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I. Introduction

l. Statement of Purpose

The purpose of this Master’s thesis is to investigate the
relationship between the Pentateuchal commentary of Rabbi Moses ben
Nahman (Ramban) and the extant commentaries of his predecessors. In
particular, this study seeks to determine the extent to which the
Biblical commentaries of Rabbi. Joseph Bekhor Shor (Bekhor Shor) and
Rabbi David Kimhi (Radak) influenced Ramban’s commentary.

The two Biblical commentators most frequently cited by name in
Ramban‘s commentary on the Torah are Rashi and Rabbi Abraham ibn
Ezra. Rarely though do these citations serve as anything other than
foils for Ramban’s own interpretations, and .the;efore it can hardly
be maintained that they are a fundamental component of Ramban’s own
exegesis. Rambaﬁ also cites a handful of other earlier commentatorsi.
Yet, a cursory review of these citations will reveal that even taken
together they constitute only a minuscule portion of Ramban’s entire
commentary.

Hence, we remain with two distinct possibilities:

l. Ramban’s commentary is primarily an independent work,
almost a creation ex nihilo, with only loose ties to any exegetical
tradition or individual exegete; or

2. Ramban’s commentary is built on works of prior exegetes,
whom he never or rarely cites by name, but incorporates without
attribution into his own commentary.

This study will determine the extent of the parallel exegesis

between Ramban and his predecessors and analyze its nature. It will

1 These include R. Sa‘adia Gaon, R. Bananel and R. Jonah ibn Janal.



then attribute the parallelism either to a direct influence of the
other exegetes or to other factors.

This study will also undertake a comparative analysis of some
of the exegetical characteristics of Ramban with those of earlier
exegetes and will note certain modes of exegesis employed by Bekhor
Shor, Radak and Ramban with a significantly greater frequency than

by other medieval exegetes.

2. _Review of Relevant Scholarship

Very little biographical work has been done on Ramban and even
less has been written about his commentary on the Torah. Both
I. Unna’s and C. Chavel’'s biographies of Ramban devote only one brief
chapter to a general description of his commentary on the Torah. J.
Perles’ article, "Ueber den Geist des Commentars des R. Moses ben
Nachman zum Pentateuch,” published over 130 years ago, remains the
most comprehens:.ve work on Ramban's commentary. In addition,
B. Septimus discusses Ramban’s relationship to the Andalusian

tradition in an article published in Rabbi Moses ben Nahman (Ramban)::

Explorations_in his Religious and Literary Virtuosi ty, and

» Melammed compiles a few helpful lists of mostly extrinsic
characteristics of Ramban’s commentary in Mefarshe ha-Mikra.
However, most of the other extant scholarship on Ramban’s commentary
pertains to its Philosophical and kabbalistic aspects, which are not
the focus of this project.

Certainly, no work has presented a comprehensive analysis of
Ramban’s relationship to his bredecessors or of his exegetical method.
Furthermore, to the best of my knowledge, no one has ever even hinted

at any form of parallelism between Bekhor Shor and Ramban. And



while C. Chavel has noted? that Radak had a significant influence on
Ramban, this project will test this observation with a methodical
study and a systematic analysis.

Similarly, little pertinent material is available on Bekhor
Shor. The most comprehensive work remains S. Posnanski’s overview of
Northern French exegesis, which dedicates only a small section to
Bekhor Shor. PBrief works by N. Porges and G. Walter on Bekhor Shor
and a few recent articles by Y. Nevo round out the existing
scholarship. With regard to Radak, F. Talmage's biography is the only
work bearing any relation to our analysis. In summary, this thesis

will be ekploring previously uncharted territory.

3. Methodology

For the first section of this thesis I examined all of the cases
in which Ramban cites an earlier commentator. These include
citations by name as well as anonymous citations under the titles
TrEw BTN, OWNsD @Y, “PripT oy and the like. I then attempted to
identify the original sources of the exegesis in the anonymous
citations and determine if any of the titles or usages refer to
either Bekhor Shor or Radak.

For the parallel contént portion of the study, I analyzed six
parshivot?, which together constitute approximately 15% of Ramban’s

commentary. For each parashah, I examined all extant exegesis

2 In his introduction to Perushe ha—-Ramban ‘al Nevi’im u-Khetuvim
(Jerusalem, 1964), p. 6. '

3 fThese parshiyot: T W7, “2ww, “mow’, ORIwDT, 0WTRT, and "R¥N Y,
were selected in concert with my advisor in this project, Dr. Pavid
Berger, in order to achieve a manageable balance of narrative and
halakhic material and insure Pentateuchal and topical diversity.



antedating Ramban pertaining to each verse, including Rabbinic,
Geonic and medieval exegesis. Such a survey 1is essentials:

l. To insure that the parallel exegesis is found exclusively in
Bekhor Shor or Radak, and thus, could not have come to Ramban via
any other extant source; and

2. To determine the levels of correspondence between Ramban and
these other exegetes who will Serve as control cases with which to
-compare our findings from Bekhor Shor and Radak. This will allow us
to relate to the possible claim that correspondence between exeqetes
is a natural outcome of interpreting the same text and not
neccessarily the product of direct influence. If the levels of
Ramban’s correspondence to Bekhor Shor and Radak are found to be
significantly higher than those of the other exegetes, it will
increase the likelihood of the correspondence being due to influence,
rather than mere coincidence.

I then recorded every parallel found between Ramban and all
surveyed exegesis, using the following guidelines:

l. Only parallels found exclusively in Bekhor Shor and Radak (and not
in any other extant exegesis available to Ramban) were counted in
their respective categories;

2. A parallel found in both Bekhor Shor and Radak has been
attributed only to the one whom Ramban most closely parallels; and

3. A separate tabulation of parallels with all other exegetes was
recorded.

The final totals will enable us to establish the extent to which
Ramban’s exegesis parallels that of his predecessors. I will present
conclusions regarding Ramban’s commentary in general as well as a
breakdown of the totals according to the nature of the Biblical
material (narrative, halakhic) and type of Ramban's interpretation

{literal meaning, kabbalistic meaning, elucidation of Rabbinic and



Tarqgumic texts).

For the comparative characteristics section of t_his study, I
have analyzed Ramban’'s commentary on eight parshiyot? to determine
the frequency with which four different exegetical methods are
employed in Ramban‘s exegesis. These results will then be compared
with results from similar analyses of the commentaries of Bekhor Shor
and Radak on the one hand, and other medieval exegetes such as Rashi,
R. Abraham ibn Ezra, and R. Abraham Maimonides on the other® This
comparison will allow us to ascertain if these exegetical
characteristics of Ramban closely resemble those of Bekhor Shor and

Radak.

4 There will be occasional cases which will be difficult to A
categorize., However, the overall analysis should not be significantly
influenced by these borderline cases.

5 These parshiyot begin with T =T and end with M. To determine
the frequency of the use of a particular exegetical method in various
commentaries requires a significant amount of material from each
commentary. Thus, the material analyzed in the parallel content
portion of this study would not have sufficed in the cases of R.
Abraham Maimonides and Radak (since they are not complete
commentaries). Instead, these eight parshiyot were selected as they
are the only parshivot for which we possess each of the commentaries
which I will be examining: Rashi, Rashbam, Ibn Ezra, Bekhor Shor, R.
‘Abraham Maimonides, Radak and Ramban. In contrast, for the parallel
content portion of the study we avoided uniformity of material so as
to facilitate a comparison of the possible influence of Radak in
sections of the Torah where we possess his commentary and in sections
where we do not, as well as to achieve the diversity described in
footnote 3.

6 We will also compare them with the results of our analysis of
Rashbam’s commentary. The issue of Rashbam’s relationship to the
above exegetes will be elaborated on later.



II. Relationship of Ramban to Rabbi Joseph Bekhor Shor

~l.__Explicit Citation

Ramban does not cite Bekhor Shor by name in his commentary on
the Torah. Yet, there are three cases in which Ramban cites an
interpretation in the name of ~Igmns CTVIRY, TR 097 or “‘Dwmmn w,
respectively, which corresponds to Bekhor Shor's commentary. I will
quote these verses, juxtaposing the comments of Bekhor Shor and

Ramban and contrasting them with those of other exegetes.
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In the preceding case, the identical interpretations of Bekhor
Shor and "DwMsn B™MNY cited in Ramban are unique in that they
understand the words “T1'3 ™R It 59 to be an explanation of how the

servant had permission to take camels from his master’s possession.
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Tn addition, Bekhor Shor and Ramban cite the same prooftext. These
facts give additional weight to the possibility that there is a

direct relatjonship between the interpretations of Bekhor Shor and

Ramban.
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In the above.case Ramban writes “TeX &3 which implies that he
received this tradition from more than one source. In addition, this
interpretation is purely a lexical matter in which other exegetes,
whose works we do not possess, may have arrived at the same
conclusion. Thus, this example on its own will not necessarily

demonstrate a direct influence or relationship.
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In this instance, the introduction of wholly unrelated material
and the almost verbatim correspondence provide a compelling
argument for a direct relationship between the comments of Bekhor
Shor and Ramban.

In all of the above cases, Bekhor Shor's interpretation is
identical to the one cited by .Ramban in contrast to all other
exegesis. The first and third instances are highly significant in
that they involvé the use of additional texts in their exeqesis. 1In
these two cases it is likely that Bekhor Shor is the original source
of the interpretation cited by Ramban,

In the case of Genesis 24:10 as well as in Leviticus 24:10 (Bvmmeny
‘T™2W) and Numbers 16:1 ("ren B*Yw), Ramban’s interpretéltion may also

be found in Hizkuni’s commentary'. On the basis of two of these

1 In addition to these there are numerous occasions in which an
unattributed comment in Ramban corresponds (solely) to an

interpretation found in Hizkuni. A few examples are: Genesis 25:3,
Exodus 21:3 and 23:13.



instances, C. Chavel? posited that Ramban possessed a copy of Hizkuni’s
commentary.

Chavel's assertion is highly improbable as Hizkuni and Ramban
were near contemporaries. Furthermore, Hizkuni's commentary is a
repository of earlier Northern French exegesis {as it is in our case
of Genesis 24:10), and thus it is impossible to identify material as '
originating from Hizkuni’s commentary. However, Chavel's observation
does demonstrate the existence of cases where Ramban’s exegesis
corresponds to that of earlier Northern French exegetes (such as
Bekhor Shor).

The case of Exodus 226 is also noteworthy. Ramban in his
novellae on Tractate Bava Mezia (41b, s.v. "mishum") quotes an
explanation pertaining to this verse in the name of Rashbam® 1In his
commentary on the Torah to this verse, Ramban records the very same
explanation without any attribution®’. We have here another case in
which an interpretation originating with Northern French exegesis
was inéorporated by Ramban into his commentary on the Torah without
attribution.

The cases of Hizkuni and Rashbam may be especially relevant in
light of the possibility that Bekhor Shor’s interpretations were
transmitted to Ramban via his Tosafist teachers. If this is true,
they probably also transmitted interpretations of other Northern

French exegetes, hence the parallels to Hizkuni and Rashbam.

2 In his end notes to Ramban’s Perush ba-Torah (Jerusalem, 15966), v. 2 p.
522.

3 This explanation may also be found in the name of Rashbam in
Tosafot ad loc. s.v. "karna”.

4 Interestingly, Ramban in his novellae proceeded to reject this
interpretation.



2. _Paralle]l Content

Ramban will frequently intexrpret a verse or Phrase on more thap
one level (peshat [Literal meaningj, derash [discussion of Rabbinic
exegesis] and sod [kabbalistic meaning]. Thus, the commentary of
Ramban on a particular verse may contain numerous exegetical units,
For the purposes of our analysis I have broken down the part of
Ramban’s commentary under examination into its smallest self
contained units.

The total number of exegetical units found in Ramban’s
commentaries to the paxrshivot of “mo ™, 3w, Tmoo, “onornT, o,
and "R¥M " is 356, OFf this total, 44° or twelve percent are similar or
identical to interpretations found in Bekhor Shor. This number is
greater than the 32¢ or nine percent which is the total of parallels
found in the combination of all other exegesis antedating Ramban
{excluding Radak). This other exegesis includes the Talmud and
Micirashim, the Geonic commentaries of R. Sa‘adia, R. Samuel ben Hofni
and R. Hananel and the medieval exegesis of Rashi, Rashbam, Ibn Ezra
and R. Abraham Maimonides.

Thus, these numbers alone are high enough to suggest that this
correspondence is not due merely to chance. Yet, if one takes into
account that 89 or a full twenty—five percent of the exegetical units
are kabbalistic interpretations or discussions of secondary sources
such as Rabbinic texts and Targum Onkelos, the significances of the
corresponding exegesis is even greater. Of the 267 units which are

Primary source exegesis, 39 or fifteen percent have parallel

5> A complete list of all parallels to Bekhor Shor may be found in
Appendix A.

6 Appendix C provides a complete list of all parallels to other
exegetes.

10



interpretations found in Bekhor Shor.

Furthermore, of these 267 units, 54’ are traceable to Radak and
an additional 32 to a conglomerate of other sources. Thus, of the 181
units which have no other identifiable source, 39 or twenty-two
percent are similar or identical to interpretations found in Bekhor
Shor.

Of the 267 units, 147 are from narrative textual material and 120
are from halakhic textual material. There is only a slight variation
between the respective percentages of the units with parallels in
Bekhor Shor between the narrative material (thirteen percent) and the
halakhic material (seventeen percent).

There is a greater discrepancy between the percentage of the _
units with parallels in Bekhor Shor between the parshiyot in the Book
of Genesis (eight percent of 101 units) and the rest of the parshiyot
in the sample (nineteen percent of 166 units)l. This is probably due to
the greater influence of Radak on Ramban in the Book of Genesis,
where Ramban had Radak’s commentary to draw upon, than in the other

books of the Torah where Ramban only had the Sefer ha-Shorashim of
Radak to use.

We can divide the comments of Ramban which correspond to those
of Bekhor Shor into various categories. The simplest type is
interpretations which are derived exclusively from the particular
verse, and make no use of external material in its exegesis. In the
following examples I will first quote the verse and the
interpretations of other exegetes and then juxtapose the exegesis of

Ramban and Bekhor Shor to illustrate their correspondence.

7 A complete listing of all parallels'to Radak may be found in
Appendix B.

11
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In the preceding case both Bekhor Shor and Ramban explain that
M3 7 refers to the mention of God in relation to the Patriarchs, in
contradistinetion to other exegetes. This interpretation, despite its
originality, draws only on an earlier part of the verse and does not

utilize any information not found in the verse itself.
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In the above instance there is a double similarity between
‘Bekhor Shor and Ramban. The first similarity is in their explanation
of the term Tpm <2 89, while the second is in their connection of
this verse to the following one. Despite the presence of these
similarities, it should be noted that one could have arrived at this

interpretation from the verse itself.
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In the preceding case the interpretation of Bekhor Shor and

Ramban is a very simple reading of the verse.
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In the above example, Bekhor Shor and Ramban both interpret the
first half of the verse as connected to the second half. Once again,

they only discuss this particular verse,

Other examples of corresponding exegesis are more complex
interpretations which weave descriptions of customs, explanations of
thought processes, proof texts and other extrinsic material into the
interpretation of the verse. The parallels between Ramban and Bekhor
Shor are even more significant in these examples as it is more
difficult to attribute them to sheer coincidence. We find these
types of parallels in almost two-thirds of the forty-four cases. The
examples that follow will once again quote the verse and the
interpretations of other exegetes and then juxtapose the exegesis of

Ramban and Bekhor Shor to illustrate their correspondence.
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In the preceding instance Bekhor Shor and Ramban make use of

realia to explain a difficult verse. The approach is unique and the

parallel is therefore significant.
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In the above case, both Bekhor Shor and Ramban reconstruct the
Sequence of events by integrating events that appear in different
chapters and by explaining the logic underlying the positions of
Joseph’s brothers. This case offers a very strong argument for direct
influence due to the extent of the parallelism and the fact that the

interpretations relate to numerous verses.
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In the preceding instance, the extent of the parallel is
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striking. Both Bekhor Shor and Ramban explain that there were
various stages of enslavement created by different decrees. In this
case as well, influence is likely as the parallel interpretations

discuss numerous verses.

In two cases, Ramban offers two interpretations, only one of

which appears exclusively in Bekhor Shor.
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In the above example, the sécond interpretation of Ramban
corresponds to the interprétation of Bekhor Shor. This
interpretation may be the plain reading of the verse and thus the
parallelism is less significant than in other cases. However, it is
relevant that other exegetes chose not to interpret the verse in this
way due to the fact that there is only a mention of Moses performing

one of these three signs in the presence of Pharaoh.
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Here, also, the second explanation of Ramban isg barallel to the
interpretation of Bekhor Shor. Bekhor Shor and Ramban both appeal
to realia in explaining why the Torah wonld refer to particular
categories of individuals. As we noted earlier, Ramban will
frequently present various possible interpretations for a particular
verse. It is probable that in some of these cases one or more of the

interpretations may come from an earlier source.

In our earlier discussion of direct citation, we saw three cases
where Ramban cites an interpretation in the name of T BTYIRT, DY
=X and “@wMme oY, which parallels one found in Bekhor Shor. In each
of those cases Ramban proceeded to reject the cited interpretation.
In the following two cases, both Bekhor Shor and Ramban use identical
reasoning to reject the same interpretation. In each case Bekhor Shor
and Ramban lend support to the Rabbinic interpretation, though this
is not necessarily the motivating factor (as both Bekhor Shor and
Ramban will sometimes disagree with the Rabbinic interpretation

when explaining the literal meaning of the text).

(2RI MEw) L0 AR D T e WA w ™ N g
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In the above instance, Bekhor Shor and Ramban use both

additional texts and logical reasoning to counter the alternate

interpretation.
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Once again, Bekhor Shor and Ramban appeal to logical reasoning
to reject the alternate interpretation. In this case, both also
discuss how the verse should have been written if the alternate
interpretation were to be correct. Both of the above cases are
examples where influence is likely due to the detailed nature of the

parallels.
In the following case both Ramban and Bekhor Shor claim that
the Talmud maintains a position which is only raised as a possibility

and later rejected in the Talmud.

(0™ XPW) 7R U TEtRD IR ST 10 &Y T NEA TN SYpn Ny g

=g A

TN ROR 10 WN R e Dane TR 935 MR KT TN Yoen Kb
TERT NWIT TN OpS a™tams s AR 1933 17 KEMMD Ey evn o
TRA N qepa wwn Yopn RY oTo RY DR 30T TN N Ty
TV RV DYID oYSeING T SN RS WP ®wn Yoen

SOFT W@ YD SR AR 192 vy o

While both Bekhor Shor and Ramban maintain that the Talmud
learns the prohibition of éursing all Jews through a binvan av
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(paradigmatic law) from the cases of a judge, prince and deaf perscn,
the Talmud in Sanhedrin (66a) actually rejects this option since these
are all unique cases and thus, do not constitute proof vis a vis an
ordinary case®. While many equivalent interpretations can be
explained away as mere coincidence, it is more difficult to do so in
a case where exegetes posit an interpretation which has been

rejected. Thus this case may be of some importance.

There is an unusual level of correspondence between Bekhor Shor
and Ramban when it comes to explaining the rationale for various
commandments. In six of the sixteen cases in our study, the
explanations of Bekhor Shor and Ramban correspond. The following are

examples:

KY o9y 0a% T DU @O ™D SR YT antten DOND Py DD Dopan PN SR Wan o7 1
(2™ RpM) o
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N oMt iem Yyn MiS AN 93 N 2 ﬂ'lPD'? hhinia B by buie

SO NP MO DD R Ty oo 7oNa POWa BPEn N0 TR NN RN
Tow N2 Mes PR am T o B 157 KPR P U RN ouw
7207 DT DY 13PN R DU SoIpEn 3EY RO WY UNI
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In the above case Bekhor Shor and Ramban similarly explain the

8 This difficulty with Ramban’s interpretation was already noted by
R. Elijah Mizrahi in his comments on Leviticus 19:14.
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reason why the fruit of the fourth year is holy, and consequently,

why the fruit of the first three Years cannot be eaten all.
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In the preceding example Bekhor Shor and Ramban both discuss

the reason for each of four punishments, explaining why in each case a

similar phrase is used. The interpretation itself is particularly



creative and the parallels very extensive, giving strong support to

the possibility of influence of Bekhor Shor on Ramban.
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The above instance is a simpler parallel in which Bekhor Shor

and Ramban give a simple approach to understanding the prohibition.
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In this case, Bekhor Shor and Ramban both give two reasons for
the prohibition of cross-breeding, The first is that cone should not
attempt to play God’s role of creator of the world and its species.
The second explanation deals with the practical problems which
cross-breeding produces, using the example of the mule to demonstrate
that cross-breeding will not produce reproductive offspring. The
fact that two answers of Bekhor Shor are reproduced by Ramban makes

the posssibility of influence likely.

Significantly, there are no cases of a lexical interpretation in
the parshiyot under analysis in which it would appear that Bekhor
Shor had any influence on Ramban. This stands in stark contrast to
the results that we will see in our discussion of Radak’s influence on
Ramban.

In the above categories we have seen a variety of cases in which
the interpretations of Bekhor Shor and Ramban are parallel. In a few
of the cases the parallels could be explained away as coincidental,
However, in most of the examples the parallels serve as strong
Supportive evidence for influence of Bekhor Shor and Radak on Ramban
due to the extent of the parallels and the originality of the
interpretations. The Very persuasive parallels also increase the

likelihooci of influence in the other cases.
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3. Some Parallel Characteristics: Derekh Erez and pDarkhe ha-Mikraot

In this section we will discuss two methods of exegesis which
Ramban employs in his commentary, namely, derekh erez (scriptural and
medieval realia) and darkhe ha-mikraot (scriptural patterns)’. These
methods differ from most other exegetical methods in that their aim
is to demonstrate that an apparent anomaly. is really a common
practice or usage, thereby obviating the need for exegesis. Thus,
while most exegesis attempts to provide answers to gquestions, the
methods of derekh erez and darkhe ha-mikraot attempt to preempt the
questions.

As much of Rabbinic exegesis endeavors to explain the need for
and the lesson learned from every word in the Torah, it generally
eschews the use of derekh erez and darkhe ha-mikraot in explicating
difficult words, phrases and verses. Yet, on some occasions even
Rabbinic exegesis resorts to their use. Most of the cases in which

Rashi applies the method of derekh erez are citations of Rabbinic

exegesis. Additionally, rudimentary forms of darkhe ha-mikraot can
be found in some of the thirty-two principles of R. Eliezer b. R. Jose
ha-Gelili such as derekh kezarah {abridged form) and in the Talmudic
opinion of dibberah Torah kilshon bene adam {the Torah employs human
phraseologyl

We will proceed to survey the development of the use of derekh
erez and darkhe ha-mikraot from Rashi to Ramban using our analysis
of the exegesis of the eight parshivot from “mw ™" through ™AW. We
will treat each method individually and then discuss all common

results.

9 In the corresponding section in the next chapter we will discuss
two additional characteristics of Ramban’s commentary.
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a. Derekh Erez (realia)

Rashi uses the method of derekh erez (though not always the term

itself) in only fifteen cases' in our material. As we already noted,
in most of the cases, the exegesis can be traced back to Rabbinic
sources. Thus, Rashi makes no major advance in the application of the
method of derekh erez.

Rashbam is the first exegete to apply the method of derekh erez
on a regular basis and as a fundamental characteristic of his
exegesis!l, Rashbam uses realia in twenty-four cases!? in our material,
This increase over Rashi’s total is extremely significant given that
Rashi comments on almost every verse while Rashbam’s comments are
frequently few and far between. -

Bekhor sShor makes use of realia in his commentary on an even
greater number of occasions, due to th;a influence of Rashbam’s

commentary'. He applies the principle of derekh erez on forty-four

10 They are: /3"y 1oy % SETD BT TR TETS vy ST R
WD WD 2B oy e,

11 M. Berger analyzes Rashbam’s use of realia in his unpublished
doctoral dissertation The Torah Commentary of R. Samuel b. Meir
(Harvard University, 1982).

12 They are: moy-x LATIRTY NI o0 sy STy e ST e
JETD TENE N SR AR s S RS Ty ey AT RSy
TR mtarn RS Tmee.

13 A cursory glance at Bekhor Shor’s commentary suffices to
demonstrate the heavy influence of Rashbam on Bekhor Shor. 1In
addition to the instances in which Bekhor Shor cites Rashbam (Mo
T2 ™Y 9 1'v3) there are numerous cases in which Bekhor Shor
adopts Rashbam’s interpretation without attribution. Later, we will
see that Bekhor Shor also adopts Rashbam’s use of darkhe ha-mikraot.
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occasions™ in our parshivot, or almost triple Rashi’s total.
Similarly, Ramban makes extensive application of realia, using realia
in forty-seven instances? in our material.

As we have seen no evidence for influence of Rashbam on Ramban
in the parallel content section of this study!é, the fact that both
make extensive use of derekh erez would not lead us to believe that
Rashbam directly influenced Ramban. However, if we determine that
Rekhor Shor had a direct influence on Ramban, then Rashbam, through
his impact on Bekhor Shor, may have indirectly influenced Ramban.

The following are examples of the use of realia on different

occasions in Bekhor Shor and Ramban:

BUMY SEPD YT TYIR OV0OT DT D DTN YT A KT - (Wama pwRna) BTN L

SRORY AP O NN O APATNY bR e
WIAPA R wss® Aabm R MR 9 mIne TR Dy W rpney - (o eNaD) v 2
T NUDW T KOS AP W KR N Y T30 QITRED Y SN7E DTwY B3 mp

ST TIPR R D pYmD UNT PR b3

oSD ST YIRS [TTIn ORI T N R W53 DY o7 105K - (e TONAD) 1387 3

14 They are: ,y&iI'3 ") W57 JF2TD V2T XD 19 S =T S o D= D = I 3 k1, g
S D RS 5ty rmats Sty 3ty TERTY TR 2T a7 Jif =33 = B L 10 i
JE3TE UNATh VDD LITERCD IR NRTE R ERTD JRANTD T Ly Tarh
Ny omTadYe LMD nrTE L ATeTD LaTNTD TR 7D Ao

15 They are: 3™ WD 7% 2% Yx7D ,yLa’d s /™D 20Ty moNna
Y NS ATy YRIRTY TORTD TR v 2 o oD ™™ o
AR TNID TRITY TMTY VBT LSTNTY LRI T ey oy o Mth e
XD TR NaSTE ATNTR YD It YANTE TR YENRTD Aman aTeRe
RoWn erp .

16 Only one example in Appendix C is a parallel between Rashbam and
Ramban.
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In contrast, other exegetes make much fewer uses of realia in
their commentaries. Ibn Ezra applies realia only twelve times!?,
Radak only twenty-three times!® and R, Abraham Maimonides on only
thirty-five occasions®. Of these three, only R. Abraham Maimonides
eéven approaches the totals of Bekhor Shor and Ramban, and there are
two fundamental differences between his use of realia and theirs.

The first is the use of prooftexts, from both Biblical and
Rabbinic sources. Bekhor Shor uses prooftexts in twenty-three? of

his forty-four cases and Ramban uses prooftexts in twenty-one? of his

17 They are: a%rn /wrd oo A2 WE YD Y vy aers TeRTa
DRD e e,

18 They are: ;Tar> = /Nas tars I = i R o B O R R
SRR TORD BRD WD D TS s ST Y U35 a2y s
e rro.

13 They are: ;s r&avs N9ma srs 30 s ST N0 2 pene
TS S reyy sty S0 a0y ey KIRTDT BONRY TRY ay
K2R D T TR SR YR T s ey Ty RIS Wy sty
it B o

20 The Biblical prooftexts are in: S0 TERTY Wy r3rs s k7 b
WrE IR [ 2ah AnRD amRs JRRD 2 Y and the Rabbinic
prooftexts are in: ,LN'D ,RND 23 X200 30 Uy ey reers oNns
M2:32. Similarly, Rashbam cites prooftexts in thirteen of his
twenty-four cases.

21 The Biblical prooftexts are in: TV 0 YRS s sy STRna
ANTD IBRTT L IERD TNY TS ey s JUTD Y209 /305 vy wrwns
e 3D and the Rabbinic prooftexts are in: o 2Ry s, In
the case of 3o:N©1 MUNA3, Bekhor Shor and Ramban use the same
prooftext to support their interpretation.
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forty-seven cases. By contrast, R. Abraham Maimonides uses prooftexts
in only four?® of his thirty-five cases.
The following are examples of the use of realia with prooftexts

in Bekhor Shor and Ramban:

0% oAy o TS oaben T 1D D AR D N0 RPN - (THR'D eNND) T L
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J03 an ern
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RPD 0w T 0 Tt wpOR 10 LOBR N2T O AR NERYT - (3P R a4

JIRPD YMDY N0 MERD P R IRTPE payY BR9 M 5P oun ow

The second characteristic is the placement of the realia in
apposition to a Rabbinic interpretation. While R. Abraham
Maimonides does this in only two® of his thirty-five instances,

Ramban does this on eighteen® of forty-seven occasions and Bekhor

22 The Biblical prooftexts are in: Y&mb 3™ M3 and the Rabbinic
prooftexts are in: %1% ,RANS RTA.

23 They are: 7L A% MmN,

24 They are: 2™ 120 2™ 1t 205 07awD 37aa 379770 2000 onen
WD YRS 7OmE DINTD L OTENTD e TS s ey,
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Shor explicitly in five® of forty-four cases and implicitly in
numerous others?,
The following are examples of realia juxtaposed with Rabbinic

interpretations found in Bekhor Shor and Ramban:

by o JspEY ORaW REPED ST T on? YIORD ueT - (TS MR TTaM
T P RD M09 IRET DO T IR DXPOY 12WT TR D¥R0) ST PR T LN
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MR PR AN P37 DN R mEPR M) A7 D DR 9 TEIN TOR RYWY 1P DRG0
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In our study of the use of derekh erez we saw distinct parallels

between Bekhor Shor and Ramban in their extensive use of the method

25 They are: 'T::-n ’_r::n.\, ".1.::’-‘? ’:-‘:n..: ‘fn:_r_: TR,

26 For example: jU"L:NZ V1D B37D 272 27 poR3. The
commentaries of Rashbam and Bekhor Shor frequently assume the
knowledge of Rashi’s interpretation (of Rabbinic origin) and juxtapose
their own interpretations to his.
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and in the way they apply it?. While these characteristics are also
shared by Rashbam, we posited that Rashbam only directly influenceq

Bekhor Shor and not Ramban.

b. Darkhe ha-Mikraot (seriptural patterns)

Rashi uses the method of darkhe ha-mikraot in only nine cases?

in our material. Furthermore, these cases are primarily
grammatically oriented (darkhe ha-lashon) and deal only with single
words,

Rashbam is once again the first exegete to open up the field of

darkhe ha-mikraot. Rashbam identifies various scriptural patterns in

twenty-two cases? in our material. The increase from Rashi’s total is
both quantitative and qualitative. Rashbam’s patterns explicate
entire phrases and verses and are generally literary and not
grammatical.

Bekhor Shor continues Rashbam's work and uses darkhe ha-mikraot

eighteen times® in our parshiyot. Likewise, Radak identifies twenty

27 Significantly, in the cases of Genesis 33:10 and 41:42, Bekhor Shor
and Ramban employ the same realia to arrive at the same
interpretation.

28 They are: ‘am s /‘mnn ATTRT NS VS NS ey ey R eg Il YO LY
29 They are: RS mos SO TS AT s Ty AT Frenen
= e == L R N ATIY? 3T 30 T 1y ey AR
TS L rone.

30 They are: ,tr% rea ‘s JEITP IR AR TS ey SRS ronn
AT XD RATS B JRRTE TS sy A™YS vys,
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scriptural patterns® and Ramban utilizes twenty-one darkhe

a-mikraot* in our material.

In contrast, Tbn Ezra uses darkhe ha-mikraot on only eleven

occasions®, of which the majority are of narrow scope and similar to
those of Rashi, and R. Abraham Maimonides notes only four3.
In the following case, Bekhor Shor and Ramban employ the same

scriptural patterns and arrive at the same interpretation:

W3 ST AXT TN TR 2TS Desn BT 130 MR - (30T MR BTa™

STTH DWIN RN O MO IS SR DRPREN 1O Sews ANn
AVIR 131 T SN AY KT TIRAW YY1 AT 8 pioh e ST - (3720 AwRnd) 1Tann

SPTTR DTN RIENT O 1Y Mo

On another occasion all three of Rekhor Shor, Radak and Ramban use

the same scriptural pattern to arrive at the same explanation:

RION ON M Naen Y5 ouen R P Pes T w ANeT - (N3 TwNTD) w2

JONpRRS Y U R

DT STYEY ST SRS URYEDS WS IR 10 LLONT P OepD Ut R - (R7D TRT)

31 They are: NS{TD/ST 47317 33 273070 VESTI TETD TITY RNy Nl
YR L ATE D, D R T, T AT e ey N,

32 They are: ,ha™ LR ™7 WY [ WTS 4TS MDD R el
LOVD ATNE YD L0ETD L TRas NTRNE TR T T raah oaTh Ao

33 They are: S ISD YD e SO ERTD BT TS RS oRmn
Iawe, .

34 They are: "2:t'd yare nyo [RyD nwNaz.
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In our analyses of the use of derekh erez and darkhe ha-mikraot,

4 common pattern emerges. In each, both Bekhor Shor¥ and Ramban (as
well as Radak in the cases of darkhe ha-mikraot) make extensive use
of patterns (behavioral and scriptural) in offering an alternative to
Rabbinic exegesis, Frequently, Bekhor Shor and Ramban cite
accompanying prooftexts to strengthen their interpretations. In
using these methods of exegesis, Bekhor Shor and Ramban differ both
quantitatively and qualitatively from Rashi, Ibn Ezra and R. Abraham
Maimonides. The existence of significanf parallel content and
parallel exegetical methods argues str.:ongly for there being direct

influence of Bekhor Shor on Ramban’s commentary.

35 Following the lead of Rashbam as previously discussed.
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III. Relationship of Ramban to Radak

1. _Explicit Citation

In his commentary on the Torah, Ramban cites Radak by name only
once, in Genesis 35:16!, Yet, Ramban frequently refers to exegesis
found exclusively in Radak’s commentary on the Book of Genesis and
Sefer ha-Shorashim under the titles of Zrow ™ (Genesis 25:31, 29:31,
30:37, 31:19, 38:5, Exodus 15:11, 21:31), Temsh @¥ (Genesis 2:9, 32:25, 37:32,
Exodus 28:41, Leviticus 23:28), “twsn v'nY (Genesis 11:2), “twvn Yopa” (Genesis
6:4, 39:20) and oW (Genesis 7:9, 9:20, 49:5, Exodus 15:11).

Furthermore, Ramban uses the titles “prpTn wpa” (Genesis 49:10,
49:22) and ‘o (Genesis 41:43, Exodus 22:15, Deuteronomy 15:1, 32:26)
when referring to material found in Radak. These titles, in contrast
to the titles above, are used when the material is found exclusively
in Radak’s Sefer ha-Shorashim and not in Radak’s commentary on the
Book of Genesis.

In four of these later six cases, the parallel exegesis may also
be found in the Sefer ha-Shorashim of Ibn Janah (from which Radak
draws). However, it would seem probable, based on the almost
verbatim correspondence between Radak and Ramban and the fact that
two cases are fouﬁd only in Radak, that it is to Radak that Ramban

refers?. I will guote these six verses, juxtaposing the comments of

1  Additionally, Ramban guotes Radak’s father, R. J oseph Kimhi, by
name in his commentary to Genesis 1:26.

9 Ramban cites Ibn Janah by name only once (Genesis 3:8) and in that
instance he states that his source for Ibn Janal's remark is Ibn Ezra's
commentary (despite the fact that it may be found in the Sefer
ha-Rikmah p. 48). There are also two instances (Exodus 4:9, 25:6} in
which Ramban cites -1 “9p2” and the exegesis is found only in the
Sefer ha-Rikmah and Sefer ha-Shorashim of Ibn Janah, respectively.
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Radak and Ramban and comparing them with those of Ibn Janal.
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In the above case, Ibn Janah and Rédak give the same definitiop
for the root Tpv. Yet, it is clear that Radak serves as Ramban’s
source for two reasons. First, Ramban reproduces Radak’'s definition
verbatim while Ibn Janah’s varies slightly. In addition, Ramban also
reproduces Radak’s explanation of how the definition fits our verse.

This is not found at all in Ibn Janah.
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In the .preceding example, Ibn Janah merely offers a definition
for the word "13". Radak (explaining Ibn Janah’s position) and Ramban
both explain how the definition fits the context of the entire verse.
Additionally, Ramban’s wording is, here too, almost identical to

Radak’s, but considerably different from Ibn Janah’s.
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Once again, Ramban’s wording is very similar to Radak’'s. There

is no parallel at all in Ibn Janah’'s works.
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3 Both Radak and Rambap Proceed to reject this interpretation for
the identical reason. '
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In the above case, there is no parallel in Ibn Janah.
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As in previous cases, Ramban's citation is an almost verbatim
reproduction of Radak. In contrast, Ibn Janah's definition varies
slightly and does not mention the option of %" meaning "wRT or
*beginning.” However, Ramban does use the plural “@va oy P, which

would seem to refer to at least one other person besides Radak.
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In the above case, Ibn Janah, Radak and Ramban are all

ideritical. Thus one cannot prove specific influence of Radak from
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this case.

Tn all of the preceding six cases, Radak and Ramban match up
almost word for word. Thus, together, these examples constitute
virtually incontrovertible evidence that Ramban used Radak’s Sefer
ha-Shorashim as his standard lexical handbook. Furthermore, careful
examination of Ramban’s lone citation of Radak in Genesis 35:16

reveals that while the content of Radak’s interpretation may be found

both in Radak’s commentary on the Book of Genesis and his Sefer

ha-Shorashim, Ramban’s source is the Sefer ha-Shorashim. This is clear

from the fact that Ramban’s citation matches up almost to a letter to
the Sefer ha-Shorashim, but is.considerably different from Radak's
commentary.

In fact, of all of Ramban’s citations of interpretations from
Radak’s commentary on the Book of Genesis {listed earlier in this
section) and of all the passages from Ramban which correspond in
content to Radak’s commentary on the Book of Genesis (discussed in
the following section) there are no cases of verbatim correspondence.
This variation between Ramban’s use of Radak’s commentary and Radak’s
Sefer ha-Shorashim may be accounted for by either of the following
explanations: '

1. Ramban possessed a written copy of Radak’s Sefer ha-Shorashim but

was only influenced by Radak’s commentary on the Book of Genesis via
oral transmission; or
2. Ramban possessed copies of both the Sefer ha-Shorashim and the

commentary on the Book of Genesis. Yet, while he viewed the Sefex

ha=Shorashim as a "canonized" text and cited it verbatim (just as he

cites Rashi and Ibn Ezra verbatim), he viewed the commentary as a
more amorphous text, merely part of the pool of extant exegesis which

could be incorporated with linguistic and content changes. This
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second explanation is more likely in light of the frequency and

closeness of the verbal parallels to Radak’s commentary on the Book

of Genesis.
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2. Parallel Content

In this section’s analysis, we will use the same methodology as
we used in the corresponding section dealing with the influence of
Bekhor Shor‘. Once again we will be dealing with the 356 exegetical
units from the portions of Ramban’s commentary that are under
analysis. Of these, 56° or sixteen percent are similar or identical to
interpretations found in Radak. This figure is significantly higher
than the 32f or nine percent which is the total of parallels found in
all other exegesis antedating Ramban {excluding Bekhor Shor).

As in the case of Bekhor Shor, these numbers alone are high
enough to suggest that this correspondence is not due merely to
chance. Furthermore, if one considers that 89 or a full twenty-five
percent of the exegetical units are kabbalistic interpretations or
discussions of secondary sources such as Rabbinic texts and Targum
Onkelos, the percentage of the corresp;mding exegesis found in Radak
is really even higher. Of the 267 units which are primary source
exegesis, 547 or twenty percent have parallels in Radak.

Furthermore, of these 267 units, 39® are traceable to Bekhor Shor
and an additional 32 to a conglomerate of other sources. Thus, of the
196 units which have no identifiable source, 54 or twenty-eight
percent of them are similar or identical to interpretations found in
Radak.

Of the 267 units, 101 are from the Book of Genesis and 166 are

4 See our earlier description on p. 10-11.

5 See Appendix B.

6 See Appendix C.

7 Two of the parallels in Radak are part of the 89.

8 See Appendix A.

40



from the rest of the parshiyot in the sample. There is a great
discrepancy between the respective percentages of the units with
parallels in Radak between the material from the Book of Genesisg
(thirty-one percent) and the material from the other parshiyot
(fourteen percent). This is due to the fact that in the Book of
Genesis Ramban also had Radak’s commentary to draw upon, while in
the other books he had only Radak’s Sefer ha-Shorashim’.

Further analysis bears out this conclusion. Twenty-seven or
slightly less than one-half of the total of fifty-six parallels are
from Radak’s commentary on the Book of Genesis, another twenty-seven
are from Sefer ha-Shorashim and two are from other commentaries of
Radak'’. This would account for Radak’s influence in the Book of
- Genesis being twice as great as in any other book of the Torah.

Of the total of 356 exegetical units in Ramban, 41 are lexical
definitions of a particular word. Twenty-two of these or fifty-four
percent are nearly identical to definitions found in Radak’s Sefer

ha-Shorashim. This figure highlights Ramban’s consistent use of

Radak’s Sefer ha-Shorashim as a lexical handbook. In the course of

this section we will first discuss various categories of parallels in
the literary interpretations of Radak and Ramban and then we will
relate to the lexical parallels.

As we did in our section on Bekhor Shor’s influence, we will

9 There is a smaller variation between the percentage of the units
with parallels to Radak in narrative textual material (twenty-four
percent of 147 units) and halakhic textual material (sixteen percent
of 120 units). This is probably due, not to the difference in type of
material, but rather to the fact that most of the narrative material
in this sample comes from the Book of Genesis.

10 For the purposes of this analysis, I have checked Radak’s Biblical

commentaries on every non-Pentateuchal verse cited in Ramban‘s
commentary. '
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divide the comments of Ramban which correspond to those of Radak
into various categories. The simplest type are interpretations which
are derived exclusively from the particular verse, and make use of no
external material. In the following examples I will quote the verse
and the interpretations of other exegetes and then juxtapose the

exegesis of Ramban and Radak to illustrate their correspondence.
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In the preceding example, Radak and Ramban both explain that
the servant was making a dual réquest. As one of these requests, both
insert a wish that is not mentioned at all in the text, namely that
the destined wife have particular characteristics. While neither
Radak nor Ramban utilize any external data, this parallel is
nonetheless significant in that it is not a simple reading of the

verse and the verses that preceded it.
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in the above case, prior exegetes assumed that the jewelry was
taken ("Mp) -and given to Rebecca, since otherwise, why else would it
have been taken. Radak and Ramban both explain that it was taken in
bpreparation and only given later. Both exegetes also refer the

reader to the later recounting of the story.
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In this instance, both Radak and Ramban flesh out the concise
text by adding the reason why Rebecca and her maidens followed the
servant and explaining that the servant not only tock Rebecca with
him, but also guarded and protected her. In some examples of this
type of cases, each parallel on its own will not necessarily prove
influence beyond a shadow of a doubt. It is rather the reqularity
with which they occur in the Book of Genesis, as discussed above,
which gives strength to the possibility of influence. However, the

subsequent examples provide a much stronger argument for influence.

As we saw regarding Bekhor Shor, there are other examples of
corresponding exegesis which are more complex. interpretations that
weave descriptions of customs, explanations of thought processes,
proof texts and other extrinsic material into their interpretations.
The parallels between Ramban and Radak are even more significant in
these examples as it is more difficult to attribute them to sheer
coincidence. We find these types of parallels in about half of our
cases. The examples that follow will once again quote the verse and
the interpretations of other exegetes and then juxtapose the exegesis

of Ramban and Radak to illustrate their correspondence.
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In the above instance, Radak and Ramban both use the same
understanding of the "3° in “FmoT to explain Joseph’s interpretation
of the dream. In addition to the creative explanation, there are also

significant linguistic similaritjes.
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In this instance, Ibn Ezra shares the basic idea of the
interpretation with Radak and Ramban. Yet it is the contrast to Ibn
Ezra which highlights the influence of Radak on Ramban. Radak and
Ramban both go far beyond Ibn Ezra’s explanation of the verse, by
adding a full elaboration of Jacob’s reasons for burying Rachel
immediately, all based on the single word “%. The interpretation of
Radak and Ramban clearly goes far beyond a simple interpretation of
the text and it would be an extremely unlikely coincidence for each

to have arrived at it independently.
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In the above case, Radak and Ramban both explain the
prohibition on the basis of the context of the second half of the
verse. Each also describes a custom prevalent among idolaters in the
time of the Bible. Furthermore, Ramban explicates the incident in
the book of Samuel which Radak is cominenting on. The extent of the
parallel as well as Ramban‘s discussion of an unrelated text are

significant in showing influence in this case.

There are also cases of Gorrespondence between Radak and Ramban
in explaining the rationale for various commandments. The following

are examples:
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The preceding example argues strongly for direct influence.
Radak and Ramban, in addition to interpreting the puzzling phrase 2 -
70 BpPYR MYYp in the same way, both propose the identical novel idea
that there are two separate prohibitions discussed in the verse.
They then proceed with an identical explanation of an incident in

the book of Joshua, using this idea.
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11 A similar interpretation appears in Bekhor Shor. The possible
influences of Rashbam and Bekhor Shor on Radak merit further
examination.
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In the above case, there are a multiplicity of parallels between

P oW AT T Aovone s
7P W B VY N O TR
YO¥ TYE 92mY 531 Yy A
R? TN o @ v s
B3I Mo M5 DAN YRS NOR TeR
NP0 10 MR N9 TN MY N
T2 9W 9 IRINDY TIARDY T
WD 215 W PN Wy TR
LD W20 P RO i ban

TN APY 2N SRRt 9 U e
R¥1 w2 853 mavem nan SR oy
W oY N 13 891 L3 Ton

7 M o0 mE meys o uw
TR DRI O 313 N3 QIna Bime

Radak and Ramban, which are not directly related to the

interpretation of the verse.

strong evidence for direct influence,

unlikely.

In one case both Radak and Ramban provide

for a Rabbiniec Midrash.
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In the above case, much of the significance of the parallel lies
in the mention of the Midrash and in the uniqueness of the effort to
explain the background of the Rabbinic interpretation. This will be

discussed at length in the subsequent section.

In addition to the cases included among the parallels between
Radak and Ramban, there are other cases which were not counted in
our statistics, where the kernel of Ramban’s comment may also be
found in Radak, with Ramban proceeding to use it in a different

manner. The following are examples of this:
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In the above case, both Radak and Ramban stress that it was
important only for Isaac {and not Abraham) to take a wife from
Abraham’s family. Yet, from here on, they diverge in their
interpretations. Radak claims that even Abraham would not take a

Canaanite wife while Ramban disagrees.
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In the preceding example, Radak and Ramban both explain that a
woman who was waiting for the performance of levirate marriage was
considered to be a married woman. Yet they dﬁfer in the reason why
Tamar was sentenced to be burned. In the above two cases, despite
the fact that Radak and Ramban share a certain point, the parallels

are not strong enough to be included in our statistics.

There are also numerous cases of lexical interpretations of

Ramban which correspond to such interpretations in Radak’s works.
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In the above case, Radak and Ramban make the identical
distinction. Yet, the distinction itself is not particularly

complicated and there are no linguistic parallels.
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The preceding parallel between Radak and Ramban is a strong

indicator of influence. Radak and Ramban share not only the

12 See also Radak's commentary on Judges 9:4.
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definition of the word but also various prooftexts and the

interpretation of the entire verse, making coincidence an unlikely

explanation.
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In the above example, we have another case of Radak and Ramban
sharing a common prooftext aside from their lexical definition. In
this case, Radak and Ramban also explicate the entire verse of the

prooftext. This example also argues for direct influence.

In two cases’, both Radak and Ramban provide a definition of a

word through the use of the same Tarqumic material.
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13 In addition to the case of Leviticus 19:20 discussed above.
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In each of the above two cases, Radak and Ramban cite the same
two Targumic prooftexts for their definitions. It would be difficult

to attribute this citation to mere ceincidence.

In the following case both Radak and Ramban juxtapose the

definition provided by the Rabbis with an alternate definition.
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In this example, Radak and Ramban again share prooftexts for
the same definition as well as linquistic similarities. Thus, direct

influence is apparent in this case as well.

In this section, we have seen numerous examples in which the
extent of the parallels between Radak and Ramban clearly points to a
direct influence of Radak on Ramban. The establishment of the
presence of this influence (through these parallels and the direct
citations in the previous section) gives added weight to the
likelihood of influence in some of the less cléar cases.

The influence of Radak’s commentary on the Book of Genesis is
apparent only in Ramban’s commentary on the Bocok of Genesis, for
obvious reasons. The influence of Radak’s Sefer ha-Shorashim remains
constant throughout Ramban’s commentary on the Torah!. While the
influence of a lexical handbock such as the Sefer ha-Shorashim is

arquably less significant than use of a commentary!®, there are a

14 My advisor in this thesis, Dr. David Berger, suggested to me that
Ramban’s use of Sefer ha-Shorashim as his standard lexical source may
explain the absence of lexical influence from Bekhor Shor.

15 Dr. Berger also suggested that since a commentator is often
obligated to explain a difficult word which may present a very
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number of cases in which entire verses explicated in Radak’s Sefer

ha=-Shorashim were then incorporated inte Ramban’s commentary.

limited range of options, lexical influence is less significant. This
requires further consideration in Ramban’s case as Ramban does not
usually feel compelled to explicate every difficult word or verse.
Either which way, the impact of Radak's Sefer ha-Shorashim on
Ramban’s commentary is clearly established.
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3. Some Parallel Characteristics: Ta'ame ha-Sippurim and Use of

‘Rabbinic Exegesis

This section will contrast Ramban’s ta‘ame ha-sippurim

(explanations of why the Torah mentioned a particular detail or
story) and use of Rabbinic exegesis with Radak’s on one hand and other
medieval exegetes on the other hand.

In our analysis of ta‘'ame ha-si ppurim, I will only include
exegesis which identifies the primary purpose for which a text was
written. I will not discuss exegesis which learns a secondary lesson
from a text whose primary purpose is to relate the events which
occurred.

Thus I will distinquish between exegesis of the "% ("to teach
you") variety such as Rashi’s comment on Genesis 25:20: oW 70D SRS A
3 AT SN2 T ROR 0N 7o 137 AR DRINA 3 R 303 NS ™W "3 125 R
TTTYCD maY KMy e RPD J MM Yo, which will be included in our
analysis, and exegesis of the - amm W ("from here you can learn")
variety such as Rashi‘s comment on Genesis 38:25: by 8 Nwn? MRxm Ry
mvrrmnﬂmmbn‘mwwbmumnmw1m-m1b11~zsr:‘7nbnnmxbnm'm
DO 130 YN IR @asb v 0D B M TER TRID 10 TR W M WY oM muye
‘2373 MaM, which will not be discussed.

In the material under analysis, Ramban discusses ta'‘ame
bha-sippurim on thirty-five occasions®®. Radak’s commentary provides

us with thirty-six instances!, almost exactly the same number. The

16 They are: Ylura /swy s AT T YT N () by ki gl
AT2D 73075 rems ey e AVN2 R8T AN Y Sy e ST
SRETD T rEre JERTD LD LTS s gy LY URYY Ty RYry AT
NOWn A,

17 They are: T3 r=3rs v ABTD L30T T NS RS poen

R O B e R S T SRS T s AT RS STy A g I T
STIY2 ,2:0% 19y Aty Ry e g o S e e B R i B WY S L B Y Ry
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frequency with which Radak and Ramban discuss ta‘ame ha-sippurim is
not even approached by any other exegete. In contrast, Rashi
provides us with ta‘ame ha-sippurim on nineteen occasions!®, Rashbam
on nine', Ibn Ezra on five?, Bekhor Shor on one? and R. Abraham
Maimonides on twenty-three?

More significant than the quantitative distinction between
Radak and Ramban and the other exegetes are fundamental differences
which characterize the nature of the W__m___lm—sigp_gm in the two
groups of commentators. All but five® of Rashi’s uses of ta‘ame
ha-sippurim are to resolve textual difficulties and only one instance
encompasses an entire section of text rather than one individual
detail. Similarly only one of R. Abraham Maimonides’ cases™ explains
the need for an entire story. And significéntly, in both the
commentaries of Rashi and R. Abraham Maimonides. this one instance is
the identical case of Timna and Genesis 36, whose reason for inclusion

in the Torah is already discussed by the Talmud in Sanhedrin (99b) and

o ATD JA'D ey .

18 They are: W' ,R™TD ™72 220D 2™W3 2573 0T 6D RS R
R2D TRD 220 T Tarh Teamrh ATy LTy LTy L.

19 They are: 2598 /20D Y 2 [ mary RS %070 %00 5ary Ao

20 They are: o 2% 07d 2 2™y oN.

21 In ‘R AwROA.

22 They are: ;"' 7™y 2070 Rl I50TD U Ry L30T RS AR

P S = e B o T e P S 2 JNG =53 b 8 S 3 BT W23 B B 2 1 TR 13 i B AT - B TS - B~ 2 W B w e
M2, This total is inflated by the seven in Genesis 36, which are
really a distinct group of interpretations (as I will soon explain).

23 They are: w'2rn 7o T2=375 %Y w7y onaa.

24 As well as two of Ibn Ezra’s cases: ‘37 103 8?2 and none of
Rashbam’s cases.
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at length by the Rambam in the Guide to the Perplexed (3:50). In
contrast, Radak provides ta‘ame ha-sippurim for entire stories on ten®

occasions and Ramban on nine,

There are two major categories of ta‘'ame ha-sippurim which are

found frequently in both Radak and Ramban. The first is 71 3t )iAnt b
T ("to inform us that God does good for good people”. The

following are examples of its use in both Radak and Ramban:

B3I TP BRI 0 TR T2 PR 213 18 99 e nn PR - (03 o) pry g
CEOM? T2t D yd Yok PR 9772 7 Y0 moyemy

PTIX2 9PN PAITT N3 YT M Mson Y3 e e s T - (XD pwRAa) stm 2
ST RIBN RS T 0w W PN o e Ry 1 WV 0o ROw yo o vy

S BT 0N Y MRS ANE A3N3 LOTER 1D 19 MRT - (e MTRI3) Yamn 3
.‘umﬁm-npmnpn‘:m‘mmnxzr'mbmmm:wpbn NI T oan

TS D wrTNTS mn Mens A T LTI NI M R - (34 Senes) T 4
ST 10N AR 1Y 1o

The second type of ta‘ame ha-sippurim is an illustration of a

pPerson’s character. The foliowing are examples:

W DOP WP mans a0 noyn s e MITT TN LM - (@D reNes) P

STUN T

25 They are: yu@a™ 1% o'y JRD TS s T AT DURTS
TETY s,

26 They are: T™rn rurn rury RO 0™ [/20n o9y s AR PyRma.

In three of these instances the interpretations of Radak and Ramban
are identical.
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WO AEY Y PR YIS 13 81 SN0 LLADKT BT TR T - (RS o) P2

SO maw wb sk et T AR a9 uey o

TIP3 IOEMY (LB M2 PP T M3 WY NN TON o — (73 oNS) Tane 3
PPT TEPA APIE NNYIR KT IA031 M3 ATV NI SR T DTYBI 1B 93 M

SATET TAYRD T AN 583 Ynwn St

Mmoo 3 Ty ma s TN LT TR T R TIREDY - (Y Rma) Taen 4

STAR 325 Yo LA VAR 17 NuAY WO S YR WY Man
There are also three instances in which Radak and Ramban offer
the same ta‘ame ha-sjippurim. I will juxtapose the comments of Radak

and Ramban on these passages.

(=273 FrNtD) LORYEDS Y1 W SORLETIER 13 SRYEDS DN MUNY ]

M '

50 20N 0 BWAT T3 TP ONPRT MmN O SRpnee fevn aONT
TETY1 5001 BAMYAN M 933 FIEIA M0 TR B mTaR masb
UMY PR Py TN 0D BN WY ouw D WD

TRUZ A2 Wz A9RY LOTERY Sen

SOTER M2ab

IR GO N2M MW ©1 WR D@3 Wi PRI OIS PRI REDNT HOIT Y9 IR 0O mpYY .2

(™rE eR) s nma sosn

T 271
RIS D33 TAPT RN 7 NN 5o 700 O OO ST e P
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N3N3 feona aeY oD yey o T RD D UM3A 057 nav

V0 RO OUER @R TR O M) TP R RET RN '3 P N0 0P e

AR WIPD [P N D D a0 T 1D WIY DLW VT NI 10

W OMED PRI DTNED WIE gbs M3 WD T 500 Y R W 1B

M oo 1 Yax Wis Py nves ' Rt
Ny R b

(72277 PTRID) IR WYY TED T3 R 10 APY RYT AYYA DT YT 3

(ST W) Yamn M

SR P2 9 v own Ty M TP T QT 0 pennd M
VO P N WY oy WER> N D37 9P WO RS pMI  BR
MRD WP W WY 3 oY Ton TIM 221 7R Y03 WRP Tt NOR
FRoYS Boxy TENw PR Sw 1oTa TEE AR RYeND BT TS wy
175NY WY DR R PEER DMaTn , Seneeh

SRR T AP Ty

Finally, Radak and Ramban stand in contrast to other exegetes
in the frequency of their citation of Rabbinic exegesis?. Radak and
Ramban juxtapose Rabbinic interpretations with their own
interpretations on a regular basis. Both Radak and Ramban cite
Rabbinic exegesis on almost two-hundred occasions in the mere eight

parshiyot of our material. Ibn Ezra, Rashbam, Bekhor Shor and R.

27 I will not include Rashi in this discussion as most of his
commentary synthesizes Rabbinic exegesis rather than citing it.
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Abraham Maimonides do so only very infrequently?®.

Additionally, Radak and Ramban will each not merely cite a
Rabbinic interpretation but will frequently elaborate on it. In many
cases this entails elaboration on the difficulties which it poses.

All of the other aforementioned exegetes, combined, do so only very

rarely?. The following are examples from Radak and Ramban:

ow S waan oAb aobnw YU man Maua AR oD T — (372070 An) pr

OZTS MOV DT N3 T WP ANTIZ UUAN STOR TR SR 0D WO NS TR oD

Jow YR

1B SNSRI OWID DaR 19 PR DD TERY N TTE LOM AT - (7Y eNn) ptm 2

SO R 03 P Epw W KD D ITUTT 1YR3 TT 18 o

NS oMy NS REnS DUTY N99 IND D LSO O O RDT - (RO o) Yaon 3
W1 U@ NI DRYDTT YT UrA VIR N M WD PRI STIAR TN 2wa 2N 1o e pow

Shamen o T KDY A oTman

PTNTID 017 9 Yo TS AP umh e s rOR WA - (VD TNnn) 1Tant 4

JURnod Ao 13T WY ND 12 oM LT

Finally, Radak and Ramban will occasionally explain the basis
for or elaborate on a Rabbinic interpretation. The following are

examples:

28 The examples of Genesis 44:18 and 47:20, where R. Abraham Maimonides
merely writes "™ M P ToN® MO, without even troubling to cite the
Rabbinic exegesis he refers to, are instructive.

29 See Rashbam on rums 7> w3, Ibn Ezra on 272 372170 /N:73 and
R. Abraham Maimonides on Y&t 7% T,
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N2 RPN 2N 85 AnRTPY DR T T oM LT RSO - (s ERTD) P

0D PO RN RYSM P5M TR W 973 MM AN ek

PPNV TER TP QI DY 3 T LTIERT TO TNPY R - (37D TRAS) P2
CWPITT RV YN T Rl mph b em v 1 ma WP T Doy

Y1297 WR Y3 0 anow B B YZY WS YT MR A 9er - (973 UND) YA 3
VR 53 PR OTEN M STOT D W A P AT RNa3 1Y B W msey W
12 YWY KO ATTRD S D000 TR DT b pras

TAUI P5IY RYPOD PI0Y DR PR ODIT WROI W LU DT - (T9Y FERD) 1o 4
N2M 3 9353 120 9T P71 uR Na Eh Y YR A A b Pyt Pl =) R = N

VA e

In this section we have seen parallels between Radak and Ramban
in both their attempts to explain the reasons for various Biblical
stories and in their treatment of Rabbinic exegesis. Especially
significant are the cases in which interpretations of Radak and
Ramban are parallel not only in method but also in content. While
cases of explicit citation and parallel content demonstrate influence
- on a particular interpretation, the presence of common
characteristics in Radak and Ramban may indicate that Radak had an
influence on part of Ramban’s approach and ideas about interpretation

of the text.

30 See our earlier discussion of this interpretation on p. 49.
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IV. Conclusion

In tracing the development of medieval Biblical exegesis from
Rashi onwards, one realizes that each exegete is standing on the
shoulders of his predecessors, assimilating and synthesizing their
works and advances as the foundation of his own contributions.’
Medieval Jewish Biblical exegesis does not consist of a handful of
exegetes who bear no relation to each other, but is rather an
evolving process of interconnected exegetes whose commentaries are
based on the works of their predecessors.

For this reason, large portions of any individual exegete's work
can be traced back to earlier works. And thus a major responsibility
of one who wishes to understand the character of any particular
commentary is to analyze its relationship to the commentaries which
preceded it.

At first glance, Ramban appears not to fit the pattern of
earlier exegetes. His commentary appears to be almost a creation ex
nihilo, a work almost completely independent of any prior exegesis or
exegetical tradition. 1In this study we took a three pronged approach
to dispel this impression and discover the missing links between
Ramban and his predecessors.

In the sections which discussed explicit citation, we

! The overwhelming majority of Rashi's exegesis is a synthesis of Rabbinical

exegesis with the lexical and grammatical advances of Menahem b. Saruk and Dunash
b. Labrat. Ibn Ezra is heavily influenced by the works of Ibn Janah and R. Sa adia
(to say nothing of the likely influence of early Andalusian commentaries which are
no longer extant). Bekhor Shor makes ample use of the works of Rashi and Rashbam,
and Radak draws heavily on the works of Ibn Janah, Ibn Ezra, R. Joseph Kimhi and
possibly, Rashbam and Bekhor Shor. Similarly, R. Abraham Maimonides makes much use
of the exegesis of his father, grandfather, R. Sa‘adia, R. Samuel b.Hofni and Ibn
Ezra.
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demonstrated that Ramban cites exegetical traditions which
correspond exclusively to exegesis of Bekhor Shor and Radak. In the
case of Radak’s Sefer ha-Shorashim, this correspondence is frequently
nearly verbatim. This would argue strongly for Ramban’s possession
of a copy of Radak's Sefer ha-Shorashim. In the case of Bekhor Shor,
the correspondence is primarily in content and not style. This
suggests that Ramban did not possess a copy of the commentary but
rather received oral traditions of it, probably via his Tosaphist -
teachers?,

In the parallel content sections, we went a step further,
arguing that Ramban did not merely possess exegetical traditions of
Bekhor Shor and Radak which he cites explicitly, but that Ramban
also frequently incorporated exegesis of Bekhor Shor and Radak
without attribution. Our analysis in each case showed that the level
of correspondence in Ramban’s commentary was many times higher for
the works of Bekhor Shor and Radak than for any other commentary.
Thus, our data suggests that a significant layer of Ramban’s
commentary makes use of the commentaries of Bekhor Shor and Radak.

In this section, also, we found the parallels to Radak to be
linguistically closer than the parallels to Bekhor Shor. And among
the parallels to Radak, the parallels to Sefer ha-Shorashim are even
closer than to Radak‘s commentary on the Bock of Genesis. This is due
either to Ramban possessing a copy only of Sefer ha-Shorashim or to
Ramban’s view of the Sefer ha-Shorashim as a lexical handbook in
contrast to the commentary on the Book of Genesis which he viewed as

part of the poel of extant exegesis.

2 However, it is also possible that Ramban did possess a copy of the
commentary, but viewed its interpretations as part of the pool of
extant exegesis which could be integrated into his own commentary
with linguistic revisions (see our discussion of Radak on pp.38-39).
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Either way, Radak’s commentary on the Book of Genesis also had a
significant impact on Ramban, as the percentage of corresponding
exegesis between Radak and Ramban is twice as great in the Book of
Genesis as in other books of the Torah. In contrast, there was no
significant difference in the percentage of parallels to Bekhor Shor
or Radak accounted for by variation between narrative and legal
textual material.

We noticed an especially high degree of correspondence to Radak
in the area of lexical interpretations. The lexical influence can be
accounted for by Ramban’s use of Sefer ha-Shorashim as a lexical
handbook. We also noted a high degree of correspondence to Bekhor
Shor in discussions of the raticnales for various commandments.

We did not include in our list of parallels a small number of
cases in which a fundamental point of Ramban’s interpretation is also
found in Bekhor Shor or Radak but in which Ramban Proceeds in a
different vein. It is possible that a larger sampling of material
might allow us to demonstrate an influence on Ramban in these cases.

Finally, in the sections discussing parallel characteristics, we
demonstrated that Ramban shares exclusively with Bekhor Shor and
Radak a tendency to use particular exegetical methods. This evidence
transcends a mere correspondence in specific unrelated
interpretations and illustrates similarities between the exegetical
thought processes of Bekhor Shor, Radak and Ramban.

In summation, our study of Ramban places him in his exegetical
context. Ramban's exegesis is directly and heavily influenced by
Radak, Bekhor Shor and perhaps other Northern French exegetes, Part
of Ramban’s greatness lies in his ability to synthesize the
achievements of his predecessors and build his own contributions on

their foundation.
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