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Doug Sagal has written a comparative study of two medieval 
co .. entaries to the Babylonian Tal.Jllud,"'rbe Bait Ha-B8hlfa of R. 
Menahem ben Solomon Ha-Meiri (c. 1249-1316) and the nove1lae of the 
Ritba, R. Yo• Tov ben Abra.ha.a Ishbili (c. 1250-1330), using their 
glosses to the seventh chapter of ~rakhot as basis for the study. 
~ter outlining the significance of the work of the risbona and 
providing the biographical information concerning Meiri and Ritba, 
Sagal proceeds with a eo11parative stylistic analysis or the two · 

} commentaries. He f i nds significant differences between the two in 
structure, lanquage and use of other sources . Sagal then studies 
the approach of each to analysis of the TalJRUdic sugyah, showing 
that while both Ritba and Meiri concern themselves wi th essentially 
the same issues and draw upon the sa•e sources, Ritba is a 
Tosafistic oo .. entary while 8eit Ha-B+bira is a COllJ!entary cua lay 
code. In the process of writing his commentary, moreover, Meiri 
often "restructures" the sugyah, llalting it •ore wfderstandable and 
accessible to the student of the Tal.Jllud. 

Sagal then investigates the.. historical influences on each 
coJllllentator and shows that both siailarities and differences can 
be explained at least partially by a co1111<>n intellectual tradition 
on the one hand and distinct cultural influences on the other. 
In particular, Meiri's choice of a co .. entatorial-codal structure 
•aY. have been influenced by a general Provencal predilection for 
this form . In his concL\ision, Sagal puts before us so•e questions 
that remain for further study . 

Much can be said in prai} e of Sagal'& work. It is concise and 
well-organized, and solidly based on painstakfng study of Talmudic 
and medieval sources. There is a good balance of generalizations 

' and hypotheses with i\lW1inating ex•11ples and particulars. Sagal 
also manages to demonstrate the iaportance of Ritba and Meiri both 
in ter111S of the Rabbinic world of TalllUd study and fro• the •ore 
general perspective of Jewish intellectual · history. Most 

' intriguing, and worthy of further study, are the connecti:ons he has 
--- found between Meiri and the works of llaiJaOnides. Sagal has labored 
· long and hard in the vineyard of Torah, and the fruits of his labor 

provide us with a clearer underatandinq of the agenda and •ethods 
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Chapter One .. 
On Studying the Riehonim 

Rishonic literature• comprises an ~ssential part of the 

Jewish legal tradition. Thie legal tradition can be traced back 

to the Bible itself, which contJins within i~ regulations for 

, 

ancient l ·sraeli te society in the" realms of civil, criminal and 

ritual law, as well as prescriptions regarding personal dress, ) 
• 

eating habits, and social mores. 

Yet this Biblical legal tradition presented certain 

challenges. As a society proceeds in its history, a wri t ten 

legal tradition must cope with new problems and concerns, new 

realities . In addition, the societal ~stances of one era 
~ 

may be different in another, and many laws 
./" 

found in the Bible 

w~re unclear or subject to varyina interpretations . As a result, 

around this written tradition found in the Biblical literature 

there grew a legal body of interpretation and develop•ent, based 

on the original written law. This body of le•al material 

eventually became codified in Tannaitic tiaes, as Hiahpa, and 

leaal aaterial that did not find its way into the Hishna reaained 
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as Baraita and Tosefta. 1 

I 
This material itself became the objec t of study, expansion 

and development. The Mishna became the basis of both the 

Talmuds , the Bavli and the Yerushalmi, wh ich also commented on 

Baraitic and Toseftan material. The Gemara, t he p\rt of Talmud 

which comments on4'the Mishna, engaged onc e again in the process 

of study, expansion and development. The inheritors of the 

Tannaitic legal traditions , ~the Amoraim, worked to make sense of 

the traditions of an earlier era, and appl y them to the r·ealities 

of their own time . In addition, the Tannaitic literature 

presented c erta i n problems of its own- many passages in Mishna, 

o r indeed, whole Mishnayot were unclear or confusing; often a 

Mishna and a Baraita would contradict eac h other, many times 

various - authorities within the Mishnaic literature would 

contradic~ each other. Those who engaged in the development of 

the Gema'ra had the task of not only making sense of the earlier 

legal traditions, but of the Tannaitic l~ure itself as well . 

The Gemara itself presented numerous difficulties to Jews ,,_ 

who came to it in later t imes . Its language is not the Hebrew of 

the Mishna but Arama ic , which was not the common parlance of J ews 

1 The development of t he oral tradition is a source of 
considerable debate. Hy 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 Neusl)"er, The Modern 
Study of the Mishna. I 
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who came to live in Europe, As~a , and Afric a. Many of the things 

common and understandable to the world of Babylon and Israel­

' places, units of money, h ousehold objects, social mores, no 

longer were knowQ_. The Shakla ve Taria, the "give and take" of 

the Talmudic discus \ion is sometimes terse and vague; often it is 

not entire ly clear what specific issu es underlay tbe 

* argumentation. Individual authorities clash with and contradict 

each other. In a ddi tion, there were specific textual problems-
... 

different vers ions of Gemara existed, how to make sense of 

con tradictions? How to reconcile conf licting material in the 

Yerushalmi and Bavlj? In addition, as happened with the legal 

traditions set forth in Bible a~d Misbna, society c hanged; Jews 

lived in other countries , under different situations , and found 

t hemselves confronted with bri ng ing the Jewish legal traditions 

into the realities of their lives. 

The Rishonim stepped in to confront these challenges . While 

the precise history of tbe editing and codification of the Talmud 

is a source of great dispute among~n scholars, by Gaonic 

times authorities were already commenting on the T.a~mud. As Jews 

settled in Burope 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 c hoose between variant readings of received texts. They 
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attempted to id"entify "Saboraic" and even Gaonic interpolations. 

Rishonim sought to tr~nslate or explain difficult Aramaic 
I 

passages or phrases . They bad to clarify the Talmudic 

argumentation, to make it more comprehensible . The Rishonim had 

to reconcile conflicting passages within the Gemara itself. They 

sought to identify\radents. They · naa ·to . identify and explain 

unfami 1 iar terms • and objec ts . For example, in Berakhot 49b a 

Baraita reports that one who left Jerusalem and reali~ that he 

bas i n his hand oonsecrat&d 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 source of 

Meiri, in his commentary, 

some controversy among the Rishonim. 
/ 

tells u s that the "Birah" was a place 

on the Temple Mount where forbidden consecrated foods were burned .. 
(Pesulei HaMukdashim); and "Tzofim" was a point, perhaps on a 

mountaip, from where one could see Jerusalem.2 

Their second broad task was to elucidate the legal decisions 

of the Talmud so as to develop a s~tic Jewish law for their 

own time. The accepted law ~ not often clearly specified within 

th~ Talmud itself, or a stated law seemed no longer feasible, and 

the process of developing a coherent legal system fell to the 

Rishoni m • Much of Rishonic litera~ure, from the comprehensive 

t Heiri, Bet HaBehira, p . 185 . 
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Mishneh Torah of the Ram~am to 
{ 

the narrowly f ooused Bet Yad of 

' ' Meiri, which deals with the wa~hing of the bands, is devoted to 

' the development of a definitive Jewish legal system, of 

translating the Gemara into "Halacha LeMaaseh". 

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

Jlla.h-Onim is the case of the'-Am HaAretz. in · Br;.khot. 47b, it is 

' stated that "One does not nnclude an Am HaAretz in Zimmun". That 

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

prelude to · or.ace after Meals. ~ ~owever, Meiri (as well as . 
Tosafot) tell us t hat this regulation is no longer in force; in 

fact, the accepted legal practice is to include an Am HaAretz in 

Zimmun, to prevent undue division in the Jewish community. 
r 

Ritba 
. \. 
tells us that this requirement of including the Am HaArelz in 

Zimm~ can be traced back to the Gaoni m.3 ... 
In the process of developing the Jewish legal tradition, the 

Rishonim produceQ. some of the most outstanding literary products 

of Jewish history. The Misbneh Torah of the Rambam, the Tur of 

Jacob ben Asher, the Shitah Mekubetzet of~el Ash$enazi, the 
\ 

Bet HaBehira of Meiri, all are considered m~sterworks of our 
I 

tradition. •Rishonim comprise some of the giantsf'of the jewish 

tradition- Ramban, Rambam, Rasbba, Ritba, Ravad, Rashi; all were 

lfishonim. 

a Ritba, Hidduahe HaRitba, column 330. 
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Indeed, the excitement in studying Rishonic literature is 

precisely the feeling that one is participating 
I 

in a gre~t 

process of discovery and creativity . Rishonim from Africa to 

Provence, from ~a,l.n _ to Germany, were e ngaged in t he study of the 

same texts, ponder in~ the same probl _ems_, •. _a:~. the results of i.h~ir 

work defined the course of Judaism up to our own qay. To a , 
~ 

significant extant, Judaism was shaped and molded b y the hands of 

the Rishon i m. , 
.... 

I believe t hat the essential core of the RishoniQ..J!nterprise 

is the attempt to pattern life a ccording to the desire and will 

of God. To be a Jew, .liberal or traditianal, is indeed to l ive a 

life devoted to fulfil li ng the de~ands of God's-covenant with the ,, 

J ewish people . The Rishonic lite~ature, then, is a t r easur e to 

be mined and va~ued by any Jew who is occupied with the study and 

practi ce of Torah, with living a life devoted to fulfilling the 

demands of the covenant. The Risbonic li terature is part of our 

heritage; its study will hasten the day when ''The earth sHall be 

full of the knowledge of the Lor~he waters cover the sea". 
I 

This thesis grew out of the advanced Talmud course t aught b y 

Dr. 'Michael Chernick of the Hebrew Union College. In that 

course, the c omments of various Rishonim were compared in 

relation to a single Sugya. How did each Rishon understand the 

Sueya? What conclusions did each Rishon reach based on this 

understaDaing? If the conclusions were different, what could 
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account for different understandings of the same Talmudic 

passage? 

-In similar fashion, this thesis will compare Rishonim who 

are engaaed in ""'"e lucidating the same Talmudic text. The text 

chQsen is the sev.en~ c hapter of Brakf:l_o..t,. "Shelosha Sheachalu". 

This chapter has at its main concern the topic o~ Birkat HaMazon, ' 

Grace After Meals, with special emphasis on the section which 

preceqes the Birkat, known as the .... 
this thesis, the entire ehapter has 

Zimmun. In preparation for 

. -been studied, together with 

much of the commentary of Rashi and Tosafot. For the elucidatiog 

of Tosafot, the comm~ntary Mey Menuchot by R. Nachman Kahana has 

been ex tens i ve'ly used. . . 
Two Rishonim were selected for the main focus of the thesis, ~ 

• . 
R. Menachem ben Solomon HaMeiri, and R. Yom Tov ben Avrabam 

Ishbili (Ritba). These two Rishonim were selected for several 

reasons. They are roughly contemporary in lifetime, and 

represent two of the~ Torah. traditions- Ritba the Spanish, 

and Meiri the Provencal. In addition, these two Rishonim are 

somewhat accessible to the beginning student (particularly the 

~iri). The primary sourcea used for this study are the Bet 

HaBehira of the Meiri, and the ·Hiddushe HaRitba of the Ritba. In 

additiop, the Malen Avot of the Meiri and the Hilchot Brakhot of 

the Ritba have been utilized. 

In addition to these Riahonia, several othe~~ks h~ve been 
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used in this study as well. The Halachot of the Rif with Perush 

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

Talmudic material itself, as our two principa~ Rishonim 

" ~emonstrate explicit knowledge of the Rif; -~;d--there is evidence 

that Perush Talmidei~ R. Yonah may have had some influence on 

Ri tba. • The Hiddushe HaRashba was c onsulted often, for R. ,, 

Solomon Adret (Rashba) was a di?ec t contemporary of th~Heiri and 

a primary te~cher of the Ritba. So too, his Torat RaBay i t was 
• utilized. Another teacher of the Ritba was R. Aharon HaLevi 

. ---
~ . 

(Raab), and his work known as Pekudat HaLeviim, a commentary on 
/ 

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

Provencal scholar. who liv~d several generations bef•ore the two 

principal Rishonim of our study, was a great influence on 

~ubsequent scholarship, and his Hassasot HaRavad on the Rif, as 

well as his Ha~sagot on the Rambam were consulted. In addition, 

several secondary sourc~~ch wi!l be discussed later in tne 

appropriate section, were utilized. 

This ~hesis will compare and contrast the work •of Meiri and 

Ritba. It will examine their literary styles, the way each 

appr-0aches ·and analyzes the Talmud text, historical influences on 

their work, and finally, soae possible underlyina themes and 

issues expressed in their works. 

• The influence of other Riahonia is discussed more fully in 
subsequent chapters . 
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Biographical material related to the Meiri nnq the Ritba 

" ... _ - . .. 

R . Yorn Tov ben Avraham Ishbili (Ritba). c . 1250-1330 

Ritba was one of the leadene and schoLars cf(__Northern 
, 

Span ish Jewish settlement. '-.Li ttle is known of t he life of Ritba, 

but the name "Ishbili" suggests that be may have been from the 

town of Seville .s He was the s tudent of two of the most 

accomplished scholars of Spain- the Rashba and the Raah. Elon 

refers to him as the "Talmid HaMuvhak" , the most illustrious 

s t udent of the Rashba.' That he was heav i ly i nfl uenced by hi s ~ .. 
two teachers is t he a ccepted opinion of most scholars, and one 

source states t hat there is some evidence from Ri tba's own 

writing t hat Raah may have been personally i nvolved in the 

composition of Hid~HaRitba. 1 

Ritba became not onl y a prominent scholar, but a communal 

le.a 8.e r as well. A document from 1280 identifies Ritba a s the 

Chacbam and Dayan of Saraaossa. s Little is known of Ritba's 

s Encyclopedia ~udaica, vol. 16, "column 846. 

• Menachem Elon, HaHishpa t Haivri, Maines Press.. (Jerusalem, 
197 3) , p.926 

' Encyclopedia Judaic a·, vol. 16 , c olumn 847. 

• Ibi d., column 847 . 
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communal activities; however, Y. Baer bas discovered evidence 

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

one of the powerful Jewish- f~milies o f Spain . "A young scholar, 

R. Yom - Tov Asbbili (si~), was severely .. ~eaten by Moses 

Alconstantini and a member of the Eleazar family for having 
# 

assisted the bailiff of Saragossa, at t h e latter's request, wi th 
A 

' legal opinion in connection with the ·1ocal fami'i. y feuds".' .... 
Ritba's principal work is the Hiddusbe HaRit~a, a commentary 

to the Talmud which covers mos~ tractates. He also composed a 

codal work, of which only the section based. on masec het Brakhot, ,,,;.. 

entitled Hilchot Bra~hot, s urvives. / He also wrote a work 

entitled Sefer HaZikaron, a defense of t~ Moreb Nevuchim of the .. 
Rambam. This work is wr itten as a critique of Ramban's comments 

on Rambam contained 'fRc"R~mban's Torah commentary.10 

R . Menachem ben Solomon ~i . 

various dates given in the sources). 

(Meiri). c. 1249-1316. (But 

SlightlY_more is known o f Meiri, simply because in his work 

Maien Avotd he wrote a history of Tora h transmission from Moses 

t,.p bis own day. Bven so, information is scarce. Re was possibly 

t Yitzhak Baer, A History of the Jews of Chr istian Spain, 
JPS of Ameri ca . (Philadelphia, 1962), p. 224. This is virtua·11y 
the only reference to Ritba in this detailed b ook. 

to Encyclopedia Judaic a, vol.16, column 847. 
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born in Perpignan, and was part of a family with roots in 

' Carcassone and Narbonne.11 S. Sofer states that in_J.he diaLect 

of Provence, Meiri was known as Don Vidal Shlomo.11 Little is 

known of his immediate family, although he was part of a family 

--Uat included several sc~lars .11 · •··• "'. · - · 

His principal teadber was R. Reuben ben Hayyim, author of a 

work called Sefer HaTamid· Reuben hen Hayyim was a student of R. 

Isaac HaKohen, a student of Ra"9.d. Therefore, Meiri studied 

Torah in a chain of transmission extending to Ravad.1• 

Meiri eventually became head of the coquDunity of Perpignan, 
~ 

where apparently he spent the rest of his life. He maintained an 
~ / 

active correspondence with Rasbba, bead of the comnu,mi ty of 

Barcelona.is He a:i.,so had contact with Christian scholars.ts 

-

, 
Meiri was part of a time of ferment in the Jewish community. 

By the end of· the thirteenth century, rationalists were engaged 

in such intellectual pursuits as interpreting the Bible 

~ 11 Encyclopedia Ju:::!: vol.11, column 1258. 

l• Jacob Katz, Bxolusiveneaa and 
Univerait~ Preas. (Oxford, 1961), p.°124. 

Tolerance, Oxford 
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' allegorically and denying personal immortality. Traditional ists , 

led in Provence by Abba . Mari ben Moses Joseph, were outraged, and 

some pressed for a Her~ to be pronou?ced ~~ philosophical and 

scientific studij s . 

his capacity of head 

A 
• 
of 

He rem was finally declared by Rasbba, in 

the Barcelona community. The Herem 

forbade the study of philosophy and science, to any Jew until the 

age of twenty five. Excepted from this Herem was the- study of 

astronomy, medicine, and all the works of the Rambam. 

Eventually, a second Herem was pronounced, against interpre.ting 

the Torah allegorically.11 

Opposition to these Herems was strong in Provence, and a 

principal opponent•was ~he · Meiri. Meiri was part of the post- , 

Maimonidean ratio nalist school. Katz writes, "In accordanc e with 

the exponents of this school, he held that the ultimate destiny 

of man was intellectu.a...!.,!nsigbt into the essence of God".1s For 
~ ~ 

Meiri then, the study of philosophy and science was integral~ to 

this process and could not be forbidden . 

event~a~ly lifted. 

The Herem was 

Meiri was witness to the expu~sion of Jews from France in 

1306. Despite tl\'i.e-, Meiri, in his commentary to tractate Avodab 

Zarah, excluded Christians and Muslims from the categor y of 

11 Baer, p.302. 

11 Katz, p.119. 



J 

• 

---

' 

? 

13 

"Ovdei Avodah Zarah" , idolaters. This was a unique posit ion in 

his time, one in opposition to that of the Rambam, and earned 

--Heiri the title "Man of>'i;:nlightenment" - in - Kat~'e Exclusiveness 

and Tolerance. 10 This J.tllemains a rguably Meiri's most famous legal 

decision, still debated today.zo ,.. 

Meiri' s greatest work is 'the Bet HaBehira, a multivolume 

commentary to the Talmud, ~ritten between 1287 and 1300. It 

covers the orders Moed, Nashim, and Nezikin 1 and individual 

tractates Brakhot , Hallah, Hullin, Nidaab, Tamid, Middot, and 

Mik~aot.21 As mentioned he also composed 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. 

1t p. 114. 
'--

to See Journal of Halacha and ContemnorarY Society, spring 
1988, p.126, where R. Dovid Cohen attacks Meiri' s position and 
d.eclares that its " validity is suspect". 

11 Encyclopedia Judaica, vol.11, coluan 1258. This list is 
also based on exaaination of the HUC library holdings and Sarei 
HaBlef by Kasher. 

... . 
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• Chapter Two 

Literary and Stylistic Analysis of Meiri and Ritba 
A 

A comparison of literary method and writing style reveals 

marked differences between Ritba and Meiri. These differences 

extend to the basic structure of their works, thei"r use of other 

literature and authorities, h 
. T . 

t eir respective attention to the 

~ishna and Gemara, and their use of language. 

The Hidduihe HaRitba of R. Yom Tov ben Avra~am. is structured 

as a line-hr-line commentary to the Talmud. It is arrange~ to 
~ 

closely foJ.low the arrangement of the Talmudic chapter itself. 

Ritba typically com~ on material as it _ appea~ on each 

succes~ive page, rarely, if ever does he deviate from the order 

of the T~lmud. There is no general introduction to a ·chapter , 

ner a delineation of themes. Thia particular structure, as will 

~e seen, contrasts greatly with t~e style of Meiri. 

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

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

found on 45a of Brakhot; the Hishna which begins "She~osha 

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

who have eaten toa~ther to recite Zimmun. It also d el'neates 
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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, 

=----- first explainina and ~amining underiyi~g ~ ;e-~sons for the Zimmun , 

' ritual itself, and \hen explainina some of the words used in the 

Mishna, such as "Tev~l", "Maaser Rishon" 1 "Maaser Sbeni", and 

"Cuthead". In essence, R~9a is f o llowina th~lead of the 

Gemara , which e ventual ly elucidates the s e terms.1 In the c ourse 

o f his commentary Ritb~ does not diDectly address any other 
. 

Mi~hna of the chapte r again. However, Ritba does comment on 

those s ections o f the Gemara which discuss other Mishnaic 

mate rial, thereb3 indire7tly commentina on the Mishna. 

Ritba proceeds through the Gemara of the · chapter, c iting 

passaaes and commenting . He must oft~ will cite verbatim· the 

relevant !ine of Gemara, then beain with the word "Perush" {or 

sometimes "Klomar" ~is to say> or "Hilkacb~~therefore>), as 

a way of introducina bis co .. ents. 

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

Ritba writes his commentary in a mixture of Hebrew and Talmudic 

Aramaic, and his comments are peppered with Talmudic Aramaic 

expressions and phrases, such as aailtna (w~nolude), taaaa 
(thia is the reason), aevirab leh (be tbouah~, ika leaeidaek 

a See Brakbot 57a-b. 
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(one should examine carefully ) , etc. Obviously, a familiarity 

--with both Aramaic and Talmudic phraseology is necessary for full 

-eomprebension of Ri tba . ~ typical comment --o~ -the Ri tba is the 

following wr i tten in bot~ Aramaic and Hebrew~ He is discussing 
'--

the Gemara on 45b whic h states that in the situation of two who 
A 

J eat together , one o f the diners c3-0 act as agent to fulfill t he 

obligation of the other in reciting Grace after Meals. However, 

a few lines later, it is repe>rted in a Baraita that two diners 

must separate for Grace if they are bot.b Sofrim (Le .. learned), 
r 

but if one is a Sofer and the other. a Boor ( unlearned), the Boor 

can fu l fill his obligation for Grace through~the agency of his 
• 

companion the Sofer . Ri ~ba wishes to point out in his .comment to 

the first statement (that one can fulfill the obligation for the -~ 
other), that &his does not refer exclusively to the case of a 

Sofer and a Boor, as~bt be the reader's im~ssion after 
r 

learning the succeeding Baraita: 

Two who ate to~ether; one cap fulfill his obliaation through the 
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a gency of the other. Pe rush- This does not refer to a Sofer and 
Boor, for if so, it w6'tlld have said explicitly , "Two who ate, o ne 
being a So f er and t be other a Boor", as it does further on in the 
Baraita , rather cert ainlc, it is disc~ssing anybody , even two 
Sofrim, and it is s~ing that if one ··wt shes to fulfill his 
obligat ion from the very beginning b y t he agency of his 
companion, he c an do ~o, but certainly it i s thie most preferable 
to separate , as it has it in t he baraita furth e'l--1:rn , Two wh o ate , 
it is a co-andaent A to separate, but it is not an (absolute) 
obligation. 2 ~ 

"' 
Ritba will usua ll y not t ranslate intQ Hebrew passages of t h e 

Gemara that are in Aramaic; but will sometimes try to clarify o r 

explain vague or unspecifi c Aramaic tex t . For exampl e , afte~ the 
~ 

/ 

first Mishna introduces us to the concept o f Zimmun, the Gemara 
. 

asks in a c lass i c.l'al mud i c formulati on, ~ena Hanei Milei ? (From) 

whence is t h i s d e r ived ?) . Ritba's commen t explains Lo the reader 

t ha t th i s A~amaic phrase i s essentially speci f ying t ha t t he 
..y --. 

purpos e of the deri vat ion i s f indin g a source for the requi remen~ 

~ and not f o r Zi~n in ge neral : 

Mena Ha nei Mi l ei . Perush- Zimmun among three , and whe n there are 
three tbey are obligated to recite Zimmun. 3 

~% ile in g eneral Ritba writes in a mixture of Aramaic and 

Hebrew , occasionally entire compients are written i n clear 

Rabbinic Hebrew and sometimes comments are w~itten ent ire l y in 

Aramaic. 

1 Hiddushe HaRitba column 309. 
this paper are my own. 

' Hidd.Ushe HaRitba , c o l umn 307 . 

Note- All translation s in 

-
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Ritba's writing i s heavily laden wi th material from othe r 

sources . He wi ll f requently quote Talmud ic material from other 

tractates, sometime~thout speci f ying-·t he source , stating 

D'Amri (as they said) or Amrinan Leayil (as we <i . e . the Talmud> ...___ 
p stated previously), no doubt expecting the reade r to have 

suffici~nt familiarity with t~e Talmud to recognize the source . 

Frequent l y, Ritba will provide the title of the t ractate from 

which the quote is taken~ as when he identifies a quote by 

s tati ng "B'Arachin Aari " ( In trabtate Arachi rt it 'is stated). 
; 

Sometimes he will identify t he source by t he name of the c hapter ; 
·~ 

for example he ~refaces one quote by~stating K'Deita BeHaRoeh (as 

it is in the c hagter called " HaRoeh") . 4 Howevet; it 
,,..._ 
appears that 

typically,. when Ri~ba wishes to c ite a source b y name, he wil l 
¥ -

use t he name of the tractate. When Ritba wishes to refer to the -
Jerusalem Talmud, wh ich he does on occasion, he will always 

specify that be is doing so. 

~ itba also will occasionally quote the opinions of othe r 

Risbonim, first introducing the Rishon by name, f o r example, 

"Rashi explains", "Ri f explains", "Ravad explains", "Rambam 

explains", etc. But these instances are infrequent. As will b e 

see , in comparison t o Meiri, Ritba's writing is r elatively free 

of specific a ttributions to other Rishonic sou~ces. 

• Ibid., column 315. 
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Despite this, it is clear that Ritba was heavily influenGed, 

both in terms of sty le and content , by -
particularly his two teachers, Rashba and Raab. . 

~ Rishonim, 

The writings of 
~ 

Ritba display some clear stylistic similarities with the Hiddushe 

HaRashba of So lomon Ben Adret. 
J 

Rashba, also structures his commentary as a line-by line 

eluc idation of the Talmud . L~ke Ritba, Rashba concentrates - .. almost exclusively on the Gemara, with comparatively little 

examination of the Mishnaic portions of th~ text. Rashba a.\.So 

writes in a prose that is a mixture of Hebrew and Aramaic, and 

replete with Talmudic Aramaic phraseology. • Rashba ·prefaces his 

comments with a verbatim quotat ion from t he Gemara, followed by 

an introductory word (usually Perush or Klomar), and 'tiien 

proceeds with his comments.s 

R. Aharon HaLevi, Raah 1 who wrote the work known as Pekudat 

HaLeviim, also displays similari ties to Ritba. He also 

systematically e lucidates the Gemara, writes in a mixture of • 
Hebrew and Aramaic, quotes each statement to be discussed 

verbatim, ~d prefaces bis 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 

b~~_.~.-.- -~tu.s teachers. "There are differences. ~ashba is more at pains 

5 · Hiddushe HaRaabba, Warsaw Edition, 1889, pp. 21-25. 
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to supply other Rishonic opin ions and to identify by name other 

authorities, parti:-eularly Gaon i c sources and tne Rif. Raab 

devotes more atten~to the Mishnaio mate rial in the tractate . 
.. ..... -·" 

As an example o f difference between Ritba a nd Ra~hba, on page , 

' 46b, after a discussion of Grace af~ Meals i n a house of 

mourning, the Gemfira. asks "To where doe&4 he return?" (LeHaychan 
.... . 

Hoo Hozer? ) . The precise meanili-g of t his statement is a s ource 

o f dispute among the Rishonim. Because of its proximity to a 

discussion of Grace i n a house of mourning, pe rhaps it refers to 
!/> 

the leader of . Grace returning ,tto the fi xed Grac e after the 

appropriate insertions in a house of mourning. Or, perhaps it 

refers to one ~ho has interrupted his meal to rec ite Zimmun wi th 

others; after he finishes his own meal, to what point in Grace 

does be r eturn to begin his own-recitation? Or perhaps it refers 

to the repetition of certain ve rses by the leader in t he Zimmuri 

formula itself. These are all opinions · held by various 

Rishonim. e 

In their respective discussions . of t he passage, the two 

Rishonim display their diffe~ences of style. Rashba offers 

several opinions, refer ring in succession to Hai Gaon, Rif, 

Ravad, and "the Gaonim". Ritba discusse s o nly on e .opinion, and 

• See the commentary in the Steinsaltz Talmud Brakhot, 
p.204, and the Heiri, Bet HaBebira, p . 169, for a variety of 
Rishonic opinion• reaarding the meanina of this phrase. 
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that without any attribution.' 

As mentioned, in addition to similarities of writing style, 

the great influence of his two teachers on Ritba is manifest in 
.... -

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

traced directly to Rashba or Raah,'--..almost always without 

attribution. 
.... 

For example, on 48a the Geaara-aiscussea the issue of Zim.mun 

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

total of nine, no ment.ion is aade of the Divine Naae . However, 
• ' in a group of ten or ~ore, mention ~s made of the Di vine Name~ 

The Sugya in question is examining the question of eating -breadstuffs. Hus~ all ten have eaten breadstuffs, to qualify for 

the special Zim.mun of ten? Can some of the ten have eaten 

vegetables? · Here is the comment '""O'f the Ri tba: 

We conclude: even seven 
vegetables may -- join for 
recognizable majority.• 

who ate bread and three who ate 
Zimmun, but not six, as we require a 

Here is tpe co .. ent of Rashba: 

We conclude : even seven who ate bread and three who ate 
veaetables, but six, no, . for we require a recognizable majority.• 

So too, on 48a, the Talaod tells a story about Rava and 

Abbaye, preauaably when they were children. They are asked by 

' Riddu1he Baaitba, ooluan 323, Biddushe HaRashba, p.22. 

• Bi4+aebe BnRitba, ooluan 33"1. 

• R14dutbe ftaRashba, p.24. 
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Rabbah if they know where God dwell f • 
~ 

Rava points to t}re 

ceiling. Abbaye goes outside and points to the sky. Rab bah 

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 primarily for Abbaye, and the language 

used by the two Rishonim is m'artredly similar. 

Ritba: 

This is 
heaven, 
dwellina 

Rashba: 

" 
praise for the "Cme who 
for they saw that 
is in heaven.to . 

• 

, 
went outside and pointed towards 
be kne~ and recognized that His 

They praise Abba_ye who went outsi(te and pointed to the heavens, 
but not really "heaven" per se, but they saw that be knew his 
Creator with full comprehension, as the comprehension of the 

· great ones, that His dwelling is in heaven.11 _ 
• 

Many of Ritba's comments can be found already in Raab. For 
, 

example, e..s has been mentioned-1..-on 45a the Gemara begins its 

discussion of the first Mishna by asking Mena Hanei Milei? Ritba 

comments: 

Mena Hanei Milei? Perusb- Zi .. un amona three, and when there 
are th:cee they are obliaated in Zi .. un. (The Gemara next states) 
As it ' ia written , Bxalt the Lord with ae. (Gadlu LAdoshem Iti). 
"B~a'it" ia plural, and it is iapossible ·for it to refer to less 
than two, and "with me", aakea three, and when there are three, 
Scripture states "Exalt", i.e,, to add a blessing, namely the 
biessins of Ziaaun, and it is certainlY. of Rabbinic origin, the 

1• Hid4u1he Haaitb&, coluan 331 . 

11 Bij14u1he Bala•hba, p. Z3. 

) 
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Scriptural passage is jus t an Asmachta.12 

Raah comments: 

Mena Hanei Milei ? Perush- Zimmun among thre e, and three are 
oblig$ted to perform Zimmun. ( Th~ Gemara then states) Rav Asai 
said, "Scripture states, Exalt the Lord with ae. (Gadlu LAdoshem 
!ti) . "Exalt" is plural , from this we get two , and "with me" is 
three, and i n this situation, when -thereare three, it is s aid : 
"Exalt", i.e., to add a blessing, namely Zimmun, we add the , 
blessing o f Zimmun, l and i t is of Rabbinic origin, certainly the 
Scri p tural passage is just~Asmachta. 1 s 

There are tnstances when Hiddushe HaRitba shows certain 
.... 

affinities to other Risbonic works as ~ell . For exa~ple, as 

me n tioned, Ritba begins his discussion of t he Mishna with a . 
cons ideration of the · c ircumstances that would lead to Zimmun . 

Th is does not resemble the initiavdiscussions in either Raah or 

Rashba, both of whom begin with simple definiti on of terms in the 

Mishna. Howe·;'er, Ri tba ' s initial disc ussion bears striking 

similarity to the i nitial dj,scussion found i n Perush Talmidei R. 

Yonah, 1 4 -
Certainl~ some o f the similarities between Ritba and others 

can be ascribed to i nterpre tive traditions t hat have become the 

common properties of many Ri s honim and can be found in other 

so~rces besides Raah a nd Rashb a . However., the fact remains that 

12 Riddushe HaRi tba, column 307. 

i s Pekudat ·HaLeviim, p.139. 

1• See Hiddush HaRitba, Mossad HaRav Kook e d ition, in which 
the edi t or acknowled.ies this similari ty to "TRI", column 303 . 
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much of the material in ' the writing of Ritba is found almost 

verbatim in the writings of his mentors, usually withoui 

attribution.is In any case finding chunks of bis teacher ' s 

material in Ritba should not be interpreted as piagiarism in the 

- modern sense; it is entirely possibl.e-- · ~hat such verbatim 

rendering were acc@pted as the faithful transmission of a .....__ 
master's teachings by an able pupil . 

The style of Meiri di.[fers in marked ways from that of 

Ri tba. In contrast to Ritba, M~iri begins each chapter with a 

brief summary of the chapter's contents , organi zed by theme . 

Here is Meiri's preamble to the seventh chapter of Brakhot: 
I' 

Three who-ate, e"tc. This chapter has as its fundamental intent 
to explain for us in detail Grace after Meals and the mat ter of 
Zimmun and its content . Most of the chapter deals with five JI 
matters . The f~rst- To . explain bow 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 foo8.s are appropriate for Zimmun to 
occur . ·Third, to explain wh~ay 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 Blr,rii~g. This is the general focus of the 
c hapter , and sev 1 other matters have also -been included , as 
will be explained "1e -

I~ contrast to Ritba, Meiri devotes considerable attention 

to the elucidation of the Mishnaic portions of the chapter . 

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

1e Bet HaBebira, p.163. 
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Indeed, Misbnaic commentary is fUndamental to Meiri's structuring 

of the Bet HaBehira. Meiri discusses ea~b Mishna in the chapter; 

explaining it in detail, h is explanation framed in the language 

of the Gemara ' s subsequent commentary. There is some resemblance 

to this in R. Ovadiab Ba rtinora's Mishnaic q9mmen tary, which also 

uses the Gemara to explain the Mishna . • .....___ 
After elucidating t he 

Mishna, Meiri will then turn to what he conside rs to be 

additional Gemara not already discussed in his Mishnaic 
~ 

commentary. This Gemara c ommentary can be extensive o r limited, 

d epending on how much space Meiri devotes to t he Mishna. His 

commentary to the first Mishna i~ relatively brief, and his 

Gemara commentary is extensive. 'this situation is reversed later 

on in the c hapter . 
• 

Meiri's Gemara commentary differs i n s tyl e from the t hat o f 

the Ri~ba . Unlike the line by line approach utilized b y Ritba 
........... 

and Rashba, Meiri elucidates the Gemara as if he were writing 

essays on ~ series of Halac hic topics. This essay style is 

achieved by the following factors- Meir i will often depart from 

the o~der of the Sugyot and individual passages in the Talmud; he 

often does not quote verbatim but paraphrases, and in bis 

paraphrase o ften elaborates; and Meiri includes in his comments 

many oth~r Rishonic opinions, so that the result is what amounts 

to an extended discourse on a topic. 

Mei r i follows rouahly the flo~ of the Gemara as it ~ppears 



26 

in the text, but will deal with varied topics• o r indiv idual 

Sugyot out of their o rder. Meiri will cqmb i ne disparate elemen ts 

of t he Gemara in an attempt to c reate a cohesive stat ement. For 

exampl e , as bas been discussed a t l e ngt h, on 46b t h e Gemara asks 

To where does he return (LeHaychan Hoo Hozer), a va gue statement 
..... - . .. 

wh ich is elucidated by t he Risbonim i n various ways . Ri t ba • 
• ....___ 

disc usses this passage as it appears in the course of the Talmud 

itself, afte r a d iscussion of Grace in a house of mourning . 

Meiri, however, discusses the passage as , part of his discussion 

of material f ound on 46a. This gemara deals with the prec ise 

extent a nd content o f • the Zimmun, and in h is opinion, To where 

Meiri doeJ he return? i s conce rned r ~i th the same issue. 

discusses th is phrase be fore he discusses Grace in a house of 

mourning, no t ·af ter , as th e phrase is placed in the Gemara. I n 

addi~ion, Meiri will often s kip over sections of Gemara if he 

r;e'Is he has already covered the ir essential points in hi s Mishna 

commen~ary. As he states after commenting o n one Misbna: 

This is t he explanation of the Mishoa, a nd "in the Gemara some 
laws come from i t , most have been explained b y me in the 
discus sion of the Mishna, what remains of t h em will now be 
explainea.11 

I n c ontrast to the work o f Ritba, which is devoted to commen ting 

primarily on the Gemara of the Bavli , it can be said that Meiri 's 

tT Ibid . , p.178. 
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work is as much a commentary on the Mishna as on the Gemara.1s 
. ./'\., ' 

Unl ike Ritba, who always prefaces bis comments with a 
I 

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 paraphrase is written in such -a way as 

to b e itself a commentary on 
~ . 

and e~at>.on of the text. For 

example, on· 45b the Gemara states , Three who eat together, one , 
interrupts for two, but two do not interrupt ~ for one. In other 

words, regarding r ecital of Zimmun, if three are eating~ one may 

be required to interrupt his meal to recite Zimmun .with two 
.. 

companion s who have already finished, but two diners do not 

to stop their meal for a single companion. Meiri writes: 

Three who reclined together, and two (inish their meal and want 
to leave and the third has not y~t finished his meal; the one 
interrupts ~or the two and they include him in Zimmun, and he 
answers "Amen" with' tbem if he desires, and one of (the two who 
have fi nished) ble-s"S'es for himse lf and for his companien who has 
finished his mea l, and ~he t hird who interrupted hi s meal f or the 
purpose of Zimmun returns to his meal after they haye finished 
Zimmun, in the manner that will be described below.it 

Unlike Ritba, who will quote the Gemara verbatim, then 

discuss and elaborate on the text , Meiri combines a reference to 

the Gemara with descriptive and prescriptive material. 

Indeed, Meiri's initial comments on a port~on of Gemara have 

11 I am grateful to Dr. E. Diamond for pointing this out. 

u Ibid., p.166. 
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the flavor of "Psa.k" , rather than classic commen tary . . 

28 

It is 

typical of Meiri to begin disC'Ussion of a complex Gemara with a 
. I 

simple definitive statement which sets out his Halachic 

c onclusions relevant to that Gemara, and o nly then engage in 

extended discussion. • - An excellent example of this is found in his commentary to 

46a . This •. page contal.ns what is arguably the most difficult 

J ~gya i n t he c hapter . It ~egin~ with Unti~ what point is the 

( B~ssing of Zia.mun? (Ad Hayc h a n Birkat Zimmun? ). This apparently 

is referring t o the definiti on and extent of Zimmun. In the 

course of the Sugya, R. N~chman sta tes that ~immun extends unti l 

"Nevarech" (i.e . t he last line of our c u;.rent version o f Zimmun) ,. 

and R. Sheshet held until " Hazan " (i .e., the end of the fi rst 

blessing of Grace, "..Razan et Hakol") , Thi,l:l Sugya is complicated 

by di f fi cul t Baraitic material, and a s uccession of Mach lokot. 

As do -t.&e o ther Rishoni m, Meiri devotes c.ons iderable at tent ion to 

this Sugya , but in his characteristic fashionJ he begins with a 

brief statement which sets out h is basic unders~anding of the 

Sugya a nd t he Halac h ic Psakim which a ttend to it: 

Tne blessing of Zi.mmun is "Never ech Shealo hanu " etc. until those 
responding finish "Uvtoovo Hayyinu"- t his is ~bat i s cal led the 
blessing of Zimmun, and if one of the diners interrupts h is meal 
for two others (for the purpose of Zimmun ) , he interrupts until 
tbose ' who are responding in Zimmun finish, &nd then he returns to 
eating , and whe n he finishe s his meal h e blesses by himselfJ 
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beginning with (the first blessing of Grace) "faza~".20 

Meiri tells us right away that the Halacba follows R. 
I 

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 bf the Sugya, 

including arguments whic h support h .is~ - c~nclusions , and those 

which oppose him as #well. - This unusual ' prefacing of commentary 

with "Psak" like statements make Meiri's subsequent commentary 

far more eas i er to understand'a~d help considerabl y to illumine 

the Sugya itself. 

It is an integral part of the style of Meiri to cite other 

opinions in his commenta.r'y. Meir('s writing is replete with 

referenc es to other Rishonim, to the extent ~hat his writing 

often reads lik~ a dige~t of Rishonic opinion on a given topic . 

While Ritba will bring in other Rishonic opinions in the course 

of his writing on occasion, his style is quite different- Ritba -
does not consistently present a vast range of Rishonic opin~on as 

an essential part of his commentary as does Meiri. Meiri weaves 

other opinions into his comments, seemingly with the purpose of 

allowing the reader to explore myriad sides of a given matter-

acquainting the reader as completely as possible with the Talmud 

itself and its attendant issues. 

20 Ibid., p.168 . 
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One of the distinc tive features of t he Heiri is that he does 

not refer to other Rishonim b y their names; rather, be bas 

developed bis own form of nomenclature. "The Greates t o f the 

Halac hic Decisors" is t h e Rif, " The Greatest of the Rabbi s" is 

- Rashi, "The Greatest o f 
. 

the Commentators" is Ravad, and "the 

Orea test of the Autht:>rs '1 is Rambam. This form of nomenclature 

further distinguishes Meiri from Ritba. 

However, Meiri will sometbn s refer in less specific terms 

to other sour ces . For example, he will frequentl y cite an 

opin ion i n the name of "Ye sh Omrim" or "Yeah Hishepires h " . 

Like Ritba , Meiri wil1 on occasion cite Tosafo t. While 
I ,. 

Ritba will cite the Yerushalmi and on a rare occasion a Midrashic 

source, Meiri tel'\P.s to make more extens i ve use of the J erusalem 

Talmud and Midrashic sources than does Ritba . 11 

- An example o f Meiri's use of sources, hi s weaving t h e m into 

his commen tary and his unique no~enclature, c an be s een in his 

comments to 45b . 

The Gemara discusses the situation of three who have eaten 

toaetber, and one goes outside before Grace after Meals is 

recited. Can this person outside be included in Zimmun? The 

outcome in the Gemara is that he c an, provided that he responds 

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

11 The probable reason for this ia discussed in cb~pter 
four. 

, 
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must phystcally return to the table for 1 Zimmun. The Sugya 

begins- Three who ate together, and one goes out to the street, 

they call to hia and include hi• in Zi .. un. Meiri comments: 

Three who have eaten together, and pne of them goes into the 
-street before he blesses, they call to him'·• 'ind include him in 

Zimmun, and provided that he answers to the Zimmun from where he 
is and says "Baruch lfo~ Sheachalnu", etc. Now, the text says 
They call to hi• 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 require~ 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 re9i ting. . 

But there are those wno say that he fulfills his obligation 
for Zimmun only, but he must ' return and .recite Grace in the place 
that he...,..ate. Sim.ila·rly, ail who ful:fill their obligation for 
Grace through the agency of a ccnnpanion must ~it at the - table in 
the place they ate. 

• But this does Dot seem right to me, for Zimmun acts as a 
joining force for all, bringing all together with the reciter. 

There are those who s~y that even for Zimmun he must return 
to bis place, and they are not lenient in this matter, but they 

-aJ..low that e~en though be may have gone into the street and 
become distr~cted (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 Join his 
cGmpanions, even if he returns. But the Sugya ~tself does not 
support this view. 

There is one who explains that it is not necessary for him 
to re~urn to bis place, and not even to answer from where he is 
"Baruch H'oo Sheachalnu" etc., but hie companions can include him 
in Zia.mun, if he answers, he answers, and if not, so be it; 
rather the iaportant thina is that they call to him and include 
him in Zinuaun. But what of the Oemara which states They call to 
hia and he answers? 

(This saae authority) explains that it~eans they infora hia 
and call to hia to pay attention to the Zimmun. He answers that 
he is already paying attention to this, and so wrote "The 
Greatest of the Coaaentators", that this person has given notice 
that he is an Aa ~etz, and doea not know how to answer, so 
certainly we ' include him in Zilillun 1 there is no difference (tor 
we include an All RaAretz). In any event, regarding all these 
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interpretations, they are lenient only regarding three 
individuals, for tbeir Zimmun d·oes not contain mention of the 
Divine Name; but among ten they are not leniedt since there is in 
that case mention of the Divine Name, rather, (the one who left) 
must return to his place.11 

Meiri here demonstrates several characteristics of his 

~le. Be paraphrases the relevant line- of· Geaara, creating what 

is essentially a brief* Psak Din based on the S~gya He then 

engages in a detailed discussion of the issues, bringina in 

numerous opjnions, among them RB,fhi and Ravad. 

This style helps Meiri aohi~ve a great degree of clarity . 

This clarity is enhanced by the fact that unlike Ritba (and 

Rashba and Raab), who write in an Ara1Dflic-Hebrew jargon, Heiri 

..........-:- -W:rftes in simple Rabbinic Hebrew . / This aids in understanding 

bo~h the Meiri, 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 tinished his meal, and realizes that he has not 

;:..eeited a benedic tion. May h~ then recite, even though the meal 

is over? No, is the answer, and the Gemara adds in Aramaic: 

' f\ ~'lc 'C\l' lc.l ~·1~ l i'U 
" : . . . Heiri translates the phrase for us-

. ~n~" ~:ho\ J\'nu1 \'fc.\\\ (Since his blessing is missed-it is 

missed) .1' 

IJ Ibid . , PP• 165- 166. 

1 ' Bet BaBehira, p . 188. 
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A comparison of the literary and writin& style of Ritba and 

Meiri can be brie£ly summed up ln the folldwina chart: 

1. Structure: 

a. Ritba- Line by line 
deviate from the Talmud's own 
verbatim quote from Talmud . 

--:-- the Gemara. 

elucidation of the t~xt, does not 
order. Comments prefaced with 
Concentrates ~almost exclusively on 

b. Meiri- Comments on both Mishna and Geaara. Will follow 
rouahly order of Talmud, but will deviate from that order for the 
purpose of creating a cohesive statemen,t.. Will often omit 
coaaent on parts of Gemara if he has covered the issue in his 
Misbna 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 
Sugya with "Psak" type statement. 

.· 
2. Use of other Sources: 

a. Ritba- Will occasionally us' other Rishonic authorities. 
Shows heavy influence of Raah and Rashba, but usua~ly does not 
explicit1.y give them attribution . Shows knowledie of Rashi and 
Toeafot, makes USM 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. Bas bwn 
form of nqmenclature for some of the Rishonia. Has knowledge of 
Rashi and Tosafot, makes more extensive use of Jerus~lem Talmud 
and Midrash than does Ritba. 

3 . Language: 

a. Ri~ba- Writes in Talmudic Aramaic-Hebrew mixture, peppered 
with Xalaudic Aramaic phrases. Usually will not translate 
Aramaic of Talmud, but will sometimes try to clarify or explain. 

b. Heiri- Writes in Rabbinic Hebrew. Will explain or clarify 
Araaaic of Talmud , will sometimes transla~e. 

; 



• ? 
34 

-
' 

Chapter Three . . ... 
The Analysis of the Suiy. 

In Meiri and Ritba 

· ·~ .. 
Meiri and Ritba display ~eat similarities in their 

respective analyses of the Talmud text. Both have collllllon 

concerns . They attempt to explain obscure or difficult words or 

phrases in the Mishna and Gemara. They are interested in the 

explanation of complex Sugyot. Meiri and Ritba strive to 

delineate the practical Halachic ramifications of i;be Gemara, 

althouah this is more pronounced in Meiri. Both try to reconcile 

conflicting texts, those conflicts that occur within the chapter 
,· 

itself· and conflicts between material in .Brakhot chapter seven 

and the entire corpus of Talaud. 

The similarities extend to content. With great frequency, 

Heir! and Ritba identify the saae problems in the Sugyot~ If ±he 

problea is one of definina a difficult word or phrase, both 

Riehonia will center their effort• OD that saae word or phrase. 
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I f t he problem is explaining t~e Shakla ve Taria of a Sugya, the 

"give and take" of the Talmudic discussion , ~eiri and Ritba wi l l 

o f ten end up identifying the same difficulties in the text. 

For example, w~ have already discussed the situatLon on 45b 

---of three who have eaten together , and -one ~O'eg i n to the street . 
' 

In addition to the comae nts of Meiri that have already been 

cited , he says : 

Th e r e is one who says t hat in 'situation of t hree peopl e , t hey 
must be able to see one another, and i f th~y cannot see one 
another, they do not join together . 1 

' Ritba cites the same position i n his c omme n t ary : 

Three who eat, toaether and one aoes outs ide into the s t r eet , they 
c all to him and include hia in Ziaaun . Klomar (that is to say), 
the ma n is in his place and they mus t be able to see one 
another. 2 

If the problerd" is reconciling conflicting texts, Meiri and 

~itba will point to the same conflicts , and often reconcile the 

problem in the same way. 

One typical example of the similarities found in _Me iri and 

Ritba is their discussions of a Sugya on 47a. The text states: 

Rav Yehuda the son of Rav Shaue l bar Shelat said i n t he naae of 

Rav:· Those around the table a re n ot peraitt~d t o t a ste anythinai 

until the one who has recited the bless i nai has tasted. Ritba a nd 

Mei ri r.aise p r ecisely t he same prob lem.- I n "Arvei P~sachim" , 

1 Bet HaBe hira , p. 166. 

1 Hiddushe HaRitba, column 309. 
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(Pesachim L06a), a story is told ot Rav Ashi who went to Mahoza 

and was asked to recite the "Great Kiddu&lb". Not knowing what 

the "Great Kiddush" was, he simply recited "Borei Pri HaGafen", 

and was relieved to see one old man drink. Besides being a 

~esson for Rabbis who are put on the - spot,. .. tlle text presents a 

problem for our two .Rishonim- How could the old man have drunk 

before Rav Ashi, seeing as our text in Brakhot states clearly 

' that one must wait for the one ~ho has reci{ed 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.only when all are drinking 

from the one cup held by the recitef, but not if all are drinkina 

from individual cups. Both Meiri and Ritba solve this difficulty 
• 

based on the Yerushalmi passage by saying that . the passage in 

Pesacbim referred to a situation where all had their own cups.' 

The ~imilarities extend to sources as well. In the above 

example, both ; Heiri and Ritba use the saae Yerushalmi passage to 

solve the problem. There are many exaaplea of their comaon use 

of Tosafot, Rashi, Rif, Ravad, and Raabaa to resolve the saae 

• fssues. If one Rishon has quoted, say, Ravad in a specific case, 

often the other will also, particularly if that Rishon's opinion 

ia crucial to the resolution of a problea (althouab as mentioned, 

a Meiri, p.l?&, Ritba, o~luan 325. 
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I 
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 Gemar a 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 

one must mention "Yom Hag ~aMatzot Hazeh", etc .• Similarly, -Ritba states , "The Ravad, z'l , wrote, one must mention "Hag Ploni 

Hazeb". 5 

Another example occurs in the d!scussion of the word on 49b 
,,• 

mentioned in chapter one , "Tzofim" , a place outside of Jerusalem. 

In bis attempt to define the word, Ritba first quotes both t~e 
• . 

interpretations of Rasbi a nd then Tosafot , attributing these 

explanations to them explicitly , and ultimately agreeing with 

Tosafot. Me ir i follows precisely the same path, quoting both 

Rashi and Tosafo t , and agreeinc with Tosafot . 

Both Meiri and Ravad seem to relate to their authoritative 

predece~sors in t he same way. Both respect and consider thei r 

opinions, but neither Meiri or Ritba are slavish followers of any 

one Rishon, and will side with different Risbonim in various 

disputes. Raab and Rashba are often at odds with one anot~er; 

• Bet H&Bebira, p.184. 

1 Riddusbe HaRitba, 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 Raab over the Rashba, and in the very next Sugya, or 

sometimes the very next difficulty in the text, Ritba will prefer 

the opinion of Rashb/ over Raah! Ravad is one of the greatest 

authorities in Provence, yet Meiri does not always follow his 

opinion. 6 For example , one is~ue is the question of one who has 
! 

begun the fourth and last benediction of Grace, called " HaTov ve 

RaMetiv"- if he forgot to mention the .special insertion for 
. 

Shabbat in the third benediction, does he return to the beginning 

of Grace, or to the beginning of the third benediction? Meiri 

reports that Raa.hi and Rambam require him to begin Grac e again, 

while Ravad holds ·that he must return only to the begi :nning of 

the third benediction . Meiri sides with Rashi and Rambam, 

against Ravad.1 Similarities between the two Rishonim extend 

also to larger concerns . Quite often, if one Rishon devotes 

cons iderable space to a particular topic, the other will as well. 

For example, on 46a the Gemara briefly sets out rules for the 

structure of benedictions- those that begin with a "Peticha" 11nd 

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

6 See Haym Solovei tchik, "Rabad of Posquieres, a 
Pro1rammatic Baaay", i n Studies in the History of Jewish Society. 
(Jerusalem, 198Q), p.13, for the influence of Ravad. See , also 
chapter four of this paper. 

' Bet BaBehirah, p.184. 
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di scussion i n the Gemara is b ut a few lines . Yet Meiri and Ritba 

both write extended essays on t he question of benedic tions; ~heir 

discussions of t h is Gemara make up the longest commentary in 

- their respec tive works. 

No doub t , much of' the similarities between Me iri and Ritba 

can be asc ribed t o the fact that the "Peshat " interpretations of 

a text , and the problems inhererl't in that text, are apparent to 

both of our Rishonim, ~ho are interest ed mainly i n eliciting the 

"Peshat" meaning o f the Tal mud. It is not ·surprising t ha t both 
. 

of these a ccomplished s c holars wou~d foc us on similar problems, 

and respond in similar ways. So too, Ritba and Meiri we re 

inheritors o f cQlnmon i nterpret ive tradi tions. Some of t heir 

interpreta t ions can be traced a s far as the Baal Halac hot 

Gedolot, the Gaonim, and the Rif; they share knowledge of Rashi 

and Tosafo t , Ravad was well known to both the Spanish and 

Provencal authorities. Meiri and Raehba, the teacher of Ritba, 

main t aine d an active correspondence on Ralachic issues.• That 

certain common interpretations would end up being in their 

respective works is a high probability, and I think this accounts 

for the preponderance of similar material - in the two Rishonim. 

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

display differences in t~eir considerations of the Talmud text. 

• Encyclopedia Judaioa, vol. 11, column 1258. 
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' While Meiri and Ritba share to a great extent a common pool of 

Rishonic traditions, and o ften end by coming t o similar 

conclusions , they do not always agree with one another . 

For example: On 48b, whic h discu~se~ - th~· various section~ 

of the Grace after Mea!s, the Gemara states, On Shabbat, one aust 

begin with "Nechaaa", and conclude with "Nechaaa", and sanctify 

the day in the aiddle. Now, und~r discussion is the third of the • 
benedictions o f Grace, known as Boneh Yerushalayim . . The Rif 

tells us that we must literally change xhe beginning of this 
.. 

benediction on the Sabbath to "Nachamenu", and the end to 

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

Yerushalayim" to comply with the Gemara . Raab 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 ..... 
the actual form of the benediction. Rashba agrees wit.h Rasbi. 

Meiri also says there is no need to change: 

Even though ''The Greatest of the Halachic Decisors" ( i.e Rif) 
thought ~hat the beginning and end had to reall) 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 "Menacbem Amo Yisrael '', but 
a~l who do not mention Shabba~ in this benediction have not 
fulfilled their obligation.• 

Ritba takes a third view . The beginning of the benediction 

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

• Bet HaBehira, p . 182. 
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according to the formula of the Rif,10 

Another example : On 47a the Gemara states that Two diners 

must wait for one another over one dish (BeKaarah), three diners 
... .. # .. _ ..... -do not wait. Meiri interprets "Kaarah" lit~rally, as one dish, 

' • and dec lares that if two diners were e ating out of one dish, 

while one iK drinking, the other must wait to eat, out of good 
.... 

manne rs. Ritba, on the other hand, interprets "Kaarah" 

figuratively, stating that this Gemara refers to a situation 

where one of the two diners is busy slicing the bread or drinking 

wine- his c ompanion should not eat, out of good manners.11 

Another example: On 48b-49a the Gemara discusses the 

necessi ty of mentionin'K "Covenant " (Brit), "Torah " and "Kingship" 

(Malchut) in ce rtain benedictions during the r eci tal of Grace 

afte r Meals. Meiri states that one who does not mention 
r 

"Covenant" in the second benediction and "Kingship" in ~e third 

benedic tion must be directed to return and begin again. However 

Ritba states that while mentioning these t hings may be required 

"Lechatchila" this is certainly not an "Ikuva " , of absol ute 

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

back if be did not mention (these things) .. -. Ri tba the-ref ore 

1• Hi4duahe HaRitba, coluan 337. Ritba's coaaentary here is 
a bit vaaue, and the reader ia referred by the apparatus to his 
Hilchot, 7:9, where Ritba atatea his position explicitly. 

11 Hidduabe BaRitba, ooluan 330. Bet HaBehirab, p.175. 

, 
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disaarees with Meiri that the person sho~ld be made to repeat 

Grace.11 

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

___.......wedding practices based on the Gemara pf ?~bJ _ ~hicb mentions some 

weddini customs . Meiri states that it is an acceptable practice 
f ' 

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

indeed, that was the custom in bis community; Ritba deplores the 

practice.13 

Despite these examples, the fact remains that Ritba and 

Meiri aaree with one · another in ~heir 1nterpretations of the 

texts and their Halachic conclusion# a vast majority of the time; 

perhaps only ten to fifteen percent of the conclusions in the two .. 
works are in any real opposition t q one another. 

The greatest difference between Heiri and Ritba is 

mar1ifested in their basic conceptual approaches to the text, a 

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

.. "tosafistic"- he is primarily interested in solving problems in . 
the tex~, reconciling conflicting passages, and eluc idating the 

Hal&Qha, but he does n~ite in a prescriptive fashion, as a 
... ' 

code. Certainly he does not position the Halac~io outcome of a 

11 Hidduahe HaBitb&, colullllls 338-339. Bet HaBehira, p.183. 
You_,. be askfn• why Meiri neilects to mention "Torah" · as ~ell-
1 had the aaae question. The editor of •Y edition of Bet 
Babehlra ia silent on the question. 

11 Bidduahe B@litba, coluan 362. 8et Baaehira, p.188. 
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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. 

Meiri, as has been 
~ 

mentioned, is als~ interested in 

' resolving conflicts in the text and solving problems, but his 

approach to the Sugya differs from Ritba. 
..... 

Meiri wil l first probe the Sbgya and elucidate its Balachic 

conclus,ions . He will often first rewrite the Sugya, or elements "-

of the Sugya, into a statement of law . For; example, as · has been 

mentioned previo~sly, on 46a th).- Gemara contains a series of 

Sugyot of great complexity. Sugya number one begins Ad Haychan 

Birkat HaZi~un?, •· and appears to be dealing with the extent and 

content o~ th-e Zimni.un formula. It contains Baraitic material, 

inoluding the phrase- Birkat HaMazon Shnayim OoShelosha. The 

precise meaning of this ph~ase is a source of dispute among the 

Rishonim. 1 • Now, in the Sugya ' itself the Gemara offers the 

followin~ interpretation of this Baraita (one of two offered); 

that ft is referring to the number o f sections of the Grace after 

Meals required by Torah· law (three). However, "Shnayim" refers to 

the number of sections recited in a special ~Grace ' by workers. 

This part of the Sugya states: 

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

•• See Meiri, p.168, Ritba, columns 316-17 (and editor's 
co1D1Dents there). 
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Here (in the case of "two") we are dealing with the Grace said by 
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: 

Said Rav Yosef- Know that "HaTov ve HaMetiv" is not DeOreita, for 
workers remove i~ (from Grace). 

In typical fashion, Ritba ap~roaches this issue in the 

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

Know that RaTov ve RaMetiv is not DeOreita, for worker s reaove 
it. Bven though "Boneh Yeru~halayim" is inde•d DeOreita, and 
even tbouah this is so, workers do not reoite it (as a separate 
benediction). But in this case, it is not removed, 
but it is included in •the benediction of Birkat HaAretz, but 
HaTov ve HaMetiv is totally removed, they do not recite it at 
all. 1 s . .. 

Ritba is interested in resolving a difficulty in the text-

"liaTov ve BaMetiv" is not DeOreita, so it is not said by workers . 

But "~oneh Yerushalayim"? T~at is certainly DeOreita (by 

implication in this Sugya and discussed explicitly on 48b), 

and we aight iet the iapresaion that it too is not being said. 

Ritba clarifies what has already been stated in the Geaara, that 

"Boneh Yeruabalayia" is .not reaoved, but simply loses its status 

in this apecial Grace as a separate benediction. Note that Ritba 

is also reconciling the two stateaents made about the workers' 

11 Bicl4u1be BaRitbl, oolwm 318. Note t~at Ritba bas chosen , 
to o~nt on the aatter when he coaea to the •eOond of the 
pa••-C .. re1ardin.r the wo~kera• Grace, which follows cloael7 
after the fir•t in the Oeaara. 
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Grace in the two Sugyot. Reconciliation and 'clarification, that 

is Ritba's agenda in this instance . 

~ In his own typi?al fashion, Meiri does not even .quote the 

_P..i$kaot, but simply c reates a "Psak Din" ba·s@d' o~: A paraphrase 

of the two passages in ttiiese Sugyot, and a passage foond earlier 

on 45b whic h states that Abbaye would recite "Amen" loudly after 
, 

"Boneh YerutJh1:1layim" so that work~rs would bear and get bac k to 

their work. Ritba disc usses this statement as part of his 

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

incorporates i~ into the material on 46at 

In the case of worKers who have eateO:- it is not proper for them 
to · prolong the ir blessing and waste t ime from tbe ir work. 
Ratper, they bless the f i rst benediction in its proper form, and 
begin the sec ond b enedic tion. with "Birkat HaAretz", and inc lude 
"Binyan Yerushalay im'' in the midst of this, aAd they may not 
recite the fourth benediction at all, tha t is, "HaTov ve 
H~Metiv", for it is not from · the Torah.16 

Sometimes, as in the above ex9.J!lple, Meiri will s i mpl y 
, 

rewrite tbe Gemara into a prescriptive statement, and lea9e the 

matter . Usually, however, the Gemara is more complex, and needs 

elucidation. The.ref ore, the typical "Meiri" is to begin wi. th a 

prescriptive statement based on the Gemara, followed b y a 

dis~ussion of the Sugya and then other Rishonic opinions. If the 

Sugya is particularly complex, he will sometimes break it down 

into its component parts, and address the Sua~a in detail. He 

1 • Bet HaBebira, 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 discussion which opinion Meiri himself valµes . . 

An example of Me~ri's methodalogy . ~an be seen in the 

discussion of the Gea9ra on 47b-48a. ~ These paa-es contain a 

series of Sugyot generally focused on including a minor in 
, 

Zi.m.mun. However, the Su1yo~ are difficult and dense, they 

contain much seemingly extraneous material. The first Sugya is a 

len1thy collection of statements, beginnin1 with the subject of 

includini a ~or but branchina off . to other subjec ts as well, 

such. as the propriety of freeina ~14ves. The second suaya is a 

collec tion of statements reaardina participation in Tefillah and -Zimmun with less than . the required amount of people; the third 

Sugya disc usses inolu~ing in Zimmun a "Katan Poreach". 

This Su1ya ~s translated: . , 
R. Yochonan said, a "Katan Poreach" is included in Zimmun. It 
has also been tau1ht- A ainor who has brought forth two hairs s 
included in Ziaaun, and if he bas not brought forth two hairs, he 
is not included in Zi .. un. We do not check a minor carefully. 
This is . a difficulty! You say, if he baa produced two hairs, 
yea; if he has not produced them, no. Then it is stated, we do 
not obeck a ainor carefully. What is it to include? Is it not 
to include a "Katan Poreacb"? The Halacha is not as all these 
previous stateaenta. Rather, it ' ia as Rav Nachman stated: A 
ainor who kno~a to whoa be is blessing aay· be counte~ in Zi .. un. 

This Sugya conclude• with the st~ry already cited in chapter 

two of Abbaye and Rava being praised for their precocioua 

reoo•nition of the place of God's dwelling. 
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Both Ritba and Meiri focus on essentially ·tbe1 same issue-

the eluc idation of the correct Halacha regarding the 

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

the same c onclusion, that even a young child c an be··- -included if ----
he knows to whom be is bless~ng. -­However, they display their 

_,1 different approaches in their commentaries. 

) 

I 

---

, 
Ritba is esse~tially int~rested in, illuminatipg particular 

problems in the text. He methodically addresses eac h difficulty 

as it a ppears ~n the Talmud • First , he defines a "Katan 

Poreach": 

Katan Poreach. Perush- He has begun to brir{g forth (testicular 
hairs) but has not finished, they have not grown so that the ir 
ends can be bent and doubled.11 

Then, he d i s c usses the statement that the Halac ha doe s not 

follow all that has been said prev iously, and that of R. Nachman 

that a minor who knows to whom he is ble ssing is inc luded in , 
Zimmun. 

The Halacha is not as all the (previous) stateaents, rather, as 
R. Naohaan said, a ainor who knowa to whoa he is blessing is 
included ic Z1-un·. Perush- Now, the Barai ta reads well, for it 
is taught t hat : a aibor who has produced two hairs is included in 
Zimaun~ , Perush, even if he does not know to whom he is blessing, 
so that he be not dissuaded · from Hitz~ot that he will be 

' obligated i n when he is grown. "If he has not produced two hairs 
be is not included in Ziaaun"~ for be does not know to whom he is 
blessing. "We do not check a ainor". We do ~ot check his hairs. 
(The correct understanding of all this is) If he knows to whom be 
is blessin1, even if five years old, we include him in Zimmun. 

1' Hiddushe HaRitba, column 330. 
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Now this does not act as a support for Ra~ 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 majori ty , for a recognizable majority · is required 
when they are together, this is also the rule regarding prayer . i s 

.___.---..... - -... ..... . ~ 

ti -

Ritba then comments briefly on the story o f Abbaye and Rava; 
# 

we have already seen his comme nts in chapter two . 

This is the t otal extent o f Ritba's commentary . One can see 

Ritba's interest- he identifies the d ifficult term ~Katap 

Poreach", he elucidates methodically t he lines of t be Sugya and 

arrives at an Halaohi~ outcome, and finally, reconciles this 

Sugya to one on the same page which,1Btates the principle that i .n 

the Zimmun of ten, a recognizable majority is required. 

Meiri, howe,~r, f i rst presents a short "Psak'' like statement , 

which co~prises the essence of his decision : 

What has been stated in the Mishna, regarding · the fact that 
' minors are not included in Zimmun, is subject to vanying 

interpretations. ~ven the great ones of old differed as to this. 
~he correct view Ls that a minor who knQws from his understanding 
to whom he is blessing, even genu~ne minors, like of the age of 
nine or ten, and even if they h~ve not produced two hairs, are 
included in Zimmun of three, and if they know with very sharp 
unders.tanding even younger than this. There is evidence for this 
in tbe story of Abbaye and Rava, who were sitting be fore Rabbah 
at a meal and he said to them "To ~hom are you blessing?" and 
they ~aid to him, "To The Merciful One" etc .. • 11 

Meiri then informs us t hat this is the law. ".This is the 

18 Ibid. 

1• Bet BaBehira, p.180. 
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gener~l Din as it appears -to me". Note that at the very 

' 
beginning of his commentary Meiri cuts through the Gemara to the 

very last issue in the final Sugya, the story of Abbaye and Rava, 

in order to present his prescriptive statement. 

----- He then turns to the elucidation of tne Gemara, particularly 

the statement The Hbacha is not as all the (previous) 

stateaents. Meiri decides he must clearly , delineate all the 

"previous statements". Beginnin~ with the ve~y first Sugya, for 

the purpose of clarification, he breaks down all the relevant 

Gemara, listing each statement by number! (I;e., "The Halacha is 

not as the first statement, whi.ch said ... and not as the second 
/ 

which said ... and not as the third which said •.•. "). This also 

is a way for Meiri t .9 survey this section of the Sugya, which had 

not yet been cited.•o . 

After numbering every statement in the Gemara so as to 

clarify and fully explore the text, he discusses some issues 

brought up by the Gemara, bringing in other opinions besides his 

own. 

Whil~ "Ritba is presentina what is in essence a commentary, 

Meiri is presenting --a combination oode-commentary. His 
' 

prescriptive statements which introduce every Gemara discussion 

are stron,aly reainiscent of the Miahneh Torah, and it is po~aible 

" 
•• I aa arateful to Dr. B. Diaaond for this observation. 
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Meiri was influenced by the R~mbam, 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 restruc turing and rewriting · ·e0rnplex Sugyot, and by 

writing in a clear Hebt-ew, he must have been a joy to s t udents 

perplexed b y the Talmud's complexity. Truly, a Steinsal t z for 

J his own time! 
, 

.. 

I 

\. 
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ChapteF Four 
' 

Historical Influences on Meiri and Ritba 

Until the twelfth century , scholarship in 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 
• 

scholarship was comple tely Torah-centered; 

learn~g. 1 Provencal 
<: 

there was no secular 

or scientific component. Provencal scholars engaged in the study 

of Talmud and halacha . They did not just busy themselves in 

-
"practical halacha" ; a ccording to Benedikt, they studied tractate 

Zevachim as assiduously as Shabbat . t 

A distincti~e feature of the Provencal sages was their 

inclusion of Hidrash and the Jerusalem Talmud as i mportant 

1 B. Z. Benedikt, "LeToldotav Shel Mercaz Ha Torah 
Bt!Provence" , in Tarb itz , 22, 1951, p.gs, 

• Ibid., p.93. 
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subjects of study. This inter~st in Midrash and the Yerushalmi 
I 

can be still seen in Meiri, who, as mentioned, uses Midrash and 

the Jerusalem Talmud more frequently than does Ritba. 

In contrast, the Spanish scholars combined Torah learning 

~th the studies of science, li ter~ture ·, -a~d philosophy. In 

Talmud and Halac hic mat'ters, they looked to the Gaonim and Bavel 

as the source of authority. This contrasted with Provence, which 

did not accord the Gaonic and~ 9abylonian traditions as much 

authority.' As a result of these differences, Provence developed 

many Minhagim distinct to its own region. • 

In the beginning of the twelfth century, Provence became 

politically associated with Northerr Seain, the region known as 

Catalonia. Th is part of Spain ha~me under Ch ristian dominance • 
as part of the rec.onquista, and th(? ruling counts of Catalonia 

had achieved hegemony over Provence . s 

With this new political association came extensive 

' Ibid., p.92. This is t he view of Benedikt. H. 
Soloveitchik seems to hold the position that the Gaonim were 
indeed a great influence in Provence until Ravad. ~e writes, 
"ProvenQa1. writings (were) a storehouse of Gaonic literature". 
Due to the influence of Ravad, "Gaonic material in Provence 
dwindles". According to Soloveitchik , Ravad liberated Provence 
from the influence of Gaonic lite~ature. See H. Soloveitchik, 
"Rabad of Posquieres, a Programmatic Essay!' , in Studies in the 
History of Jewish Society, Jerusalem, 1980, p.12. 

• Benedikt, p.93. 

s Isadore Twersky, _Ra~b~a~d~_o_f~_P_o~s_g_u_i_e_r~e_s, Harvard Univers~ty 
Press, Cambrid•e, 1962 , p.35. 
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connection between the s ages of Provence and the ' sages of 
l 

Catalonia. Spanish influence poured into Provence, eventually 

accelerated by Spanisb ' scbolars fleeing Musl im persecution in the 

south. Septimus writes, "The Spanish emigres brought with them 

the ~evements of Spanish Halacha, philosophy, Biblical 

exegesis, and letters, stiJulating in Provence a period of 

intense creativity and cultural c hange " . 6 Authoz;.ities such as 

the Rif, Ibn Megash, and Judah ben Bar~ilai were in~roduced into 

Provence, and were subjected to study and critique . Philosophy 

and science found their way into the Provencal currjculum. There 

grew in Provence tpe type of scholar the r egion had not yet 
/ 

produced; one versed in both Torah and philosophy. In a ~ew 

generations, R. Menachem UaMeiri ~ould come. to exemplify such an 

individua1.1 

One of the pioneers in combining Spanish and Provencal 

traditions was, ac2ording to Twersky, R. Meshullam ben Jacob, one 

of the principle teachers of .the Ravad . "Under (Meshullam's) 

aegis a decisive change in the characte> of Provencal Jewish 

learning took place: A Torah centered community completely devoid 

of secular learning ~urned, with remarkable zes t and gusto, to 

the cuiti vation of philosophy and other - extra-Talmudic 

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

7 Katz , p. 114 . 
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disciplines".& 
I 

The flow of discourse between Spain and Provence opened up a 

period of great c r eativity. Perhaps not coincidentally, it was 

a lso ~ period of change in Christian Europe. A feudal system was 

-oelng replaced by principles of justice drawn from · Roman law.' 

There was great religio~s ferment as the Catholic Church came 

under c r iticism from various sec ts and heresiea.10 That the Jews 

should be e ngaged in great legal development and Balacbic 

c reativity at such a time, and that eventually there would be-.an 

attempt in the Jewish community to root ·out heresy, is no 

surprise. . 
; 

With the influx of Sprntish traditions, some Provencal 

trattitions came undeJ' attac~ . This tension between Span i sh and 

Provencal customs is. reflected in at least one instance in the 

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

objected to t he Provencal c us tom of sayi ng "Bl Melec h Neema~·· 

just before the Shma.11 Meiri defended this c ustom in his 

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

a Twersky, p.13. 

• Baer, p:2as. 

10 Twersky, p . 20. 

} 1 Bernard Septimua, "Open Rebuke and Concealed Love", in 
Rabbi Moses Nachmanidea, I . Twersky, editor, Harvard University 
Press, Caabri~e, 1983, p.30. 
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Bet HaBehira, were Meiri once ~gain defends the custom, although 
I 

seemingly without the partisan fervor displayed in the Magen 

AvDt. 

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

--e-t length regarding this matter in a ~peciai -~omposi1fion in the 

matter of "El Melecb Neieman ". 1 2 Ritba mentions the issue in bis 

Hiddushe HaRitba, but does not seem to commit to a particular 

position. 1 3 

The Halachic creativity stimulated by t he association of 

Spain and Provence influenced both regions. .Ramban, although one 

of the great defenders of Spanish traditions against those of 
7 

Provence, was a student of R. Natan of Trinquitaille, a noted 

Provencal sage . 1• Ravad, although a Provencal scholar, became .. 
one of the greatest authorities for both regions. Soloveitcbik 

writes, "Ravad ' s influence upon Talmudic studies was ... massive, 

not only in Pr ovence, but south of the Pyrenees as well. 

Hundreds upon hundreds of bis original insights .wer~ assimilated, 

adapted, and extrapolated by the scholars of Spain, whose school 

dominated •Halachic thought for oenturies",1s More specifically, 

12 Be~ HaBehira, p.167. 

13 Hiddushe HaRitba, column 315. 

14 Ibid., p.34. (ff}. 

11 Soloveitcbik, p.13. , 
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"His commentarie.s on Brakhot and Eruvin influenced all subsequent 

literature, and Adret, Meiri, and the Baal HaMeorot cite them 

extensively".16 

It is now apparent why Ritba and Meir i share so much as to 

sources and content . Not"""onry were the two Rishonim both privy 

to the Yranco-German t raditions o f Rashi - . and Tosafot, but they 

s hared in the rich heritage of t he Provencal-Spanish confluence. 

It is pJrhaps in the work o f Ravad that the influence on 

Meir i 's distinctive literary style c an be found. Both Twersky 

and Solove itchik state that Ravad eneaged in the P.roduction of 

works which were combinations of code and commentary.,, ,, 
Soloveitc hik e ven labels them "commentary -codes": - "Ravad was 

. effective i n commentary-cod es , wh e r e line by l i ne explication de 

texte ' was out of place. The central topics (or proble~s) in a 

field had to be iso}ated, the controlling passages in the Sugya 

explained, and t he me rits o f conflicting views weighed",•' This 

could be an accurate desc ription of the Meir i as well. Further, 

Twersky writes of Ravad's commentary to Baba Kamma: "Rabad weaves 

select li~es of the Talmudic text into a detailed explanation 

which reads like an i~dependent little essay, the explanatory 

I 

I 6 lbid......,_p , 26 , 

., Soloveitchik, p.16. I noted with some m~st joy and 
happi n ess that Soloveitchik makes the same dichotomy between the 
commentary-code and the l i ne by line commentary as is made in 
th~~aper. 

-~~;i,;;i~1!Jl'S-·~-­.....: .. 
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remarks often indistin&uishable from the text . It is in reality 

a mosaic of text interspersed with b is commen ts and notes . His 

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

elsewher e , i s lengthy , 
,.. 

fluent, and easy- a fact i1J1me diately 

----sensed in the fi rs t f ew pa&es . On many oocas~ons, he stops to 

illus t rate the logical a equence of the text and its arrangement. 

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

c ites a numbe r of vari o us explanations , discusses and c lari fi es 

them, salvages the tenable aspects , a n d offers his own".1s 

Again, this desc r iption of t he method and style of Ravad c an 

suffice to describe the Meiri as well- the weav ing of text and 

commentary, an "essay-like" flavor , the offering o f opinions 

oth e r than his own. 

Twersky ide n t ifies as pioneers of t hi s style two of Ravad's 

teac hers - Rabi (R. Avraham ben Jos eph, also Ravad's father-in-

law) ~ and Ramb i (R. Moses ben Jose ph). "Unlike tho se codifiers 

who separated code from commentary, limitini their codes onl y to 

the actual, operative law, Rabi and Ramb i unify the two aspects, 

presen tini the final, normativ e con c lusion to1ether with its 

textual basis. This method was used and greatly r efined by 

Ravad" .1 • 

11 Twersky, p.81 . 

tt Ibid., p.16. 
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One difference between Ravad and Meiri, however , may be 

indicated ~Y the observation of H. Soloveitehik that Ravad's work 

has a certain lack of clarity and is technically d iffi c ult, and 

Soloveitc hik sur~ises t ha t Ravad was not c~ncerned ~ith guiding 

the ordinary student .to As was stated- in· the iast chapter, Meiri ----
seems to be concerne~ with presenting his material ~s clearly as 

possible , and may have been writing so as to enable a majority of 

students to reach an unders~anding of the Talmud and its 

interpretations . 

Soloveitchik theorizes that this method of the Ravad (and by 

my extension-, Mei ri) did not characterize Spanish scholarship . 

Rather, Spanish author ities remaine'd more or less committed to 

t}te tosafistic style . He writes , "It is, I suspect, the workings .. 
of the Tosafist dialectic upon t he commentarial base of Rashi, 

Ravad and R. Hannanel 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 regardina the style and method 

of Ritba. 

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

11 Soloveitohik, p .16. 

11 Soloveitchik, p . 29 . 
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essentially a product of Sefarad.tt It may be then, that the 

delineation of code and commentary is more ~ronounced in Ritba 

and Rashba than in Meir~ because the. code was a more defined form 

in Spain . Raah had his Sefer HaHinuch , Rashba had hi~ Hilcho t in 

addition to his Hiddushe HaRi tba, Rashba )lis. -Tor-.at HaBayi t in -
addition to his Hiddushe HaRashba, yet Meiri did not produce a 

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

HaNefesh, c haracter ized by Twersky as a codal work, albeit of .... 
narrow focus.z' Nevertheless-and this is only a conjecture- the 

delineation of code and commentary may have been more pronounced 

in Spain than i n Provence, which migh~ account for some of the 

differences in both style and content; between Meiri and Ritba 

that have been enumerated i n this paper . .. 

•• Michael Chernick, class notes, 1987. Dr. Chernick· 
attributes this in part to t he areat i nfluence of t he Gaonim in 
Spain, an4 hence the concept of centrali zed a~thority. This visw 
is in harmony with Benedikt's view of the extensive influence of 
the Gaonim in Spain, as compared to Provence . 

•* Twersky, p . 85. 
ritual cleanliness. 

The work con cerns the reaulations of 
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Conclusion 

This paper has compared and cont rasted R. Menachem ben 

Solomon HaMeiri and ir.-YOm Tov ben Avraham Ishbili . It has been .. ' 

demonstrated that the two Rishonim exhibit var'lous differences in 

their literary style and in the structure of t heir works. This 

paper haslshown that while they often display great sim~l~rity of 

con t e nt, the.i r approaches to t he Talmud text differ in 

significant respects. 

Yet at the conclusion of this work , some questions remain . 
r 

I have n oted tha t Ritba borrowed heavily from Raah and Rashba. 

It would be interesting to examine in detail their con tributions 
• 

to h is work. What percentage of Ritba's work c an be found in 

Raab a nd Rash~a? Does he favor one teacher over the other? Are 

there specific types of issues in which be favors one over the 

oth er? Can we find other Rishonim who borrow heavi ly from their 

teachers? Also r egarding Ritba, it would be inter esting to 

explore i n detail t he relationsnip of his code based on tractate 

' Brakhot with his Hiddushe »aRi t ba on Bra kho t . 

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

---

.· 
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deserving of further consideration . r I remarked i n this paper 

that Meiri' s "Psak Din• style is reminiscent of the Mishneb 

Torah. Bow conscious a process was this for Meiri? Did he 
I 

del iberately pattern part of the Bet HaBehira to r esemble the 

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

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

~elopment of the commentary-code genre -in Pr0vence? 

I often wondered ~i n the course of studyi ng this ma te rial 

just who was the intended audience. Was Ritba writing for an 

J educated elite , and hence his~ ~levated language; was Meiri 
(. 

writing for a less l earned group, and hence bis simplicity and 

.. clarity? Or , do the different styles ~imply reflect the 

d issimilar methods of the two Rishonim, • and have nothing to do 
. 

with t he "targe t " readership? 

This paper made a distinc tion between c ommentary and-.. 
' commentary-code . I have hypothesi~ed that the structural 

differenc es between Meiri and Ritba ma y result from the fact t hat . 

the code was perhaps a more distinct literar y form in Spain , 

giving rise to a greater delineation of code and commentary in 

Spain, than in Provence. Considering the extensive cultural and 

intellectual ties that existed between Spain and Provence, it 

would be inte r e sting to further expl ore why the two areas seemed 

to have mainta ined this distinction. In other words , why the 

--- commentary-code ih Provence as opposed to commentary and code as 
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separate work.s in Spain? 
.. 

Finally, I think an area that can be explored is t h e 
• 

presence of "meta-Ralachic" <issues in the 
I 

two Rishonim. 

Certainly in the works studied, they rarely discuss underlying 

moral or "spiritual" issues . Is this character istic of the two 

Rishonim through out their works? Is this characteristic of 

- Halachic Rishonic works in general? Are these concerns that 

reflect twentieth 
, 

bias and cannot be applied to these a centur y 

works? 

These 'and other questions re'inain .• I hope that this present 

work has contributed a small measure to the study of Risbonic 

literature . 

/ 
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