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I.

PREFACE .

This little book represents the fruits of almost two years’
arduous and painstaking research. No one who has delved to

any extent into the exegetical literature of the 0. T., both

of the labor which has been extended upon its pages. The
task of reading one’s self into a new literature (Cf. list

suits, of following out intricate arguments and understanding
the subtle relations between an occasional phrase and vast
movements of thought is certainly no easy one.

I should not direct attention here to these facts were it
not that they are likely to be overlooked or misunderstood.
The theme with which I deal presupposes a thorough training
in a science which has not yet become naturalized in the realms

My acquaintance with that science is nat-of Jewish thought.
urally supposed to be limited to a mere knowledge of its ex

it is not improbable therefore that many personsistence.
of these circumstances (both the charitably inclinedaware

who will read the book through and the uncharitable who will
merely glance at the title)--will be disposed to regard the ■
work not as the result of my own unaided efforts, but as whol-

’pearls of others.’ly the mere collection and display of the

In order to obviate any misunderstanding of this nature whichmay

of books infra, p.) of mastering methods and accumulating re-

critical and traditional, can fail to appreciate the amount
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arise it devolves upon me to recount the circumstances under
which this book came to be written.

In the beginning of my Junior year my studies quite nat
urally led me into the field of the higher criticism. It
was during the period of earnest searching and testing which
followed upon this study--the Stirb und Werde period of my
life--that the thought suggested itself to make a comparative
study of the principles on which the peculiar phenomena of the
composite Hexateuch are explained by Criticism and Tradition.
Thus this thesis originated. But I soon found that I had nei
ther the time nor the proper equipment to work myself through
what turned out to be in most cases the complicated and exceed
ingly difficult interpretations of the Rabbis. I sought aid
of Dr. Margolis, and under his instruction the subject took a
wider and more comprehensive scope. It was made to include
the age of Redaction, the early translations, the work of
Philo and Josephus.

My whole conception, it is true, of Harmonisticpress here.
Interpretation and its development in Jewish history and relig

ion is largely the fruit of his teaching and inspiration. But

the rest of this essay is my own.

references I can safely claim is the product of my own think-
I sought aid in the construction of this work not being.

cause I felt myself unable to write a suitable thesis in dif-

To Dr. Margolis then I owe more than I can adequately ex

Plan, construction, arrange

ment of material, illustration, diction and verification of
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ferent lines without any assistance whatsoever, but because
this was the only way that I could hope to meet the obligations
of a true scientific exposition in this one,—and the more

lical interpretation. Large then as is the debt which I owe
to Dr. Margolis I am sure that even he will concur with me in
the sentiment that ’Though I light my candle at my neighbor's
fire that does not alter the property nor make the wax or the
flame or the whole candle less my own.'

The benefits which have already accrued to me from this
study are such as I cannot adequately express. For me the
'shallow and stagnant pools of tradition' have turned to ' riv
ers of life.' Where once all seemed stupidity and darkness

This voy-there is now revealed a glory of reason and light.
age of discovery on the strange,wild, weird sea of the Talmud

cannot but'with its leviathans and wrecks of golden argosies'
influence the whole course of my future thinking. As for the

medieval exegetes, the breath of a true renovation began with
this inquiry to pass over the valley in which for me at least

Ration-during so long a period the bones had been so dry.
It pulsates the currentalism I found is no noxious growth.

A study of the characteristics of our med-of a noble life.
And fur-ieval sages lingers like the fragrance of a flower.■-

though once I had been tempted to explain the difficul-ther,
ties of the Pentateuch on the hypothesis that the book was an!

practical needs of those who have to form an opinion concern
ing the cause, course and history of a particular case of bib-
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immense intentional and continuous enigma, now a reconsidera
tion of the historic setting and a clearer view into the moral
purpose of God has changed these very difficulties from barri
ers into bulwarks of faith.

I wish to express here my sense of the insufficiency of
the work as it now stands. I feel that I have not wholly suc-

certain tendency to cloudiness, ob
scurity or'hardness’of style. It is my intention to clear the
work of these obvious faults at some future time. Indistinct
conjectures and imperfect inductions will be gradually re
placed by clear and well defined conceptions.

shall be supplied a full and analytical Index, not only to make
reference easy, but also to enable the reader to judge what
sort of fare he may expect if he is minded to make a trial of
it.

The nature of this work allows to the intellect endless

scope for labor and research and progress. In its present
form it is far from complete. Theexegesis of Philo, for in-

has been but lightly touched upon, partly because ofstance,

its extreme obscurity, and partly because of my own insuffic
ient equipment to deal adequately with so complex a problem
as the Alexandrinian hermeneutic presents. It seems to me
that by including later on sketches of this kind, extending
over a wide area and by giving connection to the whole, I might
offer a work that would have practical value for uses of rec

ord and reference in addition to whatever qualities as an essay

ceeded in weeding out a

Moreover, there
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For thein biblical criticism it should be found to possess.
present all that I can say is that I have done—not perhaps

the best that I might have done under more favorable conditions

of leisure and opportunity--but the best that was possible to

me under such circumstances as I could command.
To avoid any misconception, it may be added that no at

tempt has been made to plead for any theory. In collecting
so many examples of contradictions and incongruities in the

ism as it was to forge weapons for criticism. To attempt to
find criticism in the Talmud (as M.Eisenstadt has done, Cf.
his 'Ueber Bibelkritik in der Talmudischen Literatur’ and

seeking of the living among the dead. To do this was as far
removed from the spirit in which I pursued my task as was the

attitude of the scholars of the last century who saw in the

discrepancies of the Pentateuchal narratives only priestcraft
and intentional fraud.

The Pentateuch indeed contains incongruities and contra

dictions, but their higher harmony appears to him who gives up

his whole mind in reverence for the deep and essential truths

which the Tora of Moses contains--truths indeed which have hap
pily been placed above the reach of Exegesis to injure, being

and on thewritten also in the books of Nature and Experience

tablets which cannot be broken of the heart of Man.

Pentateuch together with their traditional harmony it was as
(A / 

little my intention to attempt of vindication of traditional-

vide criticism by Dr. G. Deutsch,’Deborah* June 13/94) is a
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I. ACCORDING TO THE CURRENT CRITICAL HYPOTHESIS THE PENTATEUCH

IS MADE UP OP DIFFERENT STRATA CORRESPONDING TO DIFFERENT STAGES IN
THE DEVELOPMENT OF ISRAEL’S INSTITUTIONS. IT EMBRACES MOSAIC ORIG
INALS , SEVERAL DIFFERENT CODES AND HISTORICAL DOCUMENTS AND THE HAND
IWORK OF A NUMBER OF EDITORS AT DIFFERENT EPOCHS IN THE HISTORY OF
THE HEBREW PEOPLE, THE PRESENT UNITY BEING THE RESULT OF A FINAL RE
DACTION OF ALL THE EARLIER ELEMENTS.

AS AN ORGANIC WHOLE IS NOT THE PRODUCT OF ONE MIND OR OF ONE AGE BUT
I

The view that the so-called books of Moses do not form one 
homogeneous narrative but are a compilation is not so very 
modern. As early as 1521 the integrity of the Pentateuch 
was questioned by Carlstadt, the Wittenberg theologian,who 
was convinced that its authorship was not Mosaic. Similar 
results were reached in the following century by Hobbes, 
the British philosopher, Peyrerius the Roman Catholic priest, 
and Spinoza, who revived the doubts of Ibn Ezra, a Jewish 
scholar of the 12th century. It remained however for a 
layman, Jean Astruc of Montpellier, son of a Hugenot priest 
and physician to Louis XIV. to make the step from mere re
marks and vague conjectures to the initial discovery of 
characteristic distinctions in the complex structure of 
the pentateuchal narratives and thus to found the system
atic source-criticism from which the modern scientific 
exegesis has developed. In the year 1753 while pondering 
the question as to how the Mosaic authenticity might be 
saved from the pretensions of ’bold and sceptic minds’ he 
noted in Genesis the alternate use of two different names 
for God, Jehovah and Elohim. From this fact he drew the 
conclusion that our book of Genesis is the result of the 
fusion of two prior and independent Genests. These doc
uments of ’memoires’ he supposed to have been older than 
Moses who was merely their final editor.
The result thus attained by Astruc was of course no more 
than a hint for further investigation. In 1798 K. D. II- 
gen in that remarkable work rejoicing in the formidable 
title: ’The sources of the Jerusalem-Temple archives in 
their original form etc.’ discovered in addition to Astruc’s 
two great documents a third which also uses the name 
Elohim, but which as regards subject matter and style ap
proaches Astruc’s Jehovist much as it differentiates it
self from his Elohist. Besides these three primary sourc
es, certain recurring phenomena led Ilgen to believe that 
there were likewise in Genesis seventeen minor and independ- 
end documents.



2.

/

<?

e

Various sources having thus been discovered in the narrative 
it was easy by an undue extension of the correct principle 
to think of Genesis as a conglomeration of disconnected in
coherent fragments different in origin and pieced togeth
er in a loose thread of chronological order. This ’Frag
ment-theory* was given classical expression by J. S. Vater 
in 1805, who after an examination of the entire Pentateuch 
said: ’The five books from first to last fall into separate 
pieces; in large pieces, in small pieces and in very small 
pieces from which it does not appear that they ever had 
originally any organic connection with one another.* But 
on this theory how could one account for the remarkable 
unity apparent in the construction of the Pentateuch? To 
throw the narratives into a chaos of atomistic fragments 
did not seem to give an adequate account of all the facts 
of the matter. DeWette in 1817 in an epoch-making work 
demonstrated this well-considered regularity of plan, this 
unity and sustained connection of the narratives, and ac
counted for it on the hypothesis that the first 'Elohim* 
document (originally discovered by Astruc) was the ground
plan, the basic frame into which all the other sources had 
been fitted. This view was known as the ’Supplement The
ory*; and the ground-document which DeWette characterized 
as the ’national epos of the Hebrew theocrary* was known 
by his followers as the *Grundschrift.’ DeWette is signif
icant moreover for having pointed out the peculiar style 
and character of Deuteronomy, proving thereby that it must 
be considered apart from the rest of the Pentateuch. He was 
the first also in this connection to closely examine and 
determine the value of the passage in II Kings 22 relative 
to the law-book found during Josiah’s reign, drawing there
from the conclusion that Deuteronomy was first edited in 
the days of that good king. To the followers of DeWette's 
school is due the credit of laying the deeper foundations 
in internal characteristics toward a minuter severance of 
the sources. Especially noteworthy too was the contribu
tion of Bleek who in 1822 showed that the book of Joshua 
is the natural continuation of the history which begins 
in Genesis and is the compilation of the same final editor. 
Thus the Hexateuch,—the Pentateuch plus Joshua, not the 
Pentateuch alone—was to be henceforth the field of invest
igation .
As the science of Biblical Criticism progressed, two facts 
came to the surface which seemed to invalidate the whole 
’Supplement Hypothesis.’ (1) How was it possible on 
DeWette’s theory for the J0.hovist who merely supplemented 
the Elohist to insert passages wholly contradicting the 
basal narrative? (2) How could the J^hovist be regarded 
as a mere non-independent supplementer when in fact his 
narrative is so prominent as to appear in the partition
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in the northern) were welded together into one not later 
than 750 B.C., and further that D originated in Josiah’s 
time 621 B.C. In 1866 K. H. Graf undertook to prove 
that P was composed after the Exile when it was joined 
to JE+D making our present Hexateuch. Dillmann placed P 
about 800 B.C., long before Deuteronomy, and led the op
position against Graf’s hypothesis. The Grafian theory 
however, is now the prevailing one and was first defend-

< ed by Reuss and Kuenen, subsequently by Wellhausen, who 
wrote a comprehensive reconstruction of the History of 
Israel on the lines therein laid down.

of the sources as a concerted and consistent whole, 
so the Supplement Theory was seen not to correspond to 
the facts. Ewald (1851) and Hupfeld (1853) mark the reac
tion to the old Documentary hypothesis. The author of 
the Grundschrlft, The Jahwist and the second Elohist are 
all three independent writers and so far from the last 
two being mere supplementers, it seems that their narra
tives were composed without any inter-comparison. The in
dividual documents however, are not always homogeneous. 
Each may have been expanded and altered in successive re
dactions and contain accretions of poetry and legislation 
from older sources.
Speaking broadly then the critics now divide the Hexa
teuch into three groups of literature (1) The oldest his
tory represented by two documents that are cited as the 
Jahwistic and Elohistic stories. (2) The Deuteronomistic 
writing with its appendages and (3) The Grundschrlft or 
First Elohist. The last document by its marked peculi
arities of language and mannerisms of style can be easily 
disengaged from the context into which it is interwoven 
from the first verse of Genesis almost to the end of 
Joshua. It is found to contain a systematic account of 
the origines of Israel treating with particular minute
ness the various ceremonial institutions leading up to 
the elaborate priest’s code in Leviticus and parts of 
Numbers. Hence it is usually alluded to by the later 
critics under the rubric P (Priestly Writer) while Pl 
P2 P.3 etc. serve to characterize the various strata from 
which it has been built up. The Jaiyrfist is symbolized 
by £; the second Elohist by E or where it is difficult to 
effect an exact partition between them they are referred 

By D (Dl D2 D3 etc;) we are to recognize the 
Rjg £ JED>etc- the various

to as JE. ] -.... - v -— —— ——Deuteronomic writings: by R 
redactors.
Contemporary criticsm is divided on the question as to 
the dates of the composition and incorporation of these 
writings into our present Hexateuch. All agree however, 
that J (composed in the Southern Kingdom) and E (composed
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THE FINAL BLENDING OF THE HEXATEUCHAL DOCUMENTS TOOK PLACEII.
SOME TIME BETWEEN 444 B.C. THE YEAR OF EZRA’S PROMULGATION OF

SEPTUAGUIT (LXX) TRANSLATION. THE EDITOR DID HIS WORK IN A CON
SERVATIVE SPIRIT. ALMOST ALWAYS HE LETS THE DOCUMENTS SPEAK FOR
THEMSELVES. STILL NARRATIVES FROM DIFFERENT SOURCES HAD TO BE
DOVETAILED INTO EACH OTHER AND LAWS FROM VARIOUS COLLECTIONS IN
CORPORATED INTO A SINGLE WHOLE. AND SO HE COULD NOT ALLOW THE
SAME FACT TO BE REPEATED WITHOUT VARIATION, OR SUFFER DISCORDANT
ACCOUNTS TO STAND SIDE BY SIDE. CONTRADICTIONS AND INCONGRUITIES
STARTLING EVEN TO MEN OF HIS AGE HAD TO BE REMOVED OR SOFTENED OR
THE CREDIT OF HIS COMPILATION WOULD BE IMPAIRED AND THE AUTHORITY
AND PRESTIGE OF THE CODES BE SHATTERED. THE REDACTOR OF THE HEX-
ATEUCH IS THE FIRST HARMONIST. OF COURSE, WITH HIS EASY NOTIONS
ON HISTORICAL EVIDENCE THE CONTRADICTIO1S WHICH HE REMOVED WERE ONLY
THOSE THE MOST IMMEDIATELY PERCEPTIBLE, THOSE WHICH EVEN IN HIS
JUDGMENT COULD NOT BE RECONCILED BY THE UTMOST VIOLENCE OF INTER
PRETATION.

THE PRIESTLY CODE AND 280 B.C. .THE YEAR OF THE APPEARANCE OF THE

ing 3224); unable to overcome him 
cates his (Jacob’s) hip-bone. 1.

The harmonistic character of this redaction will become 
clear by illustrating the way in which two parallel sto
ries coming from different sources were compiled into the 
text. In Gen. 28^0 (j) it is related that Jacob leaves 
the patriarchal seat at Beersheba for Paddan-Aram. Yah^e 
appears to him on the way from a ladder reaching to heav
en (2813) and renews to him the promise of numerous de
scendants. Jacob thereupon names the place Bethel, al
though before it had been called Luz (2819). Such is the 
story told in Gn. 28. In Gn. 3223(which also belongs 
to the document £) Jacob meets with another theophany.
The patriarch is on his return from Paddan-Aram. One 
night remaining alone a man wrestles with him until morn- 

iri, his opponent dislo- Hence the name Jacob is
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III. THE REDACTOR NATURALLY ENOUGH COULD SUCCEED IN IMPARTING
THE PRODIGIOUSTO HIS BLENDED DOCUMENTS ONLY A SUPERFICIAL UNITY.

TASK OF HARMONIZING IN DETAIL HIS DIVERGENT NARRATIVES HE WAS COM

PELLED TO LEAVE TO LATER SCRIBES WHO THUS COMBINED IN THEMSELVES

THE REDACTION OF THETHE FUNCTIONS BOTH OF EDITORS AND COPYISTS.

32, since

changed to Israel (3228) and Jacob calls the place Pen- 
iel (3230).
The document P contained a story which appears to have / 
built up out of elements common to Gn. 28 and Gn. 
in substance it is the same although the details vary. 
According to this source (Gn.35a) God appears to Jacob 
on his return from Paddan-Aram and changes his name to 
Israel, whereupon Jacob calls the place Bethel (3515), 
The contradictions between £ and P are apparent. While 
the story in 3515 4,35a makes Jacob name Bethel when com
ing from Paddan-Aram; 2819 4. 2810 relates that it occurred 
while he was going to it from Beer-Sheba. Again while 
3515 asserts that Jacob was changed to Israel at Bethel, 
3228+32s0 declares the event to have occurred at Peniel. 
Furthermore in 35 9-15 ^he change of Jacob's name is ef
fected without a struggle with an angel such as is de
scribed in 322* and without an explanation of the mean
ing of the change such as is given in 3228; while Bethel 
is named without the story of the ladder as told in 2813. 
The Redactor after the dove-tailing of J and P had been 
effected, felt the force of these contradictions. He 
could not suffer two such discordant accounts to stand 
side by side without some attempt at reconciliation. The 
reader would naturally ask himself: "Did Jacob name Beth
el twice? Did Did Jahwe change Jacob's name twice? For 
the two accounts certainly seem to refer to two separate 
occasions." It was probably just such considerations 
as these that gave the Redactor the hint for harmonizing 
the discrepancies. Since 359-l3 though treating of 
the same subject matter does ndt refer in the least to 
the former occasions and in the main has quite a differ
ent view of both transactions, it certainly does not pre
suppose the former stories. Hence it may be regarded 
as recording an entirely new and distinct theophany in 
which Jacob's name was really changed into Israel once 
more and in which Bethel was indeed named over again.

. The Redactorwished that it should be so regarded. Hence 
he interpolated into P 35a the word ’again' thus indicat
ing that here is recorded a theophany unrelated in any 
way to those which had preceded. And by this interpo
lation all the conflicts arising in this section from the 
blending of incongruous documents are harmonized.
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HEXATEUCH THEREFORE PROPERLY SO-CALLED MUST NOT BE REGARDED AS A

WORK COMPLETED AT ONE STROKE, "SIMUL ET SEMEL," BUT AS A LABOR

WHICH FOR THE TIME BEING FOUND ONLY A PROVISIONAL CONCLUSION AND

WHICH WAS SUBSEQUENTLY CONTINUED AND BROUGHT TO A CLOSE ONLY AFTER

A LONG PERIOD. THIS EDITORIAL PROCESS IS WHAT KUENEN HAS TERMED

A ’CONTINUOUS DIASKEUE’ AND ITS NATURE IS MADE APPARENT BY THE

VARIATIONS WHICH APPEAR IN A COMPARISON OF THE SAMARITAN PENTA

TEUCH AND THE SEPTUAGUIT (LXX) VERSION WITH OUR RECEIVED MASSORETTC

TEXT (MT). THESE VARIATIONS CAN ONLY BE EXPLAINED AS THE RESULTS

OF A PRE-MEDITATED TEXT-REVIS I ON IN THE EARLY HEBREW MANUSCRIPTS

FROM ONE OF WHICH THE LXX WAS MADE BEFORE THE PROCESS WAS COMPLETE.

THE SPIRIT IN WHICH THE DIASKEUASTS WORKED IS ADMIRABLY ILLUSTRAT

ED BY GEIGER: "THE BIBLE IS AND AT ALL TIMES WAS A WORD FULL OF

FRESH LIFE, NOT A DEAD BOOK. THIS EVERLASTING WORD BELONGED NOT

TO A PARTICULAR AGE; IT COULD NOT BE DEPENDENT (FOR ITS MEANING)

ON THE TIME WHEN IT WAS WRITTEN DOWN, AND AS LITTLE UPON THIS

THEORY COULD IT BE WITHOUT WHAT SEEMED TO BE NEW TRUTHS AND DIS

COVERIES. HENCE EVERY PERIOD, EVERY SCHOOL, EVERY INDIVIDUALITY

INTRODUCED INTO THE BIBLE ITS OWN WAY OF REGARDING THE CONTENTS OF

THE BIBLE. IN LATER TIMES THIS TOOK PLACE IN THE FIELD OF EXEGE-

BUT BEFORE THAT, WHEN THE BIBLE HAD NOT YET ATTAINED AN AB-SIS,

SOLUTELY FIXED FORM, THE SAME RESULT WAS REACHED BY MANIPULATION
*

OF THE TEXT. THUS THE BIBLE BECAME THE FULL EXPRESSION OF THE

THAT WHICH SEEMED DEFICIENT IN THEHIGHER LIFE OF THE PEOPLE.

TEXT OF THE HOLY BOOK THE NATIONAL SPIRIT INNOCENTLY SUPPLIED AND,

h

/ --------  ------ ---------
UNCONSCIOUS OF ANY BREACH OF LAW, IMPRESSED ITS OWN STAMP ON THE

TRADITIONAL TEXT,"
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So

MT. LXX.

J

P 7.

The 
the 
and 
to the context (inasmuch as it is addressed not to the 
brothers who had just put the request before him but to
Joseph) but Pharaoh could not have spoken thus to Joseph 
at the time. Why not? Because Joseph knew as well as 
Pharaoh himself that this father and brethren were come,

following considerations prove that the MT here is not 
original text. Pharaoh’s reply in V 5 ’Thy father 
thy brethren are come unto thee' not only runs counter

£.5. And Pharaoh said unto 
Joseph,Let them dwell in 
the land of Goshen and if 
thou knowest any able men 
amongst them make them 
rulers over my cattle.

P. 6. And Jacob and his sons 
came into Egypt to Jo- 
seph;and Pharaoh,King of 
Egypt,heard of it,and Pha
raoh spake unto Joseph, 
saying,Thy father and thy 
brethren are come unto 
thee;behold,the land of 
Egypt is before thee;in 
the best of the land make 
thy father and thy breth
ren to dwell.

P.7.And Joseph brought in 
Jacob his father. .....

A comparison of the LXX translation of Gn. 471"6 with 
the MT furnishes a remarkable illustration of habmonist- 
ic diaskeuasis. The LXX which is the more ancient of 
the two presents a text in which the narrative of the 
Priest's Code is kept together in logical sequence and 
without any break between verses and half-verses, where
as the Hebrew text which is of more recent date, has omit
ted some portions of the Code and split up others by vio
lently wedging in between them a passage taken from the 
older sources. Verses 1-4 (J) are the same in both texts. 
In V 1-2 Joseph according to his promise (46S1) announc
es to Pharaoh the arrival of his people in the land of 
Goshen and at the same time presents five of his broth
ers. In V 3-4 as had been forseen (46ss) Pharaoh asks 
them the nature of their occupation to which the brothers 
reply as instructed (46s4) requesting likewise the royal 
sanction to their sojourning in the land of Goshen, 
far the LXX and MT agree; now note the divergence.

P 5. And Pharaoh spake unto 
Joseph saying,Thy fa
ther and thy brethren 
are come unto thee.

6. The land of Egypt islae- 
fore thee;in the best 
of the land make thy 
father and thy breth
ren to dwell;in the 
land of Goshen let them 
dwell ;and if thou know
est any able men amorgst 
them,then make them niL- 
ers over my cattle. 
And Joseph brought in 
Jacob his father and 
set him before Pharaoh....
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since he had himself apprised Pharaoh of the fact (471). 
Besides not only had Pharaoh already given them audience 
but Joseph himself had been present at the audience (472) 
and had himself introduced them to the king. Nor does it 
require any knowledge of Semitic philology to perceive 
thatv. 6B which causes a break in the narrative of P_ is not 
in its original place as it is in the older Greek text. 
For it is the direct answer to the request made by Joseph’s 
brothers in v. 4; indeed it is not merely a reply but a 
reply in the very terms of the petition. Furthermore, 
although from the present arrangement of v.6 we gather that 
Joseph is to give his father and his brethren ’the land of 
Goshen* to dwell in which is ’the best of the land’; v.ll on 
the contrary narrates that Joseph placed his father and his 
brethren ’in the best of the land, in the land of Rameses. ’ 
A mere glance at the LXX version on the other hand reveals 
incongruities no less striking, but here these phenomena 
arise from different causes. For the Greek text represents 
an early stage in the elaboration of the Hebrew text, one 
in which the various documentary sources are laid loosely 
side by side and quite distinguishable from each other. 
The story of the presentation of Joseph’s brothers appears 
plainly as two distinct narratives, which the redactor 
(not feeling any material divergence between them) compiled 
together as supplementary without making them to dove-tail. 
The MT on the other hand discloses the text of a later 
period harmonized by the clerical scribes whose critical 
acumen had become sufficiently sharpened to allow them to 
discern and feel dissatisfied with the rough-and-ready 
manner in which the various narratives of the Hexateuch 
had here been placed side by side. The needless repeti
tions, implied contradictions,double versions of the same 
episode offended their taste and Impelled them to set 
about harmonizing the difficulties encountered. This they 
did rather unsuccessfully as we have proven above. They 
struck out the passage in v.6 ’And Jacob and his sons came 
into Egypt unto Joseph; and Pharaoh the king of Egypt heard 
of it* because the arrival of Jacob and his family had been 
recorded already a few lines above (46^,471) with consider
able wealth of detail. And they amalgamated into v.6,two 
verses, one belonging to P and the other to £. By this 
rearrangement of the sequence and by leaving the reader 
to infer that Goshen was Identical with Rameses, the diask- 
euasts imparted to the straggling and incoherent story the 
appearance of a homogeneous whole. They hid the frag
mentary nakedness of the compilation with the fig-leaves 
of omission and transposition.
Ex 716 also exhibits traces of this later redactorial har
monizing. According to £ Moses is commissioned to the 
children of Israel first (Ex. ). On his suggestion
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IV. WHEN ISRAEL’S NATIONAL LIFE WAS FINALLY EXTINGUISHED AND

ITS WHOLE SOUL CONCENTRATED UPON THE PRESERVATION OF THE MONUMENTS

OF THE PAST, TO THE EXACT TRANSMISSION OF THE RECEIVED TEXT, THE

THE INCON

GRUITIES AND CONTRADICTIONS ON WHICH MODERN CRITICS LOVE TO GROUND
THEIR ANT I-TRADITIONAL ARGUMENTS ARE IN PLAINEST EVIDENCE THAT THE'
EDITORS AND DIASKEUASTS HAD NOT FINISHED THEIR WORK WHEN THE TEXT

DIVERGENCES OFTHUS BECAME FIXED AND THE AGE OF TRADITION BEGAN.
VOCABULARY,

NEEDLESS REPETITIONS, DOUBLE AND TREBLE VERSIONS OF SAMELIGION,

STORY--SUCH PHENOMENA REMAINED IN ABUNDANCE TO ATTEST THROUGHOUT

THE AGES TO THE HEXATEUCH'S COMPOSITE CHARACTER AND TO ITS DOCUMEN-

THE QUESTION SUGGESTS ITSELF IN VIEW OF THESE FACTS:TARY ORIGIN.

HOW IS IT THAT THESE DIFFICULTIES, APPARENTLY SO REAL , SO PALPABLE,

OF LITERARY STYLE; CONTRADICTORY VIEWS OF HISTORY AND RE

PROCESS OF ’TEXTUAL DIASKEUE’ CAME TO AN ABRUPT CLOSE.

that the Israelites might not believe in him, Jah^e gives 
him three signs, in one of which an occasional staff is 
used as object (42). According to E on the other hand, 
Moses is sent primarily to Pharaoh (Ex. 310). The la£g 
ter will harden his heart and not let the people go (3 ). 
Therefore God will punish Egypt with plagues and freedom 
will thus result (322), The 'staff of God* elsewhere al
luded to in E is given to Moses as an instrument by means 
of which he is to work the wonders (4-L7)\ When J and E w 
were combined it became necessary to identify these two 
staves and this result is accomplished in 715 (E) where 
an original reading ’which I gave in thy hand' or the like 
was harmonistically altered to ’which was turned into a 
serpent’ — a change vzhich made the inference necessary 
that E's staff here is one and the same with J's staff in 
43. This alteration is preserved both in the MT and in 
the LXX. A similar redactional addition is likewise found 
however in the LXX in 417 where the inserted clause ’which 
was turned into a serpent' is certainly not genuine. The 
MT does not preserve the alteration. This fluctuation 
shows that both additions, viz. in ?15 and 417 come from 
a very late period. In other words it indicates here the 
results of one stage in the long process of the 'continu
ous dlaskeue.*
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THE FOLLOWING CHAPTERSREMAINED UNNOTICED UNTIL THE CRITICS CAME?

THE EDI-ARE DESIGNED TO SHOW THAT THE DIFFICULTIES WERE NOTICED.
TORS AND DIASKEUASTS WERE SUCCEEDED BY STUDENTS OF THE TEXT. HARMON-

ISTIC INTERPRETATION TAKES THE PLACE OF HARMONISTIC CORRECTION AND

INTERPOLATION. REDACTORIAL INGENUITY IS TRANSFERRED TO THE FIELD

VISED WITH A VIEW TO HARMONIZING INCONGRUITIES AND CONTRADICTIONS

WITH A TRADITIONAL ESTIMATE OF THE RECEIVED TEXT. IN MAINTAINING

THIS THESIS AND TRACING THE DEVELOPMENT OF HARMONISTIC INTERPRETA

TION IT WILL BE SHOWN THAT WHILE THE SYSTEM IS OFTEN A TWISTING, TOR

TURING THUMB-SCREWING PROCESS ORIGINATING IN THAT PIOUS BUT MISAP

PLIED ZEAL IN DEFEDDING WHAT IS INDEFENSIBLE WHICH IS SO PAINFULLY

CHARACTERISTIC OF ALL THE METHODS OF TRADITIONALISM, IT IS NO LESS

FREQUENTLY MARKED BY EXAMPLES OF THAT PLENITUDE OF ERUDITION AND THAT

SOLIDITY OF CRITICISM COMBINED WITH THAT REVERENCE FOR AN INSPIRED

SCRIPTURE WHICH MORE THAN ANYTHING ELSE HAS PRESERVED THE TREASURE

THEREIN ENSHRINED AS THE HERITAGE OF MANKIND.

OF EXEGESIS, AND WHOLE SYSTEMS OF HERMENEUTICAL PROCEDURE ARE DE-
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CHAPTER I.

OF TRADITIONALISM.THE BEGINNINGS

THE HARJ'ONISTIC CHARACTER OF POST-EXILIC PRACTICE. HARMON -

THEISTIC INTERPRETATIONS IN CHRONICLES, THE TARGUM.LXX,

APOCRYPHA, JOSEPHUS AND PHILO.
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I . WITH THE RESTORATION OF THE HEBREW STATE, THE INTRODUC

TION OF THE PRIESTLY CODE AND ITS FUSION WITH THE EARLIER DOCUMENTS

OF THE HEXATEUCH THE CULTUS BECAME BASED ON THREE DIVERGENT CODES.

INCONGRUITIES AND CONTRADICTIONS IN THE DETAILS OF THE VARIOUS LAWS

MADE A LITERAL OBSERVANCE OF ALL OF THEM IMPOSSIBLE. SUCH AN EXACT

COMPLIANCE, HOWEVER, WAS RENDERED UNNECESSARY AT FIRST FROM THE FACT

THAT ONLY ONE CODE WAS TAKEN AS STANDARD TO THE TOTAL EXCLUSION OF

THE OTHER TWO. THE PRACTICE OF EARLY POST-EXILIC JUDAISM WAS ROOTED

IN THE LATEST OF THE LARGE DOCUMENTS OF WHICH THE HEXATEUCH IS BUILT

UP, WITH THAT

FOLLOWING ONE PART OF THE HEXATEUCH EXCLUSIVELY ANOTHER PART WAS EN

TIRELY NEGLECTED.

A

BUT SOON THE CONSCIOUSNESS OF CONTRADICTIONS HAD TO FORCEII.

ITSELF UPON THE SCRIBES AND RITUALISTS WHEREUPON CONSISTENCY DEMAND-

AS THE PRACTICE WAS ALREADYED THAT THE DISCREPANCIES BE HARMONIZED.

ROOTED IN THE PRIESTLY CODE RECOURSE WAS HAD TO EXEGESIS TO EXPLAIN

away the Divergences which were detected in the other law-books (je

and d).

THE PRIEST’S CODE, WITH ITS APPENDICES AND NOVELLAE.

NAIVETE CHARACTERISTIC OF ANCIENT TIMES THE FACT WAS IGNORED THAT IN

scribed in P (Nm.1815-18). 
owner 
i.e. to the priests.

It may be easily shown that the obligations in Nehemiah 
are based on P exclusively. For example according to D 
(Dt.1519-23) the firstling males of oxen and of sheep are 
to be eaten annually by the owner and his household at a 
sacrificial feast at the central sanctuary. According to 
JE (Ex.2229>s0) on the other hand, the firstlings are to 
be presented to Jahwe on the eighth day from birth, 
different disposition altogether of the firstlings is pre-

Instead of being eaten by the 
at the central sanctuary they are assigned to Aaron 

Now Nehemiah (Neh.1036) recording 
the practice of his own time observes the law in P to the 
total exclusion of the conflicting laws in JE and D.
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Vi

III. CONTRADICTIONS WERE ALSO FOUND AND HARMONIZED BY THE LXX

TRANSLATORS, THE AUTHORS OF THE TARGUNS , OF THE APOCRYPHA AND LIKE

WISE BY JOSEPHUS AND PHILO. HERE WE HAVE THE BEGINNINGS OF HALAKHA

AND THE BEGINNINGS OF THE TRADITIONALISTIC INTERPRETATION OF SCRIPT

URES. IT IS CLEAR WHAT A WIDEWE SHALL EXAMINE THESE SEPARATELY.

The earliest examples of this harmonistic exegesis are 
found in Chronicles. According to P(Ex.123-6) a lamb 
(the phrase includes sheep or goats nw-jxv collectively 
kleinvleh) is to be used for the pascfal offering. In D 
(Dt.162) the pascal sacrifice is sheep and oxen ( ipa ). 
Jewish practice was based on P, but the contradiction with 
D was felt and had to be harmonized. The Chronicler, 
evidently recording the practice of his own time (for it 
is his habit to attribute to the period of the kings the 
ceremonial which was usual in his own days) states that 
Jdsiah gave the people for the pascal offerings thirty
thousand sheep and goats and three thousand oxen. (II. 
Chr. 357). Combining this statement with II. Chr.35b,9,13 
and 30 22,24 we find that the oxen here mentioned by the 
Chronicler were used atsa for additional peace-offerings 
sacrificed during the seven days of Passover. Thus the 
conflict between D and P is harmonized in practice.
The paschal offering, as such, was agreed to be a lamb, 
(according to P). D was made to agree with P by taking 
the ’passover’ alluded to in the earlier code, not as the 
’passover’ properly so-called, but in a larger sense as 
including the paschal lamb ( nos ) and also the peace-of
fering ( D’nSw ). 
Let us take another illustration. The paschal offering 
according to D (Dt. 16^) is to be boiled ( ) while in
P (Ex.12s ) it is to be roasted ( uik ), boiling being 
here expliicitrely forbidden ( o’n:i Swan ? ) (Dillmann 
ad.loc. Dt. asserts that bu>a. does not necessarily mean to 
boil. = ’gar machen,* depending on the complement 
for its meaning to boil ( o-na *?wa ) or to roast (uwa 'jwa ). 
From the indefiniteness of the term in Dt.167 Dillmanninfers 
that D does not lay stress on the exact mode of prepara
tion. With Wellh. on the contrary (Geschic^ 71 jj.l) we 
may see in the two laws the usage of different times in 
which P. is an advance on D.) The Chronicler (II. Chr. 
35ls) gives the practice of his time in substance as based 
on ]?, while the law in D is joined to it as referring not 
to the ’passover’ proper, but again to ’holy offerings.' 
Thus in a later practice conflicting injunctions are ex
plained away by a mode of harmonistic exegesis.
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FIELD FOR HARMONIZING THE PROCESS OF TRANSLATION OFFERS AS MOST OF
THE CONTRADICTIONS CAN BE MADE TO AGREE BY THE MERE TURN OF A PHRASE.

WITH REFERENCE TO THE LXX WE MUST CAREFULLY DISTINGUISH BETWEEN WHAT

WE MAY PRESUPPOSE TO HAVE EXISTED IN THE MSS. FROM WHICH THE TRANS

LATION WAS MADE AND THAT WHICH SEEMS TO HAVE BEEN INTBODUCED BY THE
TRANSLATOR. WE ARE CONCERNED HERE ONLY WITH THE LATTER.

(nSa.3 ) but it may be given to 
or sold to a foreigner( ’ioj ), both of 
According to P(Lv.1715) the home-born or 

must wash his garments 
The contradiction is real.

while in
Dt.1421 it translates tx by ordpoixos (as it does
also in Gn. 1515> 234» Ex.222> 18s f but there with good 
reason, for the context refers to strangers in the political 
sense, not in the religious sense. The unusual render
ing jrd./soii<o5 in Dt. is an attempt on the part of the LXX 
translators to harmonize the discrepancy with Lv. 17x5. 
According to E (Ex.334B) the people as a spontaneous token 
of grief over bad news strip themselves of their ornaments. 
According to P (ibid 5B) the Israelites are commanded 
to take off their ornaments by Jahwe. As the MT now stands 
5B commands the people to do what according to 4B they had 
done already. The LXX renders Ex.334BKaieirev^sev evtcv^ikohS 
(They mourned in mourning garments) and the conflict is of

In Dt. 16? the LXX reads ’and thou shalt boll and roast’ 
( Kat ey’qeets kq'i o JTTtj s 6 i ) which harmonizes the difficulty
described in the preceding example. Of course, the pres
ent LXX text may have a correction put after the corrigendum. 
At all events, the marginal glossator was a harmonist. 
In Nm.43^23,30>39 >47 the limits for the period of Levit- 
ical service are fixed at thirty to fifty years respect
ively. In Nm.824 apparently according to a different 
practice or theory the limits are from twenty-five to fifty 
years of age. The LXX harmonistically changes throughout 
Nm.4 the number thirty unto twenty-five.
In D (Dt.142) The Israelites are not to eat the flesh of 
any animal dying by itself. (nSaj ) but it may be given to 
a stranger (nx ) 
whom may eat it.
the stranger (“ix ) who eats 
and bathe, for he is unclean. 
In Dt. what is prohibited to the Israelite is allowed to 
the'stranger ’ or foreign resident in Israel, whereas in 
Lev. it is forbidden to both alike. The Israelite and 
the stranger are placed on the same footing in P,on dif
ferent footings in D. Now in Lv. 1715 the LXX translates 
nx arpoff-qivTos (as it does elsewhere fifty-four times 
in the Pentateuch: once ytcjpas Ex u* jnH ) 
Dt.1421 it translates nx by
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IV. THE APOCRYPHAL BOOKS ARE SOURCES FOR THE EARLY HALAKHAS AND
WE MAY EXPECT TO FIND IN THEM ALSO TRACES OF HARMONISTIC PRACTICE.

V. IN JOSEPHUS AND PHILO ALSO MAY BE TRACED THE PROGRESS OF
HARMONISTIC HALAKHA. JOSEPHUS REPRODUCES THE HISTORY OP THE NATION
IN ADDITION TO THE PRACTICE CURRENT WE MAY THEREFOREIN HIS TIME.

■

EXPECT TO FIND IN HIS WORK HARMONISTIC INTERPRETATIONS OF CONTRADIC
TIONS IN THE NARRATIVES OF THE HEXATEUCH IN ADDITION TO THOSE OF DIS
CREPANCIES IN THE CODES.

According to D (Dt.l83)<  . the revenues of the priests from
the sacrifice are the shoulder, the two cheeks and the maw. 
In direct contradiction P(Lv.7^2-34) prescribes as the 

.In Jos.
(Praem. sacerd.j 3, ed. Madge 

-- , ,   ' * The reference 
in D is not to sacrifice at all, but to animals slaughtered 
at home for domestic use.

priests’ due, the breast and the right thigh. 
(Antiq. LV, 4,4) and Philo ( 
II.-235) the contradiction is harmonized.

In Tob. I7 the idea of the ’second tithe* is explicitly . 
introduced indicating the harmonistic practice based on P 
and D.

of what they receive to the priests: In D (Dt.l422-29) 
the title is spent partly at the sacred feasts partaken by 
the offerer and his household, partly in relief of the 
poor. In both cases the Levlte is the recipient of Isra
el’s benevolence. The contradiction is apparent. A 
large part of what in P is exclusively devoted to the sup
port of the priestly tribe remains in D the property of the 
lay Israelite.
In Dt. 2612 this difficulty is harmonized by an arbitrary 
rendering of the LXX. The words: ’which is the year of 
tithing* ( nwynn Jvw ) it translates ’the second tithe’ 
( To JeuTcpov sxiSi karov' ) and the verse reads: When thou 
hast made an end of tithing in the third year, thou shalt 
give a second tithe unto the Levite and unto the fatherless, 
the widow, etc.’ According to this the tithe in D does not 
refer in any way to the tithe named in Lw-Nm, but to a sec
ond or additional tithe levied (after the deduction of the 
levitical tithe)on the remaining nine-tenths of the produce 
and appropriated not like the first tithe to the support of 
the priestly tribe, but to public feasts and charities.
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4. L
course obviated.
According to JE (Ex.17,20) Moses is commanded .to do signs 
with his rod or the 'rod of God*. In P (Ex.78,9) Aaron 
is the agent and Aaron’s rod is the instrument. The only 
way to harmonize this discrepancy is to identify the rods 
and leave the reader to infer that Moses had in the mean
time given Aaron his own rod. Thus in 79 Moses ought to 
have said Take my rod ( ’ion ) or supply the rod (’Et^ )
and in 710 where the command is executed Aaron should not 

) but again supply the 
These necessary 
In both places 

) 79 and‘his staff’ ( inon ) 710, 
___  ___ x-rjv pap<5ox/ ). Inconsistently enough 
in 719, where again we should harmonist!cally re- 

it preserves the MT -jian ‘thy’staff and reads

have cast down his staff ( iw
staff ( pionn ) (the staff of Moses), 
harmonistic changes appear in the LXX. 
for (thy staff’ ( lion 
it reads the staff ( 
however, : 
quire ‘the’ staff, 
T>]v p<x|S<Sov 
A striking chronological inaccuracy arising from the com
posite character of the narratives is neatly harmonized in 
the LXX. In Ex. 1240 the sojourning of the Israelites in 
Egypt (presumably meaning from the emigration of Jacob in
to Egypt to the Exodus under Moses) is estimated at 430 yeas 
Two difficulties arise from this statement. According to 
Gn. 1513_^6 Abram's seed is to return in the fourth gener
ations. Four generations are by no means 430 years.
Secondly many genealogies fail to agree with the computa
tion of Ex. 124o; notably the genealogy of Moses. For his 

e grandfather Kohath son of Levi, who was already born at the 
period of emigration (Gn.46b>H) lived 133 years (Ex.610), 
Amram , his father, died at the age of 137 years (Ex. 
620) and he himself at the time of the Exodus was 80 years 
of age (Ex.77). All of this added together gives only 
350 yrs,, which must still be considerably shortened by 
deducting the years of Kohath before the emigration and 
the contemporary years of fathers and sons. Evidently 
430 years is much too large an estimate for the period be
tween Jacob's emigration and the exodus under Moses. The 
LXX. now translates Ex.1240: 'The sojourning of the child
ren of Israel which they sojourned in Egypt and in the land 
of Canaan was 430 years. (so 3 [Vat. J ). The insertion 
of the phrase 'and in the land of Canaan* harmonizes the 
discrepancy, for the 'sojounring' is now reckoned from the 
time of the call of Abram and his emigration. The Alex. 
Cod^brings this interpretation out still more clearly by 
translating: The sojourning of the children of Israel 
and of their fathers, which they sojourned in the land of 
Egypt and in the land of Canaan was 430 years.
According to P (Nm.l82T-2‘B) the" tithe is appropriated en
tirely to the maintenance of the priestly tribe being paid 
In the first place to the Levites, who in turn pay a tenth
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VI . ALTHOUGH A CONSIDERATION OF THE TARGUMS PROPERLY BELONGS
TO THE NEXT CHAPTER, WE GIVE IT HERE BECAUSE AS TRANSLATIONS THEY
EXHIBIT THE SAME FACILITIES FOR HARMONISTIC INTERPRETATION AS DO THE
OLDER TRANSLATIONS.

( lym *?-nx

The dif-
The

Again, Josephus (Antiq. IV. 8,22) records the same harmony 
in the matter of the tithe as the LXX and lob. and speaks 
of the 'second tithe' as a law of Moses.
The 430 years’ sojourn of the children of Israel in Egypt 
is harmonistically reckoned (Antiq.II. 15,2) from the time 
when our forefather Abraham came into Canaan, but 215 years 
only after Jacob removed into Egypt. Again, (Contra 
Apion. 1, 33) 'Joseph died four generations before Moses 
which four generations make almost 170 years. Similarly, 
(Antiq. 11,9,6) 'Abraham was Moses' ancestor in the seventh 
generation.' 
According to E (Ex. 31, 181) the name of the father-in-law 
of Moses is given as Jethro. (Ex.418 it is Jether). Ac
cording to Ex. 218 he is called Re'uel while in J (Nm.1029) 
he is named Rt’juel or Hobab, according as either is taken 
in apposition with the word father-in-law. Josephus (Antiq 
II. 12,1) says that Jethro is one of the names of Raguel as 
a mere title of honor:—an assertion which at least in part 
removes the contradiction.

The Pal. Targ. I ad Ex.12^0 translates 'and the days which 
the children of Israel stayed in Egypt were 30 times 7 years 
( j’jwn pwnu) ) that is 210 years, but 430 years
had elapsed from that time when Yah we spoke to Abraham on 
the 15th day of Nisau between the dissected parts of the 
animals (Gn .15JO“14)’, 
In Ex. 25-31 (P) Moses is on the mount. He is instructed 
about the tabernacle that tfahwe may dwell in the midst of 
Israel. In the meantime Israel had erected the golden 
calf and in Ex.32-34 (JE) the people are Indeed pardoned 
for the offense, but the pardoh is accompanied by punish
ment. Yahwe can no longer go in the midst of them (Ex.33°) 
The tabernacle therefore is pitched outside the camp. (Ex. 
337). Now in Ex.35 (£) the construction of the priestly 
tabernacle within which Yahwe is to dwell in the center of 
the cam^proceeds without any reference to the existence of 
the tabernacle in 33 standing outside the camp, 
ficulty is harmonized by a translation in Onkelos. 
tabernacle in Ex.33 is not the same as ^he tabernacle par 
excellence in Ex. 35. The words 'the tent of meeting' in 
Ex.337 ( iyin *?-nx ), though elsewhere constantly translated
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) (Npf.33*).

where ZB7 xkd xnr

while
The harmonistic

are left to infer
For in Nm.333 the 

) are ren- 
ed. Berliner, else- 

It is improb-

er LXX translation.
by the unusual Siy dPin1?
^Lv.2547|),
and ip (Gn. 1513 234, Ex.222

left Egypt stealthily in the night a*?’1? 
sents a different view of the matter.

The common renderings are
! 183 22206

by Targ. Onkelos xjut jswn are here rendered jra pun. 
By the tent of meeting then in Ex.33 we are to understand 
a mere school-house, and not a priestly tabernacle as in Ex. 
35 .
As we have seen above (6h.I§2) the paschal offering accord
ing to P (Ex.123) is a lamb ( nw ) while in D (Dt.162) it 
is "sheep and oxen" ( npai ps ) Targ. Onq. evidently felt 
the discrepancy, for in Dt. 162 he translates ’And thou 
shalt sacrifice the passover unto the Lord thy God of the 
sheep but the holy offerings of the oxen’ (’irn jn X’wny xioxn )• 
by which harmonistic insertion the difficulty is removed. 
The contradiction of the stranger ( hx ) (See Ch.II. § III) 
who according to D may eat the flesh of any animal dying 
by itself ( T, but according to P is forbidden to do so
is felt by Targ.Onq. and met in the same way as in the old- 

It translates (Dt. 1421) the word ix 
(as in Dt.2843 1421^171131(1) Viy 

3irx. (47 times) 
239, Lv.1934 2523

Dt.l029t).
The Targum evidently wishes it to be understood that the 

“ix in Lv.1713 is not the same as the nx in Dt.1421. 
According to E (Ex.1231) and D (Dt.161) the Israelites 

-■ ~ ' But P pre -
The Exodus was con

ducted openly (W 1’3, ) (Ex.11s) and in the light of day 
on the ’morrow of the passover’( tipbi jrinnn ) (Np(.333). 
A translator who perceives the incongruity and wishes to 
leave his readers in no doubt as to the exact circumstances 
would adopt one account and harmonize the other. This the 
Targ. Onq. does. In Dt.l61B for the words ’for in the month 
of Abib the Lord thy God brought thee forth out of Egypt 
by night* it reads ’for in the month of Abib the Lord thy 
God brought thee forth out of Egypt and did wonders for thee 
in the night (pox *]*? iayi ed. Berliner, omitted in 
the Regia) . From this verse then Onq. wishes it to be 
understood that only wonders but no Exodus came to pass 
at night. The translation here adopts the account which 
declares the Exodus to have taken place in the day.
But whether that account is adopted finally by Targ. Onq. 
it is rather difficult to say. For by a similar process 
of harmonizing in the other passage we 
that the Exodus took place in the night, 
words ’the morrow of the passover’ (nosn Jiinwij 
dered ’after the passover’ ( xnoannan 

) that is at night.
able that the same translator could wish us to adopt both 
Interpretations.

’/ [x’V’VaJ you inyi presupposes xaio .mi’ uiara
X’S’Vtx presupposes pon ‘itnarj 

tendency is at any rate proven.



19.

i

)

\

As a result of its composite character the narratives of 
the Hexateuch often ^ive us more or less widely diverging 
representations of one and the same event or person. The 
two accounts of the origin of the name Beer-sheba is an ex
ample of this phenomenon, which appears to have given con
siderable trouble to Onkelos. According to E (Gn.2122) 
Abraham while dwelling at the well of Beer-sheba receives a 
visit from Abimelech accompanied by his general Phiptfol. Kk 
The prince convinced of Xahwe’s love for the patriarch, 
desires to make a treaty (2123). Abraham consents and sets 
apart seven lambs as a pledge, upon the receipt of which 
Abimelech is to declare that he recognizes the well as 
Abraham’s property. (v.30). So the well was called Beer
sheba, i.e. "The well of the seven," because the oath had 
been taken by it. (v.32). The stress of E's narrative 
seems to be on the certification of Abraham’s right to the 
well.
In J (Gn.2623) Abimelech, together with Ahuzzath, his min
ister of state, and Phic^ol, his general, appear before 
Isaac at the well of Beer-sheba and desire to make a treaty 
because they see the help he receives at the hands of Tah- 
we (v.28). Isaac readily consents and the alliance is con
firmed by a banquet (v.30) and dn oath (v.31). The same 
day Isaac’s men tell him of a well which they had found 
whereupon he gives it the name of Shiba, i.e. ’oath.•(v.33). 
So the city which lies close by it is still called Beer
sheba, i.e. "The well of the oath." In this account the 
naming of the well is given merely as a witness to the 
covenant and the stress is laid upon the friendship of 
Abimelech and the patriarch. Even a traditionalist might 
see at a glance that the story in Gn.26 is but an echo of 
the earlier legend in which Abraham appears as the agent. 
The remarkable agreement between the two not only in the 
main features, but in such small detail as the use of prop
er names would naturally force the question,--Is not the 
Abimelech in Gn.21 and the Abimelech in Gn.26 one and the 
same person, and do not both chapters refer after all to 
the very same event. Onkelos was certainly aware of the 
incongruity for the question is answered for us in his 
translation of Gn.2628 where Abimelech says to Isaac: ’Let 
there now be an oath betwixt us, even betwixt us and thee’ 
( “j'j’ai U’J’a IJ’JIU’I nVx xj ’nn). These words are thus ren
dered in Targ.Onq. ’Let the oath which existed between our 
fathers be ratified now between us and thee’ ( IP3 o'i75111

■jj’di XJJ’h xjnnnx p Ji'nt fc’Jwn ) jOn this interpretation 
Abimelech in Gn.26 is the son of the Abimelech in Gn.2$ 
and this harmony of the parallel accounts probably implied 
already by the Redactor is made explicit in the transla
tion of Onkelos.
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CHAPTER II.

DEVELOPED.TRADITIONALISM

JEW-HARMONISTIC HERMENEUTIC PRINCIPLES.HARMONISTIC TERMINOLOGY.

ISH PRACTICE WHOLLY HARMONISTIC.
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I. IN THE PRECEDING PAGES WE HAVE TRACED THE ORIGIN AND EARLY

PROGRESS OF HARMONISTIC EXEGESIS. WE HAVE SEEN HOW THE DIM CONSCIOUS

NESS OF INTERNAL CONTRADICTIONS AND INCONGRUITIES IN THE ’BOOKSOF

MOSES• BETRAYED ITSELF IN SLIGHT SPORADIC CHANGES IN THE TEXT ITSELF

AND IN A COMPROMISE PRACTICE ADJUSTED TO MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF

1 WHAT WERE FELT TO BE DIVERGENT CODES. IN THE MISHNIC-TAimiC LITER

ATURE THIS HARMDNISTIC TENDENCY ACQUIRES A DISTINCTNESS, A FIRMNESS

OF OUTLINE AND A CONSISTENCY OF DIRECTION WHICH IS TO BE EXPLAINED

ONLY AS ARISING FROM A STARTLING APPRECIATION OF INCONGRUITIES IN

MATTERS OF MINUTEST DETAIL. NOTHING ATTESTS MORE STRONGLY TO THIS

NOW HIGHLY DEVELOPED SENSE THAN THE USE DURING THIS PERIOD OF TECH

NICAL TERMS AND PHRASES TO EXPRESS THE PECULIAR PHENOMENA OF PENTA-

TEUCHAL DISCREPANCIES AND THE MANNER IN WHICH THEY ARE TO BE HARMON

IZED.

Sank

AS TRADITIONALISM PROGRESSED THE HARMONISTIC EXEGETICALii.
. J EXPEDIENTS IN VOGUE IN THE GREAT TALMUPIC SCHOOLS AND COLLEGES CRYS

TALLIZED INTO WELL-DEFINED CANONS OF INTERPRETATION, SANCTIONED BY

RABBINIC AUTHORITY.

LAST OF WHICH IS ENTIRELY ORIGINAL WITH HIM.

THE CORYPHEUS OF THIS HEMENEUTICAL PRACTICE WAS

ishmael, who enlarged the seven rules of hillel to thirteen, the

ACCORDING TO THE TEXT—

We shall cite a few examples of this harmonistic termin
ology. Texts are said to belie (one another)(ni nr) vioti,

" used also of witnesses (Cf Ket 20°) and testimony (ibid).
./ A familiar term is nno to tear down (a building, opp.nu 

Sabb .73d.} ;hence to overthrow, annul, reverse (a judge’s 
opinion SaMn31a ) ;finally therefore to contradict (e.g. 
Ezekiel contradicts the Tora Sabb. 13b etc.) Another har-

v monistic phrase is y’T3)l to turn the scale (cf .B.B.89a); 
dec ide (§abb.39B yiaoinaj ppiVn num In the later meth
odological works we find also aw’ to settle, ai<a’, 
and the significant term htjiq an absolute contradic- 
t ion.
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ACCEPTED BY ABRAHAM

HOWEVER, THAT THIS RULE ALSO WAS ONE OF THE SEVEN CANONS OF HILLEL.

ALTHOUGH THE SIPHRA VERSION OF THE TEXT IS ALSO GIVEN IN THE TOSEPHTA

SANHEDRIN ch.7U MS.ERFURT, IT SEEMS THAT THE TEXT IS CORRUPT AND
THAT WE SHOULD READ WITH THE VIENNA MS. AND THE PRINTED EDITIONS,

CF. ABO ABOTH DERABBI NATHAN ch.3710; A . AT ANY RATE, THIS THIR

TEENTH RULE IS THE FIRST CANON OF HARMONISTIC INTERPRETATION AND

READS AS FOLLOWS:

N*a-w tit Jis nr o'W’nmn d'um uw

/

The contra-

III. THE SUPERFICIAL UNITY OF THE HEXATEUCH ONCE SEEN TO BE

FALLACIOUS, BY AN UNDUE EXTENSION OF THE HARMONISTIC PRINCIPLE THE

TALUMDIC DOCTORS OFTEN SEE DIFFICULTIES WHERE NONE EXIST AND TRY TO

THE FOLLOWING ANEC-REMOVE INCONGRUITIES WHICH ARE WHOLLY IMAGINARY.

DOTE ILLUSTRATES THE ENCOURAGEMENT WITH WHICH THE PERCEPTION OF CON-

FOSTERED BY TEACHERS IN THE MINDS OF THEIR PUPILS.

....and upon earth he made 
(Mekil.mv p. op )

3
p. DAVID—FOUND IN THE SIPHRA, IT WOULD SEEM,

TRADICTIONS WAS EVERYWHERE MET AND HOW THE HARMONISTIC TENDENCY WAS

PABA WHILE IN

RECONCILED BY A THIRD.’

Sipkra Introd.

tax p3i Vhx

The stereotyped ytorm of this kind of argumentation is as 
follows: One text says (mix mx aura ) And another 
text says ( -mix mx aijini ) $ut a third harmonizes 
the discrepancy  For example, R. Akiba says: One 
text declares the paschal offering to be sheep and oxen, 
while another says that it is a lamb, (cf.ch.ii.4 2). 
Say therefore that this is a hermeneutic principle in the 
Tora, "Two verses which stand apposed and contradict one 
another are to be harmonized by a third.’ Now Scripture 
says in Ex.1221b ’Take you a lamb according to your famil
ies and kill the passover.’ Hence we know that only a 
lamb can be used for the paschal offering but not oxen. 
(Mekilatha Sect. NZ)
Again Ex. 2022 asserts that Xahwe spoke from heaven while 
Ex.1920 implies that He spoke from Mt. Sinai.
diction is removed by Dt. Dt.436, which says ’Out of heaven 
he made thee hear his voice, 
thee to see his great fire.*

’TWO TEXTS CONTRADICTING EACH OTHER ARE TO BE
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STRUCT ING HIS SON ASKED THE FOLLOWING QUESTION: HOW MAY THE DISCREP-

THRESHING-FLOOR FOR 50 SHEKELS OF SILVER, BE HARMONIZED WITH I.CHR.

2125, WHERE HE IS SAID TO HAVE PAID SIX HUNDRED SHEKELS OF GOLD?
TO WHICH THE BRIGHT LAD READILY RESPONDED THAT THE 50 SHEKELS IN II.

DAVID AS IS TRULY SAID IN II.CHR. PAID 600 SHEKELS FOR HIS THRESHING-
FLOOR. IT IS NOT STRANGE, THEREFORE, THAT THIS PROPENSITY FOR CLEV

ER HARMONIZING SHOULD SOMETIMES CAUSE THE TRADITIONALISTS TO REGARD

THEIR TORA AS A CONGERIES OF IMAGINARY RIDDLES TO THE SOLUTION OF

WHICH THEY MUST DEDICATE THEIR LIVES.

(Siphre 0"w

IV. b. DAVID OF POSQUIERESIT IS EXPLAINED BY R. ABRAHAM

) COMMENTING ON THE THIRTEENTH RULE OF R. ISHMAEL THAT ININ

ORDER TO HARMONIZE TWO CONFLICTING TEXTS A THIRD ONE IS NOT ALWAYS

IMPERATIVE. SCRIPTURE INDEED HE GOES ON TO SAY, OCCASIONALLY EM
PLOYS THIS METHOD, BUT ONLY BECAUSE IT IS OBVIOUSLY IMPOSSIBLE FOR

IT TO USE ANY OTHER. THETHE ONLY JUST INFERENCE TO BE DRAWN FROM

USE OF SCRIPTURE IN THIS CONNECTION IS THAT A CONTRADICTION MUST AT

(/w

Let us examine a few examples of the harmonizing of imag
inary difficulties by the thirteenth canon of R.Ishmael. 
From Lv.161 it is assumed that the sons of Aaron met death 
for approaching God, but according to Lv. 101, they paid the 
penalty for offering a ’strange fire.' The ’contradic
tion' is harmonized by Nm.2621, where the punishment is 
plainly indicated as resulting from the offering of 
'strange fire' (Siphra ’inM ).
Again from Dt.12^ /ahwe shall choose a habitation out of 
all your tribes, but Dt. 12^4 says that the place shall be 
chosen in one of the tribesman ambiguity which arises mere
ly in stylistic awkwardness. The imaginary contradic
tion is removed by Dt.33i2, where the sanctuary is said to 
rest in Benjamin (‘one of thy tribes’). (Siphre d"ut sec. 61 )

ANCY BETWEEN II.SAM. 2424, WHERE DAVID IS SAID TO HAVE BOUGHT A

SAM. MEANS 50 FOR EACH TRIBE, AND SINCE THERE ARE TWELVE TRIBES,
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ALL HAZARDS BE HARMONIZED. BUT TO DO THIS WE NEED NOT CONFINE OUR

SELVES TO ANY PARTICULAR NORM . ON THE CONTRARY, WE ARE OPEN TO

CHOOSE ANY METHOD WHICH REASON MAY SUGGEST. (SIPHRA. INTRO.CH.)

Thus it is quite unnecessary to employ Dt.3312 to remove 
the difficulty between one of thy tribes 125 and all of thy 
tribes 12^4 (cf.above $ 2). Dt.l2& simply 'refers to the 
locality of the sanctuary, Dt. 12^4 to the monetary contri
bute ions . Or again, the first refers to Jerusalem, the 
second, to the tabernacle at Shiloh. Other examples 
are purely Haggadic. We are relieved from doubt, for ex
ample, as to whether Aaron’s sons died for approaching 
God or for offering strange fire by the assurance that eith
er act is sufficient to have killed them (Siphra ’inn ) 
Or again, R.Akiha explains the contradiction between fahwe’s 
speaking from heaven and Tahwe’sspeaking from Mt. Sinai by 
the assertion that God inclined the heaven to the top of 
the mountain and thus spoke from both places at the same 
time. 
Note. Throughout the Talmud we find several Amor^aim call
ing attention to minute contradictions and incongruities 
which they harmonize by an argument bf the same general 
character as the thirteenth canon of R. Ishmael. Its 
stereotyped worm is as follows: A certain teacher asked 
the following question of contradiction between two texts 
( ’JiSs ) it is said ( a’313 )  And it is said else
where (rrmpi )  Answer. There is no contradiction 
( n!? ). (cf.Ber.35 B 55B; Brubin 54a 63a etc.). Thus
R.Assi asks a question of contradiction. In Gn.112 (p) 
The earth brought forth grass on the third day, before the 
creation of man. In Gn. 2 (J) Man was created before the 
grass. The answer is that the grass sprouted forth on 
Tuesday and then did not continue to grow. When Adam 
came he prayed and the gentle rain fell whereupon the grass 
grew up once more. This is to tell thee that God answers 
the prayer of the righteous. (Hullin 60 B). 
Again, R.Abahu asks a question of contradiction. In Gn. 
127 5I (p) ia said Of the first human beings on the 
earth ’male and female he created them. ’ But in Gn.222-24 
man Is created first and woman afterward. The imaginary 
contradiction is harmonized by the startling information 
that the protoplast was a hermaphrodite. (Erubin 18 a ) • 
Even differences of style were noticed and harmonized:-- 
Gn.ll (P) heaven and earth contra Gn.24B (J^ earth anti 
heaven. From these differences the school of Shammai 
say heaven was created first, and the school of H e , 
opposing them, assert that the earth was create i 
(Gen.Rab.sec .T fin) Again the slight variations in the
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V. THE THIRTEEN HERMENEUTIC RULES OF R.ISHMAEL WERE ENLARGED

BY R. JOSE, THE GALILEAN, TO THE NUMBER OF THIRTY-

TWO. R. ELIEZER’S THIRTY-SECOND PRINCIPLE IS A CANON OF INTERPRE

TATION DESIGNED TO HARMONIZE ALL INCONGRUITIES ARISING FROM LACK OF

CHRONOLOGICAL ORDER, ILLOGICAL SEQUENCE, ETC., IN THE TORAH. (OF.

THERE IS NO CHRON-THE PRINCIPLE IS AS FOLLOWS:

OLOGIVAL ORDER IN THE TORA. fliwa pS . BY THIS RULE R.

ELIEZER MEANS THAT THE AUTHOR OF THE TORA SIMPLY DID NOT AIM AT

CHRONOLOGICAL ACCURACY. IT ISHIS MAIN OBJECT WAS FAR FROM THAT.

CERTAINLY INSTRUCTIVE TO COMPARE THIS VIEW WITH THAT 0FKU£N.(p.4)

WHO SEES IN THROUGH THE WHOLE AND WHICH
EXCLUDE ANY IDEA OF ITS BEING ASO HOLDS IT TOGETHER AS UTTERLY TO

MERE CHANCE ASSEMBLAGE OF HETEROGENEOUS ELEMENTS.'
WeExamples of this harmony may be cited by the score.

THE TORA‘A THREAD WHICH RUNS

ELIEZER, SON OF R.

different accounts of the decalogue Dt.5 (D) and Ex.20 (E) 
were noticed and harmonized. Especially in the fourth 
commandment Remember ( hot ) and Observe ( iuju) ). The 
harmony offered is that both words were uttered at one and 
the same time ( TnS niatu. nwNJ TJTJU) ). Even the 
different motives ascribed for resting on Sabbath in the 
two accounts were felt and the harmony is preserved in the 
blessing which every pious Israelite pronounces over his 
wine ( ) (cf .Mekilatha njrp.ny ; Shebnoth 20b; Rosh
Has 27b; Pal. Medarim 3$1; Pal.ShebUoth 3 §5; Cant.Rab.28 
Siphre ’0 ). For further examples cf. also Ber.7a
where a difference is felt between Ex.34, ‘God visits the 
iniquity of the fathers upon the children’and Dt.24,‘child
ren are not slain on account of the sins of their fathers7;

,v Rosh HasjT.17 B where the proselyte Valeria asks R.Gamaliel 
to harmonize Dt.lO where God is said to be impartial with 
Nm.7, where God looks with favor upon Israel; cf.also Sotah 
27 B, Arachin 29a, Pesafthim 68B.

BUILDING OF THE TABERNACLE, CH.II.§ VI., JA COB BEFORE PHARAOH CH.

I. $ HI. ETC.)



26.

VI. IT IS NOTEWORTHY THATTHE RABBIS ARE CAUTIOUS TO TELL US THAT

THE PRINCIPLE ASSERTING THE ABSENCE OF CHRONOLOGICAL ORDER IN THE TORA

HOLDS ONLY GOOD WITH REFERENCE TO THE LARGER SECTIONS: WITHIN ONE

SECTION ORDER IS SUPPOSED TO EXIST. HENCE THE RULE IN QUESTION IS

TERMED ’ON SEQUENCE OF LARGER SECTIONS.' ( Jll’KJISl 111*5*0) Dljlin

v7‘l xV nr |’pT»'ipn wtbi 
Men (Mielziner, p.166).

11 we 
the second year after the Exodus, 
ical order in the Tora.* 
Again, referring to Nm. 91 where an event is related to have 
occurred in the first month of the second year after the 
Exodus in connection with Nm.ll, where another event is 
related as having occurred in the second month of the sec
ond year the Talmud asks: 'Why should not the event of the 
first month be told first and the event of the second month 
next? R. Menashiah b. Halafta in the name of Rab answers: 
'Say this that there is no chronological order in the Tora. 
(Pesahim 6B) . To which Rashi adds (ad.loc.) The Tora 
does not aim to preserve chronological consistency.
( inix’rn oipib no Sy ni/Ji iTsp.i )

same passage
nV Tir I’pPiTon

cJ I....

general term adds to the contents of the 
we include (everything belonging to this

p'anni Sy tj’oin bon ruoyj Sboi ois
______________It is obvious that these two canons 

are impracticable if the sequence, on which they are based, 
is only apparent. Hence the principle that 'the rule of

The rationale of this limitation is found in the foil owing 
argument. R. Papa in reply to R. Menashiah (cf.above) 
says that the principle of i-nixoi di?iq holds good only 
between large sections ( ’J”jy ’ini ), but does not hold 
good in one and the same section. For if there were no 
chronological order at all in the Tora, we could never ap
ply the canons of ’General and Particular' and 'Particu
lars and General.' (In the case of General and Particular, 
the General includes nothing but the Particulars ©is* 

isisjiu nn xVn SVon |’.x ) ’in the case of Particulars 
and General, the 
particulars, and 
general) Son 
Mielziner, p.164 f.).

select two. Nm. describes the dedication of the taber
nacle of the tent of meeting. From Ex.401 this must have 
taken place on the first day of the first month of the 
second year after the departure from Egypt. But in Nm . 
11 we are already in the first day of the second month of

'There is no chronolog-

one and the same passage of the Law, but n0 w 
ent passages — *

SS^a B. cj.s5



1.18 from the bottom, R.has.56 b,1.13-14,

VII. ANOTHER CANON OF R. ELIEZER, SON OF B. JOSE, THE GALILEAN,

CALCULATED TO REMOVE INCONGRUITIES ARISING FROM DIVERGENT DOUBLETS,

DUPLICATE ACCOUNTS OF THE SAME EVENT, HISTORICAL REPETITIONS, ETC.

IS THE THIRTEENTH. ’A DESCRIPTIVE SPECIFIED NARRATIVE FOLLOWING A

LATTER AND AS IDENTICAL WITH IT. (

VIII. FOR PURPOSES SIMILAR TO THOSE OF THE THIRTEENTH CANON OF

R.ELIEZER, AN ANONYMOUS PRINCIPLE WAS USED AT A LATER DATE IN THE

HISHNIC TALMUDIC REPEATED IN THE TORA WITHOUTPERIOD. ’NOTHING IS
ir(

(/

By means of this the differences in the two accounts of 
the creation before noted (cf .above £ 3) are harmonized. 
Gn.24B-223 (J) is taken as the explication of Gn.H-2^ -• 
(P) and as identical with it.

CONCISE GENERAL STATEMENT IS TO BE TAKEN AS AN EXPLICATION OF THE 

•n-nx'zu;

THE ADDITION OF SOME FACTOR OMITTED IN THE FIRST ACCOUNT.’ 
t , KI*!***** WDXjw .s'? - -■*

Men 10 q Bek

*nni ‘jnx Oijnori tnfjsju nans to ttmjm nin 
re ,X(VJ Jec I, cf. Sot a 3q.J3.q- bf-k Shebuotbtfa

n*nH Oi-poa TbS’JUf
^y 5iph

Li zx example, according to Lv.61 ff, if a man defraud his 
he ghbor, he shall restore all he has taken and one fifth 

In addition he shall make a guilt offering to the 
Priest. in Nm. 55ff the same law is repeated. Accord-

For further examples of the application of the canon men
tioned in V af Mekilatha p.nn ; Siphrep’n/^a sec.6 4; g. 
Megilia 70d, 1.18 from the bottom, R.has.56 b,1.13-14, Sega- 
lim 49d, 1.7 from the bottom, Sota 22d,1.30 (in the latter 
passage the formula reads o-rpit> p )•
Nm.r.ch.9; Ecc.r.ad 112; Ruth r.ad 24.
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IX. THE MISHNIC TALMUDIC LITERATURE IS SUPPOSED DIRECTLY OR

INDIRECTLY TO DEAL WITH LAWS BEARING ON CONDUCT AND BASED ON THE TORA.

WHILE COMING FROM A TIME SUBSEQUENT TO THE FALL OF JERUSALEM, IT REG

ULATES THE LIFE OF THE JEW IN MATTERS WHICH THOUGH NOT REALIZABLE AT

PRESENT (e.g. THE TEMPLE. SERVICES AND THINGS CONNECTED THEREWITH)

ARE NEVERTHELESS TO BE REVIVED IN FULL GLORY AT SOME FUTURE DAY.

EVERY PENTATEUCHAL LAW, THEREFORE, MUST BE POSITIVELY STATED, IN

TERMS WHICH RENDER THIS REALIZATION POSSIBLE. WHETHER IT IS THE

LAW OF THE LEVIRATE OR OF THE THERE •

MUST BE POSITIVE KNOWLEDGE AND AGREEMENT AS TO WHAT IS LAW AND WHAT
IS NOT. IT IS EVIDENT THEN THAT THE LEGAL PORTIONS OF THE TORA,—

THOUGH THEY COME FROM DIFFERENT SOURCES AND DIFFERENT PERIODS, AND

ARE THEREFORE OFTEN MUTUALLY CONTRADICTORY, —MUST BE REDUCED TO UNITY

THUS INDEED THE LEGAL PRACTICE OF THEIN THE MISHNA AND TALMUD.

MISHNIC-TALMUDIC LITERATURE IS WHOLLY HARMONISTIC.

IO1
f). 13

CENTRALIZATION OF THE CULT'J,

ing to the Rabbis, the repetition is due to the fact that 
an addition has to be made to the provisions of Lv.61. And 
this addition is to be found in Nm.58, where it is command
ed that if the person defrauded dies without issue or kins
men, the substitution is to be made to the priests.

In the matter of the tithe for example the harmony made 
between D and P in the old versions (cf.above p. I5 f. ) 
is already presupposed in the Mishnic Talmudic literature, 
where we meet with the terms ’First Tithe ( vioxh lujyn ) 
and 'Second Tithe' ( ■’«’?») (cf.Mishpa ’JoHwyrc 5b )
Again (cf.above Ib ) the parts of the priestly reven
ues mentioned in Dt.183 are to be given from the profane 
animals; those in Lv.7 refer to the sacred gifts. 
( nS Vns* j’Sna ) )cf. Hullin 101).
Similarly (cf.above f). 13 ) the passover of sheep and
oxen in Dt.162 means the peace offerings termed Hagigah, 
which it was usual to offer on the same day as the passover 
or the following day. Thus the difficulty with Ex.123-6,
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slain for food

where the passover prescribed is a lamb is removed (cf. 
Mishka Pesahin 63*4.
According to Ex.216, Dt.1517, a person who voluntarily 
enslaves himself shall serve forever; according to Lv.2540 
he shall serve only until the year of Jubilee. The Meki- 
lata assert/', that to serve till Jubilee means to serve for
ever . n *2 I y *? = Sum (cf.Mekilatap.84, Kidd.15b.) 
According to Dt.152 a Hebrew woman sold as a slave is to 
be released in the seventh year as in the case of a He
brew man. In Ex.217, although a woman who comes into 
service with her husband receives her freedom when he does 
(v.3), a daughter sold by her father as a bond-woman is on 
a different footing. She is not to go out as bondmen do; 
according to tradition, Ex. 217 ’she shall not go out as the 
men-servants do’ is interpreted to mean that if she is in
jured as in Ex.2127, she is not given her freedom, but must 
serve her seven years when she is manumitted as the 
ordinary Hebrew slave, according to Lt.1512. (cf.Mekilata 

p-65, SiphreM18 nxh , Kidd.20*>.
In Lv. 1816,20,21 marriage with a brother’s wife (widow) 
is forbidden. In Dt.255-10 marriage with a brother's wife 
is directly enjoined if the brother died without issue. 
According to some critics (Benz. Arch.p .346) the law in 
P is supposed to abrogate the law in D. Others (Dr.Pt.P.28^ 
are inclined to the supposition that Lv.prescribes the gen
eral rule which is superseded in the law of Dt.by the excep
tional circumstances there contemplated. The latter view— 
probably harmonistic—is also advanced by tradition. ’The 
nakedness of thy brother’s wife’ thou shalt not uncover’ 
(Lv.1916) and the law ’her husband’s brother shall take 
her to him to wife’ (Dt.255) were both said in one artic
ulation. (cf .Slpre^.232 'h ; Cant.r.sec .28; fp.Ntdarim 
37 d. (13 from below); p.Shebuoth 34 d. (25-6 from below). 
In Lv.4 those who may bring offerings for unintentional 
offenses are divided into four classes, the anointed priest 
(43), the whole congregation (413), the ruler (422), and 
one of the common people (427). The offering in the last 
case is a she-goat (428) or a lamb (432), in Nm.15 those 
who sin unwittingly are divided into only two classes; the 
whole congregation (1524), and one of the common people 
(1527). The regulation here in the last case provides a 
she-goat for the offering 1527, but no lamb as in (Lv.432) 
is mentioned. The main contradiction, however, lies in 
this that in (Lv.414) the offering for the whole congrega
tion is described as a ’young bullock for a sin-offering’ 
while in (Nm.l524) it is a young bullock as a burnt offer
ing and one he-goat for a, sin offering. This difficulty 
was removed in the Mishn^c Talmudic literature by referring 
the sin offering mentioned in Nm. to idolatry. (cf.Siphre 
112 n'zu) , Horayot 7,9.) 
Lev.171*7 requires every ox, lamb or goat
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(Hullin 16b.

RABBINICAL HARMONIES WERE NOT RESTRICTED TO THE FEW CANONSX.
THE FOLLOWING CASES INDICATEOF INTERPRETATION CONSIDERED ABOVE.

THAT OTHER METHODS WERE OFTEN RESORTED TO.
Thus the h- n

term of endearment, Just as~little 
(Cant.r. I 1 and 27 Siphre 78

was
(Mekilata sec. p'zpy p. tfs Mich*.
Or again, it is said that Fe*uelA

- - - • - , .t -» -2--------- * 1 1 er v* n n d —.

•j ji *7 yii □. ).

"44

<*” 4^

CUrOo t£e. a* a ■*■*■<* JeJ’&ro-f

P a , - "P a •

value. 
a lamb. 
The answer given is that by ' the ass1 mentioned in Ex. is 
meant the individual and not the kind or type of unclean 
beasts. (cf.Mekilata p. To ), And the reason why the 
law thus distinguishes the ass from the general run of un
clean animals is because they were of such assistance to 
Israel at the Exodus. ’Not one Israelite who had not nine
ty Libyan asses laden with the gold and silver of Egypt.’ 
(Bekorot 5b.)

by the Israelites to be presented at the sanctuary; Dt.12^5 
says that the Israelite may kill and eat flesh within all 
his gates after all the desire of his soul. The law in 
Dt. presupposes one central place of worship; the law in 
Lv. is in conformity to the prevailing custom of a multi
plicity of local shrines(so acc. to Driver).
According to R. Akiba there is no reference to profane 
slaughtering in Lv.17. The law there simply prohibits the 

/ t fering of sacrifices outside the Tabernacle.
- Siphre 75 Tlx “I )A.

" • dicoroynnoy wo* W tat orpret
• IsS^asTTollows: Do not when you enter Canaan l.e. during

•— <C.

difficulty with the polyonomous Jethro (cf.above 
) is removed by asserting that he 

blessed with seven names. (Mekilata sec. p'zny p.tfs 
Tankuma nr ). 
is a children call grand-

Dt. IB^asTollows: 
the fourteen years of the conquest when you are permitted 
to offer on high places and on local shrines, as we do to
day, when we have centralization and consequently may offer 
both voluntary and obligatory offerings. But then each 
may offer only what is ( rj-ya -nir ) proper in his eyes. 
(Siphre 68 t xh Zebahim 117b.) 
According to Dt.l520 the firstlings are to be presented 
every year at the sanctuary. Ex.2229 commands that they 
be given to God on the eighth day. The latter passage (E) 
evidently presupposes the time of the plurality of sanctu
aries.
Tradition asserts that Ex.2229 means thatthe firstlings are 
to be presented from the eighth day and onward. (Mekilata p. 
104 Siphre 8 nw ).
According to Lv.2727 if the firstling be an unclean animal,it 
is to be redeemed in money, adding one-fifth of the net

In Ex.1313 the firstling of an ass is redeemed by



Moses complains

the theophany.
of itself. I

’I am Yahwe, and I appeared unto Abraham, unto 
as God Almighty, but by my name Yah- 
. -------- ' The difficulty here is

; are constantly using

io the question as to whether the Exodus took place at day 
or in the night (cf.above |j. 1% ) the rabbis answer
that the redemption took place at night but the Exodus in 
the morning ora ixs- xS ins'
n*7’7a nxzjw nnvr? xVx N™ jp 5iphre 71X1 j OHier.

W(Se in Ber^ • W71XX Oa1? 7r»17t? .

Ex.62 reads:
Isaac and unto Jacob, 
we I was not known unto them.’ 
that throughout Genesis the patriarchs 
the name Yahwe. (Gn.158, 2428, 426). 
The rabbinical solution is as follows:  r  
(523) that in spite of his message to Pharaoh the latter 
continued in his oppressive policy. This lack of faith on 
the part of Moses recalls to Yahwe*s mind the piety of the 
forefathers. Woe for those that are gone and are no more. 
Many a time did I reveal myself to them as El Saddai; many 
a time did it seem to them that my promise to give them the 
land where they were sojourning was not to be fulfilled. 
(Abraham had to buy a burial-place for his wife, Isaac had 
his wells stopped by the Philistines, Jacob had to buy a 
place where to pitch his tent), and yet they never showed 
their dissatisfaction with my methods ( JifTQ ) by asking 
me: What is thy name? (5nh III a).
According to Ex.1925 Moses went down from the mountain 
to the people. In 2021 he ascends again. We are hardly 
prepared then in 241 to find him commanded to come up,when 
he is already there. The solution of some rabbinical 
scholars is that 241 was commanded to Moses on the 4th day 
of Siwan just as 1911 and 1924. Then what is told in 243-8 
took place on the 5th day preparatory to the theophany of 
the following day. On this day Moses builds the altar and 
writes the Book of Covenant, containing Gn.l—Ex.19, and 
reads it to the people. The principle involved in this 
interpretation is obviously *rni<wi tjhpito )’X • R.Jose,son 
of R.Jehuda, urges on the other hand, that the present or
der of the narrative is to be maintained. Thus accord
ing to him 241_8 records the events of the sixth day, after

The difficulty in Ex.6 is left to take care 
(cf .Mekilata 72). || In Ex.1629 the law of the 

Sabbath is presupposed; in Ex.18 likewise the law concerning 
the appointment of judges. Hence the rabbis pointing to 
Ex.15b. ’There he made for them a statute and an ordinance’ 
are constrained to remark that at Mara part of the law was 
given,——according to R.Joshua the law of the Sabbatn, 
Honoring of Parents, and Judges; according to the Talmud, 
Sabbath, Civil and Criminal Law and Respect of Parents, 
(cf.Sanhedrin 56b. Mekilata 54).
Even such slight phenomena as redactional omissions are
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I

noticed by the rabbis. Thus in Ex.414 after ’the anger of 
the Lord was kindled against Moses’ we do not expect the 
interview to close with the honor conferred in ^416^. We 
expect rather something like the utterance repeatedly re
ferred to in Dt. that fahwe aware in anger, Thou shalt in
deed bring up this people unto the land which I give them, 
but thou thyself shalt not go in thither, etc. (Dt.344, 421, 313).
The omission is accounted for in Mishnic Talmudic litera
ture as follows: R.Joshua b.Korina says: Every time ’the 
wrath of God’ is mentioned in the Tora, the punishment (a(un) 
is indicated together with it. Here no such effect is men
tioned. R. Simeon b.Jo^hai says: Even here the ntvn is 
stated. Ex.414 says: ’Is there not Aaron thy brother, 
the Levite? But we know that Aaron was a priest. This 
then is the meaning. I said that thou wa>t/aepriest, and 
Aaron a Levite, now I say, that Aaron is a priest and thou 
art a Levite.* On this interpretation’1*771 
is equivalent to ’1*7 jii’tiS ’(Si H’RUj and the other
difficulty is solved at the same time(Zebahim 102 b).
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CHAPTER III.

RATIONALISM.

PHASES OP HARMONISTICMEDIEVAL JEWISH EXEGESIS.

INTERPRETATIONS AS ILLUSTRATED BY RASHI, IBN EZRA,

NEWNAHMANI. THEIR RELATION TO TRADITIONALISM.
CANONS OF HARMONISTIC EXEGESIS.

f
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I. IN THE TRADITIONAL LITERATURE ITSELF THERE RUNS A
VEIN OF RATIONALISM. OVER AGAINST THE TWISTED INTERPRETATION AND

’APPLIED’ EXEGESIS OF SCRIPTURE ON WHICH THE TALMUDIC-MIDRASHIC

STRUCTURE IS REARED, WE FIND PRINCIPLES SUBVERSIVE OF TRADITIONAL

HERMENEUTICS REPRESENTING THE GERMS OF RATIONALISM. THUS R.-AKIBA’S'

FORCED HERMENEUSIS (MIELZ. p.125) WAS OPPOSED BY R. ISHMAEL ( min m^T

OF STILL MORE IMPORTANCE IS THE PRINCIPLE (

’THE RATIONAL SENSE OF A SCRIPTURAL PASSAGE MUST

NEVER BE ABANDONED’
foot-note 2.) IT IMPLIES A FULL CONSCIOUSNESS OF THE RATIONAL

SENSE AS OPPOSED TO THE APPLIED-HALAKHIC AND HAGGADIC— RABBINICAL
h

INTERPRETATION. IT AFFORDED THE MEDIEVAL JEWISH EXEGETES AN EXCUSE

FOR THEIR OPPOSITION TO THE MIDRASH AND THEIR RETURN(?)TO THE

RATIONAL MEANING OF SCRIPTURE. THE RATIONAL SENSE WAS NOW RATHER

SLOWLY DEVELOPED.

AS REPRESENTATIVES OF THE RATIONAL INTERPRETATIONII.
OF SCRIPTURE AMONG THE JEWISH EXEGETES OF POST-TALMUDIC TIMES WE MAY

FOR ATHREE DISTINCT STAGES IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF RATIONALISM.
COMPREHENSIVE KNOWLEDGE OF THE WHOLE MOVEMENT TO STUDY ONLY THESE

BUT FOR OUR PRESENT PURPOSE,THREE EXEGETES IS FAR FROM ADEQUATE;
VIZ. TO GET A PICTURE OF RATIONALISM IN BROAD OUTLINE THESE WILL

ESPECIALLY AS IN THEM WE FIND THE VIEWS OF THE OLDERSUFFICE,
EXEGETES OFTIMES QUOTED.

died 1105.

I

r*XI

ill

D*rx 'ja pw^a). 

icoiwa 'm xjsr)

(Sabb.63a. Yeb^llb, 24a. quoted by MIELZ. p.122

Rashi = R. Solomon, son of Isaac, of Troyes, France 
Ibn Ezra = Abraham benIMeir ibn Ezra of Toledo,

MENTION RASHI, (S),IBN EZRA, (IE), AND NAHMANI, (N), AS STANDING FOR
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III. RASHI IS YET LARGELY A TRADITIONALIST. BUT HIS

FEW DEVIATIONS FROM THE METHODS OF THE OLD SCHOOL ARE NOTEWORTHY

BECAUSE THEY ARE NOT, AS ONE MIGHT EXPECT OF A MAN WHO FOLLOWS HIS

MASTERS SO CLOSELY, FURTIVE OR ACCIDENTAL BUT QUITE TO THE CONTRARY

CONSCIOUS AND ON PRINCIPLE. EXAMPLES OF THIS CONSCIOUS DEVIATION'/'

WILL BE AFFORDED LATER ON. IT IS ENOUGH TO STATE HERE THAT R. SAM-

(d.1158) HIS GRANDSON AND DISCIPLE NOTES THE SAME

FACT. HE SAYS IN EFFECT THAT ALTHOUGH THE PRINCIPLE

WAS WELL KNOWN THROUGHOUT ALL JEWISH LITERATURE, THE SAGES OF OLD

IN THEIR GREAT PIETY ALWAYS SOUGHT TO INTERPRET SCRIPTURE ON THE

BASIS OF AS OVER AGAINST BUT, HIS GRANDFATHER10 IDSum

RASHI HAS ALWAYS TAUGHT HIM AT LEAST TO DEVOTE HIS ATTENTION TO THE

RATIONAL MEANING OF THE TEXT; AND HE GOES ON TO SAY THAT IN A

CONVERSATION WHICH HE ONCE HAD WITH HIM RASHI ASSURED HIM THAT IF HE

HAD THE TIME HE WOULD REWRITE HIS COMMENTARY IN TOUCH WITH THE NEW

RATIONAL INTERPRETATIONS WHICH WERE COMING DAILY TO THE FRONT. (

ad Gm 37* e<J- Eosin |»-D’iuTn.nnn

THE FOLLOWING INSTANCES INDICATE HOW NAIVELY RASHIIV.
BORROWS HARMONIES FROM THE TRADITIONAL LITERATURE.

).

).(Cf,S ad,Ex,12 and above

■

)
5.

)
4.

nswa’TnKsi’ pv

UEL b. MEIR Btnin

Boiling or roasting of the passover. 
and above ). 2.
(S ad.Dt.14
Ex.22 and above
16 and above

. Note 71ns Vy

). 2. The
and above

point of view of the unity of the Pentateuch). 
Slaves. (Cf.S ad.Dt.15 Ex.21 and above 
Servitude (Cf.S ad.nt.15 Ex.21 and above 
odus at day or night.

ft

). Of D3vnor Son

Spain died 1167. Nahmani = Moses ben Nahmani of Gerona, 
Spain died about 1270.

- • , (Cf. S ad. Dt.16
flesh of the carcass ( )

3. Firstlings (Cf.S ad.Dt.15 ,
Paschal offering. (Cf.S ad.Dt.

Tithes. (Cf.S ad.Dt.14 and above 
’you have to admit* i»e. from the

6. Hebrew
). 7. Eternal
). 8. The Ex-
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V. RASHI'S INDEBTEDNESS TO TRADITIONALISM IS SHOWN ALSO
BY HIS FREQUENT USE OF THE OLD HARMONISTIC CANONS.

VI. STILL SOME OP RASHI'S HARMONISTIC INTERPRETATIONS
ARE QUITE NEW AND ORIGINAL WITH HIM. AT LEAST THEIR CONNECTION
WITH THE OLD MIDRASHIC SOURCES CANNOT NOW BE TRACED.

IT.

The 
se-

Thus Nm. .1O'*(P) contains the summary account of the 
departure from Sinai and the arrival at the wilderness of 

But in Nm.ll3(E) we are at Tab'era, ll34’(J) at- 
, and finally 

Qades and not
Paran.

. Qibrot Hatta'awa, ll55-(J) at Haserot, and finally 12lbin 
the wilderness of Paran. (Since Qades and not ’the~wil- 
derness of Paran' is the scene of the following event in 
Nm.131, possibly the phrase here is a harmonistic altera
tion by Rp. for the original Qades J.) At all events as J 
the text now stands according to 101,J 'The wilderness of // 
Paran’ is the first station after Sinai, in 12'6it is the z 
fifth. S (ad.IO2) declares that 'The wilderness of Paran' 
in 10,5,me^ns Qibrot Hatta'awa, the first settlement in it. 
(cf.Nm.33). The harmony here is based on the familiar 
recourse of the traditionalists, that of the identifica
tion (sometimes dissociation) of proper names, (cf. above

).
Again Ex.l6ls“ (E) Yahwe commands the Israelites to 

gather the manna 'every man according to his eating' l.e. 
various amo un t s; Ex. 16 ,h *1P) "they are asked to gather 'an ^omer 
a head' i.e.each the same amount. The next verse Ex.16 17 
reads: 'And the children of Israel did so,and gathered seme 
more,some less. And when they did mete it out with an omer< 
he that gathered much had nothing over,and he that gathered 
little had no lack;they gathered every man according to his 
eating.' This verse with its‘miraculous adjustment of the 
amount is evidently a harmonistic insertion of R. intending 
to explain how it could be true that'they gatheredit everynan

For example he applies the thirteenth principle of 
R. Eliezer ( jiujxt Sw ud->b xt.i nwyn mnxVw VSa) to the
second account of creation. (Cf.S ad.Gn.28and above ).

Again Ex.410a (J) reads 'and Moses took his wife and 
his sons and set them upon an ass and he returned to the 
land of Egypt.** Ex.4 *■ (E- to be understood in con
nection with 3*°and 4'^) reads: 'and Moses took the rod of 
God in his hand' If we combine 4*ob with 4 ’ we have a
syntactical difficulty which makes it impossible to take 
the second part of the verse with its first half. 
Redactor in dove-tailing the documents destroyed the 
quence. S explains away the incongruity by the prin
ciple Q-p-rpiTo Tnixm n-Tpm p 'There is no exact
chronological sequence in Scripture.' (Cf.S ad.Ex.4
and above ).



ly notes (

VII. RASHI DOES NOT ENTIRELY REPRODUCE THE MIDRASHIC
SOURCES. HE OFTEN MERELY ADOPTS THE ESSENTIAL POINTS OF THE MID

RASHIC EXPLANATION OMITTING ITS HAGGADIC FEATURES.

ceive his reward. 
(Of. S ad. Nm. 31*). 
al harmonizing.

S
1

time that they 
T.T.E.p.90).

according to his eating’ ’ (E) and at the same 
gathered 'an orner a head.’ (P) (Cf.Bacon, 
S perceived the incongruity of 16,b and simply unfolds the 
implied redactional harmony. ’According to the number of 
soulfl in your tents ( jStiwa uj’xV wv -ga )
shall you take an omer for each person. * As for the'mir
aculous adjustment of the amount* (harmonistic) he explicit- 

la hwy J w oj ran ) ’and this is a great 
miracle which the Lord wrought for them.’

In Nm. 24r(J) we are informed that Balaam after de
livering his famous oracle returned to his place which from 
22ffwe know is the city of Pethor on the Euphrates. We are 

count-

Thus there is another difficulty in Ex.410besides 
the one mentioned above 5 5. This arises when we come to 
regard 4101511 (E)‘ as the sequel of 4|_<i(J). The wonders in 
the last section viz. the magic rod, (4i) the leprous hand 
(41, ) and the conversion of water to blood(4<’), were meant 
for the children of Israel, while in (411) Yahwe commands 
Moses to do 'all the wonders which I have put in thine 
hands’ before Pharaoh. The Midrash (Mid.r.quoted by N.ad. 
loc.) notices this ’non sequitur.’ It asks ’To what 'won
ders’ does Ex.4’'’ refer? It cannot refer to the three men
tioned in 4'"‘:,for these were to be done before Israel. 
And we know in fact that they were not done-in'the presence 
of Pharaoh. Hence what can the phrase ’All the wonders 
which I have put into thy hand’ mean? The solutionis 
that on the staff which Moses took in his hand (Ex.410 ) was 
written ’per notaricon' hh.xi ( a phrase made
up out of the first letters of the names of the ten plagues) 
S (ad.41,1) adopts the Midrashic exegesis, omitting only the 
haggadic feature (the notaricon on the rod) and adding this 
linguistic explanation, 'See that thou do before Pharaoh all 
the wonders which I will put in thine hand (MT. ’jinw-perf. 
I have put rendered fut. I will put- which is possible.)

22 we know is the city of Pethor on the Euphrates, 
greatly surprised therefore to find him in Nm.31’(P) 
ed among the slain of the Midianites. S readily accounts 
for Balaam’s mysterious and at the same time fatal presence 
in Midian. Before Balaam left for the Euphrates he gave 
the Midianites the benefit of his wise counsels concerning 
Baal Pe’or. Hearing of the good results obtained by act
ing out his advise Balaam returns to the Midianites to re-

Thus he is found there and killed.
This is almost a picture of tradition-
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VIII. WE HAVE SAID THAT RASHI WAS SIGNIFICANT FOR HIS CON
SCIOUS DEVIATION FROM TRADITIONALISM. WE ARE NOV/ TO REGARD HIM AS
PLACING THE ENTIRE EMPHASIS ON THE RATIONAL INTERPRETATION.

)

lb

a

I was not' 
account of

(Cf. above 
al explanation
-al interpretation

) but addin,

means

i.

Thus the supposed incongruity between Gn.l^ * Ma1e 
and Female created he them’ and Gn.2ivuwhere man is created 
first and woman after he harmonizes by quoting the tradition 

’The protoplast was a hermaphrodite’ 
; that according to the ration- 

______ w )<oiu/9 ) the first text 
simply states the fact of their being created while the 
second narrates the manner and order of their creation.
(Cf. S ad.Gn.l^ ).

Again in that highly complex narrative of the revolt 
of Qorah and Dathan and Abiram, Moses after the insurrection 
of the latter became very wroth and said unto Yahwe ’Respect 
not their offering.* (Nm.l6lSJ) when unfortunately the 
redactor omitted to tell us anything about their offering, 
after that part of J’s account preparing us for Moses’ 
prayer had been suppressed. The problem then is to ex
plain Nm.16'5. S (ad.loc.) says that aceordlp^ to tra
dition their share in the customary daily offering ( vnji 
of the people shall not be comsumed by fire but shall be 
let alone unfavored. But according to the rational inter
pretation ( nontJs ’al’ ) * their offering* means the in
cense mentioned in 16 b;f’.

In Ex.G^fP) Yahwe reveals himself to Moses and dis
closes that by his name Yahwe he was never known before even 
to the patriarchs which contradicts the statements of Gn.l5f,t 
241>8 4lb and passim. The Midrashic explanation has already 
been unfolded. (Cf.above ). S asserts that it is not 
acceptable for the following reasons:

(a) It is not said here: ’Hm1! w wn.
(b) God did reveal himself as Yahwe to the forefathers.
(c) On the traditional assumption how is 6^to be ex

plained? S therefore drops the traditional explanation.
( nwvrni mv Vy W lows Vy aww wjs pQ
quoting Jr.23 and pointing to the doctrine of the poly- 

'Yhonous character of Scripture deduced therefrom. Cf.Synh. 
34h) The rational explanation ( <du>b ) of S in this case 
;is according to his own statement almost the same given him 
by qi-d '>“• . The features are:
am Yahwe ’ ( ya ) Ex.6 * means ’ I am faithful to reward
Those who wjk in my ways* ( usV ai® now ;
’And I appeared unto Abraham, unto Isaac and unto Jacob as 
El Shaddai* means * I made them promises’ ( ;
But by my name Yahwe I was not known to them ( a? 'WJ( 
Q-nV shou Id be rendered But by my name Yahwe did
not make myself known to them,~~mearilrig"to say - 
recognized by them in my essential attributes on
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IX. OF THE THREE JEWISH MEDIEVAL EXEGETES TO WHOM OUR
ATTENTION IS MAINLY DEVOTED IN THIS SKETCH, IBN EZRA IS BY FAR THE
MOST KNOWN. IN THE INTRODUCTIONAL LITERATURE HE IS MENTIONED

AMONG THE •PRECURSORS OF CRITICISM'. HIS CRITICAL 'DOUBTS AND

HERESIES' (Of. HOLZ, p.29) IT IS SRANGE TO SAY, TOUCH VERY p-

LITTLE THE GROUND OF THIS THESIS. THEY CONCERN ONLY THE SO-CALLED

ANACHRONISMS OF THE PENTATEUCH. IBN EZRA'S ATTITUDE AS A HARMON

IST IS LESS KNOWN. IT IS IMPORTANT TO OBSERVE AT THE VERY OUTSET

THOUGH LESS OFTEN THAN RASHI, STILL ON SOME NOTE

WORTHY OCCASIONS, NAIVELY FOLLOWS TRADITION.

xbi

THAT HE, TOO,

For example noting the difficulty as to what really con
stitutes the Paschal offering, whether it is 'sheep and 
oxen' or only 'a lamb' (Cf. above ) he states the 
traditional answer in terms which do not indicate his dis
sent, adding however his own explanation that while in 
Egypt the Israelites were permitted to slaughter sheep for 
the PaschaX sacrifice, now they were permitted to slaughter 
cattle also if they could afford it. But after all he 
finds the traditional explanation the better one. (Cf. 
IE. ad. Dt.16*).

And similarly of the old problem of the eternal 
servitude of the voluntary slave (Cf. above ) IE. 
agrees with tradition that = Van (Cf.IE. ad.Ex.21b)(

Again, IE. assumes that the permission granted to 
the 'stranger' to eat the carcass of any animal dying by 
itself ( ) in Dt .142,1 refers only to strangers

U’Xi who do not profess Judaism. Thisjwas also the 
way in which tradition harmonized D with P which forbade 
the carcass to the stranger (Cf. above ) (IE.ad; Dt.14 )■

To harmonize Dt.167which says that the paschal 
offering is to be boiled ( ) with Ex.124 which says
that it is to be roasted (wx ’*13) he interprets with 
tradition to mean ivxa. Sma i.e. to roast'and he quotes in 
support of the theory the verse in IIChr.35IJ «),xa noa? iSunri • 
(Cf. above ) (IE ad. Dt.167).

which I am called Yahwe,(i.e. my faithfulness to fulfill my 
word)-inasmuch as I made promises to them which I did not 
fulfill.' ( o?A ’jnaj .vV ,’jiyru xV xVx z jxa ’-ny'rnr x!>

■>~>zw |k>,\4 —’k»»u snpj Ti'Vyo) jiimbx jit ba
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X. WHILE THUS IBN EZRA APPARENTLY GOES WITH TRADITION

IN SOL® VERY IMPORTANT INSTANCES, HIS ANTAGONISM TO THE MIDRASH,

WHETHER EXPRESSED IN SO MANY WORDS OR SIMPLY HINTED AT IN VEILED

SPEECH AND IN A MANNER CHARACTERISTIC OF THIS SCHOLAR, IS MORE

CONSPICUOUS THAN IN THE CASE OF THE TIMID RASHI. THIS OPPOSITION
MAKES HIM PECULIARLY SENSITIVE TO DIFFICULTIES, WERE HIS PREDECESS

ORS ARE SILENT.

!

I
3

!

Again, according to Nm.lB'^’the firstlings are 
assigned to the priest. When Dt.l5x0therefore says 1 Thou 
shalt eat it (the firstlings) before the Lord......... in the
place which the Lord shall choose’the word Thou is a 
stumbling-block in the way of the earliest practice (Of. 
above ) which was based on P to the exclusion of D. 
The difficulty is removed by IE.8? interpreting*Thou* as 
meaning not the owner but as ’thou who art fit to eat it1 
( ’ix-1 ) i,e. the priest. Therefore, '(thou and)
thy household' = the priest's household. (Cf. below § X). 
(IE.ad. Dt.l5*°)

It is hardly necessary to corroborate the first 
statement of the paragraph by references to his commentary. 
This aspect of Ibn Ezra's exegetical work is so notorious 
that it really constitutes the chief characteristic by 
which he is most commonly known. Cf. his Introduction 
to his Pentateuch commentary (ed. Rosin p.35ff.) where he 
outlines the exegetical methods of his predecessors and 
contemporaries, alluding in 5 4 to the exegetical methods 
current in the Graeco-Roman countries consisting in ad
hering faithfully to the haggadic side of the Midrash. 
He recalls the Rabbinical principle that ’the rational sense 
of Scripture must be allowed to stand’, and the other 
principle that 'the Tora presents seventy phases'. Still 
in halakhic matters he wished always to be understood as 
on the side of tradition, to avoid being classed together/ 
with the Karaites. Rosin in his valuable note (15) Qir"' 
p.48 informs us that the North-French exegetes of o<"Rashi's 
school, whose most conspicuous representative was Samuel 
ben Meir, very often contradict the nalakha with an astound
ing innocence, while Ibn Ezra, even where he cannot refrain 
from recording a deviating explanation, seeks to assure his 
readers of his deference to the halakha which, he maintains, 
remains-in full force though the exegesis on which it is 
based be abandoned, at times endeavoring to reconcile it



-41-

Cf. the ex-

1 =

i <

s

him out of 
Ibn Ezra. 
Yahwe. Of v,2.

with his own view. At best this method shows only the 
vacillating character of a man who is either afraid or else 
is unable to break entirely with tradition, 
amples above§IX.

IE’s keen appreciation of incongruities is evidenced 
by the following examples. Ex.l6^sMoses and Aaron deliver 
to the people this message from Yahwe: ’You shall see 
the glory of the Lord. The Lord heareth your murmurings. 
The Lord shall give you in the evening flesh to eat, and in 
the morning bread to the full.’ Afterwards w.llf. Moses 
receives the message he has just communicated, the terms 
being identical.’And Yahwe spake unto Moses saying: I 
have heard the murmurings of Israel. Say unto them, ’At 
even ye shall eat flesh and in the morning ye shall be 
filled with bread’.* IE. (ad.Ex.16" ) says that Yahwe 
repeats in vv.11-12 what Moses had already said in w.6-8 
in oraer that Israel might see the glory of the Lord as 
promised them in v,7 and executed in v,10 ( Tvjjw nxiajn ji.sh

T>^37> V,x-»vr niayn jvuwj pi ... rnub ovatn ma
In the above passage before Yahwe gives to Moses the 

message which he has already delivered, Moses bids Aaron 
say unto all the congregation of Israel vv.9-10 ; ’Come 
near before Yahwe, for he hath heard your murmurings. 
And it came to pass as Aaron spake to the whole congrega
tion of Israel that they lookaJtoward the wilderness and 
behold the glory of Yahwe appeared in the cloud.' Now
that Israel looked toward the wilderness ( mra ) is
impossible since they were already encamped in the midst 
of the wilderness. Bacon (p.89) has shown that the read
ing uTo is a redactional change for pw taber
nacle, the regular place for the appearance of the Shekinah. 
IE (ad.Ex.ie”1) says that 'Come before Yahwe’ means ’Come 
to the wilderness’ ( laira-p Vx ) which from his point of 
view is justified by v,10,-and thus IE in explicit terms 
explains the implied redactional change of -.anio to ■ 
Thus the phrase ’before Yahwe’ over which many a reader 
slurs with the least thought as to its proper signification 
brought out so clearly by modern exegesis (criticism) is 
understood by IE. (It is interesting to note that in Ex.16 
where the same phrase occurs ’Lay it before Yahwe’ S even 
feels that it must refer to the tabernacle(but note the 
help afforded here by the context). And in order to 
explain away the anachronism S is forced to assume that this 
verse was added here later on after the construction of 
the tabernacle, -rym*ry nV. joxn asV >js!> •
IE on the other hand has no solution to offer)*

The interchange of the divine names becomes especially 
conspicuous in cases where the welding together of J and E 
makes of the narrative a mere mosaic. Thus Ex.S^'And when 
Yahwe saw that he turned asaide to see, Elohim called unto 

the midst of the bush’ arrests the attention of
He identifies Elohim with the 'messenger of

Yahwe steps aside merely to look on,’ and he
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XI. IBN EZRA’S OPPOSITION TO THE HAGGADA MAKES HIM THE
TRUE REPRESENTATIVE OF RATIONALISM PURE AND SIMPLE. WE OFTEN FEEL

THAT WE ARE SAFER IN THE COMPANY OF THE TRADITIONALISTS AND THEIR

NAIVE FOLLOWERS THAN UNDER THE GUIDANCE OF THE EXEGETE WHO AIMS AT

DOING JUSTICE TO’THE LAWS OF LANGUAGE AND COMMON SENSE’.

IN THE GREATER NUMBER OF CASES IBN EZRA’S INDEPENDENTXII.

•LAWS OFTHEPOSITION AS A HARMONIST IS BITTERLY DISAPPOINTING.

A SYNTACTICAL RULE RUNNINGLANGUAGE* ARE CRUELLY ILL-TREATED.

COUNTER TO THE COMMON FACTS OF HEBREW CONSTRUCTION IS MANUFACTURED

SOLELY FOR THE PURPOSE OF OBVIATING DIFFICULTIES HAVING THEIR ORIGIN

WORDS ARE TWISTED OUT OF

directs the messenger to speak with Moses. Hence it 
becomes necessary in v,7 where Yahwe speaksz for IE to ex
plain that ’the messenger speaks in the name of his sender’ 
( inSim |iu/Sn 13T- n4<un ) (Of. IE.ad.3 M ) (Cf. also IE's 
observations on the change of the divine names in the first 
chapters of Genesis ad.Gn.2|,1J,Ex.4'3. ).

In Nm.!!1*1 it is said that Eldad and Medad had not 
gone out unto the Tent; again, in Nm.l2TMoses and A.aron 
and Miriam are bidden to go out unto the Tent of meeting. 
This is in conformity with the view of E according to 
whom the tabernacle stood outside the camp (Cf.above 
IE notices the difficulty and interprets ll1* to mean that 
Eldad and Medad had not gone out from the camp of Israel to 
the tabernacle. In the second case 'Come ye out............. and
they came out’ means according toIE that each came out from 
his tent. —-

IN THE STRUCTURAL CHARACTER OF THE BOOK.

THEIR MEANING, SEQUENCE DISREGARDED, AND THE MUCH-VAUNTED ’ COMMON -

Thus IE explains how it could be possible that 
Israel gathered the manna, ’every man according to his 
eating* and at the same time ’an omer a head*. According 
to the rational interpretation ( jrotnr‘p‘Ta) an omer for 
each soul refers to the adults. Minors were to take just 
the amount they needed. Again pT each house
hold— no matter how many persons it contained— found that 
it had gathered the same amount exactly when measured in 
omers, he adds ironically: b’^9 ‘’i*T x,,n •'*ON M’jiotp1 .
'Our Rabbis say that it is a miracle'. Despite IE's 
irony the are truer to the history than the
rationalist.



THAT I BN EZRA IS NOT EARNEST ENOUGH

HENCE HIS FLIPPANT SUPER-

HENCE IT IS ALMOST ALWAYS THE LEAST

PLAUSIBLE ANSWER THAT GOES BY HIS NAME. WE FEEL AT TIMES THAT EITHER

I BN EZRA WAS DELUDED HIMSELF, OR ELSE THAT HE IS CONSTANTLY AND PUR

POSELY DELUDING US. WITH IBN EZRA THE TRADITIONAL POINT OF VIEW IS

SORELY REDUCED AD ABSURDUM. AND WERE INDEED HIS ANSWERS THE ONLY

CRITICISM WOULD FEEL THAT IT IS BUILT UPON TOTTERING FOUNDATIONS, -

BECAUSE THE TRANSITION FROM TRADITIONALISM! IS* "MADE TOO EASY.

Xlp'l)

■

-

I

r

i;

I

I

li.

IN HIS ENDEAVOR TO RECONCILE CON

TRADICTIONS OR TO EXPLAIN INCONGRUITIES.

J

i
!

I

ONES THAT HAVE BEEN PROPOUNDED IN THE HISTORY OF HARMONISTIC EXEGESIS

FICIALITY, HIS EASY-GOING WAYS;

in-law Jethro and said: ’Let me return to EgypU’ 
Jethro said: ’Go in peace.’ 
’And the Lord 
Egypt.’ vt 
sequel of it.

Nothing illustrates IE’s superficiality better than the 
device he frequently employs for harmonistic purposes of 
translating an imperfect cum waw consecutivo by the plu
perfect. Thus in Ex.19 Moses ascends the mountain (v,3a) 
but in the next half of the verse he is supposed to be be
low again. (Bacon p.101 n. assumes a displacement of 
3b-8l. The verse reads ’and Moses went up unto God--and 
Yahwe called unto him out of the mountain,etc. ’ implying 
that Moses was below. IE’s expedient for the removal of 
the incongruity is to render ’and Yahwe called’ ( 
by ’but Yahwe had called unto him out of the mountain.’ 
( K*-»p i^i) It follows from this interpretation that 
Moses really remained on the mountain and thus another 
difficulty arises. For v,7 says ’Moses came and told’ 
(not came down and told? as in vv,14,25,etc.) implying that 
Moses was not on the mountain at all when Yahwe spoke.
IE consistently takes v,7 ’Moses came’ ( N’a’i ) to mean 
’Moses came down* ( br“*’1 ) adding that it was not nec
essary to state that he came down in so many words.

‘ Again Ex.4” (E) reads: ’And Moses returned to his father-

The next verse 19 (J) reads: 
_ said unto Moses in Midian, ’Go, return to 

19 18 alternative to v,18 and cannot be the 
IE says that v,19 is anterior to v,18 by 

the principle— n (Ibn Ezra’s
principle is’indeed an extension of the Rabbinical Princi
ple of the absence of chronological order in the Tora. But 

. for above ) how the Rabbis werewe have to remember (Cr.aoove
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IN OPPOSITION TO IBM EZRA'S EASY METHODS AND ILL-CONCEALEDXIII .

SCEPTICISM WE FIND IN NAHMANI THE CONSCIOUS APOLOGETE AND.RATIONAL
A YOUNGER CONTEMPORARY OF DAVID KIMHI,CHAMPION OF TRADITIONALISM.

HE TOOK A CONSPICUOUS PART IN THE BITTER CONTROVERSY WHICH WAS

TRAINED IN SUCH A SCHOOLDEFENDER OF THE RATIONALISTIC PHILOSOPHY.

EXEGESIS.

I
EVOKED BY THE TEACHING OF MAIMONIDES, AND HE SOON BECAME THE AVOWED

The following examples will serve to illustrate IE’s 
Easy-going methods in dealing with structural difficulties.

ii

3

j

1

He always chooses the eas- 
Thus in Ex.17*1 Joshua ( )

name un- 
yu>i7i

HE WAS NATURALLY IMPATIENT WITH IBN EZRA'S FACILE AND SUPERFICIAL
ALTHOUGH HE IS AS SENSITIVE TO DIFFICULTIES AS IBN EZRA--

careful to limit the principle to larger sections, main
taining the existence of order and proper sequence within 
one and the same section. But to extend the principle 
with IE means to introduce anarchy in the domain of the 
Tora, and undermine traditionalism with weapons forged by 
the Rabbis.) IE says further the phrase 'and the Lord 
said' ( nnx’i ) is to be rendered 'and the Lord had al
ready said* ( max haoi ). For further examples Cf. Gn. I1 
25, 12', 24^, 351* ; Ex. 4? , 1615', 19<l ; Nm. 16'°, etc. 
Cf. also Driver's instructive note, Tenses 3e,ip.84ff.

Although from Ex. 9b we know that all the cattle of 
Egypt are dead, not one solitary beast having survived the 
plague of murrain, we are informed in g'l-*'-that the 
plague of the hail is especially directed against the cat
tle and the beasts of the field. IE in order to remove the 
discrepancy twists words out of their natural meaning. He 
asserts (ad.Ex.9b) that -Joyt? does not mean all the cat
tle; only the greater part ( mn ) succumbed to the mur- 

the rest were victims of the hail.
IE is extremely facile, 

lest way out of a difficulty, 
is introduced although he is never known by that 
til Nm.lO,b having been previously called Hoshea ( yuu^ )■ 
IE simply says that he is called Joshua in Ex.1711 by antic- 
ipation.__ ~~

IE makes frequent, use of the principle of identifi
cation or dissociation. • Thusjthe parallel accounts of the 
naming of Beersheba are noted. He says (ad. Gn.26JJ ) that 
either Beersheba was named twice or that they are different 
localities.( Ji-ms "vy xn ix ■»» ),
(Cf. IE ad.Gn.3736, 47’). Further examples will be found 
below.
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AND EVEN MORE SO--HE WOULD NEVER STOOP TO SUCH SHALLOW EXPEDIENTS

AS THE LATTER OFTEN RESORTS TO IN ORDER TO EXPLAIN THEM AWAY. HE

FEELS THE DANGER OF ASSUMING SUCH A RADICAL PRINCIPLE AS ’N

‘mi x-rsi AND ALWAYS STRIVES TO PRESERVE THE INTEG-ir»

RITY OF THE PENTATEUCH EVEN WHERE THE BUNGLING OF THE REDACTOR HAS
MADE THE PROCESS EXTREMELY DIFFICULT. AND SO NAHMANI OFTEN ARRIVES
AT AND FORMULATES CANONS OF INTERPRETATION OF HIS OWN. HIS AIM
SEEMS TO HAVE BEEN TO STEER A MIDDLE COURSE BETWEEN THE TIMID
NAI^V^TE OF RASHI ON THE ONE HAND AND THE SCEPTICAL INDIFFERENCE OF

IBN EZRA ON THE OTHER. THE WORK OF NAHMANI THEREFORE WAS CALCULAT

ED TO FORTIFY THE OLD TOTTERING VIEWS WITH THE RAMPARTS OF RATION

ALISM AND TO SECURE TO DECLINING TRADITIONALISM A FIRMER FOUNDATION.

I

11' I;

message ( jusT p'nnV ).
Again IE's explanation as to how Moses’ lieutenant 

is called Joshua in Ex.17”1 when he is not given the name 
until Nm.lO|fa(Cf. above ) seems to have been too su
perficial for N. IE had said that he is here called Joshua 
by anticipation. N on the other hand thinks that the 
name was given him long before the event of the spies as 
told in Nm.lO. The change of name was there only made 
public.

We have seen how ready the rabbis were when pressed 
by a difficulty to assume the lack of chronological ar
rangement in the Tora. Thus (Cf.above ) IE asserts 
that Ex. 4'1 is anterior to Ex. 4” . N repudiates the ex
planation. v,19 is the sequel of v,18. At first Moses 
decides to go to Egypt incognito ( linrin) whereon God 
informs him that, owing to the death of his enemies in

The essential characteristics here noted will come 
out in the following examples. We have said that N often 
criticises IE. Thus (Cf.above ) the word KTf’i
in Ex.l9i6"is rendered by IE as the pluperfect, ’God had 
called unto him,*Implying thereby that for this reason Moses 
ascended the mountain. N disagrees with the interpreta
tion on the ground that in God's words there is no allu
sion made to an invitation for Moses to come up. He takes 
Q’tiSxh “zx to mean: (Moses ascended the mount in part) to 

present himself to God «towards God, to be ready for his
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to bean
)’X»

i

to the people:
ye, whether you would do thus.
All that God has said we will do.’

Ex. 16lX contains P’s account of the sending of the 
quails; J’s parallel story is found In Nm. 11. h ad- Ex. 
16|,J, says that the first sending of the quails was on17 
for the great people. Hence the rabble complained and Nm. 
11 declares how they received quails also.

Egypt there is no necessity for disguise. Thus while at 
first Moses intends to return by himself so as not to im
peril the life of those dependent on him, he now proceeds 
to take with him wife and child. The flaw in IE's harmony 
is that if vs.19 be anterior to 18, then It would refer to 
his first communication from God which was received near 
Mt. Sinai, while the interview in v,19 is supposed to have 
taken place in Midlan.

Again, we have seen the syntactical difficulty 
which arises if we attempt to regard Ex. 4$lo t"2,1 as the 
sequel to 4 (Cf.above ) § explains fa-rpinpx

liTphsa. o* p*TpiT». So IE: ]’t»5 i?> vn on the
other hand, adheres to the apparent chronological sequence. 
He seems to take nori in the sense ’and he started for 
Egypt’ (i.e. the impf. consecutive in the inceptive force): 
thus, ’as he took the rod and started on the way, God said: 
As you are now on your way to Egypt ( Y’n tub )
think of the signs,etc. Of course those alluded to in 3’° . 
Another explanation: The three signs intended for the 
sceptical Israelites were also to be wrought before Pharaoh, 
and were indeed executed before Pharaoh, though Scripture 
does not explicitly mention the execution. ( ).
This is a canon of interpretation which is original with N. 
’When in consequence of the Juxtaposition of two sources, 
the same event is to take place with some variation, it is 
to be inferred that the two took place though the execution 
of only one is recorded.’

V.'e have seen (Cf.above 
antichronism.

) S assumes Ex. 24' 
N would not admit the antichronism. ( 
xVi p-rt>3 mx* ru’UJis'n ) and assumes the ex

istence of chronological order with IE.
II is extremely sensitive to the presence of incon

gruities. Thus we have seen (Cf. above ) the diffi
culty respecting the first station reached by Israel after 
Sinai, whether it is Taberah or Kibrot-HatVawah. Another 
difficulty is (Cf. Bacon T.T.E.p.169) that unless we make 
the violent supposition that Taberah and Kibroth were the 
same place there is no room for Nm. 11'”3 between Nm.lO3*a. 
Mm. ll^f . This’violent supposition' is exactly what N 
makes, ad. loc.

In Ex.19* Israel promises to do all that Yahwe hath 
spoken* but have not yet received commandment to do any
thing. (Cf.Bacon T.T.E.p.lOl note!/). M explains v,7 *■ 
'and Moses set before them (elders cf the people) all these 
words which Yahwe commanded them’ as meaning, ’Moses said

I place before you these things: choose 
Therefore they answered,
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4’T 
pj6(e)ple,

|’o—n*
3 rox

In Ex.3 1 to 
deliver the 
tailed into 
sources are 4 '1 | _ I* «■• 'S'-

Dt.ln
'wise

The appointment of the 
I'1'” evidently restates the 
the mento be selected for the 
and understanding and known' while Ex. 18 
be determined by the moral qualities of the 
lected. ("Men of worth, 
ness, hating unjust gain") 
Siphre connects □s’wzudV 
centuation) . F 
word an’ioauiV with 
oP’toiujS crytT* 

and ability.' 
Thus 'the term 

tvnks •£<—»•» L'n

judges alluded to id Dt. 
event told in Ex.18. 
purpose are said to be 

the choice is to 
men to be se- 

fearers of God, men of faithful- 
(Of .Dr w P''? ). S following 

with Tryivi (against the ac- 
N, however, connects ( iou>bsi -p"r !>y ) the 
La )a.7» adding that tryi-r>i means indeed 
i.e. as Driver says, 'of proved character 

( d'EsiuiTia □jiuni TiyiT’ QT»Syr><i>A);
D'^)T’implies moral qualifications.

‘NTI 5'TI 'U>JN Wni O’<5£>llUTI ’X> O.n>V-T,l jnibra Q’©B(<U7>

im>x5 yui 3rx ’unx •

Besides the canon of harmonistic interpretation 
formulated by N mentioned above^we have several others. 

'in , relating the charge of Yahwe to Moses to 
the narratives of J and E are dove- 

each other in a very complex manner, 
divided as follows. L  j 31<.3. s '^-<4. . /s the

result of this analysis. Ex.4 ‘1(E)’and thou shalt take in 
thine hand this rod wherewith thou shalt do the signs ’ 
refers back to Ex. 310C(E) ’and I will put forth my hand 
and smite Egypt with all my wonders which I will do in the 
midst thereof.’ The signs in E refer to the wonders, 
which God will at some future time bring upon the Egypt - 
ians, i.e. the plagues. As the blended text now stands, 
however, we naturally combine 4 *1 with the portion immedi
ately proceeding it and refer the signs to the three mir
acles of 4'~1 (J) with which Moses is to persuade the Isra^ 
ites of the truth of his mission. The 'signs’of E and 
the ’signs' of J are entirely separate and distinct affairs. 
What ’signs’ then are referred to in Ex. 4'7 when Moses 
istold to take in his hand the rod—the instrument of 
their accomplishment? One would naturally suppose the 
signs of Ex. 4 |_‘1 described immediately preceding. But 
there only one of the signs is done by the rod, viz; ’The 
conversion into the snake* (43) while 4‘1 implies that all 
the signs are done by the rod? IE (in N's phraseology^) 
says Ex.4'1 the signs =the signs which I shall mention to 
thee later on. ( '"?•>« n JHnxj ). N ac
cepts the interpretation but would wish to find an ante
cedent for the signs. Since that antecedent cannot be 
looked for in the immediately preceding portion, he lo
cates it in Ex. 3W 'all my wonders which I will do in the 
midst thereof’. Thus unconsciously N anticipates the re
sults of the critical analysis. He asserts at the same



i

verse as 
is offered on the altar.

i 
i

v,13).
2 l%

The exception being self evident it 
for Scripture to state it in this place, 

of leaven for the p-n>n is explic- 
7 is ), But if so, why are the 

□'uni explicitly excepted here (although the use of leaven 
in their case in explicitly prescribed elsewhere 23 )?

time that in the oral interview recorded in 3 (we
say; in the original of E part of which has been suppressed 
by R) the wonders alluded to were specified ((OTsapnx y’l”1) 
but that the Writer (we would sayithe editor) finds it 
convenient to leave out the specifications in this place. 
( bMp’ . This is a recurrent principle with N.
(For another example of this canon Cf. N ad. Ex.10^ ).

According to Wellh. (Prol. p.71 and foot-note 2.) 
the old custom did not prohibit the use of leaven in ce
real offerings. It seems rather (Cf.Amos 4s- ) that an 
offering of leavened bread was considered a sumptuous gift 
and was therefore the occasion for display on the part of 
the rich on festal occasions. Thus the law of H (Lv.23'7 ) 
requires two cakes of leavened bread to be offered as 
on the holiday which takes its name from this term, coupled 
with two lambs as a peace offering; (Cf. Driver's analysis 
in his ed. of Lv.; Haupt’s bible); the animal sacrifice plus 
the two cakes are waved; the cakes (this is apparently 
the meaning) being given to the priests. According^the 
law Lv.2 " which says that no cereal offering can be made 
of leaven is of late origin (according to analysis, from P). 
Lv. 2,-bis then harmonistic i.e. in the new law an excep
tion is made in favor of the truaa . From the point of 
view of P the rationale of this exception lies in the ex
plicit statement that leaven must not be offered on the 
altar (the were not offered on the altar but were
presented to priest.) Wellh. correctly finds in Lv. 7 
a reminiscence of the old practice while 7 l,J is a redac- 
torial addition in harmony with the new law, the intention 
of the author of this verse apparently being to place the 

unleavened cakes in the foreground as the main feature 
of the offering and to make of the leavened cakes a sort 
of an appendix. To this harmony we owe the confusion 
in the present text (Cf. the impossible construction in 

Let us see what N has to say. He wonders why in 
when Scripture makes the exception for the use of leav

en in the case of it does not at the same time state
the similar exception in the case of . This is no 
question, he says. The law in Lv. 2“ ‘No cereal offering 
is to be made of leaven’ is fully explained in the next 

referring only to cereal offerings, part of which 
The law therefore really reads: 

No cereal offerings which are offered on the altar can be 
made of leaven. It is self evident now that the 
bread which is not offered on the altar does not come un
der the law at all. 
is not necessary

(especially since the use 
itly mentioned elsewhere



49.

■

(N ad.

I

•except work in connection 
It simply says when it comes

:■

!
I 
I

I

i
i

The answer is that the explicit exception of n-ntoa here 
is made necessary by the fact that the law here speaks of 
two articles prohibited to be used on the altai—leaven and 
honey. While the leaven for the use of onioa is al
lowed elsewhere, that of honey is not (no occasion for do
ing so presenting itself). The exception in the case of 
leaven mentioned here is simply due to association. The 
harmonistic canon resulting from this Interpretation is 
•Scripture may state in one place a general law without 
giving at the same place the exceptions, if there is an 
occasion somewhere else to name the cases which are not 
subject to the law. Nor does Scripture ever in so many 
words stop to signalize a case of divergent practice as 
an exception to a law recorded elsewhere. The combina
tion is to be made by the reader.’ Thus he says, Scrip
ture when prohibiting work on the Sabbath day Ex.31"b does 
not find it necessary to add: 
with the sacrificial culte.’ 
to apeak of the cycle of offerings 'And on the Sabbath day 
two he-lambs of one year, etc.’ (Nm.28<’^'). Thus again 
the general law ’the nakedness of thy brother's wife thou 
shalt not uncover' Lv.l8lf> is not accompanied by the lim
itation to all cases except the levirate Dt. 25 ; and
conversely when the levirate is introduced it is not nec
essary to state that it is an exception to the law in Lv.' 
In either case the readerjwill combine in his own mind both 
passages as co-existing i.e. a rational reader of the whole 
of the Pentateuch must naturally be a harmonist. With 
such a canon of course the existence of contradictions in 
the Tora is made impossible. It is but a restatement in 
rational language of the old Midrashic principle ( nn-jo, 
jnrjfc’J Tn# piirrn),

In Ex.12 we have the ceremonial of the passover first 
(v, 1-20 P) outlined in God's commandment to Moses and 
Aaron and secondly (v,21-23 J) in Moses' announcement to 
the elders of Israel. Bacon says (T.T.E.p.58) 'By the 
present arrangement of the material the'ordinance of the 
passover in vv, 21-27 is brought in after its parallel 
vv, 1-13, as Moses' re-iteration to the people of what 
Yahwe had spoken to him and Aaron. But in that case Moses 
ought at least to tell what he was told and not something 
quite different. Yet he leaves out three-fourths of what 
is directed in 12'&' and quite altees the form of the very 
simple directions he gives in v, 21f.' N observes the 
difficulty and frames the following canon of harmony. 
'Of two sections, one containing the commandment issued by 
God to the legislator and the other the execution as direct
ed by the latter, the second passage need not give every
thing in detail (implying that everything was carried out) 
while again it may introduce some new points (which must 
be understood to have been really given by God to Moses 
though they had been omitted in the first record.)* (N ad. 
Ex IT*1).
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XIV. IT BECOMES APPROPRIATE IN THIS PLACE TO ILLUSTRATE BY MEANS

OF WELL CHOSEN-WE MAY SAY CLASSIC-EXAMPLES THE CHARACTERISTICS WHICH

HARMONISTIC INTERPRETATION REVEALS WHEN IT HAS TO DEAL WITH COMPLEX

ITIES WHICH EXTEND THROUGH LARGER AREAS OF THE TEXT. AT THE SAME

TIME, THE SPECIFIC FEATURES OF THE THREE EXEGETES WHOM WE HAVE BEEN

CONSIDERING IN THIS CHAPTER, MIGHT BE FURTHER ELUCIDATED AND BROUGHT

HOME WITH GREATER DISTINCTNESS BY THE PARALLEL JUXTAPOSITION OF

THEIR EFFORTS WHICH SUCH RESEARCH WOULD RENDER NECESSARY. THE MA

TERIAL FOR THE WORK WE HAVE AT HAND, BUT AS THE BULK OF THIS ESSAY

WOULD HAVE TO BE THEREBY CONSIDERABLY INCREASED, WE RESERVE THE LA

BOR OF DRAWING UP THESE ILLUSTRATIONS UNTIL TIM IS MORE GENEROUS

OF HER GIFTS THAN SHE IS AT PRESENT.

RATIONALISM AFTER ALL IS NOT SO WIDELY REMOVED FROMXV.

CRITICISM. IT IS INTERESTING TO OBSERVE HOW WORKING ALL THE TIME
FROM THE TRADITIONAL STANDPOINT THE MEDIEVAL EXEGETES OFTEN ANTIC
IPATE THE RESULTS OF THE MODERN CRITICAL ANALYSIS.

I

........... )
thou and

In addition th the example given above ( ) we
mention the following. S anticipates the results of the 
analysis in placing Ex. 24' Jnjww hniny D^rip before the 
theophany in which the ten commandments are given. (So J) 
and Ex.24'^ Tth* after the theophany (So E) .

According to the reconstructed text of J the narra
tive of the theophany at Sinai reads as follows (Cf.Ex.19). 
’Israel encamped at Sinai. The mountain smoked and Yahwe 
descended to the top of the mountain. Moses went up and 
received instructions to warn the people and cause the 
priests to sanctify themselves. For to-morrow Yahwe will 
come down within the sight of all the people. And thou 
(Moses) and Aaron with thee and the priests shall come up 
unto Yahwe. When the 'ram’s horn’ soundeth long these 
shall come up to the mount. (On the morrow there were 
lightnings and thunders on the mount with fire and smoke. 
And when the ram's horn was heard Yahwe spoke.. '
But unto Moses he said (24')'Come up unto Yahwe
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I

Aaron, Nadab and Abihu and the seventy elders of Israel.’ 
(Cf. Bacon T.T.E.p,296). As the text now stands, however, 
v, 13 b indeed directs that when the ram's horn soundeth 
these (emphatic) shall come up to the mount. But this 
is the last we hear of the ram’s horn and who 'these* may 
be we have no means whatever of determining. IE agrees 
with Rabx Samuel ben Hofni who identifies 'these* with 
Aaron and his sons and the seventy elders--which agrees 
with the results of the analysis.
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CONCLUSION.

1



OUR THESIS IS PROVEN. WE HAVE SEEN THAT THE WORK OF REDAC
TION WAS NOT COMPLETE WHEN THE TEXT OF THE TORA BECAME FIXED. NU

MEROUS CONTRADICTIONS AND INCONGRUITIES HAD YET TO BE HARMONIZED.

THE REDACTORIAL DIASKEUE VZAS THEREFORE TRANSFERRED TO THE FIELD OF

EXEGESIS AND APPEARS AS WE HAVE SHOWN IN THE READINGS OF THE OLD

TRANSLATIONS,IN THE 'APPLIED' EXEGESIS OF THE TALMUDIC-MIDRASHIC LIT
ERATURE AND IN THE INTERPRETATIONS OF THE LED I EVAL EXEGETES.

THE ESSENTIAL UNITY OF THE REDACTORIAL WORK AND HARMONISTIC

EXEGESIS IS PROVEN BY THE FACT THAT OFTEN IMPLIED REDACTIONAL HAR

MONIES ARE MADE EXPLICIT THROUGH INTERPRETATION.

(see titles of Pss. and Cf. Nm. 26 
IE(ad.26 "

Something had happened meanwhile which embittered 
•nwp trrnyrM offers the bridge. This is ex- 

2->bM ad. 6q 'But 
hearkened not unto Moses for anguish of spirit and for 

cruel bondage.* .... although they did believe the first 
time, because then they expected to rest from their hard 
labor. Similarly IE and N. 'They hearkened not.... for they 
were impatient at the servitude and heavy work which was now

Examples of this fact abound. We select a few at 
random. In Nm. 16 4S’^' we are told that Qorah, his follow
ers and all that appertain^to them went down alive into the 
pit and the earth closed in upon them. One is truly stag
gered then to read in Nm. 26 " that 'notwithstanding the 
sons of Qorah died not.’ Evidently this verse is a redac
tional interpolation intended to account for the existence 
of the Levitical guild of temple-singers 'the sons of 
Qorah' (see titles of Pss. and Cf. Nm. 26^ ). (Cf. Bacon 
T.T.E. p.190). IE(ad.26“ ) explicitly states the impli
cation of the redactor.

In Ex. 6 (P) God reveals himself to Moses as
Yahwe and sends him to the children of Israel. They refuse 
to listen to him. When Moses is then sent to Pharaoh he 
objects, first because of the improbability of Pharaoh's 
listening to him, since the Israelites did not; second, be
cause of his indifferent success as an orator. The parallel 
account in JE Ex.3-4 runs as follows: God reveals himself 
to Moses as Yahwe and sends him to Israel. They listen to 
him (4 ). When Pharaoh makes their burden harder they
resent the interference of Moses. R treated JE and P as 
successive accounts. No difficulty was felt that the Israel
ites did not listen the second time, though they did the 
first.
Israel. Uw? offers the bridge,
plicitly stated by the commentators. !---- _
they



) to them.
)

)

IT WAS
FORCED UPON THEM BY THE DEMANDS OF REASON AND OF COMMON SENSE. NOBLY
DID THEY RESPOND TO THE CALL. NOTHING CAN BE MORE INSTRUCTIVE AND
INSPIRING THAN TO WATCH THE DEVELOPMENT FROM THE NAIVE EXPOSITIONS

CANDOR AND SINCERITY OF NAHMANI. ALONG WITH THIS DEVELOPMENT WE
CAN TRACE A GROWING SENSITIVENESS TO DIFFICULTIES, SOLUTIONS TO WHICH
BY THE LATER EXEGETES ARE OFTEN SO INGENIOUS AND AT THE SAME TIME SO
PLAUSIBLE THAT THEY HAVE FOUND THEIR WAY INTO MODERN TEXT-BOOKS.
MOREOVER, WHEN WE CONSIDER THE VASTNESS AND AT THE SAME TIME THE
HOPELESSNESS OF THEIR TASK WE FEEL CERTAIN THAT THE TRADITIONAL OPIN
ION OF THE UNITY OF THE PENTATEUCH HAS BEEN ABLY CHAMPIONED AND HAS

WE COME AWAY FROMBEEN DONE AMPLE JUSTICE BY REDACTIONAL EXEGESIS.

WORK COMPARES WELL WITH AND OFTEN SURPASSES THE LABORS OF MODERN

WE HAVE ALREADY GIVEN EXPRESSION TO THE PARADOX OF TRADITION-
ITS EXPONENTS WERE OFTEN COMPELLED TO ADVANCE VIEWSALISM, VIZ: THAT

UNDER THEWHICH WERE CLEARLY SUBVERSIVE OF THE TRADITIONAL THEORY.
MANY HARMONISTIC ININFLUENCE OF RATIONALISM THE BREACH WIDENED.

APOLGETES.A

OF RASHI, THROUGH THE POORLY DISGUISED SCEPTICISM OF IBN EZRA TO THE I

once <
Cf- S ad 3 S’3.

THE WORK OF THE EXEGETES WAS NOT A SELF-IMPOSED TASK.

THIS FASCINATING STUDY WITH A SPIRIT OF REVERENCE FOR THESE PIONEERSI
IN THE FIELD OF BIBLICAL INTERPRETATION AND CAN SAFELY SAY THAT THEIR

renewed (note wo®Ou) ) t0 them. s says that even the 
revelation of the name of Yahwe (Cf. above ) could not 
console them in their cruel bondage. ( ^p wh

Similarly the two accounts of the naming of Jacob 
are harmonized by the redactorial viy (Gn.553) (Cf. above 
wn c is made explicit by S. ’God appeared to Jacob twice,-- 

on his way to and once on his return from Paddan Aram*’ 4 1 C- »

TERPRETATIONS MERELY MADE THE DIFFICULTHSINVOLVED MORE APPARENT.
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THE EPIGONI COMING AFTER THE AGE OF THE MASTERS DID NOT ADD MATERI

ALLY TO THE SCIENCE. HARDLY ANY GAIN IS TO BE DERIVED FROM ABRA-

BANEL'S (d.1508) BULKY COMMENTARY OR THAT OF HIS IMITATOR MANASSEH

BEN ISRAEL (d.1657). FROM THESE TO CRITICISM WAS BUT A STEP.
ASTRUC (^1753) , (WHO REFERS TO MANASSEH BEN ISRAEL) CAME FORWARD
WITH THE STATEMENT THAT GENESIS IS A BOOK OF COMPOSITE CHARACTER.
AT LAST THE KEY TO ALL DIFFICULTIES IS FOUND. THE UNITY OF THE

THUS THE WORK OF ANALYSIS

REDACTIONS AND REVEAL THE CONTENT OF THE ORIGINAL PENTATEUCH-CELLS.
IT MUST BE SUP-BUT ANALYSIS IS ONLY ONE PHASE OF CRITICISM.

THE 'COMPLEMENTED BY A WIDE SYNTHESIS OR THE TASK IS INCOMPLETE.

POSITION OF THE HEXATEUCH' MUST BE ACCOMPANIED BY THE 'PROLEGOMENA

TO THE HISTORY OF ISRAEL.'

THE MATERIAL UNITY OF THE PENTATEUCH—TRADITIONALISM ONCE

THE SUC-FORSAKEN— IS INDEED LOST, BUT ITS IDEAL UNITY IS FOUND.
THE VARIOUSCESSIVE CODES ARE WITNESSES OF SUCCESSIVE REVELATIONS.

NARRATIVES TELL A TALE NOT OF THE'DESCENT OF MAN' BUT OF THE 'ASCENT

THE HISTORY OF THESE DOCUMENTS IS THE UNFOLDING OF GOD'SOF MAN.'
'BE HOLY FOR I AMONE AND SINGLE MESSAGE TO ISRAEL AND HUMANITY:

HOLY.'

1686H3

PENTATEUCH IS THE UNITY OP REDACTION.
is

BEGINS AND THE PROBLEM/DUTLI NED TO RETRACE THE PROCESS OF SUCCESSIVE


