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Report on the Rabbinic Dissertation Submitted by
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Doug Sagal has written a comparative study of two medieval
commentaries to the Babylonian Talmud, “The Beit Ha-Behira of R.
Menahem ben-Solomon Ha-Meiri (c. 1249-1316) and the novellae of the
Ritba, R. Yom Tov ben Abraham Ishbili (c. 1250-1330), using their
glosses to the seventh chapter of Berakhot as basis for the study.
After outlining the significance of the work of the rishonim and
providing the biographical information concerning Meiri and Ritba,
Sagal proceeds with a comparative stylistic analysis of the two
commentaries, He finds significant differenctes between the two in
structure, language and use of other sources. Sagal then studies
the approach of each to analysis of the Talmudic sugyah, showing
that while both Ritba and Meiri concern themselves with essentially
the same issues and draw upon the same sources, Ritba is a
Tosafistic commentary while Beit Ha-Béhira is a commentary cum law
code. In the process of writing his commentary, moreover, Meiri
often "restructures” the sugyah, making it more uriderstandable and
accessible to the student of the Talmud.

Sagal then investigates the_, historical influences on each
commentator and shows that both similarities and differences can
be explained at least partially by a common intellectual tradition
on the one hand and distinct cultural influences on the other.
In particular, Meiri’s choice of a commentatorial-codal structure
may have been influenced by a general Provencal predilection for
this form. In his conclusion, Sagal puts before us some questions
that remain for further study.

Much can be said in praibe of Sagal’s work. It is concise and
well-organized, and solidly based on painstaking study of Talmudic
and medieval sources. ‘There is a good balance of generalizations
and hypotheses with. illuminating examples and particulars. Sagal
also manages to demonstrate the importance of Ritba and Meiri both
in terms of the Rabbinic world of Talmud study and from the more
general perspective of Jewish intellectual ‘ history. Most
intriguing, and worthy of further study, are the connections he has
found between Meiri and the works of Maimonides. Sagal has labored
long and hard in the vineyard of Torah, and the fruits of his labor
provide us with a clearer understanding of the agenda and methods
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b . On Studying the Rishonim A
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Rishonic literature conﬁriaes an ‘essential part of the
Jewish legal tradition. This legal tradition can be traced back
to the Bible itself, which contains ;ithih it regulations for
ancient Israelfte society in the realms of civil, criminal and
ritual law, as well as prescriptions regardinz_;ersonal dress,
eating habita,.and social mores.

Yet ‘this .Biblical legal tradition presented certain |
challenges. As a society proceeds in its history, a wfitten
legal traﬁition must cope with new problems and concer£s. new
realities. In addition, the societal ;::;E;atances of one era
may b§ diffe;ent in another, and manf laws found';;' the Bible

- wére unplea? or subject to varying interpretationé. As a result,

around this written tradition : found in the Biblical literature

EL _ ; there grew a legal body of interpretation and development, based

'ﬁ N peF, on the ori:in;l written lnw. ~ This body of legal aaterinl




as Baraita and Tosefta.!

This material itself became the ogject of study, expansion
and development. The Mishna became the basis of both the
Talmuds, the Bavi} and the Yerushalmi, which also commented on
Baraitic and Toseftan material. The Gémara, the phrt of Talmud
which comments on#the Mishna, engaged once again in the processl
of study, expansion and development. The inheritors of the
Tannaitic legal traditiona.\tﬁe Amoraim: worked to make sense of
the traditions of an earlier era, and apply them to the realities
of their own time. In addition, the Tannaitic literature
presented certain proﬁlems of its own- many passages in Mishna,
or indeed, whole Mishnavot we;e unclear or confusing; often a
Mishna and a BEraita would contradict each other, many times
various - authorities within the Mishnaic literature would
contradict each other. Those who engaged in the development of
the Gemara had the task of not only making sense of the earlier
legal traditions, but of the Tannaitic li{ggﬁﬁure itself as well.

The Gemara itself presented numerous difficulties to Jews

who caie to it in later times. Its language is not the Hebrew of

the Mishna but Aramaic, which was not the common parlance of Jews

I The development of the oral tradition is a source of
considerable debate. My brief comments reflect what is, at
least, an acceptable theory held by many scholars. I have
learned a great deal about the various opinions from several
works, including Albeck, Mavo LaMishna, and Neusyer, The Modern

Study of the Mishna.
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who came to live in Europe, Aaﬁa; and Africa. Many of the things
common and understandable to the world‘ of Babylon and Israel-
places, units of money, household objects, social mores, no
longer were known. The Shakla ve Taria, the "give and take" of
the Talmudic discus‘ion is sometimes terse and vague; often it is
not entirely clear what BpECifié‘ issues underlay the
argumentation. fhdividual authorities clash with and contradict
each other. In addition, there were specific textual problems-
different versions of Ge;ara existed, how to make sense of
contradictions? How to reconcile conflicting material in the
Yerushalmi and Bavli? In addition, =as happened with the legai

traditions set forth in Bible and Mishna, society changed; Jews

lived in other countries, under different situations, and found

themselves confronted with bringing the Jewish legal traditions

into the realities of their lives.

The Rishonim stepped in to confront these challenges. While
the précise history of the editing and codification of the Talmud
is a source of great dispute amonzﬂgﬁﬂtcn scholars, by Gaonic
times authorities were already commenting on the Talmud. As Jews
setlled in Europe and Africa, Rishonim engaged in the process of
study and elucidation.

The Rishonim were involved in numerous tasks. They sought
to make the Gemara text itself comprehensible. For_example. they

had to choose between variant readings of received texts. They

v— - — PE—
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attempted to identify "Saboraié" and even Gaonip interpolations.
Rishonim sought to trgnslgte or explain difficult Aramaic
passages or phrases. They had ’to clarify the Talmudic
argumentation, to make it more comprehensible. The Rishonim had
to reconcile co;}licting passages within the Gemara itself. They
sought to identify\iradents. They HKad to identify and explain
unfamiliar terms # and objects. For example, in Berakhot 49b a
Baraita reports that one who left Jerusalem and realiﬁgg,that he

- ”

has in his hand consecrated flesh, if he has passed "Tzofim", he
can burn the flesh where he is, if not, he must return with the
flesh and burn it before the "Birah". The precise definition of
these terms is a so;rce of some tontroversy among the Rishonim.
Meiri, in his commentary, tefis us that the "Birah" was a place
on the Templg'Hount where forbidden consecrated foods were burned
(Pesulei HaMukdashim), and "Tzofim" was a point, perhaps on a
mountain, from where one could see Jerusalem.?

Their second broad task was to elucidate the legal decisions
of the Talmud so as to develop a syatgﬂ&ﬁic Jewish law for their
own time. The accepted law is not ofteh.clearly specified within
the Talmud itself, or a stated law seemed no longer feasible, and

the process of developing a coherent legal system fell to the

Rishonim. Much of Rishonic literature, from the comprehensive

? Meiri, Bet HaBehira, p.185.

e smaal —-——4—-“.- =) —_—— - —
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Mishneh Torah of the RamBam to the narrowly focused Bet Yad of

Meiri, which deals with the washing of the hands, is devoted to

\
the development of a definitive Jewish legal system, of

t

translating the Gemara into "Halacha LeMaaseh”,

An example of the deéélopment of law from the Gemara to the

) o i |
Rishonim is the case of thé‘&m HaAretz. In Brakhot 47b, it is

S——
T

stated that "One does not #include an Am HaAretz in Zimmun". That -

is, the Am HaAretz is ineligible for inclusiep in the Zimmun

-

J prelude to Grace after Meals. ~ Howevér, Hgiri (as wel} as :

b S o0 o= sy~ Sancte o
&
|

Tosafot) tell us that this rezulation is no longer in force; in
: _' fact, the hccepted legal practice is to include an Am HaAretz in

t E Zimmun, to prevent undue division in the Jewish cdmmunit}. Ritba
tells us that this feqdirement of inéiudihg'fhe Am HaAretz in

Zimmun can be traced back to the Gaonim.?

In the process of developing the Jewish legal tradition, the

of Jewish history. The Mishneh Torah of the Rambam, the Tur of "

!
i
Rishonim produced some of the most outstanding literary products
Jacob ben Asher, the Shitah Mekubetzet of“hhqplel Ashkenazi, the
. - 1™

S SRR, NI

-Bet HaBehira of Meiri, nlll are considered masterworks of our

i B

tradition. »ﬁishonin comprise some of the ginntﬁfbf the Jewish

traditioni Ramban, Rambam, Rashba, Ritba, Ravad, Rashi; all were

. ~Rishonim. : . i

.-‘_‘\ Yo . .

- * Ritba, Hiddushe HaRitba, column 330.
e -. e , .!‘ ; T i ' e
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Indeed, the .excitenent in studying Rishonic literature 1is
precisely the feeling thdat one is participating in a great
process of discovery and creativity. R%shonim from Africa to
Provence, from Spaip_to Germany, were engaged in the study of the
same texts, ponderinq‘the same problems, and the results of iheir
work defined the course of Judaism up f;“ﬁur own day. To a
significant extant,’Judaism was shaped and molded by the hands of
the Rishonim. . " &

I believe that the esseﬁ?ial core of the Rishonig enterprise
is the attempt to pattern life according to the desire ané will
of God. To be a Jew, liberal or traditional, is indeed to live a
life devoted to fulfilling the degagds of God’s-cévenant with the
Jewish people. The Rishonic literature, then, is a treasure to
be mined and vatued by any Jew who is occupied with the study and
practice of Torah, with living a 1life devoted to fulfilling the
demands of the covenant. The Rishonic literature is part of our
heritagei its study will hasten the day when "The earth. shall be
full of the knowledge of the Lor':imhe waters cover the sea".

T@is thesis grew out of the advanced Talmud course taught by
Dr.'Michael Chernick of the Hebrew Union College. In that
.course, the comments of various  Rishonim were compared in
relation to a single Sugya. How did each Rishon understand the

Sugya? What conclusions did each Rishon reach based on this

understanding? If the conclusions were different, what could

T = SN — . P PY R RE N
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account for different understandings of the " same Talmudic

passage? 1
-

In similar fashion, this thesis will compare Rishonim who

-

[ are engaged in “elucidating the same Talmudic text. The text

é . chosen is the seventh chapter of Brakhot,. "Shelosha Sheachalu".

Grace After Meals, with special emphasis on the section which

precedes the Birkat. known.\ah the Zimmun. In preparation for

—— e ——

this thesis, the entire chapter has been studied, together with
much of the commentary of Rashi and Tosafot. For the elucidation

of Tosafot, the comméntary Mey Menychot by R. Nachman Kahana has

-

been extensively used. <

Two Rishonim were selected for the main focus of the thesis,
R. Menachem ben Solomon HaMeiri, and R. Yom Tov ben Avraham
Ishbili (Ritba). These two Rishonim were selected for several

reasons. They are roughly contemporary in lifetime, and

represent two of the~tqg%& Torah traditions- Ritba the Spanish,

Y

and Meiri the Provencal. In. éﬂdition, theée two Rishonim are

somewhat accessible to the beginning student (particularly the

HaBehira of the Meiri, and the ‘Hiddushe HaRitba of the Ritba. In
additiop, the Magen Avot of the B84 mnd the Hilchot Brakhot of
the Ritba have been utilized. :

In _M@.ﬁgn-té these Ri:ahot'ﬁi,, sqvgrnl othe; ks have be.'gn

4
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This chapter has ag its main concern the topic of Birkat HaMazon,’

- Meiri). The primary sources used for this study are the Bet
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used in this study as well. The Halachot of the Rif with Perush

Talmidei R. Yonah was frequently studied side by side with the

L s e e e
.
.

Talmudic material itself, as our two principal Rishonim
R S " \

demonstrate explicit knowledge of the ﬁif; Eﬁh”there_ is evidence 0

X that Perush Talmidei® R. Yonah may have had some influence on '

L Ritba.#4 The Hiddushe HaRashba was consulted often, for R.

h‘ Solomon Adret (Rashba) was a direet contemporgry of thg_ﬂeir; and
a primary teacher of the Ritba. So too, his Torat HaBayit was
utilized. Another teach%ﬁ_ of the Ritba was R. Aharon Halevi

{Raah), and his Hork known as Pekudat HaLev im, a conmentary on

the Rif, was also used. R. Abraham ben David- {(Ravad), the

e ST i

Provencal scholar _ who lived several generations beﬂofe the two

principal Rishonim. of our study, was &a great influence on

subsequent scholarship, and his Hassagot HaRavad on the Rif, as
well as his Hassagot on the Rambam were consulted. In addition,
several secondary sourcézfpahjch wi}l be. discussed later in tne

apprnpria?e section, were utilized. .

.Thih'thesia will cdmpare and contrast the work of Meiri and

: Riibal It will examine their literary styles, the way each )

- #

approaches and analyzes the Talmud text, historical influences on

their work, and finally, some possible underlying themes and

issuei.exprpﬁsed 1n their works.

R !&n influence of other'&tnhonin is diacuaaed more fully in
nubsaquant phapt.em TN,

"&_Lu_.x_.. _haﬂmﬁ _n._h“& 2Ry o v Be g LD
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Biographical material related to the Meiri and the Ritba

L Y

R. Yom Tov bemn Avraham Ishbili (Ritba). e¢.°1250-1330

Ritba was one of the leadens and scholars d?;Northern
Spanish Jewish settlement. \Little is ké;wn of the life of Ritba,
but the name "Ishbili" suggests that he may havé_heen from the
town of Seville.S He was the student of two of the most
accomplished scholar; of Spain- the Raéhba and the Raah. Elon
refers to him as the "Talmih HaMuvhak", the most illustrious
student of thg Rashba.® That he was heavily influenced by his-
two teachers is the accepted opinion of most scholars, and one
source states that there is some evidence from Ritba:s own
writing that Raah may have been personally involved in the
composition of Hiddﬂ!ﬁ@gHaRitba.‘

Ritba became not only a prominent scholar, but a communal

leader as well. A document from 1280 identifies Ritba as the

Chacham and Dayan of Saragossa.® Litﬁle is known of Ritba's

5 Encyclopedia Judaica, vol. 16, column 846.

¢ Menachem Elon, HaMishpat Halvri, Magnes Pfess, (Jerusalem,
1973), p.926

7 Encyclopedia J ica, vol.16, column 847.

8 Ibid., column 847.

-
4 a i
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communal activities; however, Y. Baer has discovered evidence

which suggests that on at least one occasion, Ritba ran afoul of

one of the powerful Jewish families of Spain. "A young scholar,
R. Yom Tov Ashbili (siwm), was severely. beaten by Moses

Alconstantini and a member; of the Eleazar family for having
assisted the bailiff of Saragossa, at the latter’s request, with
;flegal opiniog in connectign with tEF'local family feuds".®
Ritba’s principal work is the Higiushe HaRitba,la commentary
to the Talmud which covers most tractates. He also composed a
codal work, of which only the section based_ on éasechet Brakhot,

entitled Hilchot Brakhot, survives. “He also wrote a work

entitled Sefer HaZikaron, a defense of the Moreh Nevuchim of the

Rambam. This work is written as a critique of Ramban’s comments
on Rambam contained iff Ramban’s Torah commentary.!®
R. Menachem ben Solomon Hqﬂsiiﬁ (Meiri). c¢. 1249-1316. (But
varioﬁs dates given‘in the souréesi.

Slightly‘nore is known of Meiri, simply because in his work
Magen Avota-he wrote a history of Torah transmission from Moses

to his own day. Even so, information is scarce. He was possibly

® Yitzhak Baer, A History of the Jews of Christian Spain,
JPS of America. (Philadelphia, 1962), p.224. This is virtually
the only reference to Ritba in this detailed book.

10 Encyclopedia Judaica, vol.16, column 847.

=)
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{ " born in Perpignan, and was part {of a family. with roots in 4
i Carcassone and Narbonne.!! S. Sofer state; that in the dialect
of Provence, Meiri was known as Don Vidal Shlomo.!?2 Little is

r .
known of his immediate family, although he was part of a family
s ~that included several sc;LIars.l' T
b . His principal teacher was R. Reuben ben Hayyim, author of a
E' ‘ work called Sefer HaTemid. Reuben ben Hayyie'waa a student of R.
\ Isaac HaKohen, a student. of Ravad. Therefore, Meiri studied
K Torah in a chain of transmission extending to Ravad.!*

Melrl eventually became head of the community of Perp1gnan,

”'
where apparently he spent the rest of his life. He maintained an

active correspondence with Rashﬁe, head  of the community of
Barcelona.!® He also had contact with Christian scholars.!®
Meiri was part of a time of ferment in the Jewish community.

k A By the end of the thirteenth century, rationalists were engaged

i in such ‘intellectual pursuits as interpreting the Bible

1 Encyclopedia Judaica, vol.11l, column 1258,
12 qhmuei Sofer, Or HaMeir, Schreiber. (Jerusalem, 1942), p.10.|
13 Ibid., p.12. : 1

14 Ibid;, p-14. See also .Isadore Twersky, Rabad of i
Posguieres, p.230. . N i

15, Bnoyclopedia Judaica, vol.11, column 1258.

16 Jacob Katz, Exclusiveness and Telerance, ' Oxford
University Press. (Oxford, lg?l). p.124.
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allegorically and denying personal immortality. Traditionalists,
led in Provence by Abba Mari ben Moses Joseph, were outraged, and

some pressed for a Hergm to be pronounced on philosophical and

—

scientific studigs. ? Herem was finally declared by Rashba, in
his capacity of head of the Barcelona community. The Herem
forbade the study of‘ﬁhilosophy and scienceto any Jew until the
age of twénty five. Excepted é;om this Herem was the study of
astronomy, medicine, anq all the works of the Rambam.
Eventually, a second Herem was pronoqued, " against interpreting
the Torah allegorically.!? -

Opposition to these Herems was strong in Provence, and a
p;incipal opponent “was the Meiri. Meiri was part of the post-
Maimonidean rationaiist school. Katz writes, "In ac;ordance with
the exponenté of this school, he held that the ultimate destiny
of man wés intellectua%h%;?ight into the essence of God".1% For
Meiri then, the study of ﬂhilosophy and science was integral;to
this process and could not be forbidden. The Herem was
eveptgally lifted.

Meiri was witness to the expulsion of Jews from France in

1306. Despite thisy Meiri, in his commentary to tractate Avodah

Zarah, excluded Christians and Muslims from the category of

17 Baer, p.302.

18 Katz, p.119.
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"Ovdei Avodah Zarah", idolaters. This was a unique position in
» his time, one in opposition to that of the Rambam, and earned

—Meiri the title "Man oé>tnlightenment"‘ in Katz's Exclusiveness
and Tolerance.!? This Memains arguably Meiri's most famous legal
decision, still debated }oday." )

J Meiri's greatest‘ work is “~the Bet HaBehira, a mql}ivolume

commentary to the Talmud, written between 1287 and 1300. It
covers the orders Moed, NAshim, and Nezikin, and individual
tractates Brakhot, Hallah,l Hullin, Niddah, Tamid, Middot, and
Mikvaot.?! As mentioned he also cdnposed a work on the ritual

washing of hands, called the Bet Yad, and a defense of Provencal

customs called the Magen Avot, in addition to other works.

.
H o
| " |
|
P " .19 p. 114,
. 20 See Journal of Halacha and Contemporary Society, spring
3 1988, p.126, where R. Dovid Cohen attacks Meiri’s position and
: declares that its "validity is suspect”.
21 Encyclopedia Judaica, vol.il, column 1258. This list is
: also based on examination of the HUC library holdings and Sarei
= HaEBlef by Kasher.

1 T
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. Chapter Two

Literary and Stylistic Analysis of Meiri and Ritba

o~

-

A comparison of literary method and writing style reveals
marked differences between Ritba and Meifi. These differences
extend to the basic st;ucture of their works, their use of other
literature and authorities, theirirrespective attention to the
Mishna and Gemara, and their use of language.

The Hiddughe.ﬂaﬂitbé of R. Yom Tov ben Avraham is structured
as a line-by-line commentary to the Talmud. It is arranged to
closely follow the arrangement of the Talmudic chapt:; itself.
Ritba typically coii!hq?. on material as it ‘appeaﬁg on each
successive page, rarely, if ever does he deviate from the order
of the .Talmud. There is no general introduction to a chapter,
nor a delineation of themes. This particuiar structure, as will
be seen, contrasts greatly with the style'of Meiri.

Ritba’'s primary analytic focus is on the Gemara, as opposed

to the Mishna. The one .exoeption to this is the first Mishna,

found on 45a of Brakhot; the Mishna which begins "Shelosha

Sheachalu", and has as its focus the basic obligation of three

who have eaten together , to recite Zimmun. It also di;}neates

bl s sttt e u il
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some foods that render one both fit and unfit to participate in

Zimmun, and categories of individuals who are fit 'and unfit for

Zimmun. Ritba devotes considerable attention to this Mishna,

-

|
~7 " first explaining and ;§;minin¢ underlying reasons for the Zimmun',l
ritual itself, and then explaining some of the words used in the |
Mishna, such as "Tevgl", "Maaagp Rishon") "Maaser Sheni", and 1
"Cuthean". In essence, Ritba is following the lead of the.
Gemara, which eventually eiucidates these terms.! 1In the course
of his commentary Ritb& does not directly address ;ny other
Mishna of the chapter again. H?Ee;er. Ritba 'd;es comn;nt on 1
those sections of the Gemara ;hich discuss other Mishnaic
‘material, thefeb:-indireptly commenting on th;hﬂishna. ' g
Ritba proceeds through the Gemara of the chapter, citini
. passages and éonmenting. He must oftsg will cite verbatim the ?
X} relevant Iige'of Gemara,  then begin with the word hPerush“ (or ;
- _ ’ soneﬁiﬂea_"xlo-nr” <that™is to say> or "Hzlkach‘/;therefore>), as
a way of introducing ﬁis oonuanta.

&

As mentioned, much of 'the Gemara is written in Aramaic.

% Ritba writel "his commentary in a mixture of Hebrew and Talmudiec

Aralalc, nn& his comments are peppered -with Talmudic Aramaic

expralugbna and phrases, such as asikna ( éénéluée}. taama
(this is \%._.::apaop) , sevir

By e D
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(one should examine carefully), etc. Obviously, a familiarity

with both Aramaic and Télmudic phraseology is necessary for full

—eomprehension of Ritba. >ﬁ typical comment-of -the Ritba is the
following written in both Aramaic and Hebrew! He is discussing

S
the Gemara on 45b which states that in the situation of two who

L&}

eat together, one of the diners cag act as agént to fulfill the
obligetion of the other in reciting Grace after Meals. _H-owever,
a few lines later, it is reported in a Baraita that two diners
must separate for Grace if they are both Sofrim (i.e. learned)},
but if one is a Sofer and the other. a ﬁbor (unlearned), the Boor
can .fulfill his obligation for Grace throughwthe agency of his
companion the Sofer. Ritba wishes to point out in his ,comment to
the first statement (that one can fulfill the obligation-fgr the
other), that this does not refer exclusivef; to the case of a

Sofer and a Boor, agﬁ*ujght be the reader’s impression after

learning the succeeding Baraita:
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agency of the other. Perush- This does not refer to a Sofer and
Boor, for if so, it woéuld have said explicitly, "Two who ate, one
being a Sofer and the other a Boor", as it does further on in the

__-Baraita, rather certainzg, it 1is discussing anybody, even two

Sofrim, and it is sa&¥ing that if one wishes to fulfill his
obligation from the very beginning by the agency of his
companion, he can do 4o, but certainly it is the most preferable
to separate, as it has it in the baraita further-on, Two who ate,
it is a commandment, to separate, but it is not an (absolute)
obligation.? g 4 '

-

Ritba will usually not translate into Hebrew passages of the
Gemara that are in Aramgic; but will somet?mes try to clarify or
explain vague or unspecific Aramaic text. For example, aftem the
first Mishna introduces us to the ;oncept of Zimmun, the Gemara
asks in a classic.Ialmudiq formulation, Mena Hanei Milei? (From)
whence is this derived?). Ritba’'s comment explains to the reader
that this Aramaic phrase is eggentially specifying that the

—

purpose of the derivation is finding a source for the requirement

of .three, and not for Zimmun in general:

Mena Hanei Milei. Perush- Zimmun among three, and when there are
three they are obligated to recite Zimmun.?

‘While in general Ritba writes in a mixture of Aramaic and
Hebrew, occasionally entire comments are written in clear
Rabbinic Hebrew and sometimes comments are written entirely in

Aramaic.

¢ Hiddushe HaRitba column 309. Note- All translations in
this paper are my own.

3 Hiddﬁshe.HaRitbg, column 307.

.
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Ritba’s writing is heavily laden with material from other

sources. He will frequently quote Talmudic material from other
-, _

tractates, sometimes” without specifying the source, stating

D'Amri (as they shid) or Amrinan Leayil (as Ef,fi'e‘ the Talmud>

stated previously), no doubt expecting the reader to have

* e

sufficient familiarity with the Talmud to recognize the source.
Frequently, Ritba will provide the title of the‘;;actate from
which the quote is taken, as when he identifies a quote by
stating "B'Arachin Amri" (In tractate Arachin it *is stated).
Sometimes he will identify the soﬁ;ce by the name of the cﬁgpter;
for example he prefaces one quote by*stating K'Deita BeHaRoeh (as
it is in the chapter called "HaRoeh").* However it fEbpears that
typically, when Ritba wishes ;9 cigg_ a source by name, he will
use the name of the tractate. When Ritba wishes to refer to the
Jerusalem Talmud, which he does on occasion, he will always
specify that he is doing so.

. Ritba also will occasionally quote the opinions of other
Riﬁhonim, first introducing the Rishoﬁ by name, for example,
"Rashi explains”, "Rif explainb“, "Ravad explains”, ."Ramham
explains"”, etec. But these instances are infrequent. As will be

see;, in comparison to Meiri, Ritba’'s writing is relafively free

of specific attributions to other Rishonic sources. £5

¢ Ibid., column 315.
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Despite this, it is clear that Ritba was heavily influenced,

‘both in terms of style and content, by chgr Rishonim,

N~ particularly his two teachers, Rashba and Raah. The writings of
= L
Ritba displhy‘some clear stylistic similarities with the Hiddushe

HaRashba of folomon Ben Adret. .

Rashba also structures his commentary as a line-;y line
elucidation of the Talmud. Like Ritba, Rashba c?ncentrates
almost é;glusively on the Ggmagh, with comparatively litt1e~
examination of the Mishnaic portions of the text. Rashba also
writes in a prose that is =a mixture of Hebrew and Aramaic, and
replete with Talmudic Aramaie phraseology. “ Rashba ‘prefaces his
comments with a verbatim quotation from the Gemara, followéd by

? ; an introductory word (usually Peruah or Klomar), and then

proceeds with his comments.Ss

’ R. Aharon HalLevi, Raah, who_wrote the work known as Pekudat

Haleviim, also displays similarities to Ritba. He also

_systepatically elucidates the Gemara, writes in a mixture of

|

Hebrew and Aramaic, ﬁuotea each statement to be discussed

¥

verbatim, —and prefabes his comments with the word "Perush". |

Indeed, in Raah’s case virtually every comment is prefaced by

"Perush". Clearly Ritba was heavily influenced in writing style
T gy his teachers. <There are differences. caashbs is more at p;ina

-

* "Hiddushe HaRashba, Warsaw Bdition, 1889,

. - -
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to supply other Rishonic opinions and to identify by name other

authorities, partieularly Gaonic sources and the Rif. Raah

devotes more attentjopn-to the Mishnaic material in the tractate.

As an example of difference between Ritba and Rashba, on page,
B ; '

46b, after a discussion of Grace affer~ Meals in a house of

-y

mourning, the Gemdara asks "To where does he return?" (LeHaychan
q -~

Hoo Hozer?). The precise meanfﬂt of this statement is' a source

of dispute among the Rishonim. Because of its proximity to a -

i discussion of Grace in a house of mourninzg'psrhaps it refers to
the leader of .Grace returning +to the fixed Grace after the
appropriate insertions ‘in a house of mourning. Or, perhaps it
refers to one who has interrupted his meal to recite Zimmun with

) ' others; after he finishes his own meal, to what point %F Grace
- does he_éeturn to begin his own recitation? Or perhaps it refers
to the repetition of certain verses by the leader in the Zimmun
formula itself. These are all opinions - held by various
Rishonim.®

In their respective discussions ,of the passage, the two
Rishonim display their differences of style. Rashba offers

several opinions, referring in succession to Hai Gaon, Rif,

Ravad, and "the Gaonim". Ritba discusses only one opinion, and

—

: % See the commentary in the Steinsaltz Talmud Brakhot,
p.204, and the Meiri, Bet HaBehira, p.169, for a variety of
Rishonic opinions regarding the meaning of this phrase. :

" e . [} »
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that without any attribution.?
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As mentioned, ip_addition to similarities of writing style,

the great influence of his two teachers on Ritba is manifest in
; SV |

content as well. Frequently, material found in Ritba can be 'ﬁ

"

’
traced directly to Rashba or Raah,~—_almost always without

attribution. Ve 2 P
A ~
For example, on 48a the Gemara discusses the issue of Zimmun

in a group of ten or more. When there are three diners, up to a

total of nine, no mention is made of the Divine Name. However,

in a group of ten or more, nentions;ia made 6f the Div@ne Name._ |

4

The Sugya in question is examining the question of eating

——

breadstuffs. Must all ten have eaten breadstuffs, to qualify for
the special Zimmun of ten? Can some of the ten have eaten
vegetables? " Here is the comment-of the Ritba:

We oconclude: even seven' who 'ate bread and three ‘who = ate
vegetables may ~ join for Zimmun, but not six, as we require a
recognizable majority.® 3%

Here' is gpe_do-nent of Rashba:

‘We conolhﬂp:_'éven seven who ate bread and three who ate
vegetables, but six, no,.for we require a recognizable majority.®

So tqéif;hp_ 48a, the Tnlpﬂd tells a story about Rava and

Abbaye, presumably when they were children. They are asked by
= Tigg Sadlr by L " f _
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Rabbah if tﬁey know where God dwe}ls. | Rava points to the
ceiling. Abbaye goes outside and points to the sky. Rabbah
declares both shall be Rabbis, and the Gemara adds a saying

"Young pumpkins are known by their stems”. Both Rashba and Ritba

comment that the praise is prilarily for Abbayé. apd the language
L

used by the two Rishonim is ik?!&dly similar.
Ritba: ' . ”

. -

This is praise for the.Bhe who went outside and pointed.towards
heaven, for they saw that he knew and recognized that His
dwelling is in heaven.!?®

Rashba:

-
-

They praise Abbaye who went outaidt' ‘and po;nted to the heavens,
but not really "heaven" per: se, but they saw that he knew his
Creator with .full comprehension, as the comprehension of the

- great ones, that His dwellin[ is in heaven.!! v

Many of Ritba’'s comments can be found nlready in Raah. Fbr
example, as has been nentionei;_.on 45a the Gemara begins its

diacussidh_of the first Mishna by asking Mena Hanei Hile;?. Ritba

-

comments:

Mena Hnnei,uilei’ Perush- z&.-un anong three, and when there
are three they are obligated in Zimmun. (The Gemara next states)
As it'is ﬂrltton, Exalt the Lord with me. (Gadlu LAdoshem Iti).

"Exalt"” is J.unl, and it is impossible for it to refer to less
than tnnp__ | "with me"”, makes three, and when there are three,
Scripture states “Bxalt“ ' ue,. to add a blessing, namely the

: bleasin‘ bf‘Ztllun, and it is certainly of Rabbinic origin, the

S LB AR e il e g
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Scriptural passage is just an Asmachta.!?
Raah comments: \
Mena Hanei Milei? Perush- Zimmun among three, and three are
obligated to perform Zimmun. (The Gemara then states) Rav Assi
said, "Scripture states, Exalt the Lord with me. (Gadlu LAdoshem
Iti). "Exalt" is plural, from this we get two, and "with me" is
three, and in this situation, when there ‘are three, it is said:
"Exalt", i.e., to add a blessing, namely Zimmun, we add the
blessing of Zimmun,*and it is of Rabbinic origin, certainly the

Scriptural passage is just Asmachta.?3

There are instances when Hiddushe ~HaRitba shows certain
o S

affinities to other Rishonic works as well. For example, as
mentioned, Ritba begins his discussion of the Mishna with a

consideration of the' circumstances that would lead to Zimmun.

This does not resemble the initial-rdiscussions in either Raah or

Rashba, both of whom begin with simple definition of terms in the

Mishna. Howe;ér, Ritba’s initial discussion bears striking
similarity to the initial discussion found in Perush Talmidei R.
Yonah.1t e

Certainly some of the similarities between Ritba and others
can be ascribed to  interpretive traditions that have become the

common -properties of many Rishonim and can be found 1in other

aourées besides Raah and Rashba. However, the fact remains that

12 Hiddushe HaRitba, column 307.
13 Pekudat Haleviim, p.139.

14 See Hiddush HaRitba, Moséad HaRav Kook editioh, in which
the editor acknowledges this similarity to "TRI", column 303.

Lz ail
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much of the material in the hritinz of Ritba is found almost

verbatim in the writings of his mentors, wusually without

attribution.!s In any case finding chunks of his teacher’s
material in Ritba shouldlnot be interpreted as plagiarism in the
modern sense; it. is entirely possible--:that such verbatim
rendering were accepted as the faithful transmission of a
master’'s teachings by an :EI; pupil.

The style of Meiri differs in m;rked ways from that of
Ritba. In contrast to Ritba, Meiri begins each chapter with a
brief summary of the chapter’s contents, organized by theme.

Here is Meiri’s preambie to the seventh chapter of Brakhot:

Three who~ate, etc. This chapter ﬁas as its fundamental intent
to explain for us in detail Grace after Meals and the matter of

.Zimmun and its content. Most of the chapter deals with five

matters. The first- To. explain how many people are required for
Zimmun to be obligatory; and in what circumstance they join
together, and ih what circumstance they do not join together.
Second, to explain what foods are appropriate for Zimmun to
occur. Third, to explain whomay participate in Zimmun. Fourth,
to explain the content of Zimmun. Fifth, to explain those things
necessary for the Cup of Blessing (Kos shel Bracha) and the
contents of the Blesgsipng. This is the general focus of the
chapter, and sev$fgi other matters have also-been included, as
will be explained/(1®

In contrast to Ritba, Meiri devotes considerable attention

to the elucidation of the Mishnaic portions of the chapter.

15 But not always. Ritba does infrequently attribute to
Rashba or Raah. See, for example, column 303 for an attribution
to Raah.

16 Bet HaBehira, p.163.

-
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Indeed, Mishnaic commentary is fundamental to Meiri’s structuring
of the Bet HaBehira. Heiri-discusaes each Mishna in the chapter;
explaining it in detail, his explanation framed in the language
of the Gemara's subsequent commentary. There is some resemblance

to this in R. Ovadiah Bartinora's Miahnaip“qpmmentary, which also

uses the Gemara to‘ explain the Mishna. After elucidating the -

Mishna, Meiri will £HEH turn to what he considers to be
additional Gemara not q&ready disctissed in his Mishnaic
commentary. This Gemara commentary can be extensive or limited,
depending on how much space Meiri devotes to the Mishna. His
commentary to the first Mishna is reI;Fively brief, and his

Gemara commentary is extensive. This situation is reversed later

~on in the chapter.

Meiri’s Ge;ara commehtary differs in style from the that of
the Ritba. Unlike the line by line approach utilized by Ritba
andhﬁgshba, Meiri eluci&ates the Gemara as if he were writing
essays on o series of Halachic topies. This essay sfyle is
achieved by the following factors- Meiri will often depart from

the order of the Sugyot and individual passages in the Talmud; he

often does not quote verbatim but paraphrases, and in his

paraphrase often elaborates; and Meiri includes in his comments
many other Rishonic opinions, so that the result is what amounts
to an extended discourse on a topic.

Meiri follows roughly the flow of the Gemara as it appears

L-'“"-_—-_———‘ e —— adan
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in the text, but will deal with varied topics’ or individual
Sugyot out of their order. Meiri will cqombine disparate elements
of the Gemara in an attempt to create a cohesive statement. For

example, as has been discussed at length, on 46b the Gemara asks

To where does he return (LeHaychan Hoo Hozer), a vague statement

which 1is elucidated by the Rishonim in various ways. Ritba.
&,

discusses this passé?ﬁ’as it appears in the course of the Talmud
itself, after a discussion of Grace~ in a house of mourning.
Meiri, however, discusses th: passage as :'part of his discussion
of material found on 46a. This gemara deals with the precise
extent and content of' the Zimmun, Pnd in his opinion, To where
doeg he return? is CODéErnEerWith the same issue. Meiri
discusses this phrase before he discusses Grace in a house of
mourning, not 'after, as the phrase is placed in the Gemara. In
addition, Meiri will often skip over sections of Gemara if he
féETé hg has alréady covered their essential points in his Mishna
commentary. As he states after commenting on one Mishna:

This is the explanation of the Hishné, and in the Gemara some
laws come from it, most have been explained by me in the
discyssion of the Mishna, what remains of them will now be
explained.17

: Iﬁ contrast to the work of Ritba, which-is devoted to commenting

primarily on the Gemara of the havli. it can be said that Meiri’s

17 Ibid., p.178.
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work is as much a commentary on the Mishna as on the Gemara.!'®

Unlike Ritba, who always prefaces  his comments with a
L]

verbatim quotation from the Gemara, Meiri frequently, but not _

always begin with a reference to the relevant line of Gemara, and

when he does, this reference is often not a verbatim quote but a

paraphrase. Often, this paraphrdse is written in sudhuﬁ‘éay as
to be itself a commentary on and eiﬂhpration of the text. For
example, on' 45b the Gemara states, Three who eat togetyer. one
interrupts for two, but two do not interrupt* for one. In other
words, regarding recital of Zimmun, if three are eating, one may
be required to interrupt his meal to recite Zimmun .with two
companions who have already finished, but two dine}a do not have
to stop their meal for a single companion. Meiri writes:
Three who reclined together, amd two finish their meal and want
to leave and the third has not yet finished his meal; the one
interrupts for the two and they include him in Zimmun, and he
answers "Amen" with"them if he desires, and one of (the two who
have finished) blesses for himsélf and for his companion who has
finished his meal, and the third who interrupted his meal for the
purpose of Zimmun returns to his meal after they have finished
Zimmun, in the manner that will be described below.!?®

Unlike Ritba,  who will gquote the Gemara verbatim, then
discuss and elaborate on the text, Meiri combines a reference to

the Gemara with descriptive and prescriptive material.

Indeed, Mei:i's initial comments on a portion of Gemara have

18 T am grateful to Dr. E. Diamond for pointing this out.

19 Ibid., p.168.
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the flavor of "Psak", r;lher than qla;sic commentary. It is
typical of Meiri to begin discussion of a complex Gemara with a
L ]

simple definitive statement which sets out his Halachic
conclusions relevant to that Gemara, and only then engage in
extended discussion. ¢

An excellent example of this is fouﬁd iﬁ-‘ﬁis-commentary to
46a. This page cont;ins what is arguably the most difficult

Sugya in the chapter. 1t begins with Untiliuhat point is the

: Blessing of Zimmun? (Ad Haychan Birkat Zimmun?). This apparently

. : 1

| i
- v i
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is referring to the definition and extent of Zimmun. In the
course of the Sugya, R. Nachman statea‘that Zimmun extends until
"Nevarech" (i.e. thg last line of our gu£rent version of Zimmun)
and R. éLeshet held wuntil "Hazan" (i.e., the end of the first
bleésing of Grace, "Hazan et Hakol"). This Sugya is complicated
by difficQ;t Baraitic material, and a succession of Machlokot.
As do the other Rishonim, Meiri devotes considerable attention to
this Sugya, fut ;n his characteristic fashion, he begins with.a
brief statement which sets out his basic understanding of the
Sugya and the Halachic Psakim which attend to it:

The bless£n¢ of Zimmun is "Neverech Shealchanu" etc. until those
responding finish "Uvtoovo Hayyinu"- this is what is called the
blessing of Zimmun, and if one of the diners interrupts his meal
for two others (for the purpose of Zimmun), he interrupts until

those who are responding in Zimmun finish, and then he returns to
eating, and when he finishes his meal he blesses by himself,

— e
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beginning with (the first blessing of Grace) "’azan".*ﬂ
Meiri tells wus right away that the Halacha follows R.

\
Nachman, gives us the definition of Zimmun, and the Psak Halacha

concerning the diner who interrupts his meal for Zimmun. Meiri

then begins a protracted and detailed discussion of the Sugya,

including arguments which supportl hiEI.ébnclusions, and those

which oppose him as®well. This unusual prefacink of commentary
with "Psak" like statements make Meiriis subsequent commentary
far more easier to understandand help considerably to illumine
the Sugya itself.

It is  an integral part of the style of Meiri to cite other
opinions in his commentary. Mei;i“s writing is. repleté with

references to other Rishonim, to the extent that his writing

" often reads like a digest of Rishonic opinion on a given topic.

While Ritba will bring in other Rishonic opinions in the courée
gﬁ_his writing on occasion, his style is quite different- Ritba
does not consistently present a vast range of Rishonic opinion as
an essential part of his commentary as does Meiri. Meiri weaves
other opinions into his comments, ﬁeemingly with the purpose of
allowin} the reader to explore myriad sides of a given matter-
acduainting the reader as completely as possible with the Talmud

*

itself and its attendant issues.

- 20 Ibidi' p.lsa.
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A

3 One of the distinctive features of the Meiri is that he does
. \ 4 .
not refer to other Rishonim by their names; rather, he has

T

developed his own form of nomenclature. "The Greatest of the
Halachic Decisors" is the Rif, "The Greatest of the Rabbis" is
Rashi, "The Greatest of the Conmentﬁtofﬁ“- {a' Ravad, and "the

Greatest of the Authbrs” is Rambam. This form of nomenclature

|
further distinguishes Meiri from Ritba.. !
r However, Meiri will sometimes refer in less specific terms 1
; to other sources. For example, he will frequently cite an
| opinion‘in the name of "Yesh Omrim" or "Yesh Mishepiresh". !
Like Ritba, Meiri will on oc?aéion cite .Tosafot. While
Ritba’will cite éhe Yerushalmi'and‘;ﬁ’;-rare occasion a Midrashic
source, Meiri tends to make more extensive use of the Jerusalem
Talmud and Midrashic sources than does Ritba.?! -

e An example of Meiri’s use of sources, his weaving them into

his oommeniary and his unique nomenclature, can be seen in his

T————
ot

3 comments to 45b.

T

: The Gemara discusses the situation of three who have eaten ]

«

tozethér; and one goes outside before Grace after Meals is

{, : réoi}ed. " Can this person outside be included in Zimmun? Thé
outcome in the Gemara is that he can, provided that he responds

when called on to participate, and in the case of ten diners, he

A éa The probable reason for this is discussed in ehqpter‘
. four. . . En . - . X '

-
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must phystcally return to the table for) Zimmun. The Sugya
begins- Three who ate together, and one goes out to the street,
they call to him and include him in Zimmun. Meiri comments:

Three who have eaten together, and one of them goes into the

street before he blesses, they call to him and include him in

Zimmun, and provided that he answers to the Zimmun from where he
is and says "Baruch Ho# Sheachalnu", etc. Now, the text says
They call to him and he must answer; "The Greatest of the Rabbis"
explained this to say that he answers "Baruch Sheachalnu", etc.,
and (even outside) fulfills his obligation “for both Zimmun and
Grace. Even though he is required .to recite Grace in the place
he ate, the obligation of Zimmun brings its own force into the
situation; as long as he hears the voice of the one reciting the
benedictions, all are drawn (as it were) from their place to that
of the one reciting. g

But there are those who say that he fulfills his obligation
for Zimmun only, but he must’ return and recite Grace in the place
that he ate. Similarly, all who fulfill their obligation for
Grace through the agency of a companion must sit at ‘the-table in
the place they ate. :

" But this does pot seem right to me, for Zimmun acts as a
joining force for &ll, bringing all together with the reciter.

There are those who say that even for Zimmun he must return
to his place, and they are not lenient in this matter, but they
allow that even though he may have gone into the street and
become distracted (Hisiach Daato), if he is only a short distance
away and within hearing, and can answer, they may include him-.in
Zimmun, but if he is too far away, he can no longer Jjoin his
companions, even if he returns. But the Sugya itself does not
support this view. '

There is one who explains that it is not necessary for him
to return "to his place, and not even to answer from where he is
"Baruch -Hoo Sheachalnu" etc., but his companions can include him
in .Zimmun, if he answers, he answers, and if not, so be it;
rather the important thing is that they.call to him and include
him in Zimmun. But what of the Gemara which states They call to
him and he answers? .

(This same authority) explains that it means they inform him
and call to him to pay attention to the Zimmun. He answers that
he is already paying attention to this, and so wrote "The
Greatest of the Commentators”, that this person has given notice
that he is an Am HaAretz, and does not know how to answer, so

certainly we include him in Zimmun, there is no difference (for.
we include an Am HaAretz). In any event, regarding all these

o e N s T 0. - = f=% R =SS S — e £ = TE 4 ol it
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interpretations, they are lenient only regarding three
individuals, for their Zimmun does not contain mention of the
Divine Name; but among ten they are not lenient since there is in
that case mention of the Divine Name, rather, (the one who left)
must return to his place.2?

Meiri here demonstrates several characteristics of his
_;gtyle. He paraphrases the relevant line-of-Ge-nra, creating what
is essentially a'brief, Psak Din based on the Sugya. He then
engages in a detailed discussion of the issues, bringing in
numerous opinions, among them Ragki and Ravaé.
This style helps Heiri‘achieve a great éegrge of clarity.
This clarity is enhanced by the fact that unlike Ritba (and
Rashba ‘and Raah), who wriie'in an Arannic-ﬁebfeutgjargon, Meiri

“writes in . simple Rabbinic Hebrew. This aids in understanding

S

both the Méiri, and the Talmud text, which Meiri usually renders

into Hebrew in the course of his commentary.

For example, on 5la the Gemara discusses the situation of

one who has finished his meal, and realizes that he has not

_reeited a benédiction. May he then recite, even though the meal
is over? - No, is the answer, and the Geuﬁra adds 1u‘Aranaic:

'.'[:}f_z}"‘l:\'?'lbl s.'f.clﬁl » Meiri translate# the phrase for us-

L .0 -ms-.;:mp.‘n $4%\D (Since his blessing is missed-it is

missed) .23 P s : .

*2 Ibid., pp. 165-166.
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P : A compnribon of the literary and writing style of Ritba and

Meiri can be briefly summed up in the folldwing chart:
1. Structure:

a.’ Ritba- Line by line elucidation of the text, does not
deviate from the Talmud’s own order. Comments prefaced with
verbatim quote from Talmud. Concentrates-almost exclusively on

! the Gemara. r

P b. Meiri- Comments on both Mishna and Gemara. Will follow

e roughly order of Talmud, but will deviate from that order for the

i purpose of creating a cohesive statement. Will often omit

\ comment on parts of Gemara i he has covered the issue in his
Mishna commentary. Will often paraphrase relevant line from the

Talmud, combining paraphrase with prescriptive statement. This

- - leads to his characteristic of often beginning discussion of a
B 4 Sugya with "Psak” type statement.

1 2. Use of other Sources: b

| a. Ritba- Will occasionally use other Rishonic authorities.
| Shows heavy influence of Raah and Rashba, but usually does not
explicitly give them attribution. Shows knowledge of Rashi and
Tosafot, makes usg of Jerusalem Talmud, very rarely Midrashic
sources.

b. Meiri- Extensive and deliberate use of other sources, creating
* & often a "digest" of Rishonic opinions on a given topic. Has own
form of nomenclature for some of the Rishonim. Has knowledge of
Rashi and Tosafot, makes more extensive use of Jerusalem Talmud
and Midrash than does Ritba.

} = e 3. Language:
g - a. -Ri;bhr Writes in Talmudic Aramaic-Hebrew mixture, peppered

with Talmudic Aramaic phrases. Usually will not translate
Aramaic of Talmud, but will sometimes try to clarify or explain.

b. Meiri- Writes in Rabbinic Hebrew. Will explain or clarify
Aramaic of Talmud, will sometimes translate.
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'," 5 T ' . Chapter Three P
P - : " The Analysis 'of the Sugya
| In'Meiri and Ritba
5 J-‘ i . . ‘ o A . 21
? ~ Meiri 'ai';d 'Ritba. ‘display ;un}\\:}é._\ %iea in their -"
i ' re.spect.ive analyses _ of the Talnud text. Both have common
l .‘ - concerns. Ther attenpt to explain obacure or difficult words or
-._ : _ phrase:n in the Hiahna and Gemara. 'I'hey are interested in t._he
R R 'explana.tion of oouplex auzyot. Meiri and Ritba strive ‘to 1
2'?,\ x : Fdalineate the pract'icql Biﬂ.aoh:lc mificntim ~of the Geura,. ;é,

ﬁ;thouga thja is mo ,4,3;1;_ ed in ueiri.f Both try to reconeile
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If the problem is explaining the Shékla ve Taria of a‘Sugya, the
"give and take" of the Tglmudic discussion, heiri and Ritba will
often end up identifying the same difficulties in the text.

For example, we have already discussed the situation on 45b

—of three who have eaten together, and one goes into the street.

1 In addition to the comments of Meiri that have alréady been

cited, he says:

/ There is one who safs that in a situation 6} three people, they

must be able to see one another, and if they cannot see one
another, they do not join together.!

l

i "

P Ritba cites the same position in his commentary:

| -

Three who eat. together and one goes outside into the street, they
call to him and include him in Zimmun. Klomar (that is to say),
the man dis in his place and ‘they must be able to see one
another.?

If the problenf is reconciling conflicting texts, Meiri and

Ritba will point to the same conflicts, and often reconcile the

T

problem in the same way.

One typ;cal example of the similarities found in _Meiri and
Ritba is their discussions of a Sugya on 47a. The text states:
Rav Yehuda. the son of Rav Shmuel bar Shelat said in the name of
Rav: : Those around the t;ble are not permitted to taste ahythinﬂ
until the one who has recited the blessing has tasted. Ritba and

— = Meiri raise precisely the same problem.” In "Arvei Pesachim",

! Bet HaBehira, p.166. .
F : * Hiddushe HaRitba, column 309.
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g (Pesachim 106a), a story is told of Rav Ashi who went to Mahoza
K and was asked to recite the. "Great Kiddush". INot knowing what
| the "Great Kiddush" was, he simply recited "Borei Pri HaGafen",
and was relieved to see one old man drink. Besides being a
—1esson for Rabbis who are put on the -spot, _the texf presents a
problem for our two ,Rishonim- How could the oid man have drunk’ K
before Rav Ashi, seeing as our text in Brakhot states clearly
that one must wait fér the one who has recifed the Bracha? Meiri
and Ritba both quote from the Yerushalmi, Brakhot 6:1, in which
it is 'again stated .that no one may taste until the reciter has
done so,.but states that this applies,onlyfﬁhen'nll are drinking
from the one cup held by the rgcitef. but not if all are drinking
L from individual cups. Both Meiri and Ritba solve thié difficulty
based on the Ye;;shalmi ‘passale by saying that . the passage in
Pesachim referred to a siiuation where all had their own cups.?

The similarities extend to sources as well. In the above
example, both Meiri and Ritba use the same Yerushalmi pasanie to
solve the problem. There are many exnipies of their common use
¥, ot quafﬁt, Rashi, Rif, Ravad, and Rambam to resolve the same
l . faaﬁes.‘ If one Rishon has quoted, say, Ravad in a apecific case,

B - -often the other will also, particularly if that Rishon’s opinion f

is crucial to the resolution of a problem (although as mentioned,

s !lpiﬁ. .ﬁ?@u, m.thn.. oolunn ﬁaq, ' g T i
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in the case of Ritba, the influence must' sometimes be derived
from the text, as attribution is not always explicit). A clear
example is found in the commentary to the Gemara on 49a-b, which

~~discusses changes in the Grace After Meals on a festival. Meiri
mentions that Ravad? held that one must mention the particular
festival explicitly: "The Greatest of Commentators" wrote that

4

/ one must mention "Yom Hag +“HaMatzot Hazeh", etc.* Similarly,
s L
Ritba states, "The Ravad, z'l, wrote, one must mention "Hag Ploni

Hazeh".*

Another example oecurs in the discussion of the word on 49b
mentioned in chaﬁter one, "Tzofim",fn place outside of Jerusalem.
in his attempt to define the word, Ritba first quotes both the
interpretations of Rashi and then Tosafot, attributing théae
explanations to them explicitly, and ultimately agreeing with
Tosafot. He;ri follows precisely the same path, quoting both
Rashi and Tosafot, and agreeing with Tosafot. >

Both Meiri and Ravad seem to relate to their authoritative

’ predecessors in the same way. Both respect and consider their

. oﬁinions. but neither Meiri or Ritba are slﬁvish followers of any

-

one Rishon, and will side with Hifferept Rishonim in various

e

disputes. Raah and Rashbn are often at odds with one another;

, . m.-.mm. p.184.
1 ; a;ﬂﬂnghg BaRitba, column 342.
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Ritba will often choose between them, or follow a different path

entirely. It is interesting to see how in one Sugya Ritba will

follow Raah over the Rashba, and in the very next Sugya, or

sometimes the very next difficulty in theﬂiéxt. Ritba will prefer

the opinion of Rashba over Raah! Ravad is one of the greatest

authorities in Provence, yet Meiri doeg'not always follow his

opinion.® For example, one issue is the question of one who has

""“C“"T“" T T ———
\

begun the fourth and last benediction of Grace, called "HaTov ve
HaMetiv"- if he forgot to mention the .special insertion for
Shabbat in the third benediction, dge; he return to the beginning
of Grace, or to the beginning of ghe third benedietion? Meiri
p reports that Rashi and Rambam require him to begin Grace again,
while Ravad holds ‘that he must return only to the beginning of
the third benediction. Meiri sides with Rashi and Rambam,
against RQ@ad.? Similarities between the two Riqﬁonim extend
also to larger concerns. Quite often, if one Rishon devotes
consideggble space to a particular topic, the other will as well.
For exémple. on 46a the Gemara briefly sets out rules for the

structure of benedictions- those that begin with a "Peticha" and

end with a "Hatima", and those which do not. The whole

¢ See Haym Soloveitchik, "Rabad of Posquieres, a

i - (Jerusalem, 1980), p.13, for the influence of Ravad. See also
chapter four of this paper.

" Bet HaBehirah, p.184.

L]

Programmatic Essay"”, in Studies in the History of Jewish Society.
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discussion in the Gemara is but a few lines. Yet Meiri and Ritba
both write extended essays on the question of benedictions; their
discussions of this Gemara make up the longest commentary in
their respective works. ¥

No doubt, much of' the similarities between Meiri and Ritba
can be ascribed to the fact that the "Peshat" interpretations of
a text, and the problems inherent in that text, are apparent to
both of our Rishonim, who are interested mainly in eliciting the
"Peshat” meaning of the Talmud. It is not -surprising that both
of these accomplished scholars wou{d.focua on similar problems,
and respond in similar ways. So ‘too. Ritba and -Meiri were
inheritors of common interpretive traditions. Some of their
interpretations can be traced as far as the Baal Halachot
Gedolot, the Gaonim, and the Rif; they share knowledge of Rashi
and Tosafot, Ravad was well known to both the ?panish'nnd
Provencal authorities. Meiri and Rashba, the teacher of Ritba,
naintaihed an active correspondence on Halachic issues.® That
certain common interprétntions would end' up being in their
reipe&tive works is a high probability, nﬁd I think this accounts
for the preponderance of similar l;terinl-in the two Rishonim.

This is not to say, however, that Meiri and Ritba do not

display differences in their considerations of the Talmud text.

® Encyclopedia Judaica, vol. 11, column 1258.

+
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While Meiri and Ritba share to a great extent a common pool of
Rishonic traditions, and often end by coming to similar

conclusions, they do not always agree with one another.

e —

A S

For example: On 48b, which discu;aeé‘lﬁé' various sections
of the Grace after Meafs. the Gemara states, On Shabbat, one must
begin with "Nechama", and conclude with 'Neohnln", and sanctify
the day in the middle. Now, under discussion is the third of the
benedictions of Grace, known as Boneh Yerushalayim.. The Rif
tells us that we must literally change the beginning of this
benediction on the Sabbath to "Qaéﬁanenu“. and the end to

"Healenu LeTocha ve Nachameu...Menachem Amo Yisrael BeBinyan

Yerushalayim" to gomply with the Gemara. Raah agrees with the

Rif. However, Rashi says that no, the entire benediction is one

of "Nechama'", that is its theme, and there is no need to change
e

the aetunl'-forn of the benediction. Rashba agrees with Rashi.

Meiri also says there is no need to change:

Even though "The Greatest of the Halachic Decisors” ( i.e Rif)
thought that the beginning and end had to really be written in a
form of "Nechama", this does not seem right to me. We  do not
have to be meticulous to begin ( the third benediction) on
Shabbat with "Nachamenu" 'and finish "Menachem Amo Yisrael", but
all who do not mention Shabbat in this benediction have not
fulfilled their obligation.? .

Ritba.takes a third view. The beginning of the benediction

can be unchanged for the Sabbath, but the end should be altered

s Bet HaBehira, p.182.

4
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according to the formula of the Rif.1°
Another example: On 47a the Gemara states that Two diners
must wait for one another over one dish {pekp*r&h). three diners

e —

do not wait. Meiri interprets "Kaarah" literally, -as one dish,
and declares that if ;wo diners were eating out of one dish,
while one is drinking, the other must wait to“eat, out of good
manners. hitba, on the 'othe: hand, inteérprets "Kaarah"
fizuratively, stating that this Gemara refers to a situation
where one of the two diners is busy slicing the bread or drinking
wine- his compahion should not eat, out ef good manners.!!
Another example: On 48b-498 the Gemara discusses the
neceséity of mentioning "Covenant" (Brit), "Torah" and "Kingship"

(Malchut) in certain behedictions during' the recital of Grace

after Meals. Meiri states that one who does not mention

r F :
"Covenant" in the second benediction and "Kingship” in the third

benediction must be directed to return and begin again. However
Ritba states that while mentioning these things may be required
"Lechatchila” this is certainly not an "Ikuva", of absolute

necessity. There is no need, as Ritba states, "to make him go

“back if he did not mention (these things)”. Ritba therefore

1 Hiddushe HaRitba, column 337. Ritba’s commentary here is
a bit vague, and the reader is referred by the apparatus to his
H;;ghg;. g3 9,,uh9re Bitbn states his - polition explicitly.

L nmmu_am oolm 330. h&_m&i:.a_h.. p.175.
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disagrees with Meiri that the person should be made to repeat -

-T-v'-—-——- ._
-
L]
emana.. =L

Grace,!?
Another example: . In the Rishonim, there is a discussion of

wedding practices based on the Gemara of 50b, which mentions some-

e —

wedding customs. Meiri states that it.ia an acceptable practice
' . :

to toss wheat before a bride and groom on the wedding day and

indeed, that was thé custom in his community; Ritba deplores the

A

practice.!?

Despite these examples, the fact remains that Ritba and
Meiri agree with one "another in gpeir'iqtéfpretations of the |
texts and their Halachic concluaith‘a vast -njority of the time;
perhaps only ten to fifteen per&ent of the conclusions in the two
works are in any real opposition to one another.

The greatest difference between Meiri and Ritba is

manifested in their basic conceptual approaches to the text, a

g

difference of both style and“ substance. Ritba is in essence

}tosafistic“— he is primarily interested in solving problems in

B e

the iextf reéoncilinz conflicting passages, and elucidating the

i : . hHalagha. but he does nq\_sjlte in a prescriptive fashion, as a

‘1
code. certninly he does not position ‘the Halachic outcome of a _%
4

] sRitbs, columnns 338-339. Bet HaBehira, p.183.
You may be “kint th Meiri neglects to mention "Torah" -as well-
~ hac :thﬁ same qur? 1« The editor of my edition of gg;~
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particular Sugya as the primary feature of his commentary.

Rather, it is one facet of his essential task of reconciliation,

elucidation, elaboration and clarification.

Méiri, as has been mentioned, ié‘l‘ﬁiso interested in
resolving conflicts gn the text and solving probiens. but his
approach to the Sugya differs from Ritba. g

Meiri wil; first probe theksuzya and elqcidate its Halachic
conclusions. He will often first rewrite the Sugya, or eléments ~
of the Sugya, into a statement of law. For:-example, as has been
mentioned previously, on 46a th?r_bemara contains a series of
Sugyot of great complexity. Sugya number one begins Ad Haychan
éirkat HaZimmun?, *" and appears to be dealing with the extent and
content of the Zimmun .formula. It contains Baraitic material,‘
including the phrase- Birkat HaMazon Shnayim OoShelosha. The
ﬁreciae me;ninz of this phrase is a source of dispute among the
Rishonim,14 Now, in the Sugya 'itself the Gemara offers the
followinglinterpretation of this Baraita (one of two offered);
that_it.ia referring to the number of sections of the Grace after
Meals required by Torah-laﬁ (three). However, "Shnayim" refers to
£he number of sections recitéd in a special Grace by workers.

This part of the Sugya states:

When the Baraita states "Two and Three", (Rav Nachman) can say-

14 See Meiri, p.168, 'Ritba. columns 316-17 (and editor’s
comments there). :

. . e - .
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Here (in the case of "two") we are dealing with the Grace said by
i . workers, for Mar said, (It) begins with "Hazan" and includes
| "Boneh Yerushalayim"” in "Birkat HaAretz",

Now, the very next Sugya begins with a reference to Grace said by

workers:

b 1 Said Rav Yosef- Know that "HaTov ve HaMetiv" is not DeOrefta, for
! i workers remove it (from Grace). |

|
M J In typical _fashion, ‘Ritba apgpoaches this issﬁe in the |
|

course of his line by line commentary- quoting the Piska in full:

it. Even though "Boneh VYerushalayim"” is indeed DeOreita, and

even though this is so, workers do not regite it (as a separate

benediction). But in this case, it is not removed,

but it is included in ‘the benediction ©f Birkat HaAretz, but
: HaTov ve HaMetiv is totally removed, they do not recite it at
| . all,1s -

i z Enow that HaTov ve HaMetiv is not DeOreita, for workers remove

-

Iy Ritba.is interested in resolving a difficulty in the text-QFZjﬁ
"HaTov ve HaMetiv" is not DeOreita, so it is not said by workers. -
But "Boneh Yerushalayim"? That is certainly DeOreita (by '

‘inpliﬁﬁtion in this Sugya and discussed explicttly on 48b),

-anﬂ we nixht jet the impression that it too is not being said.

Ritba olnrifies what has already been stated in the Gemara, that

"Boneh Yeruahalayil is not removed, but simply loses its status

e "; - .1. -i _lpl yg -;_I -.?I g

"in thil-lpaqial Prace as a'separafe benediction. Note that Ritba

is also reconciling the two statements made about the workers’
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Grace in the two Sugyot. Reconciliation and‘clarification, that
is Ritba’s agenda in this instance.

“In his own typical fashion, Meiri does not even .quote the

e e

_Piskaot, but simply creates a "Psak Din" bas&éd on: A paraphrase

of the two passages in these Sugyot, and a passage found earlier

- on 45b which states that Abbaye would recite "Amen" loudly after
-

"Boneh Yerushalayim" so that workers would hear and get back to

their work. Ritba discusses this statement as part of his

.

e e
-
—

commentary to 45b- Meiri takes it out of its order and |

incorporates it into the material on 46a:

In the case of workers who have eaten, it is not proper for them
to: prolong their blessing and waste time from their work.
Rather, they bless the first benediction in its proper form, and
i begin the second benediction with "Birkat HaAretz", and include
g "Binyan Yerushalayim"” in the midst of this, and they may not
; recite the fourth benediction at all, that is, "HaTov ve
HaMetiv", for it is not from the Torah.16

Sometimes, as in the above example, Meiri will simply ‘A

r

rewrite the Gemara into a prescriptive statement, and leave the
: magter. -Usually, however, the Gemara is more complex, and needs
-elucidgtionf- Therefore, the typical "Meiri" is to begin with a
preaoripéive statement based on the IGenarQ, followed by a

: p - discussion of the Sugya and then other Rishonic opinions, If the

Suzyﬁ is 'particularly complex, he will sometimes break it down

into its component parts, and ﬁddress the Sugya in detaill He

-

. s Bet HaBehira, p.169. :
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will then subject the Sugya and its attendaht issues to the gamut
& of Rishonic opinions, making sure that the reader knows by thE.

end of the diacuaqion which opinion Meiri himself values.

—

| An example of Mejri’s methodology~ can be seen in the
discussion of the Ge.gra on 47b-48a. ~ These pages contain a
s series of Sugyot generally focused on including a minor in
4 -
J Zimmun. However, the Sugyot are difficult and dense, they
contain much seemingly extraneous material. The first Sugys is a
.lengthy collection of statements, beginning with the subject of
including a \winor but Branching off - to other subjects as well,
such. as the prapriety of freeing slaves. The second Sugya is a
qollectibn of statements regarding participation in Tefillah and
Zimmun with.leaa than ,thé required amount of people; the third
| Sugya discusses including in Zimmun a "Katan Poreach".
This Sugya is translated:
: ' R. Yochonan said, a "Katan Poreach” is included in Zimmun. It
' has also been taught- A minor who has brought forth two hairs is
included in Zimmun, and if he has not brought forth two hairs, he
is not lncluged in Zimmun, We do. not check a minor carefully.
This is & difficulty!  You say, if he has produced two hairs,
yes; if h¢ has not produced them, no. Then it is stated, we do
not check a minor carefully. What is it to include? 1Is it not
' to include a "Katan Poreach”? The Halacha is not as all these

previous statements. Rather, it‘'is as Rav Nachman stated: A
minor who knows to whul he is blessing may be counted in Zimmun.

4

This Sugya concluda! with the story already cited in chqpter
two of Abbaye apn;d w bci.ng praiaed for their preoooioua,.

r Witicm of th&{ "‘_‘“Pz qu‘h duaz.uu. ' : v
£ " g*“ -':':"I. ’ ‘ r.- :;- 1 ,; g a4 3 s Y % A _c\" -
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Both Ritba. and Meiri focus on essentially the' same issue-

the elucidation of the correct ; Halacha regarding the

participation of a minor in Zimmun. Both end up with essentially

the saﬂg_gpnclusion, that even a young child can bef.inulpded if

he knows to whom he is bless;ng. However, they disﬁI;y their
different approaches in their commentaries.

Ritba is essentially interested in\illuminatiné particular

problems in the text. He methodically addresses each difficulty

as it appears in the Talmud. First, he defines a "Katan
Poreach": ) : .
Katan Poreach. Perush- He has begun to bring forth (testicular

hairs) but has not finished, they have not grown so that their
ends can be bent and doubled.!?

-

Then, he discusses the . statement that the Halacha does not
follow all that has been said previously, and that of R. Nachman
that a mimor who knows to qhom he is blessing is included in
Zimmun.

The Halacha is not as all the (previous) statements, rather, as
R. Nachman said, a' minor who knows to whom he is blessing is
included in Zimmun. Perush- Now, the Baraita reads well, for it
is taught that "a minor who has produced two hairs is included in
Zimmun", Perush, even if he does not know to whom he is blessing,
so. that he be not dissuaded 'from Mitzvot that he will be

‘obligated in when he is grown. "If he has not produced two hairs

he is not included in Zimmun", for he does not know to whom he is
blessing. "We do not check a minor". We do not check his hairs.,
(The correct understanding of all this is) If he knows to whom he
is blessing, even if five years o0ld, we include him _in Zimmun.

-

17 Hiddushe HaRitba, column 330.
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Now this does not act as a éupport for Ray Nachman, because the -

Baraita can be interpreted in another way as previously done
regarding the Katan Poreach. As for the matter of Zimmun among
ten, minors who know to whom they are blessing are included, as
} long as there are at least seven adults, for we require a
recognizable majority, for a recognizable majority -is required
when they are together, this is also the rule regarding prayer.is®

; Ritba then comments briefly on the story of Abbaye and Rava;

»
i-_,— we have already seen his comments in chapter two.
;j - This is the total extent of Ritba’s commentary. One can see
| & -
E Ritba's interest- he identifies the difficult term "Katan

Poreach”, he elucidates methodically the lines of the Sugya and
arrives at an Halachit outcome, and fihally, reconciles this
v Sugya to one on the same page which.states the principle that in

the Zimmun of ten, a recognizable majority is required.

Meiri, however, first presents a short "Psak" like statement

which comprises the essence of his decision:

| What has been stated in the Mishna, regarding :‘the fact that

f minors are not included in Zimmun, is subject to varying
| interpretations. Even the great ones of old differed as to this.
The correct view is that a minor who knows from his understanding
to whom he is blessing, even genuine minors, like of the age of
nine or ten, and even if they have not produced two hairs, are
included vin Zimmun of three, and if they know with very sharp
understanding even younger than this. There is evidence for this
in the story of Abbaye and Rava, who were sitting before Rabbah
at a meal and he said to them "To whom are you blessing?" and
they said to him, "To The Merciful,K One” etc...1?

————— —— ———— -

Meiri then informs us that this is the law. "This is the

18 Tbid.

1 Bet HaBehira, p.180.
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general Din as it appears to me". Ho}e that at the very
beginning of his commentary Meiri cuts through the Gemara to the
very last issue in the final Sugya, the stery of Abbaye and Rava,
| in order to present his ﬁrescriptive statement.

i ——— He then turns to the elucidation of_tﬁe'bemara. particularly
} the statement The Hdlacha is not as all the \(previous)
statements. Meiri decides he must clearly  delineate all the
J "previous statements". Beginning with the very first Sugya, for
the purpose of clarification, he breaks down all the relevant
- Gemars; listing each statement by number! (I:e., "The Halacha is
not as the first statement, which said:;: and not as the second
which said... and ﬁot as the third which said...."). This also
is a way far Meiri tp survey this section of the Sugya, which had

not yet been cited.29
After numbering every statement in the Gemara so as to
. ) clarify and fﬁlly exp%ore the text, he discusses some issues
brought up by the Gemara, bringing in other opinions besides his

own.

Hhilg‘i&tﬁa is presenting what is in essence a commentary,

Meiri® is presenting a cqmbiﬁation - oode-commentary. His

presc:iptive statements which %ntroduce every Gemara discussion

are atronziy:reniniscent of the ui!hggh_zg;gg, and it is possible

.., ) *

———rr

’*«.‘ 2 R ﬂgrgﬁo!’ul to 'Br. xpw for this obsar.;mian.
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Meiri was influenced by the qubam: who, as mentioned, he called
"The Greatest of Authors". :

Meiri is also obviously interested in making the Gemara

accessible to.the Talmud student. By elucidating the Halacha

— first, by restructuring and rewriting ‘ecémplex Sugyot, and by

writing in a clear Hebrew, he must have been a joy to students

perplexed by the Talmud’'s complexity. Truly, a Steinsaltz for

s

his own time! -

S
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. Chaptq; Four
Historical Influences on Meiri and Ritba
j Sk =3 i g
Until the twelfth century, scholarshiptin Provence and Spain
: . pursued two distinct paths, and there were no extensive links
between the two regions. -
For several centuries prior to the twelfth, Provence had
been recognized as a center of great Torah learﬁfgz.l Provegc;l
scholarship was completeiy.Torah-céntered; th;;e was no seculﬁr
or scientific component. 'Prévencal scholars engaged in the study
of Talmud and halacha. They did not just busy themselves in
"practica; halacha";—accordinz to Benedikt, they studied tractate
Zevabhim as assiduously as Shabbat.?

B A distinctiwe feature of the Provencal aﬁges was their

inclusion of "Midrash and the Jerusalem Talmud as inportint

2o .1 B.Z.  Benedikt,  "LeToldotav  Shel Mercaz HaTorah
. BeProvence", in Tarbitz, 22, 1951, p.86.

t Ibid., p.93.
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subjects of study. This interest .in Midrash and the Yerushalmi
can be still seen in Meiri, who, as nentio;ed, uses Midrash and
the Jerusalem Talmud more frequently than does Ritba.

In contrast, the Spanish scholars combined Torah learning
—wWith the studies of science, literﬁturé;qiﬁd-philoaophy. In
Talmud and Halachic matters, they looked to the Gaonim and Bavel
as the source of authority. This contraated-yith Provence, which
did not .accord the Gaonic and™ aabylonian traditions as much
authority.? As a result of these differences, Provence developed
many Minhagim distinct to its own region.t
In the beginning of the twelfth century, Provence became
politically asaociﬁted with NortherP Spain, the region known as
Catalonia. This part of Spain hadpegne under Christian dominance
as part of the reqonquiata{ and the ruling counts of Catalonia

had achieved hegemony over Provence.?®

With this new political association came extensive

* Ibid., p.92. This is the wview of Benedikt. H.

Soloveitchik seems to hold the position that the Gaonim were
indeed a great influence in Provence until Ravad. He writes,

"Provencal writings (were) a storehouse of Gaonic literature".
Due tp the influence of Ravad, "Gaonic material in Provence
dwindles". According to Soloveitchik, Ravad liberated Provence
from the influence of Gaonic litenature. See H. Soloveitchik, -
"Rabad of Posquieres, a Programmatic Essay!, in Studies in the

History of Jewish Society, Jerusalem, 1980, p.12.
‘ Benedikt, p-ss.

s Isadore Twersky, Rabad of Posguieres, Harvard University .
Press, Cambridge, 1962, p.35. '
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connection between the sages of Provence and ‘the sages of
Catalonia. Spanish influence poured into Provence, eventually
accelerated by Spanish ‘scholars fleeing Muslim persecution in the
south. Septimus writes, "The Spanish emigres brought with them
the achievements of Spanish Halacha, philosébﬁf; Biblical
exegesis, and letters, stiiulating in Provence a peribd of
intense creativity and cultural change".® Authorities such as
the Rif, 1Ibn Megash, and Judah ben Barzilai were introduced into
Provence, and were subjected to study and critique. Philosophy
and science found their way into the Provencal curriculum. There
grew in Provence the type of scholar the _r;gion had not yet
produced; one versed in both Torah and philosophy. In a few
generations, R. Menachem HaMeiri would come to exemplify such an
individual.?

One of the pioneers in combining Spanish and Provencal
traditions was, acgbrding to Twersky, R. Meshullam ben Jacob, one
of the -principle teachers of the Ravad. "Under (Meshullam’s)
aegis a decisive ghanﬁe in the character of Provencal Jewish
learning took piace: A Torah centered community comgletely devoid

of secular-learning turned, with remarkable zest and gusto, to

the cultivation of philosophy and other - extra-Talmudic

¢ Bernard Septimus, Hispano-Jewish Culture in Transition,
Harvard University Press, Cambridge, 1982, p.29.

" .Katz, p.114,
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. disciplines".®
\

The flow of discourse between Spain and Provence opened up a

period of great creativity. Perhaps not coincidentally, it was

also & period of change in Christian Europe. A feudal system was

~“being replaced by principles of justice &rawﬁ‘fron'ﬂoman law.?

There was great religiods ferment as the Catholic Church came

under criticism from various sects and heresies.!® That the Jews

/ should be "engaged in great 1l&gal development and Halachic

creativity at such a time, and that eventually there would be -an

-- attempt in the Jewish community to root -out- heresy, is no
| surprise. v

With the influx of Spamish éraditiona, some Provencal

traditions came under attack. This tension between Spanish and

Provencal customs is reflected in at least one instance in the

Meiri and Ritba. The Spanish authorities, including Ramban, had

objected to "the Provencal custom of saying "El1 Melech Neeman"

just before the Shma.!! _Meiri defended this custom in his

polemical work, Magen Avot. This dispute shows up again in the

b Téersky, p.13. -~
* Baer, p.286.
10 Twersky, p.20.

11 Bernard Septimus, "Open Rebuke and Concealed Love", in

Rabb ' _ ides, I. Twersky, editor, Harvard University
Press, Cambridge, 1983, p.30. .
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Bet HaBehira, were Meiri once again defends the custom, although
seemingly without the partisan fervor displayed in the Magen

Avot.

Indeed, Meiri states in the Bet HaBehira, "I have already gone on

—=at length regarding this matter in a épecf&i-éonposiﬁion in the
matter of "El Melech Neeman".!? Ritba mentions the issue in his
Hiddushe HaRitba, but does not seem to coqgit to a particular
position.1? - )

The Halachic creativity stimulated by the association of
Spain and Provence influenced both regions. .Ramban, although one

of the great defenders of Spanish traditions against those of

*

Provence, was a student of R. WNatan of Trinquitaille, a noted
Provencal sage.!4 ’Ravad, although a _Provencal scholar, became
one of the greatest authorities for both re&ions. Soloveitchik
writes, "Ravad’s influence upon Talmudic studies was...massive,
not only in Provence, but south of the Pyrenees as well.
Hundreds upon hundreds of his original insights -were assimilated,
adapted, and extrapolated by the scholars of Spain, whose school

dqminate@*ﬁalachic thought for centuries”".15 More specifically,

—

12 Bet HaBehira, p.167.

'3 Hiddushe HaRitba, column 315.
14 Ibid., p.34. (ff).

1s 8010veitehik,_ ps13i

La
= S S — I 3 et ' TJ




’

_tQEE‘Baper.

\

B

o

56

.

"His commentaries on Brakhot and Eruvin influenced all subsequent
literature, and Adret, Meiri, and the Baal HaMeorot cite them
extenaively".lﬁ

It is now apparent why Ritba and Meiri share so much as to
sources and content. Not©nly were the two Rishonim both privy
to the Franco-German traditions of Rashi and Tdﬁafot, but they
shared in the rich heritage of the Provencal-Spanish confluence.

It is pérhaps in the work of Ravad that the influenceé on
Meiri’'s distinctive literary style can be found. Both Twersky
and Soloveitchik state that Ravad engaged in the production of
works which were combinations of code and commentary.

Soldveitchig_ even labels them "commentary-codes”: "Ravad was

. effective in commentary-codes, where line by line explication de

texte was out of place. The central topics (or problems) in a

]

field had to be isolated, the controlling passages in the Sugya
explained, and 'zhe merits of conflicting views weighed".1? This
could be an accurate description of the Meiri as well. Further,
Twersky writes of Ravndfs commentary to Baba Kamma: "Rabad weaves

select lines of the Talmudic  text _into a detailed'expllnation

which reads like an igdependeni'little essay, the exﬁlanatory

i

16 Ibidﬂ.‘*plzs .

17 Soloveitchik, p.16. I noted with some mpdest joy and
happiness that Soloveitchik makes the same dichotomy between the
commentary-code and the line by line commentary as is made in

-
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remarks often indistinguishable fram the text. It is in reality

a mosaic of text interspersed with his comments and notes. His

style in the commentaries, in keeping with what we have seen

elsewhere, is lengthy, fluent, and eas&- a fact immediatel;-

~——sensed in the first few pages. On ﬁany occasions, he stops to

illustrate the logical sequence of the text and its arrangement.

Finally, in common with his method in other commentaries, he

/ cites a number of various explanations, dil;usaea and clarifies

them, salvages the tenable aspects, and offers his own".!s

. Again, this description of the method and .ntyle of Ravad can

suffice to describe the .Heiri as well- the weaving of text and

commentary, an "eésay-like“ flavor.: the offering of opinions
other than his own.

Twersky identifies as.pioneers of this style two of Ravad's
teachers- Rabi (R. Avraham ﬁen Joseph, also Ravad's father-in-
L. law); and Rambi (R. Moses ben Joseph)., "Unlike those co&ifigrs
| who separated code from commentary, limiting their codes only to

b the actual, operative law, Rabi and Rambi unify the two aspects,

presenting the final, normative conclusion together with its

-

textual basis. This method was used and greatly refined by
[ - Ravad".1?
':\
k, 18 Twersky, p.81. |

19 Ibid. ’ p.lﬁa
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One difference between Ravad and Meiri, however, may be
indicated by the observationlof H. Soloveitéhik that Ravad's work
has a certain lack of clarity and is technically difficult, and
Soloveitchik surmises that Ravad was not concerned with guiding
the ordinary Qtudent." As was stated- in- the-last chapter, Meiri
seems to be concerneg with presenting his material as clearly as
possible, and may have been writing so as to enable a majority of
students to reach ‘an understanding of rthe Talmud and its
interpretations.

Soloveitchik theorizes that this method of the Ravad (and by
my extension, Meiri) &id not characterize Spanish scholarship.
Rather, Spanish authorities repainéa more or less committed to
the to;afistic styvle. He writes, "It is, I suspect, the workings
of the Tosafist d:glectic' upon the commentarial base of Rashi,
Ravad and R. Hahnhﬁel that is, in many places, the tale told by
Spain".21 This assumption would bear out some of what has
already been stated in this paper regarding the style and methed

of Ritba.

I note the observation of M. Chernick that the code was

20 Soloveitchik, p.16.

1 Soloveitchik, p.29. RS
. -
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essentially a product of Sefarad.2? It may be then; that the
delineation of code and commentary is more pronounced in Ritba

and Rashba than in Meiri because tbd code was a more defined form

in Spain. Raah had his Sefer HaHinuch, Rashba had his Hilchot in

addition to his Hiddushe HaRitba, Rashba his -Torat HaBayit in

addition to his Hiddushe' HaRashba, yet Meiri did not produce a

major codal work. On the other hand, Ravad produced the Baale

HaNefesh, characterized'by Twersk{‘as a codal work, albeit of
narrow focus.?? Nevertheless-and ihis is only a conjecture- the
delineation of code and commentary may have been more pronounced
in Spain than in Provence, which might accohnt for some of the
differences in both style and content” betweén Meiri and Ritba

that have been enumerated in this paper.

.
-

t2 Michael Chernick, class notes, 1987. Dr. Chernick

attributes this in part to the great influence of the Gaonim in

Spain, and hence the concept of centralized authority. This view
is in harmony with Benedikt’s view of the extensive influence of
the Gaonim in Spain, as compared to Provence.

*? Twersky, p.85. The work concerns the regulations of
ritual cleanliness. i
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Conclusion

This paper has compared and contrasted R. Menachem ben

Solomon HaMeiri and R: Yom Tov ben Avraham Ishbili. It has been

demonstrated that the two Rishonim exhibit various differences in
their 1itefary style and in the structure of their works. This
paper has/shown that while they often display great simi#larity of
content.' their approaches to the Talmud text differ in
significant respects.

Yet at the conclusion of this work, some questions remain.
1 ﬁave noted that Ritba borrowed heavilf from Raah and Rashba.
It would be interesting to examine in deggil their contributions
to his work. What percentage of Ritba's work can be found in
Raah and Rashba? Does he favor one teacher over the other? Are
there specific types of issues in Wwhich he favors one over the
athér? Can we find other Rishonim who borrow heavily from their

teachers? Also régardinz Ritba, it would be interestihg to

explore in detail the relationship of his code based on tractate

Bréghot with his Hiddushe HaRitba on Brakhot.

As for Meiri, his relation to the Rambam is an area .

. -
- .
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would bé interesting to further explore why the two areas seemed

61
deserving of further consideration.‘ﬁ.l remarked in this paper
that Meiri’s "Psak Din" style is re;iniscent of tpe Mighgeha
Torah. How conscious a prgceas‘ was this for Meiri? Did he
deliberately pattern part of the Bet Haﬂegiga to resemble the

earlier work of the Rambam? If so, how far do the similarities

go? Was the structure of the Mishneh Torah an influence on the

—development of the commentary-code genre in Provence?

1 often wondered #in the course of studying this material
just who was the intended audience. Was Rifba writing for an
educated elite, and sence his~ elevated lapguage; was Meiri
writing for a less learned group, and hence ﬁis simplicity and
clarity? Or, do the different styles simply reflect the
dissimilar methoda of the .tuo Rishonim, " and have nothing to do
with the "target" réaderahip? &

This paper mgde a distinction between commentary and-
commentary-code. I have .hypothesized that the structural
differences between Meiri and Ritba may result from the fact that.

the code was perhaps.a more distinet 1literary form in Spain,

giging rise to a greater delineation of code and commentary in

Spain, than in Provence. Considering the extensive cultural and

inteliecguai ties that existed between Spain and Provence, it

to have maintained this distinction. In other words, ﬁhy the

commentary-code inh Provence as opposed to commentary and code as
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s

separate works in Spain? '?

Finally, I  think an area QPat can be explored is the
presence of "meta-Halachic" dssues in  the two Rishonim.
\

Certainly in the works studied, they rarely discuss underiying

moral or "spiritual" issues. Is this characteristic of the two

Rishonim throughout their works? Is this characteristic of
Halachic Rishonic works in general? Arelelhése' concerns that

reflect a twentieth ceﬁtury bias and cannot be applied to these

2
works? 5

These and other questions remain.’ I hope that this present

work has contributed a small neésure to the study of. Rishonic

"

literature.

[ SR
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