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HAI GAON’S LETTER AND
COMMENTARY ON ALEYNU: FURTHER
EVIDENCE OF MOSES DE LEON’S
PSEUDEPIGRAPHIC ACTIVITY

Errior R. WoLFsoN, New York University

ABSTRACT

In this study I present evidence of yet another literary forgery of the
Spanish kabbalist, Moses ben Shem Tov de Leon (ca. 1240-1305). The
text that I am presenting as a work of de Lebn consists of two parts: a
letter attributed to Hai Gaon concerning the custom of reciting the
‘Aleynu prayer on a daily basis, and a kabbalistic commentary on the
Aleynu itself. Both parts, but especially the second, have striking paral-
lels to the Zohar as well as to the other writings of de Leon. The pseudo-
Hai letter and commentary on “Aleynu clearly predate the Zohar as there
is no reference to it in the usual guised language that de Leén employs in
his other Hebrew theosophic writings. Nevertheless, the zoharic style and
technical kabbalistic terminology are apparent in the text. The obvious
zoharic parallels in this document provide further evidence that de Leon—
whether as author or editor—later wove into the texture of Zohar pas-
sages, themes and exegetical comments from his own earlier writings,
sometimes used in entirely different contexts.

It is of importance as well that in this text de Leon, in all probability
following the lead of the Castilian kabbalist, Isaac ben Jacob ha- Kohen
and his disciples, Moses ben Simeon of Burgos and Todros ben Joseph
Abulafia, attributes kabbalistic lore to certain ascetic figures, R. Josiah
and R. Abraham, who are patterned after the life of historical personali-
ties probably living in Provence. In most of his writings de Le6n does not
refer to such historical/fictitious characters. This technique, however, was
employed in the treatise Sod Darkhe ha->Otiyyot, written either by de
Leon or by another member of a circle of nontheosophic linguistic mystics
to which he belonged, and traces of it can be detected in the Zohar as well.
In sum, the letter and commentary on “Aleynu provides us with an early
sample of de Leon’s pseudepigraphical activity in which he tried to place
kabbalistic ideas in the context of halakhic issues. This tendency con-
tinued to mark his literary activity, including his role as author or editor
of the classic work of medieval kabbalah, the Zohar.

* After working on this text for some time I was informed by Moshe Idel that
M. Kushnir-Oron of Tel-Aviv University had worked on this same text several
years ago. I thank Dr. Kushnir-Oron for allowing me to consult her unpublished
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1. Introduction

Moses de Leén’s (ca. 1240-1305) involvement with pseudepig-
raphy is best known to scholars from the complex literary prob-
lem surrounding the Zohar. Whether as sole author (as argued
explicitly by Heinrich Graetz,' Gershom Scholem’ and Isaiah
Tishby,’—though, as Scholem himself remarked, “a whispered
tradition of centuries”*), or as one member of a circle of kabba-
lists responsible for the composition of the Zohar (as intimated by
Adolf Jellinek® and argued in detail recently by Yehuda Liebes®), it
is clear that de Le6n had some responsibility for writing a text that
was attributed to an ancient authority.

De Leon’s pseudepigraphic activity, however, is not limited to
the Zohar. Several other writings have emerged as evidence for this
literary posture. First, Scholem was of the opinion that the medi-
eval collection of moral precepts, “Orhot Hayyim, also called
Sawwa’at R. Eli‘ezer, attributed to Eliezer ben Hyrcanus, was the
work of de Leon.” The connection between this work and de Leon
is particularly strong in the case of the second part of the text,
Seder Gan “Eden, published by Jellinek in Bet ha- Midrash, 3:131-
140. (Jellinek does not mention de Leén as the probable author.)®

material. The thesis that I present, however, is my own and I therefore bear full
responsibility for the contents of this paper. I would also like to express my
gratitude to Neil Danzig for his useful comments pertaining to geonic literature.

' H. Graetz, History of the Jews (Philadelphia, 1891-98), 4:10-24.

% G. Scholem, Major Trends in Jewish Mysticism (New York, 1956), pp. 156
204; idem, Kabbalah (Jerusalem, 1974), pp. 233-235, 432-434. I refer in the body
of this paper only to Scholem’s mature view on the matter, which stands in striking
contrast to the earlier position adopted in his lecture published in 1926 (see below,
n. 13). Initially Scholem flatly rejected the opinion that de Ledn was the sole author
of the Zohar, but maintained the possibility that he may have acted like an editor or
redactor, putting the text together from earlier sources (while perhaps adding in the
process some things of his own) in the form that it presently exists.

* 1. Tishby, Mishnat ha- Zohar (Jerusalem, 1971), 1:103-108.

* Major Trends, p. 159.

° Cf. A. Jellinek, Moses ben Schem-Tob de Leon und sein Verhiltnis zum Sohar
(Leipzig, 1851), p. 23.

¢ Cf. Y. Liebes, “How the Zohar Was Written,” [Hebrew] Jerusalem Studies in
Jewish Thought 8 (1989): 1-71.

7 Cf. Major Trends, pp. 183, 200; Kabbalah, p. 432. Cf. She’elot u-Teshuvot le-R.
Mosheh di Li’on be-“Inyene Qabbalah, in 1. Tishby, Studies in Kabbalah and Its
Branches, [Hebrew] (Jerusalem, 1982), 1:53.

¥ See Major Trends, p. 393, n. 103.
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It should be noted that other scholars, including Joseph Dan, have
expressed reservation about Scholem’s attribution of this text to
de Leon and have suggested that the real author is the eleventh-
century talmudist Eliezer ben Isaac, known as Eliezer ha-Gadol.’
This view was, as far as I am aware, first advanced by Menahem
ben Judah de Lonzano in the sixteenth century.

Scholem was also the first to recognize de Leo6n’s pseudepi-
graphic involvement with another text, the collection of geonic
responsa entitled, Sha‘are Teshuvah, which contains fictitious re-
sponsa attributed to Hai Gaon. Indeed, some of these “nonauthen-
tic pieces,” as Scholem calls them,'® have striking parallels to the
Zohar given under the heading “Yerushalmi.”'' In some cases
these “Yerushalmi” passages are stylistically similar to Midrash
ha- Ne‘elam, the earliest stratum of zoharic literature. On the basis
of these parallel passages, David Luria argued, in the introduction
to the Leipzig edition of Sha‘are Teshuvah, published in 1858, for
the antiquity of the Zohar,"” but it is clear that his historical
perspective was skewed. Scholem’s own view on de Le6n’s relation-
ship to this source has gone through a curious development, re-
flecting, of course, his attitude towards the authorship of the
Zohar itself. In his lecture published in 1926 on the role of de Leon
in the composition of the Zohar, Scholem noted that de Leon
probably had knowledge of the zoharic passages cited as “Yeru-
shalmi” in Sha‘are Teshuvah, but “there is no reason to suspect
that de Le6n himself composed these forgeries,” inasmuch as this
way of citing the Midrash ha-Ne‘elam stratum of the Zohar is
known from other late thirteenth-century kabbalists who were
somewhat older colleagues of de Leon, e.g., Isaac ibn Sahula and
Todros Abulafia."” The view expressed at that time was somewhat

° Cf. J. Dan, Hebrew Ethical and Homiletical Literature [Hebrew] (Jerusalem,
1975), pp. 93-94. See also I. Abrahams, Hebrew Ethical Wills (Philadelphia, 1926),
1:31-49.

' Major Trends, p. 200.

"' On this convention for citing the Zohar, see E. Wolfson, The Book of the
Pomegranate: Moses de Leon’s Sefer ha- Rimmon (Atlanta, GA, 1988), pp. 6, n. 17,
49, n. 199 [English section]. Unless otherwise noted, all subsequent references to
this volume correspond to the pagination of the Hebrew section.

"> Reprinted in Teshuvot ha-Ge’onim Sha‘are Teshuvah, ed. W. Leiter (New
York, 1946), pp. iv—xvi. See also D. Luria, Ma’amar Qadmut Sefer ha-Zohar (New
York, 1951), pp. 42-71.

" G. Scholem, “Did R. Mosheh de Leon Write the Zohar?” [Hebrew] Madda‘e
ha-Yahadut 1 (1926): 25.
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modified in Major Trends in Jewish Mysticism (first published in
1941), where Scholem suggested that de Le6n “had a share in the
writing of these pseudepigraphic responsa, even if he did not write
them all.”"* Scholem further noted that de Le6n was the first to
quote one of these “bogus responsa.” As an example of this,
Scholem mentions one of the sodot appended to de Ledn’s Sefer
ha- Nefesh ha- Hakhamah (the reference is to the sod of Shabbat)."
To this one might add two passages from Sefer ha- Rimmon which
contain matters found in Sha‘are Teshuvah but nowhere else as far
as I am aware (the first one has to do with gedushah de-sitra®'® and
the second, with the three paragraphs that begin with the word
1931 in the Amidah for Rosh ha-Shanah'’).

Scholem’s position, as stated in his article on the Zohar in the
Encyclopaedia Judaica (1972, published separately in the volume
Kabbalah), goes even further than the view expressed in Major
Trends. De Leon, writes Scholem, “edited a version of a collection
of geonic responsa, particularly those of Hai Gaon, and he added
kabbalistic material in the style of the Zohar, using particular
idioms of zoharic Aramaic, and also in the style of the Midrash
ha-Ne‘elam, all of which he entitled Yerushalmi, or “the Yeru-
shalmi version’.”"® According to this conclusion then, de Le6n not
only added passages to the geonic collection but also edited it. This
view has recently been substantiated and elaborated upon by Neil
Danzig. After examining the various manuscript recensions of this
collection of geonic responsa as well as the printed version, Danzig
concluded that de Leén not only added a few pseudepigraphic
responsa here and there but in many places added to and changed
the original text to serve his own purposes. Danzig also concluded
that one version of these responsa, preserved in Ms JTS Mic.
1768," represents de Ledn’s second attempt to copy and reorganize

14 Major Trends, p. 200.

' Ibid., p. 396, n. 146.

'S The Book of the Pomegranate, p. 85, which parallels Sha‘are Teshuvah, § 55.

" The Book of the Pomegranate, p. 149, which parallels Sha‘are Teshuvah,
§ 297.

'® Kabbalah, p. 231.

' Cf. The Book of the Pomegranate, pp. 56-57 [English section]. For a fuller
description of the manuscript see N. Danzig, “The Collection of Geonic Responsa
Sha‘are Teshuvah and the Responsa from Heaven,” [Hebrew] Tarbiz 58 (1989):
23-26. In addition to the halakhic material discussed in detail by Danzig, i.e., the
Teshuvot ha-Ge’onim and the She’elot u-Teshuvot min ha-Shamayim (fols. 10a—
31b, 163b-174b), this codex contains a lot of kabbalistic material deriving from
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the material included in his first collection, with an effort to mix up
the pseudepigraphic passages and place them in a different order.
Danzig conjectures that de Ledn himself added the title to this
collection—as preserved in the JTS manuscript—“These are the
responsa of R. Hai Gaon,” in order to give geonic authority to all

Castilian authors, e.g., Sefer ha- Mishqal of de Ledn (fols. 32a-81a), a fragment of
Isaac ha-Kohen’s Ma’amar “al ha-’Asilut ha-Semo’lit (fols. 81b-84a), passages
from Joseph Gikatilla’s Shaare Sedeq (fols. 97a-99a), and Sha‘are °Orah, referred
to as Sefer ha->Orah (fols. 99a-b; see below n. 121), two citations from de Ledn’s
Sefer ha- Rimmon (fols. 81b, 109a-b), and a third passage which is a paraphrase
from the aforementioned work (fol. 92a), responsa attributed to the anonymous
elder (Jp7) (fols. 113b-116a), and Gikatilla’s commentary on the Passover Hag-
gadah (fols. 128a-138b, 175a-190b). The Zohar itself is mentioned in the following
contexts: (1) fols. 93a-94a contains a passage in Aramaic that corresponds to
Zohar 3:199a-b; (2) fols. 94a-94b likewise contains an actual quote which corre-
sponds to Zohar 3:197b-198a; (3) on fol. 96a a passage is introduced as 710 17
WP, but this does not correspond to any extant zoharic passage; (4) on fol.
106a-b there is a Hebrew paraphrase of Zohar 1:197a; (5) on fol. 108b there is an
interpretation of Gen 30:27 which corresponds (more or less) to the interpretation
of that verse in Zohar 1:139a, 161a, 167a. In that context an alternative explanation
of the verse is offered also in the name of the Zohar, but to date I have not located
any parallel to it in the printed versions of Zohar. In the same manuscript I have
detected several passages, either anonymous or attributed to Shim“on ben Yohai,
and in one case to Eleazar the son of Shim“on ben Yohai, which have parallels in
the Zohar. The relevant texts are as follows: (1) on fols. 100a-b an interpretation of
Gen 37:22 in the name of Rashbi which has a parallel in Zohar 1:185a-b; (2) on fol.
100b a passage on Jacob and Joseph in the name of Rashbi which has a parallel in
Zohar 1:144b and 185b; (3) on fol. 100b an anonymous interpretation of Num 25:14
which has a parallel in Zohar 3:221b; (4) on fol. 100b an interpretation of Ps 89:16
attributed to Rashbi which contains material found in Zohar 2:123a and 3.231b;
(5) on fols. 100b-101a an anonymous interpretation of Lev 19:4 which has a paral-
lel in Zohar 3:83b; (6) on fol. 101a an anonymous explanation concerning Reuben
and Joseph which has a parallel in Zohar 1:155a-b (Sitre Torah), 176b, 222b (see
also 236a); (7) on fol. 101a an anonymous commentary on 2 Kings 2:9 which has a
parallel in Zohar 1:191b; (8) on fols. 101a-b an anonymous commentary on Lam
3:22 which has a parallel in Zohar 3:305a; (9) on fol. 101b an anonymous interpre-
tation of Gen 42:9 which has a parallel in Zohar 1:199b; (10) on fol. 101b an
anonymous interpretation of Isa 4:3 which has a parallel in Zohar 2:57b; (11) on
fol. 102b an interpretation of Lev 16:1 in the name of Eleazar ben Shim“on ben
Yohai which corresponds to Zohar 3:60a also in the name of Eleazar (cf. Zohar
3:57a); and see fol. 106a, where the zoharic interpretation is upheld against the view
of Ramban; (12) on fol. 102b an anonymous allusion to the secret contained in Lev
16:21 which has a parallel in Zohar 2:237a and 3:63a-b (the secret involves the
demonic realm); (13) on fol. 105b an interpretation of Moses’ sin at the Waters of
Meribah (Num 20:11ff.) in the name of Rashbi, which has a parallel in Zohar 1:30b
and 2:271b-272a; here too the view of Rashbi is upheld against that of Ramban
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the responsa, especially those passages which he himself com-
posed.” It is reasonable to conclude, therefore, that de Leon
indeed edited these geonic responsa and on occasion added his
own innovations. Finally, in an article published in 1988, Israel
Ta-Shema called attention to the fact that several passages found
in the printed collection of the She’elot u-Teshuvot min ha-
Shamayim of Jacob of Marvége were in fact composed by de
Leon.”

In this study I wish to present evidence for another small treatise
which was, in my opinion, also composed by de Ledén but was
ascribed to another figure. I refer to a letter and commentary on
the prayer Aleynu attributed to R. Hai Gaon. Virtually every
critical scholar who has examined this text has reached the conclu-
sion that it is a forgery.?? This possibility has also been entertained

(for discussion of the latter cf. E. Wolfson, “By Way of Truth: Aspects of Nahma-
nides’ Kabbalistic Hermeneutic,” AJS Review 14 [1989]: 148-149); (14) on fol. 106a
an aggadic tradition concerning Balaam which is found as well in Zohar 3:208a. It
must be emphasized that these texts are not literal Hebrew translations of the
Aramaic passages in the Zohar. In fact, it is difficult to determine whether these
passages are based on existing zoharic texts, or represent sources which antedate
the Zohar and which were incorporated into the texture of that work by de Leon or
by some other kabbalist who belonged to the group that produced the Zohar. If the
latter, these sources could be explained as evidence for something akin to that
which Liebes has referred to as »7aw7 2w wW17n, which may have served as the
source for exegetical pieces in the Zohar; cf. Liebes, “How the Zohar Was Written,”
pp. 10-12. On the other hand, one cannot rule out the possibility that de Leon
himself may have authored these passages, in some cases attributing them to
Rashbi or to R. Eleazar, his son, and then later incorporated them in the Zohar in
new narrative settings. This would confirm Tishby’s thesis that in the 1280’s de
Le6n worked on pseudepigraphic passages inserted first into his Hebrew theosophic
works and later translated into Aramaic in the Zohar; cf. Tishby, Mishnat ha-
Zohar, 1:106-107. The matter requires further investigation based on a careful
study of all the passages noted above.

 Cf. Danzig, “The Collection of Geonic Responsa,” pp. 26-32, 41-48.

' 1. Ta-Shema, “Responsa from Heaven: the Collection and its Additions,”
[Hebrew] Tarbiz 57 (1988): 51-66.

*? Cf. J. Goldenthal, Catalogus codicum manuscriptorum Bibliothecae Palatinae
Vindobonensis (Vienna, 1851), p. 23; M. Steinchneider, Catalogus librorum He-
braeorum in Bibliotheca Bodleiana (Berlin, 1852-60), col. 1030, n. 16; J. Miiller,
Einleitung in die Responsen der Babylonischen Geonen [Hebrew] (Berlin, 1891),
p. 58, n. 4; G. Scholem, “R. Moses of Burgos, the disciple of R. Isaac,” [Hebrew]
Tarbiz 3 (1932): 278; S. Assaf, Gaonica: Gaonic Responsa and Fragments of
Halachic Literature from the Geniza and other Sources [Hebrew] (Jerusalem,
1933), p. 4, n. 7. On kabbalistic material falsely attributed to Hai Gaon, see also the
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in the traditional literature. Thus, for example, Israel Moses ben
Eliezer Hazzan, in his commentary °Iyye ha- Yam, published in the
1869 Livorno edition of Sha‘are Teshuvah, already sensed some
historical and textual problems with the letter and commentary on
Aleynu and claimed that he almost concluded that the work was a
forgery.” To take a second example, in his commentary <Iyyun
Tefillah, published in *Osar ha- Tefillot, Aryeh Leib ben Shlomo
Gordon wrote that one who examines the entire responsum (i.e.,
the first part) will see from its language that “it is not [a work] of
R. Hai Gaon but rather of one of the great [rabbis] in the genera-
tion of Rashi, and the explanation [i.e., the part that contains the
commentary] on Aleynu [was composed] by one of the kabbalists,
and was erroneously attributed to R. Hai Gaon.”** It is of special
interest that in the above passage the writer sensed a distinction
between the two parts of the document, the letter and the commen-
tary, attributing the first to someone in the generation of Rashi—I
presume an Ashkenazi authority—and the second to one of the
kabbalists. In any event, it is clear that both traditional and critical
scholars have expressed doubt about the authenticity of this text.
It is thus no surprise that Tsvi Groner, in his “List of R. Hai
Gaon’s Responsa” published in 1986, includes this text among
those sources which were intended forgeries.”> Despite the schol-
arly consensus about this forgery, no one to date has adequately
explained its authorship. This paper attempts to fill the gap.

2. Description of text

The text is extant in six’® manuscripts: (1) Ms Paris 181, fols.
245b-247a; (2) ms Paris 835, fols. 113b-115b; (3) Ms Vatican 195,

references mentioned in E. E. Hildesheimer, “Mystik und Agada im Urteile der
Gaonen R. Scherira und R. Hai,” Festschrift fiir Jacob Rosenheim (Frankfurt am
Main, 1931), pp. 275-276, n. 8, and the pertinent remarks of Danzig, “The Collec-
tion of Geonic Responsa,” p. 30, n. 30.

3 Teshuvot ha-Ge’onim “im Haggahot Iyye ha-Yam (Livorno, 1869), fol. 20a.

* >0Osar ha- Tefillot (New York, 1966), p. 433.

» T. Groner, “A List of Hai Gaon’s Responsa,” [Hebrew] dle Sefer 13 (1986):
119.

6 Apparently a seventh manuscript exists, as may be gathered from the descrip-
tion of Ms 631 in the Giinzburg collection in Moscow in the catalogue Ber Yosef
by Senior Sachs. Unfortunately, I have not been able to examine this manuscript.
In the card catalogue at the Institute of Microfilmed Hebrew Manuscripts in the



372 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW

fols. 7a-9a; (4) Ms JTS Mic. 3216, fols. 1a-3b; (5) ms Oxford-
Bodleian 1565, fols. 3b-6a; and (6) Ms Vienna 113, fols. 4a-5a. The
text was published in a relatively corrupt form by Judah Coriat in
his anthology of kabbalistic texts Ma’or wa-Shemesh (Livorno,
1839), on the basis of Ms Paris 181.% The text is also quoted by
Hayyim Avraham ben Shmu’el of Miranda in his book, Yad
Ne’eman, published in Salonika in 1804,%® and from there it was
copied in the commentary °Iyye ha-Yam by Israel Moses ben
Eliezer Hazzan, mentioned above. The commentary is cited with-
out name in the kabbalistic notes of Moses Keles to the Sefer
ha-Musar of his father, Judah Keles.”” It is also mentioned in
Sha‘ar ha- Kawwanot of Hayyim Vital® and in Mahaziq Berakhah
of Hayyim Yosef David Azulai.”!

3. The Authorship

Turning to the question of authorship, the only serious attempt
of which I am aware to trace the provenance of the text was
made by Scholem. In a study published in 1927 Scholem refers to
the pseudo-Hai commentary in the context of discussing the
possible sources for Isaac ben Jacob ha-Kohen’s “Treatise on
the Left Emanations.” In addition to the apparently pseudepi-
graphic sources that Isaac himself explicitly mentions (see below,
4.2.3[c]), Scholem assumes that this Castilian kabbalist utilized
other sources including “small books belonging to the circle of the
Sefer ha-‘Iyyun and pseudepigraphic works similar to it. The
sources from which the material (Scholem lists the relevant sec-
tions in R. Isaac’s treatise) was drawn were not far in terms of
their literary character from the expansive literature attributed to
R. Hai Gaon, which was composed before the disclosure of kabba-

Jewish National and University Library, Jerusalem, Ms Vat. 285 is listed as contain-
ing this text; an examination of the manuscript, however, indicates that this is an
error. A kabbalistic commentary on “Aleynu does indeed appear on fols. 177b-178a
of this codex, but it is not related to the one attributed to Hai Gaon.

*” A copy of this version can also be found in 1. Weinstock, Siddur ha-Ge’onim
weha- Mequbbalim (Jerusalem, 1971), 3:777-781.

® Yad Ne‘eman (Salonika, 1804), fols. 40a-b.

» Sefer ha- Musar (Jerusalem, 1973), pp. 100-101.

3 Sha‘ar ha- Kawwanot (Jerusalem, 1902), fol. 50a.

3" Mahaziq Berakhah (Livorno, 1785), § 132, fol. 27b.
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lah in Provence and Spain.”*” Scholem goes on to specify three
examples of pseudo-Hai material, viz., the responsa on questions
regarding the emanation (of the sefirot), the commentary on
Aleynu printed in the beginning of Ma’or wa-Shemesh, and the
extensive quotes on cosmogony in the treatise of Moses of Burgos
on the forty-two-letter name.”> In an article published several
years later (1932) Scholem concludes that the text under discussion
was indeed composed by members of the Iyyun circle.** In passing
it should be borne in mind that, according to Scholem, this group
of mystics was operative in Provence in the twelfth and in the early
part of the thirteenth century,’® a view which has been challenged
by Mark Verman, who argued that the “Iyyun circle is to be
located in Castile in the second half of the thirteenth century.*
Scholem was no doubt led to believe that the letter and commen-
tary on Aleynu were written by members of this circle, on the basis
of the fact that other pseudo-Hai kabbalistic responsa derive from
them.”’ It is interesting to note, however, that in his list of works
belonging to the “Iyyun circle, published in Reshit ha- Qabbalah in
1948, Scholem did not mention the text under discussion.*® While
this may be attributed to an oversight, the fact of the matter is that
Scholem does include in his list the other pseudo-Hai responsa
from the circle described above.”” Moreover, in the Ursprung und
Anfinge der Kabbala, published in 1962, Scholem refers to the

32 G. Scholem, “The Kabbalah of R. Jacob and R. Isaac the Sons of R. Jacob
ha-Kohen,” [Hebrew] Madda‘e ha- Yahadut 2 (1927): 191-192.

 Ibid., p. 192. See below, n. 37.

Scholem, “R. Moses of Burgos,” p. 278; see also p. 283.

% Cf. idem, Origins of the Kabbalah (Princeton, 1987), pp. 309-364.

3 M. Verman, Sifre Iyyun (Ph.D. diss., Harvard University, 1984).

’7 Here I mention two such examples: the responsum on the mystical spelling of
the divine name with twenty-four points, and the one on the thirteen middot and
ten sefirot. Cf. Origins, pp. 328-329, 349-354. See below, n. 39. Both of these are
found in two of the manuscripts which contain the letter and commentary on
Aleynu, mss Oxford 1565 and Vienna 113.

% Scholem, Reshit ha-Qabbalah (Tel Aviv, 1948), pp. 255-262.

* Ibid., pp. 258-259, n. 16. In that context Scholem mentions three such
responsa: the one concerning the thirteen middot and ten sefirot, a different version
of the text concerning the three lights above the sefiroz which make up the thirteen
middot, and the treatise on the mystical writing of the name in twenty-four points.
Insofar as the second is an extension or alternative version of the first, it still is
accurate to speak of two pseudo-Hai documents in this circle.



374 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW

text as a “kabbalistic commentary on the Aleynu prayer that was
attributed to Hai Gaon but that actually must have been composed
at the beginning of the thirteenth century in the south of France.”*
It is curious that Scholem does not mention the “Iyyun circle by
name in that context. Does this signify that he changed his mind
about the earlier attribution? To be sure, the time and place that he
specified could fit well his view of the “Iyyun circle as outlined in
the same volume; still he does not name them explicitly in the
relevant context, and this raises the question of some change of
mind on Scholem’s part. What is clear, however, is the fact that he
did not entertain the possibility which I will suggest in this study.
A close examination of the text proves beyond a shadow of
doubt that it was not written by the “Iyyun circle. There is simply
nothing in the text that reflects the unique theosophic posture or
style of the writings that make up the corpus of this group of
mystics. On the basis of my own study of the text I have con-
cluded that de Leon, living in Castile in the latter part of the
thirteenth century, is its genuine author. The Provencal elements—
mostly the names of the personalities mentioned in the second
part—were adopted by de Leon as part of his literary-cum-
historical framework. As will be suggested below (4.2.3[c]), de
Leo6n was in all probability influenced by his Castilian predeces-
sors, mainly Isaac ha-Kohen and his circle,*’ in attributing kabba-
listic secrets to fictional characters who are patterned after the
lifestyle of actual figures. What is distinctive of de Ledn, however,
is his meshing of halakhic and kabbalistic motifs placed within
the pseudepigraphical framework. I will now try in the remainder
of the paper to prove my hypothesis by a closer textual analysis.

“ Origins, p. 230, n. 65.

‘! Tt is well known that de Le6n had close personal relations with at least
one prominent member of Isaac ha-Kohen’s circle, Todros ben Joseph ha-Levi
Abulafia. Cf. G. Scholem, “Two Treatises of R. Moses de Leén,” Kobez al Yad 8
(1976): 327; Y. Liebes, “The Messiah of the Zohar,” in The Messianic Idea in
Jewish Thought: A Study Conference in Honour of the Eightieth Birthday of
Gershom Scholem (Jerusalem, 1982), p. 124, n. 151. See also M. Kushnir-Oron,
Sha‘ar ha-Razim le-R. Todros ben Yosef ha-Levi Abul‘afiyah (Jerusalem, 1989),
p. 35. On Todros’ use of zoharic material cf. Scholem, “Did R. Mosheh de Leén
Write the Zohar?” pp. 26-27. On the relationship between the mythical Shim on of
the Zohar and the historical Todros see also the observations of Liebes, “How the
Zohar Was Written,” pp. 68-71.
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This will be divided into two parts: (1) a literary analysis of the
structure of the text, which will in turn be divided into two
sections, the letter and the commentary; and (2) an examination
of the obvious parallels in the text to de Leon’s other Hebrew
writings and/or the Zohar. I will conclude with a brief statement
on the relevance of this text to the larger question of de Le6n and
his pseudepigraphic tendencies.

Before proceeding with my analysis a brief statement explaining
my methodology is in order. The use of zoharic texts to prove the
literary hand of de Ledn requires some justification in light of what
appears to be a growing scholarly consensus to the effect that the
Zohar was not the sole product of de Ledon—the theory that has
dominated academic research on the Zohar for the better part of
this century.*” While it is entirely possible that de Ledn is not
responsible for composing the main sections of the Zohar by
himself, it still seems valid, from a methodological point of view,
to utilize zoharic parallels in order to identify de Lebn’s own
writings insofar as they clearly reflect an intimate knowledge and
intensive use of this material. Furthermore, to date no critical
scholar has shown conclusively that de Ledn was not one of the
authors of the Zohar.” T have, therefore, followed this method in
identifying the source at hand. Indeed, my approach represents a
reversal of that adopted by Jellinek and utilized by Scholem and
others who have followed him. That is, instead of identifying the
author of the Zohar by noting parallels in de Lebon’s Hebrew
writings, I am using zoharic terminology and concepts to identify a
text of de Leon. Underlying my method, therefore, is the mini-
malist claim that de Le6n was a member of the circle which
produced the Zohar in the form in which we have it. In sum, the
identification of de Ledn as the author of the letter and commen-
tary on Aleynu is based on parallels in his own theosophic writ-
ings and in the Zohar, and on his obvious tendency to forge
halakhic responsa (often with kabbalistic allusions) in the name of
geonic authorities.

“2 See the article of Liebes cited above, n. 6; and cf. The Book of the Pome-
granate, pp. 51-55 [English section]; M. Idel, Kabbalah: New Perspectives (New
Haven, 1988), p. 380, n. 66.

“* On the contrary, see Licbes (“How the Zohar Was Written,” p. 6) who still
maintains that most of what is included in the Zohar was written by de Leon.
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4. Literary Analysis

The text consists of two distinct literary units. The first part is a
letter which Hai Gaon reportedly sent to various rabbis concerning
the obligation to recite 4leynu on a daily basis; the second part is
a kabbalistic commentary on Aleynu. It is obvious, therefore,
that the thread which combines these two units is the emphasis on
a particular prayer, Aleynu. Apart from this, however, the two
parts are really distinct: the first is dedicated entirely to halakhic
matters, and the second, to kabbalistic symbolism. Nevertheless,
from the opening of the letter and the conclusion of the commen-
tary, as well as from the consistency of style throughout, it is clear
that the two parts were written by the same hand.

It would be in order to outline briefly the structure of the text.
The two sections can be divided into small subsections, two in the
first and three in the second:

(1) the opening, which provides the title of the work: “Perush
‘Aleynu le-shabbeah we-nusah ha-iggeret she-shalah Rabbenu
Hai Ga’on” (Ms Oxford 1565, fol. 3b; Ms Vienna 113, fol. 4b). The
letter is supposedly sent to a place called p27Ix (according to Mss
Oxford 1565, fol. 3b; Vienna 113, fol. 4a) or p%17X (according to
Mss Paris 181, fol. 245b [= the printed version in Ma’or wa-
Shemesh, fol. 8b]; Paris 835, fol. 113b; JTS 3216, fol. 1a; Vat.
195, fol. 7a).* It should be noted that the name of the place
according to the reading in Hayyim Avraham ben Shmu’el’s Yad
Ne’eman, and following him in the commentary °Iyye ha- Yam by
Israel Moses ben Eliezer Hazzan, is 017X, The description of
this place differs in the various manuscripts and it is worthwhile
to present these readings.

(a) ms Oxford, 1565, fol. 3b: @ L2 177 B* NI WK PYTIR
29yn

(b) Ms Vienna 113, fol. 4a: 1791 TIR2 29¥n D 7102 WX P'?'IJR
2797 O 02 1T O 102 PYTIR OX WP YR

(c) Ms Paris 181, fol. 245b (= Ma’or wa-Shemesh, fol. 8b):
PPIIR SR WY OYR I PIRD MYn O MI02 WX PYIIR
29¥7 0° 71021 1710 0° 702

* On the possible emendation of PYIIX to TWIWLIX, i.e., Otranto, a town in
Apulia, Southern Italy, see Steinschneider, Catalogus librorum hebraeorum in
Bibliotheca Bodleiana, col. 1030, n. 16.
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(d) Ms Paris 835, fol. 113b: 11977 7IXM 2797 0° 4102 WK PHIW
27Yn 0 O3 PYIIR X YR WP HX

(e) Ms Vat. 191, fol. 7a: YR 1197 YIR2 3991 D° 7302 WK PPN
29yn 0 7102 11 D H102 |"7'71‘1N N QWY

(f) ms JTS 3216, fol. 1a: 1M1 YIRM 299n O 102 WK PYII
29yn O 71021 17 O° 7102 P'?J'IN ;R "2WP 0HX

(2) the body of the letter (to be described in some detail in
section 4.1)

(3) the opening of the commentary, which begins somewhat
enigmatically: “Because we have seen at the close of the letter from
R. Kalonymus and R. Natan an allusion to a certain matter, and I
saw in the special letter which they sent to us that the wisdom of
God is in their hearts. For your honor it should be known that the
matter of Aleynu was a tradition from our rabbis, hidden and
concealed. When R. Yosiyah ha-Parush ha-Levi came from the
Land of Israel and passed among us, he said that Abraham ha-
Parush, his relative, found this matter in many books and other
matters which we do not have, and we will allude to some of it for
you” (Ms Oxford 1565, fol. 4b).

(4) the body of the commentary (to be discussed below in sec-
tion 4.2)

(5) the end of the text: “Now we cannot elaborate but only give
allusions. And since you said that you would send to us your
emissary with the rest of your questions regarding the laws of
niddah, we will send to you [clarification of] all these matters
about which you have doubt, but which are not doubtful at all.
God, blessed be he, should assist you and illuminate your eyes with
the light of his Torah according to your desire. Yours sincerely,
R. Hai ben Sherira Gaon, son of R. Menasheh [ms Vienna 113, fol.
6b and Ms Paris 181, fol. 247a (Ma’or wa-Shemesh, fol. 10b); the
reading in mss Oxford 1565, fol. 6a and Vienna 113, fol. 6b,
appears to be corrupt: 1D; Ms Vat. 191, fol. 9a: X°11; ms JTS
3126, fol. 3b: 1°311n; Yad Ne’eman, fol. 40b: X»1¥0] ben R. Sherira
Gaon, may his memory be for a blessing, from the staff [mss
Oxford 1565, fol. 6a, Vienna 113, fol. 6b, and Vat. 195, fol. 9a:
Y937m; Mms Paris 181, fol. 247a and ms JTS 3126, fol. 3b: voan;
Ma’or wa-Shemesh, fol. 10b: X*>3m; Ms Paris 835, fol. 115b:
19391] of Judah the son of Jacob, the Lion.” In Ms Paris 835, fol.
115b, the signature is: “R. Hai son of R. Sherira Gaon, the son of
R. Judah Gaon, from the staff of R. Judah son of Jacob.” This
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ending is indeed problematic, as the name of Sherira’s father was
neither Menasheh nor Judah but rather Hananyah. Along the way
one scribe or another apparently picked up on this, for in two of
the manuscripts, Vat. 195, fol. 9a and JTS 3216, fol. 3b, the name
Hananyah in place of Menasheh or Judah does in fact appear.

4.1 The Letter

I will turn now to a brief discussion of the two main sections of
the text: the letter and the commentary.

In the first part of the text, the letter, six names are mentioned:
R. Hai, R. Natan, R. Shealtiel, R. Kalonymus, R. Gershom (refer-
ring presumably to Gershom ben Judah Me’or ha-Golah [ca.
960-1028]), and R. Alfasi. The narrative background of this trea-
tise is that the aforementioned rabbis, i.e., Natan, Shealtiel, and
Kalonymus (all, we assume, reportedly of Ashkenazi extraction),
sent a letter to Hai Gaon requesting information about the source
of the custom to recite the Aleynu daily, especially in the Diaspora.
Before these rabbis there were letters pertaining to this matter
from Alfasi and Gershom. According to the view attributed to
Alfasi, even though Joshua composed the prayer when he entered
the land of Canaan (I will presently discuss the origin of such a
tradition), the custom to recite Aleynu in the daily liturgy was
instituted by the Geonim (2°2X271 nipn). The view attributed to
Gershom is that Yohanan ben Zakkai instituted the custom of
reciting the Aleynu daily. The response of Hai Gaon reportedly is
that the view of Gershom should be upheld: “In truth Joshua
composed [ Aleynu] . . . it was the reform of R. Yohanan ben Zak-
kai to make it obligatory [to recite Aleynu] every day in order to
establish the pillar of faith (71R7 0P 0°pY).” I will return to this
critical phrase at a later point in my analysis.

Clearly, there is no reason to assume that this letter was authen-
tically written by Hai, notwithstanding the fact that the “narrative
frame” given to this letter suggests some historical truth insofar as
there is evidence for direct textual links between Ashkenazi sages
and Babylonian Geonim as well as for the transmission of geonic
traditions to Ashkenazi sages through intermediary links.* First,

“ Cf. A. Grossman, The Early Sages of Ashkenaz [Hebrew] (Jerusalem, 1981),
pp. 168, n. 242, 303, 427, 433.



DE LEON’S PSEUDEPIGRAPHIC ACTIVITY—WOLFSON 379

from a chronological perspective the whole matter of a letter of
Hai Gaon, who died in 1038, addressing a view of Isaac Alfasi,
who was born in 1013, is problematic. While such a problem does
not affect R. Gershom, who was indeed a contemporary of Hai,*
no independent evidence exists to support the claim that Hai re-
sponded to an opinion of, or corresponded directly with, R. Ger-
shom.*’ Neither is there evidence indicating that either Alfasi or
Gershom dealt with the problem of Aleynu as discussed in the text
before us. Moreover, as far as I was able to detect, Hai’s name is
mentioned in connection with the 4leynu in only two other places.
There is a genuine responsum of Hai concerning the “4leynu, but
only as part of the Rosh ha-Shanah liturgy known originally as
part of the Babylonian practice.”® In another responsum the part
of this letter concerning Joshua’s composing of the dleynu after
capturing the land is repeated. I am referring to a responsum that
appears in the collection, Sha‘are Teshuvah, discussed above. In
§44 it is written: “You ask about the matter of ‘eruvin and yadayim
which King Solomon instituted. It is well and good that Joshua
had instituted Aleynu le-shabbeah; it is not a reform of the rabbis
but rather Joshua instituted it when Israel entered the land. . ..
Aleynu le-shabbeah is the reform of Joshua, for previously they
were outside the land [of Canaan], and now that they entered the
land —the place which corresponds to the throne of Glory® —he
had to institute it.”*° 7337 NIPNR X7 KD MAVY WYY 10 YT
YOI NIPN NAWY WYY ... PIRY DRI 01IWD Npn ywINY ROX
3% MOM OIPR PIRY 0101 PWOYI [PIRY 7INA] Yna onp v
1pnY TI¥IM 71257 K03, Here we see an echo of the theme con-
tained in the letter on “Aleynu attributed to Hai in the context of

“ See the pertinent remarks of A. Grossman, op. cit., p. 166, n. 233.

“" There is a tradition, evidently spurious, from a source composed in the
thirteenth century and included in the responsa (no. 29) of Solomon ben Jehiel
Luria (ca. 1510-1574) to the effect that R. Gershom received instruction (%3p) from
R. Hai. Cf. Sh. Eidelberg, The Responsa of Rabbenu Gershom Meor ha-Golah
(New York, 1955), p. 15; Grossman, The Early Sages, p. 110.

8 Cf. L. Ginzberg, Geonica (New York, 1909), 2:46-47.

“ Based on the midrashic view that the throne below in the Temple corre-
sponded to the supernal throne. Cf. Mekhilta® de- Rabbi Ishmael, ed. H. S. Horo-
vitz and I. A. Rabin (Jerusalem, 1970), Masekhta’ de-shirah, 10, p. 150, and other
references given there in n. 1. See also A. Aptowitzer, “The Heavenly Temple
according to the Aggadah,” [Hebrew] Tarbiz 2 (1931): 145-148.

0 Sha‘are Teshuvah §44.
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another question concerning an innovation on the part of Solo-
mon. Indeed, the end of the passage is strikingly parallel to a state-
ment in the letter: “Joshua the son of Nun instituted [ Aleynu] . . .
when [the people of ] Israel entered the land, and they reached the
place of the fixed peg (cf. Isa 22:25) which corresponds to the
throne of Glory above,” “XIw° 10°1573.. .11 72 YU Ipm
12¥n% 257 XD TN NORT AVIPNT IN° DIPH YR WA PIRD (Ms
Oxford 1565, fol. 3b). It is important to note, as Ephraim Urbach
has done in his edition of Abraham ben Azriel’s Arugat ha- Bosem,
that in all the parallel sources to this responsum on ‘eruvin and
yadayim there is no mention of Aleynu.’’ One may conclude,
therefore, that the editor of Sha‘are Teshuvah—i.e., Moses de
Leén—added this part to the original question. This corroborates
Neil Danzig’s observation, mentioned above, that de Leon not
only added new passages to this geonic collection, but reworked
older passages by adding his own views.

The tradition that Joshua composed “4leynu upon entering the
Land of Israel appears to be Ashkenazic in origin,’” finding its first
expression in such thirteenth-century sources as Abraham ben
Azriel’s Arugat ha-Bosem,” the Siddur Haside “Ashkenaz, pub-

3 Arugat ha- Bosem, ed. E. E. Urbach (Jerusalem, 1962) 3:470, n. 31.

52 The origin of this explanation may be based in part on the talmudic tradition
(attributed to R. Nahman) that Joshua composed the blessing of the land in the
grace after meals when the Israelites entered the land. Cf. bBer 48b. According to
other traditions, the “4leynu is ascribed to the third-century amora Rab (based on
the designation teqi‘ata’ de-ve Rav for the malkhiyot section of the musaf service
for Rosh ha-Shanah which contains the 4leynu; cf. yRH 1.3, mAZ 1.2; L. Zunz,
Die gottesdienstlichen Vortrige der Juden historisch entwickelt [Frankfurt Am
Main, 1892], pp. 386-387), or to the Men of the Great Assembly (cf. Manasseh ben
Israel in his Vindiciae Judaeorum [1656], part 4, p. 2). See J. D. Eisenstein, *Osar
Dinim u- Minhagim (New York, 1938), p. 322; E. N. Adler, Jewish Encyclopaedia,
1:337, s.v. Alenu; L. J. Liebrich, “Aspects of the New Year Liturgy,” HUCA 34
(1963): 159, n.99; M. D. Swartz, “Alay le-shabbeah: A Liturgical Prayer in
Ma‘aseh Merkavah,” JQR 77 (1987): 186, n. 20.

3 Arugat ha- Bosem, 3:469. Cf. ms Paris 1408, fol. 59a. See also the collection of
Ashkenazic hasidic material, combined with kabbalistic symbolism, extant in Ms
JTS Mic. 2430, fol. 77a. Concerning this codex, see Scholem, Major Trends, p. 376,
n. 122; J. Dan, The Esoteric Theology of the German Pietists [Hebrew] (Jerusalem,
1968), p. 255; idem, “The Vicissitudes of the Esotericism of the German Hasidim,”
in Studies in Mysticism and Religion Presented to Gershom G. Scholem on His
Seventieth Birthday [Hebrew section] (Jerusalem, 1967), p. 91.
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lished by Moshe Hershler in his Siddur of R. Solomon ben Sam-
son of Garmaise,”* and Nathan ben Judah’s Sefer Mahkim.”® The
tradition is mentioned as well in the kabbalistic commentary on
prayers by David ben Judah he-Hasid, >Or Zarua®,* written in all
probability in the last decade of the thirteenth century’’ and clearly
reflecting Ashkenazic customs and rites.’® The Ashkenazic tradi-
tion had a subsequent influence on Provengal halakhic materials,
e.g., Aaron ben Jacob ha-Kohen of Lunel’s °Orhot Hayyim (citing
the tosafist Judah of Corbeil)” and the anonymous Kol Bo.** In
addition, it appears that the custom to incorporate 4leynu in the
daily liturgy, originally as part of the ma‘amadot prayer, began in
select circles in France in the second half of the twelfth century.'
By the end of that century the custom spread throughout France
and Germany, though the Aleynu was now placed in the conclud-
ing section of the morning prayers.** Evidence for such a custom is
found, for example, in Eleazar of Worms’ Sefer ha-Roqeah,63 in
his voluminous commentary on the prayers extant in manuscript,64
and in the Siddur Haside Ashkenaz which presumably reflects the
order of prayers promulgated by Judah he-Hasid’s circle.*’ Men-
tion of this custom is found also in other thirteenth-century
sources, such as the commentary on Berakhot of Menahem ben

54 Siddur of R. Solomon ben Samson of Garmaise (Jerusalem, 1971), pp. 124,
126 (in the name of Judah the Pious).

5 Sefer Mahkim, ed. J. Freimann (Cracow, 1909), p. 13.

% See ms JTS Mic. 2203, fol. 34a.

57 Cf. David ben Yehudah he-Hasid, The Book of Mirros: Sefer Mar’ot ha-
Sove’ot, ed. D. C. Matt (Chico, CA, 1982), p. 3 (Introduction). See also Isaac of
Acre, °Osar Hayyim, Ms Moscow-Giinzburg 775, fol. 44b.

%% Cf. A. Marmorstein, “David ben Jehuda Hasid,” MGWJ 71 (1927): 39-48;
G. Scholem, “Chapters of the History of Kabbalistic Literature,” [Hebrew] Qiryat
Sefer 4 (1927-28): 305.

*® >Orhot Hayyim (Jerusalem, 1986), 1:fol. 21c. Cf. Abraham Kalfon, Hayye
Avraham (Livorno, 1861), § 119, fol. 22a.

% Kol Bo (Tel Aviv, n.d.), fol. 9b, § 16.

¢! T am indebted to Prof. Israel Ta-Shema for this information as communicated
to me in a private letter dated July 25, 1990.

2 Cf. 1. Elbogen, Ha- Tefillah be- Yisra’el be- Hitpathutah ha- Historit (Tel Aviv,
1972), p. 63; B. Jacobson, Netiv Binah (Tel Aviv, 1968), p. 373.

 Sefer ha- Rogeah (Jerusalem, 1967), § 324, p- 221.

¢ Ms Oxford 1204, fol. 120a.

% See reference in n. 54.
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Solomon Meiri,* in Jacob ben Asher’s Tur, >Orah Hayyim (§133),
the Sefer Mahkim,"” the >Orhot Hayyim®® and the Kol Bo.* It is of
interest to note in passing that in the Mahzor Vitry of Simhah ben
Shmu’el, this custom is recorded as well,” but the relevant passage
is a later addition reflecting late twelfth- or early thirteenth-century
practice.”’ By contrast, the custom of reciting the Aleynu in the
daily liturgy is not found in contemporary Sephardic halakhic
authorities, e.g., Maimonides and Abudarham.” It may be con-
cluded, therefore, that this custom began in the Franco-German
orbit and the notion that it was composed by Joshua served to
legitimize the change in the ritualistic status of this prayer from the
Rosh ha-Shanah liturgy to the daily one. It is clear from the letter
attributed to Hai Gaon that at the time of its composition the
custom was not yet established as a binding obligation. The author
desired to establish it as a received tradition; he thus rests on the
great authority of Hai Gaon, who is said to follow the view of
R. Gershom that Yohanan ben Zakkai instituted the reciting of the
Aleynu in the daily liturgy, and not the view of Alfasi that the
tagqanah was made by the Geonim. Obviously the conclusion that
the custom to recite the Aleynu daily began in the tannaitic period
and not in the time of the Geonim strengthened the effort to
establish the custom in a community where it was not yet estab-
lished. That the author of this letter is indebted to either Ash-
kenazic or Provencal halakhic sources, or both, can be shown as
well from another significant point. In the letter it is specified that

 Bet ha- Behirah ‘al Masekhet Berakhot (Jerusalem, 1960), p. 118.

¢ See n. 55.

# See n. 59.

® See n. 60.

™ Mahzor Vitry, ed. S. Hurwitz (Nurenberg, 1923), pt. 1, p. 75.
See ibid., introduction, p. 177. Ta-Shema suggested to me in a private letter
(see n. 61) that given the fact that the custom to recite the 4/eynu was in practice in
France in the second half of the twelfth century there is no reason to qualify the
reference to this custom in Mahzor Vitry as a later addition. It must be pointed out,
however, that the precise custom attested in Mahzor Vitry involves the reciting of
the 4leynu at the end of the morning prayers, a custom which did not begin, as
Ta-Shema himself informed me, until the end of the twelfth century in France and
Germany. I therefore have not corrected my remarks in the body of the paper.

> Even as late as the sixteenth century Joseph Caro does not list the custom of
reciting Aleynu at the end of the daily liturgy in the Shulhan ‘Arukh. Cf. °Orah
Hayyim, § 132, sec. 2, and see the note of Moses Isserles ad loc., reflecting the
Ashkenazi rite.
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one should recite the A/eynu “with intent, while standing and with
the head covered,” WX7 N vY2 17HY2 7IMd2 (MS Oxford 1565,
fol. 4b). The precise source of the custom of covering one’s head is
not known, but in both the °Orhot Hayyim (and from there in the
Kol Bo) and the Sefer Mahkim, the necessity to recite the Aleynu
in a standing position (1Y) is traced to a passage from Pirge
Rabbi °Eli‘ezer which, however, is not found in our editions:
TR 1IIRY TI¥ 19 nAwY 1Yy v 9173 naw.” That the author
of the letter attributed to Hai made use of some such source is
strengthened by the fact that Aleynu is similarly described in the
first part of the letter as a “great praise,” 173 naw (ms Oxford
1565, fol. 3b). The use of the same terminology to describe the
Aleynu, coupled with the emphasis on standing when uttering it,
seems to me to be more than a mere coincidence.

Although the evidence from the letter is not sufficient in and of
itself to prove de Leon’s authorship beyond any shadow of doubt,
in my opinion there are several good reasons to suppose that he is
in fact the one who composed it.”* In the first instance the distinc-
tive literary style of de Leon is evident in the document. I have
already mentioned the most conspicuous example, but let me
repeat it for the sake of our present discussion. In the letter we find
the following statement: “In any event it was the reform of

" For references see nn. 55 and 59.

™ One possible objection to my hypothesis is the fact that in the section dedi-
cated to the daily liturgy in de Leon’s Sefer ha- Rimmon, as well as in his kabbalistic
commentary on the prayers, Maskiyyot Kesef (Ms JTS Adler 1577, fols. 103a-116a;
the text was edited and translated by J. Wijnhoven as his master’s thesis at Brandeis
University, 1961) no mention is made of the custom to recite the “4/eynu in the daily
liturgy. On the contrary, the only mention of “Aleynu in Sefer ha- Rimmon is in the
context of a discussion of the musaf prayer for Rosh ha-Shanah; see The Book of
the Pomegranate, pp. 156-157. There is no mention of the Ashkenazi custom in the
Zohar either. On the other hand, there are several striking examples which indicate
that the authorship of the Zohar did follow Ashkenazi customs. Cf. I. Ta-Shema,
“>E] Melekh Ne’eman: the Development of a Custom” [Hebrew] Tarbiz 39 (1969):
184-194; idem, “The Well of Miriam: The Development of an Ashkenazi Custom
concerning the Third Meal of Sabbath” [Hebrew] Jerusalem Studies in Jewish
Thought 4 (1985): 266-270; idem, “ Ha- Pores Sukkat Shalom: The Blessing and Its
Evolution,” [Hebrew] Asufor 2 (1988): 187-189. See also J. Katz, Halakhah and
Kabbalah [Hebrew] (Jerusalem, 1984), pp. 39-45. Interesting in this regard as well
is the following comment of de Ledn introducing one of his sodot extant in Ms Vat.
428, fols. 38b-39a: XDYRI 1% MITIR INW 7RO NDIXI NN 1°1y3 X7
AY173 RSN 75 TP DAMTP QDN XTI KIT 7T DT YIOAY RO,
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R. Yohanan ben Zakkai to make obligatory [the recital of Aleynu]
daily in order to establish the pillar of faith,” 13387 orp O»p?
(mMs Oxford 1565, fol. 4a).” This precise expression, Orp B»p"
791R7, is used by de Ledn in some of his writings, including Sefer
ha-Rimmon® and Shegel ha-Qodesh,” while the related expres-
sion, M1IMRA 1P is also characteristic of de Leon, as we find, for
example, in Sefer ha-Rimmon™ and Sefer ha-Mishqal.”’ Both
expressions have parallels in the Zohar. The latter term corre-
sponds to the zoharic expression, XN Y37 ’1wp,* whereas
the usage Xn1P ’R1”PY, corresponding to O 0”pY, is also found
in the Zohar.®' One should not, of course, make too much out of
one parallel term, but this usage is unusual and it thus seems to be
more than coincidental that it should appear in this letter, in de
Leon’s Sefer ha- Rimmon, in Sheqgel ha- Qodesh, and in the Zohar.

Another feature in this part of the document which is reminis-
cent of de Ledn is the citation of pseudo-talmudic sources. The
author cites two passages ostensibly from the Babylonian Talmud,
one from the first chapter of “Arakhin (according to some manu-
scripts “Eruvin) and the other from Zevahim, which are not found
in the specified tractates nor anywhere else in BT. In the first
instance, it is reported that one of the decrees of Yohanan ben
Zakkai was to institute the praise of the Land [of Israel], i.e.,
Aleynu, after the prayer: XM%¥ n2a% Rt 12 7109 1297 "7 0

® One may be reminded here of the use of Aleynu by martyrs, as in the well-
known case of the persecution of the Jews of Blois in 1171. Cf. E. N. Adler, Jewish
Encyclopaedia, 1:337, s.v. Aleynu. In the context of the pseudo-Hai letter and
commentary, however, the establishing of the pillar of faith has a purely theosophi-
cal significance, i.e., through the utterance of this prayer the divine emanations,
which collectively are the “principle of faith” (1K Y93; see mMs Oxford 1565,
fol. 6a, to be discussed below), are unified and blessed. The identification of the
divine grades with faith, 739X Y93, is found as well in an earlier part of the text;
see ibid., fol. Sa.

7S The Book of the Pomegranate, p. 264.

77 Sheqgel ha-Qodesh, ed. A. W. Greenup (London, 1911), p. 51.

8 The Book of the Pomegranate, p. 339.

7 Sefer ha- Mishqal, ed. J. Wijnhoven (Ph.D., diss., Brandeis University, 1964),
pp- 52,98, 106, 109. See also She’elot u- Teshuvot le-R. Mosheh di Li’on be-“Inyene
Qabbalah, in 1. Tishby, Studies in Kabbalah and Its Branches, 1:67.

8 Zohar 3:35a; cf. Liebes, Peraqim be- Millon Sefer ha-Zohar (Jerusalem, 1976),
pp. 379-380, n. 94.

5! See, e.g., Zohar 1:194b and 3:16b; Liebes, ibid, pp. 364-365, nn. 36--39.
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RYIRT RMIAT ROAW PpoR (Ms Oxford, 1565, fol. 4a). From a
comment that immediately precedes the passage just cited it is
clear that the author considered the institution of Aleynu to be
one of the ordinances established by Yohanan ben Zakkai after the
destruction of the Second Temple. While this motif is known from
talmudic sources,® it does not appear in the tractate mentioned in
the pseudo-Hai text or in this specific context. The second ex-
ample, an interpretation of Deut 4:39, addresses the question why
Moses did not recite the “Aleynu outside the Land of Israel, by
offering the following response: X7 fn %y Xnaw 277> 0IX 3]
1% *nX (ibid., fol. 4b). It is known that in his Hebrew theosophic
writings de Le6n was prone to either cite a zoharic passage in the
name of classical rabbinic sources or invent things in the name of
the rabbis which resemble the Zohar stylistically and thematically,
even though exact parallels cannot be found in the printed versions
of that work.”’ The fact that in this document one finds as well
pseudo-talmudic texts lends support to the hypothesis that de
Leon is the author. (To be sure, de Ledn is not the only medieval
figure to forge rabbinic sources, but the fact that such a feature is
characteristic of his work, coupled with the other literary aspects
that have parallels in his writings, allows me to use this factor as
one of the indicators that de Leon is the author of the text under
investigation.) Interestingly, in the second part of the document—
the kabbalistic commentary—one also finds a statement attributed
to R. Shim“on for which there is no precise source in the classical
rabbinic documents. The statement occurs in the context of divulg-
ing a true esoteric tradition (N"N°»X 7793p) that equates Israel with
the holy side and the nations with the demonic, evil side: "1 'BR
71272 APHRI NIVIRT IRVY IR 172 DAY T 2Ipn $I3 110
n%ona nawa Pwva (ms Oxford 1565, fol. 6b). The substance of
this remark fits well with a basic theme repeated throughout the
zoharic corpus and in the writings of de Ledn to be discussed in
greater detail below (4.2.1 [c]).

82 On the various traditions concerning ordinances instituted by Yohanan ben
Zakkai since the time of the destruction of the Second Temple, cf. tRH 2.9;
bRH 29b, 30b, 31b; bBes S5a; bSan 41a.

% Cf. The Book of the Pomegranate, p. 34, n. 104, pp. 45-46 [English section].
See also ibid., pp. 89, 115, 312 [Hebrew section]. On de Le6n’s tendency to forge
rabbinic sources, cf. I. Ta-Shema, “Ha- Pores Sukkat Shalom,” pp. 188-189.
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4.2 The Commentary

The strongest proofs of de Leon’s authorship emerge from the
second part of the text, the commentary on Aleynu, in accordance
with standard sefirotic symbolism. A careful examination of this
part proves beyond any doubt that it is the work of de Leon. This
can be shown from several vantage points. Here I will mention
three and supply a few examples of each: (1) similarity in technical
terms or expressions, (2) identical use of biblical verses to derive
a certain theosophical significance, and (3) parallel ideas and
motifs.

4.2.1 There are precise terms and symbolic correspondences
used in the commentary which are found elsewhere in de Leon’s
theosophic works.

(a) To begin with, in this commentary we read: “Aleynu le-
shabbeah: In every place that you find ‘aleynu it signifies a
vow . .. And you will find that the vow is the thing which hangs
upon the head from above and it is the place from which the
life-force derives,” X311 %Y XXM DX oPn 902 mawh why
XM AynY WRY BY MYNR 1277 XIT 9T R¥IM DXY. . 9T NYap
1 O°X2 0*NAWw 0Ipn. The precise expression at the end of the
passage appears in Zohar 3:40a as a description of Binah, “the
place which is called life and from which life emerges,” *IpX7T INX
"1 1nn °pH1 0N, Moreover, in his writings de Leon frequently
refers to Binah as the vow (17) and the place out of which the
life-force (n)* emanates. To cite two examples: in Shushan
“Edut we read: “And the vow is above, attached to the eighth
sphere [i.e., Binah] which establishes and sustains all . . . and the
life-force emerges from it,” ‘N 93232 abnn abynh xm M
IR DORYY 0rnm. .. 9o 0”pn Yo oynn.t Similarly, in
Sefer ha- Rimmon, “The vow is above every place and from there is
the source of life,” 0»n7 MRYIN QW DIpn 93 Yy nbyny xm 1m.%

(b) To take a second example, we read in the commentary:
“Thus [is the meaning] of Aleynu le-shabbeah, we participate in

8 Cf. Sefer ha-Mishqal, p. 71.

8 «Two Treatises,” p. 361.

8 The Book of the Pomegranate, p. 222 [Hebrew section]. See also ibid., pp. 6,
148; “Two Treatises,” pp. 360, 375; ms Munich 47, fols. 359b, 382b, 384a; Sefer
ha- Mishqal, p. 72.
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the light of life which stands above us . . . le-shabbeah, this praise
is offered by the sensible light which is upon us, and it is the light of
our lives in the pattern of the life-force which is revealed. . . . This
is the sensible light, the gathering of the resplendent light above,*’
for it is joined to it with a firm bond,” ]"BNWn 1R NAWY 1°%Y RN
MAWNI AW RV T 02w mAwY . .. A9YnY LY I 0N K A1
R XIT ... DIPAT DN DI WON IR XA WPLYY WA NN
PR WP 12 Wpnnw A%YnY 1T IR NDOX WA In
de Leon’s writings the “sensible light” (W37 7IR) is used fre-
quently as a symbol for Shekhinah,® whereas the resplendent light,
9°7127 IR, is used as a symbol for the masculine potency vis-a-vis
the Shekhinah, usually identified as Hesed®® but sometimes also as
Binah®® or Tif%eret.”" It is possible that in this context 17127 X is
equivalent to another expression used by de Ledn in contrast to
the “sensible light,” w31 IR, viz., the “intelligible light” T
Yowni, which corresponds either to Binah or to Tif%eret.”” In at
least one passage in his Shushan “Edut, de Le6n equates the term
7°727 X with the light of the sun, in that context a symbol for
Tiferet, which illuminates the moon, i.e., Shekhinah.”® The impor-
tant point is that de Leo6n utilizes the image of the two lights to
characterize the unification of Shekhinah—also called 0”ni1 1IX—
with the upper masculine emanations. This process is implied as
well in the image of the union of the sensible and resplendent
lights. Furthermore, de Le6n often uses expressions that resemble
the end of the passage, Y"»R IWp2 12 WpHHW (this expression is
used as well near the end of the text, fol. 6a: 1X22 WX WDNHT QWM

%7 It is of interest to compare the expression used here to designate the Shekhi-
nah, 127 IR NDOR, and the expression used by de Ledn to refer to Shekhinah in
another one of his texts, Mishkan ha-Edut, Ms Berlin Quat. Or. 833, fol. 4a,
1AWNNT NDOOX.

88 Cf. The Book of the Pomegranate, pp. 27, 129, 169, 179; Shegel ha-Qodesh,
pp. 94, 123; Ms Munich 47, fols. 342a, 374b, 375b, 376b, 383b; Maskiyyot Kesef,
Ms JTS Adler 1577, fol. 14b (ed. Wijnhoven, p. 31).

% Cf. The Book of the Pomegranate, p. 196, Sheqel ha-Qodesh, p. 123.

% Cf. The Book of the Pomegranate, p. 153.

°! Cf. Ms Munich 47, fol. 376b; The Book of the Pomegranate, p. 109.

%2 See references in n. 87. Cf. G. Scholem, “Eine unbekannte mystische Schrift
des Mose de Leon,” MGWJ 71 (1927): 116. The source for this terminology is
apparently Judah ha-Levi’s Cuzari 1:69, as noted already by 1. Tishby in his edition
of Perush ha-°Aggadot le-R. ‘Azri’el (Jerusalem, 1983), p. 34, n. 15.

% «“Two Treatises,” p. 348. See also Ms Munich 47, fols. 348a, 376b.
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P’PXR Wwpa 01N 03% *nnYw), to convey the notion of dynamic
unity within the sefirotic realm. Thus, for example, in Sefer ha-
Rimmon it is stated in one passage that “all [the emanations] are
alluded to in the mystery of Wisdom and are joined [to it] with a
firm bond,” y»X Wp3a DWP 7NN 7102 071”71 0713.” Further-
more, the use of the word TWp to refer to the unity of the sensible
and intelligible lights, the feminine and masculine aspects of divin-
ity, is also attested in de Leon’s writings.”

(c) Commenting on the words in Aleynu, 12 WYY XV
NIXINT, the author notes that each nation has a corresponding
gradation above whence that nation derives its power. The na-
tions of the world collectively correspond to the demonic realm,
whose ways are depicted as the impurity of the niddah—a stan-
dard zoharic theme’*—whereas “the souls of Israel derive from
the Tree of Life from within the sensible light like a crystal which
receives the light of the sun,” 7%WnMI 1317 7% W° AR AR oW
737 DRMIVD 0977 AN . . . DNIWDI NIMIRA DOARW awm dynb
DPWWYd WiANna MR TN 0nn ]'?’ND naxwi Sxw Yw hown
WP PR 23pni (Ms Oxford 1565, fol. 5a). While the twin themes
of Israel’s ontological holiness and the nations’ impurity are quite
prevalent in the Zohar and in de Le6n’s Hebrew theosophic writ-
ings,”” one zoharic passage in particular is noteworthy for almost
the exact language of the above text is used to describe Israel:
wnn RIPRI PTAR 17123 PR RIPRA POpRND 1Y Yx1w.” In the
commentary the nations are also compared to the branches of the
tree whereas Israel is the trunk of the tree or its fruit, images that
are utilized in the Zohar and by de Leo6n in his other writings.”

** The Book of the Pomegranate, p. 227; see ibid., p. 41; “Two Treatises,” p. 339,
and parallel in Zohar 1:89a; Ms Munich 47, fols. 336a, 344b; ms Vat. 428, fol. 33b;
Mishkan ha-“Edut, ms Berlin Or. Quat. 833, fol. 23a.

% See, e.g., The Book of the Pomegranate, p. 129. See ibid., p. 139. On the wide-
ranging use of the root WP in zoharic literature, see Liebes, Peragim, pp. 394-402.

% Zohar 1:126b; The Book of the Pomegranate, p. 345.

°” On the inherent impurity of the nations, cf. Zohar, 1:131a-b, 220a; 3:40a; The
Book of the Pomegranate, pp. 211-212. On the corresponding theme of Israel’s
holiness, cf. Zohar 1:33a, 184b; 2:121b, 225b; 3:94a, 112b, 296b-297a; The Book of
the Pomegranate, pp. 89, 312; Mishkan ha-°Edut, ms Berlin Or. Quat. 833, fol. 26a.

% Zohar 1:193a. Cf. Liebes, Peragim, pp. 111, n. 21; 119, n. 73.

* See, e.g., Zohar 2:59a, 64b; 3:103b (Pigqudin); The Book of the Pomegranate,
pp. 177-178, 186; Liebes, Peragim, p. 129, n. 120. On the use of the image of the
fruit of the tree for the souls of Israel, cf. Zohar 1:226b; Liebes, ibid., p. 126, n. 108.
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Alternatively, in the commentary the souls of the nations are said
to derive from the realm of impure forces, whereas the souls of
Israel are said to derive from the Tree of Life which in the Zohar
and in de Ledn’s Hebrew writings corresponds either to the sixth
gradation, Tif’eret, or to the ninth, Yesod.'® These souls emerge,
however, from the sensible light, i.e., Shekhinah, which receives the
flow of emanation from the masculine potency, Tif eret or Yesod,
as a crystal receives light from the sun. The notion of the emergence
of souls from Yesod via the Shekhinah is widely attested in the
works of de Leon and in the Zohar.'®' Moreover, the latter image
used to describe the Shekhinah, a crystal receiving light from the
sun, is to be found in other writings of de Leon.'*? Finally, it will
be noted as well that the interpretation of this passage from
Aleynu has a close parallel in de Leon’s Sefer ha- Rimmon, even
though in that case the prayer is found as part of the Rosh
ha-Shanabh liturgy rather than of the daily service as advocated in
the pseudo-Hai letter: D*1mn oMW ohY WOW MTIRT 0 MY XY
Yy LIV 7207 FNIR NOH IMIRY MR YD DN DYDY DLW
01 nbwnn nnnn oxv¥IM 0Py A%y Sxwry ns e xom. '

(d) Other terms used characteristically in the Zohar or by
de Leén in his Hebrew theosophic works appear in this pseudo-Hai
text as well. To name just a few of the more salient examples: the
divine emanations, sefirot, are referred to collectively as grada-
tions (N13771), which parallels the zoharic term 1%3171;'* Hokhmah
is called mnon mawnnm;'® Binah is o»nn 3, my pran,'”

1% Cf. Zohar 1:18a, 78b, 35a, 156b, 199a, 209a, 236b; 2:17b; 3:34a, 40a, 41a, 42b,
58b; 3:111a, 170a; Zohar Hadash, 87d; ms Munich 47, fol. 335b; “Two Treatises,”
pp. 330-331, 361, 381; Shegel ha-Qodesh, pp. 14, 36, 60, 69; Sefer ha- Mishqal,
p. 41. See Liebes, Peraqim, pp. 119-120, nn. 75-76.

1 See, e.8., Zohar 1:13a, 17a, 115a, 186b, 205b; The Book of the Pomegranate,
p. 166; Sheqel ha-Qodesh, p. 69; Sefer ha-Mishqal, p. 41. Cf. Tishby, Mishnat
ha-Zohar, 2:5-6.

192 Cf. Zohar 2:82a.

' The Book of the Pomegranate, pp. 156-157.

104 Cf. Ms Munich 47, fols. 379a, 381b; The Book of the Pomegranate, p. 20;
“Two Treatises,” p. 333; Scholem, Major Trends, p. 400, n. 29.

1% Cf. “Two Treatises,” p. 375; Ms Munich 47, fols. 379b-380a; Shegel ha-
Qodesh, pp. 8, 29. Cf. Tiqqune Zohar, ed. Margaliot, 5, fol. 19a.

19 Cf. Sefer ha- Mishqal, p. 67.

07 Cf. “Two Treatises,” p. 375; The Book of the Pomegranate, pp. 6, 124, 153,
179; Shegel ha-Qodesh, pp. 28, 31, 61.
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and 0'mIORA HY n¥A My neow;'® Yesod is Yam, 070 v and
12w obwaw 77n;'” and Shekhinah is designated as the Y1131 @0
that gathers within itself the seven rivers corresponding to the
seven lower sefirot.''® Another feature found in this text which is
known from other works of de Le6n is the use of a symbol for
Binah—in this case the term 2> N07 INO0—which functions in the
Zohar as a symbol for Keter.""' One final example: towards the end
of the document the author refers to the process of unifying all the
elements in the secret of the inscribed explicit name (i.e., YHWH)
whose pronunciation is hidden, and from whose secret all things
above and below are created. The unity of these elements (the
sefirot) within the divine name is referred to as the “principle of
faith,” 7387 Y92, This very term is found in other works of de
Leon''? and an exact parallel, Xn13m°nmT X995, occurs in the
Zohar.'”

4.2.2 The second area of comparison between this text and de
Ledn’s Hebrew theosophic writings and/ or the Zohar is the use of
similar verses in the same symbolic context.'"*

(a) Thus, for example, we read in the commentary: “Therefore
one must complete [the prayer] against his will, for it is not to his

"% Cf. Sefer ha-Mishqal, p. 72. Cf. The Book of the Pomegranate, p. 339.

' Cf. Shegel ha-Qodesh, pp. 60, 69; Ms Munich 47, fol. 367b.

"1 Cf. Zohar 2:56b.

"' Cf. Zohar 1:15b; 3:128a. For another example of this phenomenon, see The
Book of the Pomegranate, p. 52 [English section]. See also E. Wolfson, “Mystical-
Theurgical Dimensions of Prayer in Sefer ha- Rimmon,” in Approaches to Judaism
in Medieval Times, ed. D. Blumenthal (Atlanta, 1988), 3:69, n. 69.

"2 See, e.g., The Book of the Pomegranate, p. 118; Shegel ha-Qodesh, p. 67.

'8 Zohar 3:288b (°Idra® Zuta®).

"" In one place in the commentary the expression in Ps 84:6, 8222 niYon,
“whose mind is on the highways,” is understood in the light of Ps 68:5, 297% 190
MW 1°2 M2Y3, “extol him who rides the clouds, the Lord is his name.” The same
exegetical combining of these two verses is found in Zohar 1:142a. To take another
example of this type of exegetical similarity: commenting on the expression in
Aleynu, D°nW 7O XY, the author interprets the word X117 as a reference to the
hidden and concealed gradation, i.e., Binah, and states that the symbolic meaning
of the term is found in the verses “Only Levites shall perform the services,”
X7 1977 72y7 (Num 18:23), and “he made us and we are his,” IR R BWY X7
(Ps 100:3). The same two verses are cited together in de Ledn’s Sheqgel ha- Qodesh
(p. 24), whereas the former verse is cited in a similar context, as an explanation of
the words 1°1%X X317 in the Aleynu, in Sefer ha- Rimmon (p. 15). The verse from
Numbers is interpreted in a similar kabbalistic way in Zohar 3:171a.
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benefit [not to do so], and if he transgresses it is as if he trans-
gressed against the very nature of God, blessed be he. Concerning
such [people] it is said, “They shall go out and gaze on the corpses
of the men who rebelled against me’ (Isa 66:24),” D°2wn% W 15 Yy
5¥1 7172 DIpn YW I¥YA YWD 19X YWD ORI NI ROW 1770 Yva
DOWINRTT 1352 IR IRZM IR 1R (Ms Oxford 1565, fol. 4b). The
verse is given the same theurgical valence in several zoharic
passages, but especially relevant is the following: “All the laws of
the Torah are united in the body of the king. . . . Therefore the one
who transgresses with respect to any of the commandments, is as
one who transgresses with respect to the body of the king, as it is
written, ‘They shall go out and gaze on the corpses of the men who
rebelled against me’,”. .. X397 RD1A JIARND ROPMR *TPD 9
XD YWDHT IXND RN™R *TPD N2 YWD XN 5 T2 A
12 DYWIDT DUWIRT M0 IR IREM 2°n07T 790 X091 The
statement in the letter, 1”2 opn bW m¥ya ywd 19RO ywd DX,
exactly parallels the zoharic passage XP*™JIX *TIPD 02 YWDT RN
X2Y17 XDIX2 YWDT JRMI, the only difference being that in the case
of the latter the principle is applied universally to any transgres-
sion whereas in the former it is applied specifically to the case of
uttering the prayer Aleynu.

(b) In the context of comparing the relationship of Israel to the
nations with that of the tree to its branches (see 4.2.1[c]) the
author notes that the branches, i.e., the nations, “destroy those who
are attached (2°1x37)"'® above who are the fruit and the tree [ie.,
Israel], as it says, ‘Catch us the foxes, the little foxes that ruin the
vineyards’ (Song 2:15), and it says, ‘For the vineyard of the Lord of
Hosts is the House of Israel’ (Isa 5:7), until the time of pruning
(°n171 nY) comes (cf. Song 2:12), [the time] to cut down (MMTD)
those who surround the tree, then the fruit will be produced as it
truly should be and its leaves will be for healing’""” (cf. Ezek 47:12)”
(ms Oxford 1565, fol Sa). The expression 1°17171 NY therefore refers
not to a time of singing but to a time of cutting, an interpretation
which is reflected already in the Targum to the verse, 710p 773
RUN X212, “the time to destroy the first-born [of the Egyptians]

"% Zohar 2:85b.

16 For parallel expressions in the Zohar, see Liebes, Peragim, p. 119, n. 73.

"7 Cf. a similar description of the Tree of Life in The Book of the Pomegranate,
pp- 1, 108.



392 THE JEWISH QUARTERLY REVIEW

has come.”'"® According to the pseudo-Hai commentary, a1 ny
refers to the time of cutting down the branches which surround the
tree (the nations) so that the fruit (Israel) will flourish.''® This in-
terpretation is suggested in Zohar 1:97b: “The time of pruning has
come, these are the branches of the forbidden tree” (79¥7 "DIV;
literally, ‘branches of the uncircumcised’; cf. Lev 19:23). Although
not stated overtly, it is obvious that the implied meaning of Ny
9°n171 is the time to destroy the nations of the world,'”’ the demonic
forces who are compared to the branches of the uncircumcised
tree. What is implied here is stated more explicitly in Zohar 3:4b:
“The time of pruning has come: the time to uproot the dominion of
the princes of the nations, so that they will not rule over Israel
when the Tabernacle is established.” It is interesting to note, more-
over, that in another one of de Ledn’s writings, Mishkan ha- “Edut,
he utilizes some of the same images removed from any exegetical
context to characterize the ontological difference between Israel
and the nations: “According to their secret and classification all the
families of the earth are divided below. Israel is the unique nation
among them, existing in [a state of ] holiness and in the secret of
the substance of the Holy One, blessed be he [i.e., the sefirot],
which is extended to them in the secret of their holy form given to
them from the river that goes forth incessantly [i.e., Yesod]. As
there is a separation of the branches and leaves to which are
attached the foxes (2°2¥1Wi O3 MINRA 0°Y¥M QDY) so that the

8 Most of the traditional commentators explain 9177 NY as a time of singing.
Cf. Abraham ibn Ezra’s commentary ad loc. where both possibilities are given.

" A similar explanation of the word 17 is employed by Joseph Gikatilla to
explain the mystical function of the psaims uttered before prayer, the R1217 10D,
Cf. Sha‘are °Orah, ed. J. Ben-Shlomo (Jerusalem, 1981), 1:54; see also Isaac of
Acre, °Osar Hayyim, Ms Moscow-Giinzburg 775, fol. 44a. It is of interest to
mention in this context one of the technical terms used by the Zohar to refer to
kabbalists, “reapers of the field,” XYpr *13nn. According to the interpretation of
some kabbalists, e.g., Hayyim Vital, the import of this expression is that the
kabbalists cut away the thorns, i.e., the demonic powers, from the field which is
a symbol for the Shekhinah. For a wide-ranging discussion of this term, see
Y. Liebes, “The Messiah of the Zohar,” pp. 146-148, n. 224.

20 Cf. Eleazar of Worms’ commentary to Song of Songs ad loc. (Perush ha-
Rogqeah ‘al Hamesh Megillot, ed. Ch. Konyevsky [Benai Beraq, 1985], p. 119), where
he similarly offers an explanation of "1 NV as a time “to cut down and destroy the
nations.”
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souls of the nations come forth from the place which is separate
from that place which is the secret of holiness.”'”'

4.2.3 There is one final area of fruitful comparison, viz., shared
ideas or motifs in this document and the rest of de Ledn’s corpus.
I will present three examples.

(a) The first thing to note in this connection is a certain reticence
on the part of the author of this text to divulge matters pertaining
to speculation on the demonic realm. Thus, commenting on the
words in Aleynu, “for they [the nations] bow down to nothingness
and emptiness and they pray to a god who does not save,” oW
ywr ®Y YR YR pHYonn p*11 Yan® onnnwn, the author says, “We
have received a tradition from R. Yosiyah ha-Parush, but it is
inappropriate to put down in writing” (Ms Oxford 1565, fol. 5b).
The obvious reference here is to the demonic realm, the “alien
gods” worshiped by the nations.””” The notion that discussion of

2l ms Berlin Or. Quat. 833, fol. 26a.

122 Cf. Scholem, “R. Moses of Burgos,” p. 278, n. 5, who suggests that this
passage contains an anti-Christian allusion. Scholem’s interpretation can be upheld
only if one bears in mind that Christendom in the mundane sphere symbolizes the
demonic force. Cf. W. Bacher, “Judaeo-Christian Polemics in the Zohar,” JQR
o.s. 3 (1891): 781-784; Y. Baer, A History of the Jews in Christian Spain
(Philadelphia, 1978), 1:246-247; Liebes, “The Messiah of the Zohar,” p. 196; D. C.
Matt, Zohar: The Book of Enlightenment (New York, 1983), pp. 16-23. The
demonic interpretation in the pseudo-Hai commentary should be compared to the
more attenuated interpretation of the same passage from “leynu in Ms JTS 1768,
fol. 99b (concerning this codex, see above, n. 19) in a section copied from Sefer
ha->Orah, here referring to Joseph Gikatilla’s Sha‘are °Orah (see Scholem, Major
Trends, p. 195). I would like at this opportunity to correct my remarks in The Book
of the Pomegranate, p. 57, where I erroneously described this text as a passage
from Jacob ha-Kohen’s Sha‘are °Orah. No such text, of course, was written by
Jacob ha-Kohen, who did, however, compose a treatise with the title Sefer ha-
°Orah. The use of the same title in the relevant passage from Ms JTS 1768 to refer to
Gikatilla’s Sha‘are °Orah caused me to err, though my intention was to identify the
text as a passage from Gikatilla’s work. Cf. Shaare °Orah, 1:209-210, and Ben-
Shlomo’s introduction, pp. 34-36. The positive role which Gikatilla assigns to the
nations of the world is related to his relatively more restrained view of evil as
compared to the Zohar’s. Cf. Scholem, Major Trends, p. 239; idem, Pirqge Yesod
be- Havanat ha-Qabbalah u- Semaleha (Jerusalem, 1976), pp. 204-206; Ben-Shlomo,
Sha‘are °Orah, pp. 36-39. On the other hand, Gikatilla alludes to one of the more
daring and striking depictions of evil as originating in the impure forces within the
divine thought, mythically portrayed as the primordial Edomite kings. Cf. Sha‘are
°Orah, 2:104, already noted by Scholem, “Did R. Mosheh de Leon Write the
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these powers should be restricted is well known from de Leén as
well as from his Castilian predecessors, such as Isaac ben Jacob
ha-Kohen,'”> Moses ben Simon of Burgos,124 and Todros ben
Joseph ha-Levi Abulafia:'? the tradition regarding the demonic
powers was considered to be one of the most secret aspects of
Kabbalah revealed only to the elite.'”® It can be shown that de Le6n
similarly considered the doctrine of the demonic side to comprise
the most recondite kabbalistic secrets. Therefore, in his Hebrew
theosophic writings, in marked contrast to the main body of the
Zohar, he is extremely cautious about elaborating on this topic in
print and often refers to it in language appropriate for the most
esoteric part of the tradition."”’

Zohar?,” p. 28 (in that context Scholem discussed also the treatment of this motif in
Bahya ben Asher’s commentary on Gen 36:39); see also Liebes, “How the Zohar
Was Written,” pp. 56, 66-67. For the source of the zoharic notion of the Edomite
kings in what appears to be a pseudepigraphic midrash used by Todros Abulafia,
cf. Liebes, “The Messiah of the Zohar,” pp. 219-221. (This source too was already
noted by Scholem, “Did R. Mosheh de Le6n Write the Zohar?,” p. 27.)

12 Cf. Scholem, “The Kabbalah of R. Jacob and R. Isaac ha-Kohen,” p. 244.
See also “The Commentary of R. Isaac on Ezekiel’s Chariot,” [Hebrew] ed.
G. Scholem, Tarbiz 2 (1931): 203, and 217, n. 107.

124 Cf. Scholem, “R. Moses of Burgos, the disciple of R. Isaac,” [Hebrew] Tarbiz
4 (1933): 208, 211.

12 Cf. Todros ben Joseph ha-Levi Abulafia, >Osar ha-Kavod ha-Shalem (War-
saw, 1879), fols. 3a, 10c, 11b-c, 12c, 13d, 14c, 17d, 23d; idem, Sha‘ar ha- Razim, ed.
M. Kushnir-Oron, p. 81 (and cf. the editor’s remarks, pp. 24-29).

126 Cf. Liebes, “The Messiah of the Zohar,” pp. 123-125. See, however, Scholem,
“R. Moses of Burgos,” p. 280, who contrasts the circle of the Castilian kabbalists
(Isaac ha-Kohen, Moses of Burgos, and Todros Abulafia) with that of the Zohar on
precisely the grounds that the former emphasized the truly esoteric nature of the
doctrine, whereas the latter greatly expanded upon it and thereby reduced its
esoteric quality. The doctrine of evil in the Castilian kabbalah has been widely
discussed in scholarly literature. See G. Scholem, “The Kabbalah of R. Jacob and
R. Isaac ha-Kohen,” pp. 193-197; idem, “R. Moses of Burgos,” p. 282-286; idem,
Pirge Yesod be- Havanat ha-Qabbalah u-Semaleha, pp. 191-193; Tishby, Mishnat
ha-Zohar, 1:287-307; J. Dan, “Samael, Lilith, and the Concept of Evil in Early
Kabbalah,” AJS Review 5 (1980):17-41; E. Wolfson, “Left Contained in the Right:
A Study in Zoharic Hermeneutics,” AJS Review 11 (1986): 28-32; idem, “Light
Through Darkness: The Ideal of Human Perfection in the Zohar,” HTR 81 (1988):
78-84; M. Oron, “Was the Kabbalah in Castile a Continuation or a Revolution? A
Study of the Concept of Evil in Castilian Kabbalah,” [Hebrew] Jerusalem Studies
in Jewish Thought 6 (1987): 383-392.

1 Cf. The Book of the Pomegranate, pp. 42, 74, 77-78, 240-241, 277, 345,
Mishkan ha-“Edut, ms Berlin Quat. Or. 833, fols. 2a, 13a, 19a, 23b, 57b, 58b. I do
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(b) The characterization of the relationship between the nations
of the world and the Jews in the “Aleynu commentary has a
striking parallel in the Zohar. The author compares the nations
being sustained by the overflow of the Land of Israel to dogs
waiting under the table for a bone to fall which they could lick:
OXR ‘PRI Y AT QPR 0°2%D And PRI IR noRmnm 15 InRY
PPN 023937 NPT MDY I IR 00 1IN YEn 9
9y X7 X W DI XY NN nnn. The precise image is
found in Zohar 3:197a, where the issue discussed is likewise the
sustenance of the nations of the world by the overflow of Israel. In
that context the sins of Israel are said to be cast upon the sea for
the other nations, who are described as waiting and expecting “the
gift from above like dogs before the table,” P2 YRV PRON *3
X2°Y77 13NnY IRDYMY [XOMN IR RIR 1777 RHYY Pavnm 1Rt 1027
XTIND *»pY *2%33. In both instances it is obvious that the image of
the dog functions as a symbol for the demonic other side, a
standard theme in the kabbalistic symbolism of the Zohar and its
Castilian sources.'”® The point of the two passages, then, is to say
that the nations of the world are sustained by the residual overflow
of Israel just like the demonic realm draws its sustenance from the
holy realm of sefirot.

(c) The third example of this type is another statement in the
commentary that has a remarkable resemblance to passages in
de Leon’s writings and in the Zohar. In the pseudo-Hai commen-
tary we read that “R. Menahem the son of Ishmael said: Great is
the praise of Joshua, for he instituted within it [the “Aleynu prayer]
five chariots, in each and every word there is a chariot,” 7°2 phX

not mean to suggest that the doctrine of the demonic plays an insignificant role in
de Leon’s kabbalah as it emerges from the Hebrew texts. On the specific role played
by the demonic force in de Ledn’s ta‘ame ha-miswot see E. Wolfson, “Mystical
Rationalization of the Commandments in Sefer ha- Rimmon,” HUCA 59 (1988):
240-247.

128 See, e. g., Scholem, “The Kabbalah of R. Jacob and R. Isaac,” p. 256; Todros
Abulafia, >Osar ha-Kavod ha-Shalem, fol. 3a (explicating a passage in bBQ 60b
where a connection is made between the whine of dogs and the approach of the
Angel of Death); idem, Sha‘ar ha- Razim, pp. 88-90; Zohar 2:65a, 121b (cf. parallel
in The Book of the Pomegranate, p. 313); 3:238a (Ra‘aya Mehemna), 259b, 282a
(Ra‘aya Mehemna). As my colleague, Richard White, reminds me, the passage
from the Zohar 3:197a (and the parallel in the pseudo-Hai commentary) comparing
the nations of the world to dogs waiting under the table who feed on the crumbs of
Israel is reminiscent of a passage in Mark 7:28 (cf. Matt 15:27).
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X>°M 791 7%m 953 pon wen (Ms Oxford 1565, fol. 5b). The
linguistic notion that there is a chariot for each word resembles a
position articulated in several of de Ledn’s other treatises, includ-
ing the nontheosophic *Or Zarua'® and the untitled fragment
extant in MS Munich 47, fol. 370b. In both of these sources the
issue concerns the first four letters of the Hebrew alphabet serving
as a chariot for the letter yod which, in the case of the theosophic
work, is identified as the second divine emanation, Hokhmah. In
another text on linguistic mysticism, the Sod Darke ha-Otiyyot,
which may have been composed by de Ledn or at the very least is
derived from a circle with which he was involved,"*® one finds a
similar expression: “each and every one [of the first four letters]
produces a chariot of its own according to the secret of the vowel-
point.”"*' A similar view is expressed in the Zohar. Thus, for
example, one passage says that “each and every letter is in a
chariot that is appropriate to it,” 72 *I7 X3°n72 MXY MR 9.2
In the continuation of the same passage it is said of various letters
that they “rise in their chariots,” 31»°5°n92 1p%0 Xp7. This lin-
guistic concept is apparent as well in the Sitre °Otiyyot stratum of
the Zohar, first printed in the Cremona Zohar (1558-60) in the
section on Genesis (fols. 12a-14b) and later in the collection Zohar
Hadash (first edition, Salonika, 1597).'* That text begins with the
following passage: “Within inscribed letters that are incised upon
the concealment of the impression [or: side] of existence the char-
iots ascend as holy chariots, PW”Ip 15°n92 1°2°n7 1pY0. Each and
every chariot ascends in an inscribed letter, X3°n71 X>°n7 9>
X1°W7 NXR2 XpYD . . . Each and every letter stands in the place of
the chariot that is appropriate to it, 1P %Y D°Xp DRI DX 9
™Y smnxT X2°n7 X777, 1 will not enter here into a lengthy

" Ed. A. Altmann, Kobez “al Yad n.s. 9 (1980): 282f.

% Cf. A. Farber, “On the Sources of Rabbi Moses de Ledn’s Early Kabbalistic
System,” [Hebrew] in Studies in Jewish Mysticism, Philosophy, and Ethical Litera-
ture Presented to Isaiah Tishby on his Seventy-fifth Birthday (Jerusalem, 1986),
pp. 67-96.

B! Ms Vat. 441, fol. 204b.

132 Zohar 2:132a. Cf. the treatise of R. Isaac in “The Kabbalah of R. Jacob and
R. Isaac ha-Kohen,” p. 256.

'3 A critical edition of this work has been published by S. Wald as part of his
study The Doctrine of the Divine Name: An Introduction to Classical Kabbalistic
Theology (Atlanta, GA, 1988).

13 Zohar Hadash, ed. R. Margaliot (Jerusalem, 1978), p. la. Cf. the critical text
established by Wald, Doctrine, p. 153.
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discussion of this linguistic notion to which I have dedicated a
separate study."*’ What is essential for my purpose is to argue that
the passing remark in the pseudo-Hai text must be seen as an
analogue to what we find in de Leon’s Hebrew writings and in the
Zohar. This similarity is yet another indication that de Leon is in
fact the author of the pseudo-Hai commentary.

Other examples could be adduced to support my claim, but I
think that what I have already cited is sufficient to prove the point
or at least to present a reasonable argument. The assumption that
de Le6n composed the text helps account for one final characteris-
tic of the commentary. In this part of the text several personalities
are mentioned who do not figure in the first part. The most
important of these names to which I have already alluded are two
ascetics said to have come from the Land of Israel, Abraham
ha-Parush and Yosiyah ha-Parush. The kabbalistic commentary
on Aleynu is said to have derived from the former and to have
been transmitted through the latter. The use of the term parush (as
well as its equivalent nazir, and to some extent hasid) as an epithet
to characterize scholars who set themselves off from society is
known especially from twelfth-century Provence."® To be sure,
these terms have a longer history, but what is particularly relevant
about the twelfth century is that at that time the ascetics ( peru-
shim) were also ba‘ale sod (masters of esoteric lore) or mequb-
balim. This factor has been documented by Scholem who relied on
the work of previous historians."” What is critical from my vantage
point is that in the twelfth-century material, especially of Provencal
extraction, parush designates a member of a well-defined social
group which had a vocation for the ascetic and contemplative life,
somewhat detached from mundane affairs. On occasion the mem-
bers of these ascetic groups were also expounders of the mystical
tradition. In some cases, like Jacob ha-Nazir of Provence, the
names refer to actual historical personalities, whereas in other
cases, like Yosiyah ha-Parush in our document, they seem to be
fictitious personalities appearing only in pseudepigraphic docu-
ments, although they may have been based on real characters, as

%5 Cf. E. Wolfson, “Letter Symbolism and Merkavah Imagery in the Zohar,” in
M. Hallamish, ed., Alei Shefer: Studies in the Literature of Jewish Thought Presented
to Rabbi Dr. Alexandre Safran (Bar-Ilan, 1990), pp. 195-236 (English Section).

B¢ Cf. L. Twersky, Rabad of Posquiéres: A Twelfth-Century Talmudist (Cam-
bridge, MA, 1962), pp. 26-28.

BT Cf. Origins, pp. 229-231.
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Scholem indeed has argued with respect to the aforementioned
Yosiyah ha-Parush.'**

As I noted above, in his Origins of the Kabbalah, Scholem
mentions the commentary on Aleynu in his more general discus-
sion of perushim in Northern France and Provence, although in
that context he does not attribute the text to any particular mysti-
cal group or individual kabbalist."*’ In trying to determine the
provenance of this text it is essential to bear in mind that one finds
a very similar phenomenon in the case of the Castilian kabbalist,
Isaac ha-Kohen, who had a decisive influence, conceptually and
terminologically, upon the members of the zoharic circle, including
de Leo6n. Perhaps the most important passage for our considera-
tion is the well-known text in Isaac’s Treatise on Left Emanations,
wherein he describes his receiving from the kabbalistic sages (°n2n
n93p) in Arles, a pamphlet (07723p) transmitting secrets in the
name of “the rabbi and gaon who was called R. Masliah, the son
of the elderly gaon, R. Pelatyah, who was from Jerusalem, the
holy city.” The pamphlet reportedly was brought to Arles by the
“great sage and pious one (7°0M), R. Gershom of Damascus.”'* In
still other places Isaac traces a particular esoteric tradition to a
certain hasid who is further characterized as an ascetic ( parush),'"!
but the above passage is the one that most resembles what one
finds in the pseudo-Hai commentary on “dleynu. Mention must
also be made of the pseudepigraphic materials cited by two of
R. Isaac’s disciples, Moses of Burgos and Todros Abulafia. The
former reports in one context that Nahmanides received a tradi-
tion concerning the fifth emanation from a certain Yosiyah ha-

% Cf. “R. Moses of Burgos,” p. 279.

1% See above, n. 40.

' Scholem, “The Kabbalah of R. Jacob and R. Isaac ha-Kohen,” pp. 248-249.
See also Dan, “Samael, Lilith, and the Concept of Evil,” pp. 32-33. In this context
it is also in order to recall that according to a tradition reported by Ezra ben
Solomon of Gerona, Jacob ha-Nazir, whom he calls Jacob he-Hasid, received a
certain mystical and angelological tradition from R. Nehorai in Jerusalem. Cf.
Scholem, Origins, pp. 232-233. In this regard, then, one can detect an interesting
shift from what are presumably Provengal traditions to the later Castilian sources:
according to the former the pietist travels from Provenge to Jerusalem where he
receives the mystical traditions, whereas in the case of the latter the mystical
traditions are transmitted to Provence from Jerusalem (or, more generally, Israel).

41 Qee, for instance, Scholem, “The Kabbalah of R. Jacob and R. Isaac ha-
Kohen,” p. 263.
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Bavli,'"*? whereas the latter had before him a tradition attributed to

Yehoshiel ha->Ashkenazi.'*® Scholem was of the view that these
three names, Yosiyah ha-Parush, Yosiyah ha-Bavli, and Yehoshiel
ha->Ashkenazi refer to one and the same literary persona.'** Fur-
ther evidence for the circulation of such pseudepigraphic materials
in this circle may be adduced from the relevant writings, one of the
more important examples being the Aramaic text attributed to two
geonic figures, Natronai and Nahshon.'*® In spite of the obvious
similarity between our text and the Castilian sources enumerated
above, there is no reason to assume that the document under
discussion was composed by Isaac or by someone in his immediate
circle. The terminology from a literary and conceptual standpoint
is simply not what we find in their writings. Moreover, we have no
evidence to the effect that Isaac or his disciples attributed texts of
an halakhic import to geonic figures in general and to Hai Gaon in
particular.'*® By contrast, both of these conditions are fulfilled in

2 Cf. G. Scholem, “R. Moses of Burgos, disciple of R. Isaac,” [Hebrew] Tarbiz
4 (1933): 215.

3 Cf. G. Scholem, “Notes and Addenda to the Catalogue of Hebrew Mss. in
Munich (Kabbalistic Mss.),” [Hebrew] Qiryat Sefer 1 (1924-25): 291. Initially,
Scholem identified the text referred to by Todros Abulafia with a fuller responsum
cited in the name of Yehushiel ha-’Ashkenazi in an anonymous text containing
twenty-four kabbalistic secrets. Subsequently, Scholem included these responsa in
the list of writings which he attributed to the “Iyyun circle. Cf. Scholem, “R. Moses
of Burgos, disciple of R. Isaac,” [Hebrew] Tarbiz 4 (1933): 68-70; idem, Reshit
ha-Qabbalah, p. 261. On another pseudepigraphic source utilized by Todros Abula-
fia, see above n. 121. See also Scholem, Origins, p. 328, n. 265.

144 Cf. Scholem, “R. Moses of Burgos, disciple of R. Isaac,” [Hebrew] Tarbiz 3
(1932): 278, n. 3.

5 Cf. Scholem, Origins, pp. 283-284. The text is cited as well in Moses of
Burgos, Sefer ha->Orah, Ms Mussayef 145, fol. 60b; ms JTS 1806, fol. 14a. For
another kabbalistic responsum (dealing with matters pertaining to the demonic
realm) attributed to Natronai and Nahshon, see Shem Tov ibn Shem Tov, Sefer
ha->Emunot (Jerusalem, 1969), fol. 56a; and cf. G. Scholem, “Kabbalistic Miscel-
laneous Notes,” [Hebrew] Qiryar Sefer 1 (1924-25): 165.

¢ To be sure, Hai Gaon was viewed by the circle of Isaac as a master of
kabbalistic lore and praxis. Cf. Scholem, “The Kabbalah of R. Jacob and R. Isaac
ha-Kohen,” pp. 192, 252. In addition, pseudo-Hai material circulated in this circle,
as is attested by R. Moses of Burgos’ commentary on the forty-two-letter name. Cf.
G. Scholem, “R. Moses of Burgos, disciple of R. Isaac,” [Hebrew] Tarbiz 5 (1933-
34): 52. On the use of the pseudo-Hai responsum on the thirteen attributes deriving
from the “Iyyun circle in the case of Todros Abulafia, cf. °Osar ha-Kavod ha-
Shalem, fol. 16c; Sha‘ar ha- Razim, p. 116 (see editor’s remarks on p. 19). Another
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the case of de Leodn, for not only are there numerous similarities
between the text on Aleynu and the Hebrew writings of de Leon
and the Zohar, but there is ample evidence indicating that de Le6n
did forge halakhic material in the name of geonic authorities. It is,
however, plausible, indeed highly probable, that de Ledn was
influenced by the pseudepigraphic orientation of Isaac’s circle as
exemplified in the aforementioned sources.'’

It must be emphasized that in most of de Leén’s Hebrew writ-
ings he does not refer to such historical/fictitious characters. It is
of interest to point out, however, that in the text on linguistic
mysticism, Sod Darkhe ha-Otiyyot, which, as I mentioned above,
was in all probability written by de Le6n or by a member of the
circle of nontheosophic mystics to which de Leén at one point
belonged, several of these figures are mentioned. Thus, at the
beginning of the text, we read about Isaac ha-Parush who “at the
time of his death had to reveal to us his [mystical] tradition and
proper secrets.”'*® The text goes on to describe how various people
gathered together at that time to hear the disclosure of mystical
secrets—principally concerned with the divine names—by the mas-
ter, Isaac ha-Parush. The rabbis, who in their gathering are com-
pared to the “great Sanhedrin,” included Abraham ben David,
Jacob the son of Meshullam of Damascus, Solomon ha-Kohen,
and Jacob the Sephardi. One should be reminded immediately of
the narrative setting for the concluding part of the Zohar, the
so-called °Idra® Zuta’, the “Small Gathering,” said to have taken
place at the time of Shim“on ben Yohai’s death.'*’ It is an interest-

pseudo-Hai text, perhaps composed by someone in this circle, is in Ms JTS 1768,
fol. 91a (see above, n. 19), transcribed in Danzig, “The Collection of Geonic
Responsa,” p. 24, n. 14. My contention is, however, that the pseudo-Hai material
in the writings of Isaac and his disciples is never of an halakhic nature, as it is in the
case of de Leo6n.

7 See above, n. 41. On Isaac’s pseudepigraphic style, see J. Dan, “The Kabba-
listic Book Baddei ha-Aron and Kabbalistic Pseudepigraphy in the Thirteenth
Century,” [Hebrew] in Studies in Jewish Mysticism, Philosophy, and Ethical Litera-
ture Presented to Isaiah Tishby on his Seventy-fifth Birthday, pp. 132-133.

"% Ms Vat. 441, fol. 183a.

149 Zohar 3:287b. It is worthwhile to note in this context that an early account of
R. Shimon’s death is included in Midrash ha- Ne‘elam (Zohar Hadash, 18d-19a)
and is alluded to at the beginning of °Idra® Zuta® (Zohar 3:287b); cf. Liebes, “How
the Zohar Was Written,” p. 6, n. 20. See ibid., pp. 68-69, where Liebes suggests a
link connecting the fictional death of R. Shim“on in the Zohar to the actual death
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ing fact, never before discussed to my knowledge, that this early
text has such a strong literary similarity to the °Idra’ Zuta’. The
pretext for disclosure of esoteric doctrine is the imminent death of
the master, who gathers together various figures in order to trans-
mit his knowledge before he passes away.'>® What is most signifi-
cant is the fact that in this early text the mystical knowledge is
likewise placed in the mouths of the ascetics, many of whom can be
identified as Provencal figures.

5. Conclusion

From the evidence that I have marshaled above it is clear to me
that the text which I have discussed in this paper represents yet
another example of Moses de Ledn’s pseudepigraphic activity. The
text analyzed above is an important chapter in de Leon’s intellec-
tual career. It represents the period when he began to come under
the influence of the theosophic kabbalists in Castile, sometime in
the latter part of the 1270’s. In all likelihood it was in this period
that de Leon composed similar pseudepigraphic writings like the
pseudo-Hai responsa included in Sha‘are Teshuvah. At this junc-
ture it appears that one of his main interests was placing kabbalis-
tic ideas within halakhic contexts. It is of special interest that in
this treatise de Leon, perhaps following Isaac ha-Kohen and other

of R. Todros Abulafia in 1283. (For the different views regarding the date of
R. Todros’ death see Oron, Sha‘ar ha- Razim, p. 13, n. 1.) In this context mention
should also be made of the fact that within the Zohar itself one can discern several
versions of the °Idrot. Cf. Liebes, “The Messiah of the Zohar,” pp. 94-101.

% In the Midrash ha- Ne‘elam narrative of the colleagues visiting R. Shim“on on
his deathbed (see preceeding note) the occasion is not pointed out as the most
auspicious time to reveal secrets, though R. Shim“on himself does ascend heaven-
ward, where he gains knowledge of the place of the souls of the righteous (including
Adam) in the world-to-come. On the other hand, towards the conclusion of this
account R. Shim“on offers the following interpretation of the verse “[Go down,
warn the people] not to break through to the Lord to gaze, lest many of them
perish” (Exod 19:21): “What is the meaning of ‘lest many of them perish’ (7511
29 1mn)? 1 have interpreted it thus: the comrade (X92r1) who instructs everyone
about the holy name will fall and be caught in that sin more than they, as it is
written, 37 131 951, i.e., the master (2777) will fall and be caught in that sin.”
While no disclosure of the secrets connected with the divine names is made in this
account, it is noteworthy that the last thing that R. Shim“on instructs his colleagues
and disciples about is the need to exercise discretion and caution in revealing the
name of God (presumably the Tetragrammaton).
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members of his circle, attributes the esoteric lore (reported by Hai)
to fictitious ascetics who are patterned after the historical figures in
Provence. The same technique was employed in the nontheosophic
text Sod Darke ha-"Otiyyot, and traces of it can be detected in the
Zohar as well.”' The letter and commentary on Aleynu thus
provide us with important textual evidence for the beginning of de
Leén’s shift from early linguistic mysticism to mature theosophic
kabbalah. I further assume that this work postdates Midrash
ha-Ne‘elam, considered to be the earliest stratum of the Zohar
proper, insofar as the theosophic symbolism in this text is much
more distinctive than it is in Midrash ha-Neelam, including the
latter parts of this work, such as the commentary on the Book of
Ruth."” On the other hand, the commentary on Aleynu is, as I
have shown, filled with interesting parallels to the main body of the
Zohar, thematic, stylistic, and exegetical in nature. What is lacking
here is any direct citation from the Zohar in the fictitious guise of
an ancient midrash, a common trait of de Leon, as may be gathered
from his Hebrew writings which may be dated from 1286 to 1293.
Nevertheless, the similarities to the Zohar are unmistakable. The
obvious zoharic parallels in this document provide further evi-
dence that de Ledn—whether as author or as editor—later wove
into the texture of the Zohar passages, themes, and exegetical
comments from his own earlier writings, sometimes in entirely
different contexts. The continual study of texts such as the one
discussed in this paper, some of which may still be buried in
manuscripts, remains a desideratum, for only such study will help
clarify with more accuracy the unresolved problem of the process
of literary composition of one of the most intriguing books in the
history of Jewish spirituality.

B See, e.g., Zohar 3:186a, where mention is made of R. Shema“yah the Pious

(R7°01 YNW). On other fictitious figures who appear as revealers of esoteric truths
in the Zohar, cf. Tishby, Mishnat ha-Zohar, 1:26-27.

132 Cf. Tishby, Mishnat ha-Zohar, 2:39; Ch. Mopsik, Le Zohar: Le Livre de
Ruth (Paris, 1987), pp. 6-7. It is, of course, necessary to distinguish different
literary strata even within Midrash ha-Neelam itself, for some parts of the latter
contain material that is found in some of the presumably later strata, e.g., Matnitin,
Tosefta>, Sitre Torah, and the °Idrot. See E. Gottlieb, Mehqarim be-Sifrut ha-
Qabbalah (Tel-Aviv, 1976), pp. 203-204; Liebes, “How the Zohar Was Written,”
p. 6, n. 20.



DE LEON’S PSEUDEPIGRAPHIC ACTIVITY—WOLFSON 403

APPENDIX

Presented in this appendix is a transcription of the letter and
commentary on Aleynu attributed to R. Hai Gaon as it appears in
ms Oxford-Bodleian 1565, fols. 3b-6a. While this text has been
printed several times (see above, nn. 27-29), the version extant in
the manuscript which I have selected constitutes a text far superior
in most cases to what has been published. In the notes in the
critical apparatus I have identified basic biblical and rabbinic
sources and have enumerated variant readings only in cases where
the other manuscripts may preserve a preferred reading or at least
where the reading in the Oxford manuscript is questionable. I have
not noted the many kabbalistic parallels in the writings of Moses
de Lebn or the Zohar, as these are fully annotated in the paper
itself.

Sigla of mss and Printed Texts

X = Ms Oxford-Bodelian 1565

2= ms JTS Mic. 3216

1 = Ms Vienna 113

v = Ms Vatican 191

Yad Ne‘eman (Salonika, 1804)

Ma’or wa-Shemesh (Livorno, 1839) = Ms Paris 181
Ms Paris 835
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