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INTRODUCTION

In Samel ben Meir, the glimsasotic point in the evolntion of natunral Biblical
exegeais in Northern Prance mgy be said to have been reachadf Beginning with Mena~
chem ben Ealbo? who did not leave to poaterity a complete ocommentary, the tendency
developed to interpret Scripture by giving tha simple, natural sense of & wrd, the
peshat, in contradiatinsction to the traditional Seoriptural interpretation, the derash.
The real fonnder, howaver, 0f the North Frenoh peshatic aschnol was Solomon ben Isaac
of Troyesa, known as Ba.'ah:l:.5 But Rashi was not able to free himself campletely from
the derash. Perhsps his contribution to natural exegeais may be summed up in the
discrimination ha showed in choosing midrashic interpretsations which were most com-
patible with the simple sense of ths 'tez't‘tI in rejecting midrashic explanations which
were irreconcilable with the natural meaning? and in his nse of grammar to determins
the eassence of a Soriptuoral paugef Although he is undoubtedly the greateat amd
moat influential exegete produced in Northarn France, 8till it mmnat be admitted that
he cannot be classified as the peshatiat par excellance. Hia method ia a kind of
concilliatory syastem between the extreme derash and the extreme peahat, in which he
attempta to unite the merita of bothz

The finest representative of the peshatic achool ia Samal ben Mair? By his kaen
ingight and hias depth of obaervation, by hia peraistent inveatigation and complate im-
meraion in the text, by his inasiastence unpon trnth and accuracy, he surpassea both
Rashi and EKara in ferreting out the peshatic interpretation of a Scriptural pasasge.
He did not heaitate to put a verse in opposition, not only to the Midrash and tha Ag-
gada, but frequently, alaso, to the Halacha. His most reliable oriterion seemed to be
his own common aensog. Frequently his deaire to present the peshat evoked from him
commenta of & rather radical natnr:? end incurred the displeasure of contemporary as

woll as succeeding exegetes. NO less a person than Moses Mendelsachn feels that

Rashbem, in his quest for natural exegesis, overreaches himself at times, and strgys

1l "
from the path of truth. Witness his statement: E:QMIM:‘_;.\M.E.JM
it 3G 1da G 3 ‘R ' o .
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Yat thia same Rashbam was snong the moat pioua men of hia dgy, a rigid Orthodox
Jew. To underatsnd this seeming paradox, one mmat kmow the man himself, ths stock
from which he sprang, the nobles antecedents who tranamitted to him a heritage of acho-
larly achievement, the aotivities which occupied his time, the academic contacts which
were his. Hia exegetical achievements and hia life are inextricably bound up with
each othar., Each is a complement of ths other. Before we delve iInto his exegesis,
therefore, it would be advisable to present in a more or less cursory msmer ths de-

talls of hias life's hiatory.



CHAPTER I
A BRIRF SURVEY OF THE LIFE OF SAMURL BEN MEIR

The fame which Samel ben Meir achieved as & Talmd acholar and Bible exegete
seems only natunral when we conasider his erndite forbeara and the noble family to which
ha belonged. We mgy truly term him a tzadik ben tzadik ben tzadik. His grendfsat her
was nona other than the distinguished emd vensrabla Rashi, tha religiona head of the
Jewiash commnity of Troyes, in chanpagnal? and one of the moat outatanding men of hia
sg8s Though Rashi was not bleased with sons, he was amply compensated in his daugh-
ters, whose offapring carried on the atudies of their grandfather. The ons daught er,
Mirian, married a pupil of Rashi, R. Judah ben Nathan, a scholarly and highly eateem=
ed studsnt of the Talmn:f The result of their union was a son, Yom Tob, who busied
himaelf in the field of Talm;? although he did not attain the eminence of hia con-
sins. Hias other daghter, Jochabe;f was g&lso given in marriage to a disciple of
Rashi, R. Meir ben Sammel, 0f Ramero, whom Rashi sometimes guotes as an mthori‘l;f
To Joshebed and Meir were born three sons, who have often been ocalled tha "three vig—
orous branches of tha tree of which Rashi waa the trunk.”™ They were Isaao ben Melr,
surnamed Ribam, Samel ben Meir, surnamed Rashbam, and Jacob ben leir, swxraamed

Rgbberm Tam. Although scholars sre almost all sgreed that ths youngeat of the three

was Jeoob, thare seems to be a difference of opinion asa to whether Sammel or Isasas
17
was the eldeat.

Like his father and brothers, Issso composed Toassofot to the Talmmd commentary of
18
Rsahi. Ribam's oareer as a scholar, however, was cut short by his untimely death. Hs

departed this earth during the lifetime of his fathar, leaving behind him a family of
19

geven children. A8 & student of law, a8 an expoaitor of the Aggada, and as am Hebra~
20

iat and Bible commentator, Rashbam surpasased Isaac. DBaot Rashbam, in turn, was sunper=

ceded hy his youngest brother, Rabberm Tam, sa a law student. As grammarian ad Bihle
exagete, however, Tam could not compare with Ssmel. Thia is cleariy revealed whan he
tries to serve as srbiter in the controversy between Menachem ben Saruk snd Dunash ibn
JZ-alu'tfiL His effort in this direction atteasts to ths generosity of hias heart rather

than to his knowladge of grammar.



4

The date of Samel ben leir's birth camnot be atated with certainty. But we are
in a poaition to approximate it becamse of aeveral statements which Raahbam makea in
his commentariea. He tella ua on a number of occasions that he debated with Rashi on
varioua Bible interpretations and diasacssed with him matters concerning Talmmd snd
Ha.lachif From this we mgy deduce that at Rashi's death (1ip5), Rashbam wss at least
twenty or twenty-five yeara o0ld. It was very posaible that Rashi, who was born in
1040, could have had a grandohild at the age of forty o0ld enough to diacnaa aserious
Talmdic problems with him. We may, therefore, eatablish the date of BRashbam's birth
between 1080 and Joeg?

Born and rearaed in 30 ascholarly an enviromment, it is not surprising that Samel
ben Meir developed his intellactual inoclinations. From hia own works we learn that
his teachers were his father and grandfather. Quite frequently he cites tmm as sm-
thority for commenta which he mak::. If Rashbam sat at the feet of other mastera of
Hebrew learning, ha falled to make mention of thia faoi? and we mmsat, therefare, gs-
sume that hia academic training waa received in his very own home.

The boy Sammel was sn apt pupll and faithfully followed in the footateps of hia
grandfather, steeping himself in the atudy of the Bible and Talmd. While atill quite
young he was sufficiently well veraed in the law to attempt his own explenationa before
Rashi. Although he respected the opinions of his grandfather, he did not lmasitate ©
argue with him when ha felt the latter had erred, particularly in Bible exegesia.

That Rashi not only held hias grandson to be ocapable 0% such diaputations with him,

but even conceded the justice of Samel's argumenta, is revealad to ms in Rashbam's
comment on Genesis 37312, where Samel tells us that Rashi admitted to him that, bad

ha tha time, he wonld re-write his Biblical commentariea in agocordemce with the peslt,
which ha himself advocated. Iittle wonder thet he was regarded with such great re-
spect in hias more mature yearsa.

But if Samel ben Meir paralleled his grandfather in intellsctuality, he also was
his aspiritual counterpart. Tha two dominant characoteristios of Rashi were his modesty

and hia gentlensas, and his grendson also possessed these same virtues. It 1s ssld



of him that he was 80 modeat he alwgys wallked about with lowered eyesa, and Mordecal
ben Hillel tells ms ha was s0 absent-minded that he once climbed into a wagon loaded
with cattle while travellin:f Even his brother, Rabberm Tam, often teased him abomt
his modeast, furtive glannei? The gentlenaas of the man is apparent in his coriticisms
of those with whom ha differed. Never did hes mention the name of anyone derogatorily.
His intereat was in a man's interpretetion, rot in the man. Tmmsg, no matter how
atrongly he attacked a comment, ha never attaclked the individnal. Very frequently
he refrained altogether from mentioning the anthor of a comment of which he thorough-
1y disapproved. This is partionlarly true vhen he clashes with Rashf? He refutes
many of Rashi's statements in no uncertain terms, especially when the latter ocited
en opinion of the rabbis of 0ld, but nnless one is acquainted with the comment under
consideration, it wounld be impossibls to suspect the exegete under ﬁ.rtz:

Rashbam's modesty, however, did not prevent him from taking sn active interest in
the world about him. He was a man of his time, ard he was intereated in hia environ-
man::? This mgy be seen from the many discussions which he had with Chriastian exegete a
concerning Biblical laws and passsages misunderstood by thinl:. The large number of
"la'asim™ he renders, and his comments on certain customs and inatrumenta of his ege
wonld likewise indicate his concern with the external worl:f

Unfortunate ly, Rashbam did not lezve ma an amntoblography. Nor were tha events
of his life written down for poaterity by any of his disciples. We, therefare, find
ourselves in the dark, when we attempt to diacover the experiences he mmsat certainly
have had. Only here and there do we come across some personal refererce. It ia in
this way we know that he had disputations with Christisns, already mentioned. It
seems, also, that he suffered, together with his co-relizionists and relatives, from
the Crusades, and onoce he seems t0 have been in a preoariouaagituaticm, probably in
Caen, although we do not know the exact nature of his dilemma. In one of bis comment s
he tells us himsalf that he delivered a sermon in Paris, and expounded a difficult

34
passsge in the Aggada, which was placed before him, On atill snother occasion he in-

forms us that he explained a diffioulty in the Pentateuch in a satisfactory mamer
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35
when he was in Loudnn, in the provinoce of Anjou. We mgy infer that Samuel ben Meir

did not confine his astivity to Troys or Bameru, but preached in the dif ferent cities
of Northern France.

About the only other facts we seem to have concerning Rashbam's life are that
he bacsme the head of hia commnity after the death of both Rashi and Meir, that he

received qunestions from acholara in Germsany, and was called by the ssme title as
36
Rashi, Rabberm.

The ohildren of Rashbam are unknown to ua, This mmoh, however, is certain. Ha

did have a danghter, Merona by name, who supervised dalily the milking, so that the
37
non-Jewiash dairymen might not subatitute milik of an unclesn mmimal. We are alko in-

formad that the name of hia grandson was R. Joseph of the city now known as Caen.
38

More than this we have no knowledge of.

The date 0f Rashbam'a death 13 also not known. 2Zunz tells us that he was atill
39
alive in 1153. 4130 according to Rabbemm Tam, in hia Responsa to R. Menacham ben Na-
40 41
than, his brother Sammel was atill living in 1153. In the Sefer Yochsin, the state-

ment 1s made that Sammel ben Meir died in 1175. Roain sgys that this is =n error,
snd that the only way we can determine the date of hia death ia by listed events in

42
hia lifee Rashbam was atill living in 1158, according to Rosin, when Abraham ibn Egra

wrote in hia introdnction to his "Iggeret Shabbot,” _ @ ‘|c "1 1¢€ h !‘h s CON=
cerning Rashbam®s statementa, and thia expresaion ia only nsed in referring to m
honored scholar who 1s living and is serving hia people. Thua, according to Roain,
Rashbam died after 115‘;? Although the matter is not clarified to our complete satis-

faction, the argument of Roain does seem to merit serious consideration.



CHAPTER IIX
THE LITERARY BACKGROUND OF SAMUEL BEN MEIR

To onderatand end sppreciate Rasbbam’s work snd contribntion to Jewliah learning,
it is helpful, perhaps necessary, to know his litersry and intellectual background.
One cznnot read his commentaries withount noticing hia many references to tha Biblse,
the Pargumim, the Talmmdioc and later rabbinic literature, as well as hia citations
from contemporaneoms smthorities. Frequently he mentions the sources he uses by name;
but gnite often he merely alindes to them, either in agreement, or in dissgreememt,
withont any special mentione.

That Rashbzn was eminently qualified to lsbor in the field of Biblical exegesis
ia spparent from hia profound knowledge of the Holy Writ. From his okilidhood dsgys he

steeped himself in the study of Seripture, and he became exceptionally familiar in

44

this field. With the ease 0f a specialist, hs guotes aimilar passages as parallels
45

or proofs. Occasionally we come across sn inascurscy in a reference, bmt this is dme,

45
in all probability, to the inexpert work of a copylat. Buot in one or two places it is

quite evident that hs gquoted from memory, without checking up, and rendered the pas-—
asge 1ncorreot];'.’ It cannot be said of him, however, that he was carelass or took the
text of the Bible lightly, for he is generally very metionlons in this respect, and
often examined and compared French, Germsmn, and Spsnish textsa, noting their differ-
ence‘:?

The trsnslation litersature was also well Imown to Samel ben Meir, both Jewlsh
and non~Jdewiah. He does nat make mse of the Targumim, however, to the extemt that
Rashi did. In his commentary on the Book of Genesis, for example, he refers specifi-
cally to the Targum mt eight time:? The majority of his translation refersences are

to the Onkslos Targum to the Pentateuch. Generally he employas it as a source of &m-
51

thoritative mterpmtltioi? but on occasion he attacks it as false. The g;her Targn=
mim he wses infregquently, i.e., Targum Jonathan ben Uzziel to the Prophets, Targum
Jemshslmlis? end the Palastinian Targum to tha Eag:l.t':e::l.'aplwﬂ:R which hs attributea to

ﬂ. Joaopg?

Rashbam also refers on occasion to the Vulgate, which wounld indicate his fami 1=



iarity with thia non-dowish tranalation of Scripture. Whem hs doea maention the Vul-
56
gate, it ia uanally to refute a translation given by it. In his disputations with
57

Christiszns, to which we have alreasdy alinded, he undoubtedly found a knowledge of tha
Vulgate both unseful and necessary.

It ia only natural that Samel ben Meir should be well versed in Ealachic and Ag-
gadia literatnre, snd a careful reading of his commentaries reveals his wide knowladge
of rabbinica. Quite often he referas to tha Mishnah, although he designates this
scurce in different ways, sometimes calling it the Halacha, the Talmd, the opinion of

the ssges, somstimes merely naming the tractate or even omitting to specify altogether
58
that he is drawing upon the Miahnah. Other Halachic works which he mentions are the
59 &80 61 62
Maid 1ta, the Sifra, the Sifre, and the Boraitha of B. Ishmasl. It ia hardly ecessary

to add his acgnaintance with and use of the Talmd Babj%.ﬂ\\/_’ ‘8/

From the Aggadioc litersature of the Talmndis period., ha quotes from the Boraitha
of B, Eliezer the son of R. Jose the Gal#i;ag? and from the Seder Olam of R. Jose ben
chalaft:f He refers also to the Midrashia literature of the post-Talmdio period, in-
olnded smong which are Bereshit Rahbif the Perakim of R. L'liezef-f the !amhnmi:’ and
the Midrash to the Book of Sume:sl? He mentiona, too, the Shocher Tob, or Psalm Mid-

rash, but errs when ha does 80 in Geneais 363112, According to Rosin, the referende he

makes does not occur in ths Shocher Tob, and Buber pointa out that hs undembtedly

69
mamnt Iekach Tobs It ia intereating to note, moreover, that Reshban waa asqnainted
70
with historical Aggaedas On several occasions hs gqunotes the Chronicle of Moses, and hs

71
refers to Josippon as an smthoritative historical source.

The aynagogsal poets oome in for mention in BRashbam's commentary. He gives recg-
nition to Elieger Kalli.:f and gquotes also from the poetry of R. Simon ben lsasc of
Ma.i.nt:? although the neme of the latter seems to have fallen out of the text.

In the field of philology, Samel ben Msir reveala an intimacy with some of the
lteratnre which had been written. Naturally he was not fully acquainted with the
brilliant writings of the Spanish grammarisns and lexicographers, he did not pos-

gsess a commsnd of Arsbic. But like his grandfather, he was faniliar with the achieve-



menta of Menachem ben 3aruk, who was famouna for his dictionary of ths roots of the

Hobrew languege. Rashbam surpassed Menschem, in whose work there are mamy errora, and
74

frequently took issue with him, although he quite often quotss him to show his agree=
75

ment with the Spanish grasmmarisn, He was also acquainted with the contribmt iona of
Dunash ibn Labrat, who oriticized Menachem harahly, although fundasmentally he retaimd
the errors of the former in the matter of ths formation of Hebrew roota. In hia com-
ment ary, Rashbam mentions Dunash, sometimes to agree with him, sometimea to diffe:f

In general, it mgy be said that Rashbam went beyond Dunash, even as he surpassed Mena-
cheme.

Perhgpa the moat important academic factor in the intellectmal background of Sam—
nel ban Meir was his grandfather, Rashi., From him he received hias early 1natr1mt1a:',?
snd from him, undoubtedly, he developed thes urge to pursue the peshat in Biblical exe-
gesias. Although Rashbam surpassed his diatingniahed grandfather in evolving a natwr al
exegesais, a fact which Rashi himself adm:ltta;f the very close relationship betwsen
their Biblical interpretations i1s so marked, that it ia almoast necessary to read smd
mow BRashi to nnderatand and appreciate his worthy gra:ndlzz. In many instances, Rash-

bam repeats an interpretation given by Rashi, but abbreviatea it so that the original

80
statement mmat be read to cnll the full aignificance of Sammel's remariks. Often we
8l
£ind Rashbam seamingly completing Rashi®s interpretationa, and at times we note defi-

82
nite attempta to improve mpon his grandfather. Throughout Bashbam, it mat be atated,

there is smple evidence that he leaned quite heavily upon the opinion of the acholarly
Solomon ben Iaaag;:’

The tremendous influence of Rashi upon Samel ben Meir was not so great, however,
as to dnll the latter's oreative ability. Nor did the reapect in whioh Rashi was held
hy his grandson prevent him from differing with the 0ld man, or from ariticizing his
exagesis. Perhaps no better illustration of the divergenae of opiniona whisch these
two often hal can be offered than their attitude to the Aggadae Rashi felt the text
oould often be interpreted only in the light of the Aggala, whereas Rashbam almosat

always inaisted that the explanation of a word or a phrase mnat be sui generias. Thellr




10
different approaches mgy be intereatingly compared in the very opening versea of
their commentaries on the Book of Genesis. Rashi begina his Pentsteuchal commentary
with a Midrash, quoting R. Isaao, that the Torsh, which is the lawbook of Iarasel,
should have opened with the verae, "This month shall be unto you the firat of the
montha??'. which ia the firat commandment given to Iarasl. It begina with sm account of
Creation, howsver, in order to declare God's might to Iasrasl, and to give Israsl the
heritage of the nations, Should the nations call lIsrasl robbera for disposseasing
them in Canssn, Iarasl msgy reply to them, "All the earth belonga to ths Holy One; Has
ocreated it and gave it to whom He pleased. Wh en He willed He gave it to them, and
when He willed He took it from them and gave it to uu?E

Rashbsm, on ths other hand, diaregards this midrashic introdmstion without even
a word of ariticiasm, but tersely begins with a statement from the Talmmd, to the ef-
fect that a Soriptural verse camnot be explainad other than peashatically; that hala~
shot and derashim dednced from Soripture can only be s0 deduced when there ia a super-
fIuity of versea, or when there is a linguistic change, or when the peshat is so clear-
ly stated that the derash mgy be derived.

It is interesting to note, however, that ha lsana on Rashi in his explanation of
the very firat words of tha Bible, €2 P _N'9(C2D , when he feels that Rashi is on
lol:ld- exegetical ground. like Bashi, ha trieas to prove that the taxt does not point
ont the order of craation. He uses thsa same terminology and the same citations from
the Bible that his grandfather maed, to prove that _N'@ (1 , e.g., 13 in the oon-
struct state, and camot posaibly have the meaning of __;)__pm « But whereas
Rashi tried to show that Soripture does not point out the order of Creation, merely to
prove a pet theory of hia, no doubt, that water preceded the creation of the heavens
and the earth, Rashbam does 80 becsuse he feels tha text does not permit of sach an
interpretation. Without mentioning his grandfather, he tears down the theory that the
waters preceded the creation of the hesvens and earth. He msgy hare speculated on the
subjeot in gonversations with Rashi, but he bluntly states that such a notion can in

no wise be deduced from the text. With Rashi's midrashic proof that the waters were
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oreated firat, 1.e., that the heavens _ P 'NS® were composed of fire and water, L\
eand _pP'pl , snd, therefore, water was coreated firat, — Rashbam does not even deign
to argune. The man is too rationalistic to toy with such fanciful exsgesis. We never
find Rashbam making this statement, € 'Yy aﬂ 2V [ ¢+ Which
Raahi offers to Genesis 1:4.

A careful reading of BRashbam and Rashi reveals many instancea in which the forme r
not only differed with his grandfather, but criticized his interpretations with great

a6

emphasis. Quite often he atresses a contradiotory remark with the phrase ]g!QQ 'Q-S
87

or iﬂj I TN in ! ¢« In the light of so many differences of opinion, it is
1

quite possible to understend why Bashl confeased to Rashbam, that had he the time, he
would re-write hia Pentateuchal commentsaries in accordance with the peshatic prinoci-
ples which Samel ben Melr followe:?

From this brief account of the literary and intellectual background of Samel
ben Meir, it is evident that Rashbam was eminently prepared and qualifiad to attempt
a commentary which wonld not diaplace that of his grandfather, but which would carry

to fruition the peshatiao tendancy begun so ably by the venserabla Rashi.




CHAPTER III
THE CHARACTER OF THE EXEGETICAL WRITINGS OF R. SAMJEIL BEN MEIR

The character of Samel ben Meir's exegetical writings can be best underatood, if
we appreciate the aim whioh motivated hism Biblical cormentaries. That he hal a defi-
nite purpose csnnot be disputed. What this purpose was he tells uas specifically in
one of his comments in hia work on the Book 0of Goenesis. "Those who love pure reason,™
szys Rashbam, "should remember that the ssges hawe said a Biblical passage ma't not
be deprived of ita original measning. It is true that the ohief aim of the Torah was
to outline for ms rnlea of religicus oconduct, which we discover behind the literai
meaning through Aggadic and Halachis interpretation., And the snoienta, moved by
their piety, ocoupled themaelves only with Midrashio exegesis as being the most impor-
tsmt, and they failed to dwell at great langth mpon ths literal meaning. 4dd to this
ths fact that the acholars advise us not to philoaophigze too mmch upon the Soripturai?"
He was enxious, we can see, to preserve traditional interpretation, but it mmat agree
with the literal sense 0f the text. His chief aim was to develop & natural exegesis
which would yield the =iimple mesning of & verse or of a word. And in conformity with
this objective, he strove to aohieve Iucidity by employing the simplest language at
his oocmnsmd.

Throug hout Rashbam'a commentary we find him repestedly emphasizing the almple
interpretation of Soripture. Hs conatently uses expresaions such as E:'Q_ﬁ__'i‘_:

\Qlea 3]| | \5\_:"_ , and !(\?N Q G ¥g\:g ‘25, partionlarly when he is tiying

t0 estsblish the 1iteral meaiking over and sgainat previcus derashic explanations. In
his ocomments on the Book of Genesia hs uses such emphatic peshatic phrases no leasa
than thirty-five timea, acmetimes repeating the expresaion _Gsaj_La__ctwico in one
vorai? Despite his insistence upon simple exageais, it mmat be remarmd that he
never took the text lightly and never formed opinions on the basis of firat imprea-
sions. With superficiality he had no patience, and it is intereating to ncte his

irritation with those exegetes who clalmed to found their interpretations upon the

peshat, but who hardly scratched the surface of tha text. Of these ha says on one

91
occasian AN A t-l Yo us PabiL g'ﬁga o and in another instame he is
‘ ~r
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’ 92
mich stronger, saying 2 : A ‘3 hi 1 ’
It wonld seem that Rashbam's searoh after the peshat would lsal him awsy from
the Bslascha and Halachio praotises. Nothing could be further from the tmth. As

93
Pognansaki points out, for Rashbam the peshat was necesssry and important for explaena~

tory purposesa, but the Halacha wsas tha 2? 'Y , ad one mmat not disobay it in ocar-
rying out the precepta of the Torah. Thia, agys Poznansid, was the greatneas of the
French achool of exegesais, and in partioular, of Samel ben l!eiif On many occasions,
Rashham declares that the laws and the principles of the ancient days which apply to
the Soriptnres are trme, but he adds that they did not proceed from the asimple sense
of the word, but found thelr support in dispensable worda and similar methods of in-
stituting new lawga? In other worda, Bashbam has no qusarrel with tradition and w»i th
Halacha, He only damands that it be understood how the Halacha waas derived, amd tha
neithsr Halasha nor Aggada confuse the literal meaning of Soripture. This ancounts
for tha seeming radicaliam of Sammal bon Meir, which we ahsall discuss in the next

‘ chapter.

i In gensral, it mgy be said of his attitnde to traditional interpretations, that
where thay coincide with his own interpretation, hs adopts them, whether thay be of
Halachio or Aggadic content, as acoceptsable ezplmation:f Where there is an sgpparent
contradiotion, he usea his own judgmenz? There are occasiona, however, where hs finls
it necessary to oontradict tha traditional exp lanation, and ha does sa without my

heaitation. In order to strengthan his opposition, he ias often forced to employ the

98
expression g‘{g 23 !30} s 83 we have mentioned sbove. This is particularly trme
99

when his ocsn interpretation makes the othaers dispenssble. Frequently he malms his
atand egainst traditional interpretstions ole arer by putting his own explanations in
the plage of or in cantradistinction to the tradit:lon:gf It mist be added here, how-
ever, in sccardance with what we have stated in the preceding paragraph, that wtnr;g;
Rashbam openly opposes Aggadio mater:ll-.gj bhe naver goea directly sounter to the Ealacha.
Briefly, then, we mgy s&y that Sammel ben Meir hsd the following objects in view

in his exsgesis: hs wanted to harmonize his comments with the progress made by the

J—f
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exegeails of his time, to simplify exegesis and invesatigate the inmer ms m ing of the
Soriptural text, and to preserve the traditional interpretation when it agrees with
the literal sense. But there is yet anothar aim manifest in the writings of Rashbam,
which he himaelf considered not as a motive for his works, but rather as a conocomi-
tmt by-prodnct of all Soriptural interpretation, namely, the dafense of Judaiam.
Throughout the Middle Agea the Jews found their faith, as well as their bodies, attack-
ed by their Chriatian neighbors. Repeated attempts were made to win them aswsy from
the faith of thelr fathera. Frequantly thsy were forced to liaten to conversionist
sermons. At other timea they were compellied to engage in publiec disputations with
clmrchmen on the relative marits of Judaism and Chriatianity. The attempt was alwrays
mede to prove that the birth of Jesus was prognosticated in the 01d Teatsment itself.
It was only natural that Jawlsh teaschers and scholars should meigze every oOpportunity
to defend thelr religion, and at the ssme time counteract tha Chriatian influence.
Rashbam, too, avalled himself of the opportunity to atrengthen Judaism sgainst attack.
In his commentaries he offers remarks which are intended to serve as & shiell for the
Jaw agalnst Christiasn propaganda and gtainst his own doubta. Ain interesting illatra-
tion of this characteristic of Rashbam is his comment on Geneals 49:10, where hs re-
Jecta not only the Christian, btmt also the Jewiah interpretations, which give this

verse messiasnioc implications. The pagssge in question reads i\i'g KD'-'D 21

This is taken by ths Christians to mem _B'S@ mnd to refer to Jems. Rasni, too,
derives & messianic interpretation, and states that this mm\&_m_\&“_m_?&
giving \,‘;‘g the force of _1&_ « Both veraions are considered untenabls by Rash-
Dem who aggs simply that it refers to the king of Jodah, in this osse, Rheaboanm, and

a\'¢ means literally Shiloh. And he adds, 22> W& y(M...\tpe

. 3 " N = .

It 1s apparent, also, that Rashbam male an effort to Juatify tha sctionsa of

Biblical characters which were hardly beyond reproach. No doubt Chriatisn adversaries
had pointed these out in trying to discredit Judsiamm, and Samel ben Mair felt the

need to defend them. The patriarch, Jacob, came in for much oriticiam, md our
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axegete tries to vindicate him. For exampls, Rashbam says that Easn did not sell his

birthright to Jacob for a meas of pottsge, but that Jacob offered him a price for it,
103
and that the mess of pottage merely sealed the bargain., In a later pasaage, he re-

peata the fast that the birthright was sold for a definites price, and that following
the asctual sz2le Jacob served Essn a mas 0f pottage to close the transaction, point-

104
ing out that this was ocuatomary. The passage _ @+ ‘(3 21 D _NHIC, he interprats
J s

s+ |! > DAAKE 3“3_,' s 2iving it the force of & declarative statement rather
105

than an interrogation, which it is, Tha only conoinsion we can posseibly drew from

thia is that Rashbsam is trylng to mitigate Jecob's falsehood., Again, commenting on
Eaa's statemant, ,)?4. \ue ‘3? ‘23 , hea interprets the verase in such a wgy as to
remove the conmotation of deception from the word |!'¢¥1 'ml ? Sometimes it seems as
if Rashban unneceasarlly went out of his way to Junatify the action of a Biblical per-
sonallity. When the three angels visited lot, the latter invited them to spend the
night with him, but when they arrived at Abrsham's tent, the patriarch only asked
them to eat and then continne their Jjournsy. Seemingly lot is the mare gracioua hoat
of the two. But no, sgys Rashban, the angels visited Iot towarda evening, and the
invitation to atsy over night was to be expected, wheread thay met Abraham in ths
moraing, when it 1a cuatomary only to proffer food, and not a night's lodg!.;?'.’ Sarah,
too, mxst be defended from slander. 5She wses not eaveadropping dnring Abraham's ocon=
versation with the messengers of Gall. Her door was directly behind the seat of the

108
angel who was talking, and she, therefore, heard what he was sgying.

The aims of Samel ban Mair, we have ssen, are gquite olaar. Obvious, too, are a
number of rulses which ha dedmaea from his careful attention to the Biblical text, amd
which ha lgys dowmn for tha student of exegesis. Some of these are of a philologi al
oharacter, and some are purely exegetical. For example, he declares that similar
gounding Hebrew and Aramalo roots are not to be compared snd identified withomt a

109
oareful exsminations In spite of this, it mmst be noted that he himself often draws

110 111
on Aranalc to support his Hebrew, modern as well as Biblical. Anothar rule which

Mo
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Rashham follows is to explain obacure words tln- passages from the text. BHe mmatims ki
12 La

makes thia clearer hy using tha term _\__m_as_. Rashbam also took notice of the rm- ,;:

merous expressions which reour time and agaln in the Bible, and he lsga down defi.n.i.toqfk‘E

mles for dariving their meaning. Thns he tells us that when tha term _ yp\g is uaed., <

113
it aignifies "immedi ately after the preceding event.” It is in this light t hat we
underatand the phrase e - X £ ) ¢ *yy'l , in Genmais 22: 1. Y0 hare

e ans, after Abrahem made & covenant with Abimelech snd hia progeny, God was angry
with Abrsham becanse he should not have maje this covenant, and therefore, am: g-.&g;s‘
-

D ¢ MG, "God tried Abrsham." The oft reourring expresaion'g*swy H4D is to be

interpreted in the 1light of a certain event to whioh it refers. In Genesis 21:;22

KD AN 2 ‘>l mans the time when Isasc was born to Sarah, which impressed upon
Abimegleoch the miraciss which God had wronght in Abvaham?s beshalf and ingpired him to
seek a covenant with the patriaroh. Interesting is Rashbam'a comment om p\'n Y ,

which hs sgys means np to ths period in which the author lived. Thma in Gensais 19:37
114

it refers to Moses. The word _PJ is often repeated in the Bible, aﬂgg*_jimq.

This he explains by telling na that Scripture f requently repeats p! « The wrddy) ,
~J

which is naed very mmch, also comea in for his consideration. Every time something new
115

is introduced, it is ounstomary for Soripture to mse _iIH. When Jacob discovers the
-

morning after his wedding night that hiag wife is lesh, and not Rachel, the text reads

3\ - il , for he had been under the impression that Rachel had been with
116 ~
him, Rashbam points out, alao, that women are identified by their oldest brother.
117 118

Tma Soripture reads _nl*D1 Mibls, ad Lyen '\Qﬁ Nibid + Nebaloth was the 0ld-
>

eat brother of Mahalath, and loten was ths oldeat brother of Pimma, ascarding to
Samel. When two sons and a danghter are mentioned in one verse, however, the sister

ia identified by both brothers. This ascounts for the phrase DS~ Pyl |\ \hﬂs. i
119

Rashbam als0 considsraed accdnts joining or separating wards of special signifi-
120

cance. This 1s smeen in his interpretation of ara ‘ le~ , which he says meens;

"If they have soted tms, then I shall wrought exterminatione" Ha precedss this
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comment with the atatement that the mark between the warda is to separate them,

It ia not surprising to find Rashbam laying little emphasis on subordinate
thinga like a letter more or la:if or the significance of a proper nﬁ? Ha tells
us quite frankly im his comment on Genesis 36339, "I don't concern mysalf very mnch
with proper namesa in seeking the peshat.®

In the opening chapter of his commentary on Genesis, Rashban lays down an inter-
eating rule, to which heo refers agaln and ggain, namely, that Seripture frequahtly

aets dowm end explaina a word or a phrase which 13 seemingly unnecessary, in order to

123
elncidate it when it appearsa later in the text. For exampls, in Gemssis 9118 _ph pe
_. ‘a D » ths phrase \3 12D ' D¢ !Sh gn| ia not needed. But it “.S
\

set down at thia point to elncidate Geneais 9125, where 1t is stated |=¢!,?_ 10 I"'E’v
Had Soripture not told ns who Cansan was, we would not understand why NOah cursed him, =
Simi larly, Moses placed the entire asaction deseribing the Creation which oconred during
the firat six days, in order to make cle ar that which God =aid when He g&ve Israal the
Torah: "Remember the Ssbbath dgy to Meep it MOlYessceecscf0r in six dgya tha lord
made heaven and earth, ths sea, and all that in them 1a, and reated on the aeventh
dqlf: Thias, likewise, ia what is meant in Germ ais 1:31 by, "ind it was evening, amd
it was morning, the sixth day." This was the sixth dgy on which God completed every-
thing to which Exodna 20311l refers. Thna, sgys Raahbam, Moses, by thia preceding
chagpter on the Creation, verified God's word which & peara later in Exodus gﬁ?

Angthar comment which is in accordance with thia rule 1a Gemeaia 24;11. The text

reads Mm Rashbam tells us that this statement i1s mads in order

to clarify Genesis 24135, where Ellezer asgys _]_L\ Al ! l\:uc D¢ Q‘ R al in order
to show that Abraham did not send hia steward to seoure a w:lfe for Isass fxom his
family, because of a paucity of women in Canaan, Oor becanse the Canaanites did not
want to intermarry with him. PFor Abraham was biessed with everything, and peopls likm
to marry wealth. But Abraham wanted his son to marry in his family. Example upon
exampls oould be hasped up to illustrate this rule of exegesis which Rashbam laid

126
down,
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A word should be said about the form of Rashbam's writings. 7The form hs employs
is to be expected in the light of his objectives, He makns umae of intermretation,
which he conaiders, as a commentator, of paramount importance, and of transiation of
individnal expressions into hia native tonguae, 0ld Frenoh. It ia interesting to note,
however, that he did not resort to tram lation as mmch as did his grandfsther. In the
Book of Gamesis, for example, he giveas French parallels but seventeen timeli:’

Hia style is aiso a natural corollary of his aims. It ia simple, cleaar, and
devoid of ornamont. His Hebrew, for ths moat part, ia classical, which is not at all
to be wondered at in the light of his famliliarity with Seripture smd hia Biblicazal
acholarahipe In his Biblical commentaries he i3 e xtremely oconcise and pointed. There
ia =n interesting story which relatea that Bashi had begun a Talmdic commentary, but
could not finish it, due to iliness. Samel ben Meir completed it for his grandfsther,
but it was so wordy that Rashi, when he got well, waighed the lasves on which Sammel
had written and saidi "If thou hadat commented on the whole Talmmd after this fashion,
thy commentary would hsve been as heavy as a chario;f'e' Rashi eould eriticize Rashhan's

Talmdic commentarieas for their prolixity, but he could hardly have made a similar

observation concerning the latter's Pentateuch commentsary, for Rashbam outatripped

129
even the terse Rashi in conciseneas in his Biblical exagesis. Quite often he schieved
130
this concisenssa by merely unsing a proverb with telling force, by using Scr ptural
131 132

quotations, by merely inserting one or more words im the quoted Seriptural text, or
133

by interchanging words fram Soripture with aimple expresaions.

134
We have already remarksd on tha general tone of Rashbam's writ inga. He is gentls
135
end mild, although he does not hesitate to censwre error, nor does hs refrain from

136
oriticizing even his revered and beloved grandfsther. But it i1s characteristic of him

to omit the name of the exagete he oriticigzes, for his intention was not to spesak
137

derogatorily of the man, but rather to correct hias errors. On the other hand, he

exprasses unbaunded joy when othera find the ocorrect interpretatiom. This is clsarly
138

shown when he quotes from R. Joaseph Kara. TYet, in one respect, Rashham differs from

Rashi and Joseph Kara, too. Ths latter quite often admitted that they were unable to



19
render am Iinterpretation beoanse they did not know it. Rashbam, however, never sgys
that he does not now an mtorprotatiolgf To these interpretationa, of which Samaeal
ben Mair felt so ocartain, we now turn our attention, to discover his viewpoints on

such important subjects as God, angelology, miraclea, eta.



CHAPTER IV
ATTITUDES AND APPROACHES

The writings of Samuel ben Meir do not contain a systematioc presentation of his
points of view on God, angelology, miracles, Biblicsl morality, and so 'on. This i=a
natural in the work of an exegete, for the Bible commentator, as & general rule, fol=-
lows the order of Scripture amd sets down his interpretationa oniy when the Scriptural
verase demands hia attention. From a careful reading of his exegesis we are sbla,
however, to arrive at definite conclnal ons regaerding Rashbam'as attitudes to certain
questions and his approachess to certain problems.

When we stop to aonsider that Samel ben Meir's secular knowledge waa rather
limited, that he was not aoquainted with the moat advsnced thought of the Spanish
8chool, that he lived in a Jewish envirorment famous for its pilety and rigid orthodoxy,
and that the non-Jewish world with whioh he came in contant was oculturally retrogres-
sive and was dominated by superatition rather than by a rational outlook, we are not
surprised to find that his was a firm, traditional belief, and that hias theo logy is
a8 simple, non-interpretive, Biblical faith. Yet, becanse of the peshatio wrge, whidh
was 30 astrong in him, his belief is bound up with a sensible interpretation.

His God-conoept helps ilmstrate his firm traditional theological outlook. His
is a apiritusl ard omniscient God, revealad s0 clsesarly in the words of Soripture tha
ha car entertain no dombtas in this matter. Rashban's spiritual conception of God is
shown in ona of his commaents in the wery opening chapter of the Book of Gemais.

Scripture represents God asa saying, "let uma maks man in our imgge, ascording to our

140
lireness.™ 111;32 , he sgys, meaens in the image of His agels, and_\j_njﬂ_a re-

~
fers to wisdom, to the intelleotual capabilitiss of man. The next verse of Soripture

S

&t firat glamce seams to contradict this interpretation, reading, "ind God created man C

141
in his image, in the image of God created Hs him." But Bashban emphasiges the fact e
€y
that _11‘;3_& does not refer to God, but to man. In other words, "God oreated mem K.
in his (msn's) image,™ i.e., the imege asasigned to man, which was the image of the \
angels. Tms, at the outset of Jamel ben Mair's cammentary, he strives to remove

the possibility of interpreting Biblical references to God in am anthropomorphic way.
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In this reaspect ha goes beyond Rashl as oan be seen from the latter's comment on
this very same verse. Rashi interprets _g_a&t_giij 83 meaning “the form of the
imgge of His oreator.™ A COANAp SN _ff.q Loorlar 4 Rerkbgame diten Fowm 6.~
» Lstlh Baav T aide wr by ol eClnaw®

Agaln, leat one imagine that God aotually atalked through the Garden of Eden,
Rashbam tells us that God did not walk through the garden, but His voice wemt through
the pla::f

In a number of places, Soripture representas God appearing to certain individnahd\o

s
and even speaking with thems, Peshatiat that ha was, Rashbam conld not believe that F-*

%
these verses mesnt that the Creator, as a physical perasonslity, revealed Himself to *:i:_._«;
mmezns snd spoke with them as one man would with another. He tries t0 explain this \‘l—t,ru
anthropomorphic notion awsy by emphasizing repeatedly that God apeaks, but only vt © s
through an sgent. Tima, when the Bible tells na that the Iord appeared unte Ahrahmc;'-:,‘!.
by the terebinths of Mmi:f Rashbam asks how this 1s posaible. He answers hia own y
query by asgying that three angela visited him, as the immediately following verse
informs ua, And our cammentator adds that on many occasions when angels are employed
to deliver a divine message, Scripture allmies to them as if they were God Himself.

In line with this reasoning, hia comment on Genesia 18113 ia pertinent. Ths text
reads, "ind God said,™ and Rashban tells na that this refers to the greateat of the
three angela who had azlled npon Abrzham. When Abraham is entreating God to save the
doomed cities and exclalms, "Shall not the Judge of all the earth do ;]uut:il;.‘?“ﬁ he i=
obviously addressing himself to God, but Rashbam wonld have ua understand that the
patriarch is directing hia remarks to God's angel, and not to God. Intareating, too,
is his comment on Genesis 18116, where it ias atdted that the asngels left Abrahem to
go to Sodom, A less meticulous student of Seripture would assume that all three wert
on their wsy. But not Samel ben Meir. Only two of them went to Sodom, according to
our exegete, for we read in Genesis 19:1, "And the two angels came to Sodam at even.”
The greateat of the three remained and talled with Abrsgham, and thia ope is meant
when Soripture ssya, "ind the lord said: 'Shall I hide from Abraham that which I am

145
doing, '™ and "The men turnsd from thenge and went toward Sodom; but Abrasham stood
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yaet before the lord."

God'"s omniscience is not questioned for a moment by Samel ben Meir. In the
mind of the cursery reader of Soripture, theare mgy arise some doubt, becanae the Bible
aomoetimes mses phraseology which would indicate that God 1a rot all-knowing. For
exsempla, when God speaks in the story of the sacrifice of Isaac: "Now I know that
Thou art God fearing," it would aseem tvhat He was not oonsciona of this fact and was
being appraised of something new. Rashbam explaing that this statement does not
indicate an increase of the kmowladge of God, but signifies, "How I ‘sce it azs a fact
and as such it has become known to &kl the world that Thou art God fearln;?: Anot hee
ilinstration of Rashban's belief in God's omniscience is afforded in gnother comment
on a verse in Genesﬁ? When the Lord sppears unto Isaasc and sgya to him, "Go not
down into Egypt; dwell in the land which I shall tell thee oi?'g' it mgy surprise us,
becamse Isaao hasa not even intimated that he intended to journey ta Egypt. But Rash-
bam informs ua that this revelation was made to the patriarch becanse God knew that
Isaac plammed to d0 80e

Again gnd sgain we come scross references which throw more light on Rashbam's
God-conception. Commenting on the phrase, "And God saw everything: that He had msde,
and, behold, it was very goc:dlf2 Rashban agya that the Eternal reviewed all His crea-
tion to see if sny changes were necesaary, but thay were all perfect, thms emphasiz-
ing God'a infaliibility. The lord is perfect, and His creation 1is perfeot.];;a in-
dicates God's providence wien he Interprets "And God blessed the seventh dg," by
telling ua that when the Sabbath srrived, the Holy One had already oreated all the
needs =snd requireaments of his oreatures, and the Sabbath waa found to be blaasased
with a1l thingas good. When Soriptnre represents Sarahwa; sgying, "Who would have
said unto Abragham, that Sarah should give ohildren suck," Rashbam amploys the verse
to desoribe God's greatness. He interprets Sarah's statement tma: "let all who
hear this know amd understand who is this God who told Abraham that he wul have

a son from Sarah, for Sarah suckled children in her 0ld age and after Abraham had

grown 0ld; for thare is none great like God."
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Close Iy rel'ated to Samel ben Meir's God-concept 1a hia conseption of amgels.
From his writinga we d0 not glsan the reaults of a careful investigstion into th»
problems which angelology aronsess He tells ma littls or nothing about the apiritual
nature of angels, their self-suffiociency, their immmtability, etc.s Thia i3 not an
oversight on Rashbam's part, but i1a r ather an indiocation of the man's intellectnal
honesty. He was not sufficiently well-versed in this field to venture weighty opin-
ions or convictiona. Although ha ocounld have lesned on the Midrash for some assistance,
he had no desire tc coreate new difficnlties by accepting the fantastic assmptions
whioh sppear in 1it.

Still, Rashbam does afford uns aome basis for ascribing to him certalin attitundes
toward angels. There can ba no doubt that hs believed in the exiastence of thase
supernstural creatures. In his oomment on Genesis 1:26 he interprats "our image" to
mean "the image of thes angels.™ The intelligence which God is shout to implant in
the mman mind he identifiea as the same inteliigence which the angels pOsse:f? Bvi-
dently Rashbam would have liked more information from Soripture I self o moerning
these heavenly beings, for he tells us that we should not be surprised that Moses did
not give us a description in tha first chapter of Gensesis of the angels, for he was
setting down only those things which we see in the world and whioh were ment iomed in
the Ten Om.mmmcl:nenig‘:r

According to Rashbam, sngels executte God's orders on earth, and thay often assuma
the gulse of men in carrying out tha divine misaion. Thus, hs accepts wi hout gues-
tion the Biblioal account of the viait the tlree angela, dressed as men, paid to -
Abrahﬁ.s That angels were God's emissariea of destruction to Sodam he doma not doubt.
When Abrahsm was withheld from sacrificing Isasc and diacovered a 1;;; caght in the
thicket, Rashban balieved an angel had prepared it for the patriarch.

Although Sammel ben Meir mads no attempt to give a detallsd disomassion of the
nature of sngels, he does let us )mow that ha feels they possessed a mert ality super-
ior to that of humans == a gsort of supernatural intelligence. When the mgels inguire

0f Abraham, "Where is Sarah thy wife?" Rashbam remarks that they knew wisre she wad.
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They asked tha question, however, a&s this 1s the way converastions are started.

It ia lixeawise evident that our commentator believed in miniatering mgels who
sct in a protective ocaspacity. dJusat previona to Jacob's encounter with Eaan, when the
former ia returning to the land of hia father, Soripture tellas uma that "the sngels of
God met him." Rashban adds but one word to the text in his comment: "to guard hi:?z!.Jg
Yet it ia intereating to note that he was not as naive as Rashi, who ssgya that "The
sngals who minister in the land of Iarael oame to meet him in order to escort him into
the Holy La‘ndlf2 Rashi seemingly believed that one set of angels worked within the
boundaries of Paleatine, and another group ontaide of Paleatine.

Rashbam's attitude towards prophecy ias interesting. He accepta ti» Biblical defi-
nition of the true prophet, namely, one who predictas events that come to pasa. At
lagst, we mmat infer this, as he offera no comment contradicting t ha verse which thm
describes thes true prophelif Yat he also takss the word prophet to mean & spoksaman,
or confidant, of God. It is in this light that he calla Abrsham a prophst. When
Soripture reports God as sgying to Abimelach, "Now therefore restare tha man'a (Abra-
han's) wife; for ha is a prophet,” Rashbam agya that God meana to asy, "Ha is close to
me and givesa utterance to my worda; I love his words aad I hearken to hias pqeﬁﬁ
fhat he believes God speaks throngh a prophet ia alao seen when Rashbam interpreta the
phrase, ™And God apoke to her (Rebeksh),"™ as meaning "through a I.u-a_:_)he:'fi His inter-
pretation of the phrase _’3;_&;;_'_1_35 is in keeping with that of modern acho lars.
When Scoripture atatea that Rebekah "went to inguire of the lord," she relgi.ly wont to
seek adviace from the prophets who lived in her time, according to Rashbam.

Wa hava already remarisd that Sammel ben Meir was inflnenced by the priod and
the environment in which ha lived. This ia ¢Bbarly shown in his reaction to the many
mirascles related in the Bible. He is not psrplexsd by them, but ascepta tiem whthout
hositation. Samel ben Mair does not doubt that Isaac was born to Abraham angsgarah
80 late in thair lives, To him it is faoctunal snd merely proves God's greatms as.

Abimelech's proffer of friendship hs considers the direct result of the miraclea which
166

God wrought in Abrgham's behalf, of which Abimelech was cognisant. The gppearance of
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the ram whan Abrsham was sbout to sacrifice Iaass he ala0o sccepts as & mirac® accom=
plished through tha activity of an angel, sent by God, of cour::? The remarkabls
ocircumstances uwndar which Eliezer encountered Rebeksh was nothing short of a miracls,
to which Samel ben Meir attests when he comments on the verse in which the servant
reports the eventa of hia Journey to Iaa.::? Even the paternal blesaing which Jacob
received from Isaac is talsn by Raghbam to ba another mirascunlouns manifeatation in tie
patriarch's behalf, for bhad Eaan returned a moment sooner, Jacob would not bhave been
hlass:gs:

Ragshban'a attitude toward supe ratition and magic ia another illustration of t ha
170

infliuence of his enviromment upon him. Commnfing on the phrase g‘S);gh) g'!'!&-ﬂ in
<]

the first chapter of Genesis, he saya that God orested ' ’ g\
n_bq?j togethar with the amallar 11:}71} Bore we see that Rashbam belisved in smch
snp\aratitions notions as the fable of the laviathan, Pwshatist that he was, he evi-
dently felt that Iaaiah 27:1 and Job 40:125 could only be explained oms way -— literail~
Jy. It is interesating to note that Rashi's comment is much more peshatioc, md mrh
more acceptable, He simply explains P ALLAS) to mean _Pr De ziglg! g-E'g , &d
172 ~ 9

adds that according to the Aggada, it means ths leviathan and its consort. From Rashi'a

oomment we cannot tell whather ha belleved the Aggada. Posaibly he did. But this Aee?
P

£ e
mch is clear, —hs rejecta a snperstitious Aggadio interpretation of _ 9. !-v‘ DY) as "‘:f
found in our text, whereas Rashbam doesa not. Our commentator also belleved t he snpe;{:ﬂ;
stitions notion that death was the penalty for gazing upon the countenmmoce of the in:ﬁ.:
He tella us that Lot was ordered not to look back lest he see the angels amd the -urk"‘:ff
they were doing. As tha angals were doing God'; work, this would be tatamonnt to "‘t:(';
looking upon God, as result of vhich ha would di::.5 -L-.xé!’?

Rashbam seems to understand Rebekah's motive for stealing the Teraphim. Hs in-

forms us that the ancients nased the Teraphim to divine and practise magic, md ale

174
stole them to prevent labsn from learning that Jacob intended to flee fmm him. Quite
175
frankly he tells ms that the smcient chieftaina often resorted to magio. Even the law

176
not to drink bldod he relegatea to the province of magic.
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The foundation which hs assumes for the different laws in the Pentatexoh gives
an interesting croas-section of Samel ben keir as exegete. The law forbidding the
mixing of meat and milk, the law prohibiting the killing of young animals smd their
mothers on the same day, and the law sgainst tsking the mother bird and her young, a
even her egga, he feels have zn ethical basis., To consume 0ld and young at the same
time shows hate and rapacity. It i1a Scripture's intention to instrmet ma in morals
and In a wgy of life which rests on culture md refineme::z

Rashbam basea Bibliocal laws on grounds other than the ethical. For exemple, he
regards the law forbidding the hip nerve &3 &n hiatorical memorial of natfonal impor-
tance, in order to remember the bravery of Jacob in battle, end hia divine esca:;? He
looka upon the law concerning the mnnatural mixture in the snimal and in the plant
world, whioch has been esteblishad by God according to immit abls lews, as an sid for
ths atrengthening of religioms oonaciousm:’:? The Peast of Booths ia to serve a simi-
lar function, and he bases it on the almpls and beemtiful 1idea that hmmility and gra~-
titude were intendad to be awakened at the time of the richest harvest bl ssing by the
exchange of the comfortable and rich dwelling places with the poor hmta, ard by a re-
membrance of the tent life in the unbearzbla wildarne:g? Apcording to Rashbam, the
trumpet oall at tha first of the severth month ia to be a means of reminiing na of
Golcsl.l His corment on the law forbidding the eating of unclean animals ia extremely
interesting. The animala, he sasys, are repulsive. They harm the body, &2 expert

la2

doctora teatify, and, therefore, t hey are uncleam. The reason he givea far covering
183

the blood of animals and fowls after they are slkeughtered i1s to make it nnusable.
Samel ben Meir informs ua that a great many of the laws in the Bibh lo are mtural
laws, emanating from the necessities of aocial intercourse, as, for example, hospital-
ity, stealing, covetomsneas. Thesde, ha azya, were practised before Sinsk. When Moaea
gave the Torah to Iarsal, they were merely repawed, and Iarasl made a covenant to
preserve th:f: Ee also speaks of the moral side of personality. Joseph'a refms al to
retum to his fathewrwithout having fonnd his brethren, he takea as an indication of

188
Joseph's nobility. BHe als0 emphasizes the attitude taken in the betrothal of Rebeksh .
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Although God desired this mnion, Rebekah ia asked 1f she wants to return with Eliezer
and become Isaman's wiggf No doubt Rashbam, living in an environment where women wem
not on sn equal footing with men, was well plsased with the Biblical emphasis upon
ths sacred characoter of woman's parsonality.

The charge ia often made against Rashbam that he 1s too radical as an exegete.
We have alresady quoted kendelsachn's statement that Sammel ben Meir was too mmch the
slave of literal interpretation and consequent ly often strgyed from tha tm:?: Men=
delssohn's criticism is undoubtedly dune to his fear that some of Rashbam's interpre-
tations endengered the Halacha. In the preceding chapter we saw that nothing camd ba
furthar from the trugl.f Samel ben Meir was a pious and observant Jew, and he cwmaid -
ered the Halacha to be of parsmount importance. But he saw no reason for a mnflict
between the law and the literal interpretation of Soripture. To be swre, ha was cog—
nizznt of ths manner ir which many Halachic practises were evolved, the h» rmaneuntic
rules, and so on. Yaet he felt that this should not change the peshatic me aning of the
text. Briefly we mgy summarige his attitude tims: the literal mesning of Scripture

Kt w4

mnat not change the Halacha, but at the ssme time, the Halscha must not Q/

literal meaning of Scriptre. When Rashhan tella us that the lawldjc ﬁa 2 ;amé

was pronounced for homanitarian reasona, that it i1a cruel to seethe a kid in ita
mo thar's miii? he does not for a moment infer that the whole system of Kashmmth, wvhi h
is based on this atatement, should be dispensed withe It is not difficul to imggine
the acholarly Samusl ben Meir throwing up his hands in holy horror at tl» intimmtion,
And whan he regsrds the astatement, "ind it shall be for a sign unto the e upon thy
hand, and for & memorial between thine eyes,” as a symbolic expresgsion of the mir aclss
and commsndmentas of God, he is not mggesting that Jews cease donning thair phylac-~
teries, Wear the tephilim, wear tham daily, is Rashban'a attitule, but &t t he same
time mndgratsnd what is at the root of the Biblical statement. Heep every detsil of
the lawa of Kashruth, but know what the literal meaing of the Soriptw al text is.
Surely Samel ben Meir never profsmed the Sabbath. It oan hardly be doubted thmt

every Friday evening he greeted the Sabbath bride even ss did his pious fellow Jews.
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Yot he felt that it could not be proved from Soripture t hat the day began at sunset
and ended at sundowme. From the literal mesning of the text he conld drsw no other
conclnsion than that the dgy began at dawn and ended &t sundown. BHa pointa out that
Scripture alwsys mentions "1ight™ first, and than "darkmess." Tms P ol xo n| }

L AN ]IIIS is written firat, and then follows ;;-S ]‘3? ?QQS]I_ o It ian't wr tten

P\' | I\Y'Y o+, "ind it was night and it was day,™ but 2« '.s'| e "It was

evening," for God made the evening come over the firat dgy and cansed the light to set,

and then followa ﬁ‘.‘\‘! !g'! s "It became morning," i.e., thé mar ning of the night,

the dswn of ths morninlio. Rashbam was not trying to propsgandize for a change in the

Halachss He did not want the Ssbbath to commeme Saturdgy morning snd end Satwday

night. Ha merely wanted it underatood that regardless of the Halacha, such was the

actual literal interpretation of the text. Yet no less a libaral spirit than Abrsham

ibn Ezra felt called mpon to write "The Sabbath Epistle,"” a defense of the traditional

Sabbath, which he felt was threatened by Rashbam's subveraive intermpretation. So

great was ibn Ezra's wrath that hs wrote in piouns anger, "Mgy the hand of him who

wrote this wither, and mgy hia eyea be dar:km:te;?':'l

It ia interesting to note, however, that Samel ben Mair mgy be considered ocon~

servative in comparison with this same ibn Ezra. The latter has been suspeoted of

doubting the complete Moaaio emthorship of the Pentateuch, & oriticism which o annot be

levellad sgainst Rashbam. Ha evidently assumed this as & fact, and never que ationed

it. In fact, Rashbam often refers specifically to Moses ss reaponsibla for certsn

peculiarities in Soriptulri? Nor does Rashbam feel that certain inheremt dlfficulties

in Soripture are bayond explanation or harmaonization. Samel ben Meir migh poasidly

be called & Biblical oritic, but not in our sense of the (;:,erm. He mgy be salid to be _ ?—‘

a Biblical oritic who sensed diffiou lties,(;ot ed .'1nterpo la‘t;ons ‘and incensistencis ufpi;g
Rl
Lict

a mltiple authorship to the Bible, For example, Rashbem sees no difficuly in the 3"

Bl
I8

but who made it his task to harmonize them, rather than disrupt the text and ascribe 7%«

fact that Genesis 1:27 refers to the creation of man and womm, wieress Gemals 2:21 "~

speska 0f man alone, fran whom a rib is taken to form woman, This merely fits in with ¢
Co.ent

LSV
L R
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his rale that Soripture firat gives a generality, and later explains it. Tims, in

Genesis 2:21 it 1s explained how womzn was made, whereas in Gemssis 1327, it is merely

194
stated that she was created.- Rashbam also notes that Gaenesis 19:11 states |!g l!&‘i L
‘e
wekt T,
INI0 F'gpsgga « What happersd to the third angeit In Genesis 18:7 it 1s 'bf:, (-f‘
[

4w

stated: “ai s T » and in Gemeais 18122 it is written: __ Poyaicl

,3 !\3‘ A \‘l’g_u ¢ Rashbam, who ident if les God with His ?gagels when Scripture
representa God as doing ammething or speaking to someone on earth, sgya that"God™ in
Genssis 18:17 and 22 refers to the greatest af t he three angels. By this reasmning,
the text is hamoniz:gf Rashbam also noticed that the text in Gemw sis 143117 f£f., did
not read smoothly, that verse 21 should follow verse 17, Verses 18-20 ocertaitnly look
lilce sn insertion. Rashbam rationaliszes tlms: these verses, he says, particulaly
verse 18, were ingserted to show that Abraham sasctusally returmed everything to thes king
of Sodom, a8 he hal promised, with tha exception of that which his men had eat:elf:
Rashbem's commentary reveald many similar attempts to harmonize dif ficul ies
in the teii? Some of these are excelbnt, others but fair rationalizatioms. In the
following chapter some of these will be clted, together with his achievemmts in the

fields of genaral exegesis and philology.



OHAPTER V

ACHIEVEMENTS
It has bec;n pointed out that Semmel ben Meir directed his efforta from early youth
to free exegesis from its Aggadio and traditional embellighments and evolve a natural
interpretation of Sceripture. Whethsr he attaimsd his ambition to writ e a »»w comen-
tary to tha Pentateuch which wonld be considered as the moat msgmificent accomplish-
ment of the North French exaegetioal schoclaglf ia debatables But certain it is that he
held fast to his peshatic ideal smd achieved much in ths realm of patwr al exegesaisa,
Gererally apeaking, his work ia considered of great significance by sll atmd ents of
exegesia, He plumbed the depths of Soripture to ferret out a literal interparetati on.
Hia achievements can be more fully appreciated, however, by an actual realfimg of his
commantary than by a brief deacription of it. In the succeeding parasgrgpha ilinatra-
tions will, therefora, be oited of his peshatic method in order to reveal the excel-
lence of his ascomplishmenta. It would be wrong to suppose that Rashbam's exsgetical
contribution ia parfect in all ita aspesta, Many of hia interpretationa cannot be
approved altogether; others are plausible, btut actually untenasble. If a falr snalyais
of his work 1a to be given, the more or less unasceptabls interpretations wi 11 like=
wise have to be mentionad. .Therefora. a faw examplaea of the latter will be given to-
gather with the aforementioned illunatrationa of exocellent interpretati on.

Rashbam's interpretation of the detailed cbaervations soncerning t a purchase of
the cave of Machpelsh serves as a very good example of omr commentator's peshatie
approaig? He distinguishea between ths cirexmatances which surrounded the purchase
of the cave and the permanent daaignation of the ground as a burisl place, whioch was
firat determined by the actual burying of Sarah. Payment of the silver gave Abraham
the claim to ownerahip, but his permanenmt possession wes made definit e only after his
wife was interred. Thia 1a clearly seen, sccording to Samuel ben Mgk , fromt he plrase

h A ] +{ , which specifiea that it no lJoxger be-

-

longed to tha children of Hath

Another 1iinatration is his comment on the name "EKeturah.” In five bris f wrds

he givea his interpretation, and at the same time he ailently ort icizes Rashi who
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identifiea Ketursh with Hagar. Tima: N _3 s 2 2R .

When Ellezer aska Abrahsm what he should do if he fails to seoure a wife far
Isaag from the patriarch'a native land, Abraham repliea that God will semd His mgel
to see that Eliezer brings back a wife. Rashbam interprets Abraham’s reply thma: God
brought me here to Canagn and gave my ased thia land, Therefore, I know He doea not
want my seed to leave thia country. Otherwise, why did He bring me here? Conseqently,
I am certain God will make your journey a success and will t!;llfill His promise to faoa..

The sngela which Jacob szw in his drean are deacribed in Soripture as "ascenling
and descending." Rashl oullsd hia explanation of this phrase from Bereshit Rabba.

T0 him it ia aignificant that tha text reada "ascending,” and then "descemfiing.” T
angels, asya Rashi, who socompsnied Jacob in the land of Israsl were not permitted to
logve Canasn, snd they sscemied t0 heaven. The mgels, who were to be Jacd 's esaort
onoe he left Canaan, then descended to accompany him. But Baahban»terselyremarh
that there is no significance in this phrase at all, that it ia customary to memtion
one's agscent before his deaceigf

Rashbam accunrately point s out that Jacoh and hia aons were flattered by the pro-~
poaition which Hamor made to them, while the whole matter was preserted in an opposite
manner to the inhabitants of Shechem, in order to win them to the oontrai?f Jacob
and his sons ave told that t hey may take whomsoever they would se® ot for themselves
fran the dmghters of Shachem, and that ths former mgy give thelr dmgli ars to the
men of Shechem. When, however, Hamor and hia son tried to inflmame tleir own peoph
to agree, they reversed their words, telling them that they would take whomaocever
they pleased from the women in the Hebrew group, and give their daughters to the mm
of Jacobe

Anothar gxcellant example of Samel ben Meir's exegesis is the com lnsion I»
oomes to that it was oustomry to give a new name tc smyons who entered tls homsehold
83 a servant. He malms this comment on the verse in Genesis which tel 3 ua that
Joseph was given an Rgyptisn ngme whan ha entered into closer relationsa with the royal

2056
honse and throne. He compares this with the ® w name which Moses gave Joshum, ard
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with the Babyloniamn name which Nebuchadneszzar gave Daniel,

Deapite his many fina comments, Samel ben Meir offers in the very opening re-
marks of his commentary on the Book of Genesis, an interpretation whichommt be
spproved altogether. Hs explaina the Biblical proceas of Creation by stating that
the "™upper heasvens™ and the e arth hai alresdy been oreasted. The earth, however, was
without oreatures which we recognize in it now. Water fillsd the space baetween the
earth and the "™apper heavens," and 8 wind hovered upon the waters. After a longer ar
shorter period of time, God oreated tha light, and therewith tha first dg of Creation
began. On tha second day God oreated a broad expanse, stretching in all directions,
which parted the waters. This was called the I» avena. In reality, however, it is the
"under heavens." God's wind blesw severely, sad on the third dasy, the ea th, whiah had
long sinoe been created, became appareigf

Another Interpretation whioh i1s unacceptable is his statement on the forms of
asseveration of the servant of Abrahem and of Joseph to his father in the laying of
the hand under tha loins., Rashbam gonaidera this an expresaion of smbservisnce, mnd
deems it proper in the 6ase Of a Servant or a son, whereas hs regards ths passage
through the parts of a dismembered snimal or the handshake as customary among equa?tc-)'.’
Inolnded, also, in the group of unacceptsble comments ia Rashbam's interpretation that
the large stona, which Jacob hal to roll swagy from the shepherd's well, waes & precan-
tion taken to prevent peopls from falling in, or unaunthorized persons from drewing
'atig? Altogether untenabls is his assertion that ths mount to which Ah;algmn was to
take Isaac was not Morish, but Amoriah, and means the land of the Amorit eg.

A number of interpretations might be sadded to those already mentioned to whinh
wa cammot susoribe, but they wonld not detract from the valne of Samel ben Meir's
lgbora. He wonld atill stand ont aa the peshatist par excellance, rising far abore
his oontemporaries of Germany and North Frame. In the field of Hebrew philology,
too, he excels his contemporaries. We have already pointed out that Rashbar was not

210

fully acquainted with the philological works of the Spanish sochool. Menaclsm and
211

Dunash were his ohief sources, but ha surpasses both of them, even as he went bgrond

T —— A
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his grandfather, who was also thoroughly familiar with the works of these tw gram-
mariamas. In the following parsgraphs we will enumerate some of his philolg ioal com—
ments which reveal his achievements in this field, mentioning partim larly his phi lo-
logical references in the Book of Gems sis.
Bafore citing examples of his philological achievementa, it would be both advise-
Bble snd interesting to make a few chbaervations concerning the gramatical termim Igy

he employed, as well as amome of his principles of grammar and phoenetics.

Rashbam nses five well known namea for the Eabrew vows ls, namely, knmei:f pat:::f

214 215 2186

tzeri, chirick, and melofun, by which ha meas cholom. For the shnpick he dm s mot
Seam to have a name, but :gotea it only by ita sound, i.e., _“;; Often he sgys ,0“
patach when he means kometz, komaetz koton when he should sgy tzeri, patach when sagol ,—':f
ia maii? snd chatofe komets for short kaneii} The term shewa is not employwd by :
Bashban at all, but he uvses instead ohatoii? Ha refers to the chatofe pataii? am tha“:'
ohatofe patach koton, by which he mems ochatofe segizlf Thae cusatomary name, mapick, 1 s
given as the sign for consonantal "hi?ﬁ Rashbam indicates a pointed, or non-aspirated,
oonaonsnt, by the term dsgesh, even as we iif An nnpointed, or aspirated, eonsonant
he terms “ro:felzz:‘aZ In this commection he lays down the rule that ‘a sibi lant, 1ike (o P

gy
=

o,
s
-
|

"semach," closes the syllable, and the begadkefas letters which follow irme dimtely

228
are aspirated. He also pointa out that when the accent is on the last syllable of a

word which has a cholom (melofun], and the word is followed by & ward with the accent

on the first syllable, the cholom changes to short kometz, and the words are Joimd
229 3
by @ maksf, or hyphen.

Rashbam notes that there is a certain basias or root to every verb, in cort radis-

tinoction to the prefixes amd suffix es which serve to build up the verb. Ha employs
230 231 232

several terms to designate the root, namely, _‘.I.?ﬂ_ . 2lo* , and =244 - It

is intereating to observe that Smmel ben Meir was nct soquainted with tl» works of
Haljug end ibn Jemah, and yet by indepermient imFestigation arrived at t he tri-literal-

ity of Hsbrew roots. In this reapeoct he superceded Menachem snd Dunash, anl even
233

Bashi, who still sdhered to the singla-lottered root. But Rashbam did not free him-
il ool conl@an noete

A Une P ,d-f
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self from the use of two-lettered roota in gyin-vov verbs, and occasionally even
235

offera two-lesttered roots for gyin-sgyin verbs.
236

The term Rashbam employs to designate tha verb ia "loshon poal.” Past tense
237

he denotea by "lasheovar,"” future tense by quct ing the imperfect of [1 D s 6:.8.,
238 239

_'SQL&_‘r\s.i_ , present temse by the phrase __ 1412 *\g T, and t he imperative
240 241

by __'_“_'_.3_ « He diatinguishes between the present participle S; 12 _, and the
242 _ 243

' —
passive participle _ i;ja ‘H_S_ « The Qal conjugation he deaignates as _jy |3 "
244 245 246

_'ﬂ_t?m, and__a\__*h_y_. The Piel is indicated by ,!'3 I;IQI!- He
247 248 249

terms the Hiphil Y~2n and ;dgggg: The Hithpael is _WNa ne , ma

it is interesting to note his dbservation that methatheais occurs in the Hithpeel when
250 aalr afras ..Lu‘ At fAy A QAL }‘.M-.A.

the root of the verb begins with a dental or a sibilant, ¢ Uus nall baartatl adanty gy
251 1y b, vaslio s Duveth oty e

o
The expreasion "ahem dovor" ia wsed to denoe the noune Genier is natmr ally indd -l
252 253 Seke

cated by "zochor" and "nekeboh." The construst state is expreased by _P_\_E_ .

Now follow ilmstrations of Sammel ben lMeirta philological comment s. In Gen. 1:29

bhe pointa out that ._'-B-bj. ia a perfeot of certitude, and has tls farce o the parti-
2B4

ciple. As proof he quotes Geneaias 14:22 and 23:13. Rashbam accurately poimiha out

in Genesis 30:1 that _» ,hguia a participls, as shown hy the aescent on the firat ayl-

lable, whereas DA in -(‘}-e‘nauiu 48:7 1a a perfect, as shown by the accent on the last

syllabla, A |
He correctly identifies p .591'.121_:.1'* Geresis 31139 as the Plel of XN , w th the .

meaning "besr the loss,"™ and h:c;alh attention to ths fact that tha aleph of the root

\

is misaing. He makes no comment on the nun epfﬂthatio, which may or mgy not =ignify
’ i

'that ha was not familiar with 1t, but he aids that the form is correct am often
appears.

In Genesis 3215 Rashbam indicates the vowelly-weak Pe-aleph verba umd obaserves
that the first letter ocompletely disespm ars in the Qal imperfect, as 32 ETI inatead
of M . In Genesis 4918 he correctly identifies the root of ?]3]- as
_3' , and points out that the yod is dropped in econjugating the verb amd vov used

insteals The ssme observation is made in Gemsasias 45:11 regarding _E.)J.h. .
- 1 -
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Rashbam explains in the case 0f a similar consonant at the end of a ward end
tha beginning of a suffix, that both are smalgamated into one pointed letter. This
explsnation is msde in Genesis 34:16 concerning -I! '9_.' I e This contraction ia
the general rule in verbs with doubls consonants (win-;in], as he observes in Gen-
esis 27512, '1&@:_. » and Geneais 33:11, |-; in— « In both places he ment iona that
the dsgesh compersatea for the missing redical.

His commsnt on Genssis 28:12 reveals hia familiarity with the different shades
of meaning which the various conjugstions entail. He points out thata_ig- is a pas-
sive cansative (HOph;‘) oonjugation, and shows the difference between th:;n-anve csansa~
tive and the reflsxive (Niphal). Iikswise, in Genesis 37:18 he informs us that the
Hithpasl 13 reflexive, and that NS al.ull denotea that they beczme fillad with
pdots and orafta towards Josephe

To avoid mistrsnslation of the text, Rashbam frequently identifies the roots of
verbs. Illnatrations of this characteristic are as follows:

l, Correctiy identifies 3373 as the root of _ D3 A |_, and ;__E‘__l as comirg
from D3N .+ (Gen. 3218) -

2. Pointa ont that 2.)_‘ ia an apooopated lamed-he verb form, (Gen. 1:22)

S. Wherega Rashi plqys.with the word -\31 '_I_ s implying that it mgy maan-_\a_-.____-'[._,

from _A)' , Rashban sgys it comea from the root DAY , Jjust as __)\¢~' | comes from

-
- .

DRY , ete. (Gen. 1:26)

4. Identifies _D~_ as the root of _1_1.3-_!: « (Gen. 24:20)

5. Identifies g'\‘ 'g_‘ as an apocopated lamed-he verb form. (Gen. 35:16)

Rashbam, in his comment on Genesis 1114, pointa out that 4'_?3_2_ is vocsalixzed.
with a shewa becsnse it is in the conatruct state with the word following it.

He oites 'Lb-. E—L as an example of a mperflmous vov at the end of & noun with-
ocut amy special si_g;ﬁfi.namo, quoting it as another form of the oonatruct atate of
_2'ND_. (Gen. 1124) In Genesia 30137 he correctly identifies Jé__g 83 the comstrmt

of I-?u .

Although the gender of a noun is either maaculine or feminine, Rashbam points out
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that many nouns have an indeterminate gendsr, soc that both gendera are med at the
Same tims in the same genses This is how he explaina _Dine/ in Genssis 32:8, where
it 1s used both as a masculine and as & feminine noun. BHe lilcewise informs ua th st
it 1s customzry for Scripture to use a singnlar verdb with a plural noun, as, @.g.,
~aD YN M in Genesis 1114. His comment on Genesis 38:14 states that a noun be-
comes definite by its article, and therefore, nouna with the article ommnot be tie
names of planes, bedsnse these are apecific, snd cennot be made more specific.
Rashbam also makes & mumber of obaervationa concerning syntax. In Gem aias 28¢10
bhe correct.y identifies Q‘Ph as an accusativae of direaotion., He recognizes that
J:_l_u-_‘ is used imperaonally in Genesis 48:11. There are two wgys in which tha word
_ﬂ is vsed, according to Rashbam, In the firat place, it is nsed as a correla-

255 256

tive, and secondly, it does not alwgys assome ita logiocal position in the sentence.
257

Whan ‘> follows g‘l‘ it uaunsally has the force of ngs Rashbam alse notes that

it is customary for Soripture to omit JRIC in moat pleces. Thae word 9\.’!‘\3 i3 used
259

to denote distant objects; the word D !;) to indicate close objects. JAmong his many

Other comments is to be found, also, a reference to the nse of “c « It ia nased,

8gys Rashbam, with the imperfect tense and with the imperative. It ia never nsed

260 -
with the perfect. plos 00 onne
% . -
3 .t L‘ '-L \'ll ; beiertes *anky:
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The sbove mentioned illnstrations, both exegetical and philological, @ lp uas to
attain a greater appreciation of Sammel ben Mair's schievementa as exsgete. Many |
more gonld be mmltiplied, but the few which we have recorded attest to tha claims to s
greatnesas which are made in his behalf as Bible exegete. With the perseversnce of
tha scholar, he adhered to his ambition to create a commentary which would explain
Soripture naturally, and which would yield the literal meaning of the Holy Writ. The
peshat was for him the beginning and the end of Biblicsl interpretation, and his
Pentatenohal camnentary reveals that he atrayed neither to the right norto the hft
in pursuing it. The offapring of revered scholars and sainta, reared in a pious amt

erudite Jewish envirorment, he carried on the noble tradition of scholarship handed
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dom by his father and his gramdfather, and bore aloft the toroh of lsarning. The
urge wihioch impelled Samuel ben Meir to stuly was a creative one. With littles or no
training in soientifioc method, he went about his task in a scientific manner. Despite
his unfaniliarity with the brilliant literary productions of the Spanish school, he ne-
Vertheless, spproximated the discoveries of such exegetes as Hajjug and ibn Janah,
Despite the derashic emphasis whioh was imprinted upon the exegesis of North France,
Samel ben Meir insisted mpon the truth and the literal interpretation of Soriptw e,
Though he was a strict adherent of the Halacha, he would not permit the Halacha to
pervert the simpls mesning of the toxt, no more than he would allow the Aggada to
color the natural interpretation of a Soriptural verse. Over eight imndred years ago
Bashi recognized the greatepas of his grandson, Samel ben Meir, as a peshatist, O

Opinion mmst still be that of the venerable Rashi.
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