourning, Issur v'Heter, Terumot, Ma'aserot, Shechitah and 

Terefot, Impure Chickens and Fish.3?

Geniza to approximately 1201;, as was attempted with Haminhagot, because of 

the reference to Maimonides z'l; and the fragmentary nature of both the 

Geniza and the Cambridge manuscripts of Haminhagot. While it is certain 

that the Cambridge manuscript is indeed Haminhagot based upon its intro

ductory statement,38 we do not have such a statement in the Geniza fragment.

Asher wrote Haminhagot in order to clari

fy the reasons for the various Provencal customs, hoping thereby to in
crease observance.3^

D’noipn mu nnnjan Vns ktijjh nuin Vnin own
Vik® ’jk ’n’RT ’□ ,D’3TinRm o’jim™ ij’man itth
•wk ns ’nnnm ,Doyo_g’yTi’ pm ’jbo ona d’VtVtd d’wjk ^"3t 

. jtwk thIh 13^ m’nV ona »maT
In order to accomplish this explanatory task, Asher deals with the follow

ing subjects, extant in the Cambridge MS: Laws of reading of the Shma1 and 

the morning and evening 'Amidah (3B); the order of the Birchot Hashachar 

(11A); Seder Kedushah (12B); Prayers of the Sabbath (lljB); the 'Amidah of 

the Ninth of Av (16a); the 'Amidah of the New Year and the order of the 

Shofar blowing (16b); the Day of Atonement (21B); prayers of Tabernacles 

(22A); the Laws of Passover (22A); laws of Blessings and washing the hands 

(28B); laws of Bircat Hamazon (32B); blessings of fruit (33A); laws of the 

New Month (35A); part of the laws of the Sabbath (36B . . .). There is

its attribution as Haminhagot: the use of minhag terms in the manuscript 

which could reflect the minhag literature; the use of the Mishneh Torah as
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The structure, sources, and terminology of the Geniza manuscript, as discus

sed in chapter two, must be compared, therefore, to Haminhagot in order to

draw definitive conclusions about this identification of the Geniza.

identification. One would expect material about the Torah reading cycle,

such as that described in the Geniza manuscript, to be placed in a section

following the material on daily, perhaps Sabbath prayers, as it occurs in

Haminhagot there is no evidence that a section on the reading of the Torah

followed a section on daily prayer or Sabbath prayer. Moreover, even though

the Cambridge manuscript evidence is limited because it, too, is a fragment,

apparently not dealt with at all in Haminhagot, not even

The evidence indicates that Haminhagot did not containsuch an assumption.

The termi-

a section on the reading of the Torah, nor did Asher b. Saul write on the 

Torah readings. It is therefore reasonable to conclude that the present 

part of Sefer Haminhagot, or to

Asher b. Saul, is incorrect.

A linguistic analysis of the two supports this distinction, 

nology used in the Geniza a) to refer to the authorities Alfasi and Maimon- 

ides, b) to refer to the Talmud, c) to express the author's opinion, and 

d) to refer to minhag, is very different, b) and d) also reflect a use of 

Aramaic which is typical of the entire Haminhagot, but not of the Geniza.

The structure of Haminhagot presents the initial problem with such an

identification of the Geniza manuscript as

this subject was

other volume, or an appendix, but there is no available evidence to support

the MT, Koi Bo, 'Etz Chayim, Sefer Mitzvot Gadol and the Tur. However, in

in the citations to Haminhagot brought in the later literature listed by 

Assaf.^9 it is conceivable, of course, that Asher may have published an-
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Sefer Haminhagot Geniza Manuscript

a) (1)

□in

n®o ‘n (167)

b)
(12)iidk V't 13’nipn 0’050 11OK

131OK® 103
73’IOKI

73’1DK1 KB
73’IOKI ’331
13’3151 1®11

(1)71333 V5K

’nyi ’oVi

’J’yp 7133m

d)
1’®5P 11331nm inion oyo ’3

133031iVkb nuiKn Vos iin3i
inson 73ioViyn in3o

13303®msnsn iVkp 1133® 1330m

1133 731

VkI®’ ta 11331

1133® 3T1

7’1’331 ’K31
1133 731 ... yinnV 11331

D’310lpn 1133 731

)))and frequently 
and frequently

(129)
(133)
(134)
(137)
(137)
(137)
(138)
(138)
(140)
(141)

(135)
(136)
(134)
(135)
(156)
(140)

V"T ' 
’11003

73 IDlV 131330 7’K® KVK 

>K1®’ >3 11331 (144-5)

ini’? 11331 (145)

(145)

c)
’3’ys 3K131

(133)
(156)

(158)
(164 ,168)

(166)
(167)

(1)

(4)
(7)

(8)
VkI®’ 1133 (11)

710’0 13 3®O 13’51 
I V"T 3®D 13’31 313

3®0 *1 313

(129 and frequently
(131
(133

71D”O 75K 3®D
V’T 710’0 73K 3®O 13’31 313

V"T 710’0 73K 3®D *1 
V’T ‘’O *13 3®O
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noi> ’ansi ’Km
k>k nm k\>®

Kin injo
injoi

maipo naaa Kin ansai
Vk-kp’ ’pa unn
Vki®’ Va ian3i

Vk-w’ 5an ansa Dips
nnaoa um on ’*iok Kpi

^ki®’ Va ian3i
nmV iansi

lino 731
iinj

uni oi
iimi

Vk-iu’ *?a iimi

iimi
7iwT ansa aiDi

13’Vxk Kin ansa

lanso

ians na5
unn

mn ansan
ini3®> j’K anian

nos® insan
ain3 xp
’313-13I’nsn ..

ian3 iai
uni® ’nya® oa

lansw D’^3K ®’i
’303 13H3K1

i3in3 na
73’a’n3

ian3® Dipa
□ ipa/ian3 kVw mpa 

Vkiw’ ^a ians

(145)
(145)
(146)
(146)
(149)
(149)
(151)
(151)
(151)
(152)
(153)
(153)
(153)
(153)
(154>
(154)
(154)
(154)
(155)
(155)
(155)
(155)
(157)
(158)
(158)
(158)
(158)
(158)
(161)
(161)
(161)
(161)
(165)
(165)
(166)
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’pkiw’ *?□ ia;m

’Hewn 17I3D

7’i’im ’uni

11H3® DipD

11H3® DipD

Kin insa oil

*7K"W’ *?□ 1H30 01

ilTH 17130*? 11rt3 KV®

ht 1H3D *?® iayo ’nyi’ k*?i

11H3 Oil

(170)
(170)

(170)
(172)
(172)
(172)

(172)
(172)

(174)

(174)
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While it is possible that some of these idioms which are apparently peculiar

to each text may in fact be common to both manuscripts since they are both

fragments, the tendency in the two texts is to use altogether different terms.

Also, the mixture of Aramaic and Hebrew found in these Haminhagot terms,

such as ,’i’H3i »«n is not found in the,ainj sp

Geniza.

The contrast between Haminhagot and the Geniza becomes even stronger

when the sources of the two are examined. While the primary unspecified

varied sources. These are: Acha bar Shivcha, Saadia Gaon, Amram Gaon,

Hananel, Hai Gaon, Hanagid, Natronai, Jacob b. Natronai, Alfasi, Nissim b.

Jacob, Isaac Ibn Gi’at, Rashi, R. Tam, Moses Narbonai b. Yosef, Shmuel b.

David, Yosef Ibn Plat, Jacob Nazir, Rabad, Maimonides. The frequency of

reference to these sources, which include also the Mishnah, Tosephta,

Talmudim, Mechilta, Sifrei, Targumim, and midrashim, is evident from the

The Geniza, on the

sources or practices.

lows:

On occasion, Haminhagot refers to a Spanish practice.

other hand, does not reflect any "cosmopolitan" variations of practice, but 

rather presents unified, terse material without reference to such multiple 

reference from Haminhagot fol-

ypinV ni®3
•  yam 
Voi3i |

An example of such a

following example:
nioiD yand y’nn yai ypinV m®3 n’iyo *3 nasi 

poa ’am yi-inKH Vy ok ’□ yam >y qisV i’is T’K® 
pVnai mo’Vw mso ‘i Voi3i ,V"st yisi ”«n m 

K’nnV nm naV ’a wi na’^on nnn nnsn
nV’DKV n’3tm K’xian'? nnK V"r ’"pi’ai m»

.H3i*mK3 nsa> n’©’^wi,nxa
*)O1’ *33 ’31333 nwa *3 33H1 ?HX’ *3 SIHI

... K’XIBH T33a HOTlDil ,HT 3313 J’lW

source of the Geniza is the MT, Haminhagot frequently refers directly to its
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Haminhagot uses the Mishneh Torah as one source among the many others,

while the Geniza manuscript relies totally on the Mishneh Torah. Of the 38

folio pages of Haminhagot, the MT is only referred to ten times. These ten

references are paraphrases, never direct quotes; even these paraphrases do

not vaguely ring of the MT. The Geniza, on the other hand, quotes the bas-

formation is used by Asher in Haminhagot for several purposes, although

generally a) to bring an opinion on an issue, b) as a minority opinion, and

c) once, to support Asher's view on a matter. In all of these cases, Mai-

monides is mentioned as the authority, frequently introduced with the phrase

IiD’o 73K m *1 Tirm ’nuxo pi.

’nos Kpn isn-i’® I’VVDno px Vst ihjd tnpj 
41 .kV msnsn nVsn V3« nn on^> pw -noon nni ’an on

ic MT text, usually without even citing Maimonides. The Mishneh Torah in-
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Sefer Haminhagot Mishneh Torah

>. 158 Hilchot Chametz and Matzah 8:8

Hilchot Berachot 7:3

Hilchot Berachot 7:h

Hilchot Berachot 7:15166

Hilchot Berachot 8:15167

Tia’a ann .7itan nona niaVh 
hjipd 33’k Titan nDna-nuna yap;

.013

oViyn 
7Bli 
’IB

Titan nona 7’k® ’b by tk
.7” na’nx

nynVi V"t tio’d fax n®a *n nyiVi 
nxan 7’’?oaa® o’naiK® onay *’an 

Kna’a1? sn’i ins’’? m®a nomna 
nV’BK by K’xian paai ,’j® Pa’® 

.’n®n’B® taa noinsn by nxa

.na’>® naa pixa1? nnaian 70 num 
o’niy® bw na’V® 0® nn’n ok 

Tina na’1?® h’sd man bn nonsi 
yxa»® ’ia , 7n’n®a yxiai nous 

.na’V®oi mana

ihk pip a® pkw ntn pta 
liaai ntin anl? K’xian paa® 

nmnna nxa Vanai .nxa n^’ax by 
.Voiki

iR’a’® iy yixab ’R®n yxian pK 
,ihki ihk P ’jb> jnaV ik n>a 

ns ^orV imam 7a dk r^r 
• nann

is o’aay Van ok® nas® >"t I’aan 
by -]iaa nnx naa 7” nni®i o’3Kn 

□®a pan ’is yyn ’ns >yi ynsn 
‘’an nnana ’nsxa 701 »>"t ”«n *n 

.T'xt fia’a *na n®a

o’aayi D’3sn bas ok® ia ’nssa 731 
•paa® 7’3’an nya®a 70® nin’s nK®i 

*pnx kV aim ®V® 7’ya nnK nana 
mn’o inVian mn’9 nK® by ’ainaV

73 laa n®a ’psk ok VaK ,in3’3 by 
D’3Knn mas’ kVi n®an by "paa 

,n®an

on1? K’sian -pa1? nnaian 7a mxai
□Ki ,i®Knai o’?® onV Vy ynKn 70 

7’n’nsi o’my® V® 7’p 
•7’on bw 7’n’ns

•poa® naK 7ia’a 73 V"t n®a 
mxa na’^®® 

o’©n V®

>’®an Voki o’nan ^>3ki 7” nn® 
H3innKa inam 711 ’J’o n®an bn

1 -]>a 13’nVs mn’ hdk Tina 
in ’pyi n’paVan 'pyi n’nan by 
j 'pyi YPn "pyi 7mn ’ns 'ryi 

... m® naisn 'pyi yyn 
Hilchot Berachot 8:1

o’jKni o’Jimi o’my om 
7n’^y paa Kin® D’nom o’n’Ti 

.nbn 7’ya nnK nana «|ioa

. ’K®n yxian 7’K .K’xian ma’pn 
ok ,7nB’Vi n^a iK’a’® ny yixaV 

i’a yxia na’nn ns 'pok'? 7nyn 
n®a ‘n ann niana ’nKxa 701 

,>"t *’a ‘na

>’pn i’3B^> ®’ 
>y paa 7’®na 
; V“7 r.^jo *ni 

na’>®a 7n’n®a yxiai 
t 7’n’nsai nnaian 70 

,’a’®m
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Hilchot Berachot 8:7>. 167

Hilchot Berachot 8:16». 170

•p

Hilchot Tefillah 7:18>. 133

Hilchot Shabbat 6:12

D’nism o’liy ir o’3Rn Vox 
H313 «)103 P3 RSI’31 D’OIRI 
Von nVVi3 x’ni viv 7’ya rhr 
>3 pi yyn mi’s 7Via® ’3dd 

.13 RXI’3

1R1
>®a

•paai ®"p xiip siyn nVonai 
hViri naioi n’inRVi h’idV 

I33’3®n Tino® 9"yRi ... nVsnV 
7’3 PDDH H3’R VrI®’ VrI 1RR 

noiao in’no nni nV9nV nViRi 
•hsitr nine

1’13 731 
mV Vkt®’

noRVan Vy ’i33H ay dir poio 
iasyV n®iy ’mini d’ot rxipi 

731 .inia na®a n®iy Rin® a"yRi 
inio nain □’a’’? ’lain nR iai®n 
7iia is’3 .na®a n®iy Rin® a"yR 

aina’® o’n®V ir hs®V ’loan law 
ania nr ’in 

lay pp 
133 iV 1'

.iV 111R’® IR iV 
' iVrb mini na®3 niRi 
liir’® ir ibo iV aino’® 
,nsn’® ny Vaa n®iy Rin® 

.ai’ oi’ ioy ai®n’ rV® Rini

Vxn 7’3 70R mayV • 
nmy,nsmy V® nV*9!

□®a ’nyo® -73 ... 73am nV’om 
aim V"st nVo 73R noi’ ‘i am 

tdir V"t 710’0 iaR n®o ‘’ai 
.nVonV aVixi 7’3 70K mayV 7’R®

7’nV 71® iiya V’*t n®o ‘t ®mi 
.noixn ’ia rti3 7H’Vy 7’0133

7n® 701a V’aiarni 7’VdVdh 
’19 Riia 7H’Vy iiaa 7’aioi 
7’JiyD 7’K 7’®3’ pR .H01RH 

... nona

P. 136
701XH n’3O O’Va 7’R’DO 7’K1 

rV® i®n ’390 Tian n’ao 13 7110 
ht n®y iyio V® iVina iior’ 

n®y or ’ii 7oir iV’ori ,7011 
7a’TOKi ’am tick inin’Vi

nViap 7’Vapo ,7®p iyio naooa 
Wan ht onn ‘tor ‘iai lyioa 
’nV TDiR n®iy Rin® iai Va 

‘oir i3’R n®iy 13’r® Va ,n®iyi 
mapV 7’R® 70® Vai ,n®iyi ’nV 

V® iVina 7H3 xxi’a ir o’Vyio 
H’n® R’H R’BOpiDT D1P0 lyiO 

Vpi ,ait> oi’ 3iyo nm®yV Via’ 
V’pi iyio V® iVin rd®h mini 

,imoa oiR V® in’V® ‘’tor 
79® Va rV nV’po tid’rt no® 
’nV toiV tiort rh’o 73’yo® 
oipoV oipoo m nnoo ’V iVin 

iiayV tor’ rVi o’oth m®i nil 
Ran oViyo ’ii oi®V ir irtidpV ir 
iV’dr tdk’ rVi,7oiRnn’an ’Va ’V 
’3iVa qiaV ’mn’V®a qV na® aiyo 
nx’xpi yxp iV’or ’nin’V®a moV 

naxVn n®y’® tibt’® x’ino rV 
’ano Yxpi 73’iox ’ai ,not>a

7’3’on nya®o 73’R® mi’9 Vax ori 
nnR naia qiao o’aiyi o’3Rn Vaxi 
7i’a ,mi’9n tr® 10191 ®V® 7’yo 
’191 7’R1®p V3R ,113’3 fyn ’191 

-)13D1 mV 109 rV 113’3 naiRO 
?V® 7’yo “Jia’® 9"yx m®93 rtio 
.’noon V”t n®o ‘’ai ain tor
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Hilchot Shabbat 6:20

Hilchot Berachot 9:6168

J7K 
t®1

7n’^>y 7’27nD o’on ’o>m iuwiun 
nj’i 'p® o’nim .o’o®a ’xy inn 

mu m® V®i o’ooa ’xy mu 
niiaVi nnin ’oi min .o’o®a ’any 

.0’003 ’xy 7H3 KXI’31 ’500031

□"a KTiny^n 7’mp® 7^1® n’loni 
7®i®n K^y ’□ D’owa ’xy sma -poo 

731 on 7’wpnD® onn sVy1? .7’017 
•>"t nwo *n 3in mo’na ’hkxo

jDiVo nawa noy’® 7’oth K^n ko’h 
nwo 73’an anm ^"xt o’noK ‘’am 

naa ’ms y”oa ?'xt 710’0 73s 
.1’ni’sn K’as na® ma^nai

n’y1? na’Vin'? ’naj> nun jmin 
.nnio noVin non lay yxp ok mnK 

.no’cn oy na® any il? nmi i>’oki 
amp in’a nnso na kx’w kihi 

ni’ioa ®’ ok Txp k> oki .nawn 
niniKn yapo Kin© yiap 

mmol nj’ion 'joV oniK rrtn 
’naj^ 7n’^ nmo oy 

oi’a nin® n’n’w kihi .nniKn 
noin> iioon n’a1? y’i’o ’ia 

niniKn ^apo® nr kd® nawn oiip 
.Kin noinV yioo in’a 73^101 
K'JK 15^ yiap D7K 0® 7’K OKI 

Kin nniKH i> T’jmi® main 
ni'?®'? moK nnnK n’y^ na’^io® 

yxp 7a ok kVk oViy1? nnaxn i’a 
.0’07 i^
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All of these tests make it clear that the Geniza is in fact not Sefer
Haminhagot, nor is the Geniza fragment authored by Asher ben Saul. The
former conclusion is evident from the structure, sources, and the use of
the Mishneh Torah in the two works. The latter conclusion is demonstrated
by the terminologies of the two texts. This raises anew the question of
identity of author, provenance and date of the Geniza manuscript 2$7O of
the Jewish Theological Seminary Library. Chapter four will be an attempt
to determine the true identity of the Geniza, while further proving in the

process that it is not Haminhagot, even in terms of dating and area of ori-
1

gin.
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CHAPTER IV

There

fore proper identification of the Geniza must be attempted. The physical
characteristics and the textual features of the Geniza reveal indications

of a date of composition and an area of origination. Unfortunately, this

evidence is not only approximate, but also somewhat inconsistent.

The Geniza probably originates in a time and place where the Mishneh

Torah would have been accepted as a supreme authority. The acceptance and

reliance upon the MT by the Geniza clearly reflects such a reverence. This

is manifested through the adherence of the Geniza to the order of MT Hilchot

Tefillah 13:6-20, and the manner in which consecutive quotations to this

passage form the basis of the Geniza. Sefer Haminhagot, which does not use

the MT in this capacity at all, would in addition probably be too early to

fill this qualification.

The data revealed by the physical qualities of the Geniza, though

limited, provide further information in regard to provenance also. The

1382 watermark and the 13th century script of the gloss furnish the outer

The llith century script oflimits of the dates for the copy of the MS.

the body of the text suggests a Sephardi derivation, while the watermark of

This amorphous Sephardi designation be-Troyes indicates Northern France.

It is unclear, however, whether

82

The assumption that the Geniza manuscript was a fragment of the Sefer 

Haminhagot by Asher ben Saul of Lunel has proven to be incorrect.

TOWARDS PROPER IDENTIFICATION 
OF THE GENIZA FRAGMENT JTS 2570

comes more precise when considered with the information gleaned from the 

script of the gloss, which is Italian.
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paper from Troyes would have been exported to Italy.

Determination of Area of Origin from Textual Evidence

The content of the Geniza also provides clues as to provenance. The
available textual evidence suggests either Spain/Provence or Italy as the
area of origin of the manuscript. First, the manner in which the authori-

sulted—1 Ittur (1170-1193), Hamanhig (1201*-5), 'Or Zaru'a (c. 121*6-1250),

1661*), Beit Yosef (1522-151*2), Shulchan 'Aruch (before 1561*)--shows a pref

erence for either a Provencal/Spanish or Italian origin. Only similarities
have been noted:

Provenqal/Spanish Sources:Italian Sources: Geniza:

Tanya Rabbati 11B, 68A, 71A Magen Avot p. 29, 72

Hamanhig 62B

Magen Avot p. 32, 67 (6)Tanya Rabbati 16A, 32B
(Alfasi)1Ittur

Turin*

The Spanish/Provengal designation is weightier since more sources from this

This is not conclusive, how-

Further evidence for a Spanish origin for the Geniza manuscript

However, this, too, is tenuous evidence until Italian

manuscripts of the MT are studied.

'Etz Chayirn (1287), Tanya Rabbati (?), Magen Avot (before 1306), Koi Bo 
(late 13th, early ll*th century), 1 Abudarham (ll*th century), Tur (before

area use the nomenclature found in the Geniza.

ties Maimonides and Alfasi are referred to in the literature which I con

ever, because of the paucity of materials from Italy which survive from

this period.
stems from its similarities to the Spanish Mishneh Torah manuscript No. 671 

2 of the KLau Library.

iron mn (1) 
(Maimonides)
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The firmest evidence regarding provenance for the Jewish Theological

Seminary manuscript

While most of these portions are normative Ashenazi/Sephardi, three read

ings for Sukkot, which are not cited in the Mishneh Torah at all, indicate
the Italian mode. These distinctive Italian readings occur in the concluding
phrases of the respective passages of the Geniza underlined below:

I Kings 8:5b-I Kings 9:1Eighth day Tabernacles

Simchat Torah

Intermediate Sabbath of Tabernacles

Though the question of provenance should not be prematurely decided, it has

become clear that a likely source of the Geniza is Italy. The evidence for

this, the haftarot cycle, can be supported by the possibility that the script

of the gloss is Italian.

Suggestions of Dating in the Text of the Geniza

Much of the textual evidence suggests a possible early terminus post

pem for the Geniza manuscript, with a terminus ante quern in the late 13th

Such early dating seems reasonable because, first,

One might expect suchno authorities later than Maimonides are mentioned.

reference to other authorities were the text later than the early 13th cen

tury, although this style may be idiosyncratic to the Geniza’s author.

Certainly, the use of Maimonides’ name with the designation z’l and the

great dependence of the Geniza upon the Mishneh Torah would seem to encour

age such an early dating, placing the terminus post quern in the early 13th

Whether in fact this should be specified as 120b, the year incentury.
which Maimonides died--based upon the possibly anachronistic use of z' 1—

or as 1190—the year of the completion of the Mishneh Torah—is not present

ly determinable.
The terminus post quern may even be pushed forward, however, to the

can be derived from the haftarah cycle listed therein.

Joshua 1:1-Joshua 1:9
Ezekiel 38:18-Ezekiel 39:IQ3

or in the Ibth century.
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late 13th/early llith century. First, the correspondence which exists be

tween the Geniza manuscript and Rabbenu Asher b. Yechiel's

commentary to Tractate Megillah (regarding the second Torah reading of Sab
bath) may prove to be more than a correspondence. If Asher ben Yechiel is
the source for this part of the manuscript, this evidence would combine

with another factor to indicate a dating in the 13th/14th-century range.

While 13th-century Mishneh Torah manuscripts were not available to me

tury manuscripts of the Mishneh Torah. This strongly indicates that the

scribal tradition bears no resemblance to that which is preserved in the

16th-century printed editions, at least those consulted at Klau.

Finally, there is one piece of evidence which, though again tentative,

may suggest a terminus ante quern for the text of the manuscript. The main

lUth century, because it is

fracted through the Mordecai (Megillah 12A). This is evident from the fol

lowing:
Mordecai

TDK

tween 1286 and 1350.

While this suggestion of an ante1350.

1Ittur
OK >3R 

mon ’w’ani 
^OD Klin 
K’lm KU1O3 
R’335 “I’ODDil

Gloss

^n©s ntnyn on idr 
nos ’©’an oi’o 

KTsnas ^os smn -|©o 
n>© nso33 ©np 

R1315

for examination for the purpose of this paper, the Geniza manuscript shows 

affinity to the scribal tradition of the Vatican and Klau Library lljth-cen-

*13 Klin 3©a 
lion jitt pnx’ ’3-i 
'rnws rVr njn©’ R1? 

tr *n oi’3 nos 
*3 *R 01’3 Rlip 
01’31 Rlin 1©D 
‘a oi’ Rin© no® 

... HR! 7’T1p

a paraphrase of the *Ittur 5hB, possibly re-

15th or

could argue that a reliance upon the Tur would have been manifested after 
}uem dating to the late 13th/early

One might propose a dating for the gloss, therefore, to the period be-
The Mordecai was written sometime before 1286; one

gloss (MS 3) appears to suggest an ante quern dating to the late 13th/early
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iLith century does not contradict the datings indicated by the other textual

evidence, this does conflict with evidence mounted from the physical charac-

Particularly the watermark of 1382 andteristics of the Geniza manuscript.

the 15-century date of the script of the gloss are to be questioned. It
unlikely that a gloss to this issue referring to the Mordecai, muchseems

less the 1 Ittur, would have been written on paper of 1382, or in a 15th-cen

tury hand.

Clearly the Geniza fragment, Jewish Theological Seminary Library 2$7O,

does not, as has been generally assumed, constitute Sefer Haminhagot of

Asher ben Saul. In fact, this fragment belongs to an author who flourished

later than Asher, although precisely how much later remains unclear. It is

probable, however, that this Geniza fragment comes from a work written a

century or two centuries later than Haminhagot. The substance of the Geniza

indicates that it belongs to a handbook for synagogue use, according to the

rite of the Sephardim, most particularly the Italian mode. A writer who

lived in the late 13th or lUth century and who resided in Italy seems to be

the best candidate for authorship of the JTS Geniza fragment.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER IV

See chapter one.

2. See chapter two.
"Haftarah," Encyclopedia Talmudit, pp. 1-31, 697-Shlomo Yosef Zevin, 

72k.
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