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“It Is No Empty Thing”:
Nahmanides and the Search
for Omnisignificance’

Traditional fewish biblical exegesis gmppled fromm cady on with the
difficadrios inherenl in parsing a divine ext expressed in human
icliom, a text "fragght with backpround ™ The 1ensions involved in
determining the exact demarcation between these twa realms—the
divine and hiuman—Nhas fueled the efaboration of new categories of
mcaning and new siratepies for making a difficall e meanionglul.

Recently James Kugel has proposcd the 1eem fomnisignificance” o
desoritye the essential stanoe of the rabbinie exegesis of Scriptiume. Ao
cotding to him, “omnisignificance” constitutes

the hasic assumption underlying all of rabbinic cxcgesis that the slight-
et cetails of the bildlical text have a meaning that 45 both compeehen-
sible and significant. Nothing in the Bible - ought to be cxplained as
the procuct of chianee, or. for that matter, as an emppliatic o chetorical
forra, o anything similar, nor oupht its reasons o be assigned w0 e
reabm of Divine: unknowables, Bvery demil s g theme e reach some-
thing new and importand, and o i capable of being discovered by
carciul analysis.”

If we equate Kugels “something new and imponam” with ageadic
or halakhic tnuhs, his definition is a restawernent of the rabbinic inler-
prefation of Mear 32:47: "For iF s nof an empty thing for vou, it is
your very life, 2o if [it appears] devoid [of moral or halakhic mean-
ingl, it is you |[who have not worked out s moml or lesal sipnifi-

i
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cancel."® Kugel's “meaning that is both comprehensible and signifi-
canl” thus in mblinic teems has a sharply limited and highly fooused
range of admissible interpretation, omnisignificance is restictad o
interpretations which give the text a moral or legal dimension,

Rosh Lakish's conunent in Hullin 60b demonstrates this focusing,
here are verses (mibea’od) which are worthy of being burnt, hui
they are {aficr alll cssential components of “lorah (hen ben guefid
Torah)” Resh lakish then atempts 1o lease moral significance from
the geographical and historical data recorded in Toeat 2:23 and Num
21:20, which are explained as demonstrating how God arranged mat-
ters s that Tsracl could conguer Philistine and Moabite land while
stll maintaining the cath which Alraham swore to Abimelekh (Gen
21:23) and the prohibition of “vexing Moab”™ at Teal 2:9.

Thus, “omnisignificance” describes not only o fundamental as-
sumplion of the rabbinic view of Scrptere, it also serves to guide
rabbinic inerpretation into cenain fairly weell-defined channels, and
establishes a hicrarchy of preference in regard to exegetical alterna-
tives,

Il also presens a challenge. Having claimed such profundivy for aff
of Scripture, the rbbinic program may be expected 1o deliver on its
promise. However, a5 we shall see, For reasons luving 1o do with U
problematics of the concept itself, and certain historical develop-
menls, hatl promise was never Mullilled.

Il may be wonh pausing a momen 1o cxamine e e “onmisig-
nificance." What advantage do we gain by its use over the more tra-
diticanal “midrash™ It has offen bheon remarked thar the 1erm
“midrash”™ is ambiguous, serving to denote a collection of rabbinic
texls, @ gonre of lilerature and cedain homtletical methods? It would
seem high thme that this terminclogical confusion be resolved. ow-
cvern, by [ocusing oo cnds rther thun means, on Lwe hicracehy of
preference rather than on the exegetical techniques employed,
“amnisignificance” introduces yet another distinction without resoly-
ing the ambiguity of the other uses of "midrash,”

Historically, ommnisignificance reflects a rabbinic view of Scripture
rather than a complete exegetical program. It describes an ideal
el wets rever gofually realized. Not every Feature of Seriptore has
Been imerpreted either halakhically or apgadically, Our colicorions of
midrazshim hardly constitute an ommnisignificant comos; not only do
they Fail e deal with many verses, and even wlale Biblhcal clapors,
but Featres which are considered significant—legally or morally—in
one context are ipnored in others. The rabbinic progrun or programs
do nol even atempl w provide o complele commentary, in whatcver
moxte, 1o any bitdical book, chapter, or passage.®
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There is another aspect 1 this problem. Cmaisignificance assumes
a uniform parrative or expositional density, where the biblica? text is
uniformly informativee on some level However, at least as concerns
pesbat and the preserved halakhic derasbor available 10 us, this is no
aliogether clear. For example, while the exprossion ish #sB® or cven
sk alone,” is sometlimes interpreted as including women ® at other
times this is unnecessary, since the verse itself includes them within
us purview—ich ¢ ichab® Why these varations? For that matter, why
varations such as wefisk o adam? These questions are never raised
in a systenuatic way,

Thus, the Haedfs restalement of the cmnisignificant ideal—#o!
betlbe de-ika femtdrash darsbinan—"wherever woe can draw distine-
tions [between similar or identical biblical 1exes) we do ™" or more
expansively, “wherever we can make legally or spirilually meaningful
inlerprelations, we do”—cxpresses batl the deal anc its impossibility
of realization, for the implication is that if we cannol—we do not' I
is noteworthy that this statement, which is anonymous, was in all
probabiluy made more than three centuries after R, Akiva's most
auducions attempt 1o atlain the ideal ™ The well-known ralmudic pas-
sage (Menahot 20b) which describios the seene in Tleaven as Maoses
wulched the Holy One, blessed be e, completing the Torah Ly
inscribing "crowns" on the letters, poignantly expresses the dilcinma.
O inguiring as to the purpose of these crowns, he s informed thar
many gencrations hence, B Akiva would derive “piles and piles™ of
halakhed from each crown. We may ask, in the spifl of that story,
where are those piles and piles of halakhol expounded from the
crowns of the letters? The very focus classicus of onmisignificance
poinls up either its loss, or its lack,

It should slse be noted thar, a1 least witlh reference 1o the
mgclieval—as opposed to the walmudic—use of the erm “peshar,
omunisignificance need not be uniquely posited of midrasly;, freshar
oricnied approaches may also obwey the omnisignificant imperative,
One consequence of this is that approaching the history of Jewish
biblical exegesis from an “omnisigndicent” perspective changes our
view of the poals, purposes and achievements of Jewish bitdlical com-
mentary.

IM the antonym of midrash is “the plain sense meaning™--a difficylt
encugh term o define®—what is the amonym of omnisignificanog?
Non-significance? Arbitrariness? Meaninglessness?™ Clearly, if my
qualification of Kugel's definition be accepted, an omnisignificant
interpretation most e contrasted with one which lacks halakhic or
theolagical value. Thus, approaching rabbinic expositions of
scripture from an omaisignificant point of view provides a means of
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assessing 1he success of s program "from within,” Certainly, this
point of view is valualle in sciting the terms of foture research.

The omnisignificant impentive proceeds directly from the view of
Tomah as divine revelation and serves o justify midrashic approaches
o Toraly, nevertheless, as noted, use of this principle was not wniver-
sally applied 1o all biblical 1exts nor was the meaning restricted 1o
narrow hakikhic or moral categories, Indeed, peshed inlorprolalions
are vt excluded, so long as they have halakhic or edificatory value,

In clussic mablsinic wexts, apparent redundancies and duplications
are interpreted casuistically, su as to draw distinctions between ap-
parently similar, identical or comradictory phrases, verses o1 pas-
sapges ® While the Haedi states this principle only in regard to legal
texts {(ns in Bekborot 6b), it clearly applies, though with the applica-
tion of differemt midrashic methods, o nondegal passages us well.
This method of dealing with redundaneies has heen cxpanded © in-
chude all sorts of midrashic interpretation, and Das become typical of
the traditional approach 100 mast of the problems owtlined above. As
Tosafor noted long apo, only when midmshic methods fail do s Ball
back on peshat approaches,

Indecd, the history of "normmtive” fewish biblical exepgesis may be
secn from 1he perspective of the dse of omnisignificance in e 1an-
maitic era, and its transoation, roagh oth an increasing wse of
vertain methods and 2 dropping of others, during the sucoceding
centuries.

For example, some rules originally imeoded (o limit midrashic in-
erpretation were forced huwo cmnisignificant scrvice. The rale thae
*wvery passage (perasbaly which s said and repeated s repented
arly for the innovaiion Chiddaesk) L conlains,” Decame instead, in the
Havidi, another omnisignificant midrashic exegetical principle.” Thus,
originally, whon in fannaitic wse,™ the rule served the purposes of
what we may term “peshar” By its use in reference 1o whaole pas-
sugres, s throst was o limit midrashic interpretation of exch leature
of each repetitive porashals Tt Focosed attention on the differences
between the tweo rathet than their similarides, ane thus narrowed the
scope of midrashic inferpretation.™ 1t was only the fonmer that could
scerve the program of rabbinic midrash. Tn the hands of the Baed, this
wis tarned inside-onn; with the term "perasbab® refoerring oven o o
few words repeated within a zerse, the limilaton on chapter-explica-
tion became a license for providing any repetition within a verse—a
word, phrase or clause—with midrashic impor,

Howewver, oven in the heyday of midrashic ereation there wera
ohjections to the allembracing characier of the omnisignificant pro-
gram. Thus, R. Yosi ha-Galili protests B Akiva's extension of Ley
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6:23, which specifies “all sin offerings,” to all sacrifices of higher
sanctity Chodesbet bodashim), ~Akiva, though you extend [the plrascl
ked batet all day long, there is nanhing there buwt sin offeringst
Howoever, R Yosi ha-Galili is himsalf not o “sirict constructionist,” and
elsewhere R Ishmael can be seen as protesing R, Yosi's extension of
a midrashically devived mile (Zamed) already derived from another
such cxposition (lamedr® And, of course, there was the time-hon
ored principle thar “the Toral speaks in human idiom,”™ which 1heo-
retically serves as a “cap” 1o midrashic exposition. However, the latrer
is applied only narrowly in almudic times,® and its tannaitic origin
has been disputed 2

rurthermore, beginning carly in the amoraic period, use of 1he
superflucus sae, which represents one omnisignificant extreme,
seems o have ended. From B Yobanan's remarks to Resh Lakish re-
garding such a use on the pan of R Eleazar b Pecath, “Did you see
ben Peduth expounding s Moses from the mewh of the Most High?",
we may understaned that he disapproved of such midrashic exegesis
in fiis own Ume. Resh Lakish responds by poiming oot that R
Eleazar's derasbab is not original with him, bue is merely a citation
from Sifre ( Yevawmot 720). And indeed, an cxamination of R.
Yohanan's legal dereshor as preserved in the Had doos net reveal
even nne superflucus sae being used for such purposes. The smine
holds true for his disciple associates R. Elcawar and Resh Takish,
Apparently for R Yohanan and his close associates, at least as they
are represonted in the Zaed only Tannaim could cxpound biblical
texts in that way. ¥

The superflucms e is representative of the entire micdrashic enter
prise; with the loss of this “haok™ on which o bang mideshic intee
prafation came the loss of similar particles—o, bed and 1he like,
Indesd, the [orm “ein I efa X, ¥ miralen” which appeats some 170
tmes in the Saell, alwediy appears in bavaitol, s often based on the
exposition of such paricles—and is never anributed to an Amora, in
contrasl, “im eino fpen” cxpositions, which alweys apply to a su-
perflunus word and not @ lewer or paricle, continued 16 be ysed in
amorgic and post-amoraic times, though the 1echnique hardly sur
vived the transition 10 the geonic period ™ On the other hand, ane
exegelival means of dealing willy duplicate halakhic passages in a
“jurisprudential” way, wherse cach listing of a panicular prohibition
represents one “count” (e avor “alar bi-shenet larin), continued
through the amoraic period, but apparently ended with K. Ashi OF
the five instances in which such supgestions are rejected, B Asld and
his son Mar b, R Ashi, are responsible for three cases, and the re-
maining twe are anonyioous and are probably o b ckaend afier R
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Ashi's ime.® We may thus distinguish three major pedods of rabbinic
leygal micleash: the tannaitic, the amoraic and post-amoraic, Such pern-
cdization has been shown, with reference o other midrashic 1ech-
niques, in the work of Michael Cheenick ™

Suffice it to say here that, as has long been observed, the Amoraim
were much more restrained, on the whole, than e Tannaim, and
their successors were sill more restruined in their use of these tech-
niques. Indeed, the Rishonim recognived that the system had all but
closed down; as B, Aaron ha-Levi put it in the thineenth cemony: %
des st have the rght to expound verses which the Rabbis have neo
[already] expounded,”®

The Karaite challenge forced woulid-be defonders of the faid 1o
wirn their attention 1o pesbal Tlowever, since rabbinic (ar rabbanite,
in this comext) Halpkhah could hardly be defended on that ground
alone, B Saadiah Gaeon, perhaps the maost influential of the anti-
Karaite: polemicists, devised a new strategy, one which further mar
pinalized midrashic exepesis.

By asserting 1 all the halakhot which scem o have been
derived by derash were actually transmitled oeally and only provided
with asmakitot in the text, despite clear tahuudic evidence o the
comtrary, R. Saadiah Gaon and others attempted to blunt the force of
the Karaite denigration of such methods.

As W Saadiah writes in the iniroduction o his Tafdn “Tnoall, we
find seven essential elements which require us lto resort] o Tradition
in regard [t the proper understanding]l of mizect whose reason is
unknown {xhie )" He then procceds 1o enmmerate the varioos
parameters with regacd to the performance of the mizeor which can
bwe known only throogh Tradition—matters such as the proper manu-
facture of ritwal objects, the manner of ohservance, peninent moasures
of whatever sort, including time, mizvof whose biblical source is
vlmoure, or whose nature, as deseribed in Seripture, is olsoure, ae®

Most revealing is his anack on Karaite methods of hiblical exege-
sis, in pasticular their use of analogy™ Since many midrashic wmdddor
may e categoriacd as forms of analogy Chebesh, gezeralr sbovab,
Bistyan gv or mah mazinn) or work by analogy Chelal u-fioret and is
near relaticns, #bbuy and mf, cle), we may understand his strate-
gic retreat from this banleground and his insistence on Tradition
aslime, Depriving halakhic midrash of real authority prepared the
ground for his counterattack on Karaite legal exepesis, ™

This view continued to exercise infllucnee so long as Karuism
remained a threat, and its aces are o be found in the seorks of faer
Geonim, B Samucl ha-MNageid, B Yehudal ha-Levi, and Un Eera, as
Jay Harris points out,®
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As the Karie challenge receded, or in places in which it was not
of concern, this view of the preo forma nature of rubbinic midrash did
not take hold, As might be expected, this holds true for those most
concerned with explicating the inttdeacies of the tabmodic tex as
such, rather than studying it as a nascent law-code. Rashi, the
Tosalists, and thase who followed in their pa could scarcely ignone
the sheer amount of space devoted to the tope within the talmuods
and halakhic midrashim, However, all U (his effort could achisve
was 1o keep alive a cerain interest in retrieving the metluxds used.
Reviving them was out of the quoestion, since, as noted above, the
process of limiting them had set in long before, already in the time of
the early Amoraim, ¥

With the rise of “peshat-oriented” medieval biblical exegesis, firs
as a response o the Karaite challenge in the Middle Bast, and later in
France and Spuin, a5 a aatoral ovtgrowih of an emphasis cn peshar®
the challenge of producing a complete, connecred commentary could
noy longer be ignoced. and a number of different strategics cvolved 1o
account for features of the bibilical wext which could ot comfonably
b fitted into the rabbinic scheme,

In order 1w produce coherent commentarics on a2 variegated and
gapped text, the carly mecicval commentators woere forced to consid-
cr the limits and refative inporance of a host of theelogical and
cxegetical principles, both those inherited from carlier times and
those prompted by their new engagement with the biblical ext.
Classic omnisignificance took new forms, and, at times, all but sulsi-
e exegetical verity, now known as peshar, for the scarch for legal
and maral teachings of a wext “fravght with Background.”

The decreasing interest in the study of classic legal midrashic
methods was reversed with the incrcasing interest paid to the intrica-
cies of lmucdic dialectic and the composition of commentarics on it,
chiefly those of Rashi and the ‘l'asafists. Naturally cnough, those
whose concern cemered around the tabmodic 1exn bself Felt the need
1 understand classic legal midrashic methods, They were not alone
in their concem, howoever even the German Pietists, the Hasicle) ash-
kenae, who opposed the introduction of Tosafist dialectic in Talmudd
stady, “stressed the imponance of Bible study as a critical link i the
halakhic process, a5 it had been viewed in ihe pre-Crusade period."®

However, concern alune docs not produce a progam, and the lack
of the means 10 carry it owt would cleatly hamper effarts to put it in-
oy practice. Despite their interest, this 5 no less the case with regand
tor the: “losafists. Thos, in the course of 1ime, such interests were chan-
neled into the production of supercommentares on Rashi's commen-
tary on the Pentateuch, and the focus of such commentaries tmed
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Ironm the hiblical texr 1o that of kashi's commentary. Morcover, due o
the essential irrclovance of legal midrash w0 conemporary Lalakhic
concerns, the forum for discussion of (ese methocls shifled Trom tal.
mudic commentary 1o those super-comanentanes refetred o above,
hundreds of which were composcd between the fiteenth and nine-
teenth centuries. Bul Lhe concern [or meaningfulness, and the ar-
tempd 1o apply the omnisignificant imperative to as much of the Pen-
tatcuch as possible, predates the fifteenth century. It has moeredy been
transmuted.

MNevertheless, this resurgent interest in legel midragh, focused pri-
miarily on Bashi's commentary as iU was, carried with it an implicit ad-
mission of Lrilure 1o account for every feature enconmored in Torah.
Post-talmudic exegetes and halakhists could o longer be able o
crmploy midrashic methods, and there was no possibility of exiencding
such methods o (Pentateuchal) texrs which had e been deall with
previously, So much for ithe theory, in practice, “there i3 no study hall
without its innovation,” and such extensions were sugguested as by-
praducts of the exegetical process.

As noted above, even durng 1he tanmailic cre e rabbioie doctrine
of I davar rek did not apply in egual measure w botl Jegal and
non-legal contexts. We find livtle suempt 1o wpply corain ol the mid-
dof, such as the principle of #bbuy, 10 the latter, or, conversely, some:
of the more wide-ranging mridddor, 10 Uk Jummer, The distinction De-
tween kegal and nooelegal portions of the “leah, and the application
of these modes of interpretation, seems 10 have been recognized
early on,

Herwewer, once the Olassic mideashic methodologices were citler
abandoned, as most of them were, or reinterpreted, as in the case of
“the Torah speaks in luman terms” or “the Torah is nat in chronolog-
ical order” the distinction between the oo tvpes of text became less
urpgend, and, mest oflen, agpadic (namative) and halakhic (legal, and
more broadly, expositional®™) exts tended v be treated the same.
What applicd o one applicd to the ather,

From an omnisignificant porspective, fodde and derst are moercly
alternane means of reaching o common goal, Thoas, as Richardd Steiner
has pointed cur® pashtanic exegetes may be categorized by the
weiple they give ommisignificance in their consideration of comipeting
e rCTATiens.

However, once the Torah was viewed from an acoomnodationist
perspectivie, That bs, vicwed as a e which takes heman limdcations
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inler account {"the Torah speaks in human erms) ® new areas of om-
nisigmilicance opened up, since accommxdationist techniques {eg.,
resumptive repetition 10 help the reader maintain the flow ol the
text) became significant.™ Thus, Tosafor neotes that when the Ralidns
cannot nterpred a lext midrashically, they all back on pesbad, When
we lack Lhe interpretive power to provide proper midrashic meaning
to the text, wo must perforce Fal]l ack on the humanly amainable
plain meaning. Rules of presumed tannaitic vintage® such as “the
Torah speaks in human terms,” which, in both tanneitic and amoraic
usage was mestricled 1o only o or thiee eapiessions 3 assumeed a
new, much more general significance.

Tosalot's attempl 1o understand these riles, inherited irom e 2l
mudic era, in a broader persspaolive, s also worthy of note. While
cach of these rules, us rabbinically ordained so 1o speak, remains
valid, its application i circumscribed and delimited, finding its place
within the larger system of rabbinic exepesis,

Despite the growing power of omnisignificance, however, a ves-
tige of the older attitucle, which saw revelation as self-validating,
without recourse 10 any moral or legal meanings, remaincd, The very
fact that Scriptuore records a dale, a geographical or genealogical
datum, fpso frcto, provides i with significance

Ta take an example whicl will stand at the center of our conwern,
consider the lomwlation of Uw observation that there s no sequen-
tial order fo the Toah Ceire wesdeedeorn e ithar boa-forab). In Meki]-
fa,% 1he nule serves to mark the placement within the huxdy of 3 bibli-
cal book (Exodus, Leviticus, 1saialy, cte) of verses which ought to
have openced the book (Fxod 139, Lev 21, Is 0:D—withow any fur-
ther significance given to that placement. The *rule” serves metely as
a marker of an our-of-sequence verse, bur provides no explanation of
why the verse is placed as it is.

In the Baedd, the observation of ein mukdam w-me nhar ba-Toroh
appodrs only once, in regard to the placement of Nuan 1.1 (which
reconds a date in the “second momh™r and Num 91 (which records
one in the “first™), the latter passape is thus chronological earlier and
o is out of sequence ™ Towever, the observation that this proves
that sequential order docs nol abways relled historical order, trans-
mitiedd by R, Menussah b, Tablifa in the name of Rav, is nol explained
in an omnisignificant manner, Three gencrations later, & Papa limirs
the mele’s applicability to cases in which the asequentiality involves
two separale passages Ured Trowned), but not one ™ His proool s from
the halakhic mule of kefel u-ferat w-khlal, which depends on scguen-
tiality for its very existence. ‘I'wo aspects of this wnalysis should be
noted in the current context. It is of ntercst that while Rav in frst
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generation, following lannaitic radition,” applied he mile to o e
rative context, three generaions later R Papa, in turn, invalidated it
lor wge, at least in part, in expository Chalakhic) contexts. Sceond, nei-
ther of them provided an onmmisignificant interpretation of this depar-
ture from sequentiality,

In its tater history, the principle was indeed applied exclusively o
marrative contexts, even thinigh, stictly speaking, R, Papa's statemen
does not invalidate it for use in all halakhic contexts. Moreover, while
varly rublinic evidence restricts use of the principle to the placement
of individual verses within a passage, Hashi employs it o note the
aclronclogical placemen of whole passages within o narrative con-
XK.

As noted, e Mekilta applies this role o verses while Riv applics
it 12 the relation of diffcrenl passages: more typical in classic rabbinic
texts is the application o seguenoes of tems or suljeds, as in the
ancnymous comment recorded in Crenesis Robbedh, wlhere the order
of presentation of Jacob's wives, concubines and sons 10 Esau at Cen
33:2 s coordinated with his concern for them, afaron abaron bacin,
a remark which Rashi incomorates into his commentary, ™

Sequentiality of this type was also employed 10 halikhic cnds, as
for examinple Sifers analysis of Lev 5:8,

“Ha shall offer that sehich is for the sin-offering first.” Whet does s
verse mean to say? 10w teacly thae o comnwes before (e Bumt-alferings,
surcly 1o was already saidi "And he shall prepase the second for a
burmnt-ofering ® Rather, this provides  general rule (bdneer aul foe all
sin-nfferings, that they take precedence ovor all burnt-oficrings which
accompany them, whether we case concems] a0 bird sin-offaring
[which precedes] a bird Tant-offering, or even thatl a bird sin-offering
|precedes] an animal bumt-oflering.

This Bfryen er applies 10 most liss of rilual aterals which
include sin and burnt ciferings, such as those at Lev 9.2, 3, 14:4, 6,
13, 5

Sifra notes the exception at Lev 128, where the burnd effering s
listeel firsl.

“Oire for o Bucnt-cflering amd ome foe s sin-olfering,” Tveryschers 3 sin-
affering 5 exchanped,” the sin-offcring precedes the burntl-otbering;
here [regarding a parturient mather], where the bon-ctfering has been
exchanged,™ the Tunr-offering precedes the singoffering,

Whatever [sacrificel comes for a sin. the sin-offering precedes the
Lemi-cflerng bere, where [the sacrifices] do nor eomme Tor a0 sing the
Fawnt-offerng precedes the sin-offering. Wherever o [birds] come in
place of a sin-offering, the sin-offering precedes the burmt-offering
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here, when two come in place of a sin-ullering, the burmi-uilering pre-
cedles Lhe sin-ottering

However, as (he founth-generation Amora, Bava, ootes,™ this sl
does not solve our probilem since, in the case of a3 parturient woman,
a bird sin-offering is prescribed in any case. Why then is the burnt-
offering listed firsi? For mikrg, says Rava: the verse placed [the hurnt-
offering| first only for 1he purposes ofl reading lthe “lorah scrolll. T
would seem from this that Scripture is self-validating, since there js
N ofher apparent reason for requiring that the word "hurnt-offering”
preceds “sin-oflering” here,

From the texts an band §t seems that Sifre and e Haeli were still
content woallow Seriprure to e seli-validating, when 1w olacr possi-
bility presented isclf—&of befkba do-ika lenidvash darshinan. Only
much later were attempts made o force this comment into conformi-
ty wilh the imperious omnisignificant demand. To o corain extent,
this remained true cven in medieval times. As we shall see, even
Nahmanides, whose close attention 1o matiers of thenlogical signifi-
cance leel him to propound questions which his predecessors hardly
touched on, did not allow his keen sensitivity 1o proportion and
seguentiality o function as means inoand of hemselves, bul only to
the extent ol asscrting the priority of chrondlogical sequence over
other foris of significance, Genenlly speaking, for him oo the prob-
lem of sequence was fully resolved in accordance with the ommisig-
nificant imperative, numncly, with an interpretation which gave the
matter of sequence 2 moral or halakhic meaning. Still, on oocasion,
b too saw Soripture as sell-validaiing * 1n the case at fuand, neider
he neor Rashi provides an interpretation of the roversal of terms from
the expected at Lev 12:8, beyond Rava's enigmatic solution

‘the history of Jewish biblical imerpretation since the founcemb cen-
tury can be seen as refleaing, onthe whaole, an increasing sensiivity
to maxdmalist claims of omnisignificance, in one way ar another, By
the sixteentll century, the more universal concept of “cimnisignifi-
cance” may e said 10 hive come inta its own, and Rashi's commen-
tatoes Login 1o inguire as to the moral or balakbic reason for his
invocation of the rule. Abarbanel teo searches for meaning in struc-
ture amel sequence, though he stands in essential respects apart from
that wadition of biblical exegesis whose poim of departure was
increasingly Rashi's commentary rather than the biblical text iwelf, a
tradition which Nahmanides fostered. It is as though Rashi’s commen-
tary served as an exegetical code which refocused attention in the di-
rection of thuse matters with which it chose to deal.™
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O a maximalist reading of the principle, omnisignificancs should
govern every fealure of Scripture; no arbitrariness is permitted. More-
over, the meaning imparted of imputed must b consorant with the
classification of Scripture as divine revelation; as noted, this resrics
the range of interpretation 1o halakhic or moral teachings. Wdeally, we
must account for every charactenistic, stylistic or "lerary” as it might
b,

Ironically but perhaps inevitably, greater sensitivity 1o the omnisig-
nificant demand was accompanied with an inability to account For
many of the liner points of Scripture which, in earlier times, had
been interpreted midrashically, since the system of rabbinic midrash
had been increasingly lmited in application since amoraic times,
Thus, the renewed claim for omnisignificance only underscored the
impossibility of formulating an adequate response to that challenge.

The maximalist demand for omnisignificance extended 10 0 as-
pects of 1he doctrine, and engendered oo types of difficulty. One in-
volved the problem of wresting clhical or hatakhic meaning from gen-
res which scem to be interested in netither (gencalogy, geceraphy,
ete.); secone is the challenge of imparting such signilicance to sy
featute of the Written Torah, cven lealures which a “pashtanic” view
of Scripture would characierize as structural, aesthetic or merely lin.
guistic. But even a more moederate slance, one, say, which looks for
moral meaning in the stories or historical information Tound in
Seripture {as the to'sfye of Ralbag), Taccs dillicelties, since, as noted,
latge parts of the uninterpreted Tormh seem basically irelevant e the
concerms of the omnisignificant imperative, Though the mbhinic dic-
tum places the onus on the intempeeter—iF it 15 "empty” af meaning,
the Fault is yours—in the course of Hhine, afier continual close stady
does not yickd the renuisite results, interest in these texis will hegin o
wane, and the Bible will ccase to engage the best intellectual encrgics
vl those who devote themselves 1o the explication of Jewish 1exts.

Comseouently, a certain latitude in carrving out the omnisignificant
pragram had o be allowed. Concem with the details of Lsmaelite his-
lory or genealogy might be imerpreted as an expression of God's
love and concemn for His people® or an expression of the impor-
tance—in His view—of the mater described. This dectrine found
ample precedent and justification in e cardicr meddfreshel aggadab.
For example, wo lind in Gopesés Rabbal:

The conversations of the servants of the patriarchal houses are morne
beloved te the Holy One, blossed Be e, than the Torah leaming of
thelir] descendants, for the namative of Eliczed's scarch for a wile for
Tsaac] fakes up three or [owe colomns lof exl while the imponant
halakhic prnciple that] the blood ol a [dead] creeping thing causes im-
purity is derived by means ol anexia later ™
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This statement of R abadi, an Amora of indetermiinate dare, Ly
b interpreted as 2 ory of disrmay at this viclution of the emnisignifi-
cant imperative; later on he makes e same stateinem abour the
mention of Bliezer's lahing his feet, which merits miore space in (he
Scripture than any halakhah which is derived from (or tinked (0) one
seemingly superluous lener® In its current context, s is eI
ed as evidence of the meral gulf between ourselves and the Fal
riarchs, a poignant reminder of the "devolution of the specics.™ It s
immediately preceded by the famous dictum, cited in the Bawdi in the
e of R Yohanan, here anributed to B, Abba b, Yamina in Ara-
maic, *If eatly gencrations were angels, we are humans; jf they were
humnan, we are donkeys, and not even like the donkey of R. Dinhas
b. ¥air”

Whatever its original comext and meaning, R Ala/i's dictum
serves 1o express an astlounding and painful violation of the omnisig-
nificant ideal which ordinarily assigns higher value 10 halakhali than
to narrative, It should T neted that it alsu implicitly provides a yard-
stick to measure such deviations, as Nahmanides later recoanized;
since the Torals contents are expressions of God's porspective and
values, those matters which He chooses to emphasize, cither by
repetition or by expansive concontration, are by that very acl signili-
cant. We shall have occasion to point to cascs whese meral value is
even less accessible than those already menioned, as examples of
thls tendency #

In the following study, we will examine Nahmanides’ attempt 1o ap
ply the omnisignificant imperative 10 the question of parrative and
cxpositional sequentiality within the biblical text. Dlowever, while
Nahmanides was hardly averse to programmatic discussions of
methodological matters, e docs not openly discuss the inportance
ol this factor as comparced with competing values: it was not until
centuries later that amnisignificance began to be raised explicily in
this connection. Its place in the hierarchy of principles must be
inferred Ly incans of an analysis of specific exegetical moves. As will
rapidly become evident, despite this, the guestion of omnisignifi-
Cance is—omnipresent,

The field chosen for this investigation is the problem of sequentiul-
ity. an issue which was of primary cancern 10 Nahmanides, and 10
whicli he returned time and again, Equally important, since if was the
area in which he argued forcefully against the exepetical tradition he
inherited, he feltimpelled o addeess the question directly, and pro-
grammalic statemenls regarding # abound in his commentary on the
Pentateucl:.
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In short, # Scriplure is an omnisignificant wezl, then meaning ms
alse inhone in the order in which it chooses fo amange its constituen)
elements,

i

A long-standing consensus counterposcs the vicws of Rashi and Nah-
marudes as to the degree 10 which chronology governs the order of
Pentatenchal narratives. Like much of medieval exegesis, the roots of
this issue lie in the past, in the midmshictalmadic observarion i
wing ot d-metthar ba-Torab, "he Tomh departs From chrono-
logical order”

The locus cfassicns for dervation of e mile is 10 e found, in-
evitably, in the Babylonian Talmud, and no justification for the ase-
gquentiality is presented. The Talmud's only prool is drawn from an
instance wiich is beyond dispute, the reltion of Num 1:1-1% and
succerding parspipot 1o 9:1-8.5 The dater of 1he fitst is “the first of the
second month of the seconed yeur” (171 of the Exadus era, while the
second is dated semetime in “the first mond® (9:10 of the same era ™

As far as the rule itself goes, no one can deny that this example
illusteanes the point. U is the conclusion to be drawn from this case
that is at issue. Is this rypical, or i il the exception that proves the
rule, as Nahmuanicles contends?

Nabimanides Cand following him, Abarbanel) rejoat the hithesto tra-
ditional understanding of G talmodic/midrashic view that the Torah
often violates strigt chronclogical order, while Rashi and Thn Eera ac-
cepl this rule of efn mnkdam w-me'wbar ba-Toreh, cxtending its ap-
plication beyond s historic bouads (sec below), Morcoyvern, implicit
in the consensus-view is the assumption that Bashi and Ibn Ezra
represent a plin-sense-view of Seripture® Like most natters of con-
sensus, there is considerable trnh o this simplifted view of Nahimani-
des' positicn, Sull, such 4 view overstates matters and thus overlooks
the complexities which such statements mask, remaining satisfied
with less than 2 full account which o more complete analysis of the
data allows,

To begin with, Mahmanides and Abarbancl do not reject the prin-
ciple of ein mokdam dn todo. There are a namber of instances in
which such rejection s simply impossible, since the framewark of the
Torah's marmative makes the deparlone from sequentiality abandantly
clear.

Nahmanides argues that the Torah clearly shows its concern with
dating and clitonologey, since 0 does “indono® os of s departure from
sequentia] orcder, as in the case of Num 11 and 9:1. In cssence, he
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reinterprets the Talmud's proof. Rather than applying 1o the gencral
principle of asequentiality, cin mukdam u-me wbar ba-Torh, \he
Talmud's proof applies not w the principle iself, but to a provwisc
thereol: that the marsative and exposition do not depan from chrono-
logical order wrifess the reader is explicitly informed of this, either by
means of dates, as in Num 1:1, or by means of clronological data of
some wiher type, such as genealogical data regarding births and
deaths, etc. His parude example of the later is Gen 11:32 where
Teralv's death is “prematurely” recorded, as can easily be demonstrat-
ed in dight of the chronological data regarding Alsram's bith. If Terah
was 70 at Abram's binth €11:26), Abraham was 135 at Lis death, which
terefore should have been recorded in Gen 22 In his response to
Ibn Ezra's claim that this reflects the Torb's achronological order,
Nahmanides suggests that the Torah will complete z generational nar-
rative—or, we may add—an exposition, before continuing on 1 the
rext generation’s history, even at the expense of some chironological
inconnicitics,

Applying this insight 1o the text of the entire Torah, Nahmanides
thus requires that every narrative be approached with the assumption
that the Torah's order reflecrs the order in which the cvenis recarded
took place, when there is no compelling evidence to (e comrry, He
wEbles:

In my ogpindon, the whole Torah s in ender, For inall places o whicls it
puosipones Lnarrating] the earlier levend it explaing e tnutled, as, For
cxample, "God spoke w Moses al Mount $inai™ o this book® o, for
example, "On the day Moses completed setting ap 1he Tent" in the
second ook, and similar cases. That is why it states here “after (he
death,” 1w 1l us that this cooumed imamediately after their death @

Thus, those cases in which the narmtive signals ils viokation of the
rule of sequentiality serve as 2 point of deparure for Nalumanicles,
From these cases he applics his insight to the rest of the Pentaeucly,
albeit with varving degrees of success. By focusing on ihese cases,
Mahmanides raises the questionr of when and why these depanores
take place, a matter to which Rashi does not always attend

It is important w note thar, in taking the position he does,
Nahmanides gocs counter 10 his own exegetical tradition on ihis
issue; not only do Rashi and Ibn Lara assen the contrary, bur il
thrust of the Tabmud's short diseussion, cspecially in light of R Papa’s
caveal,™ seems to suppon them as sell. In the lght of alk this, Jus re-
jcction of the rule assumes greater importance ™

The dispute hetween him and Abarbanel, ™ on 1he one side, and
Rashi and Thn Ezra™ on the other, conters about the question of dat-
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ing those passages or cvents whose relation can be determined only
by inference, How strainced do we allow our reading to become in al-
tempting to interprct the onder of namtive as reflecting the historical
order?

Furnhcrmore, even when such departures from secquential order
are acknowledged, how do we accoum for them? Or need we ac-
coun for them at all, or account far all of them? Here, the maner of
connisighificance obirudes, and s is often the real groum] upon
which the debate takes pluce.

Morcover, Mahmanides sensitivity to omatlers of precedence and
sequence impelled him to the view that expository prose obeys the
same nule of sequentiality as does narrative, Again, and in contrast 1o
Rashi, he insisted that sequentiality sttdfa a section must be main-
tuined, and an exegete must accounl for deparures from 1t o
Fxamples of this wendency invelve descriptions of ritusls which
acquire a narralive character, such as Lev 16 on the high priest's
Temple service on Yo Kippur, or the procedore due on the appear-
ance of a house fungus in lev 14, boh of which will [ examined
below. But, his attention to matters of sequence is Far more pervasive
than that. Far more than Rashi, Nahmanides traces the order of topics
within a passage, or the sequence of passages within a greater
whole, His most characteristic plwases (bt not the only ones) in this
cndeavor ane Coo-beasar veameary u-feresh! u-ve'er/ ve-bizkiv/ ve-ziveab
and the like, and they appear more than a hundred times i Lids com-
mentary. In some instances he is most concerncd with sequence puome
and simple, bt most involve some sort of repetition; it s significant,
however, that his acconnt ol these repetivons ocarly always imvolve
some sort of seguence, narmstive or expositional.

For example, we may illustrate his concern for sequence pure and
simple by pointing to his discussion of the order of laws in the Book
of the Covenant {Exodus 21-23), in which he demonstrates 1that the
seguence is not arbitrry,

The [est exposition Ceeishpard) begins sk ke topic] of the Helwewss

slave, since it involves the matter of frecing the slave in the seventh

voar, a reminder of the Exodhus (rom Tpypd, oenticoned doc e Tiest

Commmandment. .. . And when he completes the exposition (i

of this mizaab reparding Hebrew slaves, he begins the exposition

Cmisdipetdt of “you slall not mader® sice s prrohibiaaon| s the maost

severe, and beontinucs) with honor of parems, and stealing, nned retums

W the exposhion { bezar fe-misbpef) of ance who sirikes lanother] non-

fatally, and afrer that to the murder of a slave, wrhich is more heinows

than killing emlryos [as o resol of o misieken Llow wlhich leads 1o

miscarriage], and after that o the Fapuy] of the linhs of lsaelites and

slaves, and afier tha 1w darnages to livestock by death—and sl e

passages are in order and leeflectt proper intent (facrainaiy ™
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As 1o the second category, where his attention to SCUCACE CoMmes
aloml as a result of 1he need to account for repetitions of all sorts.
see his remarks regarding Plurol's double-Larrelled accusation of
improprcly against Alwam in Gen 12:11-15.

I would seem thar the exposition of 1he verses is that Saruh Jdid not
accept npon herself o say s e, w o cdabn sisierhood rather than a
marmiage-tic with Abruliam). . She remmined silent, and thd e tell
thar Ishe was) his wife, Bl Abrahamn told of Iiis own that she was his
sister, and therefore be was benefiffed because of her, And s is [the
reasrnl the verse states, “What is this you have disoe 1 me? Why did
vou oot kel me that she was yorr wile® First he blamed him in not
telling Pharacd that she was his wilc when he saw lwr Deing waken,
and blamed him a5 well (bazar ve-be'eshind him For saying s the
nobles alter this that she was his sister. He did not Blaome the soman
al al, For it s not fittine that she contradicl her hushand, | .

Please note that the cssential purpose of this comment is 10 ae-
count for the fact that Pharach did not blame Saal for e decep-
tion; despite this, Nahmanides cannot forhear explaining the s
quence of Pharach's claims against Abraham.

Malunanicdes” keen atention 1w Lhe matters of order and sequence
goes beyond the expositional or narrative progress, Far more than his
predecessors, he views the order of elements in all manner of
sequences as signilicant. As a result, he formulated an impressive
array of hierarchies to imterpret such lists,

He thus employs no fewer than foutteen of these hierarchics: binh
crcder when siblings are listed, cither in penealomenl contexts or otl-
erwise;™ order of importance, whether of person, rilual object or
other:™ arder of preference or love™ order of greater population
when cluns are Jisted™ or otherwise ® Likewise, prohibitions and sins
will e listed in order of (decreasing) severity;?! clements in order of
their place in the chain of cansation™ number of prople alleced;™
or {earsomencss as perceived by a hiblical character® Rules which
olfain for the indefinite hure (de-dored precede those which are of
temporary validity.™ Precedence may also indicate initialive® high
motivation ™ or frequency.™ Finully, as noted above, and as a fil-
leenth eategory, temporal or naranive sequence may be indicated ¥

In shon, sequence almost™ always has o substantive significance
for Nahmanides;” it is hardly ever laphazard or mechanical: such is
the omnisignificant imperative # While concern for these malrers s
faces in midrashic texts, 10 some extent,® they are far more promi-
nenl in Nahmanides™ commemary.

Nubmanides aitention to matters of scquence, order aned continu-
ity extends to the syntactic maners as well, as we might EXpect, singe
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this concern was part of his exegetical tradition. In reacring 1 Rashi's
midrashic interprotation of the o occumences of ve-hayu in Exod
4.9 Mahmanides wriles:

There s no need for his midrashic comment, for the mastens of lan-
guage |stadyl have already found that it is the custom of many verses
1er repeat (Hfpod words or need Cle-nabaz) and for strengthening (e
Bizzuky or beranse of the lengily space (miziee srokd) which comes
between thom ™

This last instance cleady invelves a synactic "resumpiive repeti-
tion.” Mabmanides offers other cxamples of 1he phenomenon, citing
Lev 27:3, Txeut 18:6, Exod 1:15-16, and Gen 46:2, 10 which we may
add Gen 69, Num 5:9 and 6:20.%

Likewise, sl limes he employs the eaistence of a small-scale,
though not purely syntactic repetition, in furthering bis larger—hals-
khic—exegetical aims. In his commentary to Mum 7.1, he docs not
explicitly note that the clause “[When| he had ancinted and conse-
crated them,” a1 the end of the verse, may be seen as a resumplive
repetition of “he anointed and consecricd i and all its furnishing™ a1
its Leginning, but he cearly recognized it as such. He wses the repeti-
lion a5 proof against [bn Breds contention that thwe consecrztion was
by blowod and not oil, since both clawses refer (o the same action, Lhe
obyject of which was the Tabernacle in ah cascs, while lbn Ezra's
proofiext requires that we see Lev 815, which mentions the blood of
the sin-offering in this connection, as a paradlel. This may be 1he in-
tent of Nahmunicles phrase fe-nabaz Clor [explanatorny?] need™} in
his cormments on Exod 4.9 just cited.

Morcover, he i3 at one with his excgetical tradition Cineluding
Sifra, Sifred, 1bn Frzre and Radak) in recognizing iiverted clavses
(mikra siesoras) as 2 legitimate lebrew syptactic plenomenon. 1le
points out few instances himscll as well as implicitly acoepiing
Rashi's proposals,™ though he offers alternate interpretitions of the
clanse about half the tme™

In sum, Nahmanides is less insistent on sequentiality in syatactic
comlexts, cven when midoashic sources argue otherwise, Inthis, o
follows the “pashlanic” tradition, but even here it must be noted that
he auempts 10 explain, as far as possible, some of these departures
from the expected erder.

Fvent on the “muacro™level, so o speak, Nabmanides himsel! ree-
ognizes cxceptions o his rule of signalimg, w times e Torah does
nat indicate a section's chronological placemaent, cither explicithy, by
means of dates or other chronalogical data, or implicilly, where, for
narrative purposcs, the imparting of necessary information is de-
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layed.™ In these cases, such as the guestion of when Jetlro visited
Moses, Nahmanides turns to other indications of e sequence® In
his iniroduction to Deuteronomy, Nalmanides notes thal certain miz.
#of are recorded first in that book though they must have been re-
vealed some 38 years carlier, either at Simai or during the fist eleven
months of the Tabernacle’s exisience, from the first of Nisan of the
second year of the Fxodus era (Fxod 40:34, Num 9:1) 100 the twenti

eth of Iyyar of the following year (Num 9:113. This observation, in
turn, futhers his understanding of e role of Dreuteronomy witliin
the complex of books'™ which make up the Penateuch. As we shall
see, his view of the Torah as a record of revelaion has Far-reaching
consequences for an understanding of other of its features as gap
filted narrative, '™

This assumption of the Torah as a faithfu! account of the revelation
vouchsafed 10 Moses is evidenced by Nahmanides' objection o
Kashi's assention that Lev 8:2-3 is out of sequence. “Why,” asks Nab-
thanides, “should we overturn fie., put out of order] the words of our
God?"'® This implies Urat nareative 1rinh and sequentiality are inti-
mately linkeel, at teast in divincly originated narmative. God's proplt
ic Word, which is absolutely truthful, must not be considered ol of
order” unless God 1limscli informs us of e fact. In Nahranides'
opinion, there scems 10 be an 4 priov! assumption thal God's Word
should be prescnied in order of i revelaion, ™

Why then does the Torah depart from chronolopical order?
Naluranides maintains that it does so only for good and sufficiem
reasom (“le-zorekh inyan w-le-to'am nakbor™%) Most often he ar-
trilantes the lack of chronological sequence w the needs of cxposi-
tion, the necessity of rounding out a padicular opic belore proceed-
ing to another. For example, in explaining the classic case of
achronological arrangemen, Num 1:1 versus 91, he suggests 1hat
Num 1-8 complales the narration of the dedication of the Tabernacle
begun anihe end of Exodus, and so it is prescored out of its chromeo-
logical order in order to maintain a continuity of topic.™ The death
of Terah is recorded in Gen 11:32, in order o clear 1he way for the
history of Abrahan.™® Note once again the primacy of straightforwand
exposition; the exceplions serve to prove the male, since i is the need
for such siraightforward exposition which overcomes the general ro
quirement of narrative sequentiality,

Furthermore, in the case at hancl, that of the initial chapters of
Numbers, as in most cases, however, both approaches respond 1o the
omnisignificant demand; whether or aol peershivol are interpreted as
being in chronclogical order, oneoe an explanation for their placemen
is provided, that positioning becomes meaningiul.
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The difference betwoeen the approaches of Rashi and MNalunanides
is as lollows, According 1o Nahmanides, chronological placement s
the norm, and thus cormesponds 1o the narmative covenant™ which
requires such an armangement; it does not requive any other explana-
tion. I might be thought, @5 became the norm in later generations,
that Rashi’s view, which provides the Torah with two oplions, must
account [or the Uorah's choioe of either presenting cvents in chrono-
logical order or departing from such order. Implicitly, however, Rashi
is one with Nalmanides in assuming that seguentiality is normal,
since it is only departares from it which require comment. On occa-
sion, especially with midrashic warrant, he will account for suckh
departures !9 1t is thus significant that he does not always do 5o’ 1n
reality, however, Rashi seldom justifies the departure from proper
sequence, unless there is lalmudic or midrashic warrant, Nahmanides,
on the other hand, gither inlerprets the passage as 1o e in proper
suquential order, or explains the divergence.

In the case of Num 9:1, Rashi opts for his cltrepeated conenion
that the ‘iorah evidences great concern For Isracl's reputation, and so
the Fact that Passover was observed only once in the wildemess is
niat placed at the head of the Book of Numbers.! Lhus, the signifi-
cance of this instance of aseqguentiality is to leach us once again of
God's great love for His people. This lesson overcomes the need for
chrenclogical orden presumaldy, the teaching of this lesson of God's
love and concern for Lsrael is the vory lunction of the dates given!?

It is instructive to contrast this view of ascquentaliy widi the clas-
sic rabbinic one, where, as noted above, the mule serves only w0 mark
sotne verses as belonging al the beginning of their book o passage.
Mo attempt is made to account for their phicement. Only sporadically
are attempts made 16 cxtend this principle to asequoentizl gapping
within a ook or narmative, as bn Cera and Rashi deol A consistent
elffort to force this rile into conformity with the imperious omnisig-
nificant demand for moral o legal meaninglulness emerges only
later.

Maintaining Unity of Time, Place and Thomae

iflerent mixes of “pashtanic” and midnashic weehnigques were adopt-
ed by the commentators to deal with the challenge of expositing the
text of the Torb in an omnisignificantly meaninghul way, 1 s al
times difficult o derermine whether o principle is indecd one or the
cther, and the ultimale cotegorization of such exepgetical principles
may depend upon the exepere’s judgement of the genre or mixiun:
of genres in which the ext appears. Moreover, the use of these prin.
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ciples becomes a funcrion of their place in the exegete’s hierarchy of
available hermencwical techniques,

The tangled history of the application of the principle of efs mek-
dam u-me'ubar amply illustrates this point. In the course of our
analysis, we will suggest a number of hierarchal considerations and
lilerary/structural assumptions which both serve to huttress or accom.
pany the use of this rule of sequentiality by Nalunanides, Because of
the inlerpenetration of these assumptions and priorities, it is impossi-
Ble 10 examine cach one in isolation from the oflers. Himwvever, 1o
the extent possible, full discussion of the rule of sequentialiy will be
deferred till section IV, and more particularly, YIII Here 1 intend
merely infroduce the topic, and examine an interesiing, but to my
knowledge hitherto unnoticed, consequence of ils application. 1 refer
1 Nahmanides” insistence (end following him, Abarbancl's) on the
mainicnence of unity of time, place, and theme. However, since the
poind is made more clearly in Alarbanel's exposition, 1 will brgeiv
with it, and then proceed 1o Nahmanides™ view of the matler.

As noted above, Num 11 and %1 constitute the classic proof Tor
asequentiality; the date of 1:1 is later than that of %1, Nahmanicdes
accounts for this deparure (rom clronolegical oreder by relerence o
an expositional teed, and stresses the function of the first nine chap-
ters of Numbers as rounding out the Torah's account of the Tent of
Menting and related matlers. The program of the first pan of the
Book ol Numbers is of less weight. Abarbanel, on the other haraed,
stresses the importance of the latter in determining the Torals ar-
rengement of scctions, Since Abarbanel quotes Nahmanides' com-
ments on this matter word for word, 1 will reproduce and trnslate
only the passage in the former's commenary,

And frony here our Rabbis, of Bessed memory, said that thers s no
chronological order in the Torah, and Natemanides gave u reason for
this delay fin presenting clapter 9. daecd in the [irst monih, earlier], for
when this fourlh book [= Nuimbers] comes to mention the mizpor
whicli Isracl was comwnanded in the desert of Sinai ar e time (le-
she'atam), 1Te wishod o complete the matter of (he Tent of Meeting
and s seuing up throughout the fme of the wildemess [period]
First He mentioned the degalim and the place of the Tenr and du:
position of its servanis and the armangement of the watches Tor s
porting litl. He Ithen] mentioned (e donations of the princes [of the
tribes] who brought fhe wapons which camy the burden [of Ui Tent of
Meeting all the time they were in Ihe wilderness, and he eompleted
Ithe description] of their donations at the Jedication of e ultar from
the finst of Nisan, and afier thar e retumed o the warning lof the
Tsraclites] not to neplect the wfzad of Posab,"™ as [Nahmanides] wrone
in his commentary,
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Tut his wonds ure aot comrect inomy view. Raber, the trath of the mat-
et is that the Tomh wished to el in the earier books jof the Penla-
teuch, namely Fxodus and Leviticus] whatever happencd while they
were af Mount Sinai'® and in the foorh book He cume to elb arhat
happened after that, in the sccond vear from the second montlh on-
wurd, Therefore, he menttons firsk the census which cocwred in the
second month of e second year, and after that the matter of the
Levites and their selection in place of the firsthorn, which also
accured in the sceond month after (he census, and fien] the matier of
the degafim und the Levite warches and their ardens, for atl dis wras
armnged in that sceond month. After that came the dedication of the
altar by the princes |of the trles], which also oomered aller the cen-
sus, wy 1 have expluined i its place. He contines after that with the
prophetic stuure of our master Moses, the wisdom of Axzron, his
unigue position and that of his descendants = the high priests], the
purity of the Levites and their inuogwation and their sprecific roles, e
montons after all this anether maier which oeourred inoihaf second
month of the second your—that is, that the lsraelites offered the
paschal sacrifice in fts proper time, which was the montb of Nisan, and
that there were rmen who wore Atually impure doe o contact with e
dead, and that He, may He be blessed, eonmmanded i ihey observe
a second Passover in the seoond month, Behold, therefare, this
acenunt was recortded here o infonm lusl that in that seeond month
He, nay He be bBlessed, commanded that the Second Passover u ol
served for those reasons, and there is (hersfore no chronelogical disor-
der lin this passagel.

Abarbancl here insists that the Aristotelian unities of 1ime and
place be mainuined. The Book of Numbers is concemed with evenls
in the wilderness, as far as concerns place, and incidents which
accurred from the second month of the second year onwanl, as lTar
as chronology is concemed. The opening dare of the book therefore
serves a thematic purpose. Heweever, in order 1o deal adeguatcly with
the matter of the Second Passover, chapler 9 must acdven lack w
matters which occurred in the first month, Only then does the nacra-
live continue, at 10:11, with mancrs of the twentieth ol 1he second
month. This interpretation hardly explains the dating of %:1 adequale-
by, since all that would be required is a mention of the First Passover
as a background of the Second,

Abarbancl's essentiat disagreement with Nahmanides seems 10 e
cne of emphasis rather than substance, [or all Abarbanel's somewhat
prolix comments scem 1o be encapsulmed in three words which
Nahmanides employs, and which Abarbane] quoies: “this fourth book
|= Numbers] comes to mention the mizved which lerael was com-
manded in the desert of Sitnai al that time Ue-sha'atam).” Abarbanel's
contribution is to spell owl what those words meun in terms of the
book's overall theme,
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Thus, according to Nabmanides, the narrative covenan reqjuires
that a Pentateuchal book maintain the unities of Llime, place and
theme:, if at all possible. 1 add that caveat because it is clear from his
remzrks in his introduction 1o Exodus thar theme is more important
than place. The Book of Exodus beging withh the entrance into
Egyptian exite of the patriarchal families, and concludes with the end
of the most intense part of the exilic era, with the “return” of the
Divine Presence o the Israelites with the inauguration of the
Tahernacle, even though rthe scene is no longer Egypt,M

Rashi on the other hand, as noted above, explained the chronolop-
ical order of the opening nine chapters of Numbers as 4 consequence
of Bibbab, Boecause of Nis love for Israel, the divine Narmawor wishes
to chscure the sad fact that lseael kept only one Passover in 1he
wilderness, That Passover is therefore moved from its proper place,
chronologically speaking, at the head of the book, 0 is current posi-
tion at %:1-8, Tn this he perfaps follows the 8icdrash "7

Thus, both Nahmanides and Rashi, despite their differences on
matters of detail and on the application of the principle of sequential-
ity, acknowledge the omnisignificant imperative; they differ in the
weight they give to (he various factors which emibody omnisignificant
meaning. For Nabmanides, God's love for srael is exprossed more in
malters of proportion than sequence; lor Rashi, proportion and
sequence bolh bespeak the theme of Hibbab, in neither case s
sequentiality alone the only principle at stake.

m

Resumptive Repetition

When it suits him, however, Abathanel rgorously stresses the scam-
less continuity of the books of the Pentateuch rather than their
disjunction. lle takes this line in his strictures on Nahmanides' intro.
duction o the Book of Exodus.

Nahmanides points out that Fxod 1:1-7 is mercly a resumptive rep-
etition of Gen 46:28-50:20,''% serving to join the two books together
in the same way that Cyrus' decree, quoted @i the beginning of 1he
Book of Feru, serves o link thar book with Chronicles, which pre-
cedes it in Hime.!'™ This positioning alsa serves the thematic parposcs
of the book, since it cnables its Author ta bepin with the theme of
exiie and end {in Exodus 403 with the partial mitigation of this exile
with the erection of the Tubernacle. In his introduction to Exodus,
Nahmanides writes:



24 The Torad [-Madda fournal

el the Tk of Exodus is devoted (et w the mater of the fiest
caile which was explicitly decreed, ™ and the redemption thereloosn,
He therefore reswned (bazar vebibily with e pames of those who
went down ko Fgypl and their mamber, even though [this matier] was
already reconded.'?' [This ks because] their descent [into Egypt] was the
beginning of the exile. . . . The exile wis not ended vent] their return
1o their place and 1o the {spiitvall degree of their ancesiors; when they
went oul of Egypl They were still considened exiles even though they
had been releascd from servitude since they were Istilll —in o Twd not
their owr,"*¥ conflused in the desert " [ was only] when they came
o Mount Sinai and erected the Tabemmacle, and the Holy One, blesied
he He, caused 1is Presence 1o dwell among thein—then they returned
1o the [spiriiaal] degree of their anceswors, 2

Thus, the need for a thematic seatement was filled by the esamys-
tive repetition with which the book beging. Exodus” identity is deter-
mined by 4 cortain unity of theme, ong which can, with some prod-
ding, be seen to underlic the entire book, Nahmanides inerprets the
end of the book in 1erms of the beginning, thus providing a Trame for
the whale.

In corrast, Abarbanel, rather than examining the scheme of the
Book of Fxodus in terms of the theme set forth by Nahmanices, ap-
proaches the repetition from quite a different angle. Ameong bis other
oliections to Nahmanides' interpretation of the first verses of Fxodus,
Abarbancl points out (n his long firs query o Exodus 1) that it is
hardly neocssary o link Genesis and Exadus in the same way as it
might have been to link Chronicles and Eira. Since the former books
are Both parts of the Pentateuch, their tinkage would seem ta be
axiomatic. He thus seems to hold the vicw thar while cach Book
maintains a topical ideatity, each remains so much pan of 1he greater
unity of the Pentateuch as 1o make any linking device, such as
resurnplive tepetition, wnnecessary. However, if this is s, there is
even less noeed Tor such devices wdrbin a book; indeed, in his disous-
sion of xod 6:28-30, which, according o Rashi, constitutes a re-
sumplive repetition of 6:10-12, continuing the narrative interrupted
by the genealogy in hetween, Abarbanel proposes instead that this is
an expansionary and explinatony repetition.' Likewise, he interprets
the resumplive repetition of Gen 32:1 as emphasizing Gol's provi-
dence in having Joscph sold into servitude in Epypt. the seat of high
civiltzation, mather than into abject slavery clsewhene.

In his rejection of resumptive repetition as 2 possibility, Abar-
banel's commentary 15 a harbinger of things to come. ln a similar
vein, he minimizes, a5 much as possible, the existence of paralbelism
(kefel inyan be-milim shonod), reserving it for instances in which a
more omnisignificant explanation weas not available, much in the way
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that Tosafut observes that the Tulmud prefers castistical solutions 1o
those which acknowledge 1he human cualitics of Scripture's dis-
course, as we noted alove (n, 16 and rex.

On the other hand, Rashi's reluctance 1o recognize Bxod 1:1-7 as g
resumplive repetition is puzzling, since he sees Fxowl 6:29-30 and
Gen A1 as such resumptions. 1lowever, some explanation lor the
repetition seems indicaied, and he suggests that the repeated Fisting,
of the tribxs at the beginning of Fxodus is an expression of God's
love Chibbah) for their eponymous patriarchs, bots in life and death,
This is in line with his explanation of the asequential plicement of
Num 1-8 (ad 9:1), where he follows the Sifred in explaining its anom-
alows location as a result of God's reluctance to cisprace the Tsrasites
by revealing the fuer that they observed only one Passover during
their sojourn in the Wilderness,

it may be that in his hierarcly of principles, bigbab and resup-
ive repetitions are counterposed. When the passages arc not posi-
tive, as in Moses' refusal o follow God's instructions in Exadus 6, or
the descent of Joseph 1o Bgypt as a slave in Genesis 37, he will rec-
opnize the resumptive natre of the repetition, since the repelition
cannot be an expression of bibhek, When the event hus a positive
connotation, however, he will opt for the bibbab explunation,
Alternately, he may not recognize “linkage” us a legitimae exepetical
ITILIES,

In contrast, Abarbancl's proposal 1o view 6:10-12 and 29-30 as
complementary, mirrors his more general tendencies; he categorizes
the repetition as an oxplanatory ither tan a FCSLMIPTvE Tepetition.
However, though he does nol seem to recopnize the existence of
resumplive repetitions in the Pentateach, he does advert 16 one in his
commientary on the Book of Jeremiah, where, in his comments on
33:1, he recognizes that the word shendt serves as a imarker, though
not really a resumptive repetition. See alse his remarks (at 34:8 and
35:13 on the ascquential order of Jeremiul's prophecics, cither
hecause they became scattered and the Mon of Geeat Synagogue lud
gathereed them, not necessarily in chronological order, or because
they were recorded as Jeremiab recalled them.

In any case, judging from Nahoanides” analysis of e Chronicles-
Lzra link, it would seam that his recognition of TESUMpLive repeli-
tion in the case of Genesis-Exodus involves not only the linkage of
two books, bul also the existence of a chronological gap between
thiern. He writes:

|45 the resumptive repetition st Exod 1:1 Enks il wilh Genesisl, in the
same way |we find the same phenomenon! regarding the Book of
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Chronicles and the Book of Eer. When [Ezral completed fthe Gooks
af} Chronicles [with the vorsel, "And in the s yeun of Cyrus, King of
Persia, to complee the Word of Ged in the mowth of Jeremiah, Gl
stirred up the spirit of Cyrus,” ete, “So suys Cyvus, King of Persia,”
et he resumed {debezin) those /o verses In el lexact] languags
at the beginning of the Buok of Ezra'® w connect the narcativel s
(feduabber ha-sipptrd. Since'™ ey were two books, he completed the
first with whut oeowrred before the bullding of the Temple, and 1he
second book with whan ccourred after e huilding. 50 100 in [the cuse
ol ihese two books, Genesis and Exexdus '

Thus, he notes the narmative gap between what occurred tufore
the rebuilding of the Temple, which is the burden of the end of
Chronicles, and the events which followed the rebuilding, which arc
the concern of the book of Eoa. As argued above,'™ 1the fuller ver
sion of the decree in Ezra would scem o argue for it as the original
tex1 Trom which the last ewo verses of Chronicles wore drasan ™t And,
of course, Ixod 11 revens back to the dme before the events of Gen
47-50 in order to begin the narrative of cxile, enslavernent and
redemption.

A third instance, which he describes in similar 1erms but, again,
one which modern scholars would not, comes, as we might expec,
at the beginning of Numbers.

since [the divine Authar] intermipted Ithe detailing of (hose wrizeor re-
vealed ai the Tent of Mecting] with the srizest of the sabbatical year
and jubilee, of which he stated that they were |given] at Mount Sinai,
He repeated here lthe stwement that| this dittbar svas |givent the
Tent of Mecting, as Tle mentioncd wt the heginning o the Hook of
Leviticus, and so will all of [the mrzeod Irom heve onward be [given] ar
the Tent of Meeting. '

IMere oo we find o chronelogical gap. The Book of Numbers
lcuses on the revelations granted in the desert afier the festivities ar-
tending the dedication of the Tabernacle and the celebration of Pass-
over. Or, 10 put it in a different perspective, it bridges the gap be-
(ween the two great revelatory events of the post-Sinai er, those of
the initial weeks of the cra of the Tabernacle, and that represcnicd
by the Book of Deweronomy, which was given while the lsraclites
were encanped on the Plains of Moah, This kater period aciually be-
pins when the Tsmelites reach thal encampment as recorded at Num
22:1.1% The separation of Numbers from Leviticus, on the one hand,
and Deulcronomy, on the ather, can be viewed as an integral pan of
the scheme of revelation which MNahmanides adopts rom talmudic
sources and develops in his ovwn way.
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Nahmanides likewise recognized ar least wo other instances of the
plienomencn, bath involving introductory verses. Once again, Cxposi-
tion and narrative manifest similar phenomena, thusugl, of course, the
shift s in Jogic rather than in time. Lev 23:4 resumes the list of {est-
vals begun with 23:1, which was interrupted by the short paragraph
reganling the Sabbath,™ and Do 4:44-43 echoes the intreschicrory
I:1, which resumption is required because of the long horaory sec-
tion in betweent™ 1t should be noted, however, thar Nahmanides'
paramelers in defining the phenomenon, once again, 1reat exposition
and narrative atike, Shemaryalu Talmon, in his imporant aricle an
the plenomenon, discusses only natrative examples of TesUmptive
repetition; 1hese instances are not cited.

In the case of Exod 6:29-30, which, according to Rashi, scrves
merely to resumne ihe namative interrapted by the genealogy of 6:13-
28. Nahmanides adopts a cusuistic stance, using the ininwe differ-
ences in phraseclogy and order to distinguish the two passapes. He
asserts that the accounts of the dialague hetween God and Moses
refer o different conversations, each one refleving a differen slage
in the ongoing dialogue between thern, '

Nahmanides' position requires clarification, since he does, in prin-
ciple, accept the existence of the techinique of resumplive repetiticon
as linking larger narrative units (“books™, It seems 10 me that there
are two considerations which impelled Nahmanides to reject Rashi's
suggested rosumptive repetition, each one congruent with cancerns
Nalimanides axpresses clsewhere,

tirst. as Nalunanides himscl notes, are ihe dilferences in streiore
berween the two which promaoted e availability of the casuistc -
tion. “The threst of the latter two verses is differem. Tn the firs, Moses
cluims that Pharaoh is hardly likely to listen to him since the Israglites
have not done s, and moreover, be has a speech impediment. In 1he
second, he only refers 10 1he datter. Add o 1his an omnisigificantly-
trained sensitivity 1o repetition of all kinds and a disinclination o
attribute them to literary causes, unless absolutely necessary. Thus, in
contrast to e other 1wo cases, Nahmanides had material for cusoisti-
cal dilfercrtiulion, and ample reason o exercise his easuistical @lens
on il,

A second [aowor is the very exisience of two separate passages;
Nahmanicles seems reluctant o identily such passages as referring 1o
the same incident unless such ideniification is beyond doulst. For
example, in his comments on Exod 32:11, Nahmanides takes jssue
with 1bn Ezra's identification of Moses' prayer for the crrant bsraelites
at Exod 32:11-13, before his descent from the mountain, with that at
32:31-32, afier that descent, and, finally, with the parallel in Deut 0:26-
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29, which is quoted after the descent. Thn Fera claims (e Exod 32:11)
that Moses praved only once, afier his descent and his catirpation of
the Calf, and that “efn koo te-mewhear bo-Toreb™ il is all one
prayer, which he offered in the forty days after this return 1o the
mountain, why,” objects NMabmanides, “shoold it be divided {inte ve
sections], mentioning part of it here, and the other pant of it aber the
descent? Rather, they are rwo [separate] prayenss™—and he goes on
detail the differences between them.'¥ On the other hand, Gen 6
and Exod 1 clearly refer to the same descent to Egypt, Chronicles anel
Ezras 10 the same decree of Cyrus, Nom 1 to the same ‘lent of Mesting,

Thus, his rejection of Rashi's classification of Exod 6:29-30 as a re-
sumgtive repetition of 6:1-12 is based on thoese two Tacoes: the differ-
ences between them, and the very fact of their division into two sep-
urdle passypres angoe, according to Nahmanides, against their identili-
catorn.

Finally, we should note one instance: in which Nahmanides implic-
itly acceprs Rashi's recognition of Gen 34%:1 as a resumptive repetition
ol 37:36, one which serves o camy forward the Joseph story which
was interrupted by e Judah and Tamar intetdude of CGen 38 Nah-
manides makes no communent, whicll, as noted above, usually indi-
cates his agreement with Rashi'™ In this case, as oppaosed 1o that of
Exaodd 6, Mabmunides' harmonization of Gen 37:36, which refers 1w
Juseph’s sale by the Midianites, with Gen 300, which refers 1o the
Ishmaelites, olwiates the need for casuisoy, and the two verses may
I identified as referring to the same incident.

Sull, when all is said and done, it s clear han, aside from his gen-
eral starement a@d Fxod 4.9, Nahmanides did nor see fir 10 nofe each
ceourence of resumplive repeliiion in its place, even when his prede-
cessors—chiefly bn Lzra—Dhad. Thus, Ibin Lzra notes the resompion
of Lev 165211 by repaition of 16:6; Nabmanides docs not Fulbermore,
his discussion at the beginning of his commentary o Exodus is the
closest he comes to a programmatic statement and scknowledgement
of the phenemenon, but one which handly goes on to define his
position pis-g-ois resumptive repetition in the way he laid down his
thoughts regarding asguentiality at Lev 16:1.

MNonetheless, e does not eouble o note others, soch as Num
13:17a as a resumption of 3a, 12:31 of 12:25h, 33:50 of 33329

One more faclor may have had some influence. The frequency
willy which Nahimanides refers to Rashi has Deen noced. In this res-
pect, he sands olose wo the grovding tendency o make Rashi's com-
moentary Ui cenlerpieoe of hiblical exegesis. While attention to Rashi
wonld not displace direct mvalvement with the biltical est Tor some
centuries, it is clear that, 1o some extent @ least, Rashi's progrnn
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shaped that of Nabmanides, Nowe that Nahmanides' general formula.
lian at Exod 4:9 was sparked by Rashi's midrashic "excess.” While we
can hardly hope 1o quantify such influence, it was clearly breginning
to be Felt,

Refore ending this discussion, it is necessary 1w consider Shemar
yahu Talmon's assestion, in his article on resumpive repetition,’™ 1hat
theugh the medieval Jewish commentators™' recognized this device
and “defined it in terms which are surpmsingly similar to, nuy, identi-
cal with, the oncs to which Imodem biblicists such asl Wiener and
Kuhl had recourse,” they were not sysiematic in their approacl.

Those wruditional exegeles did so [recognia: the existence of the
device] en pasta, intheir sometimes hannonisic attempts t explaim
an clwious discontinnity in narmives which they discussed. But they
did not systematize theic wed boc exegetica] instghits, and thus conld nol
formmlale wn undedying principle. '+

Nabmanides did not compose a grammar which would serve in
part the purposes of a poetics of biblical rarrative, as did Raduk and
Ibn Janaby, he was prestmably satisficd with what was available, But
he displays a consistent interest in questions involving scquence, in
several of 15 aspects, as well a sensilivity o structura] proldems, a
number of which we shall examine below, If Nahmanides' discus-
sions are not exhavstive or systematic, this should not e seen o im-
ply a haphazard disregard For consistency. 1 think 1l the discussion
t this point has already indicated a deeply fel, and consistently ap-
plied, sensibility and sensitivity to matters of sequence. in the coming
sections, a similar sensibility will be seen at work in manrers of
chromology, proportion and sirociure,

v
Sequentiality

The matter of resumptive repetition is incxtricably connected with 1he
wider guestion of sequentiality in general, Nahmanides' general stare-
ment of his position was quoted ubove; in the spirit of resumptive
repetition we wilk repeat it here,

In my opinion, the whole Torb s in ocder, Tor inwll places in wehich iy
postpunes Lnarating] the earlier [cvent] it explaing Ithe moaier), as, for
cxample, “Godd spoke 1o Moses at Mount Sinad” in this book, [oel, Ter
examnple, “Om the day Moses completes] sctling up the Tew® in the
second book, and similar cuses. That is why it staes here -afier the
death,” e rell us il this occuered uwmediaiely aftor their death,



30 The Turah [FMadda fournal

In onder to sustain his view, Nahmanides muost account for three
aspects of this achronological segquence: he must cxplain the reason
for the departure; he must account for it in terms of his rcading of
the whole Torah; and, finally, he most explain why the Torah seems
Ly treat time differestly in different sections. The first two questions
he addresses; the kast he does not 2

Nahmanides explanation for the lapse froon chronelogical arder
his already been noted; the Torah wishes to concludi 18 descripion
of the Tabernacle and the camp n the Wilderness before going on w
other matters, just as Terh's death is recorded out of sequence in
Gen 11:32 in order o continue with the story of Abrabam.'* He does
nol deal in Numbers with the second requirement noted absnee. T,
as alrgady mentioned, Nabmanides presents the fellowing arguiment
For rejecting Hashi's view that cin meakdam w-nte wbar ba-Toreh: “ln
my opinion, the whale Torah is in oeder, For in all places in which it
postpones [marrating] the carlier levent} it explaing he matier], as. for
example, ‘God spoke 1o Moses at Mount Sinad’ in this book, ., 1

MNore that while Nahmanides seems to refer to three verses as
proef of his contenrion, in reality they all efer to the same event, All
concern the thormy chronological and sequential problems surround-
inge the narmrative of the setting up of the Tabernacle, These include
the relatienship of the dates a1 Fxod 40:2, Num 7:1, and the relerence
1o Mount $inai in Levitious 25, which comes wihin the long complex
if rmateriz! dated from Adar 2% (see below, when the Tabernacle
was first set up, through Rosh Hodesh Nisan, when the Divine
Presence descended after the last serting up on the eighth day of
Tabernacle dedication (reddfreingd, and an to Hosh Heodesh of (he sec-
enwd month, the achronological sections of Num 1-9.

All three verses thus constiiute one prool, and thus serve a5 a
proof ekl a dinpan qr, W ostablish the presumption et "o all
places in which [the Terah] postpones [narrating] the earlier levent], it
explaing |the maner|" explicitly, and so we may assume that it is in
sequential order upless otherwise specilfied. Noie that while
Mahmanides provides more than a dozen calegories o account for
the sequence of diserete terms, bis Bavorite solution o out-l-order
narralive or exposition is the need 1o complete one mater before
continning cn 1o ancther.

It is molewortly, however, that in this case his general statement
must be understood as providing a comtrast to the case ar hand,
rather than an exemplum. 1lere Nahmanides wishes to stress that the
section following the "date™ of Lev 16:1 s actually cut-of-place, and
that it should be property be placed between Loy 10:20 and Lev 11:1,
This placement is thus an cxception to his general rule of scquentiali-
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ty, and it 15 worthwhile o examine why this s so, especially since
here [bn Ezra, ™ and perhaps Rushi, take the sections as being ar-
ranged sequentially, Why then does Nahmanides seemingly depart
from his aceustomed position, precisely when Rashi and hn Trm
concede the point?

Nahmanides signals his intent with his introductory comment; “1n
afl places in which it postpones [marrating] the earlier [event? it
explaing [the matter—that is, it provides incontrovertible evidence
of its departure from chronological order, as in the case, discussed
above, of Num 1:1 and 9:1. In this cuse, the reference to the deaths
of Nadav and Avihu serve the same purpose; 10:1 clearly points to
the revelation which lollows as dating to immediately afice that tragic
incident, which is described in Lev 109 This then is one of the
exceptions which praves the nule, by providing a “date,” the Torh
signals its departure from the expeoted orler In a sensce, therefore,
the inlervening sections have been placed hetween cupiers 10 and
16 for the usual cxpositional purposes,

‘The problematic cases are those in which both ihe needs of cxpuo-
sitional prose and omnisignificance are not clearly served. And
although these cases remain o an extent problematic, ey shed ligtht
on the parameters of Nalmunides' exegetical stance,

The most exlensive, and intensely anpucd case of chironoclogical se-
quence is that sumounding the naogural week of the sacrificial sec
vice deseribed in Exod 29, 40, Lev 1, and Num 1-2. While the bavngzes
block of Pentateuchal exposition bracketed by Exod 46 and Num 9
are all dated wilhin the week of 1-7 Nisan of the second year Fram the
Exodus, the exaa daling of particolar scgments remains unclear, and
thus became matiers of contention berween Kasli and Nahmanides.

Hore are the dates registered within these texis, tagether with
other markers of significance.

Passage  Datc/Sciing
Exod 221 uniletermined
Exodd 30h2  andetermineg]

Content

instructions (or e inavgural saclices

instractions for serting up the Tabermacle
I |

description of the seting up

command ko set up

descriptions of the sacrificial rites

Exod 30:17 1,692
Frod 42 171
Lev I I Tent

Lev 8:1

standard ™
uncleterminerd

8:2-3 instnctions for inaugura)l
sacrifices
Aed-30 description of inaugural sacrilices

lev % vighth day climax of inaiguml und death of Aaron's sons
Lev 151 aber deals of

Aaron's sons om Kippur rite
Lov 251 at Mownt Sinai sabibatical and jubiles years
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Passage  Date/Setiing Contcont
lov 25034 reference o

Mount Sinai al close of ook of Leviticus
Mean 1:1 27172 cwganization of consus and camp
Mum 71 day of compleling

Tabermarcle setu,

and Following  inawgural gifts of ribes

Mum 1 PRS2 Pusaly Sheni
Num %15 day of setup activities of the Cloud surrounding the
Tabermucle

Nahmanides Faced four cruces in dealing with the chronology of
this material, The first imvolves the exact relation of Exod 4002, 40017
and Lev 9:1: the second invodved the exact dawe of Lev 8:2; the thind,
which will not he dealt =ith in this section, involees the relation of
Lew 25:1 1w the rest of Leviticus and the events of the second balf of
Fxochis: and the fourth, which was discussed above, involves the or-
der of Num 1:1 and 91,

in truth, only the last two of these seem determined By the biblical
text, ‘The first texts seem (o procecd in reasonably chironological or-
der, the sceond actually involves only two verses, which may be re-
garded as inroduciony 1o the sedion as a whole,

However, the introduction of a midrashically added week 1o e
procecdings, a4 tradition which Nahmanides Felr unable o disregarcd
s he had i regardingg the chironalogy of the Flood,™ led wa com-
plicated reconstruction of iese sections dealing with the setting up
of the Tabernacle and the inavguration of the sacrificial order aned
priesthood,

The reason for this insettion of an extra week is as follows, Sifiw
poinds 1o an apparent contradiction between BExodos 40 and Nuom
2:15, an the one hand, and Loy 91 on he oher According o 1he
[ormer, the Divine Presence descended on the Tabernacle on 1
Nisun, when the Tubwernacle was sel up;, according 4o e laner, this
pocurred on the "eiglih day,” presumably the eighth day of the Ta-
bernacle dedication (mdfne fo), which presumably began on 1 Nisan;
accordingly, Lev &1 seems tor dae the descent of the Tvine Presence
to B Nisan, a week later. ‘The rabbinic solution is o interpose a week
between the instructions of Exod 29, 40:1-16 and the final day of the
fnaugural rites, the cigluh day of Ley @1, hos identifying the ovenis
of Exod 40:17-38, and especially (he descent of the Divine Presence
mentioned in A038, with Lev ©:1 and Num %15 Thus, sinoe the date
of Exad 392 is, stricily speaking, undetermincd, since the only dule
given s the dae Tor seling up the Tabernacle, this section can and is
se1 back a week, 10 23 Adar. The imervening week was, according o
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rabkinic tradition, devoted 1o erecting and dismantling the Tabernacle
sooas 1o give the Levites sufficient practice in accomplishing 1hese
Lasks.

However, once this week is made part of twe narmative strocture of
these pottions of Exodus, Leviticus and Numbers, some of the undat-
ed sections within them become the subject of debate, This is partic-
ularly e of Lev 8:2-3, which, acconding to Nabmanides, is 10 he
dated to 1 Nisan, and is 1hus in place, while according 1o Rashi it was
given on 23 Adar, along with the relevant seoions of Exodus.

Nahmanides suggests that its placement here reflects the need w
urge: diligence on (lezarez) Auron immediately before the iniiation of
the rites he was to perform, However, this proposal, as innocuous as
it sounds, contlicts wit two principles he espouses elsewhere, In his
introduciion o DBeuteronomy, Nabmanides explains the lack of sac-
tificial laws in that book by noting that priests require ne urging in
the fullillimeru of their duties, Bevond that s the question of why
these verses have been separated fronm their naturat place along with
Fxod 40:2-16 or Exod 29, which is where they wauld have Leen
placed had the needs of desr exposition been paramount. Indeed,
Malunanides himself notes the anomaly of scparating a coherent sec-
Lon into two parts, 52

As 1o the first problem, the rule rhat “pricsts are diligent™ cannot
apply hetore their indoction into the priesthood 1 As to the matter of
separating the instructions regarding the inauguration of the Taber-
naclke and the sacrificial service imo two sections, this s hardly the
case here, where, as Nalimanides himsell notes, 8:2 is merely a repe-
tition of varicus parts of Exod 29, and is meant as “cncouragement at
the time of Mmlfillment zeruz bi-sheat e ase).

The nexe verse, 83, which has no parallel in Exod 29, thus be-
comes subject to the objection Nahimanides raised against Rashi's dat-
ing. IF 5:3 really Delonggs in Fxod 29, why is it not there? The answor
Nahmanides gives, than (he gathering of the congregation at the ¢n-
france of the Tabernacle was imended o give due publicity to
Aaront’s induction into the pesthood, cannot serve, for that function
was served by the rites described in chaper 29 The question then
recurs: wity not place it there? IF 8:3 is a supplementiny cxpansion to
f:2, why 1hen may the instructions regarding Aaron’s inuuguetion be
spread over two and more passages, since the principle of sequen-
tiality, 1o which Nalimanides holds with such tenaciiy, may on occa-
sicn be overcome for the necds of a coherent exposition?™

To understand why, we must wrn 1o another principle enunciated
by Nahmapides in another discussion of the importance of the Taboer-
nacle.
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Proportion

Nalunanides” sensitivity to structural concemns canles over to another
realny; that of proportion.’™ For cxample, in his comments on Fxod
378, he enumerates the five-fold appearamce of descriptions of ihe
Tabernacle in Exod 25-30 and 35-40 and ascribes them to the Taber-
nacle’s imponance 1o Guod (derekb bibbal pe-derebh mea‘alah), ex-
plicitly comparing it to Eliezer's re-ielling of his journey to Pacdun
Artam in Genesis 24, He quates the midrashic statement guoted
abexnve;

The conversation of the servants of the patriarchal houwscholds are
maore pleasing to God tan e Tovah of their descendants, For the sec-
tion [derailingd Fliered's journey takes] diree or four colurmms bof text|
while hhe importaen rule] than the blond of a |dead] crecping thing
causes pitial impuriee s derived from one leaer. ™

By conurast, in both cases Abarbane]l opts tor a technical, expan-
sionany-explanatory rather than @ global solution; the repetition of the
account of the Tabernacle's constructiony, which follows the wording,
bt nwot the order, of God's instructions 10 Moses, 15 inlended
prove: that il was constrocted according to specification b not in e
order given, Abarlxanels preferred solution Tor repetition is the time-
honored talmudic zerikbuta, a type of harmonization.

At times this develops into a consistent exepetical aceount of the
similarities and differences etween duplicate passages, as in Eliezer's
acconmt of his journey 1o Labun and Bethuael. Abarbane] suggests that
is minute variations are intended to demonstrare Fliezer's wisclomm 1o
“rhe nations and the nobles” (Pa-emim re-ba-sarim—non-lewish
readers?), the finer points of Elicser's masieny of twe arts of negotia-
tion, and presumably o teach us all sometling of these ares '

Aburbane], statcsman to the core, clearly reveals much of himself
in this “diplomatist” inlerpretaion of this conversation, here and else-
where, however, he never asks himselt why 1these maners should
consume dozens of verses inoan omeisignificant Toral in which
every letter is weighed, Why divide Mosess conversnion with God
int two two-verse packets, even though one may supplement Ui
other?’™ Though Rashi prosvides a “literasy” solution w this peoblem,
Abarbane] ignores it entirely, i his preferenoe foe casuistical inter-
pretations, it at all possible, he clearly fulfills the omuisigniticant
mandate—ikof bedkba do-tha lemddrash. | .
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Thus, Abarbanels search for casuistic distinctions in accourting for
narrative repetitions muns afoul of e usuat filing of such attempts;
he loses sight of the relative imoral and religions weight of 1he les-
sons he draws from these duplications. Should the Torab devate six-
teen verses to a reprise of Fliezers experience at the well in order 1o
leach us how to negotiate, or to praise [s prowess in such rmallers,
or is this, as Nahmanides would have it, an expression of the Nar-
raters conoern with this soubjeo?!™

Nalimanides’ keen scnse of proportion shows itself in these mat-
ters, and he will myuire as 1o why Scriplure devotes more ar less an-
tention than he deems proper 10 one or another matter. In the cases
just diseussed. his solution, which relates importance 1o repeliticnn,
provides a more global answer, though one not less wmnisignificanmly
oriented. As noted above, for Nahmanides, the: number of repetitions
2 topic receives testifies to that topic’s importance. B this selution
liwy is not without its problerns. Why not make this inportance felt in
a more ellicient manner?™

This, of course, goes tor the heant of the narraive enterprise, the
question of why the Torah chooses the genre of nurative o serve as
the frame and provide much of the conlent of God's revekiion. Any
concern with historical data, whether narrative:, genealogical or olher
lypes of list, is generally viewed by the commentators, following, mid-
rashic precedent, as an expression of God’s luve and concern
Lhibbab) for every aspect of Tsrael's spiritual and material well-being.

Reaurning, then, to the function of Lev #:1-3 within the comnplix of
sections devoled 1o Aaron's induction into the priestlod, we may
note that Nalhmanicles in his comments @ 8:2 refoms w0 the s adab
and bibbak of Aaron and bis sons “before CGod™ -tle same words e
used in his comment regarding the Tabernacle in Fxod 371

This shont section then is part of the lve-fold series of repetitions,
in general and in paniculas, which Nabmanides mentions in his com-
ments on Fxoed 378 There his enoumeraen includes: 1. the detniled
instructions of Parashar Teremeh, 2. the gencral summation of Txod
31:6-17; 30 =at the time of construction (B-sheal ma'zsel e moen-
tivned themn in gereral toras, ™ w Faod 33:10; 4. 2 derailed cxposi-
tion “which is missing in the Torah, but cenainly Moses luad to el
the skilled craftsmen who carried out the work” what necded o be
done in detail al the time the work commenced, and 5. the general
summation of the work done in Exod 35:53.% Mudaris medanden, the
detailed cxposition missing in the Tomh may find its analogue in Lev
B:2-4, nad for the construction of the Tubernacle, but Tor s dedica-
tion. [n any case, this short section is part af the larger complex
whiclh serves 1o emphasize the imporance of this project 10 God's
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plan of resworing the spiritual fortunes of the lsraclites, '™ which is
akin to the duplications of the story of Eleazar's getring a wile for
Iszac, a mission which would determine the destiny of 1he Tsraclie
nation to be, which Nahmanides also mentions in this contection. '™

‘Thus, once again, as in (he Elieser narative, the imponance of the
matter js in dined propotion to the number of fepelitions i warrants,

Importance need not be measured on a cosmic scale. For exam-
ple, the mvelvefold enumeration of the dedication offerings of the
princes, cach one identical with the other, is an index of the impor-
tance of caclh prince. Why not, asks Nahmuanides, summarize all bul
the first?

The correct understanding of (his passage is that the Haoly One, blessed
e Tle, wished 1o give honor 1o those who lear Tlim, . . Behold, the
princes all brought this offenng wwn which they had agreed. on one
day, and it is impossible but that one must precede his Tetlowe, 15
B |God] wisled 1o mention them by name and [presem)| their olfer-
ings in detail, mentioning each onc's day separately, amd not o men-
tion and honor the first—"this is the offering of Nahshon son of
Aminadav™—and then stale: "and thus the princes, each one on his
day, brought |his offering),” For this would infringe an the honor of the
others Chirzur bi-khevod ba-abering "%

Thus, the importance of propostion is alse elaled W the cldinic
concern with repetition. Here the impossibility of giving <ach tribal
head his proper due within a twelve-day ceremony impelled a long
and repetitious account of the offerings. In comoast to s usaal prc-
lice, Nahmanides negates the significance prioly s usual given Dy
balancing that with the equal teatment accorded each offering, In
this case, Propomion Courlers Sequence.

The role of proportion or repetition in indicaling inlensity appears
in his comments on legal passages as sell In most cases, repetition
serves as an alternate means, alongsicls prionily in scquence, of indi-
cating relative importance, A heinous sin will be mentioned boefore a
less heinous one, as noted abowve'™ likewise, a heinous sin will be
mentioned more often, Thus, the prohibiton, onee again, of idokuany
in Excod 23:24 prompts this comment: “The Torh repeatedly warns
[against idokirg], and even thouglh these verses are redundant me-
putiarin), thoere is no [need] 1o be concemed with this,"™ becavse of
the severity lof the sin of idolatry]."

FProportion, orF repetitiveness, serves other functions which the
classic ralahinic system did not necessarily acknowledge. 1o his com-
ments o Liv 268, Nahmanides explaing the parallelistic structure of
26:7-8 (ABAATBYY a5 occasioned by the need “to give them [= the
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Israelites] courage and valor to pursue five hundred.” The need o
encoutage and condole provided a ralionale For juxiapositions which
were otherwise difficult ®0 explain, as in his rernarks regarding the
placement of the section on drink-offerings in Num 15, Since drink-
ollerings, like the additional festal sacrifices of Num 28-29, were to
bet brought only in the land of Isracl, the giving of this section after
the debacle of the spies episode served "to console them and to reas-
sure them (lebauttham), since they were discouraged, saving: “Who
knows what will e afier forty years?. © . And therefore the Holy
One, blessed be He, saw fit to console them, for by insnecting thermn
regarding the mizeol which depend on [residence} in the land He
reassured them that it was revealed before Him that they would
come and take possession of i ™™

As noted abwve, Nahmanides” sense of proportion ted him o in-
gire info either the lenpth v which Scripiore dilated oo various
painls, or even into why the passage was included in the Pemaleuch
altogether. A1 1imes, the disproporionate amount of anention a par-
ticular maner garners in Scripture leads Nahmanides 1o prefer a tvpo-
logical interpretation for the narrative, Thus, his well known discus-
sion in his commentary t Gen 27:20 regarding the disputes between
lzaac and the Philistines anent the wells Isaae had dug, opens witl
the: inguiry: “Scripture dwells at length in regarcd 16 the matter of the
wells, though there is no [moral] utility nor greal honor G Isaac in
the plain sense of this narralive © . bul there is in this 1hing a hidden
matler, for it comes o inform [us] of futore maters® [hos, the very
narrative of such apparent inconsequentials impans a deeper meun-
ing o the store 1™

Converscly, his sense of proporion plays a central robe in his dis-
agreement with Rashi over (he identity of the “king in 1sragl® men-
tioned in Gen 36:31 in connection with the "kings of Edomn whes
reigned before a king retgned for the children of lsnuel.” Rashi identi-
fies the king as Saul, and thus categorizes the passage as a prophetic
“future history,” while Nahmanides ideniifies this unnamed king with
Moses, and thus sees it as history plain and simple, His wcason is that
“why should prophecy mention these?™ In cther words, though it is
important o Hst these kings as cvidence of the fullillment of lsaacs
Ihessing (o Esau, such an intention is not sufficient reason for provid-
ing a prophetic history, Nahmanides's scnse of proportion thus pro-
vides us with 4 son of "Law of Conservation of Prophetic Encrzy. 172

In the same vein, Nahmanides will inquire inie the reason for the
repeating of information alrcady given, as in his comment to Num
10:14, where the list of the: ribal princes, already provicded in chapter
2, arpuses his interest, His quasi-casuisiic explanation, that this repeti-
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tion informs us that they actually led the ribes on their march
through the wilderness, and that the same princes rermained in office
throughout this period, scems o have been unsatisfaciory 4o him,
since he prefaces it with a “perhaps."'™

¥1

Segoence as Self-Yalidating

One instance, whose brevity is in inverse proportion to its impot-
tunce in understanding the relation of sequentiality and omnisignifi-
cance in Nahmanides' exegotical hicrarchy, is the description of
Jacobs crossing of the Jabbhok in Gen 32:23-24. Unlorunately, the
standard editions of Nalunanides' commentary, both that of MZ.
Eisenstacht and of €. Chavel, misinterpret the tuost of Nahimanides®
remarks.
The hiblical text reads:

231 e rose during Ba nigdi, 1ok his oo wives and his two Dol
muaidens, and his aleven children, and crossed over the Jabbok ford,
{24) He took them, and brougla them cser the stream, and Lrougln
awer thar which wras his.

Mahmanides comments:

Then: is oo sequential onder to this verse insofar as “"saving" s con-
cerned; rather i states thal he galercd Dis wivess aned his handmaidens
aneg his children 1 the bank of the stream,'™ [thend e himsclE orossod
eaer the Jabhok ford alone to delemine whetler the waer was [boo]
high [lor pussage] Ov. 2350 IThen] he returmed and took adl of them -
gether with hime and beought them over the siream (v, 240, anud aller
that he brought over that which was his, his camp aned possessions.

Bolh verses record Jacob’s crossing of the Jabbok ford together
with his family, and it is this duplication which prompts Nahmanicdes™
remark, not the difference in the order of wives and children in 32:23
and 3%:2, Ilowever, he scems satisficd wilh sening these verses i
narrative order, In this case, the question of proportion whicle be rais-
s in other contexts, as in Exod 37:8, Lev 52, and Num 27:9, is
absent hore. Wy s this incident importan enough to warrant (wo
verses o deseribe in minue detail the order of the Jacob's fording of
the: Jablxik? Nahmanides does oot say.

Mot thaa he was withouot possibilities. For exminple, Le coutd easily
have derived @ moral lesson frwen the care which Juooby kavished on



Yerakor A0

insuring the salety of his loved ones, leaving nothing o chance '™
Apparently, however, determining narative sequentiality may serve
as an end in iiself, without reference to broader questions of ommisig-
niltcunce, 1n this case, Nahmanides reticence reflects the older view
of Scripture as sell-validating.”™ This view finds its expression in
Rashi’s note 1o Lev 12:8, to which Nahmanides offers no objection.

As noted above, Lev 12:8 gives the sacrifices incumbent on a par
turicnd mother as “two turtledoves or two doves, one for 3 burnt-
offering and one for a sin-offering.” This 15 in contrast to the usual
order of sacrifices in such listings. where the sin-oflcring is men-
vonesdd first,'™ In particutar, Tev 58 serves Rashi, as it did for Sifra
and the Bawedi,"™ us a Binyan av {uc all matters of precedence
between these o offerings. He states:

“He shall bring that which is or a sin-offering A" a sin-offering -
cedes a burnt-offering. To what muy this be compars? Lo a defense
anoency who entered the courtrooml o plead For his client he
defenss alturmney pleads, and the gift flo the judge] comes alter,

50 the generad nile, Lev 12:8 is an exception, and Rashi, [illonwing
Zetrbin $0u, remarks on i

“One as o barnt-offering and v us a sin-offering” The vemse placed
lthe turnt-offeringl lict only for lthe pugreses ol reading lthe Torah
serofl Carikrad,™ but as to [the order of] oflering lihe sacrifices], the
sin-offering precedes the burn-offering; 5o have we learncd in Zena-
Biry, i he chupier "Kob ha-Tadin [890-90a]

Towafor, ad foc, already rmise the question of the pasint of 1his, ™
since all of the Torah is imended for that pumose. Neither here nor
regarding 5:5 does Nahmanides address 1he question of precedence,
presumably agreeing with Rashi on this mater.™ Conld this be a
reflex of 1he Tecling that 2 biblical text s self-justifying? Or is this
merely another way of implying 1ha “wherever we can cxpoind
midrashically we do™—Dbut when we cannot, we siiply desisio®

Or, perhaps, did Nahmanides discern a “socrer of the Toralh®
regarding which he decided o remain silent? Nd he understand
mikra as relerring (o the names of God which constituted the text of
the Tarah, as he assens in the introduction o his commentary??

Cne other unacevunied for departure from scquentiality reguines
comment. Nahmanicles rejects the idemtification of Exod 20:15-18,
which scem 1w describe the reaction of the Lstaeliles 10 the revelation
at Sinai, with Deut 5:20-22, and dates these verscs asequentially o
hefore the giving of the Ten Commandments. In contrast, he explains
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the orpission of Newt 5:22 From the Exodus account on the grounds
that Scripture "wished 10 explain the miizvor and mishpetion in order
{be-seder).” Bt it so0, the deparure from sequential order, which re-
quires that Exod 20:15-18 be placed before the Ten Commandiments,
is all the meore incxplicable, since if it had been placed in its proper
sequential order, rthe narrative could have cnded with the Ten
Commancments, and Seripture could have procecdoed 1o s explana-
tom of mizeod immediely thercafter Here, then, Nahmanides nod
only interprets this passage against his twn general principle, B
does 5o when his own exegetical tradition argued Tor scquential
order, Could it be that, baving partially conceded the asequential na-
ture of the Jethrr narrative in his comments to Exod 1812, a1 leas
pothetically, he despaired of providing a thoroogh-going sequen-
lially-oricrued reading for the narrative? Or s thae facn that he does
not really hit his stride, moethodologically speaking, until after this
point, significant? After all, his programmatic statements on this issue
are mostly confined to his commentaries on Levitieus and Mumlers.
T shull Bave more w say oo this below.

Sequontiality as Pesbeadt

In several instances, Nalunanides rejects Bashi's re-atrangement of a
rassage because such @ reconstruction depars from the requitements
af a peshbat interpreration, The maost striking of these Iinvolve the
cluonclogy of the Flood, the order of elements in the description of
the process of purifying a house of scale disease, and the purificatory
rilual of Yom Kippur

The latter two pussages comain doailed descripions of mtels of
sowme doration which assume a narrative character, and. in Taoth,
Rashi fecls compelled we remove o veese Ironn the Tow of the narra-
tive in order to preserve what he considers to be the proper
piEa o LA B

Each of these bear strongly on the guestion of sequentiality,
though in different ways. As we shall see, however, in traditicnal
terms, bul atypically, cach involves the authority of midrashic cxoege-
sis 1o restructure a long passage rather than the more wsoal midrashic
context bounded by a verse ar verset,

First, let us examine e matter of the dines comained within the
scll-comtained Flood narrative. Rashi forces each dite into the frame
work demmnded by the midrashic statement tat Jee Flood lasted a
year™ To do so, he interprets “the seventh momb” of Gen $:4 as
ithe sevenih momh foome Kistey, in which the rain ceased, "™ As a
consequence, he mus add the 750 days during which the floodwe-
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wrs receded 1o the forty days of the Ficod propor rather than laking
the entire 150 day period as fackding the Tony days during which
the rains lel],

This is problematic, since the date of the beginning of the forty
days is the seventeenth day of the sceond menth (241 7}, and the end
of the 150-day period is thus the seventeenth day of the seventh
month (7717} Nalunanides, assuming months of thirty days each, cal-
culates the 150 days as beginning 2717, with the stant of the Flool,
and ending 717" Morcover, he nows that in order 1o sustain his
interpretation, Rashi must continually change 1he dating system in
use, raking the date given in 7:11 as referring to start of the Flood,
that of #:4 1o the end of 1he rain, anc that of 85 (the very nex)
versel) once again to the stam of (e Flood, ™

Nahmanides himsclf interprets all dates as referring to the same
erd (= Meoah's life, a5 is evident from 711 B8 a procedure maore in
keeping with the plain meaning of the text. ™

There s more involved here than the use of o micdrash, JTwwever,
far the positions taken by Rashi and Nahmanides here reflea iheir
sense of narmtive lime, Since Rashi does no expect sequertinl order,
he is not dismayed when successive dates tn the same passage refer
L difterent stanting poires: Nohmanides is much moce concerned in
providing a unitary reading of the scquence,

Onee again, a3 in the case of the chronclogy of e ‘Tabemacle
ercction and dedienion, Rashi's invocation (implic though i ba) of
el mukdam is compelled by midrashic constlerations. Howover,
while that of the Tabermacle ultimately siems from a trae exegetical
problem, here the midmsbic assamption whicl Bashi rings to his re-
structuring of the dating system of the Flood is essentially extrancous
to the passage at hand. In any cvent, Nalunanicles rejects both the as-
sumption (as applicd 1o 1he Flood, at any rate) and the restrcturing.

Rashi's interpretation of Lev 14:33-57 goos bevond his reslmcturing
of the Flood's dates: it constitutes a case in which Rushi allows mid-
rashic considerations to govern the very onder of verses. As wo shall
see, here he bwses himself almaost exclusively an the Sifrer.

In regard to scale disease (or fungus} affecting houses, Lev 14
seems 10 allow for a1 least two ways in which such a fungus may
canse ritual impurity: by spreading (v, 44} or by recurring after the al-
fecied stones have been removerl ancl replaced (v, 43). Gstensibily,
Rashi is cancerncd with the relative importance of these o Factors
which govern the same case, 1n actuality, that is not the issue atl all,
as He'er Vizhal recognieed 1%

Sifrats concern is to systematize the various elements which affeel
scale disease into 4 colesive whole, Thus, cach possibiliy must be



42 {he Torah (SMadda fourval

given its due, and provided with an owcome. Cither the eruption
spreads, remains unchanged, diminishes, or necurs after the affecied
stones have been removed and replaced—during one, tweo or cven
three weeks of quarantine. Fach of these possibilitics 35 mised within
this passage, with the exception of the thivd ("diministing™) which is
imporned ftom an earier passage on scale disease as it aftects gar-
ments !

Rashi's cssential concern is nol with systematization, however,
rather, he adapis part of the 3ifa’s analysis in order to restruciure the
pussage 5o as to deal with a case in which 1he eruption did not
spread cilber during the first or second weeks of quarantine. by a
series of gezerot shavor and a mitd, Sifra provides an answer 10 this
guestion: if the fungus reeurs, the house must be dismantled; i i
does not, it must be purificd. This solution, however, comes at the
expense of removing 1444 from ils place hefore 45, since in s cur-
rent location it implics that if the emption spreads after the first
week, the house must be dismantled. Sifrez has exiended by means
of pezerol shavof) 3 one werk process to one as long as three weeks
before the house must be dismantled. The verse must thercelore be
displaced], 10 Tillenw v, 47.

First Rashi poses the gquestion of the redative strength of “spread-
ing" and “recurrence.”

44, "The priest shall come and see, and Dehald, the eruption has
spread in the howse” Perhaps lan emuption] which relums is ol une-
Clean unless it spreads?

Following Sifra, Rashi determines \he irrelevance of "spreading™ by
means of a gezerah shoved involving the phrase zoro of meamered,
which appears here and in 1%51 regarding the discoloration affecting
garmenis. Rashi thus can now employ 14:44 For Lis real pumpose, that
of ferreting cut the proper course of acticn for an eruption which
remains unchanged.

IF i3, why does the verse say, "and behobl, it spread™

This is not the place of this werse, bul “and he shall dismantle the
house” v, 43) should have been wrtien after “and if the emaption ne-
" (v, 43, "And the priest shall come and see" {v. 44), therefore
coaes 1o teach only regarding an euption which remains unchanged
in his sight during the fArst wreek Tof quatantine], and he comes at e
e of the second weck and finds tha i spread.

For previonsly the Torah did not explain anything reparding 1 case] in
which Tthe eruption] mermained [unchanged] in his sight durcing the fira
week—and it waches you here in regard oo ihis spreading, that o
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speaks enly regarding lan emiption] which remained unehanged during
the firsst ard spread during the second.

What should he do with e

Ferhaps he disinantles it, as [lid down by the versc) adjacent w i
“zred he shall disinunile the houwse" (v, 439 The verse sava: "and he
prriest shall relum” (v, 39), “and the priest shall come” (v, 443,

We leam "coming” fiom “relurning.” just as Iinl “rowrning” he reweves
[the affected stones! and scrapes and plasiers and gives it another
week, 50 [in repard 0] *coming® he removes [ihe affected stones] and
scrapes and plasters and pives if another week—if it returns he dis-
rrantles; i i1 does not e, [the housel is Dritally] pue.

The question of what 1o do with an eruption which remains wn-
changed For fwe weeks then arises. Continuing liis reprise of Sifra's
analysis, and huilding on the foregoing, Rashi determines, again by
means of gereruh shavah involving vas. d4 ("le shall come™ and 48
("and if he shall come™), thar the sume procedure—remaoval of the
alfecred stones, scraping, plastering and another week's confine-
mueni—is followed inthe case of a fungus which remains unchunged
after two weeks, “In conclusion, dismantling |is carred oull anly with
an cruption which returns after removal [of 1he affected stones],
scraping and replustering, and the [cruption] which returns does oot
regutire ‘spreading’.”

Having reached the desired conclusion, he now procecds 1o
restrociure the passage in accongkince with it

The order of verses is a3 such: "And if it refens” (v, 433, "and he dis-
mantles™ Uv 4% "Whoever will conwe inslde the hogse™ O 480, “Whoe
ever will et insice the house” (v, 473, ~The priest shall come and see,
and behold, it has spread” €. 44), and the verse speaks of un crup-
tionl which remains [unchangedl doring the sl [weck), that he pive {1
a second week of confinement, and at the erd of the second week of
its confinement, Bhe pricst] comes and sees lat it spread.

Whal shull he do o

He remvoves the affected stones], scrapoes, replasters and gives i 2
week. [} il returns, he dismantles [the howscl [ it docs aor refen, i
requires |purification with] birds, for [vasus of] erupuons [do not lase
longer than three weeeks ™

To clarify Bashi's conclusion, ket us examine the description of the
pricst’s achons as he comes 1 examine 3 house i which scale dis-
vase {garg'at or g 'ef batim) has broken oul The progression may
I diagramed as loliows:
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verse 37 priest comes Tor his examination of the house

38 he quusrantines the house

39 he returns on twe seventh day, and finds rhe fungus
has spoead

40-42 1he affected stones ate temoved, the house s scraped,

NCwWs stones put in place, and the house yeplastered

43 the pricst teturns and finds the fungus has returned
after the preatment describecd in 40-42

44 "IF the priest comes and sces tha the Tungus has
spread in the house, U is a chronic scale disease, .. "

4% the house is dismantled

43-7 status of those wha cnfer or remain i the house

A& I the priest should come and see that Lhe Tungus has
not spread in the house after it has been (re)plasiered. - "—the
house is declared pure.

An inspection of this break-down will reveal a consistent line of
dovclopment up o and including v, 4%, which deals with a fungus
which continues to spread during a weck, and smne indeterminate
amount of time Detween the operation of vss, 40-42 and 1l priest's
return in v. 44; with v, 48 the cxposition doubles back to v 39, and
takes up an alternate line of developmoent, dealing with the other
possible outcome of the priest's examination of v. 4% while vss 39-
47 deal with the conscquences of the fungus’ continued spresed, v. 48
takes up the question of what 1o do P i does seof spread.™

This analysis is not new. It follows Nahmanides' olscervations,™
aocording 1w o preshal undesianding of the section, excepr 1hal we
have reduced Nubmanides' two-week scheme to something mon
than a week, since 14:43 does not specify a time for the recurrence
of the Tungus, and we may asswme thar it returns late on e seventh
chiy, giving us a total of seven days for the fungus,'”

Thus, according to Nahmanices, e seeton deals witle only one af
the many pessibilities raised by the structures of the earlior socnions
which deal with other ypes of scale discase; the other possibitities
are explared by the Oral Torah ™ Most imponam for our purposes,
since Nuhmanides does not insist that our passage deal with each
possibility within the parameters of pesbad, he sequenoe of verses
may remain as set forth in e passage iself Here, as inothe Floond
narrative, Nahmanides carefolly differentiates hwetween requirements
of peshat anct the poverning assumplions of derasd, e lutter being
the province of the Oral Torah ™ Tn this case, either the plain sensc
meaning or the midrashic clabomtion will serve the omnisignificant
program.
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Pashi thvis takes his cue from Sifrg in scarching Scripture for solo-
tions to problemns for which the Torah does not pravide clear answers,
certainly u response o the omnisigmilficant imperative, which includes
the injunction of “lum it over and over, for all is in 0" Malunanides,
i contras, here as elsewhere, mainains the line between the 1w
Torahs, berween peshart and dergsh, However, even Rashi will go only
whete the Midrasl: leads; for there are fealures in this passage which
might well merit omnisighificant teatment, bat have nat in actuality
been employed for that purpose. As we might expea, neither Rashi
nor Nahmanides—nor their successors, we might add—luas done so,

One such matler involves the halakhic significance of e term
Porab used in Lev 14:43 along with the verb shen 17 shop refers to
the recurrence of the emiption, what docs parad mean? 1f it refces 10
the spreading of the fungus along with recurrence, why miv use
pasab, as in the rest of the passage?

Rashi, who ordinarily takes his coc Irom Sifhe, does not deal with
it, theugh Sifrg does deal with it, as we shall sce. However, Nah-
manides, aware of the problem, deals with it by cquating fvrab with
shaw, since a “rcourrence” of the eraption surcly involves some in-
crease in size—Irom nothing o the minimom Chalakhic) measore of 2
gris. Bu of this, more belaw,

The use of this verb, which scems eximnenus but is poteruially
charged with halakhic significance, would seem to call oul for mid-
rashic reatment. We might distinguish between recurrence with
spreading and recurrence without such infestation. Tnslead, Sifra pro-
vides a purely "local” derash for the wored, one without structural fm-
plications. According to $ifka, n-fared does provide a ribbuy nol in
regard 1y size, bw appearance, that is, whether the recurrence is of
the same appearance as the earlier cruption or of a different appear-
ance is inconsequential™ Nabmanides incorporates this midrash in
support of his contention that parah and faosead refer 1o otally differ-
ent phenomena, the former relevanl only 10 recurrence and
spreading. 1F so, the recurrence may be of a different appearance and
even on different stones, Nahmanides, ad foc., devises his own
midrashic exposition basci on the expression, "if the cruption reours
and Mewers in the house™ (1443 —in the Aogse, bat nol nocessarily
on the same stones, since the verse does not specify that the Aower-
ing be “on the stones.” However, later in his discussion his weakens
the distincion beteeen the two, suggesting that, after all, as noted
above, even reeurrence involves a measure of increasing size.™
Agaim, though Nahmanpides is willing to limit the application of
halakhic derashat in determining pesbar, cspocially when it concerns
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the structure of a passage, he is oot willing w enter entirely unchar-
tered halakhic territory, This reluctance limits the range of many oth-
prwise inmovative exegetical attempts, since only soomoch progress is
permitted in advancing the ommisignificant program,

Finally, let us examine the passape describing the Yom Kippur ser-
viee in Lev 16, whers Rashi, following the Tulmuod, displaces 16:23
froun its position,

Our Rabbis swid thar this is ot the lproped place of his verse, and
they gave a rcason For teir words, in Tractate Yo [32a). They said:
All the entirery ol this section s written in order, except lor this en-
trance, which s after the olicring of s bumt-offering and the burmt-
offering of the people (v, 24), the burning of the cmrails of the Pallock
uned De-goar (v, 273, which were dooe in [the high priest's] golden gac-
ments, [afler which] be inmerses and sanctifies, wkes Wiem ofF el
purs an [hish white garments. "And coters the Tenl of Meeting"—in
order to take oul the spoon and incense-pan with which he il
offered incense within the Holy of Holies] “And wemoves the linen
parments,” aller be took them out, and dons golden ganoens [
[eifering] 1he perpetual [daily burnt-offering] of the afternoon,

Kashi withholds the Rabhis' reason {for restoucturing this passage,
though he mentions that “they gave a rcason for tweir wonds.” The
reason is that a Sinaitic halakhab reqguires live changes of vestments
during the service of Yom Kippur, while no more than three may e
discerned in the passage itell, even when madeashically interpreted,
By restructuring, such an interpretation becomes possilale.

And this is the order of (he {Temple] Services: The moming porpetual
[haily Lmt-offering] in polden parments, the Service of the inner bul-
lock and he-gom ™ and the incense of the fne-pace in white garments;
his man and the peaple's ram and pad of the additional sacrifices®? in
wolden garments; the faking owt of the spoon and ficc-pan in while
garments, and the rest of ihe addinonal sacrifices ™ the perpetual
[daily] offering of the aflernoon, and the incense offered in the
Sanctuary propor upon the inoer altar in golden ganneats,

The order of the verses aceording 1w e Services fperfonoed] i us
surh:

AThe man] shall send the poat into the desert” (v, 22), "he shall wash
his body in water . . and go out and do his burnt-offering. " v, 24,
"thie fal wof e sin-ctlerime. - .7 v 250, and [then] the whole section
unhl “and afferssards he shall come info the encampment™ (5. 26, and
alier that: "Auron will Rheo) come line e Tent of Mectingl” (v, 232

Nalimanides rejects this interpretation as being unnecessary, this
seotiom is indeed in proper ocden, i we undersiand propery the
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order intended. The parrative first describes the entine special Yom
Kippur Service performed by the high priest in his “white garments,”
and only then 1akes up the more usual daily Service us performed in
his golden garments, the vestinents he dons on days other than Yom
Kippur. Since the former is the main subjea of this section, it is men-
tioned fimst.

Once again, it is impontant to nole tat the sume reasoning can ap-
ply 10 purely expository contexis, Thus, in his discussion of the struc-
ture of the Ten Commandmenis, Nahumanides points out that with the
Fifth, “He has completed lthe exposition] of atl those 1o which we are
obligated in tenms of the Creator Himself and His honor, and now
[the passagel turns {re-bazar lozemof) 1o commuand 1s regarding mat-
ters touching an [God's] creations. .. ™ And further on, in his com-
ments on the next verse, he notes that concern now shifts to detudl-
ing 1he consequences of the latter flive commandments, the case liw
of the Book of the Covenant.

To sum up our loms and somewhatl involved discussion 1o this poin:
while the search for omnisignificance characterizes 1he earliest sirara
of rabbinic lierarure, the progeim which this kleat mandated was
hardly carried oul in any thoroughgoing way. not onlv in tenins of
coperage—chapiers, sections, verses—but also in terms of pberome
#d. in his work on parallelisn, James Kugel has already called atten-
non o the lack of Formal awareness™ in the dlassic rabbinic cra 1o
this pervasive biblical technique.® In this study we have scen the
retatively minor role played by sequentiality in this period. 1 is only
wilth the growth of comprehensive biblical comnentaries that the
niedd for examining the chronological relations boiween adjcining
and related passages was feh, Along with this came the necessity of
accounting for all types of sequential ordering in the Pentateuch,
whether of clauses, verses, wpics and passages. Since not all woulkl
comlortably fit within the wsval omnisignificant requircments —
halakhic or aggadic meaning—a variely of doctrines were adopted,
vsually from midrashic sourees, and adapted to this regquiremcnt;
hibbab, accommudationtsm in its various aspects (“the Tural speaks
in human tenns,” resumptive repetition, the need Tur syntaclic coher-
ence, maintaining the unity of place and 1ime), intensity and imper-
tance, the latter two close ko classic omnisignificant legal and moral
CAtegOrics.

Nahmanides' commentary on the Pentateuch represents a higlh
point of this development of the omnisignificant program. Reversing
the principle of efn mukdam t-me 'ubar ba-Torab as represented in
the Baedi and in Rashi's commentary,® he forged a systen in which



45 The Torah C-Madda fournal

sequentiality served the purposes of ommisignificance by wking s
place within a hierarchy of principles. These principles included ex-
pressions of the love of God for lsrael (Aibbak), 1he importance of
particular doctrines or events as evidenood Ty the number of appear-
ances they make or their order of appearance within a sequence,
the use of resumplive repelitdon to structure the themalic concerns of
specific books, on the one band, and o coordinuie thase books with
adjoining ones on the other. Within those purposes, he seems further
e have developed a series of criteria governing the use of that prin-
ciple, which limit it to specific siluaiions: o join adlacent books of
the Bible, 10 join non-adjacent sections when the resumption was
shorter than the origingl,™ and in syntactic use within a sentence.
Furthermore, on oooasion he emploved it as an exegetical wal, as in
Fxod 4:9, where he rejected Rashi's midrashic exposition, and Num
7:1, where he rejected b Ezra's use of Lev 815 as a parallel. Thus
was scyuentiality harnessed to the omnisignilican engine. 1t should
he noteed, bowever, that, more often than not, repetilivencss was the
spurk that started the engine mrming.

Moreover, sequentialily also served to coordinate and limir, as well
as give cxpression, to the omnisignificant ideal. Fven given Nahman-
ides” close attention 10 these guestions, not all sequences are signifi
cant, and some are clearly nol, as the exceptional Lev 12:8 or those
reswmpiive repetitions which he docs not note™ In a sense, Nah-
manides' work outlined a prosram for future excgoesis, ne less dan
did tha of the Sages of the classical period. And, ke their work in
theit way, his analysis represents the high fde of concern with these
issues, By defining the problem and laying cur the Feld, Nahmanides
determined the course of furine study of these problems—Dbat ondy in
relation to his debate with Rashi on these matlers.

For with the wirn of the omnisignificant program from the biblical
text to that of Kashi, it was only Nalimanides” animadversions on
Rashi's musings on seqguentiality which took oot and sdhich were
discussed, to whatever extent. Fow of the classical, mfuential kater
cotnmentators advanced Nahmanicles' program on this issue.

On the other hand, in their super-commentaries on Rashi, laler
excgeles did in some measure advance the omnisignificant pragram
in this direction. For while Rashi was most ofien swisficd with menely
noting the ascoguentiality of one or another passage withour prowvid-
ing a moral or halakhic reason dor it, his eommentators took up the
oinmisignilicant challenge and awempted ta Gl in this desideratum !
Nevertheless, as we shall see, the essential challenge of exiending the
omnisignificant ideal to verses and passages which hitherio had
escaped omnisignificant exegesis was not laced, in large pan because
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the technigques aeeded to du so were universally scknowiedged as
nar longer available with the end of classic rabbinic derash. However,
ter the extent possible within the parameters of Rashi's commentary to
the Pentatcuch, and the Talmud's discussion of such maers, laler

authorities dicd deal with e, 2

Yo

Our discussion of sequence in Nahmanides” commentary would not
be complete without attending to Nalwnanides” obsereations on the
place of time within the Pentateuchul narranve itself, It i3 to (ol we
noAw turn (we airention.

The Historical IMimension

As Frich Auverbach noted, the sedousness of e biblical nerramor in
heres in the presumed historicity aml supreme theological dmpor-
tance of the sory 1w him -~ Transferring this insight 10 our study of
traditional exegesis, it goes without saying tha these narratives must
reflect history ta o significant degree.® To the extent that they do,
they must reflect an vnderstanding of human affairs as 2 sequence of
divinely influenced events. The nexus boetween Providence and suory,
narratology and thoeology, is thus assured ™

Ag Shemaryahu Talmon has pointed out, one of 1the functions of
resumptive repetitions s to mark shinolancity, as in the resumption
of the Joseph story atter the Judah and Tamar interlude, which itself
covers several years durings which Judah's sons marry, dic, and Tamar
returns o her paternal home o await Shelali™s maturation, The amni-
scient Nartator's handling of vme bas an importane theological di-
mension, a5 Meir Swernberg pointed our in a somewhat differen con-
Text.

Given the hiblical narmators access (o privileped knowledge—the dis-
wnt past, privale scenes, the thoughts of the dramatis personae, from
God down—he must speak [rom an umniscient position. . .. Thoes this
epistemclogical novelty las conmsted with ancient Near Fastern reli-
givns—Y L] in the sphoere of world arder exiend 10 e epistemology
and aperation of point of view i the parmative? 1oes the moncotheistic
articte of faith give a new bearing o 1he inherited rite of cmniscienoe?
ls it, for example, that the narrakor assgmes omniscienoe because he
could ot otherwise do justice te an infallible God. . . . ¥ Since the
Omniscient nspires his prophety, morcover, does ihe naratcn implici-
by appreal to Lthe gift of prophecy, so s w speak with redoubled
authority as divine historjan?!"
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Can a proper understanding of Pravidence be weighed against the
rule that the blood of a sherez produces rilual impurity? Are the "piles
and piles” of halakhet derived from each “crown” of te Toral's let-
ters?” commensurate with an gppreciation of God’s role in hisiorny,
on the natiohal and personal level?

The cmnistgnificant imperative requires the interpretation of every
variation as meaningful, prosumably inciuding variations of narrative
density, where one incident is given a larger-scale treaiment than
another, Why is EBliezers guest for a wile for 15aac given morg space
than the Linding of 1saac? While Nahmanides' linkage of proponion-
ality to Aibbal and set'alah may sobve some of dwse problems in a
general way, the details remain to be worked out—lat never were,

By choosing narrative as His mode of exposition, 1he divine
Avthior suliected 1lis lessons to s constraints, OF course, any exposi-
tional strategy will carry with it the limitaions of the human reader
The need for recourse to the device of resimplive repedition is only
one of the drawbacks which resul from the lwman linear perception
of time. The mortal reader requires cues 1o foblow the plot line.

But that is not all. The consequences of God's decision to adapt
His revelation to the exigencics of a human book are far-reaching. As
Raber Alter puts it

Mo owrler. nok even she most ntently religious one, can ever quite
escape the momentum of the mediomn in which he wocks _ . imven-
tively nsing such elements as thythm, repetition, musicalire, imagery,
characier, socne, wel, and symbol. - IF wirtually every utterance of bilx-
lical narrative points toward Uw impertive concerns of covenantal
Laith, 1 ix ulser demonatably evident that vinually every ulerance of
Lilslicat marearive reveals the prosence of writers whis relishe the words
and maedals of soryteling witl which rhey worked, who deliglied,
[secanse after alt they were weriters, in pleasing cadences anel surprising
deflecticns of syntax, in complex cchoing eifects amomg words, . M

Cleardy, matters such as the wse of esumptive repelition o indi-
cale simulaneily, or even in its more commaon use, may illestrate Al-
ter’s point in our context, Morcover, though our primagy concern
here is the place of chronclogy within the Pentateuchal nartative,
Aller's point is more generally illustrated by reforenee 1o another
ronsequence of the divine choice of recording revelation as a book. T
refer to a remark recorded by Tosalot, and scennded (or originat-
ed?—sec below) by Rabbenu Tam. Most halakhic verses in the
Pentateuch are in prose form; one of (e exceptions is the collection
of laws of the Jubilee and sabbatical year of Leviticus 25, much of
which is couched in bose poetic form, hat s, ithe parallelism wwhich
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typifies biblical poctry. OF these, one verse is tightly constructed in
synonymous parallelism (Refed Srpan be-milim shonod®®, and legal
distinctions between the two stichs of the verse can Fairly easily be
proposcd.

One exoeprion to this is 2537 which is composed in good chias-
mic style, with the Brst word of the first stich pamllel w the last of
the second, and the last of the Bt with the s of die last “Your
silver you shall not give for interest (nevhebhYfor increase (marbit
you shall not give your faodstulfs.” We might conceivably distinguish
hetween nesbekl and mrarbii, or perhaps silver and loudstulfs, 1low-
ever, Uw anonymous Credactional? introduction 1o the first sty of
Bara Mezia 60b will have none of it, and goes 10 considerable
lengths to prove that sesbebh (e "hite” taken mom the harowern)
andd marbit (the “increase” which the lendor gets) cannot b separat-
ed: when there is nasbekd there i maarbit, and when there is marfi
there: is wesheleh,

This discussion serves to introduce a statement of Rava's which
explains the redundancy of the conventional parallelisiic structure of
Liblical poctry as being halakbically motivated. According o Rava,
one whe collects inlercst transgresses two prohibitions (g 'geer wlar
M-sbenef favba) ™ Thus, in sandard fashion, a maner of biblical siyle
is given halakhic significance. Of interest here, hawever, is the com-
ment of Tosalin.®! Rava's halakhic interpretation accounts lor the re-
dundancy of parall=lism, bt why does the Torah use two SPNONYING
for vusury (neshekdh and marbif) where one would suffice; why not
neshekl nosherl or marbit-marbift The answer proposcd is purely
aesthetic: beeause the variation in wording is ma'eh poler- more aes-
thetically pleasing.®* The same point is made by Rabbenu ‘Tam in
regard 10 the use ol keret’ #iryah in Prov 11:10-11; the biblical writer
will not repeat the same word In successive verses iF at all puassibie, 22
Fvin halakhic texts may allow scope for the writer's aesthetic
sense—even, apparcnily, according to Tosalol, and, just possibly,
according 1o Rabbenu Tam.

IF aesthetics is considered a particularly human sensibility,*® we
may categorive this concern as 2 subspecies of divine accommods-
tion, somewhal different from Maimonides” use of the dictum thar
“the Torah speaks in beman terms. ™ 1t is notewarthy, however, that
Nalmanides opts for 2 halakhic/casuistical interpretation, and distine
guishes the two terms. As James Kugel pointed out i regand o clas-
sic rabbinic culture, the omnisignificant need overcame any nascent
recognition of parallalism in biblical verse, *

Tes return 1o the matter of the theological implications of narmative
slyle, however, IF Sternborg's intriguing sugpestion is true, and narra-
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torial cmniscience carrics a steong theological meaning, what of
secjuentiality?

¥

Behind the debate over efn mukdam w-me'vhar ba-Torab lie ques-
tions of the natare of revelation and the proper means of Us interre-
tarion. However, a view which may reflect the peshat of one
parasbak may not reflect that of the Torah taken as a whole, Lev 25:1
serves as a fundamental prool-texe, a binyan g™ for the Sinaitic ori-
gin for all the mizeor in the Torall Nahmanides” lengthy discussion of
Lev 251 and Rashi's citation from Sif™ which entil reconsincting
a fair bt of Pentateuchal chronology, as well as scattered comments
elsewhere, enable us to lerret out Nahmanides' understanding of the
Toraly's explicit asequential rendering of events.

“The Theary of Gineral Sequentialicy™

As toted above, however, Nauhmanides does ner provide an explana-
tion of why the Torah scems W treat time differently in different see-
tions, Mede that the first explicit dale given in the Torah (aside from
those relating o the Flood, which did not usher inoa new era as
regards dating®™) is perhaps that of Exod 19:1 when the Israclites
reach Sinai on the third month, perhaps Rosh Hodesh Sivan ™ Up to
this point, the dating of events, to he extent such dating is dene, was
by age and lifespan; no ora is established vntil the Exodus.

With their arrival @1 Sinai the Llsraelites leave the Chzedl, thoeir pre-
history, and begin 1o dale cvents by the pivotal event of the Fxodus,
the fimst significant cccurrence of the Isrelile national expericnce *
Jetlue's coming, the date of which is o matter of contention berersen
Kashi and Nahmanides, is given without a date, perhaps because lie
too is connected with e Wme Delore the Bxadus and Sinad. ™ This is
no different in essence from the five-fold division of the Primeval
Histery in Genesis into shoner periods by the intreduction “these are
the generations of, ., ™™

Could this be the reazon that Nahmanides' great inctbodological
discussions of sequential order are not to be Found in his commen-
tary on Genesis, bul bogin rmher with the sceond Lalf of Exodus?
Could this lack reflea an implici recognition of the different way In
which historical time is handled in the pre-Sinai era?

However, Nalimanides only sporadically addresses 1his question
directly. Perhaps the troublesome question of why panicalar lemary
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or stylistic devices are emploved at one point and not another were
felt to 1w cither insoluble or impious. ™ Nevertheless, 1 lave already
called auention to Nabmanides' concern for the different densitios of
Pentateuchal narrative, and well a5 those of Seripiural exposition. 37

S0 the mainstream Rishonim. Later commentaries as a rule mani-
fest litthe imterest in matters of style and siructure unless they can be
related 1o the mare ondinary matters of emnisienificence, halakhic or
aggadic,*®

On ovcasion, however, the two concerns fuse, and such maners
are taken up, For example, the Maharal of Prague, in his super-com-
mentary on Rashi, suggests a reason for the division of the halaklal
regarding the impurity of a carcass in Lev 11 into two parts, one deal
ing with ritaally forbidden animals in vss. 26-27 and the other dealing
with dlually permitted animals in vss. 39-40. This division, he sug-
pests, reflects the different rules which apply to tese carcasses when
they are ritwally slaughtered; the carcasses of olherwvise permilled
animals are rid of their recefab-impurity, while those of animals olh-
erwise forbidden to e calen do not,*

This tendency also has rabbinic precedent, one which Rashi cites,
Lev 13:18-23 deals with 3 skin cruption which begins with a bail
(shekbin), while 18:24 28 deals with onc which begins witlh a burn
Lemikbeah). Rashi ad 13:24, and following fiwifin 8a, notes that the
two luve identical syiptoms. Why then are they separated into 1wa
sections? “To tell yoar that they canmet e combined one with the
other. (I an inflammation Ithe size ofl half a Ialf-bean develops, and
{then| hall a half-bean of burnt spot, they may net be judged as a
Iwhicle] half-hean,”

In the light of all the foregoing, it should occasion no surprise o
find that Nahmanides converted this imerpretation of e division into
separale seetions into 4 mle for determining whather nvo separate
seetions exist, when the Masoral does nol provide for such separa-
tion, And indecd, such a case has already been discussed above in
section IT1L

In his comments on Exod 32:11, Nahumanides wkes issue with Thn
Ezra's idennificarion of Moses” prayer for the errant Iseacliies at Exod
F32:11-13, befure his descent from e mountain, with thar at 32-31-32,
after that descent, and, linally. with the patulle]l in Deyt 9:26-25,
which is quoted after the descent. Ibn Ezra claims (ad Fxod 32113
that Moses prayed only onee, after his descent and his extirpation of
the Call, and that “efn mukdam u-me'ubar ba-torab.” Bul,
Mahmanides writes, "If #t is all one prayer, which he offercd in 1he
forty days zfier this return w ihe mountain, why shauld it be divided,
mentioning part of it here, and the other part of it after the descent.
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Rather, they are two [sepamte] prayers”™—and he goes on to detail the
differences berween them.

The question does actually occur overly in Nalimanides' commen-
tary, bul in a somewhat different guise. For cxample, he notes adf
Exod 39:4 that Scripture provides a unique description of the 1echni-
cal details of manufacturing one part of the Tabernacle's appurte-
rances in 3%:3—the gold throuds for the opbod He suggests that this
is bocsuse of the novelty of the technique in their eves, "for doing
this had not lween heard of o rhis day”

The observation that Scripture aceommaodates the viewpoint of
those who reoeived i first ooccwes elsewhere as welll This, in turn,
gives fuller meaning 1o a doctrine shared by both Rashi and Nalh-
manides, though, as we have demonstrated, they apply It in differen
ways: the mawer of bibbab, God's love for Isracl. As noted above,
biblical history, whether marative, genealogical or oler wypes of list-
ing, may be viewed as an expression of God's love and concern
Chibbak) Tor cvery aspect of lsmael's spiritual and material weell-
being.#t As Nalwmanides himself noted, this love and coneern has as
its center the gencerations) which received the Torah, and it is for
this reason thal the Torh includes halakhot whoese details refer pri-
rmarily to those generations—and exclude material which does not,

IF hibbeth leads 1o a disproportionate emphasis on the maners
fuvored, dislovor should result in less emphasis 1han smootl narca-
tion might reguire; indecd, this is precisely whac Nahmanicles sug-
gests, For example, in his commentary 1 Gen 12:2, he notes thar the
reason for Abram's departure from Ur s ot given Dy Scripture:

Behaold, this passage does not explain the emtite marter, for wehat rea-
som [was ] for the Holy One, blessed e He, to wll him 1=ALraml:
“Teave your land and ! will besiow Lavors on you that are unprece-
denwed” withour prefacing [thisl wirh [1 statement] that Abraham was
one who served God, or a completely righteous person, or that he
shondd rell hiny the reason For his leaving the land, o in his iavelling
o another land "voo w4l draw near b God.” [Indecd ] it is Scriplure's
custoe Ceeianbag bo-kalar) oo say: “Ger Defore Me, obey Mo, ancd 1wl
treal you Eavoralily,” ws with Pravid and Solcamon. [Tlere follow other
examples.|

But the reason [For his Ieaving] was thal the people of Ur Baselime did
Iiirn rouch haem hecanse of Tis faith i the Holy One, Blessed be He
... but the Torah did not wish o expatiate at length on the opinions
of idolators and o explain the issuels whichi stood between him and
the Kasdites in Imaters of] Faith, as il likewise] condensed e matrer
of the genemtion of Enosh and their opinion regarding the dolatry
which they innovated.
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Omn another oecasion Nalunanides inquires inio the reason for the
Toralys failure 1w include one panicular aspect of e laws of inheri-
tance: the right of a father 10 inherit the estate of 4 son who prede-
ceases hinm. Afler proposing several solutions to this problem, and
apparently rejecting then, he suggests, with all due hesitance, that it
may be that *perhaps this did net occur (fo bayaf) [in the gencration]
which entered the Land, with which [this section] deals ¢sbe-Bohem
yedabber—hat a Father should inherit a son,"20

Here too the condilion of the wildemess generation derenmined
the contents of Soripture. ‘The manofaciure of gold threxd was includ-
ed becawse it occasioned wonder on the pard of those who witnessed
it; the inapplicability of the rule that a faiher inherits a prodecsased
som led to its exchesion from Scripture.

K. Yeludah Cooperman long ago noted the funcdamental inpor-
tance of this latter insight.™ From aur perspective, it furthers e om-
nisignificant program by providing a enionale for the inctusion of
such tme-bound components within an eternally valid “Torah, and
incidentally provides the basis for the historico-halakhic interpreta-
tions 10 be discussed helow 213

I also serves to solve, at least partially, the prablem which
Nalimanides himself raises in wher contexts, ic., the varving densi-
lies of narrative or expositary text in different passages. Not only i
the number of fimes @ matter which reccives Scriptural atlention rela-
ed 1o its importance, but so is the amount of detal i bs given,

Ix

Nahmanides' concern lor sequence affected other aspects of his com-
mentary a3 well, and encouraged an listerical view of certuin aspoects
ol the Pentateuch's composition, In wrn, this view seems to have in-
fluenced at least onc imporant exegete of the eurly vaentieth conmry,

The Torah at times, according 1o both Nahmanides and Rashi,
tukes the trouble to infonn us of its own structurce, pechaps as i re-
kates to proper exegesis, or perhaps o inform us of e mature of par-
ticular lustorkcal poriods, As Thomas Docerman wirites:

Instead of establishing a chear teinporal sequence 1o the Sinad narmtve,
the repetitive inuvement of Moses creates |, © . the narive contest lur
the: promulgation of distind Jegal codes, whick ane now all anchored in
the one revelation on Moot Sinai. , ., I forces the reader T project
i su much forwand Cwhat happens noxt™} as backsard or sideways".
o The reader repuatedly toses o sonse of the past, present, and furre
of narnated time. Bur this loss of numated tine serves a canonical pur-
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pose, for the result is thul the reader's time becomes the significant
moment for interpreting the prrmuilgation of Tomh "on this day "*

At least once recent tradivional approach, whose antecedents go
back to medieval and talmuodic vimes, gives the lie w this antinomy
between narrated tme and lerary stucture, Indeed, Dogermnan him-
seff notes that Moses's comings and going provide a context [or the
various legal scetions which interrupt the narrative fow.

The: emphasis on history is not cnlirely new in trelitional exegesis,
but it has always been secondary 1o more omnisignificantly oriented
methodologies. In part becausce of this, this approucl not been classi-
ficd as historical, and, at times, cven masguerides as "lalakhic.” Tre-
for 1o the evolutionary hypothesis developed by 9. Meir Simhah of
Drvinsk C1843-1928) in his Meshelh Holbmob, and championed most
recently by Rabli Yehudah Coopenman™™ While te latter truces it
back to the school of the Gaon ol Vilna, this approach has prece-
demus in talmudic sources, socurces which Nahmanides developed in
his commentary.

. Istrael says: The general ndes lof the Taruh] were given™ a1 Sinai,
and the dendls were piven lin revelations at] the Tent of Mecting, b
R. Akiva says: The general nules and detadls both] wene given at Sinad,
repeated al the Tent of Meating, and a lgiven a] rhivd time on the
plains of Moab. #’

In particular, Nahmanides™ discussion of the lirst two of these peri-
ods, according o B Akiva's scheme, 15 peninent.

In my view, the passage [regarding the Julslee year in Lev 25:1-55] is
writlen in proper arder here, lor e meaning of “ul Moot Sinai” is la
e time rthat Moses) wenl up to receive the second tablets. The explu-
nation of malter is that, at the beginning of the fist fony day [period
wihen Moses went up o receivel the first wblets, Thel wrote all the
words of God und all the stawies in the Book of 1he Covenam as re-
corded there [Fond 21-23], and [thenl he sprinkled the covenantal
hlond on the people Meod 24:380 When he Tsraeliies] sinned with the
golden calf and the tablets were broken, it was us theugh that
crvenant had boeen rescinded by the Holy Ome, blessed Do bhe, aod
when 1111 was reconciled with Moses [erhen the lutler inscribed] the
second tablets, He instructed him reparding a second covenant, w3
[eripturc]| states, "lehold, | am making a covenant” |[Exodl 34:10. He
reinstated Chebezir) there the weighty conumandments which were stat-
ed in the Sidra of Ve-eled Mishpedim in the Bt covenant, and said:
“Inseribe these Words for yourself, Tor by these Words will T make a
covenant with you and with Isoacl" Exed 34:271 . ..

Now, in the first Book of the Covenunl, (he frtizead of the] sibatical
yuar i% mentioned in fls generality, as | mentioned, as is srated, "As fur
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the sabbumtical year, you shall Forgive debts and leave [the land] uwnoulti-
vated" [Exod 23:11], while now all its rules and specifications and pun-
ishments were recorded v fhis second covenant. [Likowise ] Moses was
instructed reganding the Tabernacle o the tme of the fisst covenant
during the fimt forty days, and when the 1oly One, blessed e He,
was reconciled with him, and commanded [Moses] to make 3 second
covenan! with lsraell, Moses descended |frean the mountain] and
instructed them regarding all that Gexd had commanded hin at Mount
Simai, [including] the constrmiction of the Tabernacl,

- - - And when he completed [the construction and dedication of the
Talrnacled, he said 1o hem that "God communded me at Mol Sinal
te explain the sablxtical and jubilee years 1o you and to moke 3 new
vovenanl with you on every mizead with a teeuty and an oath, [There-
fore,] he did nol need 1w bring sacrifices and sprinkle half i blood on
the altar und half on the peuple as he did ar s but they accepied
the first covenunt with these meaties and caths. . .

And, likewise, the ocovenani ol the plains of Maaly was [made| in this
way when they accepted the Torb with those treaties ame corses. That
is the covenant [spoken of in the following verse), “These are the
words of the covenant which Gekl commanded Moses 1o miake with
the israclites in the land of Moab, aside Trom the covenant wlich The
nade with them ar Floreb™ [Deut 28:6049].2%

Malumanides’ comments thus provide a basis for a quasi-evolhiion-
ary view of Halakhal, with a pre-Sinaitic cra followed by period
whicl began with the Sinai covenant and ended ragically with the
incident of the Golden Calf. This in turn was followed by a new
oovenant associned wit the Tabernacle, and finally, a now era asso-
ciated with the plains of Moab and the new generation about 1o enter
the land of Canuan, Each was marked by legislative aclivity, every
phase of which has its place within the legal materials scattered
through the namative of 1srael's sojourn i the wilderness,

This vicwpoint shows up in small-scale sequences as well. Nah-
manides notes that the list of festivals in Lev 23 differs from (han in
Num 28-29 in that the smesafim, the additional sacrifices, are given--
with one exception—only in the latler. His explanation is tha since
these offerings became obligsiony anly with ihe entrance of the
Isruelites into the land of Canaan, they wore most elevant 1o that
peneration, ‘The list wihich deals with them was thus placed in
MNumbers, after the census following the Midianite war, 2 census
which numbered that generation, The earlier calendar, in Lev 23, nat.
urally omired offerings which were of no praciical consequence al
the time. We have already encountered a simitar line of reasoning in
the last sectiod, in regard to Num 37,



58 1he Torah I Madda fourndgl

L B, Meir Simbah's view, some of the repetitive halakhic material
in the Torah may reflect the particular conditions prevalent at the
vime of the giving of these parsbiyor, as does the explicitly time-
bound (le-shecai material of halakhic nanre which the Torah con-
fuins. Seen in this way, the Peniateuch presents, at least in part, a his-
tory of Ismelite religion during twe Wilderncss Perind. The stage of
jrc-Matiaw forad gave way to a short “honeymoon” pericd, which,
in lurn, was ended by the walershed event of the Golden Call.

The high spiriteal level attained al Sinai was fost with the latter
episode, and this loss of stwre is reflected in the minutie of haki-
khic draftsmanship. One example is the difference in wording be-
tween Fxod 23:4 ard Dew 22:4; in the formern, 1he Tsmaeliles are
wurned that “when you encounter an cnemy's ox or ass wandering,
you must ke it back to him,” while the latier speaks of “your fol
low's ass or ox fallen on the road" Meshekh Hobbmeah oclates the
change of “enemy” 1o “fellow™ to the fall of lsrael a1 the incident of
the Golden Calf. Befare the warship of the Golden Calf, one's fellow
Israghite might lave been considersd an enemy f he or she trans-
gressed one of the mizeot piven at Sinad; in Degeronomy such a per-
som could no longer be considercd an enemy, since falien 1smael may
o longer stand in such moral judgement on cihers ™ Thus, varia-
lions in lews in the Written Toral reflecy different cras even within
the relatively short period of the desent weanderings; the luw codes of
the Book of Covenant in Bxodus and Deuteronomy may be assigned
to> different spiritual/historical periods, =7

Malunanides” emmphasis on sequence and propodion led Lim to a
guasi-cvidunionary understanding of Jewish history, From our poinl
of view, however, ils importance inheres in this: by providing for a
conlext which permits the categorization of further halakhic clements
as primarily (or almost solely) directed to the generation of the
wilderness (that is, fe-shaaf), an historical approach gives meaning
o fostores of 1he bilalical text which were hithento vnexplainable.
While cemain laws were always decmeel of wingrrary applicalslity,
as frr example the requitement that any heircss of the generation en-
tering the land of Canzan iy within her teibe 2 this insight had
nel been caended bevond the minimam which the Talmod had al-
ready specitied ™ Thus, the siony of Tseael™s covenant with God must
perforce include one of the basic componsms of M relatiooship,
b halakhic.

In essence, B, Meir Simhbah extends the casuistical option e ancth-
er arena, the historical. Rather than applving only 10 dilferenn cases,
duplicale passages now apply to different tfines, which natrally in-
volve different circumstanges and different people.
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Ironically, then, when the omnisignificant progeam stowly bepan
o be rencwed with the work of Neziv (the acronym of B, Naltali
Zevi Yelwdah Berlin, 1817-1893) and K. Meir Simbaly of Dvinsk in lus
commentary of the Pentawcuch, Mesbekh [fokbmab, as | hope w
demonstrete on another occasion, historical perspective reasserted
itsct but, ironically, without the sensibility that guve rise w it For
Nahmanides' sense of sequence and proportion is fundamentally at
odds with the midrashic techaiques which hisiorically have been as
sociated with the omnisignificant cffon. T is testimony o Nahmani-
des” broadness of mind and greatness of spirt that he eould con-
ribute to both sides of 1lu enterprise. OF course, his preatness ex-
tended even fudhwr, o the realm of the Omal Toruh, where the same
sensibility manifests iselll 131 of that, more elsewher: 24

In all this Nalunanides was Far alead of his time, and while his
work on the Pentateuch served to legitimate kabbalistic approsches,
his strugsle 1w determine the place of namalive and expasitional so-
(uence, stracture and proponion within the robric of pesfad 2 which
were much more accessible, hardly resonated down the generations
of traditional bildical exegesis. “Thus, while his influence on the Tradi-
ticn was frmidatsle, iF was not, in cerain vie respects, formative.

Ancilier irony concerns the very legitimization of kabbalistic ap-
proaches, for Nahmanides” lack of systemnatic sttention to these -
ters in his commentary™ discouraged the use of this approach o
solve the chronic problem of omnisignificance. Thal purpose was
served by his “pasluanic” readings. Thas, where b was creative, Lis
infuence remained limited; where bis work was influential, it did no
afd in the realization of the ompsignifican ideal.

As w0 the reawakening of interest in such matters in the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries, the resulting works, as stimulating as ey
are, cannoi be said to have advanced the onmisignificant program in
any striking way, The reason is simple. Having boen forced to devel-
op 4 halakhic system without benclit of creative derashod of bilalical
texts For nigli-on a milleanivm and a half, halakbic Judaism has
leamed to do without, and the power of precedent and imdition is
such that that avenue remaing blocked b for exceptional instances.
IF the past is any guide, this siwation will contimue in the fomseeable
future, untess and uniil the ideal enunciated by &, Zacddok Hakohen
of Lublin (1823-1900), the sharply historiographic cast 1o whaose
thought ¥ have discussed elsewhere ® will oliain, when in messianic
timcs

A5 iUis said, ~One man will no longer teach another . . {or all of
them will koow Me"™ and se o in the Talmud: “Were it not for the
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[asct] el Tsmael sinned, only the five Pentatcuchal books wonld biave:
Leen given to rthem, [and the book of Joshual *# Each one would
apprehend all of the Ord Torah Teoan the Written Torah—so too in the
future: every one of el will apprebend [the Oeal Torah] and will ino

longer necd 1o leam from olhers, ™

I is my pleasal dury to extend my thanks to the following colleagues who lave
cither provided me with comments on praes of e Tellowiog o discasscd particular
isses with mg- Rabhbi Trovie Tiaa, Rabdsi 130 Jacokr ) Schacter, Folessos Zvk Davis,
Jay Harrls, Richard Steiner, Richard White, and Flliot ®olfson iy amis! fthonmlng
work on rabbinic midoash and the conbmversies It engendercd, which he generomsly
slared with me and which i cived in the notes, was a padicuber siinwlos w this
paper. Among liboaians, | wish w mention, once again, Zvi Frenyi, Zalman Alper,
Phillip Miller sud Heny Hesnick. Afanos afsoor, 1 oust mention the stocdems of my
Bikle 1015 courscs at Yoshiva University, with whom ! have been delating o nmmlwer
ol the issues desbl with here

NOTES

t. This phrase comes foom Erich Avedsach’s pioneering essay, now 8 geoeiation
old, on Liblical oamarive, which akes the binding of Tsaac as g paradigm, See
Mimesic fhe Nepmesertationn o Keadity e Wessern Lmateee, vans, Willard T
Trask (Trincoton, 19648}, 12, Though Anerbach dgid mor wie the phine exacly as )
in. his analysis recngnizes a comain thealogizing renceney as weell Ciees . 14-
150

Actally, Mabmanides ong apo noted Seripare encdeney wowithhold infor-
etk see it remarks of Exod 10:2, 100 12:20, ML, 1701, Lev 903, Mo 1003,
148,11, Ak21, 3x33, el s G 40 15 and Eeead 152, 1hia 3 nan quite Mas sama
prhcnomcnon that Rashi, 1hn Ezrn and Radak torm medeng Sazar or feshine kazar,
which is primarly syntactic or lngaistic 0 nanare, mostly imolving eXipses of
ofer 504t or another. Nahmanides redes the absenoe of information impertant for
narrative 1o 3 much grester extent Jun dir his predecessons, Tor whom see B2
Melimmed, Mefarhel ba-Milra, Darbeibenr ve-Shivobeibem Jermosalem, 19730,
427-28 (Rashi}, 381-08 ([bn Dera), 83%-44 (Hadak), and compare Y61-65
(Matunanides), esp. WG4, mos 16-14 Malmanicdes sensitvity W moamers of
expositional propostlon fgee section V) woulkd seem to go hand in hand witl his
ATEEILON 1O TiATRATIve densily.

AL any e, in comempoesry (less felichous) lerany pulinee, the Bilbile is 4
“aevimely gappeed 10T

A& particularly attacilve theoy of Midrash, cecenily propoascd by Duniel
Bewearin Cletertextnalily and e Reading of Mdnast [Bloominglon, Indiana, 1990,
11-19), suggests that Midrmsh be underiiood a5 angitempt o cone 1 enns with
the problems engendensd by the w@xi—a durouebly tracditional point o view, T
one expresserl in wenns which incease our sensitivite 0 e roge of prolileos
inherem i e bitilical wxr amed the oplions available for heir solution. Scee, [or
crample. the folloeing, Irom Doyarn's introduction b o chapler oo bow the
Wilrash deals with problems shich modern bibliciss anrilure o the confluence
aof disparate sources (“Teatnal Heteropeneity in e Torah ancd e Dialectic of the
Mekilta: The Midrash vs. Souree Criticisnt as Reading Stanegies,” 39

The Bible, hecause of its textual hetevogeneciry, allenas (o tha: mwhiple self-

glemsing reaclings of midrsh. The heterogeneite—ithe nwltivocaling of the
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Lildical text itsclf. its hiatuses and gaps, ceatvely bul not open-endedly
filled in by the midish—allows it gonerate s meunings—its anninal
Tmeanings—in cver e socdal and culineal shuations.

4. This wemm has gained some currency through its use by Tancs Kugel in his The
fdea of Biblical Poetry: Parallelism and s Historp (Mew Llaven and London,
19813, 103-04. Most corently, Rlchard Sieiner has studied one consequencs o e
principle at “ground level,” and aced i 1se cven among those cxcgelos raost
dovored w “pashtanic® readings. See his "Meaninglessness, Meaningfulivess, aiud
Super-Meaningfulness In Scripture: An Analysis of e Contfroversy Surrounding
[rm 212 in the Middbe Ages,” fOR 82 (5902): 431-54).

3. Yevushalmi Fetood 811 (3200, based on Dot 32247,

4. See masl recontly e remarks of Mare Hirslnean, Ho-dibeg nMidnish: Bein
Flazal je-Avol Be-Keneisfyah UTel Aviv, 1992), 21-22.

5. The one consiseem exception may be Tamuo, but the refaion of s HETIE in
early times 1o the rabhinic nrovenwent s still unclear, T any case. Targum in the
STriCE gense; as represented by Cnkelos, seems relatively vnconcemed with the
oiaeisignilicant ideal,

0. See Lev 132, 17:3. B, 10, 13, 18:6, Me2, 4, Zh4, 16, 24:19, Mus 1:4, 419, 49, 5:12,
G0, andd the respective Sifra and Sifrer passapes.

ToAs in Lew 19-20.

£ See Zevalim L0BDL, where the word betakbans in Lev 174 35 infoipreted as
tnchiding wamen and slaves, as in Sifia Afctes B, el Weiss, S4a2 on 1710

9. As in Lev 1324, 54

L0 Bekborur Gy, swee also Pesgfiim 2da-b. As Kupel pons it in aepand Lo the Jack af
tablimic recognition of the stylisic nature of hillical poery. “I @ distinction was
nel v e chramen there was nothiog to say™ (ap cin, 10497 1 discussed this in more
detail ie my "The Fxcgesis of Hedundoon Passages in Rabbing: Liesuare: The
Unfolding of an Excgetical Principle,” o paper clelivered ar the Associution for
Jewish Sudies Twenty-second Amnuval Conlerence, Boston, December 17, 154598,

11 Muis is indecd procisely the point nade 0 Bekbony Gb.

12 This anonymous siwement may be seen as anoallusion o ® Askits fuller stare-
ment in Fesadim 2da-b, or that of Mar b, B Ashl In Kiddesbin by sec oo 1001
suspeet that Rashl so ondemtancls i, and tha accounts fur bis assessment of the
eating of pig’s meat n Jiuffine 1064, s v. badn o bant.

13. Note: the menchan reanarks of Daniel Hoyann 10 bis ceview esay, "0n the Status
of the Tanraitic Midrashim,™ in f4005 1523 (1992): 453565, ein. 430-57 Tlis s oo
tlee place e enter inlo the somewhat Jess vexing prohlem of 3 proper definiticn
of peshar, see my forthooming “Frogressive ferach aned Rerogressive Feshert:
Hun-halakhic Considerations in Talmud ‘Toreh,” 1 quate the following from the
heginning of scet. I of tha paper.

T arrive al the plain meaning of the rexiy, Teah raditional learmiog aod

academic study requalee an accurate koowledge of their provenaoce in

every sense of the weored: dweic hisworical provenance, wnoall s senses—
pealitical, cwliural, religioos, sociecconomic, ncludiyg aers of realia;
their linguistic, peographic provenance: i sequires concem For stractsgal

amdd Hierary ebemenis, for Form-crincat amd source-critics] makters: i

redquires first and foremost establishing & text, and thos brings west-critical

TOATER I 5 punvienr,

It b sometiimes forgotien Tow evanescent 2 phenonwenon o Jewish intellorm
al history Whe concern Tor e wis, The loliowing judgement, made by Salo
Eaton a generatin ago, sl halds

The first norhem commentator to puarsue the edional line with consider

able conststency was Samuoel bar Meir (Rashbam. | . Howeewer, there was

encugh ambiguity in this general approach for Sanuicl's successcns,
incloding his younger brother, Jacob Tam, and the laners pupil Toseph

Hekhor Shor, 10 moderate it greatly. Later genersiions of Franco-Genman
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scholars inepesingly revertod o that sminwie klend of fiteral and homileti-
catl interpretations which bad lent Hashi's commentaries their uiparalleled
rharm. ¥hile the laper retained their freshiness amnd popuiany beoghoot
the ages, those by Sanue] weare all but forotien afiec their aodwor's death,
and they mere resuscitated only by the antiquarians of the nineteenth ven-
wry. Iis sl wonader, e, o balf o cenany Tarer David Kenhi, scanch-
ing m Karhonne for matecials i preparation of his commentiry un

Excdus, fFound there only cxcgotical morks, "the names of whose authors 1

did noe kivow for rhey mosthy follomeed the hermeneatic metusd.”

See Salo Witnnawer Baon, 4 Fociaf aind Reflgtony Fiaory of de fens, 2nd ed.,

Y1 {New York, 1998}, 264-00.
As noled in B Steier’s paper cited @0 ne 2. In padicular, note his closing com-
ments, sigoificantly entitled “Ele Ommisignilicun Thinciple o Peshal Foegesis,”
446, Much of the following may Le seen as Ulusemive of s obscrston fhan *an
atrenuated version of the omnisignificance priociple was 2 Bom o medieval
Frbot cxogesis, hut s impomance vuried Trone exegele 10 esepere. . I may
furn ot that aeritade romeards the cmnisgnificant prnciple s a varbable which
can serve ko establish g nowe chssification ol mediesa] pesbranfo—a classifica-
lion poterrially more revealing dun the cwerent gengraphicad one.”

e drawhack te auch a classification, however, is e variability ol e
mpottance of onmisignificance arfeae the work of 8 paricalar exegete rom
e 1o issue nd from crux o crus, Momereeer, wehan ane wee 1o o with exegeies
wha are “partial” pasfiaria? Hooe do see mcasiee theic fesbal anad non-fusie
tendencies?

Unless, as noed above (o, 10, 123, diey ae inerpreeed Spuerdicially” as pointing
w nultiple prohibitons for e sone ac AL any e, e casinste endency
applies o bothe biblical aned rbbiogc exs; for e Ler see LEL Weiss, Lor Dar
p-Noreshey T CRerling 19110, 14, ancdk my “Prospective Peraad anel Retno-
spoctiee Pesbar® section T

Soc Tosafor Sobah 3a, sy, fi

. See, lor example, Its use in Sotah 32 b, which beah limiteed the meaning of

“pearesfraft g the tepetition of 2 wood oF clhwse within a verse, and w5 cventu-
ally ernploved when no verbal repetitiay was mvolvedl. Devornd o, e ale was
taken Lo mean e opposite of its oripinal intenc: that overy sucl sepchition, vor-
lnal oor coneepuoal, inplied o b,

Ser Sifred N, Naver 2, e Dorovitg, 4-3, where fhis s oitedd inoa somewhat
different forme Ol pavashal sho-mewarad e-melom efiod ve-Nazor e wh
be-mrakom aber, lo shesa 'ab ela al she-bizzer bah deaver ebad™. See 1. 7.
Haoffmanpn, cf, al , Mesifiar fe-Tracit ha-Teomiratim, trans A, % Rahinosvitz (Trl
Aviv_ SORR: repr. lerusalem, 57300, 79

See 1. Ao oiTman, "Le-Micdreshed ha-Tarmdine, " i desiffor fe-fiead Dee-tarne im,
T-H.

Hew the examples prowicled in Sofeeh 4a-h

S0eo Kife B:1 (od. Wieiss, 33at

See Sifret Numbers, Kovad 115, ed. Horovir, 1041,

{26 Ih, or an absolute mfioidve + [nie veib (e, danok fo skl see Hava
Mezia 3la-b for examples of the geore, and oote e 1w rejections Chy R
Elewear b Arariah and R Shinwon regandiog beoarek tecamik ancl Rer aoet
fovapient, respectively) marked with this maxinme on 31h. Without cntering into
the weowed question of the consigtency with wehich this principle weas adhered w
by onc or another Tanpa (soc Tosalot, @F fac. s.v. @hberddl, we may pole e
conglstency with which this principle s applied o Uese derasdbel The one ex-
CEPON GUCES IS teactane kiwesen Tor il unusuat ienainology, Seddarion, whoere
il iy applied w the corubvination frdor aeder (300, The sanne siloation ohiing in
the mfdrestine? bolekbab, see Sifre Noembes, Shalaf 6, ok Nionovite, 121, where i



24,

Yaakon Ehmon &3

15 appled w bikenet Skanel However, the Baodl ieiclf seoms Fully aovare of this
Lsage, since e expression emploved for rejecting other oepes of devashod s the
Aramnaby “arBoff Ji-Rerd s Bel BokBT as in Terinrod Ob-Ta, 28a. Rashi ton
it carelul to ditterentiats berween these o 528 TG commenn on Fosabdn
5. re-icdail {firsl ooouence].

See Jay Hamis' Fothcoming work on this subjcof, toomtively tiled floe: Do we
Kruze This?, to e publishec by UMY Press, chapter 2

25 This does not exclude other npes of doraebas, ol course. but we st be cau-

9.

an.

3.
E X

tious in calegorizing those derastor attributed w inl For exampbe, in Megiffab
Za = Yeegmrod §3b) B Yolunan derives the vardous allermnative davs for the
Megillab reading from dwe weard -zemanethem ino Tale 31, this caposition is
el Dased o dee extra leters (as assumed by Doavid % Halivoi, Pesbar and
Liereash: Plerin aovad Apglied Meawing in Rubblaic Poegesic [New York, 981 25),
lun omothe gioened, s we find elsewhens; see Memapbor 020 (shafmetbens, sthich
in this respent is no differen than the (modticd Kidolosidne 299 s wl; see also
Towafiw, FPesafim 23, sv. bezfrlbhon TP @t be argued that phals ane expressed
by addeel letters, see Yewamor 743, wheee the plural feruesmted in Muome 18:8
(spelled defoctively?) is taken as o #Affvie {extension} cven though the diffcienoe
between singular sod plural involves oo adied Temer, merely a change of voseol

. See the comunentary of K. Elivahu Mizraln on Mum 3020 K Misahi explicily

ancbutes e righn w0 employ his wechmigue W e " Babbawt bo-Misbrab” On
1he wiher hand, he comrsts s permissililiy v them wilth it imperoissibility 1o
the Geonng presumably s formulation was nol ment /e be exact, or e
assumed that 1the Amonim were moerely citing annadtic trditions Homoever, (e
seteriveer sf-geemeare also emplovs the technione.

T dealu with oree aspece of s proscess ine oy paper, "The Ceention of TLaldkhic
Categories: Txegesis a5 Apphed Listetwissenschaft,” delivered ar the Twernip-thind
Ancncy] Conference for the Association for lewish Stocies, Boston, Thesember 17,
1.

. See flgpinagh 10D, R Betra 1122, and Afadlin 374, whers anonyniwius sugges-

tions to this atfect are not pocepted, and teo Insiances (KRiddishin 4b and Hrlte
ATby wheee Mar b R, Ashi rcpeois such anonymously proffercd sugpestions,
Cosnmasr hese indlances in &chich the suggestion iz mads by 2 T or Amora,
g in Feashim 4la-b, ¥Yena 20, Sikolb 38, Kiddusbin THa, Hova dezin Ghh,
111a, 113a, 1152, Mebiod 16h, Menabod 290, wheee they e aceepted, mwd only
Havira's sugreestion in Pesafdm 240 s 1ejected by K. Ashi. 1 deal witl 1his
widdeaslic weelinigue in “The Eaxcgesin of Hoedhopbaon Passages in Bablbniy
Literature® (scc above, no 10).

. 8oe his Le-FHeker ho-Middot “"Kelfal w-Ferat a-Khelal™ re- Ry -Mwr -

Midrasbiag y-pe-Tatmnding® (Lod. 57442 and his forthcoming fe-Fheker Middar
Geveral Tharal be-Midrashinr w-pe-Tulmecdim,™ and seeomy "Tomeards a0 Topg-
tive Perinclizaton of Rabhinic Tegal Exegcsis” Association for Jewish Sowdies
Twenty-fontnh Annuoal Conference, Boson, December 15, 19492 amd “Le-Toledo
Musag ha-'Ribhuy' ba-Talmud ha-Havli,” Eleventh World Congress of Jewish
soaglics, June, 1495

fee Hidausbe! ba-Ra'ub, fKotebot i, sv. katar ba-Rae B Moshe, and see, con-
veniently, Thzhak [r Gilat, "Mldrash ha-Kctuvim Bi-Tokufal ha-Batar Falmudit,”
in Y. D oGila ancd A Swern, eds, Mk fe-Dardd: Sofer Zikhron ke fae Dovid
e =T {Ramal Gan, 57341 210-31, esp. 215-14.

Sev Moshe Zocker, Porushol Ray 52adiah Caon H-Verelshir (Mew York, 1984,
131-84; the sentence qucied @5 frmom 181 See the general disowssion in ey Harris?
Tentlhccuning FHaw Do We Ko This?

Thicl., TH=-1X)

Ir Is irenic that B Saaddish fel compelled to jettison vial clements of the wory tra-
dition he was defending—and that vroncated version of tradition becanme yot
another bradition, This peocess has fecuimed owny mes in Jewasly hsiory.
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Comtained, as 1 write, in chapter 4 of his fTonheoming book.
Hoe above, 5
A number of theorics have been proposad Tar the nse of sequential blical oom-
nntany as a gonre. 3ee Mlchael A, Stenet, “The Land of 1smel v Medieval Joewish
Exegetical and Polemical Liserawre" m Lawrence A NeMoan, ed., The Laad of
fereeef: fendsh Fergecifoey (Nolre Tome, 1986}, 210-33, esp, 213 and n. 9. and the
literare citesl thereing ffem, "Exégése ef enseignment: les commoentaincs de
Joseph ben Simecs Kane,” Arebioes ficdoes 18:4 (1982): 60-83, where he connects
this rise o "namative erphbasis” with the needs of pecagowy. Laterly, see his
*Festas, Sewsus Migerafls, and Sequential Narmtive: Jewish Fxegesis and rhe
Bchwol of S0 Victer in e “Twellth Century,” in 1aeny Walfish, ed., The Framk
Forfencogs Minmorlal Vidume 1 (Hadfa, 19930, 20315

Yizhak F. Baer saw the wise af fivdecest i peshadf in Prance as 3 reacton w
Clistian allepuaical mehwds. See Lis “Eosld ve-tu-Megi'ul she] Zenwno,” in Sefer
Heaski, e YL Muinoon Cferusalem, 19573, GHI-3E2 However, whatover its origin
or urigines, it must e ecognized that Oee interest in gesbar led moerally oo the
aeed [0 see lirger and larger pars of Scripture inocontext, sl thas W sequoential
billival comnentary. As Signer notes CThe Lind of Terel " 2030 “the biblicad et
and ity namative were inseparably connected by the thread of the exegetical com-
myeen, s Uit the reacer was forced B see the bilslical wext as a conlimeas narm-
live. .. .7

. Ephiraim Kanardoge], “On the Eole of ¥ikle Smdy in Medicval ashkenaz,” m Barey

Walfish, wcl., The Fromk Todeeage Memroctald Vedreere, 151 00: 1l guote is Trom
138 In this respect, Tsnspect thal (hese pletists were tepicul of the respoise of
many over the centarics, Howewer, promoting & place for Bille suwecly within
one's cwrictdam is hardly the zome as nunilesting o concerm Tur omnisignifi-
cance and its problems; and even evincing a concern for e halakhic aspects of
Eible study does ned yer approach a foll omnisignificant peogrom The et does
oot apper untl Uie challenges of 1he nineteenmhb centure, 3 matter 1 hope © dis-
Cuss On Ynchher oocasion.

As 1 Rashi's mle in all this, qulte apact fom e extensive use of e
miedneshet babrhal manifested in bis commentany aned bis discussions within the
conmentary 1o e Seadl, which servecl 1 drase atention w0 this noglected |ter-
ture, Sara Japhet has recendy sogeesied that the compilaiory ferm cmploved n
hiz comamentary e the Pentaewch inspiced the compilations so characterisuc of
larer French commentardes. IF her hypothesis is comect, the compalatony foom also
contrlmuted b o greater swareness of the possibllides aod lndtations of an
caundsyroificant commemany o the Pentatcuch, Sec Sam phet, Peirosh B Yesel
Kara le-lyyow: Li-Demutam g-de-Tefuzatan shel Peiroshin Kompabaoeipyime i-
Yemwi ha-Beimaying,” in Mashe Bar-Asher, of of, fyvunef Mk n-Fashanng, f
Sefer Zikaron fo-Moshe Gushen-Cottstedir (Ram:t Gan, 19535, 19526, esp. 21%-16.
tad sl compilntions such oy febaf Toe also conoiluared.

The range of the wnns “hulakhic™ and *cxpositional” s somewhae difeenn, since
the laner includes gencalogics, historical notes, eic., which ure not halakhie,
Thowever, since the o realms, whaever heir boundaries, sre ireaied the same
inscfar a5 the cxcgetical methods 1o Te examined below are concorned, e equa-
tion af the twio sets. which is For vonvenienes ke inany case, should nod maner.

. See n. 14
. O accomodationisng, see now Davld Bennin, $he Footirints of Grd: Pivine

Acoommidatine fn fewtsh ard Chrisfeoan ol CAlbany, 1993, esp. 12772

This was not ahogether unknown in calicr Hmes, when, Tor example, S
accounts For the division of e Torbh inte pargeaphs in essetally accoumwd-
Honist torms, “What lpunaose then] dicd the brepks somve? To pive Mushe o Dreath-
ing space to rellect berween each passape and berween cuch maier. How much
pisre s for an ordinary person who learns Tron anlatber] ardinary person!”
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CFife Ploees, 100 Bat this mincr clement Boranwe npare widely used in medieval
oxegesis.

- Boe Tay Hares discossion of 1his point in his fortheoming book (alwove, o, 243
42
%

See n. 23

This is not ko say that even dn cnly times alempts were made W wrest more
meaningful interpretarions from frequeoily recaloiranl texts; see Hesh lakish's
commenl in Fullfe G0h, quoted above, p. 2.

. Mekifta Shivta 7, od. Horovite Rabsio, 139 see also Sired Nembers, Bechaflub 7.

o, Horowlez, 138 The odeer instaoces listed there ace Froek 21 (o alicrmatively,
17:2), jer 22, 1os 10:1, Koh 1212, all marked as the acinl beginnings of thedr
respective Dooks, Sifred Mumbers, Hebedolorekber 04, &l Horowitz, 60, nates the
chonological priority of Num 41 ancd sssacinted faoraced over 11, Soc Pesadin
6h, and our disoussion bekose, section T1L

» Bees Pesahim 6b,
Al

Whether the teron * fanyeal™ iy Be e preted as identical wilth Masorstic para-
graphs {parchive s unclear; Tosafor clseechene points au it asequentaliy
within a purashah is possible, as witness their commens 1¢ Genesis 15 a0
Bavalhod Th sv la

I dealt «ih this in my “Le-Toledor ba-Musag “Hibbuy ba-Tahouocd lTua-Bavlit,
abave, n. 28,

. See Geresls Rabdeef 787, el Theodor-adbeck, D25,
. Lew SN “Aleeady™ hee means tun, though the peint is made teeo vesscs Ather

umn, L need A appear twice, since Sonpione will oot make e same point twice,

. Ax in the case of a partunicnt woman; see Loviticus 12 and below. secuon Y1

This iannailic teaching appears in S Hooed 13:5-0 and Zevabim 90

. That s, cachanged For o more expensive sin ollfeimg, 25 where the pom ure per-

mittedd 10 brng toeo hinds Ca sin- ang barpt-offering) in place of an animal offiee-
ing (Tev 508

. That is, 3 parricnt mother is Yabde for an animal boret offening; in poveny she

may bring two birds,

. Sifre Tareia 43, ed. Weiss, 99¢ and see Zevafim Ok See section v1 Lelow Tor

Rashis use of hese meihaaped, and see no 183 foc e explunuiion soggeswed ly
R, Mafiali Zevi Yeluckd Berlin CMNeriv,”™ 1815 V9], in his commentny A areek
Dxarir (repr. Jerusabkem, nod )

10 Eeoaiing Kk
. Alleit witle tlmudic wamant, a5 whene Riva propoands o solution o 1l conan-

cbrum presieniecd by Tew 128

Mote alse Bashi's comment on bev 2228, based on Auffin 823, wiuch denpics
halakhic significance w the crder of wims wlhich places the slauplirer of the dam
Iselume the calf or kambsy; slaogheeciong of Use nealer ancd her offspring inoany onder
it foarbickben, o pnind wehich Rashi makes 30 his seconc comment oncthe verse and
over which ahmanides passes in silenoe, 1t weould seem thar b the talemidic
source is clearly authoritative, and in consonance weith fesbor Nahimamides ol
accepl iU thouph it violwes dw oadder of leons in de vese, More stuchy ol ns
aspect ol Malunanides' view of the interaction of Teilakhale amd pesbo v wces-
sary helone we may Tilly wncderstand the conflicting principées o work ene

See 4. L Havling * ‘Al ha-Hatimah ha-Sifnic ki-Yesod ha-Halukah le-Tekufol be-
Halakhal," Mebbarine ba-5ifrae Bee-Telonddft Jerosalem, 19833 14802,

L The miclraslac theme of the Tombs coneern ancd bve Tor 1smel pervidkes Bashi's

coammeniry. Aside from bum 901, sec for cxmple his comments on Gen 1:1.
s boreshit, Exand 101, sy, ee-oled shomol, Num 3%1, s, efed (endy.

. Genesls Rablak 00:8; ed. Theodod -Albeck, 63
Idem., ed. Mheodor-alleck, 651
. See Mormo Laoen s dliscossion of this doarnine in his forab Caidolo (Northeale,

SO0, BG-100.
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G all of thiz e Malwnaaldes Moagghn, see Teboes, seaions 11-v1
Feseelrim b Sirel, Betwrofotekha pis. 04, el Hooovite, GO-61. T divmsior ane
rommbined; one gives a mesason [or Seriphone's provision of a dare aliopother, and
e cther derves the principle of efe sakdam g-me Tibar ba-Torad frome here,
Bath are of intercst. The Iator parallcls vhe Baedrs proat; the First states that “rhe
verse speaks W U dislavor (-gemaanin of 1smel, since ey Tad eleven naanbs
in which they camped befome Moun Sma—and had ot made ao anemgn o
cnter the land of Cansan (o Rabbeou Hillel, & foc). This weiston is itself dill3-
cull, 25 Horovitz botes, since 1 15 dared fo dwe Bist anoanh, and oot de second.
Twe suggpested that this eferasbod Delmgs o 1:1.0 Moreover, Rasbi may have bad an
alteprentier diflerent vemsion of this staement. See Chavel's edition, ad fuc, and
see Deslonwe,

Frllowring this is a disguisition on the wanious dating swstoms craployed by the

Jewish people, atibuted to Rabbd Judah the Princel, wlo prefers to derive the

painwciple of cin makdame Inom 2 sonewelon ess secure source, Lol 26:35, which
notes that the Israelles ate the manna umll ey reschedd “a senled Tand"—even
though they had not vet caten any. This use of the principle |5 romindscent of
Malhmapices” ohsereation that the Toah prefets o complete 9 Aamaiive unit even
when it is o of sequence.

. Fpigst here may reler oo Rosh Hodesh, the first of the montle soc the commen-

taty of R. Joseph Bekhor Shoo, e foc

COn Nalataldes' view of the matter, see Sacpefopaclio Silice W (fensalem,
1982), cols. 68047, L. 2. Meluoomed, Mefarsbed bo-ile, $34-33, 339-12, 939410,
Tor Melamme's list of instances in which Rashi claims et meldam n-meeubae
faa-Tomeed” acdd Gen &3, Fxod 4:20, and 1911; to his list of Thin Faigs, add Lev
¥:13, Mumy 161 and 16-16,

As Yaakow Licht observed. Nahmooiles saw his work us o suppliement 1w that
of Rashi and 1 Bzes, and so, ina real sense, they comseituted his imnacdiare
cxegetical fradiflon. See Lickn's “Le-Darko shel ha-Bamban,™ Fe'udalr 3, Mebbaitm
ber-Sifbvit R Tadmed, -Losfon fesod a-ve-Farsbamur ba-Mikea CTel Aviv, 19833,
227-33, esp. 228-30. I panicular, see his comments on po 239 “00e of the goals
al the nmwli-layered poogram of Rahmanides” commeniany oo the Toral is [
serve ds] a comedive and supplencnn 1o the excgesis wltich exisied at the tame of
bas writiong, Precisely this: a corresctive anck supplement, o o g summoation and
suevey, and thersfore [hisl examination 35 limited 1o the /wo exepetes par evocel-
dence, Bashi ancd b Fzra, who soree as reprosentative of the entire prandyly.”
Licht submtantiates this vicw of Nahmaoides' endeavor, whicly is iodeecd inmitively
olsvicus o anyone: who is Bimiliar weith it or even peruses lis pretic iniroduction
ix i1, by the statisticat table on p. 228 overall, Nubimanicks sdvens w Rashi in
F7.7% of his comuments, and w Ihn Ezm in 12.3% of them, Conoast s ue jurst
TN for  wf derclib bo-entef, sporadic references 1o Moimoneles, and une Tone
refercnoe: o Radak (Gen 35:068) though be s included anomvinously as one of
Uhe: faee wlef ra-fasbour im vaniows places.

Mahmanides responds 0 mos of Bashi's propesals; the exceplions are Exed
4:20, the inverted clauzes af wlhicl ety a secuential imemoeation, and Goin d:3,
refmrding God's decree of the Floand, which noust be dased. on the imeprewation
of U “huadred and 1wenty years™ accepred by all thice exegetes. twenly years
Tefeore Japhers bith, and which is thus an example of Nalouanides' signalling
ohservation. See the toxgt below regardiog bis progrownmatic susement at Loy
16:1 It is signficane, however, that Nalumanices does oot respond bere, which, by
the way, constitutes the st roeotion of the principle cither by Tashi or 1bn Keea,

The achronological placement of Tsaac's deah in Gen 35:28 5 meicly ancther
example of Nahumanides' mube thar one generation’s namative is ended beliore the
Rexl beping, withoul overbap, even at the cxpense of an achenclogead death-
notice, a3 he otes beah here and ar 11320 Oo e caning of the instmcions to
breild the Tabemacle, which Rashi declares o of place G Lis conmients on
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ALEY scc Nahmanides' intrcrluction to Fxod 25 and his long reconstruction of
the checkered hisiony of v covernl in Lev 251 [see section 1% bebow], Bashi's
uhservalions at Tev 8-2 and Noum 41 will be deall with bebow. Finally,
Mabmanides deals with Rashl's observation that Frod 1911 b ol of seguence
when the: (paratlely marmive of Baeod 24 05 dealt seith in Bis seiacks onthe Jurre,
which he, together with Ihn e, sces as mol a parallel w e giviog of the Ten
Commandments in Faod 1920 b a5 3 subsequent development, which is e
cordetl in DEIPET Seguence,

As ur Ibn Fzm, Nahmanides Mivds place in his commentany o respond, either
explicitly or implichly, to nerly every one of his siggestions thiough Mum 16,15,
with the cxocption of Exod 10:10 (see furthery, Thus, i [ast tieee nstances list-
o |.'l]r' Melammed (Mum 1901, DRewt 31:1, ancl eat 32:15) are SE‘EI:H:i:II].ﬂ}' igr:nrr_n:l_
However, 1here is mthing in Ton Faacs claims i these instunces which cither
compel a response or which have now Deen deul with atresuly. Neventheless, it is
significant thyt Nahmanides' remmarks on Biese matters are pouch less plentilul in
i cosmnmuendany o Teus,

Amang the passapes for which N Exra claims sscguentiality are: Gen 0:3
(regardhng God's deveee of 1he Flood, seceoabove, and oogondieg Tecales creath,
gee belowd; 11:2% (he command to leave Haran, Nalmanices' esseneial point is
that the miginal jouroey from T Kasdim soas at Torab's iniliacive, as witness
LL:310; 1R:22 he urrival of the angels at Sodom precedes Goxl's remarks o
Alwalenn in 183k Nahmankdes assumes 3 bong conversation extending past their
arrivaly, 34:1 (the dare of Joscph's sale Into stovery; tis ilwstirates Mahmanides'
nile that achronclogicaf order s adnissible when signalledl; Bxed 1101 (wchere
L4 is the mariral continuation of 11:1a: Mabmanides urcerstamels 1191 as a
contraction oF the artcr passage. wihich is ooly reveuled o the rescker wohen
Moses unveils it belfore Pharach; this pattern ls foun elsewlere as webl, (v, ad
16:4, near end, anel sce nn. (58 below and 1 above); 119 (b Exoms sees this a5 2
repetition of 10:7; Nahmanides secs this 25 2 popressive revelulion of Pharanh's
slulsbrormess—oomparc: his staafegy ot G:20-30 and Mum 16:60, 1118 (he: inkerpo-
lauticsn oo sirual prescriptions at 12:1-20; according oo Nabmonides in his comments
b 1243 s section was revealed on 1 Nisan, aned i s a0 place), 1243 Ul
LErra supggmests thul the fiual prescdptions at 1200342 were ateacted here v asso-
ciaticn with 12:42; Mahmanides suggess that it sould moe poperly lave been
placed hefore the description of the Plagoe of tie Fistorn w 1222036, and s
appeamnoe weas delayed untit bere because of the associaiiom ol 21-29 1o 1-20),
boah ritual prescipilons which mighie T dared w1 Nisiam, followad by the cxodes
at 3042, which followeed inmediately; s the ritual section here nowe comploies
the manterk 12:50 {repetimtion of 12:24, o Tl neflect the alacrity weih wehich
Iseachites fulfilled e divine commancd;, see Nahmanicles” commems 20 v, 28
16:52 (be command o presence e manna ot the Tabernacle clearly fits either
lere ar in one of the Tehernacle passages; ot b2 placed here w enplusize the
miciculoas noture of the manna; there is nothing here with which Maboanides
wold find reason to disagrock 17:14 {the prescription for recording the siriciunes
Apainst Armalek clealy prefipores Deat 2%:17-14, bt need ned have bien witien
i the foriete year, as Nabmuanides notes); 151 Ghe coming of Jethro, shedwer
Tiefure or afer e revelation o) Sinad, is @ capse celée of Jewish Bible commmnen-
tary: here voo Malhmanides' aigoments for sequentiality owe pealops o w s
general appecach than the inlemal evidenoe, as s agreeipent witls Tosald ndi-
cates, s no 68 below); 32:11 (Mases' prayerls]; sec discussion below, s,
“Resumpdive Repetivon™; 32:20 (lhe chevation of the Levites; soc i 134), 32:35
(the date of e plague may not lave Leen doring the Gesto pear, since the nun
ber of victims 5 not seconded, and the consuses a1 3828 mwd Mo 1 yield
cqutal rnmbers; Nahmanides™ harmonistic response is oot conpellingd, 337
(Moscs' teat is the Futuee Tabernacle and the voise i3 herelfoe oot of place;
Mahmanides interprets the whole tarrative secquentially, and disassociates the
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Lwrerk Ley 23:1 (his Sioilic section is ool of place; see seclion 1X below, wlerne
Fahmanides responae iz discussed i dotail); 20025 (se0 soction 1K, 2046 {this
suanning up neenbions the catepony of Brsigeiie, rofcrting to vatious passapes
earlier i 1be Pencueoach; haedly o mater o edn mrakedoen; Nom %1 and Deut
TE7H {the elevation of e Levites efers o ao easlier period inthe wake of the
Golden Calf incldent; Nahmanides distingulshes betwecn the clevation of Aaron
to the prkcsehood and that of the Levites here, given Aaron's tole in the incident,
as contrasted with his tribo ),

The refercnoe s o Lov 231, which comes affer @ long sucression of sedions
which must e dated Jater, 1@ the poriod in which rewclaticns were given ar the
Tent of Mecting,

. B 7L
. See his commmentany oo Ley 1001, and our discossion below i secrion VI The bast

senlence nweans hat e Tollowing section is cispluce, aod b ns place is 1eally
between Lev 10:30 ancl Lev TE: L 13e Lo seins Lo Jueve seen this o3 & propan-
pene sidement, and cefers o i ine bis aninodeernsions agmanst 1 Ban au Num
161, as the sinilar wording wooltll iralicate. Chavels o 18, which poins w Exoal
1H:1, Lev HeZ, amad finally, wr Fxodd 24:1 2 the referenoe, mizses the mark.

This, Mahmanides reruires definite chronndogical evidencs for asenuentialing
contrad Towafod, Avocdad Tavak 24b, 5y, Yiun, where the soggestion is macde
that Fxod 18:1-12 ocowred hefore dartan Torad, and 1he rest afterseards, bat
these teeg sections were combiaed I oader 1o peesent one compiehensive Jewo
aarrative, Nahmawdes' conumeat 10 sanilac elfect od 112 (i 35 also possible 1w
explaan thar e Torah anuegecl [bs-gatae siclfed the whole maer of Jetbm™) as
wekh as his following commment o0 15:13, would odicae o sinedlar prositione 1Te
chirorwdopical signol bere s O next cay” of v 13, which must Tave oooumed
aler Yom Kippur, siooe “there was neo by available (e for jodgment from
the by they camae o Sinad until afeer Yom Kippor ab mis Fiesyear,”

Malunanides” statement has 8 modem ring. See leffrey B Smitten and Ann
Lraglvistany, Spalfsd Form in e Moo (thaca, 19817, 14-15

Wre read nommatives one weard alfter another, ancd iy ehis sonse all narratives
are chronakogical sequences. But the . . anangement ol evems witlin this
lincar Mow ol woatks odten depants m varymp dearess from siece clieomno-
logical order, Also, potions of a maecauve ooy be conmected witliout
regarc 1o clironalogy deouph such devices as inage palierns, leitmotifs,
analogy, and condrast. "Spatal fonn” is sy the genenad Bl of all these
differenn warrative 1echmigues.

As we shall see 1his is exactly wh Mabnumices propeoses,

Meedless wr sav, e soper-commesntarics’ attempt o make gond on Bshi's omis-
sicm is of inportance for the proper understanding of e exegeticd redsbems
imnheced . b non alweays Tor onderstancling Bashi's view ol the malter.

See abowe. O course, be could reconcile R Papa's analysis with his con position
B assuendng that B Papa wished only to protest the nude of befal a-fivar a-bivkal,
and igricre the nwwe penerad siement that ede supddam refors only o two sepa-
rate: passages, In practice, however, Mabrwanides nwiains his position of
sequentiality Dol o vepgand W verses within @ passages as well as the relation-
ship heroeoen oo separte passages. See beloa, 4140

- Bur nor, 1 ihiek, ooe which Jud mostical antecedents for him, a5 argoed by 1

Lsaae Gotdietr an te Eleventh Word Conferenee on fewish Studies in June, T55.
Envugh indications of his sensitiviee 1o @ssues of order and properion in other
conlexts exist, ws 1 shall shortly demonstmie, W wccount Jor bis view on parcly
“prslnanic” or “oguasi- pashtanic” prouonels.

See now Gotilick's sody on a related wopic, nameby, Nobnanides' view of the
intrioductory verses of legal passapes, “Socd ve-Signon be-Ferush Ramban |-
Torah,” Mabama'tee 3.4 (5753 16260 Conliel argues Ul Nabmanides” concemn



72,

74

T,
CSee tien GoT0, 38:12, 40:18-19, Exod 23:1 {the order of the Tahernacke vessels,

Yaakow FEfman oo

for locaung e auribution of o mizzek 0 God in the introduction W o gerrrcheab
stems froom the peed o provide 8 divine sowrce For eacle mrisped, Flowewer,
Mahrmanides” comcen foan e panticular fom and content of these pfroduactions
owees af least as much and probably mure 1w his inkorest in consistency of patlern
and style as o the need for a clear divioe autnbution. His concem for comsistent
formulations goes tar beyond martces of mbrodactory acibutions w Cod, and
extends (@ mach mere prosagic amd mundane matters; see bis conunents i Gen
N9, Earal 19:12 and 2005, He also nanifesis a conwern Tor comsistency in mat-
ters of person and numlb=er, as in the switch from second o thied, singular o
plural, ctc | Sce his camments o Gen 2729, 29207, 467, Fxoel 300, Tow 2011, 7225,
23:13, 2616, and Tht G604 and fwore pacticulardy Gen 27:29, where he attends
both to the change in partert and pomber.

Moreover, Gottlich aotes i vegaed i Feod 127 (hat Nabmanides *is not prc
parcd W see the introduction [fo the passagel in [12:03, since it s loer in the
preirashab and pot at its beginning.” Cledrly, Nalnnanides' concern with sequen-
tiality plaved an imponan role inothis regaml as weell,

n shoo, all the questions o which Gouwliel righldy points as manes of con
corn o Mahmanides are geouine exepetical guesions fuchsd by 2 soncern lor
cmnlsignificunce, mier thao his mostical view of the Torh, Howeever, it is clear
that neither his mystical vices or his concene witle comisigniticance may ac-
count for el his exepetical moves. Purely *pashranic™ considesations play a cole
ws well, us we shull note inoregard o spntactic asequentialities, such a3 svelacdtic
repetitim, 1 whin (as in Loy 725 Mahmanides decacles ol Qe variation {of
serriu peetiony segrelar anel plueal) s ned signaficant.

OInothis spelling of the nawe, sec 5.2 Laiman, "Abachanel aond the Censor,” 45 19
C1Ggy 42, n 1.

The debeite oser scquentiality extended o noo-Fenzieuchal books as well:

Ao B cvmnmnmentaens ol Al Linec] anel B Elicser of Beaupeieey oo ls G

3. For Ihn 1sora on this ssue, sec Aveaham Lipshity, Peeted fonen Be-afisbaat 1.

Awveshea ST Ezra (Jensalem, 1982, 77-78, and esp. on. 25-30.

. Zee, for example, Nahmanides' trenchant comments rogancking G lewst Ty Impli-

carlon} Bashi's uncdlerstuncdings of he 5i0w0s midrwihic hancling of Tev bd:43-44 In
Inis commennary oo 1444, ino which he assers, fner afie, (han i is impossible w
cun (e with a knife, o move them Lackward ancd foreard Cfebabelin -z iaher
in a matter which is pos at all their meanig O ol

3. Fromme his comments ad 21-2, Soch comments are commuoy, ol Moo 3:3

shauld be singled ot for mention. because o sccouns Roe the incorpontion of
riria | material weithin @ raseatse conrext.

This concern for the sequence of topics within a legal passage slwmild L slis
tinguishexl frony the classical rabbinic heomencatie principle of ek, wlene
the mere juxeaposition of o topics is considered of lepal sipnaficance. By delini-
tian, sertfkbnf mvolves only joxdapasition, while Nabmapides concern is
SOQUCRDCT MSECOROT, JuXtAposinon nvolves anly two passapes, Fanbermorne,
Mahmanides docs not oedmsrily e oovel lewml conclusions from either justs-
pusition or seguence, thoogh that 5 not abwavs the case. See for cxample his
commentary on Exoed 203 whene he interprets the farafta sehich Rashi cites as
epresenting an individual opinion in large measure becawse of the sequence of
prokibitions remanding idolatey.

See Iis commentary oo Mui %202

with the most impoman Grsed, Lev 2330 (the citron mentioned Frs of the "Four
Speckes"), 2004 (eain is the most croeiad af al lessings), Nume 1332 (the tribe of
Lphwaiin brefore that of Menusseh; soce Gen A8:17-200. Bur compae his discussion
wf the placernent of Japhet as Jast of the ethors 0 Gene &30 Tie wus e Tirst-
Laorn, but second ro Shem in mnk, and his states a5 fs-bom was ansulBcient w
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averooe his ioferiocity 10 Shem. The result weas dhat Shem was Tisted Jiest, Hao,
the youngest, sceond, and Japher brought op the rear. Swch is the poweer of
soueTitiality!

. Deu S8:11.
T

Gen #:1E-19 or Mum 1:32,
Froed 3922, where those who broughe shitim-wood are mentionod afier those
whi donated blue and purple wool, sinee Qe fomer were fewer in number,

- Fwod 2003 and Deut 235, respecinaely
. His aommeris o Lov 204 may be amerprerect in diis way, Ut in this cose its

placement may he oonnected wath e omponance of min, bul see e 224,
wliere God's role s adumbrated before the action which He couses 15 detailed.
S pn bew 16:1, whene the sections dealing weith the lzsue of the preveotion of
the consequences of gl impuwity for e peneral coanuunity of Israel sre
plared hefore those ahich alfen coly one individwa], 0 Qs case, Aaron,

Gen 308 % where Potiplar's wile shows gremer fear of hor busband than of
ol

M B4,

- Mum L1424
- Gen 1720,
. Lev 15:5%4, where he surveys the scouence of sections i Lev 1314, url explains

their order interms of froquency of oocuence.
Fanocl 231, Lov &30 OF course, Lirth ooder {see no 760 sl initiateee (sec Bum
1924} may b conzidersd under this mubmic, 55 may cansanian (sce 0. B23.

. The eacepions Leing Lev 12:8 ancd 2224, the farmce a5 noted abowe,
S

It b5 notevontly Qi no mediev] commeritor seoms ever 10 luve suppested
et wecquence might be attribaibed mercly womechanseal Or lilerury cinoes, a5 the
Wastfalpprnsip, wheoe the orlder of elements is detenuined by deir length in syl
Iables. See & Y. Friedman, "Kol ha-Kazar Bodend” fesborreris %3 (57310 LL7-29,
E92-00, and e literalure there cited inoon, 20,

But see n. 56.

See the discussion of Lev 12:8 in secnion VT below.

S0 Lo i by commcenls an Gon 9.

Ao he "masters of languoge stuchy ™ (e weded far-fracherd, 5o The Janal, Swfer
be-Rikemend, oo, Wilenski, 286, lines 18] and see Chovel, oo oo 0, 27,

See his commcpts, aF foc One of e super-commentiries on Hashi seems o
have naticed a similan plemonwenong see Sefir Tiaro o Loy 220,

Bowh pluases—erikra msoras and saocs of ba-meibew sv-bereshebe are 1o be
faundd in e weidresber hedabbok, For the lomer, see Mokilta Seshallab Vindssa
4, ed Horvite-Rabing 107; Sifee 20, el Weiss, 45b, Sifel Nasoo pis. 39, ed.
Haorewdtz, 4 el Sveab 582, anl bor dhe latter, sce Sifed, Noass, pis, B8 cd.
Horowite, 3, Sifwd, e tlotetbe, pis. 103, ed. Horovite, pis, 123 Syfel. Parbas,
all Herovitz, 177,

Mot important is his discussion of the phenomenon in his comments on Gen
13:13, where he lists Gen 3017, 4157, Bxedd 1205, 15 2:20. Ps @6:17, 13ox #:2, and
Mal 3:17 as exanples. tnoacddition, he himsell sugpgests the following in the
comise of Lis coanmentans Gop 850 1415, 13:15, Lev 2520, Kom 192 1o Gen
14:15 be rejects Hashits interprotation and sugpests insteod thal thore is an invert-
ed clause. Pentinent abio is implicit acceprince of Rashis suggesiions of reversing
the mber of cluoses (veres of ba il sumabie pe-darsbeba) ot Bxod 2.2, Num
19:7 and Deul 4:38; however, soe wxl se.

b mested plorre (a0 ., G5}, Yaakow Licht cploulared thar Mehnnamides sebverts
W Rushi's commecnts m 377 of his comments ovell. Somwewlon earbier e hael
given an cxomatc of a third; see Fropcfogedion Bl vIL (120 cof G5% . Given
ther exirenme cespect and care with whicl Kaluvanides eats Rashi's conmentay,
s neatural wssumption B that he agrees with i onless sherwise noesd
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Note, frally, that 1his phenomenon was aceepled withont disygreement by
Mahmarmides' cxepetical wradition; see F.Z Molanmed, Mefobed a-Mike, 575
73 on lbn Eaw's “mikre mesores Ohoogl e will occasionally wse the wem
"hafukbt or “minkdan) and §35-38 on Kindws Sweikae hafbhlt® or © maikdan
mee 'udrar” This is of cowaze less sipnificant than milgln be thought sinee
Maluarides had no con oo o rejerting the conSensus s -y sl u-
Heuhay.

See Gen 209, Faodl 223, Lov 1015, 252, dvum 1421, and 27:1.

I is perhaps revesling, lowever, that be will mare ofien dan oot label his
own sugaestions with the nevtral (oed-shetum (see bis comments on Sen -0:22,
14:15, 130, 2728, 372, 405 lin Tis comments ta 3721 Lew 7230, 21:1, 7:34, 1136,
Mk 910, 1750 than e call them mekra mosarss oungbt The erm sbewn is
i exclusively employed for invered clauses; with it he occasionally refes o
Sther syilclic inconmicitics (see Faorl Z1HE2L 21:31), or even etymoohogical
consicerulions, as in Fxod 12.4% o his comments to Exot §:2 e employs the
tern i explaining 10 Faen's suggested “double-duiy ™ preposition there,

Bevertheless, inoahe light of bis progrmmmatie statement al Sen 14:1%, this
must ke labd 1o stylistic preference rather tham 1o bes inclinobons; 10 what extone
shyle miceors deeply Lield beliofs remalns oM.

A an Feodl 22 where Aaron and Mirion's binh sue omitted, and see Nahmanp

ches” atrenyt 1o accound for this in his conunents on 21

. See his long disaesion a4 Frod 181, bat see nn. 63 amd B4 above,
ILLIR
101

Fee lis intreduction 1o Doutcronomy, aod see Mizedfon Tev 251 see below.
See below, sy, "Resonprive Bepetition,” for o discussion of the Tunction of e
divwigion of the Pentateuch jitto "books.”

S seclinn TX

Lew 25:0, v, T exceplion it ac mored a8 well,

% e hls conmments w Mum 161, where he explabos bl the plcement of the pas

gage devoded 10 Komalrs rebellion provides mspghl 1t thes Taning sl melivation
ol the anemproed coup; see o, 1346,

Mahmanides o Num 91

Mahmanides, @ G e makes g similar comment In s 1enurks on den 5528
and Lev 123

We nay note inopassing that the wend Trequently used in Soncsis e denone
“listory” 35 idedr, Tierally, “progeny,” o, melaphorically, the events winedn e
Fearth in the course of e, This serves o connect sequentiality amd auaive
That is. the wiiter's covenant with the reader as the oritenia goveming the genm
Bedrge wsed. Hew David Damosch, The MNeratioe Cooerani: Trenmsformsitons of
Cierrre for M Ceroterh of Bitfical Diteratine (5an Francisoo, 1987, 2
Ag in the case of Gen 300, Exeel 13- Goay S0, md Mo k1. The Nirst and thire
are: resumAive ropetitions, and 1on b second and founh T has mideashic wa-
nant. S Feodns Rebbab and Tandreme Buler, oo foe, for the Toamen, and 3fes
Numibers, Bednaalofede 54, el Blomoitz, G, fon the e, 1o Gen 68, 35:27,
Lxodd 1931, 313, and Lev 32 he cloes no explain e depanure,

Cne of e ironies of intellectoal history 35 that Rashis super-commentalons,
ever vigilint in his defense, in essence adopr Kalimanides' stnce in this mstter,
and ofien altemipt o disconer e reasun for asoquentialiny in ikl namative.
See for example Gen (3, 35:29, and Lev 82 and compare Malmanides on the
Lrmer 1w,

Hashi's use of StfFed in dus mater, 2nd the relation of that michas) e olwers on
Wie Sanee LopHe, are a matier of distussion among ke conmenmaes, See e
rertirks of fur dowk, for example, OF greater concem liere, however, is the offi-
ency of such teeanent of a shameful fact, which, in e end, does appear in the
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Toralr in any case. We shall have the opponuning to ceamine other smnces of

Rashi’s use of the theme ol God's Jove For 1lsmel as an exepetioul woal,
Soo bolowr, section T, for ancahier example (Exexd 1:1-7) in which Bashi prefers a
fibbab cermersd explanarion o ooe which merely scknowledges the achronclog-
fcal order Iy positing a resumplive repretition
Referring to the report of the nvovenzer of the camp and Tent o chager 9.
Umit this point, Abarbanel quodcs Nahmanides” comnenns on Mum 1 woncl for
word.
It s dinpoetant o realiee thiat Abartbunet oten takes the opening phrase of a bibli-
cal book, vsualky 1he ncipht, as reveuling its theme; see bis disouisitions in his
introductlons to First Prophets, [or exangile. Thos, here be ioplies thar the ttle of
e Brok of Numbers, femiadfare in 1lebrew, medaies o the theme ol the baol,
which i 1 give an aconunt of the sraclilcs oxponichoos br B Siral desert, as
opposcd 1o the aocour what franspiced af Monn! Sirad, eitber on the moontain
Cog, Lov 250 or in o the Tenl of Meeting (Lev 1-24% which nocupies most of
Taviticus and the lawecr pant of Exocdus. See abarbanels conments om Nom 71,
For a e detailed analysis of duis cuse, see secton T Belogr,
See Sifred Nuwmbers, Sl alotekhs, pis 67, ol Homovitz, 02 and o, 63 alwone;
Rashi seems 1o proseal o mcld of pis, Giand 67, Clavel in Jis edition ol Hasli's
commentary [def Mume %1% notes that Tosafat, Feoamor 720, sy, mishus cite
Sifred s the source of this midrshic comment.,
As Rashi describes the phenomenon in his remacks oo Ll @30 “Fhis is [3 rep-
ctition ofl the stakement soade above, . . Scriplure repeats it hers since it inter-
ruped the naemlve, This s 1he metliend Lof aomrrator], jus as 2 persen wheo says,
el s retarn o e fiest subjeo” " See Shermaryalu Talnwn, “1he Presenation of
Synchroncity and Sienultaneity o Bibdical Marrative,” in Joseph Heinemann and
Shimel Weases, e, Shefres frr Mebrew Narutioe At (= Scripta Hicrosalymita o
277 Cerosalem, 1978, 20, and the liersture cited there, csp, on 1203 See also
H. ¥Van Dyke Faronak, "Oral Typeseuingg Some ses of Biblical Structure,”
Btbfica 62 (1981 15308

Resumplive repelilioms have boen observed i many ancieat exls, beginning
with the inseriptions of Godea, King of Lagash Cea. 2145 BCEY Scc Adam
Fatkenstein and Walbiam vone Scden, Swemeisebe word Abbadische Hymnen wrd
Gedede (Darich, 1933), 144-45 {translation of Gylinder 1 col, X7 see 11 1 and 1%,
but of, translaticn of 5. N Kramer, “The Templs in Smcran Lieesione,” io
Michacl V. Fox, ed., Tewode i Soefety [Windmna Take, 19381, 31, See also rabhinic
el sch ag Yosefin Megiffab 1.5, and 5 Y. Fricdman. "Le-Hihuvvul Shinnuge
- Gisaor ba-lalmud ha-Bavli,” $idvg 7 15991k 07-102, see 42, n 26 and
Yeroshalmi {see Yerushatey Nedarir 5:7 1390, ed. vl 3:6 1YL

3. Richard White has called oy allention W s resumpdive repetitian i Pirked
dz-Rabbl Efierer, claps. 11 amd 1%, where in the fist, the cieation of man is
described as oocurng inoa "pore place” while chap. 13 las: "Alter man was cre.
aed in a pure plce ™ Michael Fricdlander, in his edizion, explaing this reperifion
as e g conflate test Cegllection of three vl accounts of 1he spome leg-
end™; see Pirke de Babbi Ellezee (The Chaplers of Rabli Effezer the Groal) dc-
cording t the eyt of te Mannscorid Befonging w Alnahan Epsicin of Viewna
(Loodon, MG, repr, Mew Yook, 16810, 78, n. 6. This is in ling with the modern
unckerstanding af e deviee, see Tulmomes discussion of its modern incarmalion.
Efer also scoms to understaned the mention of the Tent of Meeting in Num 1:1 as a
resunipiive repetition. Since the bulk of Levitkeus was revesled there, with the ex-
ceproe of chapers 23-26, Kum L resumwes the narrative of rovcktion in e
Tent.

Since: He intermupled (B witle the mizees of the sabbarical year aml

Jubilee which He staed were |given] at Mouoe Sinai, Te mepeated here

Uinrear ve-emtar ket Uil i revelation (adibfeed was |given] in the Tenl

of Meeting, as o all the revelaions sdilch e mentboned o the Taegin-

ning of the Book of Leviliouws.
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Likewise, Nahmanides seems o view Denl 4:44-85 25 2 1esumptive repetition
of 12eul 1:1; sexe his remarks on 1:1 and the discussion boebooe
A the tme oF the Covenanit Berween the Piores; soc Gon 15, and in jrarticulur,
seer Mahmanides' vndetstanding of the reasons for this oxlle in Lis comments on
Gen 15:13-16.
Gen 4827
Asset Ionth i the initial decree of Gen 1513,
Mexdeled on Fxewd 145,

. Thee lust statement docs nod cxacily rellect Malununides' views on the matter; e

Tabemacle was crecied on 1 Misan, Lot the Divine Presence did not descerd
umidl o wiek later, even thoogh te Bt seven chapiers of Levitios s 1evealsd
At thaniime. See Nalwnzides” conmments on Fxod 4002 and 40 (7,
Fle does the sume in bis commentary on Jeremiah: see Tis commens on jer 374
tahmanicles alse recngnized the existence of explanatony repetitions, though
heee i invoslves 8 contradiction a5 well, In by connment and Exod 1251, he notes
whar dut verse— 0 was on thae selfsame day thin Ged Lok ool the children of
tsrael Troan e Tand of Egypl in their hosts"—eomes 1o oorcest the mpression [eft
by 12:42, which describes the night 3 o “raght ol walching 1o rake them ot of
the il of Fgypt,” Penmisslon o Jeave wus gramiezl st night, bt the cxedus el
toek place daring the day.

Heore we have a resumptive mepetiion (hazar o-feresi of a different son.
Each of these verses serves as a summary of the proceding section. In e s,
verses 3730 descrile the Exodus, and 942 sunvmariae e Epeprian sopourn and
exoidus; 33-4 prescrbe the el ol the paschal saciilice, mal verse 30 climases
this sectivn wilh the asserion that the Ismelites fullilled afl the requiremonts.
Consdituling 3 socton of its omn, verse 31 serves as unolher summany, resaming
and ending the narrative afier the imcrvcime el digeession.

IL Chron $6:22-24,

e use of the wond befestr here does not refer woo repetition of 1he decree
[rean Chronicles, since it @ clear froa the conoesen than e woe conpslele version
al the ecree is o he found in Bam, and I3 thesedoe presunnlily origingl there
The: point Is thar, having deciding tor [Gin he twe mcatives by repealing part of
the deecree at the eond of Clroadcles, Qe autlior of Yera or its editor did o clin-
nate: the first foea verses from the begliomg of lis Tusok. Prool for this reading is
tor be fonnd in the continuaaion, wlere Balumanicles stresses that e ecitor "oom-
plored the tlest book"—tar iz, Clroenicles—"with w:hat crcurred before the
rebudldiogg of the Temple” and “fcompleted] the second ook e, Bem, “with
events from the building onwant” That i, & degree of coliving and coonlination
s necessary for odh,

Heb. ofa: 2ee Chavel's oowe, od foc,

. Froan his commentary on Exed 101

See nl 127

The wse of this device ar this point bas becone 3 hone af conmcidion between
thosse: whoe attribane the authership af Chronicles anel Eem i the sane peeson,
usustly Exva, a view which can be traced back w the Talomwd S fasee Mertee 1520
bt wwbricTy originaed i modem tinwes with Lons, and 1he ever-incassing miomber
of sehiotars wha follose Samb Yefer in aguing for separate authors, See bier "The
Suppased Common Aatharsfdp af Chreonicles and Ezea-Nehamiah Investigated
Anew ™ Vefus Tishawendian W U198 330711 hope o cike o (his issue elie-
where,

Fram his comments Go bom 1:1.

Followving Hegined fa ancd Zveefiim 1130, Malimanides divides the caa of Moses'
prophoey into theee parts: it of the Sinad poedod, that of e era o revelaions i
the Tabemacle, and b of the covenant m e Flans of Moals. See his detailed
analysis oo Lev 251, presented and discussed belowe in section 12X Thouglh 1he
lsmcliles reach dee Plaing of Moaly only at B 257, e Bilon and Piobas oace-
tives, anct fswocdated activities (the oonsus, the wear agadies Midian, ere), the Crad
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and Reuben narcatives and the Bist of camping stops ke ap the Dubk of re-
mainder Homecver, chaptors 258-30, 33-50-34: 15, and chapioe 3% constibute a con-
siderable amount of halakhic material that might perhaps better have heen
Inchuded in Deuteronomy,

See Ius comuentaty on 232

Sov b ohserves 0 the oouarse of biv comments oo 1kt 1.1,

We nuay nole, irer affe, Ut an least one of e Qilfereraces in onder niay cur 3l
ollwer weay, ded suppont Rashi's undersanding of 1he relation afl fhe o passages.
1o chingnic reversal between the twe, whets 6:300 has “Bohodd, Tam of inpod-
ed speechy;, Tiow hen shiould Plucol heed me? wlule 612 had "how then
should Fharach hecd me, o man of inpeded speechl” may constie a Serll-
Weiss claasmic panem, which, ss Mosbe CGreenberr as shown m s conomea
tary on Frekiel, might indicare a Mashlnck.

On the laner, sec M. Scidl, *Makhilot bein Sefer Yishayah le-Sefer Tebillim,”
Nimgad A OST1RY 14972, 28R, 2TARD, 53330 B Weiss, " Al lo-Kisms Ta-
Mikr” i Mafirel Mibra; Rehines Nasab ne-foasbon, 23975 One ol the ironies
of this ahole discussion is thay Abarbanel (falloweed by the: Mallimd is the one
comementito wha foticed the reversal ol elenenes i che description of the
Cliarict in Beek 1 and 9-110 While Abadsne] prodiens and prefems 2 metaplivsical
explanadon of Unis reversal, Gieenbers panses b s o Seidl-Welss chinsimic repoti-
tion Intenced W slevae e identiny of the ao descripuons., See Moshe Greeabens,
Lrelthed 120 (Garden City, 1983), 19849,

The Korph nareative s anodher instance in which Mahmanides followes @ simi-
I interprellve stbepy, and 0 some exbend s interpaetation owes more e his
genctal seand than to intenal evidence.

In his comments on Mum 16:16, he rejecs o Borats olsenstion thal KMeosss'
proposal W Roraly at 16:10-18 i w0 reperise of W3-7, dimemdedl g stress thae tie e
action recorded st 1619, which puerallels Moses' proposul ol 168, was acled on.
Thus, % Weizer Aaoies i hig edliion of T Bees emsalen), 19705, 160-61, 1his
repefition 35 cxplanatory or suppleneental, e may add to Weser's obsovatimn
the adclitiomal proint e this repetition cannol be classilied @8 nesemprive sinee
thers wis o iolemiption.

Malmnmickes eroploys e sune inlerprelive sieaepy i uses ol Bxod G:25-30,
and sees the two conversanions as rellecting twor Soges 0 The negoaliaions
brsteeeen Mowies ancd Komh,

In addition, he tojeces, in the cowse of s commems on 16,2, (ho Eera’s
placement of the namarive as 2 whole as having ooccunred in fhe Sinal desedt, i is
therefore 1o be considered out of place. While 1hn Fara claims fun e incident
rracumrecl 0t Sinad desen shostly gfer the clowetion of te ke af Levi in the
wake of the Golden Callf apestesy, Mahmanides places ot w1 P clesent, sl
thereiore in its proper plice,

Froan his comments on Exod 32-11.

Sew 0. 046

S Liseula Milgiaan, fevitions £-06: A MNew Fraasfotion wiil febaafuciion amd
Commerfeasy CAnchor Gible: Mew York, 1491 W24, aned see, sehesse relesant, his
remarks on these passages o his JP5 Torak Comnenian: Naabens {Philulelphia,
T Add, ta these, Wum 222356 and 21a, cited Dy Milgrons in the former b
nul 1o the latter, and Cen 4500 and 45:2, aotecd by Tabmon (21.20) In none of
these instances decs cither Thin Eza or Nalwmaoides renmrk on e repetition,
Though the reswinplive nature of these repetitions may have ezcaped
Malwanides. their repetitivencss surcly woald oot given e fensifivities o talmo-
die echwcation fosters, Lk rejection of 1bn Fara's penpased resnmptive repetition
at Tev f:13 is no clifferent from his gsual approach; here his proposal of a pro-
gressive: descrption obwiales the need Tor 1bn Her's aseguential resumption.

See 5. Talmwn Cabxasg, no 175, 14

He refers hiere wa Rashi, Mahmuanides, dbarbancl, Bekhor Shor and “possibly
rIhers.”
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hicl., 14, Talnwon supgests that the distinolon between “resumpdlve repetition s
4 structurl and pot ag a stylivtie cevico, e, with an amanger's of editors rathes
than with an author's teclmigue” cannot have been in the mind ol 1 “gre-nusdern
cxcgete like Machmanides.” This is becawse "he hardly would differentipie
betweren these foog fypes of wrilers who had had 2 haod in the creation and the
preservation of blblical lierature.” However, the means for diffesentianing
between these toeo fanoions were readily ot hand, as Rashi emadkes in his oome
ments -t Ezck 11, “the Holy Spirit intermipted the mateer in order 1o provide the
chronological data—1in verses 2-3—neghected by the proplest. Granted that s is
likely not to be the case witl regard 10 the Pentateuch, neverheless ihe concept
wonld ned b enticely fovedgn w a medieval cxogete.

Aside from han, the Torce of Talmon's conmnenn escapes me SN @ tesung-
thwe repetition nay he either editoal or aotlwrial, Why deny the medievals the
Lnsight ey dicd have simply becawse ey comsicdersd it only aurluwonal?

See section V1 belowe, Tnotlis he is oo different from cther Jewisl commentatorns
whir seldomn directly address these nuanens in their wider context, unless sprrcd
e it by ontside pressures. Ome exception 1o this wndeocy is Kallag, with the re-
sualts wo slall see Twelow.

As he coanments on 11;32: *This 15 the custon of eveery [hiblical] texy Cho-ferrem
tegarding; all penerations, to recount the fler's life, his hepetfing les son, bis
death, aod [onbv] affer that it bepins the moauer of the sonl's lilel So do Reitdicsd]
exts condhcl themselves (ngbaged.” e refers 1o this minciple o bis comments
on Giene 33028 as well.

From his commentny w Lev 16:1; see section I above.

According v Ibn Ezia, “afier the death of the teo sons of daron” refers diecetly
o the preceding 1%:31, “and you shall warm the children of lsrael from thei
uocleanness, that they nor die an their ueclesnness, when they make My sinoo-
ary, which ix In their mdst, unclean.” 1he opical swmnarg of e Follewwing tae
vierses lardly count within a narmative contex.

Mesle Nahmanicdes™ emphasls on this point: imaeedistely after the deahs Gie, the
net dav, sinee an orcdin cnmel receive divine revelation oo seeee of aole sar-
e, God Lastened s warn Anron against emerdge Qe Taltmacle inoa stae of
uncleunness, o state willy whicl the inenvening sections cieak,

. LE Bodesh refers 1o Rosh Hodesh, a3 it should in Tlight of the forcgolng, X = 1.
- Thial s, the seandard inroduction o Levitical matenial: “God spoke w Moses s

Felboywes, ™

. I et 15 eruivalent v Rosh Hodesh, X - L
3o sectlon V1L Below.
-1 his comments on 8:2, and sce his conunents v Exed 3200 nated above, sec-

Licm 10, s.v. "Resumpdive Repetition.”

» The: apparent contsdiction from Lev &1 Gsee Rashi) may be solved ot same

way, bt note that Nabmanides imerpeets zaw somewhan ciflersnty Trom Bashi.
Scc bis romaks on Gen 1032, 35:28, Tewv &2, 16:1, 1623, Num 71, 1.

Huwever, much as 83 s problemaic Tor Matmwnides, so s #2 problematic
fosr Rashi, 1 Goth Lov 8:0-3 and Exod 29 are w be aled 100 23 Adar, what pur-
pose did 8:2 seive, since every pant of il s paralleled in Feod 297
Vaaloy Licht briefly refors to Nalunanides' "sense of proponion”; see "Le-Darkds
shel ha-Bamban® (above, o {5, 253,

Gewests Rabbab 60:8; sco Rashi ad Gen 2042, s, s Bo-pon,

. %ee his comments o Gen 24:28; thix is his interpretation of B Aladi's comment in

CrOResis Mebbualy

See Malwnasides” conmments (o Fyod 32:1F, where he raises that objection wo Ibo
Pzru's interpretation of the reladonship of dun verse to 32:31.

Halbag, far ahead of his dme, b equally ouside the mainstream of paditional
exegesiy, atrilates this repetitiveness of the Tabernacle descriptions o the maede
of pacrative (errbagh chamoenstee of e e a0 which the Torh was given
see his commonts to Exced 35978 We now know thon this was indesd so inoan-
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cienl Mear Lastern lieninme, padicilarly that froom Ugast, Ralbag™s relaivizing
resprnse was totally rejected by Abagbanel wad the ull weight of exegelical tra-
diticn Beliod him. See Abarbancts dismissive: esponse in bis cooumens near the
el of his conuncarny (o Gen 37, ed. Jenmalem, 3350

Even wulay, il the ancient Mear Fastern parallels available, s solution is
ol ae dllaclive we it might seem at fest blush, at least not withow sulasidiamy
hypotheses. Biblical narritives ams nol always eepetiove (s0c Nahmanides' obser-
valions i his icmarks on Fxod 117 and alss 16:4, aear encd) as the Tgaritic oncs
invarialbly are {scc for cxample, ML Cassul, S Akt pe-Sifrut Kendanit
[Jerusalen, 19721 31-%43, 5o thers must be other than stylistic nessons @1 work.
Mabmanides cows nod soggest @ eason ior this inconsisency, but wee alwo lus
comments on 119, and see n, | ahove

In the end, e Hndados of repetitivencss in namative muy be aocounted for
bw the use of Kahmanides' mle of proponion. Repetiton o [ullness of cxposition
ar TiaTive mos Be a sign of 1 maners importance—aned the: inverse may hold
as well. However, i this is so, aed his comments an Freod T2 would seem 1w
bear this out, hotr can the Exexlus mamative noa e considered of prime impor
tanced Here, onee agin, we appeoach the limis of our investigation, lor
Nuhmmanides lad apparently not weorkor] out all the consequences of bis sugges-
Licsra.
k. MIEmhi 35 alweys sensikive W s issoe, Do doees o goe beyond  positions al-
ready staked cut by his predocessons, Sec, for exanple, bis rennks on Excd 1],
where he contends thar the list of the mibal pawsrchs in Exod 1:1-6. already
mecoeded i Gen G, though an espression of divioe Jove, would ol e boen
repeated Lot for Uve Tact tiat God wished to onuant thesn agaio “in Weir dearlis”
ax in Kfe, as e stars. 1o which Mwey e compared, are coumoed on thelr cising
ad sefting. He romains bound wnoormadieionul frsalations even when they mani-
festly add nathing to the initial sobotion.

. FRid.
102,

As he remacks in his comments on 355, Drhold, Moses had o tell the wrhode
vongregation [ahou) all e work which God had commapded him [t have
donel. o ket 1w inform mem o the necessite of bringing large dooations, for
e [amount o] work o be dode] was great. And therefore be told them: the
Tabemmacle and its tent, and 15 cover, ctc'=—he mentioned all of it i gerrerd
terms,"
See Muhmanichs” indrococtiom gy Exoclus, cliscussed alaove i secticn T
In his extended comment to Fred 374
Since they could ool be Dmoglt smltinecasty, by God's command. see s
comments below.
Froen his commements on Nom 722
Seses T HY amad lexl.
In comsiance with the povernmg omnisignalicant assumphion that pathing s
CRIC0LS,
“You will punsee your et they will bl befone your swond,

Live of you will pursue 3 JwndicdS hoandred af vou will defean ten thao-
sandAthey =il Fall besfore wour smeord.”
See iy conuments o Num 152
Cn Mahmanides™ typrelogical interpretdions, see Amos Funkenstein, Parstinoio
ha-Tipologit shel ha-Ramban,” Zion 43 (197980 353-9; a condensed English
version appeared in Joseph Dan oamt Frank Tielmopge, ecds . Srclios e fouish
Mysitcisin: Proceedings of Regivwal Conferences Held ot 1e Dulversity of
Cefiforreid. Los Anpels, and MoCell Univerity in Aprl. 1978 (Cambridge, MA,
198273, 12894, ancl see David Lisber's pesponse oo pp. 13132,
See Gen 123 Cbe Tomab did nensvish tor enlarge: on the opinions of idolaloms™,
T Con the probeptic naming of Amalck) and see o 1 ahove on the closoly
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eolred wamer of his recogniton of Sorpiore’s tendency w shorten some wrcative
segnteiis al the expense of oflwrs.

See bebow repanding Nahmanides” comments on Nume 375 An explosmlon of
Malimanicles' use of the wand “sdai, " “gfitar. and “pistaien” in denoting vari-
s feoeels of surety is a deslderamm.

- Mote Nalmznides™ tepical blending of de twe verses i his parphrase; the wod

st appeacs in v 2, while Jacebs wives, handogidens and children ane
mersloned in v, 23 For a similar bleading of verses in order st forth eleary
the sequestial onder of the section, see Lis comments 0 Lev 14:44. This is one
ol tial his concern here §s the exact relation of vss, 23 aad 24, and non that of
A2:23 aned 33:2, involving the arder of wives, concubines il cldldren.

5 Though no midrash seems 1o make a point of this. his would hardly have

deterred Nuhmanides,

The tlnuelic precedem for suell u ension may b ouwnd in e exchange, * mat
we-beva bapa™ with the response, Shennsbar berg el Osee Foma 30, ar the
query, “Whar difftience does this make? It is messiooic hiw!™ with the response
“dernsh e Rabied sakban” (oo Senbedenn 5100 The prefeoed answer is to
derive awaching which apphics a1 oaher times as well: sec Vo 374, Sazi- 28,
Makkot 5, Horlror 10k, Zevabire 10Ok, Moo Ga,

See Lev 34, 902, 5, 144, 6, 103, 3, and see section T.oschere e early clasical -
eature on this pASFAET was reviewed.

Nifrer Hoeall 18:3, ecl. Weiss, 2de ancd Zepahing o,

Following Rava's commen on Zepab iy 900 Arahifr 210, soo Rashi, adf foc,
“Mirh Didefush b zeB and, inoahe sext of Siitteh Melnebbezot, ey achd, “cde-zil
dervel Bei rar bt And, indeed. the expression ocowes only in these v places,
[ty wen e name of Rava

. Recon, 90,

Sce above, po A

Woras non uetil te nineteenth contury thae & Naphiali Zevi Yohodalt Berlie
("Megh"} sugaesied that the reversal of the sl order s triggeeed not by the up-
positlon of sindburntoffering. but by mention of the: particulay bids enmployed.
Bevause wrlledwves ang gl listed belore pigeons (aee Tev 114, $:7, 11, 14:22,
30, 1314, 29, MNana G:10, 149:30), Mewiv conchudes thar ey e considered the
e prestigicous (shades of sequentialinyd. Inckeed . acoording o his inlemrets-
tion, pigeons are preferred for o sin-olfering for juse s rewson—becanse such
an oficring does vor merit the more prestigious bind. 1 s the species of Tind
wltich 15 deterroinant, and nat the sacnfice.

Thus, 1he reversal ol the wual mder of wrtledeve-hefore-piperon i 126 s ex-
Plained Ty thee prefercnce for pigeons for sin-offerdnps. while de reversal of the
sl sin-aifering/bumi-ollering sequence in 128 5 a comsequence of the osual
preference of wrlie-doves over pigeons. The reversal of species in 126 s dus w
the separate memion of sin-offerings apart Trom bamm-offerings, in 128, Dl
e wrder of sacrifices Bs reversed, this merely reflecrs the usual prelerence of
specics.

o sense, in his elegunt Moo die force, Megiv substiloies o seguence without
the dinwback of un inexplicable exception: woledoves amd pigeons, wheoe 1
preference for thw luner oy be explained—for one. nawly, sin-offerings and
hllrn[—oﬂ.flingﬁ_. far which an cthersse inexplicabile coonprion vaists at Lev 12:8.
A solar year; see Rashi o 514 s besbiveh The sowrce ol this apinion is
Michnak ‘Edrper 2:10 aned Genavis Babivah 28.0
5w, Ber-bodesk ba-xheoid,

Sco s lengtey comments on 84, 50 vi-fanel Ba-lefuc,

- See RBashi's (midrashic-style) delense of this proceclure in his cosments 10 #:3
CAnd not Anno Munds, a2 Chavel remarks in his notes 1o B4, unless, of cotese

Moah was bhorn on Rosh ashanah, Since the caiendar consisterd of maelve
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manths of thiny days eac and could Merefore Tardly bave beena a lunar culen-
dar, or even a lunizoly one similar o the one inaugums] jost before the Exo-
chus, ickentifying this calenda with any of the historical Anno Mundi calendas
porpetrates the very anachmonisiu Malouanides is a1 pains 10 disvow.
Mahimanides' pustification ke so doing is sipnificant: "since Rashi [himseli] in other
places suldects midrashim 1o searching examinalion (medakdel gbar midreshe
ha-hagaadad and labors i explain e plain meanlngs of the Scripiure, he hos
permitied s o de s a3 well, for there are seventy faeews w Toral, and twae arc
many conflicting midrslhim i dw words of the Sages.”

Be'er Yizhak wf ba-Turel, by B Vighak Hornwilz, first pobdlished i Leov
187275,

Lov 1336, where the eruption “fades.”

See Sifrs 778, od. Weiss, Tic. ARer fheee weeks- - actually, 19 days, since each
week boging and enck on the sanees duy—either the affeeted stones have heen
remwoved and the cruption dies not retum, or Qe hoose hos Doen dismantled.
The case is s chosord

IMiis analysls ipnores the Sy reading of these venes, wliich accounts for all the
pessitalities mised Ty emlier sections, and convens e section's week-plus pee
haps-anesther-ckiy sequence w4 three week alfair in onder 1o scoomnoedate all e
pommutticons involved, These lnclucks the status of the house when the fungus
remaing nnchangesd, which, oo analogy 1€ 130, is pet necessarily a sigo ol porily,
or the tading it el disappesrance of the Tunges, which, an analogy 1o 136, 15
nol necessanty o sign af pority, ele For the posaldlites ieolved, see Mishuah
mepe i 131, and the chart prepared for the Hebrew connentay of R DL 2
Hotfmann, 2686, ard reprechiced in Pnglish in ool Mlgoom's Leeiticies 1-160, 878,
Wldch, be it nated, have been accepted Ly Jacol Milgrom in his Anchor
fetdticns, wd v 43, 878, T s Imeresting o note that Milgacn cies Balmapickcs
some hundred tinees in this ok, and alien in his comnmentary oo Qe P Torad
Comrererian: Nusiders (Fhilacelphia, 1900

This assumpdion s tmade by Be'wr Mzbak on Rashi, 53k, 0 his analysis of the
feshced.

- Generally, these caves are deall with by emploving the techmoue of pezerah

sheivah,

i oshonld Be noted that bere o, a8 i Bum 27:8, Mahmanides distinguishes
hotwroen basie cases deabt with in the Writen Tooah and e elaborations, which
are meant for future generations, in the Ol one, Sce el section YIE, and
see Yebuda Coopenaan, L-Fechuea siel Mikra Qemusalem. 1974}, 65,

Aol 522

Sifears Mexibility o these matiers Jus already been demonsicacd in s consaoc
ficn of n gezenah shapah from skiv'eh and Biak see Sifw 73, ed. Weiss, T34,
and 1ve the Sifs commeent in Yowee 2h- where the appropriowe wond exises,
we wie il U ool we ase a similar aoe! The Bardfs scnsitivity 1o this problem is
evident in the sugva at Peseafyng 430 a5 weclh

lie points out the Tarpgun teslnes both verbs with osef

That is, whese Lhxad was spriokled wfttide the beicheal Cvss. 0-223 that is =y
they ane called Sinmer” saenfioes.

The: seveen bimibs specified in Mo 2908, see Yo Tha.

The bull and m of Muwm 258, 11,

That there was an adomial awareness aad wse of i echoigques can casily be
chemonetrated Ty examining the lilegge, which is ol of sena-parallehstic, poeti-
canlly-beighiensd prose.

Sec Kugel (above, oo 23, 97-104,

For some reason, he did not make use of the principle in s punely aggadic garl,
as In Mekifta, perhaps bocause, as noted above, such use did nor reglly Tence
structural, halakhic, ethical or theolopical implications.
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Yaakoo Elman Fid,

This lateer is clearly precedented withln classical rbhinic lierare,

Thus exctuding Rashi's suppestion al Fxad 6,

Though e renmnptive nawre of these repetitions may hve escaped him, their
repetitiveness siely would nat, geen the schstivities o tlnodic sducation Tos.
s, A% potedd above,

See, for exwople, the discussion cemered around Hushi's fofse notation at Lev 8:2
in O b -Tlmpewim and e Aeeh, od i,

Ak witness the lumg and invalved discussions of the whys and wlerefores of prar-
ticular midrashic lulakhic expesitions in the commeniaries of U Baler athasites
on both ese weorks,

Mimesis (gee 11}, 1415,

The very existence of the delawes oaer sequentiality wlhiich we lave examined
indicates that the litcral hiswricity of the bilslical narmative @ not aleays o e
taken Jor granted, even in wreditional conumentanes

See Mans W Frei, The Folipse of Brificad Nevvariog A Srealy of Fightornil and
Nireteenth Confuey femenantics (hew loven and London, 19741 1-16: john
Barnon, Readfnge the Cid Testament: Methodd er Btfica! Stushy (Fhllaceltiia, 19843,
13607, Tarnes Tarr, The Scope aord Authority of the fHifile AT hilzecledphiog, 1980, 1-
17 (“Suory anel History in Billical Thealogy™).

Meir Stemherg, e Poerics of Bifical Netrrotios Tloolonfoal Literatiere qizd ihe
Prvanzad of Reading (Bloomington, 19685), 12 sor also lus discussion in claprer 4
“tdevsbogy of Narcation and Namation of klenlngy™), esp. K758 and, particularly
pertinent to aur discussion, 92-99.

T emplay Ui erminology of the siory of Moses and ® Akiva in Muazeelnn 20h,
Kobor Alier, The Warkd af Bibliced Literature (New York, 19923, 34,

This phmse recurs often among the Scphadic gosbresring Ton Kem and Radak,
and, when no morlstic comuenn lies wl bhand (o eibbor oo i Rtk N3
by abarbancl, Lue net with such 1epulurity that we do ol Tind even Badak make-
ing clistinctions caelwer than achicviag synonymity by fovce wmieane,

The whobe {ssue of “multiple faetf requires cxamination. For the fige Do, mmy
unpublished “The Fxcgosis of kedundent Passages in Fabhinic Literuure: The
Unfoldicg of an Exegetical Principle” (above, . 100, naust suffice; see alson, 12

CAd e, s, damrab Biffoka.
222

This prirciph: is cited aprin io Tosafor, Bawd Mezic U1a, sv. ek Billalagi,
Lphraim B Urbach, Horcdes Tosafor (Jevusalens, TG, G40-45, mites tha thougde
these are basically Tosafor Touque, bused on Tosalm Sens, the rodactor wldisd
material of his own as well. Siove the Rosh too crew on Tosalol Sens (see B
Urback, ibfed, 390, 594, 0. 30 amad wext}, that ey luve besen hiz source, Tul sinee
iese commenits e oddities, and nat typical of B. Shimshan of Seas or the B for
tiat maner, that is fod overly Tikely, Ubacly neies that Tosador la-Reosh 1o Sae
Mezig are “longer andd more detailed an our Tosafor, ad rouny comments are
cited there i e name of the Fvan, e Bashbam, Rafwenon Tem, Riv and e
Ri which are ot in one Tosafot" (995). Amang the compilers other sources une
his teacher. the Maharam, as well as the coumenaries of Rabad and Kemah
Other commwents of 1his Wype may have been Altered out in e coume of tine,
Maharshat amd Malharaw i net discuss this Vosafor, Mahaam Sl ST AN
emcnctation, tn which the Heshash objoos on Qe basis of Tosalot, B Koy
632, sv. fbdion. However, aside from the question of authorship of tlhe rebewar
Twalis comments, Reshash counterposes o dilferent frpes of repetinons, thase
which gecur in parallehsnn and tlwse whicl orour in cedain exprossions, wiowa:
sprecialized wse For dersbor is clear.

Tosalot's suggestion was ighored by the Alionim. Incdeed, as perspleacious a
commentier as R Aryeh Leil Zing, in s Mecayanel be ffobBmah (S arsaw
334, Y3b, aker noting Tosafors question. weably ignoees e proferned sohition
Tand e seye s asscrtion Ot sesbelb and mearddt canmor be sepuraled} and
proposes one hat is casulstically omnisignillcan. While Tis solution is ot with-
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ol philalogical maerit, his wtber disregand for Tosafors solotion s striking: be
dhixss muat troubde e refule i

tn the other hand, wletber muder the influence of s strand of Tosafist
thinking, or, maee likely, for *pashianic” neasons independent of RBaldseng Tam,
K. Ellezer of Boawgency, in his comnwentany to Taiah, bwares the prophers’ wse of
poeiny i e same realm as Fosalor docs: 1he necd w dicss the prophots’ nwes-
sagee of repoonl e amoctive gach w cnhance s rhetorical poseer, snd the desir-
ahility of putting it in a form whicl could more casily T remenbered, See his
orrmimenes o Ts 301 foee John W Mo, Cerpuealares ot e Lator Propheis by B,
Bleazar of Beaugency, F Bodah [Eondon, 18791, 170 For otber nedieval discus-
sions of such maners, see Adebe Bedin, Millicad! Poetne Thrownd Mediovel foteish
fues (Rloomington, 1991}, though no Ashkenasic sounces ane noted theeein.

Tt is sigmificpne that Nahmanides disinguishes betaeen the werms, in line witl
bis genceally conscivative appicach o halakhic toxts However, his recognition
of thee anilivy of spreonpemoous pardlclism far philological purposes 35 oot in quies-
oo, See his rennacks g Gen 1418, 27:37 and Exod 15:84.

Nefer Tewirnaad Dhasish Ben Labeat 't Hablbva'od B Ta'akor oo, od, 7. Filipowe-
sk (Lovrclon, 18537, 135-14. 1e makes sinalar rennnks on 49-45, 51, 9192, 32¢ also
Fichand . Sicingr, "Mueaninglessnesy, Meuningludness, and Super-Meaningiulness
in Sorplure™ fabose, oo 23 443 no 3% Unforuooely, none af thess esamphes
ocowrs in an halakhic conlext or in Penlateachal exls.

It 35 not almgether clear mehether Rabbonu Tam woudil leve enclorsed this sup-
gestion in regard to Lev 2337 acsthonic varighion in MProwverhs s one thing, in
Lewiticus fuite areler, More o all the examples adduced by Steinee {above, o,
2, 943, 0. 539, oecur | Fiophes aod Hamogapla, and dw oeceny-poblished
Tragriwents of Kalbene Tan's eommentny o Jols, al incleed they ane swenally his,
do o chaope the picture. See Benjamin Kichler., "Eabbeimu Tam's ‘Lost’
Comnrmentary on Joby™ Barry Wallisly, ed., The Frank fofmage Memosol Voltume
(ila, 199%8 191-202, Howeever, in tbe light of Richleo's 1hesis, the aoomynous
comenentanies on Jobr cited inhis o 2 @il hose b e examinel for any Yght they
may shed on this question,

Seor Madmonides™ Grdfe of the Papdexed, 102, onthe dificrenee in homan preaco-
pations caused by the Fally rather than conocrmang themsclecs with trath and
falschookl, the human couple were desmen to supedicial, comeentional artitodes

Through the inteltect one distinguishes between o and Blsehood, and

that was found in Eadad i its pedecton and integriy, Fine and Tad, on

the other hand, belong e the things generally accepied s knowsn, not tno
those oogniced by e inelece Bl s, comeentional opinions, as opposed

o maniers of ineh or Bdschood—1 F1 . Accordingly »:hen man s i

his migst perfoet and excellent sate. in aconidance with his fnkeeen disposi-

tion and possessed ol hig enellectual copmineons. © . . he hod e Facoley that
was o engaped inoany way in e oonsideration of generally acoepred
things, and e did oot appreliend ther .. [Then el disobeyved the

cormnandreent thal was imposed upon him on accownmt of his intell oo

and, becoming endowed with the facuhy of apprehencling generalty

mocerded things, be becanw ahsoshed injuckging things to b had ar fine,

See Ve Crufde of the Ferfleod, trans 5 Fines (Chicagn, 1909, T, 24-23,

For divine accommndationisnt, sec a. 39 above, and. m paticuln, the discwssicn
in Bennin, 130-31

See abowve, n. 100

See the lomg and enlightening discussion of these matters i Affzead! on this
VETHE,

Refherr; par, 11

Anparently, in the perspective of Ismaelite history, everpihing which occurred
before the Exodus was literally prre-tistony.

Faocl 120, “This svcuh stadl B2 wo wou,” was not noccssadly revealed on Rosh



52

233
234,

235

2306,

247
238,

230,
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Hedesh Wisan, and i explicit date is given, As o Eng-frocfenidr o Exod 1951, 5o 0.
150 re: Mum %1

Mote that cven were one 10 aurluole these daics. in the wav of some modorn
sclvolies, wr he: “Pricsily® writer, one would also sl the pre-Exodus chrono-
loggical dula 0 the same source, e-Paaderd kushya lesfubbiafi—he orlginal ques-
L feours.

Aninleresting altempl i exphiin the stucture of Exacd 19 has reocntly been
made by Thomas B, Doceman in his exsay "Spatial Form in Eaed 19183 and in
Lthe larger Sinai Mamative," Sonscia 36 (198 37-100, Dozeman sepgests thal
some of the repetitions in this narrative can be cxplaloed as “spatial forms
devioes™ (500 0. 08 above For a definition of 1his sermy),

Follewing his analysis 1 detall woonld ke ws toe far afield, the following
excerpl Iroan iy conclusimns illustrare the usefulness of 1w idea:

iosteacl of establishing a clear tomporsl sequence wr the Sinai namarive, the

repotitier movement of Moses creates . .. the narmative confext for the

promulgation ol distinet legal codes, which are newe all anchored m the
oee povelation o Mouon Sinsi. . L ] forces the meader *to projea oo so
wwch forwaed Cwhal happens nese't as backward o sideways™ . The
repcler repeatedly loscs a sonsc of the past, presend, ancl future oF narmaled
tane. Lol this loss of memared dme scrves a canonical purpose, for the
result @5 that the readen’s time beconees the sipnificant moment for inter-

preting the: promulgadon of Tomb "on this day™ (Loeemuan, 970

Mg we skl see, Mahomnides' analysis has points in common wih this sag-
RBEston.

Mo it U 1w are comneciecl in Bxocd 3:12.

See Frank M. Cross, Canaaaihe b and Hebvew Fpte (Cnibridge, 1973, 301-05,
Malnerides noes Ois division in lis comments to Oen 59

Bicme el Hashis olsenaations neganding the asequential order of cliuges oy Gen
&3 and 18:% arouse nor response on the pant of Mahmanides, Tn che case of
Rashis lony discusyion of the chimmodogy of Jacob's flght fo Amm ad Gen 3529
ard] Mabmwanides' cesponse, this falls neatly inte the methododogical oo Le
makes anent Tev 16:1, thoogh be does nok lay the groundwork bere, Lot rtber
provides an alternate cxplanation for the ek ol sequential order, o line with the
ole: adslucezl elsewchere, that cach generation's namative i penrined 10 proceed
withour interniption, despite the chiooological vverlap, See above, 150 Again, he
docs pot respond to Rask's remank a1 Exoel 420, presomaldly because he oould
scmcely disapres; Dot one weondens why be does nod remark on the Torah's Tack
of concemn for saeall weners of sequence, as he remarks onits lack af coneem
[or muters of suwmber insecond person verhal forms (in his commenns an Gen
1H:3, 5. ad),

See Tosefta. flagipab 2.7, el Hegiged 170, on the prohibition of inoquincs rqe-
garcling the pre-hiswone of the onivense, may provide an analogy.

See albwowve, no 130,

Fesziv, in his comments on Nam 201, relates the repetition of e plirase e sec-
ond” year v the midmshic source Rashi cites, and doss raan al all desl witl 1he
sequential guestion. 1le alsoe ypoores O structucal sspect of all the passages dis-
cussed alove,

See Zewebim 60b, and Gur Arved ad 1126, s v, b oo Rasld, s.v. mafiee, ed.
F. Hartmumn, vol, 5 (fersalom, 1992), 243, n LB Maharal also esplains cetain oif-
ferences it fomaulation of the prohibition in these verses.,

See alwove, oo 20 few, "Maintaining 1nin"},

See ns conraents an Mum 279

In fi-Feshrety shed Mikra, 63

This applies as sl o Mase of e ¥Wilno Gaon, which o svoe cases, can be
raceel even hether back, Scc ¥, Cooponmate, Ji-Pesbatn shel Mikra, 64, Neziv on
Lev 16:23%; ancl Lepittcns Rabbak 21:7, ed. Marpuhes, 584,
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Megiv alen provides such inrerpretmilons. Sec, for example, his comments (o
Tev U523 Cand soo Yoweer 5220, hiv Kidwad bet-"Eaxiek, 1ig incod octlon o Ris coam
rventary on the She'sliod, Ha'antek She'ulob (Vilna, 3021 cepr. Jemusalem, 57270,
and recendy 1eprinted with notes in Perashed Bo-Semio (feralem, 5753), 1-71,
which provites i guasi-hisiorlcal sebeme as weell, bur, @1 scems tr me, this does
ol bulk ax barge in his Hegrled Davar as in B Meir Simhah's Mestelh
Hobamarh, 1lospever, s oy e because Mexly's conumeniany is ess halakho-
centrle than K Meir Simhah's, and b contains neeme non-bolak i elenweons.
1Te miatler requires o 2xamination, but the appearance of historical consgider-
aticns io the work of such endnent halakhists as Nepiv and R Mcir Simhah, as
well ws Qume of K Zaddok leaeKohen {s0e my *R Zadok Hakohen on the Hstory
of Halakha,” ‘Traditiver 21 1IORS). 1-26) and B, Moshe Samoch Glasner Csee omy
"Frown the Pages of Tradition: Rabbi Moses Sanwel Ghasner: The Oral Torah,"
Traaditton 25 1990 6304, not 10 mention B B2 A iledDian—all m the Lanc
pant af the nlnetecnth and first quarter afl the aenticth—coan bandly be coinct-
dental.

4. Dogermian, 97, gee n 232 phowe
Cxee Div Li-Fesfruto sPed ATied, 03-00, and his Ploke! Macn fe-Pevosh " Mesbellr

Huodglrimceh " fo-Thowd (fenesalem, 57300, sulsequently incorporated inko the sec-
ond editinn of ghe commentary Jerusaleny, 1983 [F). 7 75

Literally, "saicd.” arwd s threughoum,

Thai is, in the hook of Peutermnomy; Sfagizalt Gl, Zecabine 1155,

As deseribod in 24:8

From Mahmamides” commontane te Lew 259, ol Chaeee], 165,

Sen Meshelbh Holhpeh o Deat 2204, e, ¥, Gooperman, solo 3, 154, and see Y.
Coopeimian, L Pesbuto shel dibne, 64,

- This Mdstocy of Permareuchal law echaes B Zadulok’s own histoniographs; see my

“H. Zadok 10akolen on the fliswory of Thlakha,* above {0, 2493, i particalar the
chamge Treane balakhalv as constitured ine the desert and that which was in force
with the entcance into the Promised Land, However, Ko Zodok dees oot w0 lis
surviving writings, prosdde s contnuous comnentary w1 e Pentmeuch I'mon de
perspective of his radicp] historingraphic point of view.

Soe Mum 36, and w55 B9 in panicular, and the mbhinie discussion at Baose Seiea
1200,

W should be nored, however, thar Mainwonides had abeady noecd Gin the third
oA oH e imtmrsduction i Sefer fe-dizaod) the existence of das e abf alakhic
magteeris i thee Tomahe by excloding i T Lis count of 6135 eternally applicables
PRUZINH.

. Far the anee, scc his comuncnls of in Hidaushel Baobar 'al Yesgseo, 87h-88.

ed. Herschler. cols, 30102 and in FRddishet e Bamden of Masedsber Tieiing, ed.
Keichmnz, 29-30 ¢ 100), coatrast the cemanks of Kashbeay, ed. Dicknaan, 4300

Chee Ellior Ko Wollson, "By Way of Trob: Aspecs of Xolomanicdes™ Kalilalisc

liererwearic,” AFS Rewviere: 14 (18 103-TR, esp 103-007.

n S the comments of Bemand Sepimus in his ~0Open Bebuke ancd Coneealed

Tove's Mahmzenicles and the Ancalosian Frcdition,™ in sadone Taersker, e St
Mogses Nahmanldes (Ramban): Exploraiions in Hts Religlans and Literaryr
Virtensine (Cambridge 1983), L7 22,

. See Moshe Tdel, “Wi'e have Ne Kabbalstic Prdition on This” n Taclore Twersky,

Reefelrd Muses Nabmanides, 31-73 Thowgh Wolfion argues forcibly for
Mahmanides as @ Ckabhalistically) croative reinterpreter of older ageadic marenial
By Way of Truth,” 153-T8Y, thas particular aspect of his work was Tmied o
those gl wineh could Le nacde e responcl e such eatnweil. Flis work of
lepral dlerasfred 6 muoch more conservative, snd hoardly secved o extend the
anmisignilfcant corpus.

“Rels Ladok HakKohen of lublin on Fropheoy in the Halakhic Proocss,” feuaish
Lane Associcntion Studies 1 (193] 1-16; "R Fadok Hakohen of Loblin on the
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History +f Nalakba” Gaberee, no 243k a0wd “1Tee Doy of Oendlc Wisdom Ac-
vordieg to R Zadok Hakohen ol Lulling® foemeal of Phifnsepiy and fewisk
Theuaghi 3 {in press),

239 Jor 3133,

200, Nodfarier 221,

201, Ferd Zoddil v (Lulilin, 5633, repr, Tsracl, V9720, Gl



