Mordechal Z, Cohen

“The Best of Poetry . . .”:
Literary Approaches to the
Bible in the Spanish Pesbhat

Tradition

Tradiricnal Jewish biblical exegesis, spanning many centures amnd
lands, ollers a number of interpretive approaches o e Holy Scrip-
tures Ckiteed ba-kodesl). Despite significant differences, the Midrash,
the medicval French and Spanish fesheat schools and the mraditional
commentarics of recent centuries all share fundamental beliefs about
the Bible's divinity and authority. Indeed, cach of these sub-traditicns
saw itsell as another link in the continuous chain of Jewish exegesis.
Yer, o evaluate the unique contributions of each school, one st
examine the intellectual environment in which it was produced and
identify the underlying assumptions that guided its exegetical enter-
prise. Oocasionally, a principle formulated in one em is questione:d,
ot even rejecled, in 4 luter generation and different milieu. While the
netion that such axioms are subject to debate may, at frst glance,
seem disturhingg, this rype of controversy in fact ensures the vibrancy
of the Jewish tradition of learning, which thtives on differences of
opinion,

One such fundamental exegetical issue relates o the following
cuestion: Can one apply a literany analysis to the Bible? In other
words, can one legiimately analyere God's word using methods for-
mally applicd 10 human literaee? Although contemporary scholars
reveal the Bible's artistic beauty through the prism of modern literary
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criticism, their view of “the Bible as literature,” which gives it the
value of human literary accomplishments, seems incompatilale with
its divine origin. For Lhis reason, the “literary approach™ ts sometimes
considered alien o waditional assumptions about the Bible, Yeq, a
strong precedent for analyzing Scripture in literary terms ocours with-
in Jewish traclition, in the medieval Spanish (Sephardic) pesbat
school, albeit not withouwt controversy, The helief that poetic analysis
crriches our understnding of Scripture is most clearly articulated by
Rabbi Moses lbn Ezra, the great eleventh-century Spanish Hebrew
poet, whe aimed o defing the Bible's lterary artistry according to the
pogtics current in his day. Although his specifically literary orienra-
tion was utique in Lhe medieval teaditton, the literary principles he
fornmlates illuminate the exegetical assumptions of medieval authori-
ties such as Sa'adia Gaon, Abmaham Thn Bzra, Maimonides and Radale.
W inrenel 1o cutline this medieval literary approach and the contro-
versies it sparked, which led 1o the development of an alternare “ani-
literary™ approach as weefl,

1, Maimonides® Literary Principles

It 15 not surprising that exegetes who themselves wrote poetry, such
as Sa‘adia Guon (882-942) and Abraham lhn Ezra (1089-11643,
employed poctic principles in their biblical commentaries. Bur o
demonstrate the pervasive, almost inescapable literary influsnce on
Jewish scholars in Muslim countrics, we begin our study with
Maimonides (1135-1204), a jurist and philosopher with limited inger-
esin poeiry. He devotes tmuch of his philosophical work, Guide for
the Perplexed, to biblical exegesis, in patticular o analyzing allegory
Cercishal). An allegory is a fictional tle that cofiveys a true “inner”
meaning; for cxample, the prophet Nathan uses it to rebuke King
Davicl for taking Bathshela from her husband, Uriah. Instead of chid-
ing the King dircely, Nathan describes 2 man with several flocks
who slaughiers a poor man's only lamb to prepare a lavish meal fora
guest. Furious, King David pronounces a death sentence on the
wealthy man, shoercupon Nathan responds: "You are that man!™ (1T
Sam 12:1-7h Nathan's wale is obviously fictional, and the Rabhbis
already recognized it as such, labeling i a meshal (Beva Batra 15a;
cited helowd; but Maimonides applies this literary category more
broadly, arguing tha allegory is a widespread, typical biblica! penre.
Maimonides thos classities as fiction biblical sections which are ac-
ceptert as historical in rabbinic tradition. This divergence becomes
evident when we compare his analysis of Job with that of the Tal-
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mud. Amog the opinions cited in Barg Batra 15a regarding the time
period in which Job lived, we find an atempt to view him as a fic-
tional character:

One of the rabbis was siting before R, Samuel bar Nahmani and
said: “Joh did not exist, nor was he ¢reated; but was simply a
mashal” Said [B. Samuel] to him: “For you Scripore said, ‘There
was 9 man In the land of Tz, Job was his name’ (Job 1:1).""

The vanamed schalar persists, since, after all, in the above-cited bibli-
cal reference, Nathan also speaks of his characters as if they “existed™
“What about, The poor man had nothing but ong small lamb . ' {I1
Sam 12:3); did he exist® Rather he was merely a smiashal, this woo then
is a wmashel” Bur the Talmud Joses the discussion by rejecting this
analogy: "If so, why ldoes Scripture record] his name and the name of
his towm?” Usnlike Nathan's charactets, anonymous *stick-figures" obwi-
austy invented mersty w teach a lesson, the many details presented
about Job's life indicate that he really existed. Tf not, the Talmud rea-
sons, why woukd Scripture waste words on those details?

But Maimenides {Fuide (11:22) validates the rejected view, arguing
that the obscurity of Job's time period, which the Talmuod never con-
clusively determines, indicates that, in fact, he never really did exist.
And, indeed, Maimonides analysis of this book, o which twao chap-
ters of the Cuide are devorerd, reveals his belief that it is a mashai?
But questions still remain. Whar does Job teach according to Maim-
orides? How would he answer the Talmud's conchading eriticism? To
determine his tesponse to these questions, we must examine his
methed for interpreting allegory.

Normally, ong reveals an allegony’s “inner meaning” by identifying
a set of parallels between the fictional story and the real situation it
describes. In Wathan's story, for example, the rch man and his flocks
represent King Duvid and his many wives, the poor man and his
lamb, Uriah and his only wife;, but the "guest® is puzeling, since
David wowrk Rathsheba for himself ‘The Rabbis (Sukkab 5200, attempt-
ing to find meaning in every detail of the allegory, identify him as
David's evil inclination, which was sanished onty by Uriah's wife. 13at
Maimonides rejecrs the assumption underlying this interpretation and
argues thar somerinmes allegorical details can be ignored:

In some prophelic allegories . . . the fictional rale, taken as g
whole, teaches its entire inner meaning; and in the . . . tle there

will be very many things, not every word ol which adds to the
inner meaning CGwide, Introduction ) ?
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The opprsite approach, Maimonides argues, *, . . will foree you 1o in-
terpret matters that have no Inlerpretation, and were not placed lin
the story] to be interpreted.”t An allegorical story thus teaches its
inncr truth when taken as 2 literary unit s If we apply this principle o
Nathan's story, we could derive its meaning simply by observing the
fich man’s deplorable hehavior, without accounting for the "gruest,
The method Maimonides rejects is found in rabbinic exegesis, which
agsumes that Seripture cannot contsin empty language, “matters that
have no interpretation.” To avoid this cogent axiom, Maimonides
argues that the otherwise meaningless details fulfill » lierary foncton:
"to ¢mbellish the allegory and arrange its elements” (foe, cit. )’
Referring eo nolhing in the real world, they are employed purely for
literary purposes, (1) w provide poetic beauty and (20 create a coher-
cnt story-line

Returning to Maimonides' analysis of Job, we fnd that it illustrates
the [ar-reaching implicatinns of the second, "structural” literary func-
tion, The Bible ponrays a righteous man, Job, whose possessions and
family are destroyed by Satan for no reason. Toruous dialogues
ensue, with three friends who attempt to rationalize his suffering,
until God Himsclf settes the discussion, According o Maimonides,
Job and his friends, wha did not exist in reality, symbolize four erro-
neous philosophical approaches to e problem of evil, which antici-
pate Greek and Ambic thought; the fifth, comeet, view is auributed to
God. After presenting this "inner meaning™ of Job in Guide II122-23.
e writes: “When yau sce all that [ have sald . | | and stdy all of the
book of Joby . .. vou will find that [ have included and encompasscd
its entire content” (1232 Recognizing that his synopsis falls short of
the forty-teve chapter biblical epic, Maimonides adds: “Nothing has
escaped us, except that which comes for the structure of ibe elements
and the coberence of the allegorical tale? as | have explained often in
this work" {ibid).

For Maimonides, Job's "inner meaning” could have been prescenred
more concisely, in a chaprer or two {as Maimonides himself docsh,
hut Scripture takes fory-two chapters to develop a drama enacied by
Jobs, Satan, the frhends und God. It was precisely this element, Jolr's
claborate, realistic detail, that the Talmud cited as proof for its his-
foricily, arguing that Scripture would oot expend words excepr m
record aciual faas. Bue Maimonides rejects this reasoning. e be-
lizves that an ullegory might conmain eluborate details, such as Job's
name and the name of his wwn, even the names of his friends and
their towns, specilically 1o enhance “the coherence of the allegorical
tale” in other words, w make it more realistic. In fact, Maimonides
here boldly asserts that afmost the entive book of Joby consists of such
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“marrers that buave na interpretation,”

Puat this approach raises a difficulty: Why would Schptuns squan-
der forty-two chapters only to weave a fictiona! tale, even a realistic
one? Maimonides docs not answer this question directly, but we can
perthaps infer his reasoning {rom a similar dilemuma addecssed by
Rabbi joseph 1n -Aknin of Fez (twelfth century), an author of
halakhic and ethical warks, and a fricnd of Maimonides,** An emigré
from Muslim Spain fike Maimonides, 1bn *Aknin was a product of the
same Jewish culture as was Maimonides and reflects similar litcrany
conceptions in his commentary on the Song of Songs.

Tuken literally, the Song is a love poem, but the Rabbis interpret it
as an allegory lor the love between God and Israel, [bn ‘Aknin ex-
plains what motivated this tradition: *h is inconceivable that [$olomonl
oo would compose a book in which he described a dialogue consist-
ing of songs of love | . | between a lover and his belowed ™ The
Rabbis therefore concluded thar the Song containg an “inner mean.
ing.” But oy ‘Aknin asks why this inner meaning is not expressed
directly; in vther worels, why &id Solomon “compose a book . . |, can-
sisting of songs of love"? Lle answers that the “outer meaning,” charm-
ingg i its own right, 35 not wasted, nor is it incidental; it was desipned
intentionally to fascinate readers: “[Solomon’s] purpase of couching
his idea in these words was o make it arractive to the masses and
fascinate them.™™ Artracted by the Song's literary beauty, the masses,
“when they became a litle meore leacned | . . would reflect rhat it can-
not be . . [intermpreted aceording tol the exoterie sense of the husk of
the words . . . withowt noble mysteries.™ Applying this reasoning to
Job, one would anme for Maimonides that Scripture intentionally em-
ploys & drama that compels the reader to ask: Why does a righteous
man ke his possessions, family and health? By bringing the prablem
of evil to life, Jab's story, more than a concise, impersonal philosophi-
cal analysis, cngages the reader's sympathy and motivates further
reading and investigation. '

2. Identifying The Bible's Poetic Feamres

Muoses Iny EZRA'S AFSTHETIC EXEGESIS

Maimonides saw value in literary design, at least encugh to justify
what to him were otherwise meaningless biblical verses. But he iden-
titied hiblical literary technigues only to argue 1hat they “have no
interpretation.” As a philosopher, rather than a literary critic or poct,
Maimonides subordinuted analysis of the Bible’s literary style to a
search for its meaning. Even Ibn ‘Aknin, who praises the Song of
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Songs' lterary beauty, devotes his commentary to jts “inner mean-
ing.” Bur Rabbi Moses Ibn Ezra (1055-1138),'* adopted s different
perspective. Although he, too, was a philosopher, his love for poetry
atracted him o the Bible’s literary features per se and kindled within
him a desire 1o reveal its poetic elegance,

Bom and educated in Muslim Spain, Ibn Fzra was a student of
Rabbi Isaac 1bn Ghiyih (1038-1080), a malmudist, religious poet, bib-
lical exegete and philosopher, Ibn Exm mastered all of these Helds,
but excelled especially in postry and was known as ba-saflab, the
great composer of sefiboth (penitental poetry).'* He was regarded as
a mentor by Judah Halevi (1075-1141), a younger Spanish contempo-
rary and great poet in his own right. Typical of his era, Thn Ezra
embraced Greek and Arabic learning, and, like other Spanish Hebrew
poets, adhered to Arabic conventions in his poetry. In addition 1o
poetry, lbn Ezra wrote expository works relating 1o biblical exegesis,
in which he extensively cites Talmuod, Midrash, Targum, and medicval
tabbinic scholars, especially Sa‘adia Gaon, in addition to Greek and
Arabic sources, Although 1bn Erxrg apparently did not wrire billical
commentaries, these cxpository works of his define fundamental
exegetical principles, which were applied by luter exegetes.!” His
wrilings seem to have influcnced Maimonides, for example, and are
cited explicitly by other exegetes, especially Radak {1160-1235) 18

T Fera's most valuable and unique insights appear in his book
on poetics, Kikdh alMubddara wal-Mudbdbara (The Hook of Discus-
sion awd Compersation).™ The distinctive literary focus of this work is
singular in the medieval Jewish tradition.® Xt traces the history of He-
brew literature from biblical to medieval times and justifies the adop-
tion of Arabic literary principles by medieval lHebrew pocts, The
Kitah was inrencled 1o be a practical gulde For writing Arabic-style
Hebrew poetry. It thercfore includes a lengthy section thae defines
twenty Arab¥c poetic devices (Arabic: badiy Hebrew: Ebishuifo it
"oroaments”™) appearing frequently in medieval Hebrew poctry. And
since, despite their exiensive use of Arabic techniques, medieval
Iebrew poets regarded their work as an extension of the biblical lit-
crary tradition,®’ lbn Ezra attemnpts to find precedents for the Arabic
ornaments in Scriptute, As a result, the K#&G6 provides a systematic
anialysis of biblical style through the prism of Ambic postics,

Muimonides examines the Bible’s meaning; Ibn Ezra describes is
beauty.® He judges the Song of Songs, for example, on the basis of
its poetic imagery. Postulating that elegant poetry “enwrapls] many
icdeas in feor wrords® (R |=Kigh 76a),* he especially admires the simi-
le, "Like a scatler thread are vour lips® (Song 4:3), which “combines
three [aspects] of the lips: softness, color, and delicateness” (K 134b).
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Revealing: delight in a tone uncotamon in the medigval tradition, he
excliims: “If the Song of Songs would boast 1o Foclesiastes on the
basis of this verse, it would be justified!™ (K 13463 Others might
beeome this exciterd about a brilliant idea,® but it is specifically poet-
ic beauty that clicits Ihn Ezra’s enthusiasm,

Ton Exzra's Kitgb reveals the conceptual framework behind Maim-
ontdes’ literary principles. As mentioned above, some evidence sug-
Eests that Maimonides, born in Spain a century later, was actually
influenced by Iba Ezra’s writings. In any case, the K#ab is based on
the Arubic and Greek learning embraced by Jews in the Golden Age
of Spain that was an intepral paet of Maimonides’ education. A cita-
tion from Aristotle in Ibn Ezra illuminates Maimonides' analysis of
Job: “aristotle said: philosophy cannot do without the science of
poetics and the words of the rhetoriclans and orators because . . .
poetry and rhetoric are splendor and embellishment for logic” (K
73a-b}. The philosophy of Job, for Maimonides, is indeed presented
in Scripture according to “the science of poetics,” which includes “the
structure of the elements and the flow of the allegotical tale™ Thn
Ezra cxplains why allegoty, in particular, is most effective for teach-
ing philosophy: “because knowledge of the senses, for the masses, is
tnore immediate and ecasier than intellectual knowledge.” Tn other
words, the “tangible” allegorical tale can convey subtle concepts most
clearly and vividly (K 14840

The notion of literary embellishment that Maimonides applies to
allegorical detalls derives from the elaborate Arabic system of poetic
"orametis” delineated in the Kitdb Ibn Bzra observes that this sys-
tem illustrates the relationship berween the Greek and Arabic literary
traclirions;

[Aristotle) enumerated 1he features through which poetry 15 im-
proved and embellished, and found them to be eight . . . [includ-
ingl the strength of the words, the pleasantness of the ideas,
emwrapping many idezs in few words, the beauly of the suntles,
and the quality of the metaphors. . . . But the Arabs divided them
int many more than this number and were very precse in this
study, us you shall see in this work (K 78a-b).

Aristotle described poetic beauty in general terms, but the Arabs
developed a range of specific devices, the badi' (“ornaments™), to
adorn their poctry. These include universal techniques, like imagery
and hyperbole, and more characteristically Arabic ones relating to
word order and verse structures, Thn Exra considered the badi' a
defining characteristic of Arabic and medieval Hebtew poetry. To



22 Toe Torah (-Madda fournal

establish the Bible's literary beauty, he cites precedenis for them in
biblical Hebrew: “For each . | [ornament] 1 will cite an Arabic verse,
and a corresponding verse found in the Holy Scriptures, lest . . | it be
assumed that | . . our language is devoid of them” (K 116b). Rezliz-
ing, however, that Arabic poctics was unknown in biblical tdmes, Ihn
Ezra admits that such examples merely resemble, but cannot be
regarded as genuine applications of, the badi* (#bi4). In other words,
the prophets intuitively emploved literary technigques later delincated
systematically by Arabic poetics.

The Kitak directly addresses a fundamental question that arises
naturally from this assumption: Does the Bible, like the Greek and
Arabic traditions, distinguish between poetry and prose? Following
those traditions, Ibn Ezra defines poetry (Ar &r o) as rhymed,
metrical verse, and prose (Ar. nathr) as verse that is pot formally
confined.® Given the greater stature of the former, especially in
Arabic theory, it is not surprising that Tbn Ezra formulates his ques-
tion in the following manner: Is there genuine §i in the Bible?” 4
medicval author might have been rempted to classify as poetry bibli-
cal passages explicitly kabweled shir(ab), the medieval Hebrew term
for poctry (phonetically similar to Arabic 517, But Ibn Eema, careful to
distinguish berween biblical and medieval usage, argues that this
label does not imply poctic form,® He insists on measuring biblical
genres using Arabic calegories:

We have found nothing in [Scripture] departing from prose save
these three bovks: Psalms, job and Proverbs, And these, as you
will see, cinploy neither meter nor thyme in the manoer of the
Arabs, but are only like rafas™ compositions (K 24h),

These “depart from prose” since they manifest a cerrain merrical
form, being composed of halunced couplets and tiplets, and written
stichographically rather thun continuously ® Even Psalms, Job and
Frovetbs, however, manifest neither strict meter nor thyme “in the
manner of the Arabs,” and cannot truly be regarded as poetry in the
Arabic sense. bn Ezra likens them to rafaz, the least rigid, and leasr
elegant, Arabic poetic torm and even this is a loose comparison,
since rafez is normally thymed. ™

b Ezra's desire o idendify the Bible's poetic features must be
seen within his overal] acsthetic philosophy. 11 outdook informed by
Greek ancd Arabic thought, [bn Ezra appreciated the powerful effects
of art, in all of its manifestations, on the human mind and emotions,
Ihn Ezra discusses the capacity of music to elevate man's sonil, which
he views as the reason for its central role in the Temple service and
prophecy ™ Cliing "anciemnt philosophers,” he describes how 1t “stirs)]
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up the noble forces of the soul” by awakening man's unigue acsthet-
ic sensibilides, which were implanted in his nature “when God . . .
attached the individual souls o animals” bodles.” Musle, Tha Eera &x-
plains, “comesponds o Jman's] four temperaments and barmonizels]
their differences;” he thus analyzes how each musical tone produces
a distinct spiritual effect in the listener.® 1bn Bzra describes the effects
of poclry on man's spiril in stmllar terms. Stmolating his aesthetic
sense, poetry captivates man's soul and becomes indelibly absorbed
intr his heart like “engraving in a stone.” s melodic rhythm, uniform
meter, clever sound-plays, noble dicton, beautiful imagery, and other
crnaments all cavse poetry to be “most strongly fastened o the ears
and most closely attached to [mans! natuee” (K 1ib-15a)% lbn Eera
thus belicved that the Bible's poctic language stirs man's acsthetic
sense and fastens God's word o his soul, much like the Temple
music inspired worshippers and enhanced their divine service.

CrmicisM OF IBN EZRA’S ANALYSIS
Altheugh Tho Erra argues thar the Bible manifests beauty measurable
by the stundards of Arabic poetics, his conclusions are teoubling. The
Rible’s ornaments are not quite genuine badi* and its poetry resem-
bles only rajaz, the least elegant Arabic poetic form. lbn Ezra's
Arahic vardstick indeed demonstrates that the Bible is not “devoid of™
clegance, but also implics the saperionry of Arabic poetics, In fact,
he cites a biblical verse supposedly to prove that the Arabs are more
gifted than any other nation in literary expression® Accordingly, he
prefers Arabie poetic conventions when they conflict with biblical
ones and recomimends their adoption by Hebrew poets. Regarding
cettain types of biblical alliteration aveided in Arabic poetry, for
cxample, he writes: “What Scripture permits is permitted; however,
inasmmch as we follow the Arsbs espedcially Closely in poetry, it is
necessary for us 10 follow them tw the degree thar we can® (K 8al).
CEvidently, Thin Erra is content o claim that the Bible manifests a mea-
sure of poetic artistry, which in fact is supassed by Arabic poetry.
Bur other opticens were availatde. Tho Ezra cites an opinion that
Solomon actually composed poems, now lost, in the higher Arabic
geasida form. The author of this view, who has been identified as
Isaac Ibn Ghiyath, 1bn Fzra’s weacher,” cited T Kgs 5:12, *. . | his shir
was one thousand and five,” for support, assuming that the biblical
Hebrew term, siiv, is equivalent to Arabic §'v But Thn Ezra, who re-
jects this comparison,® is skeptical that Solomon's lost works differed
from cther hiblical "poetry,” which at best resembles rajaz (K 25a),
Theoretically, 1bn Ezra could have adopted the view of his contem-
porary, Judah Halevi, who mainmins that biblical style is superior to
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Arabic, and laments the Hebrew poets’ adoption of Arabic conven-
tons (Kuzart 11:74,78).% Biblical poets, he argues, “aspired to a1 more
excellent and wseful quality™ (Kuzan 1170, implying that they inten-
ticnally avoided the Arabic model.® Samuel Tbn Tibbon {1160-1220),
the translator of Maimonides' works and a biblical commentator in
his own right, makes this point explicitly. "We must assume that the
poems of [David and Solomon} were superior to [Arabic style He-
brew] poems produced nowadays, for they were not Hmited [poeti-
cally] and could have easily and skillfully inctuded in thefiz poems
whichever matters they wished to put in them ™ But since neither
author matches this vague claim with a detailed study, 1bn Ezra, com-
mitted to scientific literary analysis, could not accept it. He adopted
Arabic poetics as a fixed covrdinate system upon which to plot the
Bible’s literary artisgry,

THE ZoHAR"S CRITHISM

While Thn Fzea, IMalevi and Ibn Tibbon debate the relarive aesthet-
i merit of Arabie and biblical literature, they all accept the validity of
lhe gesthetic standard ' But the Zobar sees things differently. Ironi-
cally, the Zohar uses Ibn Ezm's conclusions to undermine the literary
approach altogether by arguing that the Bible's supposed “inferiority”
by secular aesthetic standaureds simply proves rheir unsuitability for its
evaluation, The Zobar thus rejects any comparison between the Bible
and human literature:

Woe onlo the person wher says that the Torzh comes to impzan
mere tales and sceular marters, For if s, we now could make a
Torah with secular marters, more excellent than all [the Scriptures]
- . [for] even the princes of the world possess mare sublime
works; if 50, let us follow them and compose a [new] Torab in that
manner (Zakar [11:152) 4

Although Ibn Erra does not cquate the Torah with “mere tales and
secular matters,” he does use the same wols to analyze both; and his
advice that poets should embrace Arabic rather than biblical poetics
implies that “we now could make ¢ Torah with secular matters, more
beautiful than all [the Scriptures].” The Zobar seizes this theological
weak link to argue that secular standards inevitably detract from the
lofty status of the Torab, which is sui generis, completely unlike hu-
man literature. Although the Zebar's author proves his point by citing
the Toraly's supposed literary inferiority, his objection is no doubt
more fundamental. He seems 1o reject the application of secular acs-
thetic standards to the Bible in principle, even if they would prove
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the Torah’s aesthetic superfonty (as Judah Halevi and Samuel Thn
Tibbhon may have believed). The literary approach simply entails a
category mistake; just as one would not analyre the color of a poem,
literary categoties, indeed the very issue of aesthetic beauty, are sim-
ply itrelevant in bililical study

We will construct Ihn Ezrt's response to this criticism Jater in this
essay, after we establish that his approach was shared by other major
authors in the exegetical wadition. In fact, a precedent for his debute
with the opiniog represented in the Zobar ococurs earlier in the
rmedieval tradition, bereeen Satadia Gaon and his student, Dunash
[bn Labrat (920-D00). In Baghdad, over a century before Moses lbn
Fzra, Sa‘adia direcred anention o the Bible's poctic qualities, which
he referred o as zabod, an obscune biblical word (occurring only
once, in Tsa 32:4) he coined as an eguivalent of the Arabic literary
term fasetha, ("postic elegance”)® These terms reveal the source of
his literary standards, which, as related by Dunash, Sa‘adia applied to
assess the reladve literary skills of various biblical authors. But Du-
nash criticized this application:

b am surprised ar the one who says that Isalalt's language is ele-
gant, 7 and similarly Amos, because this is pleasing in his eyes. But
this is a mistake, because all of Scripture is the word of God.*

Dunash rejects this cdifferentiation because he argues that God 1lim-
self is the sole suthor of the entire Bible,® Another, more fundamen-
tal eriticism, however, is implicit in his phrase (“berause this is pleas-
ing im Ais eyes”), By what standards are Isaiah and Amos deemed
superior o other biblical writers? Sa‘adia applicd the mies of fasdba,
which are "pleasing in Aiy epes”, but such secular standards, Dunash
implies, are subjective and limited, and inappropriate for the word of
God * The Zobar, no douht, wouald conour,

3, Excgotical Manifestations

Wi can norw delinegate o raditions on viewing the “Bible as litema-
ture.” A definite anti-literary atitude appears in the Zobar, which up-
holds Dunash’s position and vehemently rejects the secular yardstick.
The Zobar's populatity in Christian Spain a few generations after
Mases Ibn Exra's death might help explain why his Kids was noever
translared inte Hebwess in medieval times. The demand for such a
translation in Christian Spain, whete Jows no longer read Arabic,
would have been sharply diminished by the Zobar's clear condemna-
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tion of his literary project.” But Jews in Muslim lands embraced
Arabic literary achievements and proudly attributed to the Bible the
aesthetic eauty of the greatest human literature.™ Sa‘adia, infroduc-
ing the notion of zehof in hiblical exegesis, encouraged this perspec-
tive. and his view, mther than thar of Dunash, guided the Spanish
peshat tadition. Abmaham Thn Bzea records this debate and sides un-
equivocally with Sa'adia;® his clder contempotary, Moses Ibn Ezra,
delineates the principles of zabot in his K88 and Maimonides and
Joseph Thn 'Aknin employ this concept in their study of biblical alle-
gory. As we shall see, the literary approach enabled the Spanish
Feshat radition o revolutionize hiblical exegesis.

SEPARATING STYLE FROM CONTENT

Philosophers since Ploe hove wccused poets of deceit because they
celebrate imagination rather than reality, painting a fanrastic, “uncrue”
worlil, 'This polemic passed inlo the medieval tradition in the muxim
“the best of poviry is its most false” (K 62a).% The pocts actually
embraced this moto, admiring creative imagery and hyperbole. As
Moscs Ihn Ezra explains, the “most false,” most beantiful poem is de-
corated claborately with metaphors and other omaments, withow
which it "would not be a poem™ (K 62a). But this value-system ran-
kled medieval philosophers, who regarded poetry as trivial and
fraudulent. Moses Ibn Ezra, both poet and philosopher, was especial-
by plagued by this conilict since he regarded the Bible, the word of
God and true by definition, as poctry, which is false by definition. To
resalve this conflict, he invokes the hasic principle of Arabic theory
that elegant literature consists of two separable components: (13 an
idlen (23 adorned by beautiful, poetic language. The ornaments deco-
rate ideas that could be expressed more precisely and direetly, albeit
less poeticably, in plain, unadorned language ™ Thn Ezra expresses
this clearly in connection with metapher, the most basic orfament:
“Although liveral language is fundamentally more reliable | . . a com-
position, when | | clothed in metaphor . . . becomes beautiful® {K
1186), The “falsehood™ of poctry thus relates only to its poetic “garl,”
an artistic exterior that contains a true, meaningful coatent, both in
the Bible and in good poetry (K 62h). Regarding the Bible's content,
its noble ideas, the opposite maxim pertains: “the best of 2 composi-
fican is its most oue” (K 623).

While the Riteb reaches how to adorn plzin truth in “False” orna-
ments, the literary theory it imparts suggests the opposite for inter-
preting poetty: its "false™ adorments must be removed to uncover
the essential, true idea. This exegetical byproduct is developed at
length in another work by Moses Thn Fera, Magalat al-FHadlga fi
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Ma'mi al-Majaz wa-'{-Haglya (The Treatise of the Garden on Mela-
phor and Hiteral Langrage) ™ In that work, be constructs a system of
philosophical exegesis by separating two types of biblical language:
Baglga it “truth’; ITeb. emed, ie., literal language, and maigz (it
“metaphor”; Heb, ba'avarah), e, figurative language, such as meta-
phor, simile and hyperbole™ Tho Cea “tanslates”™ the Bible's smafdz
into Bagiga by removing its figures of speech which are “false” by
defnition and employved merely for decoration, The mards bl
dichotomy, used in Quranic cxegesis since the eighth century and
applied to the Bible by Safadia Gaon in the tenth, is certainly not
original to Ibn Ezra ™ But it accuires special meaning within the mat-
rix ol his literary theory: corresponding to the range of badi’ in the
Ritab, the concept of magidz in the Magdlat cepresents the Bible's
“most false” exterior which must be remosved to reveal s "most troe”
essence, its hagiga.

ANTHROPOMOEFHISM

The majdz-bagigae dichotomy provided a powerful wool for solving
the problem of biblical anthtopomorphism, i.e., the description of
God in human termis. The Spanish exegetes, believing axiomaticalty
in God's incotporeality, were troubled by verses like *The ewes of the
Lord tutn to the nghteous and 1is ears to their prayvers” (Ps 34:16-
173, Sa'adia argues that this is simply figurative language, ie., maias,
and actually relers to God's providence ™ Applying this method to
sitnilar passages, he demonstrates that the Bible typically uses anthre-
pomorphism to porray God's abstract qualities. This principle guided
the Spanish peshar wadition. ™ Moses Ihn Ezea, in his Magdlar, creates
an cxtensive “dictionary” of ambropomaorphic majds usages For
which he provides literal baglge equivalents; and this model was
adopred by Maimonides, who created a similar dictionary in his
Gruide® 'The “"definitions” in these dictionaries were applied o the
Biblical text in the commentarics of Abraham Tho Bzra and Radak ™

Parts of Magdlat al-Hadfya were wanslated into Hebrew as ‘Aru-
gat ba-Bosern in twelfth century Provence for the benefit of Jews in
Christian lands, who no longer read Arabic bur retained interest in
philosoghical biblical cxepesis ® In Arugat ba-Bousem, the procedure
of renddering anthropomeorphic mafas into baglge is portrayed as a
mitror image of poctic metaphor as described in the Kiggh® In con-
necton with Lilslical descriptions of God, we read:

The tme idea that is intended is oo wondrous and cxalied (o be
understoad precisely, The wise man must [therefore] divest the true
ideas of their [garh off] gross figurativendss  and [relclothe them in
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pleasant garb,® so rhat he will reach through them the intended
idea, to the extent of human capacity o comprehend #

This passage implies that ideas are “dressed" by language, which may
be omate or simple. The Kitgb describes how poetry is created by
adorning an idea with ornate, metaphorical “garb”; the corollary here
describes how this “garb” must be "stripped away” to reveal the origi-
nal idea and dress it in “simpler clothing,” i.e., more accurate, though
less poetic, literal language ™

Since anthropomorphic descriptions are inaccurate, even mislead-
ing, one might ask why Scripture didn’t simply use literal language
and describe God directly, Radak's Father, Joseph Kimbi {1105-1170),
a Spanish emigré in Provence, addresses this question:

The Torah tends o speak |about God] in human language . . . [e.g)
“the eyes of Gud,” "the ears of God”. . . . [But these arel metaphors
to educale people, [by causing them] to piclure Him in human
Form, although this is not accurate [it, “though they are far from
Him"]. ‘r'his is so that the uncducated should waderstand and com-
prehend God; and this will not harm the wise since they compre-
hend the tuth of the mauer, they remove the husk and ear the
Fruit.™

Juseph Kimhi, like ‘Arugat ba-Bosern, explains that the wise “compre-
hend the wath” by “removling] the husk and eatling] the fruir” But he
also appreciates the wension betwreen the false exterior and true inner
meaning of such language. In other words, he cxplains why the
"Iusk” is used to begin with. In a manner reminiscent of the maxim,
“the best of poetry Is its most false,” he agrues that Scripture speaks
of God in human terms 3o that people will “picture Him in human
form." This inaccuracy is necessary since the uneducated masses can-
not believe in, much less fear, a completely abwtract divine Being.™
The vivid picture, more than any abstract philosophical description,
will capture their imagination, inspire their thoughts, and maotivate
them to worship God. ™

THRAMATIZATION

The literary aspect of Moses [bn Ezra's style-content dichotomy is
echoed by Radak a century later in Provence in a revealing comment
about the nature of prophecy. In the episode of a vision of the
propher Micaial (1 Kgs 22,19-22), King Ahab secks advice from his
four hundred propherts, led by Zedekiah ben Kenaanaly, whe predict
success in the campaign against Aram, 21l saying: “Go up [to batle]
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and the Lord will deliver [them] to his majesty™ (I Kgs 22:4), Micaiah,
God’s true prophet, denounces this message as false and foretslls
Ahaly's defeat. To persuade Ahab, Micaiah depicts “the Lord seated

upen His throne, with all the host of heaven . _ . to his rght and lelt
. .. [asking} "Wheo will entice Ahab. . . 2" whereupon a spirit comes
forward, saying: "1 will entice him . . . and be a lying spirit in the

n

mouth of all his prophets” o which God answers: “Go our and do
it The other prophets were inspired by this spirit, identified in the
Talmud (Sanbedrin 80a) as Naboth, who was murdered by Ahab and
nerw sought revenge. The Talmud classifics Ahab's prophets as “false
prophets,” defined in the Mishnah (Sanbedrfn XI:5} as "one who
prophecies what he did not hear and what was not told 2 him.” But
this creares a dilernma: if their message actually was sent from heavy-
en, why are these *prophets” guilty of false prophecy? Speaking of
“Zadekiah ben Kenaanah, the Talmud asks: "What could he have
done, the spirit of Naboth misled him!®

The Talmud resobves this problem in a somewhat forced manner
based on Rabbi lsaac’s rule that "no two prophets prophecy in the
exact same style” (efn shenel novt'im mitnabbe'im besignon chad).
Since the four hundred prophets all vsed the identical language ("Go
up . . . the Lord will deliver . . "), the Rabbis reason that Zedakaiah
should have vecognized that theit prophecy came from a “lying spitit®
and was fallacious. In giving this answer, the Rabbis uphaold their ini-
tial assumption that the false “prophecy”™ acmally derived from a
heavenly source. The four hundred, led Yy Zedakaiah, were guilty of
*false prophecy” not because they fabricated their prophecy, e be-
cause they should have discerned it as a false message. The Talmud
thus widens the narmow mishnaic definition of a "false prophet” o in-
clude anyone who knowingly transmits a false message in God's
name, evgn one received from a beavenly source, sent by God [lim-
self™

Radak on 10 Kgs 22,20 advocates a2 new apptoach to Micaialr's
vision that neatly resolves the Talmud's dilemma while preserving the
simple teading of the mishnaic definidon. Postulating that prophecy
sent by God is true by definition, he argues that the four hundred
were false prophets because they received nothing from heaven; they
“prophesied what they did net hear and what was not told to them.™
Radak, of course, recognizes that he must account for Micaiah's
vision, which cxplicithy contradicts this claim. Alluding w the Tal-
mud's dilemma, he prefaces his commentary by noting that “"these
things are a great quandary for those who understand them literally,"
and then oflfcrs a new approach, that the scene of God sending the
“lying spirit” never occurred in reality but is merely a poetic device:
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These are poetic waords of rthetoric (Afrel melizab); Micaiah said
them as a way of presenting [Gad's| words; not that Micaiah saw
these things, noe did he hear them ™

To indicate tuat this scene is “false,” ie., Micalah's fabdcation, Radak
calls it mefizabh, a technical medieval Hebrew tetm for poetry and
thetoric which evokes the medioval maxim, “the best of poetry is its
mest false "™

But we must now ask why Micaiah himself is not a “false pro-
phet.” After all, Radak (but not the Rabbis? claims rhat “Micaiah [did
not see| these things, nor did he hear them,” echoing the Mishnaic
definition of a false prophet.™ Cvidently Radak assumes that the
"tuth” of a prophecy is judged by its content, which must be re-
ceived krom God, not its poetic style, which may be fabricated. and,
in fact, earlier in this passape, Radak refers to Micaiah's message it-
self-that the four hundred prophets ate lying—as ba-emet, “the
truth,” i.c., the authentic enatent, in contrast to the “false,” poetic
visimn.™ This defense of Micalah as 3 true prophet, constructed from
Radak's terminclogy of mefizab vs. emer, cchoes Moses Ibn Fera's
teriminology, mafdz vs, hagiqa (=emed), and his defense of posury
from the charpe “the best of poetry s its most false,” ie., the protic
garh alone is false, but the idea it contains is true, Radak dws takes
advantage of the style-content dichotomy ariculated by Moses Thn
Ezra to advance an approach avoided by the Rabbis, who would not
consider the possibility that 2 tue prophet might fabricate any aspect
of his prophcey ™

Radak's language here suggests an answer (o an olwious question:
Why elicd Micaialy use the false poetic medium (melfizah) rather than
stating his message {ba-emef) dircotly? Micziah uses this technigue,
Radak writes, "as 2 way of presenting 1God's] words,” i.e. to convince
his audicnce. The vivid dramatization—God convening the heavenly
court, sending the "lying spiril” to mislead Ahab—powerfully and
clearly illustrates God's message. Radak regarded Micaiah's steategy as
typical. In his commentary on Jer $:29, for example, he describes
prophecy as “a constant attetnpt (o use allegory and chetoric {masbai
te-mefizah) 10 reform [the people]. ™ Radak calls Micaiah’s vision
melizih, clsewhere he refers to deamatization as mashal For exam-
ple, Jeremizh comforts the Judean exiles by relating God's consolation
to: their weeping matriarch Racheld, “Restrain your voice from weeping
o Vor there s 4 reward for your labor . . hope for your Tuture © . .
yaur children shall refurn o their country” Jer 31:15-16), The Balis
(Lam. Rab.. Petibta 24) tock this realistic conversation literally,
explaining how Rachel herself, in heaven, approached Gad for
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moerey. ™ Bur Radak classifies this scene as 4 miashal, indicating rhat
Jeremiah conceived it to Jluminake the horizon of despondent, disillu-
sioned exiles, enahling them o envision God's continued protection ®

Radak's comtnents suggest that the prophet does not simply relate
the words he hears from God verbatitn: he takes the idea communi-
cared by God and reformulates it, using mashal and mefizab, Moses
Ibn Frra says this explicitly: “A prophet must convey his message
with words that make it penetrate the mind [of his audiencel, though
these might be different than the words thar he heard” (K 770).%
Bath authors thus regard the prophet as a poet, since he must
“clothe” the ideas he receives from God in rhetorical devices. If “the
best of poetry is ity most false,” the best of prophecy illustrares and
dramatizes to ensure that it penetrates the hearts of callous and vnin-
teresiedd listeners, Moses Tho Fera thus argues thar dramatic hyper-
bole, though false by definition, is essential to the mission of the
priphers,® “and if not for i, thelin objective weould not be accom-
plished” (K 137h) *

POETIC REPETITION

Invoking the style-content dichotomy, the Spanish peshear tradition
devised a revolutionary approach o the bildical tendency to repeat
the same idea it sitmifar words. Lalwled “an ides repested in different
words” (kefel ‘tnyan be-miilim shonot) in the medieval tradition, or
“synonymous peeallclism” by modern scholars, this is perhaps the
mast characteristic feature of biblical poetic style. Employed regularly
in biblical sections Moses lbn Ezra classifies as poetic, it creates an
“echo.” a steady rlythm, F noe s strict meter, This style naturally
caught Ibn Ezra's attention,™ but it was already analyzed a century
earlier by Jonalh Ibn Janaly (Spain, 985-10d0), one of the grearest
Iebrew linguists, who discussed its exegetical implications:

That which s added for emphasis and elegance [inchudes] "Who
has made and dongd” (Isa 41:4); there is no meaning element
limplied] in “and he made” beyand that which is in “he has done”;
bt this is [simply] lilemry clegance and anistry. Similarly, "T have
created, fasbioned and made him" {1sa 43:7), there is no [hew]
meaning [implied] in "fashicned” and “made” that is nol alreacdy
limplied] in "creared” . . And you must teeat all similar examples
analogously

To illusirate his principle, o janah pantitions two verses from Tsaiah,
one into tevo, the other nto three, synonymous phreses, "a,” "b,”
Cand "¢")



32 The Torah I-Madda Jowrnal

a.) Who haz muade b.} and done?

a.) I have creafed b.) fashioned c.} and maede him,
Ibr Janah does not attempr 1o explain what is added by phrase “b"
(and "c"). Instead, he identifies the shared sense of “2," “.” tand “¢™)
which, in his view, completely represents their meaning, This method
diverges significantly from rabbinic exegesis, which is illustrated by
an alternative midrashic reading of 1sa 43:7 cited by Moses Ibn Exm
According to that reading, “created” refers specifically to conception,
“fashioned" to furmation of limbs and veins, and “made” to growth of
the skin. Siding with Ibn janah, Tbn Ezra calls this *overly minute
analysis” (K 87a). In favor of the midrashic approach, however, one
might ask: if nothing is added by phrases *b* and “c,” why are they
used at all? Anticipating rhis objection, hn Janah continues: “And if
someone asks ., . Would not birevity be more appropriate? We would
tell him that int the art of rhetoric, elaboration is more fting, artistic
and elegane.” Ihn Janah here and in the passage cited above reveals
the literary foundation of his rule by invoking the Arabic terms for lit-
erary elegance and actistry, fasdba and balzgha™ Repetition is
employed in the Bible purely for poetic reasons: the added phrases,
D and “c" are merely “ornamentation” for an idea adequately ex-
pressed by “a” In light of the sharp stylecontent dichotomy, this im-
plies that all specific connotations of *a," *b," and "¢" bevond their
shared meaning element must be *siripped away,” since they are
"tatters that have no interpretation, and were not [written] to be
interpreted,” to bomrow Maimonides® expression (viied above, p. 18)

Ibn Janab's principle became 3 hallmark of the Spanish peshat tra-
dition. Abraham Ibn Ezra, labeling synonymous repetition zahal,
wsed it to avaid {(sometimnes forced) rabhinic distinctions between
synonymous phrases® Radak applied Thn Janah's rule, for which he
coined the formula "an idea repeated in different words,” even more
systematically, often citing the alternative midrashic analysis it obwi-
ates* Ihn Erra and Radak similarly idemify verbatim repetition as a
biblical poetic technique. For example, on Gen 23:1, Radak ohserves
the redundant words o . . ;e in the sum of Samb's age, e mm
o ymen mne orvean Cone hundred years and twenty years and seven
years™). Following Rashi, be mentions the midmshic vxplanation that
“at age one hundred she was like 2 woman of mwenty with regard 1o
sin, and at age rwenty like a woman of seven with regard o beau-
ty.™ Bur Radak cites similar biblical verses to support an alternative
advanced by Abraham Ibn Ezra: “they say this is [simply] literary ele-
gance (zefof) in Hebrew, ™

The literary approach o hiblical repetition appears later in the
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Spanish peshat tradition in the writings of Nahmanides (1194-1274).
Living in Christian Spain, he was no longer exposed 1o Ambic poet-
ics; yet the literary principles of his Spanish predecessors were an in-
tegral part of his exegetical hertage, and sometimes cawsed him ©
reject midrashic readings. On Ex 4:9, o7 ¥ D @2 PN oW omn
meaa (“and the waters you take from the Nile shall become blood
on the dry land”), for example, he observes that Rashi, cling the
Miclrash, derives meaning from the extra word v But Nahmanides
argues that this is untecessary:

We do not cequire the midrashic reading, because the linguists
Cha'alel ba-tashor) have alrexdy derermined that the nommnal siyle
of many biblical verses is to repeal words for emphasis, or because
of 4 lengthy interruption that comes between them,

The “linguists™ referred to here are ibm Janah and Radak, who dem-
onstrate that Scripture typically repeats words for rhetorical or stylistic
purposes, rather than to teach new information ™ Applying their prin-
ciples, Nahmanides atgues that the second M is used exclusively for
stylistic purpuses and could have been omitted without changing the
meaning of the verse

STRUCTURAL REPETITION

Beyond applying principles of his predecessors, Nahmanides con-
tributed his own literary insights to the Spanish pesbar tradition.
Earlier exegetes treat the Pentateuch as one continuous work, but
Nahtnanides, manifesting keen sensitivity 1o literary structure, argues
that @ach of its Five bools can stand alone as a distingt unit, unique
in theme and independent in deslgn* This furnishes him with an
original, though naturai, resolution for a redundancy that troubled
Rashi om Ex 1:1-4, namely why Scripture repeats the names of Jacob’s
sons wha came to Egypt, informaton aleeady recorded in Genesis 46,
Citing the Mideash, Rashi explains that the repetition shows God's
lowwe For Esracl, which prompts Him to repeat their names at every
possible opportunity. Nahmanides, however, while atfirming the
validity of this concept, argues that It need not be invoked to explain
the redundancy. Defining Exodus as the “Book of Exile and Redemp-
tion,” he maintains, instead, that the brief review of the roots of the
exile is necessary simply for the sake of literary coherence, Although
this information already appeared in Genesis as part of the stary of
the patriarchs, here it provides the setting for the exile and unfolding
redemption, the theme of Exowhs
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4. The Antl-Literary Response

RABBINIC “OMNISIGNIFCANCE™
Having scen the exegerical implications of the titerary approach, we
can now sugmatize the ways in which the Spanish tradition sets its
course apart from rabbinic exegesis. The well-delined Arabic conceprs
of literary dramatization and embellishment adopted by the Spanish
excgetes were unknown tao the Rabbis, who did not apply the style-
content dichotomy. As we have seen, the Rabbis do not regard
Micaiah’s vizsion of the “lying spirit,” or Jeremiah's porteait of Rachel,
as a bterary fabrication. Nor do they treat biblical anthropomorphism
as & “false” exterior to be “stripped away. ™ By now it should be
apparent that Maimenides' rendency to disregard {"strip away™) alle-
gorical details employed for poetic enhancement is simply another
manifestation of the style-content dichoromy. But the Rabbis reject
Maimonides' assumption thar such details “have no interpretation.”
Regularly expounding every word, even every letter of Scripture, they
believe instead thar all biblical detzils are meaningful, a deocirine
referred o by James Kugel as “omnisignificance.™ This helief also
prevents the Rabbis from accepting Ibn Janaly's prineiple that synony-
mous 2nd repeated language could have been omined without any
loss of meaning. [nstead, the Rabbis normally attermnpt to differentiate
between synonymous phrases, and even words repeated verbartim,
assigning a specific meaning to each and every word in Scripture,'™
The Rabbis, applying the doorine of “omnisigaificance,” implicitdy
refject the “literary”™ approach by avoiding the methods of the Spanish
presbar school. Tut since they obviously were unaware of this
medieval development, they could not directly address, much less
refute, its principles. This task fell o the Malbim, a nineteenth century
tabbinic Bible scholar who witnessed the damaging religious effects of
literary Bible interpretation in his day. Constructing his exegesis on a
rejection of the principle "an idea repeated in different words,” he
argucs that in Holy Scripoure an additional word always implies a new
icdea. In articulating his exegetical theory, Malbim carefully chooses his
language to roject the axioms of the Spanish tradivion:

In the postry of the prophets, there is no husk devoid of interior,
body without soul, clothing without a wearer™ language deveid
af a lofty idea, a saying within which docs not dwell wisdom, for
the spitit of the living God is in all the words of the living God ™

Malbim argues that style cannot be divoreed from content; no pro-
phedc word can be attribured purely to stylistic embellishment and
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“srripped away.” [is justilication seems lke a tautclogy: “[or the spirit
of the living od is in the midst of all the words of the living God.”
The key word here is aff the “spirit of the living God," i.e., a divine
message, is contained in every single one of the "the living God's
words," whereas the Spanish exegetes, according o the Malbim, re-
duce the Ribles divine character, believing that only some words
convey meaning, while others “have no interpretation.” This reveals
Malbim's motivation, which echees the objections by Dunash and the
Zobar. Those authars reject, in princdple, the application of acsthetic
standards tir the Tille; Malbim applies stmilar ceasoning o aack the
exegetical inplications of the literary approach. Even if the hest of
human poetry *is its most false,” it is sacrilegious in his view o
assurne that tw word of God containg "lalse” or even meaningless
language, which can be “stripped away, "™

“THE Toralr SFeaxs As Human Bemncs Do”

How would the Spanish tradition respond to Malbim's sharp, com-
pelling attack? We begin by addressing his specific critique of its ap-
proach a synoymous repetition. Although most of rabbinic exegesis
adopts Malbim’s principle, we find a talmudic precedent lor Ibn
Janal's view in the rule, "the Torah speaks as human beings do”
Cekiberab Tovab ki-leshon bene! adaw). Admittedly marginal in rab-
binic literature, this rule is cited in connection with repeated or other-
wise redundant biblical language.™™ The Talmud (Kiddushin 17b), for
example, records a debate regarding a master's biblically mandateed
duty o reward his freed sluve;

The Rabbis tavght: "[You will surely furnish him % wn Fam) ow
of the flock, threshinge floor and vatt with which the Lood your God
has Dlessed you™ (Deut 15:14)% One might {think] that i the house-
hold was blessed because of hm vou furnish him, bu if not, yon
do not furnish him. Secriprure thus teaches lotherwvisel: paeneon (a
doabled verb); in any ovent [he must be furnished],

Had Scripture said simply 2 papn, the master's obligation would, in
fact, be contingent; but the added word, Fvn, teaches that it is
absolute, A dissenting view s recorcded:

K. El'azar ben “Azariah says: The verse must be tuken exactly as ir is
written; if the household was blessed because of him you should
Furmsh him, but if the household was nor blessed because of him
vou do not furnish him.

The Tatmud then returns to the doubled verls: “If so, wlhat does Scrp-
tare teach [with] paen s The Torah speaks as buman beinps do.”
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R. El'azar is criticized for his failure to interpret the word pvm. The
Talmud normally solves this type of problem without questioning the
axmiom of omnisignificance by assigning some other meaning to the
added word, But R El'azar apparently rejects this axiom, asserting
that “The Torah speaks as human beings do,” and adds words meraoly
for rhetorical effect, emphasis, or other purposes, just as human be-
ings do;' hence one need oot derive additional laws from or at-
tribute specific meaning to every single word of the Torah, Malbim
adwvorcates the view of the mlmudic gquestioner, who assumes that no
word of the Torah 1s "devoid of a loky idea,” But the Spanish bashar
tradition follows W, El'azars view thar the tmeaning of Faen @en
would have been adequately expressed by the word om alone. ™

Beyond providing a precedent for Ibn Janah, this malmudic debate
exposes the pivotal point that divides the Spanish peskat tradition
from midrashic exegesis. If the Torah indeed “speaks as human be-
ings do,” it must be analyzed according to linguistic methods applied
i ordinary haiman speech. The opposing position, that “the Torah
does not speak as human beings do" (o diberab Toreh ki-feshon
henei adam), considers these methods improper for God's word,
which is unlike human language. On this view, the Torah is a diving
“wodle” accessible only through its midrashic keys,'™ The Rabbis thus
replaced ordinary linguistic analysis with unique hermeneutic rules
Cridot she-ha-Torab nidreshet baben) which direct talmudic and
midrashic biblical exepesis 8

But the Spanish tradilion develops the belief that human linguistic
analysis accutately yields the Torah's message'™ lIxposed to exten-
sive Arabic studies of fanguage and lirerature, this schoo! discerned
vatious types of *human language,” and instead of analyzing Scrip-
ture simply as ordinary speech, regarded it as anistic, literary lan-
guage, Ferhaps this s why these exegetes replaced the malmudic
maxim with literary twrms like zabor and melizab. In any case, this
novel conception of “human language” opened up new exegetical
avenues; instead of auributing redundancy to the wastefulness of
ordinary speech, this tradition could view it as o poetic technique
employed deliberately to produce an aesthetic effect. T secular alle-
gorics are enbanced by extra details, Scripture is as well; and like
secular pocoy, Scripiure employs dramatizadon and “false™ imagery
for vividness and impac.

Compatisom with the Narthern French peskar schoal of Rashi
(1040-1105) 2nd his grandson, Rashbam (1080-11603, highlights the
unique Spanish perspective. Rashi manifests an incipient, though hes-
itan, literary approach. He occasionally explains extra words in rerms
of literary design,'™ but frequently adopts midrashic readings, indicat-
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ing accepnce of "omnisignificance.™" Rashbam's attitude is more
devisive: systematically avoiding midrashic readings, he regularly and
insightfully identifies biklical stylistic wendencies to explain otheraise
redundant phrases ' But lacking the literary theory and terminology
of the Spanish tradition, even Rashbam could not view, much less
describe, the Hible's sryle in poetic terms, Whereas Moses Thn Fzra
and fonah Ibn Janah identified biblical seylistic paterns by searching
for the Badi’ and jfesdba in Scripture, Rashi and Rashbam discerned
them empirically and intuitively. The French pesbar method interprets
Scriplute as if it were ordinary, though well structured, human
speech; hut the Spanish peshat tradition interprets it as “the best of
puetry.”
To reconcile the conflicting literary and “omnisignilicant™ ap-
proaches, a compromise can be considered, which sometines arlses
in modlern traditional circles. [n the Prophets and Writlngs {Newf ter 1-
Returim), some words can be viewed merely as literary ornamenta-
tion, whereas the Pentateuch (forah) must be treated as an ommisig-
nificant code that requires interpretation of every mimue cderail 11
This distinction is attractive becawse it affirms the primacy of the rab-
binic hemencutic rules applied throughowe the Talmud, which evi-
dently assume the Torab's omnisignificance.’" In addition, the
uniquely divine authorship of the Torah, which consists of the exact
words of God Himself, invites the presumption of omnaisignificance,
The Prophets and Writings, on the other hand, formulated by humans
based on propheey {(meew'al) or divine inspiration (ruab ba-ko-
fesk), " are more readily perceived as manifesting literary featurcs.
Wer, this compromise pesition does not actually appear among the
excyetes we have seen in the debate between the literary and anti-lit-
erary apptoaches. Maltvim argues that all of Scripture is omnisignifi-
cant, whether formulated by God Himself or by people through
divine inspiration.’'® Analogously, Ibn Janah, Moses Tbn Fzra,
Abraham Ibn Ezra, Maimonides, Radak and Nahmanides &l consis-
tently emplay their literuny principles in the Pentateuch, just 4s in the
Prophets and Writings.!” MNor is this perspective limited to the
Spanish pesbet tradition, 1o begin with, the rule of diberah Torah k-
leshon benei adam, where it appedars in the Talmud, is applied specif-
fcally to the Pentarench. And linguistic conventon, rather than omni-
signilicance, s invoked by Rashbam (and occasionally by Rashi) to
freay recluncdancies in the Penoatcuch, While they unequivocally ac-
cepredl all halakbor derived in rabbinic literature tirough the herme-
newtic: niles, the medicval exepetes maintained that the peskat of the
Pentateuch muost be determined using another exegetical methed, 1%
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THE ZoHAR"S CrmicisM BEVISITED

Identifying in Scriprure known genres and gualities of human liera-
ture, the Spanish lieerary approach suggests that the Torah spesks in
a human vaice because it s written for human beings. Like the best
human literature, Seripture addresses man's aesthetic sensibilities and,
aiming for poetic beauty, “dresses” its ideas in poetic "garb.” For
what type of aesthetic excellence did biblical authors azim?*™* The
principle diberab Torah ki-leshon benel adwm implies that Scripture,
infended to inspire human beings, adheres 0 measumble human
artistic standards, rather than some mysterious “divine™ artistic stan-
dard. Moses [hn Ezra assumed that biblical poetics adheres to a uni-
versal human sense of literary artistry and could be defined through
the prism of Arzhic poetics. Analogously, it is reasonable to assume
that the Temple music was aesthetically pleasing o human listeners;
and on this basis 5a‘adia and Moses [bn Ezra identify its instrumernits
andd melodies with those rogarded beautiful aceording to the musical
theory of their days.'®

We can now return (o the Zobars criticism: How can we apply
secular literary standards to the Bilde if they imply its artistic inferiori-
ty? The solution rests in the medieval style-content dichotomy, Moses
Ibn Frra, whe admits that the Bible's artistic style is surpassed in
Arabic literature, would argue that its divine content is unique and
unsurpassed ¥ In other words, even he must consider the Bible's
attistic garh secondary, though indispensable. This selationship can
be iillustrated by a common modemn analogy, A person who s not
judged primarily on appearance, a Rabbi, for example, will stll wear
4 respectable suit o contorm with accepted norms of proper attire.
Yer we would nol cxpect him to win a “best dressed” contest since
his attite, while not wivial, is secondary. Moses lbn Fzra secs the
Torah's literary anire in similar terms. God's word, given to mankind,
tust be elegant and compare respectably in artistic terms with other
literary works, although s ulimate worth must be judged in a com-
pletely diffcrent arena,'?

The authar of the Zubar evidently dismissed (his response, proba-
bly bBecause hie would reject Moses Ihn Ezra’s analysis even if it had
shiywn the Bible's literary superiority. In other words, the Zobar dis-
avows the whole idea of diberab Torab ki-leshon benei adam.
Seripture, being the word of God, would not employ human literary
conventions, no matter how heaudiful, We can now define the essen-
tial debate between the Zobar and Moses Ibn Ezra most clearty: the
Zofar, representing the anti-litetary approach, views the Bible in
light of its divine source, while the Spanish literary tradition views it
in terms of its humun audience. To be sure, the anti-literary approach
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has a certain appeal: it regards the Bible’s very language and style as
intrinsically divine, like an angel, even like God Himself, it is 2 com-
pletely holy, atherworldly entity. But the Spanish wadition viewed
Soripture as a human-like document, holy by vire of its divine con-
tewtt, despite its use of secular genres.'? Abraham Thn Ezra writes that
“words are like 2 hody, and thelir] content like the soul” (longer com-
mentary on Bx 20:1). The Torah, a divine essence encased in carthly
form, thus mirtors the homan siboation; it challenyges man o discover
the holy within the mundane,

5. Modern Literary analysis

The modern relevance of the Spanish wadition emerges when we
compate it with current literary approaches o the Bite based on
modern theories. This comparison is interesting because literary theo-
ries that have emergecd since the advent of “New Criticism® in this
century teject the principles of Arabic poetics. In the words of
Cleanth Brooks, a seminal litetary critic, the meodern theores share “a
profound distrast of the old dualism of form and content, and a real
sense of the [@ilure of an ornamentalist rhetoric.""™ In this view,
imagery, allilcrion and other “poetic devices™ cannot be “stripped
away” o get at a poem's meaning; they all contribute o its “organic
whole™ and together create the poem. The New Critics devised meth-
nds of “close reading” specifically to capture the subtle connorations
of a literary creation in its own individual Tanguage and form. The
Spanish exegetes saw language as “clothing® that could be made
more ot less ornate without altering its content; but Meir Wetss, a
modern proponent of “close reading™ of Scriprure, writes:

The parment can be changed and the bady - . 0 will still be the
sumne. Wine can boe empticd from one container 1o another without
lawing its taste or bougquet. However, if you change the wording of
a poem by paraphrasing i, you have taken away its sou! and pol
something else in its place.™

This echacs Malbim's critique of the Spanish peshat tradition; b
Welss is actually relying on the principles of New Criticism, which re-
gards paraphrase as literary “heresy.”"™

Adwvocntes of the modern literary approach, ever sensitive 1o nu
ances of lanyguage, tone and even scund, often suggest reactings that
resemble those found in the anti-lierary tradition. The Spanish pesbat
exegetes, regarding Jdiclion s arhitmry, viewed word-plays inercly ss
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literary artistry; but both Midrash and modern literary studies careful-
by analyze biblical word choices for subtle connotations.'? M. Weiss,
based on New Critical theory, justifies his approach in the following
way:

Any thought that has been expressed in a cenain manner can be
realized only through these very words in their given order,
thvthm, sound pattern and associative context-—this order and no
other V2

A striking precedent for these wonds appears a century ago in Mal-
him’s formularion of rabbinic exegetical theory:

In prophetic poeury there are no . . . words or verbs placed by
chance. . . . [This is trus] w the point that all the words . . . that
comprise every phrase, not only are they necessary for that phrase,
but indeed it would nut have been possible for the divine podt o
use another word in its place; for all of the words of divine poetry
are weighed in the scales of wisdom and understanding, 1

This principle provides the basis for Malhim's midrashic approach to
SYNQOYIOUs repetition, Not surprisingly, modern literary scholars
eschew Ibn Janal's view of this feature as a meaningless stylistic
device and instead analyze the connotations of die “echo” effect it
creates,'™

Yet, the shared exegetical path of the Malbim and Weiss, of the
Midrash and bililical New Critics, belie divergent conceptual points of
origin, ‘The Rabhis, followed by the Malbim, respond specifically to
Sctipture'’s divine origin in applying their meticulous hermencutic
methods, which they would ot apply to a human document, But
modern literary critics apply their meticulous analysis o the Bible be-
cause this is exactly the way they approach human literature, they
believe that modern literary criticism, which reveals the meaning of
the greatest human literature, will also reveal the greatness of Scrip-
ture:, As Robert Alter wrires;

By lteraty anulysis [of Bible] I mean the manifold varieties of
minutely discriminating attention to the artful wse of language, to
the shitting play of ideas, conventions, tone, sound, imagery, syn-
tax . . . and mmuch else; the kind of disciplined attention . . . which
theough 4 whole spectnum of critical approaches has iluminared,
for example, the poetry of Dante, the plays of Shakespeare, the
novels of Tolsioy 19
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The modern lirerary approach, like its medieval counterpart, adopts
the prinviple diferab Torab k-lesbon bened adom '

6. Conclusion

As we have scen, the questions that opened this essay were an-
swercd affirmatively by the Spanish pesbat traditon, which applied
medieval literary theories o biblical literature. While this appeoach
wias formulated most cxplicitly by Moses Ibhn Exra, it underlies the
thought of other figures in that tradivion, sech as Sa‘adia Gaon, Abra-
ham [bn Ezra, Maimeonides and Radak. The style-comtent dicheotomy,
derived from Arabic theory, forms the common denominator of this
schiool, on the basis of which the Bible's content was viewed as be-
ing clothed in poctic ornamentaton. Sa‘adia and Moses on Cera
evaluated the Bible’s poetic style per se. Others in this tradition
focused on Scripture’s message and “stripped away”™ its ornamental
“garb," which includes literary devices such as dramatization, repeti-
tion and alleporical details, all of which, in the words of Maimonides,
are “marers that have no interpretation.” This revolutionary approach
was not universally accepted; in Fact, i inspired a distinet anti-literary
tradirion. The wvery idea that the Bible's poetic style could be mea-
sured by human aesthetic taste was questioned by Dunash and re-
nounced by the Zobar. And the exegetical principles of the Spanish
peshat tradition, vnknown in rabbinic exegesis, were rejected outright
by the Mallyim, who argecd that “in the poetry of the prophets there
is oo .. lanpuage devoid of a lofty idea”

Tn moxlern times, the debate takes a new wrn: somewhat paradox-
ically, the modern literary approach o Scriplure, applying the ideo-
logical axiom of the Spanish fieshat tradition, yields “close reacing,”
which amounts 1o the opposite exegetical result. The $panish tradi-
tion advocates o "literany™ spproach to the Bible; but like other hu-
man disciplines, literary criticlsm evolved owver the centuries o the
point that its methods were completely transformed. This Ands paral-
leks in other secular ficlds applied wr Torah, Rabbi Joseph B, Solovei-
tehik, for example, following Maimonides, uses secular philosophy o
analyze the conceptual underpinnings of the balakhic system; the
oo can thas be said (o share 2 central ideological position. Yet their
conclusions dramatically diverge because modern philosophy runs a
different course than the Atistorelian system of Maimonides, 16 we
imagine the evolution of lierary oriticism as a multi-story building,
we can say that the modern and medieval litetary approaches view
Scripture from different floors of the same building. Coincidenally,
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the pancrama visible lrom the “modern” floor resembles that of rabe
binic exegesis from an adjacent bullding, since both reject the style-
content dichotomy, inslsting instead on “close reading.™" This raises
an interesting historical question: how would Maimaonides, Moses Thn
Ezra or Radak approach biblical literature if they lived today? Would
they still advocate the style-content dichotomy, or would they adopt
modern theories und become more sympathetic to midrashic exepe-
sis? We cannot answer this question for the medieval exegetes, but it
highlights our unique perspective as modem readers, enahling us to
bridge the gap berween the literary and midrashic traditions. 1

NOTES

Research for ihis cssay was done under 3 Sty Granr from the National Endvserment
for dwe Humanities, whicl 1 received in the Summer of 1995, 1 pratefuly aeknomdedge
this suppon. From its inceprion as an amay of ileas driwn ffom varous Jewdsh and
secular disciplines, this essay inspired many conversations with teachers, colleagzues
and smudents of nine. Fach approached the topic From a differen [eTSpeCtive, provicl-
ing insights and guestions that prompted me to clarify and diovelop the implications of
my anabysis as i relsws to hls or ber speclfic aren of intepes. This diversity, which
Aitests to due richness of the forah w-Modda tudition, nereased the breadth andd
depth of wla crystallized as the fnal product. In particular, ! wonld like n dunk
those wha rend the manwscrign eriticafly: Rabbi Yaakov Neuberger, whase profountd
understanding of rabbitic lierune and Jewish thought helped place the Spanish
Pesbat iwethod within the frumework of the halakhic tradiion; r, Wil Lee, wis ficst
Inwroduced me 1o diterary dwory and Las since been avallalde m me for further consuk-
tation; 1y colleague, 1%, boshe Sokolow, who shared with me his exprertise in bibli-
cal exegesis and Arahic, my good friends, Rabbis Ari Berman and Aaron Caohen,
whese: grasp of the complexities of Torak u-Madda helpect sharpen die focus of my
arguments; 1wy flher-indaw, Mo Joseph Rapapon, one of my most ardent crines,
whose conurients increased the eelevance of this essay For the contemporary Cnhocdox
eencler; muy editor, Rabbi D, Jacob I Schacter, who provided valughle stylistic arud
substantive suggestions; amd, Last bur not least, my students, Mrs. Heheooa Allen, M.
Shifra Sehapico, Ms, Tolyy Bownsiein, Ms. Judith Rapaport (ale my sISC-in-faw) ancd
Mr. Dranie] Cokar, who helped make this essay mowre readable, and whose love For
learning will alweays be an inspiration 1o me.,

1. English transhitions of biblical and medieval passages clied throughaut this eEsdy
arc my own, unless atherwise noced.

2. He argues, for cxample, i the author repears similar ideas i the speseches of
Joba and his friecnds to hide the e, unique positions of each (Guide 1129, an
explanadon which assumes that the book is 2 Fbncated dizlogee, nol an accu-
rate recorl of one which historically ook place, It is bteresting to nore that a
Lomproflise cablinic positon, between the extremes of absolues etion and sirict
history, appears i Ges. Rab. 57.3, which records a view that fob bimsclf is a his-
torical character, whereas the biblical story about him is Rction. This presecves
e Talmelhs posiulare tat Job's *name and the name of his wwo™ woulkd be -
conded only i historically accurate, an assuinpion Maimonides ojects.

3. Bngllsh wanslations of the Cuwide are my own, based on Maimonides' original
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Arabic. Where cited i this essay, the Arabic appears in Hebrew characiers w ref-
Lt Maimonides’ own usase, which was standand among medieval fewish Arnhic
writers (sometimes relerred 1o as Judeo-Arabic.) Hebrew citations of the uide
are from Samue! Thn Tibbon's wanslation, which was approved by Maimonides
hitreselt.

. oo 13 THT M O e TR e e e, To be sure, cven Muimonides

agrees thal some biblleal allepories contaio only meaningful details, in which
case, "every word in Ui allegoey has meaning” (). Dut he argues thae this
approach, smndard in rabbinic exegesis, is legilimate only with mespoct o3
ity of biblical allegories, saying: *Normally, you must sesk cnly the pencral
iclea, For thal is whar is intended” (2fdd). See, however, Misbuah fm Porush
Rabbenw Moske Men Matmon: Seder Nezikin, 1. Kaflly, trans, (Jorusslem, 19653,
14344, Bor what would appear to be o differenl exepetical approach. 1t is e
that the Mishnab Commentany was writen much eadier than the Guide, which
oight suppest chat Muimonicles™ views sinyply changed over the course of his life-
time. But a carchul reasling reveals thal diese two sources can he otherwise rec-
cociled to 1eflect a consistent viewpoinow [ intend to address this fsue inog forthe
coorning acoele devated to Waiimonides” exegeteal methodolagy,

s resenbles Maimonides’ methodology For ascemalning faamel bo-miziod (e
moonale for the laws of the Torab) in Guide 26, FPositing that the details of
many szl are necessarily albitaey, he argues that g mtionale often can ke
determinee only inoa general sense, by viewing n piven mrizsad in its entircty,
without consicdering all of is detalls, Soc I Twersky, Tatmduction e the Code of
Megtorddes (Mow Haven, 1950, 308-44040.

Mairnortides hlnself shcs not diseoss this case; bur his method i applied, eg.,
by Mezedat Dadd, ad, e,

. O T TR P e, Although the Hebrew cun be constrwed differently (o

embrellish the allepory and the aroangaement of i elements,” @king 0D T
as another olyject of the verh Tems), Maimonides' Arabic, 2m S rebn porre
TSR (see abowe. . 3; L “for embellishment of e allegory ancl [for)
arrangement ul the words in 0" supports our wanslagon, which presents
arrargenent (. C s a distinel funciion. Compars 8, Pines’ Engllsh translation,
., to cmbellish the parable and w reader it nwore coberent™ (The Guide of the
Perplexed Muses Maimoides [Chicageo, 1963], 1:12)

. Althoogh it is conoon in madeon traditional circles (see below, po 370 to acdmit

this approach ooly i the Piophcts and Wrilings (Ve i w-feaitim) Bul vl in
the Pentateuch (Tored), Maimonldes evidently considered it applicalble theough-
out Seripouce, and did oo exclede the Pentateuch, Soc Yom-Tow ibn al-Asbililli
(Hirba), Sefer Aa-Tikboron, K. Kabaoa ed, (fevwsalem, 19563, 41, who demon-
sleates that Maimonides identified “reaiters that lhave no nerpretion,” which are
employed parely for the purpose of allegoreal coberenee, in Genesis 18,

e TRANT ST TTO M T NS 1T e W 1,

Sco Y. Shilat, od., S ha-Karefore (Jerosalem, 19870, 2%, who notes thar this
15 ol the student of Maimonicles, Toseph Tn Akoin, wr whom the reide is
steleleessend.

. Joseph ben Judaly 1ba caknin, fHgaiind ba-Sadod se-fofe'ar ba-Meorol: Ferush

Fhir ha-Shirim, ed. A5, Halkin {Jemagalem, 1984), 2-% English mans. in A. Hulkin,
"bn 'Aknin's Commentary oo the Sung of Songs" Afexaader Marx fubilee
Vidrmme, e, 5, Lichorman (New York, 19300, 407, See also F. Taloupe, “Apples of
Gold; The Tnner Meaning of Sacred Teaw in Medieval Judaian,” w A Green, od,,
Jewdsh Spivitualiy: Froa Dhe Bible TBrough the Middle Ages {New York, 198}
323,

Fhicd,

i, Bvidently Ibo Aknin was nov disworbed in principle by lowve poetry, Tt
mercly ernsiciered it irivial and cowonty of Solomon's lterary atiention, parnllel
to the problem wie miscol regaeding the Job story for Maimonides. 1o Akaln's



44

14,

15.

16,

17

1E.

14,

The Torab LMadda Journal

answer—that the Sony conlaing u hidden inner meaning—esolves the seonng
problem, not the first, Moses [bn Ezma responds more diectly (o the infrerent reli-
gious problom of the Song's (sometimes enic) luve poetry; see 1) Pagis, “A pro-
s cle Pamour intelecinal dans fes osteves de Molse Jon Exzra,” RRF 126 (1076):
19196,
I is importanr to observe the source of ln 'Aknin's analysis, which he cites

for support:

The Indians in the hoak they called Kalila wa-Dimnea |, | | spake in fables in

the form of discussions between anbnals and birds and | . . decoraeld] i

with Jlustrations 5o that the masses wouk] nn and savor its wischom and

fake pleasure in it until their imellect serengthens and woutd examine and

flnd dh: insights and wisdom Twouned within
Albough the Song is oly Scripture. Ibn tAkain cites an example (rom secalar it
erlure 1o account for ity lilerary format. Evidently, he believed thar Scriprure
employs human lierary methods, @ view shared by Maimonides, who regards
sibstantial hiblical passdges as litcrary embellishment, not unlike that in secular
lhiterature.
The notion that the Toraly emplays othorwise superfuous passages to caplivate
ared motivale readers apprars in contemporary Abbinic thought, In the writings
of the kate Fav Nissan Alpent 2% Although the Talmud, as o mule, reconsmends
brevity (i the dicluny, *One must always teach hls suder in @ congise way"
Pevathim 3by, Rav Alpen ohserves that many biblical passages, especially in
fienceis, are cepetitive or could otheroise: be writen mone comisely, e value
ol Leevity, he cxplains, applies primarily 1 Halakhah, but, in nacratve, the Targh
emplows a lengthy style i order to more effectively tonvey moral and religious
teachings. Using the very reasoning we attribute to Muimonides, Rav Alpen ex-
plains that these nasmatives are epreBilly designed so that "3 persons heart will he
caplivated hy their bequny® (emphasis In origlhal), and thys be sparked with
greater religions dovotion and Rervor, See M. Alpert, Sefir Limmnadel Misan gl
ba-Torah (New York, 19913, &5 T am indebued 1o Rabbi ¥, Neuberger for this
refercnce,
€ather than the shaced patronymic, “Thn Beea,” we have no evidence that he was
relabed o his younger contempaotary, e well-known Spanish exegete, Abraham
Ty Ezra.
Abrahan 1bn [aud, the twelfth cenmury Spanish historian, writes: “H. Meses son
of . Jacoh Ben Ezra [was) of o prinocly family, and a great scholar in Torah and
Gireek wisdon, and a composer of poems and byoons (MBI ., and he
thar beard wem, bis heart would sofien and he woulkd be lilbed withh swe of his
credter” {Sefer Ba-Qabbaied, ed. G Cohen [Philadelphia, 1967, 73), by Eza's
el arc recited to this day io some Scphardic tracivions.
For his conuributions 1o the exegetical madition, see my fortheoming anicle, *The
Aesthetic Bregesis of Moses Ibn Ezta,” Sec. 51.2 of Hebrew Bitde 7 Ofd Testamen):
The fMiutory of its Tmeerpretation (Vol. 1/ pt 2), od. Magne Sahie (Gothingen:
Yandernhikeck & Rupreche),
For hie influence oo Msimeonides, sce 5. Dioes, “Sefer ‘Arugat ha-Tascos: Las
Kera'im mi-Tokh Sefer Mekor [layyim,” Tarkiz 27 £1958% 218, n. Hacdak cites
Moges [bn Evra in Shorachfs, sv. bad and sov, 'zf and in his commentaries an
Gen 105 anal 383 31:1. Far evidence of his influence on other medieval EXEgeles,
wee T Fenton, Philosophie el exdpdve dans Iv fardin de ka métapbore de Mofse n
‘Brrei (Leiden, forheoming), 264-57.
Orlgitally wrilten in Arabic, the K28 was not tanslared inmo Hebrew unnl mod-
em limes, The best sedern ranslation, published together with the Arable, is
A% Halkin, Sefre ba-fommiee ve-ba-Divpuaim Jerusalem, 19751, Telerenoes o
the Kitah are from lalkin's edition; Erglish teanslatons ane my o, Wlwere the
wriginal Arabic is clted in this essay, it appears In Hebrew chamcters, as it does in
the manuscripts and published eclition of Iba Eara's writings {sec above, n, 33,



20,

21,

Frs

3.
24,

25

6.

7.

5,
an.

Al

32

Meowrdechal 7. Coben 45

Pedups other such works existed b were lost. M. Allony claims thal Sa'adia's
work on Hebrew Yunguage, Ha-Feron, comlained 3 section an poetics no longer
extant (Ha-Fgron, ed. N, Allony [Jerusalem, 1969), 791, He hases this on (13 the
Arabic tite of that work, Xildb LR f ai-Si'r al- Thramne ( The Book of Principles of
Hebrew Posind, (2) its lnorodoction, which memtions chapters on poetics; and €3}
a Irapment he believes belongs 1o those chapters {see below, no 31). Based on
parallels betwecn this fragment and the Kiab, N Allony (pp. 112-13) daims that
the lost section actually influenced Moses Tha Exra.

See D Pagiy, Aiddush w-Masoret be-Shirat -dfed Ba- ot (Jorsalem, 1976), 51-
&4, Samuel ha-Magid (933-1056) manifested this beliel by endtling his poetic
wnrks Sen Tebilim and Ben Afishlel

O p parallel dichotomy w1 Muslim thought and Qur'anic exegesis, see W, Hein-
richs, “0On the Genesis of the Hagfga-Mefaz Dichotomy,” Sudia ludmica 3%
CLOB4}: 120k mee also ] Wansbroogh, Curandc Siudies (Oxdfood, 1577), 228-29.

He attributes this notion o Adstotle: see below, g, 22,

There ace several texiual problems in this passage and T follow 1he reading
favored by 1. Dung, Ha-Foottia Shel ba-Shirak ba-furit bi-Sefarad bi-Yemel ba-
Betrawm (Jerusalem, 19823, 131, O j{alkin's note, ad, foc,

See, g, Maimonides enthusiasm for Hesh Lagish's equation of Satan and te
“evll nclinatlon” {Gufede TL22) and for rablsiods amempes to cxplain miracles in
natural terms (e 11250,

Literally, sathr means "scattering,” as opposed w e Arabic sazm, L “suing of
pearls,” 2 metaphorival won for chymed, memrical verse, ie., poetry.

A sitmlar concern appears n the minetesnth oenury commeneary of the Nezly
(Rahtd Waftali Zevi Yehudah Bedind, who cires Dewt 31:19, “Write for yourscives
this shire# (aken Ly the Habbis as 4 command that every Jew write his own
sefer Torah), as evidence that the Pemtateuch is poctry {chirmf), which he con-
trasts with prosc (sippur pevozd. Druwing upon Herary notons of bis day, he
cxplaing thal, whereas prose can be understood o a stealghtforseard manner,
oty must be interpreted as an intricate complex of mulifaceted allusions. He
Thys argues that the cocgetical methods applisd by e Rabhbis reveal Scriphune's
plain sense (sefro, and are not merely homdletic (derest; see below, n, 118, for
the implications of dds claing). See NZY. Berlin, Sefer Bereshit Fm Pertish
Ha'amek Davar (erosalan, 1975), 1 Although he works with different literary
delinitions and reaches apethetical cxegercal concluskms (see seclions 3 and <
of this essay), the Neziv's use of the prosc-poctny dislinclion, Lsken froon general
literary theory, does Follow the precedent esmablished by Moses lbn Ezra,

. Citing Mascs' Song of the Sea and Haazias, which he regands 2 “poetic™ in the

Arabic sense, be writes: “Some bblical sféror depart from prose,” but then adds:
“terwe T [imtentionally] said “sorte of the sinnor bocause [lexts] in prose also are
called sfdrad, like the Song of Songs . and othecs”™ (K 25a),

Reafax is the lzast igsd Arabic poatic form: it is thymed, but its meter is ot steior-
Iy conflned,

It iz Mkely that this catcgorization was also influenced by the wolgue feanine
[rmusical neatesd of tese theee books.

Ife cites tiree rlyymed verses in Job thar come caser v rhe rzfaz form, bu ree-
ngoizes them as exceptions rather than a poetic convention: "Somcrimes by
chanre in some of thelse books] ther: iy sormething by way of [genulne, Le.,
rhymed] metigs, Tor example [Job 28:16, 3317 and 214" (K 25a) N, Allony, 385
#G, conjectures that a fragment he attributes to Sa'adia (see above, oo 20}, which
cltes Job 28:16, 21:4, and Isa 49:]1 45 cxamples of mdfaz, was 1o Eora's soucce.
Ibn Ezra, however, substitones Jub 3%:17 for B 431, perhaps because he does
not regard lsaiah as a poetic book, S2e A, Redin, BidNcal Prerry Through
Mesfieral foussh Fyer (Bloormingron, 19917, 81,

Ibn Erra's discussion of music appeacs In another work of his, Magdlatr af-
Hadiga ff Ma‘ni ai-Majdr wa-T-Hagiga (The Treatize of rhe Garden on Metapdor
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anel Fiteral Languogel, M3 203-18. Although the majority of this work fdiscussed
below. p. 27 renuins in manusceipy, the sechon on music wes publizsled and
wanslated Into Eoglish in A Shlloal, “The Musical Passage in lbn Bzra's Bownkr 03"
the Garden” Yuval: Studier of the fewish Music Research Cenire 4 (1982 211-24.
Ibn Ezra cloarty relies on Groek and Acsbic theory o define the workings of
music: but Fee correctly icdentifles inusical charm as a genuine hiblical concer, e
cites biblical passages {e.g., | Chron 25:1-5) indicatlng thar ihe peadms recited io
the: Temple service were sot 10 music, and infers the essential rde of muse in
prophecy from Elisha's request for a minsie] £17 Kgs 3:05). See 4. Shilealy, 219-20
(Arabich, 223-24 (English),

A. Shiloah, 21519 (Arahic), 221-22 (Lingtlish). Judah Halevi also speaks of imusic
as 3 "revered an” that “translers] te soul from e mood 10 its opposte® (K-
zarrd MLGA-G5), Matimonides {Shemorat Perakim, chap, V) applies this in 3 med-
ieal context, prescribing “listening o mebodies and pmsloal nstromoents”™ o cure
metancholy. A hiblica precedent for duis therapy (ot mentioned cxplicltly by
Maimonides) appears in the episode of Tavid ptaying e harp to cure Saul's
chepression (1 Sam 16:23),

The conmection between mosic and poetry is futher developed by larer medieval
authors, .8, Moses (o Tibbon (thitteenth century; son of the wanslsiorn, Samuel)
arh Shem-Tov Tha Falayuers Cthineenth century). See & Rorlln, Bibvical Poetry,
BO-0a.

This newien, of couese, undecies Thn *Aknin's explanation for the literary beaary
ol the Song of Songs (alowe, p. 199,

ldentifying blblical Kedur as Arabia. e cites s a poooftext 1sa 42011, “ihe inhabi-
s of Fedar . _ . shall sing and ory out from the penks of imountsios.” This
foems one part of his threc-par, undversal distcbotion af kaowledae: {17 lsrac] as
expent in prophecy and diving law, (2) Arabic supremacy in langoage and litera-
ture; and (3} Greek preeminence in philosophby and science (£ 19-22h). Soc 11,
SN, AMa Gkl be-Sefir Tobiilim (Hamol-Gan, 19820, 153-55. The verse Ihn
Ezra relates v Groeck phlosoply, Gen 927, “May God beawtify Yepher,” is
Mready sdduced in Mogifar 95 apparently to pralse tw poctic boauty of Lhe
Grock language (see below, n. 533 but sinee Thn Ezrs assigns this to Arabic, he
talecs the verse us a reference to Greek philusephy.

11, Sitnot, Arie Cavhioe, 152,

This criticism is surprising since Malevi's poctny Follows Ambic conventlons, See
R, Brane, ¥he Compuncious Posi: Cuitural Ambiguity and Hebrew Foeter (0
Aresitni Spair (alimore, 19910, AR-EG,
This appears 10 be a Jewish version of the Arbic belicf in (dz al-gurdn (e
inimitable wondroustess of the Quran). Weting in 2 Muslim mllleu, Flalevi et a
refighons teed 1o combat the claim that Arahic is divine and superior o all other
languages. Scc N, Allony, “Fla-Kuzari—Sefer hi-Milhamah ba-Arabiyyal le-
Shibrue ha-Yohudl,” el Heer Shera 2 {19800 11934 of, R. Brann, 26, SA-ug,
sew alsoe below, o 42,
Thix passage, from 1 Tibhoos commentary on Ecclesinstes which is no longer
extant, is preserved] in g citaion by Rabbl Judah Moscato (sixteenth century), Kof
Yebudah loammentary on Kuzer] (Vilea, 1905), 161, The Hebrow (iistranslated
in A Rechin, Mibieaf Posiry, 890 reads:
Y%7 TVFTe TN T TONYT ] R T TGN BT S T TR T e e we
TP P RN AT I T TER TSR e
Some therefore repard Bbo Ezra as g “defeatist” in the hattte benwesn Arabic ancl
Hehpow culture (see B Brann, Compsctions Poet, 655, Monewtheless, he was
acutely dware of the theologicai problems created by this preference. See N,
Allony, “The Reaction of Mascs Ibn Bzra wr Arasfun (Arabism),* Buflette of the
Tristitzese for forieh Shedios 1 {19730 1940
The absolute chjectivity of "the aestherde smanrlend™ scaumed by Moses tho Ezra
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arl lis contempaoranies ik, of couese, questionsd in modemn thought, which tends
o vigw assthetics (ay well ay ethics) in subjective torms. I is intereslinge to fwoke
that the modern perspective resolves much of the perceived dilemma created by
Thn Fzra's comparison of biblical and Arabic poctic convemions. Instead of
demonstrating the Bibles assthetic “ideriority,” this eomparison, using e mmeod-
et view, merely rewcals the different aestheic siaocdards of blblcal and Arabic
(SRS e
The Aramaic reacds:
AR INET NIRRT PN MR A0 ANTAMY NI NTTHTIM MOT TAMT B0 R
L LTSI T NI I T TREA AN TaeaR Peor K NT Maata YA
THZLFE] ITTIHAR PTR YI5 K THNT PRER YD 100D I maTeT T NI 13N
JMITEL TR RITT T
See ], Dan, Ha-Sinpur ha-Terd bi-Yessel ba-Betnayin (Jerusalem, 19742, 10-12, far
an analysis of this passage and the anti-literary orentafion it represents. Even
according tor the tracditional view tha de Zobar was composed early in e wl-
nwdic era (as epposed 1o maden scholars who argue that it was written in thic-
teenth century Spain), this passage would bave played a pivotal role inoany
miediewal debate over te literary appeoach o the Rible, Regardless of ity wriginal
historical context, medieval readers n thirsenth cennery Spain Owhere the Zobar
had hecome popular) would have woderstandabdy regarded it as a oniticism of
Ibn Ezra's Kitdb Funhenmore, Fabbi Yaakov Emden, Sefer Mipabat Sefurinn
(Ferasaleny, 1995, who acoeprs the antiquity of the original Zofeer, arpees that
many passages were added in medicval lmes. Given the steongs literary aware-
s o oedieval Spain, it 15 roasenable to regard this ax one of dw passages
acdeled] dere. For a survey of the vanious views on the FZohaes autboohip, fom
meieval 1 modern Times, see Y. Tishbi, Mishmar ba-Fobkar {Jerusalem, 18493,
Br28-10%. See also M. Kasher, “fla-Zeban™ Simod Sefer Yoeed, ed. Y.L Maimon
Jerusalem, 19583, 40-50,
although & nomber of talmudic sources attach value w acsibetcs (gee mlow, n.
557, a negative attilude wwards sesthetic Beaoty can perhaps he discerned in
Ter'eirmit Tu-l. Upon meeting B Yehosbwa ben Hananyah, who appareotly was
rather uoallrctive, o Honwn princess exclained, “How oould such beautiful wis-
dom [he conlained] in lsuch] an ugly vessel®™ R, Yehoshua answcrs that st as
wine preserves in plain earthenwire But spoils in beawtiful gobd and sifver ves-
sels, an ugly person s @ more sppoopridte receptacle for Torah than o haoglsame
ang. Taking this analogy at face vaboe, e Talmod tden asks, “But are there nor
handsome: people who are leames?™ The response s “11ad they been wgly, dey
would have becn cven meore learned!” Pechaps this talmuodic passage can be
taken, in the spicil of de Zobar, as an indication that beauy, a5 perceivex] by
buman beings, does not enluoce, amd even dewacts from, Sod's word, But onc
can regsonably acpoe that this source s o celevant w our discossion, since te
Taliwwud explains thar ® Yeboshua's opindon is based on the T ten o Tardsoroe
person is less likely to manifost bomility, & noocssary compeonent of oue Torah
schwrlarship. This supgests that armogance, a moral law, rather than acsthenic
Beawny irsell, is the tralt acwaliy identifled by the Talmud as being incompatible
with Toral.

- See abowve, 20, on Sa'adie’s work on poetics. Cn the teom zebol, see N, Allony,

Hee-Mgrmine, 20-30, 1o Bagis, Aideinsh w-Masorer, 52.
Tmnash's Hebrewr, ro s, comesponds with Sa'adia’s wenm, oo,

Dumash ks ne cite Sovaclia by name, his identivy s revesded Dy Alraham o
Ezra, whor citess this chithate (see helinw, nn. 49, 5343 Howrgwer, we hove oo record
of this statement in S pclin's eadant weritings,

Tungsh’s positlon secms o contllet with the rabbinic mle, “Mo two prophers
prophecy i the oxact same style” (Saafeda B3, see below, n. 49, 590 Indeed,
hiz extermne view s undgue: the more prevalenr posiden s that of Malimonsdes.
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who maintains that only the Pentateuch is God's exact language, bu the
Frophets and Weitings {Merd#m u-Katuudm) wers writien by peeple, through vari-
s levels of dlvlne losiniction and Inspiration. Ses Cuide, 145 see slso disons-
sion below, n. 83

This shwruld Be contrasted with e claim of biblical supenodty over Arabic poet-
oy advauuoed Ly Tudali Halevl amxd Samuel Thn Tibbon. Like Dunash, they oefuse
toe accept e Arabic standard as an absolule measure of aesthetic beaury, But
they intimate that human aesthetc wste is an objective standard by which the
Dible's literary beanty could thenretically be measured, given the proper insight
and skill. In conteast, Dunash implies that luman aeabetic taste b inherently sub-
|ectlve and limited, and thus cannot be used v measone the Bible's beauty .

Note that Drunash, whe explicitly deals with prophetic writings, s more inclusive
than the Zobar which mentions only the Pertaieuch (0ngfa). See below, n
116,

o conwasy, Thn Frew's Magalar ai-Fiadiqa, » mor: conventional work on philo-

gophical biblical excgesis (dlscussed Below, po 270, was translited imo Hehrow
La8 Anuged bo-Dosess) in mwedicval tines, See M, Idel, “Zehurg Shel Metargen
Sefer 'Arugat ha-Bosem le-B. Moshe Thn Bzm,” Kiraar Sefer 51 (1976, 484-87,
although the well-defined aesthetic notions of fhe Spanish school were certainly
novel in Jewish tradltion, aesabelic concerns do acise in ablinic liecaue, The
benediction formulmed by the Rabbis for “one wha beholds beausful creatures
andd beautifnl trees" (Heralbor 58b; see alsn Atodah Zarah 20a) demonstrtes
their appieciatton for aesthetic beauty. Furnthermore, the value they stiached
soch beaury i apparent in the tlwndie principle of biddur seizvad {enthellish-
g e mrizeeh™), which requires that mizesr be porformed using aesthetically
superior objects. The Talmud specifically applies this principle to requice thart a
Torah scroll be writen o a most beautiful Fashlon § sefir Toreh ma'ell, See Shab
bar 133b; Acc alsa frzeblgaedio Tafmoadin, YULEZT1-70, sy, Afddnr mrizeeeh. OF
patticular interest for gur purposes is o talmudic observadon regacding literacy
beanty in connecton with Scriptore, appeaning ln a discussion of X, Shinon ben
Camliel's vicw that Scripture may be tanslated into Greek, bul not any other lan-
guage. Cling the vemse, "May God beauatlty Yeler” (Gen 9:27), the Rabbis repand-
cd Greek as aesthelically superior toall other languages. Apparcntly applylng the
Biceuer mizvad principle, the Talmud thus rensons that Gereek, apart from He
brew itsell, is e only worlhy meceptacle For Holy Seripture, scoording o R.
Shimen hen Gamlicl, See Megiflab b and Rashl ad. foc., sv. yafiuto shel pefir
tef. Moses Ibn Ezra's view, sbove, n. 3. CF shat would appear ta be a diflerent
wilanudic attitucle tovsueds aesthetic beaoty, cited above, oo 45

o Sefor Sgfoir Yetar, ed. D Toesch MWhnsw, 1893, 32; sce analadon and discussion

in I Kugel, the fdee of Biblica! Poctry (New Haven, 19813, 184, Ibn Ezra justifies
Sa'adia’s evaluation of the prophets” relative Weracy skills Tiy anguing that they, in
fact, formnulate] their own prophecies based on idens reoeived from God. This i
4 natural explanation for the rmbbinic rale that “No two prophets prophecy In the
exact same style” (Sunbedrin 893, discussed below, p. 24, which thus suppons
Ibn Ezra, We should mote, however, that this defense does nol apply ta the
Pentmeuch, traditicnally viewed as the word of God Himsell. Perhaps Thn Fara
fedt thar Swraddia judges the reladve poetic medit only of the prophetie writiogs. 1n
any cuase, e medieval literary appruch nomally does not distinguish between
Ddblical trewsks hased on auhorship, diviee of homan (see below, po 380 As clis-
cuased Brelow (o, 119, the talmudic maxiny “1Tw Torah speaks a5 burman beings
do” (diterah Torah k-lesbon benei ddany) con be understood s imply that God
Himself adopted human ey conventions, an assumption thal would validate
the literary approach cven for the Peruateuch itself,

M. Allabty Cabove, . 200 conjectares that the A s acoally based on Satadia's
lest weritings on Hebrew poetry. This theary lacks evidence excent for a parallel
(noted abave, n. 1) between Ibn Ezea's Wentfication of biblical rajaz and a
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magment Allony regards as part of Sutadies Ha-foron,

. Thls Arahic aphorism, tanslaed into Hebrew as 20 Tumavem, echoes Plate's

consure of the poels as deeeitful. For ks history in Greek and Ambic lenture,
sce R Brann, 7, 191; B Scheindlin, “Rabbl Moshe Ibn Bzm on the Legitimacy of
Pocky”, Medivevtlict of Humanditica T (1976); 10708,

This is rejected in modem theory, which regards style and content as integrally
rolated; soe below, po 39 I

Never published, this wotk remains o MS (Jecusaleny National Library M5 5701,
formetly Sagsonn kS 4120

Alhough srafar literslly means “mempho, b Ezra uses iF b refer tooa wide
range of non-litcral fhut mit necessarily metaphorical) Ungulstic usages; in this e
foliows Saadin and Arabic wrilers. $ee H. Ben-Shammal, “Hakdamat R, Sa'acia
Gaton li-Yesha'yahu,” Tarbiz 60 (1991): 330-82, W Heinrlchs, 122-27,

. For #ts Arable background, scoe W Heiorichs, 111-4%. On Satadia’s seaide excgesis

arcd i Arabic sources, see M. Zucker. Af Targumr Ruvely li-Yorad (Mew York,
19590, 22636, H. Ben-Shanunai, 380-82,

Emnrod ve-Deod 210, fellowed by Moses Tbn Fara (Magdlal, 1650 anvd Maimoni
dles Cvzefeler 1:44-45).

Sees N Rawidowitz, “Tha'uyat bu-Elagshamah le-Rasag ve-la-Rambam,” Fypoemim be-
Mabcheret Yivra el (Jerosalem, 1069, 171-223.

In the Ffirst forly-gight chaprers of the Gufde, Maimonides cefines the fileral and
lgurative uses of vadows biblicll sords, Seo 1, Strauss, "Howe o legin w Study
the CRatiade f the Perploed,” In Gride gf the Perplexed, trans. &, Fines, xoxiv-xy.

. Malurally, cerlain erounologlcal changes (which refleqt different conceptions of

ietaphor) arise in dus waditicn, which spans three conturies. Satadia and Moses
Ibty Ezm wse mafes ns docs Maimonides in his commensny oo the Mishnah
(Farfedrin X, “The Thirl Principle™, wrten in his youth, Bur dwoughout the
rutde he applics 3 now form, i dra (Heb, bashafak), Arabic for mesphor
(500, ¢.8., rfde L4 6T 910 In Misbref Torab (Hl Yesoohe! Ba-Torah 112}
Maimonides employs the Hebrew oo masbad, which Is also wsed by Abraham
Ibn Ezra fegz., on Gen 13, longer commentacy on Ex 16200 and Radak {e.g., on
Cien &6 aned Jor 14:4). See my furheoming ook, Three Abbroackes to Biblical
Metapabors i Rucak and His Predecessors,

. Selections from this seork were published in 2ios 2 (IR49): 117-23, 134-37, 157-

B, 175 ancl in Fftterarerean des Ongnds 10 (1849 74748, Accooding o M, Ldel,
Tudah Thi Tibban s the translator bun 5. Abraooson argues that it was Judal al-
Harizl, See M. Idel, Zebure (oted abone, no 52% 5 Abramscn, "Metargem Sefer
‘Arvgat ba-Bosemy lo-R. Moshe Ibn Ezra Hu Rav Yehudah al-Hacizi,” Ko Sefer
51 {1976 712

- Cited abwve, o 27 A% we shall see (elow, ot 67, 68, this “mltror Unage™ is not

#5 strongly implied in the original Arehic. Although our inferenoes are fmm the
transdator's formulation, the parbiel in the Kidh demonstrates that his sy of
thinking was not forcign o Moscs Ihn Ezo.

The Hebrew here reads, DOOm mmmens mmenmes onwapn oeee Svremam, which evi-
dently should be ecmended o read rmowna ook, based oo the suhsequent
phras: mmgn mown owra®t The Arbic origingl of the first phrase (™ p AT
e, "he will remoae those husks foom them™ does not evoke the image of
divesting 4 parment, Tt seems that the wanslator chose his inguage o parallel
MRS {=Eeder) in the next plicase (see following nowel,

. 1ere thee Flelrew Crmmrm o oot Follows the Aralie, Moo (-oematn, “and

he will clothe dem™, more precisely, aldwugh the translator added the plrase
Trmaed o foar clarity.

. Ziom 2 {1844 147,
, This passage actoally indicayes the limitarions of language, which stem from the

limitations of hwman intellect. Prefacing that the *tree idea [about Ged] - s wo
wonclecns angd exaltex] o be undersiood precisely,” it implics that 1he Best we
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can da is replace the gt biblical anthropomorphisms (Fmm M) with less
poetic, but not complewly accurate liceral language, wiich still cArry e limita-
thong of speaking about God in hurnan e

«Joseph Kimhi, Seffr ba2-Ber, ed. F. Talnwpe Qemsalem, 1974), 34, The “husk-
fruit” metaphor is boreowed from Sagigal 154, "R, Mer fourdd 3 pomegranat:,
ate s interior, and discarded its husk,” a description of his relutionship witdy Aler
(Elishva Len Avuyal), Ins wacher.

« Bahya 1bn Pakoada, Fosed ba-Zecavdi, Shaar ba-Yibud, chapter X, also nuauvaing
that the uncducated are permitted v imagine God in human form. But
Mabnonides strongly argues that g one is permitted o do so. See Grdde 11535
Hil. Teshupab 117 (of. Kahad's gloss, ad. foc), Judah Halevi, Kucan 35, poes
trr Lhe Gppeosite extreme and argues thal even educaied people require wngible
iragery o fully grasp Ged's existence.

- Ciompare the formulation of Rabbi Juseph B, Soloveitchik: *anthropomorphic
metaphors . .. lend warmth and eolor wothe personal Good-man reladon . . . the
worshipper . . . hegs the Almlahty for 2 guidlng hand, a fricndly eye and a For-
Biving snle” See The Fajpbbic Mind (New York, 1988}, 30-40, “Guided by the
practical needs of the worshipper,” this accoum, he notes, deviastes from
Maimonides' sirict prohibition of imagining God i human Form (see previous
noked, wWhicl was ot aceepted by Jewish tradition (p. 115), From among the
medieval authoritics cited in the previous note, Kabbi Soloveltclik most closely
Follows Judab Halevi, since he implies that ambropemorphism is o legitinte
nced for aff worshippers, not ooly “the uneducated.”

- See Me'in, Sambedeta B, who reintemprews the mishnale definilion o 4 inome
comprelensive sense 1o mwclude the widened application of e Gereer,

- Radak’s {unnames) sowrce here is Kwpzarf 1174 We cite Radak because he
regponds o the talinudic source more direaly, and applies this principle o other
propliecies (soo Bolow, B 5L

- To e suee, Rachak accepted mimudic auhworiy implicidy aod unequivocally, Yet,

this passage indicates thar in exegetical matems, e believed that mlmudic anatysis

was il necessanly nended o be definitive and could therefore e reconsiderod

in [awer geoertions, a view well represented o omedieval balakhic souroes, g,

Saadia Gueon, Sherira Gacn, Hai Gacn gnd Mabmonides, See M. Sapersiein, [

coding the Rabbis (Cambridge, MA, 1980), 6-14; Inzeblopedia Talmudit, sy, Ag-

Beddeab, 120, sce also below, n 100, Based on these soutces, M. Resenswrcig cone

cludes that witiin the iradition of Gmdwiclox Tudaism, “rabbinic wexts do o exert

the sate measure: of binding authority in areas of parhanns and freasbikerfcibh as
they du in halakhic discussions.” See M. Rosensweig, *Eido ve-Ellu Divrei Elohim

Havyln," Kabbinic Authoriy and Pemonal Autonomy, «d, Moshe Sokol (Morh-

wale, M|, 1588), 96, (I may seem that by rejecting the Talmud's definition of a

false propher, Radak opens o halakhic debate with the Rabbis, but bis claim thar

Godd never sends "Ralse spirits” actually renclees this debare inconsequential from a

practical fulakhic] poine of view. The Taloond classifies ane who knowingy Loins-

mils 4 message from a fzlse spint as a false prophey; Radak simply argues hat this
sitwation can never really oocor) Similar exepetical freedom is also manifested in

Maimonides' tendency in Misksed Tored o derive a given law fum a biblical

verse ather than the one adduced i the Talmud, He evidently belicved that tl-

mudic authanry does ot preclude a search for preater dlarity in the use of biblical

sources as @ foundlation for Halakbah, See I Twersky, Infriguciion fo the Ceode f

Maimioricks, 37; scc also B, Epsivin, Torad Temimalt an Lev 1046

Compare Radak's language omme o2 nom oot soovn i M9 with Lthat of the

Mistaruah: prmee sives g Mevon.

Baclak writes: “The truth is that God arowsed the spinit OFmmead of the alse

prophets 1o begpuile Ahab, nor fhat e spint of prophecy (oD M came G any

vne of then,” He does oot clanify the difference betwoen God “arousling] the
spirit of the false proplets” and acwally serding Ltheny "3 spinic of prophecy ™
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Bvidendy, the fomner indicates *enconragement™ t: sin by Fabricaring a prophecy.
in confrast to God actually sendlng a “false™ proplecy.

. The Talmud (Sambedns #0) allows one exception: a prophet may deduce God's

will, althwrugh not explicidy expressed, through principles of nference (e ., kef
Ha-homerd, See Me'in, ad. foc.

. Medtbwer mashaf nor mefizab are indicated by the comext in Jer 8:29, which

mikes this comment particularly instructive.

- This, together with the previous example, shoukd demonstrate that mildrashle exe-

fesls, which is ofien thoewgln 1 e primarily allegnorical, is often hyperditeral, Soc
alzo Radak, Zach -2

. Bashi here, in addition 10 reonrding the midrashic traditdon, cltes the Targum,

which s interpret this passage allegorkcally, But, unlike Badak, Rashi does ot
emplory the literary term smashad to separate the two readings (see below, p. 37,
For Bashi's attitode towards the Brerary approach). On Hasli's terminohngy, see S
Kamin, "“Duginn be-Perush Rashd le-Shic lue-Shicm," in Sefr Yebudine le-Nogrior
be-Parshannut Be-Mikna (Jerusalen, 19917, 13-30.

Abraham Ibn Ezea makes a similar caim in Sefer Sefir Yeler § 84, cited above, nn.
3, 54, Maimonides agrees that the Prophets and Writings efleet human compo-
siticn, divincly inspleed, but assigns a less oreative mole m the prophets by ango-
ing that the scenes they depict reflect actual visions Geod implanted in their mingd.
He thus maintains, for example, dat Micaiah, in his “mind's tye,” actually *saw”
Gl sending the false spicit, Soc FY. Fesode! ba-Torh, chap. 7; Guide 114345,

. Although he speaks of how "the prophes” employ hypedsole o accomplish their

ohjegtive, the cxamples o Erra cites, which include verses from the Pentateuch,
clarify that be does ot excludle any section of Scriptuee fromo Bis analysls. In
ulher words, following the convenilon of medieval Spanish vsage, he includes
Maoses in his phrase, "the prophets,” This usage is also auested, eg., in Ababam
Ibn Ezra's longer commentary on Bx 11:5,

Comnpare Moses Thn Fzr’s description of allegoey, cited above, p. 21 The exam-
ples I cites are from superniniral passages thar deserilz great calamities or
great prosperity. (himilar examples e clted by Mannornides in Gralde [1:29.)

- K 8Ta. Diterestingly, hn Ezen could nof classity this styliste device as o postic

wrnament since it was discouraged i Arvabic poetry and, true o his princples, he
disconrages it in Hobroew poetry as well.

. Kigb af-fusa’, cd. | Derenbourg {Paris, 1896), 28579, Hebrew ganslation ol

Juelah Ten Tibbon w Sgfer a-Ribmab, ed. M. Wilensky Jerusalem, 19643, 303,

. These pre oanslated into Helwew as zabor and Sage s (o). The equivalent

Terhot= fasdba was sl by Sa'adia (see above, po 250 Tn Tibbor's meticulously
lieeral translaticms belfubamhepet'ab is misteadlng. While the Ar. foot Bbgh means
“t0 reach” (=ia, the noun baleha is 1 technical werm foe literury elegance,

. Bee, e Ibno Frraoon Psa 2-30 73:2, TEid5,
. %ee, e, Hadpde on Gen 21:1, Josh &:26. The Northemn French peshar tradidon

alser recognizec this sile and even devised a similar exegetical mle for its inter-
pretaton. See, o.g. Rashi on Bx 15:6; Rashbam there and on Gen 49:22, See be-
losw, 0. 57, o the analogy berreen the Spanish and French feshat traditions.
Rashi's citation of this midrashic reacing (withoue the altemative peshear readiog
advanced by Radak), which is typical in his commentary, would seemn o indigate
his rejection of the licrary approach Iy faver of the mhbicic assumption that
every word of Soriphure conveys meaniog {see helow, p, 370,

His souece is Ibn Ezra on Ps 1:2, wher rejects 3 similarly nvotlvated rablsinic ead-
ing by invoking the notion ol zabor

The English wanslaton doees oot reflet the redundant v, and wouold be the
samng for T T W 11 157N T T T,

Sce Tbn Janaly, Sofer fu-Rikmeh, 20394, Radal. Sofer Mikbiol, ed. I Rinenberg
(Iyck, 18623, &la,

. See alse Mahmanides on Gen 121 (regacling the supertluous 123 and Gen 12:11
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{regarding the word 33, where he rejects Rashl's nideashie reading on the basts

of “the style of the language.”
. This is most cleady manlfested in his separate introductions © each of the fve
books. See EZ. Mclamed, Mefreshel ba-Mikra: Davberhem ve-Shitateibent (Jegy-
salent, 1978], 937-3%. On MNalmaoddes” sensitivity oo fiterary structuee, see Y. Fl-
mar, “It [s No Fmpty Thing”: Nalmanicks and the Search for Omnisignificance,”
1be Yorah U-Madda Journal 4 (19933 183,
Wahmanides, inoduction  Exodus and on Ex 1:3. See Y. Elman, 2529, who
refors to this technique as "resumplive repedton® and Breds 3 precedent for it in
the peshar commentanies of Rashi, .8, on Gen 391 and Ex 6:20-30 (gee below,
r- 1100,
A sumimary of e Habbis” approach i anthropomorhism is beyond e scope of
this essay. Dut even a cursory reading of et literatre revesls that they do no
aystematically reinterpret it as do the Spanish exegetes. In fact, sometlmes they
actually depict Ged in human terms even more blatnly than Scriphure does, See
E. Urbach, HMazal foumot ce-f'od (Jerasalemy, 16863, 2952 Sex also M. Saper-
stein, Decoding 1he Roubbix, 7-8.
. The Mded of Bibiiea! Poerry, 10405, For funther discussion, see ¥, Flman, 18, See
also I Steiner, "Meaninglessness, Meaningfulness, and Super-Mcaningfultess in
Scriplure: An Analysis of the Controversy Summunding Dan 212 o the Middle
Apes " FOR 82 (1002): 431-50.
The conclusions in this paragraph mise a critical question: How does the Spaaish
Pbesirar vadition reconcile itk excgotical methods with rabbinic precedent? As we
have already nowd {shove, b, 78, soime Mreedom from talmudic exegesis is
accepted within the halakhic tradivor, Bur e fundamental methodobogical shifc
delineated here amounts to 2 coimplete rejection of rabbinic exegesis and
reguires 3 more substantial explanadon Alraham hn Fzra and Malmonldes boh
addlress this issue in similar rerms. Ibo ¥zra mainins that the Rabbis koew e
plain sense (peshed of Scrlpture, bur, regandiog it as obvious, did not devoae
CONMMCNCArs 0 if, apa om Farger Onbelos (Introduction: w e Pentateach,
“The Fifth Approach”; shomer comumentany oo Ex 21K [cited pelow, . 1090]). He
thizs regsons tat midrashim which violate the rules oF geshar wore never tend-
ed K represent the actual meaning of 1he bitdical text and are purely homiletic
(Intresdhuction o lamentitons). Eonown for his sarcastic "anti-midrashdc" remarks,
Ibn Ezra actually directs his criticism at those who misconsirue Midesh by
eegarding it a5 actual biblical exepesis (S Bencrah, od. G, Lipman [Jerusalem,
19371, Sl Maimonides also maintaing that many rabbinic derazhor were intencled
only a5 homilies, “similar w poetic inventions’ (CPem e T, bo ool [we
express] . . . the meaning of the biblical verse” (MODFERPD . . MY Guice
D143, This stems frem Maimonicks' overall view that midrashim which seem
wrrational mus neot o be taken ab face value, bt rather mus be meinterpretezd Yin
orcker o make {them] agree with reason, and conform with the tuth and Serlp-
e (W AT Mokt o Poumma ris oee Mt vTa) and, like lbn Bz, he
strongly criicizes those who insist on taking such micrashim at Face value
(Michrtah i Fersh be-Rambam: Seder Neztiin, ]. Kafly, rans,, 136-37). In light
of Maimonicks” well-defined—and strongly assemesh—exegetical principles In e
fiuide, it stands e neason thar be applied this approach 1o nuidiastdn diverging
Efram his conceprion of accurate biblical exegesia. Tha Brrs and Maimonides
wade thas deny that the Rabbls ever adoped the cdoctrine of "omnisignificance™
A% A legitimate exegetical princlple. See also below, i, 109,
el ¢ v T MBI P, T KA ROV DMV TIaaa M K9, These tree
images derive from the nwedieval tracition, wlhich uses them to manifest its lieer-
sry orientation. The *hask | interlor image appears in Joseph Kimbid (above, p.
24k the *body . . . sond” inage is feoin Alwabam Ibo Czra's longer commentaty
on Ex 2k1 fdited below, po 385 and the “clething” bnage s from drgen Ba-
Bogem (abowve, p. 280
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142, Malbim on Isaiah (Jerpsalem, 1978), Tnoroduction, p- 1
103, There ls ot mportane exceplion o this generalization: Malbim (who monifests

11k,

105,

L

108,

strong philosoplical leanings) does mot reject the Spanish approach w aothrapo-
morphism, since e, wo, wneyuivocally belicves in God's Incorporeality. This
demomstrates that one night theoreticalty adom principles of the Spanish peshat
traditon selectively (see, e, below, p. 373 however, In thelr origing] context,
thwse principles emerged as an integraled system of thought that included 3 defi-
nite literary orientation.

The eontroversy megarding this mole underies 3 fundamental debate between the
schools of R, Akiva and B, Yishowe! over the proper methods for midrashlc
derivation of Halakbah, R Vishroaels school adopes this me; hat R Akiva's
rejects it altogether, and zealously dedves halakhat from the most minute detalls
of scripture. See V.M. Epstein, Mewoa'or le-Sifvue ba-Tana'tm ve-Ba-Amora it
{Jerusalem, 1957), 521-22; M. Elon, Ha-Michpar ba-ord (Jerasalem, 19730, [1:310
L7 ¥, Frankel, Darkel ba-Aggadah ve-ho-Midvash (Givatayion, 1991), 119-20,
5950, While in theory the opposing skdes of this debale appear w0 epresent
equally visble mbbinic viewpaoints, the majordty of sabbinie exepesis, o R, tees
ot follow \he rule diberab Torah &-lesbon bered adam, which appears only
about a dozen times throoghout mbbinic literamice, See below, n. 108,
Pseudo-Rashl, Nedarind 3a, s.v. Sindor neder, explalns that “di-lesbon berei
aegm” moans “this s ce way people [oomally] speak.” Cf. Yerusbaimi Nedaria
7.1, which cltes [Mblical examples of ordinany conversations an include douldled
vorhs, C.g, Gen 3130, noEm AT oo e CYou had o leave, For you were
lenging for wour Farer's hwowse™), saigd by Laban w Jacol. See alse M. Elon,
T1:311,

- Tbn Janaly miglo say, “There is no meaning element limplied] in the word pagm

heyomnd that which is in o

Fren accocdiing me i view, however, the Torah adopts some human linguistic
convenrions; after all, it contains sentenoes made up of nouns, verbs and adjec-
tves. An atemnpr (o deny even this similanity to human language may have moti-
vated a kabhalistic tradition cited by Nabhmanides in his intredoction o Gy Penta-
teuch. According 1o thas tradition, the eotiee war of the Torah spels ouc the
rames of God Gramm 'se v o b0, and a5 such is of 0 be dividedd
o ordinary worls and sentences.

Tosafod, Beave Mezia 210, s dfberab Iorah, thus argues that even almuodic
sapes who aclopt the rule @iberad Forab M-leshon bened adam apply o only in a
limiteerd member of cases, but wsually accept the prevalent rabbinie exegetical
methed, Soc Tasgfil, Sodak 24b, sy, pe-Raldd Yobanan, for an even mone resrc-
tive application. Although the mule @berab Torak Bi-deshon benef adam proswickes
1 coweplual precedent for the Spanish peshar exegeres, dey would oot have
adopied this minority ahowdic posiicn as thelr source of aubonity, hecause this
would have pur them at odds wirth the more prevalent falmudic vlew. Instead,
they malnrained ibat all talmudic sages agree what the pesbal of Serippure is
derived assuming dfberah Toral bi-loshon fetel adam, and than wlooodic detres
ower this mule rebae 1 o separate realm of anelysis, namely the nesnonic associ-
ations between the halakhot and the rext of e Toeeh (sec following note, see
alse helow, n. 118). Compare M, Elon, 1131317, who claims thar even B, Akiva's
scheol did nol consider omnisignllicance w be a genuine exepetical principhe
and dherefore nomually implemented U only o formalgte maenonics, bBul no 1@
derive halaklwt

- This, of course, conflics with the widespread wimudic derivabon of halikhot

through e sichn she-ba-Foral dfdreshed baben, The respomse of the Spanish
traditien 10 this conflict is complex and requires leogthy analysis, and we can
anly briefly noke it salient fearures. Abraham Ibn Beea (short commetiacy on Ex
21A) argues thar dwe Habbis koew and accepled 1he peshar (plain sense) of the
litdlical rewr, which ey determined by nonnzl linguistic analysis. He tus con-



54

110

111,

1z

115,

The Torah I-Madda fournal

cludes that where such “derivations” contradict the peshat, they could o have
been latended as biblical *incpretatlon” but are merely mnemonic devices 1o
eemcnber and otgacise laws given orally at Sioai See above, o 100; see also U
Smon, "Le-Darko ha-Parshanit shel ha-Rav Avaham Ibo Ezra Cal pi Sheloshes
Rlurav le-Fasuk Elvad,” Brr-Ran Annnal 3 (1965 130-38, Tbn Bzra's resolulion is
also adopterd by Judah Halevi (Kuzar U175, Neither author questions the bibli-
cal (de-araud) weight of such laws: they simply zrgue that thelr derivation dogs
not represen the meaning of the biblical text & more axtreme view s Formualit-
ed by Maimonides (Sgfer ba-Mizsod, C Heller ed. [Jerusalem, 19461, 781, who
argues Ut some lawes "derived” in tee Talmud from blblical verses are acually of
rabbiric ongin. (Compare his notion of dericibte in his Inbrodaction o bis Mish-
rah commentary, Misbraf fin Perush ba-Rawbam, | Kaih mans [Jerustlent,
1963), 100 Although Malmonides does not apply this rule uiiversably, and regards
many laws derived through dwe hermeneuatical rules as biblical, his suggestion
that sanse of them are merely rabbinic evoked strong criticism from Nabmanides,
See Fgfer bo-Mizad le-ba-Rambam fm Hasdgs ba-Ramban, C Chavel =d. (Jer-
salen, 19817, 4443, and discussion below, n. 112,

E.g. om Ex 15:6, Rashi observes what modern scholars refer to as “staircuse paral-
lelisim”; and on Gen, 31 and Ex 6:20-30, he observes what ¥, Elman, 25, clls
“resumptive repetition,”

See examples cited above (pp. 33-34), which prompied reactions by later
vxcgetes who applied a liderry approach nstead of Rashis midrashic reading,
For the relationship telween peshar and derash in Hashi, sce A, Grossinan,
Flakbemed Jarefat Bae-Rishosdee (Jerosalem, 1995), 193-201.

Sec, e, conunentary on Cien 49022 aad Ex 15:6; see also B Toudiow, Al Shitalo
ha-Parstunic shel Bashiram be-Peimsho la-Toral," Farbiz 48 (1579); 248-T3, Hash-
bam's approach, applied sven in legal sectlons of the Pentateuch, often conflicts
with halakhot detived in rabhinic literanre theough the szidos she-ig-Toras
ridresher baes, To resolve this conflict, he argues that the Tomsh encompasses
twir distinet levels of meaning, One level, the pesbat, is uccessible theough nor-
al methexls of analyzing {human) tanguage, the other, embudied in the rahbinic
derasbid, is derived by analysing the Tarah as an omnislginificant code, decipher-
able trnugh the midaf sbe-ba-Torb aidresher baben, Although be devotes his
exegelicy] project exclusively w peshat, Bashbam regards i as lide more than a
surface reading of dwe divioe west, having only marginal imponanoe, Ultimately,
I irwsists, the elewweshod refloct e primary meaning of the Peneateuch, and Giere-
lowe determine Torah law, See conunenwry on Gen 1:1, 372, Ex 2103, and L
Touitou, 251-33, Withou citing Rashbam as his source, Nubmanides emhraces
the doctrine it dwe language of the Penmreuch simultaneasly communicates
Loy peckar and elereesh o5 revn distitnet levels of meaning. (3nothis basis, he rejeos
the clder Spanish view of Abraham b Eers and Maimonides (oited above, o
1050, wher tended m regard derezsd ax oneelated 1o the text. See E. Wolfson, *Hy
Way of Toxh: Aspocts of Nalmanicks™ Kahbalistic Hermeneutie,™ AfS Recfers 14
(I9ED: 125-29.

As we oot helowe [, 118), this evidenty siems From the exegetleal approsch of
mexdern tracitional commentators (Abroning oo the Pentateuch. Particulardy
important in this contert i the Negiv's view {cited above, n, 273 that the
Fentateuch, by its very literiey nature as shirab (which he takes to mean "poet-
v, as defined in his day), reguires mldrashic exegesis. Since only the Penateuch
is eeferresd b in Deut 31:19 (the Negly's prooftexth a5 *shirgh” one ndght consicl-
er exchiding the Prophets and Wrilings from this conclusion. Wldle theorerically
viable, this distinction is not, in fact, adapred by the Newv, who maintains that
the special poetic Features be delineates as the basis for midrashic exepesis
inlvere ‘ol omly in the Holy Torah, but alse in all of e Holy Scriptures,” See
N.Z.Y. Bering Jefer Bereshit fnr Perush Ho'awmek Davar, L see alsn Ha'amek
e on Deur L1815,
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Cwur somewha tentative langoage here (Mwhich sddenily assume | ) accounts
Jur the view of aAbraham 1bn Ezra, Judah Halevi and Maunonides (cited above, o.
1050, wha would disagree with this Inferetice,

See abuwve, n. 44 and o, §3),

The Meziv (see above, o 1130 alse makes this equatcn and thus rejects Uwe mixd-
M Compromise positon, Dunash, of course, would not accep this compimomise
bocause he argues that "all of Scripturs is e word of God HimssIF (see above,
p- 25). Pechaps the Zobar, which, in rjecting the literary approach, refers explic.
itly only to the Pentateuch (soc abowve, no 51), 8 open (o this compeondss, Bt it
is concenqable that this specific reference is meant stmply to highligh the peols-
lem of comparing Cod's word with “secular matters,” bun mot 1o limit te critgeiso
to the Fentareuch alonc, Accordingly, te Zoddar would then also relfuse o ans-
Iyze the rest of Scripture in literany 1emms,

Mahoanides (oited abowve, 0, 107) makes amber type of distindion when he
recards the Kablballsoe mditon that te wex of the Torah spells out the names of
God, which iradesd endows i with unigue sigonificance not shaned by other parts
of Seripture. This doctrins malees every word, even every leter, of the Penta-
reuch oecessany, a5 9 pant of Ood's name, Yet, since it does not atelbute meanditg
o every word, s the Habbis and Malkim do, it docs nor Lnply omnislghiflcance
i the classy serce of the tem,

See above, n. 08 and n. 112, This ighlights an esseonal dilference between the
talmudic rule dibwrak forak B-feshor benel adam, which is tlways mvoked w
roject 3 particwdr halakhic dervadon Ciremrusl), and the medicvsl exegecs, who
never guesilin the awthoriny of the derastor. The medievat exegees thos validate
thelr medwal even govording to the talmudic view that rejects the principle of
diberah Torah ki-leshon benel adam, Rashbam and Abcalum tho Ezea, for exam-
ple, would argue that the talondic debate in each case telers only v the deresh
teewed, b that for deternviodng the pestar, all wdmuodic authoritics would accept
normal coaventlons of Tummn Enguge,

E Towitou, 2533, obsenves that, unlike the medleval exepenes, modem wadi-
tonal commeetatons, such s Rebhis Y. Mecklenberg, NZY. Betlin (see above,
n, 27k Malbin, 5. Nissch anel Do Floffmann, attempt w0 identify the halakhic
dlevashnr as the foshat of the Pentateuchal texl. Bejecling the axiom of Rashham
wncl Mahmanides thar the Pentareuch conveys feshal and dirash as two distingt,
legitimarg Jovels of ancaning, ey argoe instead that it can be interpreted ooly
aceording 1o the derasbor sbe-ba-Torah ridreshet Saben, This approach, ao
doula, fstered the modem compromtse position tae the Peotateuch mus bo
interpreted a5 an omnisignificant divine code, even e Prophets and ¥ritings
oin Be analyzed accordmp w lierny principles.

We use the phrase “biblical aurlwrs” w refer @0 the prophers and sages who oo
pozed the Prophels and Writings and to God Llimesel!, the sothar of the
Pentateocle. 11w mnxim offeerah Torgd Bi-loshon bedef adam suggests thar oven
the: Pentatcucly wsell aduopty 2 buman voice; and, if 5o ts dlvine audwr can be
saiel t0 have abmed for aestlets beauty measurabhe i Buman wrrog,
For an analysis of this cndeavor, see U Simon, Arfe Gishior, 20-35, 148-57.
This idea is articulzeed in the “lest reoension™ of Abraham Ibhn Ezra's inneed oetion
o Psalires (11 Simon, Arbe Gisbar, 238).
The relationship between he content and antistic style of Scripuce can be illas
tated in terms of Dr, N, Lanon's ciscussion of personal sheterme? (Swholeness"}
25 3 balance between Torah study and developing vabier wienis, such as musle or
an. Granting Qe ment of aristic cndeavors, while neganling Torah study as a
soprrerna: walue, he asserts that one mighr best *develop . . . Lis full religious per-
sorlity™ by alocating elforr o both areas, 2 dynande Talanoe Lamm depicts in
e following manngr:
A metaphor .. L for such an approach is 3 Platonic one, adopied Ly B
Yehuda Halevi . . of U person of shelesmut presidiog over his character
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like a prince ruling a city, He must alko to cach attibate its due, assign 1o
each i duty, see b it vthat none of wem overdoss or overreaches, while
raking sure that e waliy functlons smoothly with all interrelated pars
working cooperadvely . ., An even more appealing metaphor might be
that of the conductor of an archestta who must make opthinum use of
every musician and every instrament, allowing ne sound or combination
of sounds to be more or less than is necessary For the total effect of the
£MENging symplemy.
Scc W, Lamwn, Towah Usadde (Monthwale, N, 19900, 219-20, My thanks o Bahhbi
Yaakow Neuberger fur hringing this source {and its relevance hered 1o my aren-
ton. Batds Neuberger suggested that ome can view the assthetic dimension of
Scripture as 4 reflection of “sbedermar ba-Torah™ muech as I Lamm describes
personal shelert, Although it is not the primary concem, poctic beaury, accord-
ing to the Spanish tradition, cenainly contributes 1o “the wia] effect of the enwrp-
ing symphnny® of te divine word.
While this relutionship may seem vonic, al ficst glance, it {5 not unosual within
traditlorat Jewish thoughe, Rav Kook, for example, exprosses this notlon exaetly
I fornulating his concept of kddush ba-bel Csanctifying e toundane™: *The
gacted mnst be established oo the Foundation of the profane.” They are related w
each other as matter is 1o form—the secular §5 marer, the sacred is form—and
“the stronger the secular, the more significant the sacred.” See N, Lamm, Terah
Ebmadda, 1786,
Princeton Encycliyedia gf Poatry and Poetics (Princeton, 19743 s.v. “New Crti-
clsm,” 568, For a useful survey of modem critical theorles, nduding bibliogra-
pliy, see atse g, s.v, "Modern Poetics,” $14-23,
Fhe Eible From Wisin {Jerusalem, 1984, 22, Weiss, a Rabbi in Hungary heforg
Workd War II who subsequently tught Bible at the Hebrew University, wes his
licerary approachy o combat source criflclun, which assigns multiple authors w
blalical Lanks based on stylistic discrepancies. Citing Newe Critical theory, Weiss
argrues instendd that these reflect literary ingenoity and complexiny.
As G Prooks wrltes in his now famaoos essay, *“The Heresy of Paraphoase™ *To
refer the structure of e poen to what is fnally 3 paraphease of the poem is o
refer it to something outside the poem. ., Most of our difficulties in criticism arg
rocted 0 the herosy of paraphease.” See his The Welf Wronghi Urn (Mew Yok,
19473, 201.
tor example, 8. Romik, *Mi-darkel ha-Midrash u-mi-Tharkei ha-Sifrur be-Farshanut
ha-Mikra," Bet Miknz 2] (19763 71-78, compares Buber's close readings with
midrash. %o also B, Altcr, The A of Bibifeal Narranpe (Now York, 19813, 11,
whi notes 3 midrashic precedent for his dose ceadings, Maneally, there are sig-
nificant differchces between the midrashic and modern approaches, as both Aler
and Rozik ohserve.
The Bifde Fromme Within, 23,
Malbima on Tsaiab, Introduction, p. 1,
See, e.g., studies of panllelism in B. Alter, The At of Billical Pootry (Mew Yorls,
1985) and A, Bedin, e Dywdnmics of Biblical Paraliciism (Bloomingion, 1983).
Both of dwse follow [ Kugel's seminal work, The fdea of Bifdica! Pty {cited
above, n. 54} Kugel already notes the sabbinde peecedent for the modern view of
parzlletism, and devites an entire chapter to Malbim, atthnugh he ahseres dif-
terences belween the mbhinic approach (ncluding that of Malbim) and the moed-
en poe, based on modem liserary methiods.
The Art of Riblical Mavralive, 12-13,
Malurally, non-teaditional scholars, denying the Bibke's divine authorshlp, regard
iL as mthing mawe than leshon bened adam. Bur taditional schalars like M. Welss
anel M. Leibewitz (500 below, n, 1333, rely on this maxim in their applicaton of
New Critical principles w Bitde.
This confluence is perbaps best lustrated by Nebamah Leibowiee who applics
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the principles of New Criticism in the splrit of Malbim and mbbinic exegesis.
Indeed, much of het work is devoled o revealing the "dose readlngs” impliclt 1n
Rashi and other wadidomal commentamos. Unlike Malbim, however, she advo-
enbes "close reading” on literary wroundks, and maintzins that it ls required for adf
literary texts, In discussing this matter with me, she remarked that while stucying
literature at Berin University before New Criticisa had amived in Burope, she
wras disturbeecd by the lack of sensitivity 10 nuance in lerary schalarship, which
she found in abundance in Rashi and Midrash. When later exposed o New
Critivism, she weloomed s formulation of a2 bellef she held intuitively based on
lier Jewish backgroundd, namely that the language of a liverary composition is nol
simply an arbitran medium,

espite this confluence, the modern lierary approach, wnlike its medieval
antecedent, which Included emioent razbbinic Ggures like Satadia and Mabmoni-
des, admittedly has few peominent rubbinic proponents. Contemparary Orthodox
Bible scholars that apply Hterary medwds thues do 50 Dased on the religious
authwority of the medieval precedenr, One might even argue that the medem liter-
ary appinch, which insists on “close reading” of the hiblical 1exn, harlly rquices
any such pustificption since It avoids the conteoversial exegetical conclusians of
e medieval literary readifion,





