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content of the doctrine from the “chapter headings.”

125Weinberger ed., p. 4: 7143 fZA~fX.i flfriA!J

3~PnrQ{J1Q3J1’) ~ PIt’? c41~ f’t~i,

126For Ramban on this score, see n. 87 above.

‘27Weinberger ed., p. 4: ?t”fri

U%t3 “D3

128Betzah 16a; Ta’anit 27b.

129ThiS reason is not stated explicitly in the

Talmud. Another reason offered was the fact that the fires

of Gehinnom cease to burn on Shabbat. See R. Joel Sirkes,

Bayit Uadash to Tur Orab ~ayyim 297, and R. Yehiel H. H
Epstein (Arukh Ha—Shulhan) ad bc., who utilized both

reasons.

1~See Rashbam (R. Samuel ben M?ir) to Pesabim 102b;

Tosafot: Betzah 33b, s.v. ki1 Pesabim 102b, s.v. ray. The H
Bayyit Uadash and Arukh Ha—Shulhan (op. cit. n. 131)

suggested that NY existed only on Shabbat. The fires of

Gehinnom, however, did not blaze on Shabbat or on yom toy.

The Rabbis, according to this view, instituted the blessing

over the spices at havdalah only when it would mark a

transition between a day when one possessed NY to a day where
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the fires of Gehinnom would blaze. Medieval halakhic

authorities, however, did not operate with more than one

reason for the blessing over the spices in attempting to

solve this conundrum.

‘31see Rambam, uilkhot Shabbat 29:29, who does not

use the term NY.

‘32Commentary On the Torah, Genesis 2:3. Cf. his

remarks to Exodus 20:8.

In the fourteenth century, an “ibn Ezra Renaissance”

of sorts took place. Quite a few of his doctrines were

taken as their own by the mystically inclined who saw in ibn

Ezra a kindred spirit. See A. Altmann, “Moses Narboni’s

Epistle on Shi’ur Komah,” Jewish Medieval and Renaissance

Studies, ed. A. Altmann, p. 241.

1330p. cit. n. l32:_~9t5~ fl~7 .5~iflt ~O

539Lk’ t~J-J’?Q? (3 d tA(,,...AOD?5’~

134Ma’arekhet Ha—Elo—hut, p. 73a. See also p. 80b.

~35She’elot u’Teshuvot 3:290, repeated in 7:349.

‘36Here Rashba did not quote ibn Ezra himself (as

opposed to She’elot u’Teshuvot 5:48, where he advised his

respondent to see ibn Ezra’s commentary to the beginning of

Parshat Va—Era; see Chapter One above.). It seems certain,

however, that he consciously used the latter’s explantion.
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See R. David Abudraham’s Siddur, s.v. Seder Motzaei Shabbat,

who quoted Rashba’s responsum concerning the omission of the

spice blessing, and followed immediately with a quotation

from ibn Ezra’s Commentary On the Torah.

137Rashba (as well as the Tosafists) was not

bothered by the objection that one could enjoy good foods on

a weekday as well, see Bayit uadash, cited above (n. 131).

138 Other authorities gave a different answer to this

question: on yom toy, there is no reading of the Torah at

the minliab service, and hence the verse is not said. See ft.

Joseph Caro, Bet Yosef to Tur Ora~ ~ayyim 1293. Rashba’s

comment is in She’elot u’Teshuvot 5:1, where he remarksn€a4..,flr
(ci~i ‘IcJ5tt~j~t ti~~’~ 131j D?DQ ‘afl~mfrf

)vl(Q ..J43 flL* f”t—’ PUcil kim 12’? ?‘?GMI\
‘2~D~*fN (3,4(2 wI’ &~V iiG’I-i ~Jt ~~

j4’~I?~ E~jQ.~LJI)’ uk’ IlLS? A~c_Pr~Qk~kftC.
presumably, distinguishes this reson from any

kabbalistic doctrine. With these words, a reason not

mentioned at all in the Torah is adduced for the observnce

of shabbat. According to this view, man needs to be

exceptionally vigilant on Shabbat, for on that day there is

more potential for harm. These remarks of ibn Ezra are not

in the same vein as his remarks in Genesis 2:3, but they are

based as well on a cyclical view of nature and its

consequent effects upon man.

Rashba referred his respondent to his Commentary On
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Aggadah (Weinberger ed., pp.9—14), where he dealt with the

fact that this verse is said specifically at the min~ah

service.

139Weinberger ed., pp. 73—75.

140Weinberger ed., p. 75.

141Meshullam ben Shiomo Dapiera, in his attack

(written in the form of a poem) against Rambam, stressed the

fact that Talmudic sources attested that Gehinnom was not

merely an allegorical image but a real place of punishment.

See H. Brody, “Poems of Meshullam ben Shlomo Dapiera,”

Studies of the Research Institute for Hebrew Poetry in

Jerusalem, Vol. IV (Jerusalem, 1938) , p. 17.

142Kitvei Ramban II, p. 283.

‘43Ibid. The question arises: Had this passage not H

existed, would Ramban have maintained the existence of

Gehinnom with the same tenacity? Although he wrote (ibid.,

p. 285)~ S~I?~N ~J? PAILAJJP4A2-.
iA’~ThI )IOk.

in the same passage, he also mentioned that 4flrdj INIj’N f2i~4y~

(?r’~DI 1S)itwhich was not said in a halakhic context, and H

pointed out (ibid., p. 283) that__jJ~4J22jt)?WI bws”y’~ 1E
/c,~ -Qin~( PJ~fS’ p5’ t’taiaN

His inclination may have been to accept it even without the

“smoking gun” from tractate Shabbat. As Rashba, as we will

HL~’
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presently show, reinterpretted the aggadic passage concerning

the sons of Korah and Gehinnom, the fact that a halakhic

passge posited its existence may have been more fundamental

to his position.

145Megillah l4a; Sanhedrin llOa. The passage in

Sanhedrin also explicitly stated that the opening in the

earth opened the entrance to Gehinnom. See Ramban to

Numbers 16:30, cited below.

146Weinberger ed., pp. 78—80, Feldman ed. (op. cit.

n. 32) , p. 124.

147 ~)-t3M tIrC’ ~—~q pj~e~Q ‘jerJ ~3J~’~a4~
,tIçk:;fr~i~ -(1r~QI,,,IThPTh.Jt?i)i J4~flJt-cea I

,76& ~

1480p. cit. n. 147. Ramban stressed that the word

beriah in the biblical text mandated that something unique

was created, and more than just a “standard” earthquake

transpired.

1498ee ibn Ezra to Numbers 16:30, who reinterprets

the word beriah, thereby forestalling Ramban’s question, and

interprets what befell Korah and his party as a “standard”

earthquake.

We wish to emphasize that Rashba’s departure from

Ramban’s position did not extend past the exegetical issues.

• •

H L
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A compromise between Rambam and Ramban on the issue of

Gehinnom itself was attempted by R. Hillel of Verona, who

denied that Gehinnom is a place, yet maintained that a

“fire,” albeit not a physical one, consumes the souls of the

wicked. See Sefer Tagmulej Ha—Nefesh, ed. J. Sermoneta

(Jerusalem, 1981), pp. 191—233, and note Serinoneta’s comment

on p. 217, n. 437.

150Scholein, Icabbalah, p. 344, gives a synopsis of

the Jewish philosophers’ view of gilgul.

151 Ibid., p. 3345.

152Sefer Me’irat Einayim, ed. Goidreich, p. 30.

1531bid.

H

154E. Gottlieb, “Vigguab Ha—Gilgul be—Kandia,”

S~funot 11 (1969) , pp. 43—66.

1555he’elot u’Teshuvot Ha—Rashba 1:418:
/tuJw~. ml 1i6Th~ b r~e ~PtLA~ si3

f;~4~P7~ (I,s4,~W ‘~Jt I?L7s A3-’,,~3t(R.~J,~ (uIf41~~? ,,,

osj~i dii i’wt .‘.‘3kJ?N P17C~ -nf~LP~ ,..

Qjtkt ~sJI’~ n’!~’4?(e 1t’ti&-~? I?tt~yt,t lug? J~wL ‘~J

This is the same objection that R. Isaac of Acre (op. cit.

n. 43) raised against Rashba. Theodicy formed the basis of

one of R. Yedaiah’s arguments against gilgul, and he

included the argument that regardless of the objective merit

of the doctrine, it should be discarded because of the
H

• I ~.

II



feeling of hopelessness that foreknowledge concerning gilgul

may cause. With the argument: ~ gofrj, !1

k nit llrv ..nL Q.aj 4. ‘.~ ~â k.JPC~ 1itj~,. V

A (\31~? -Ath~aj V ~P

he stressed not the impossibility of a soul existing in any

body besides that one in which it originally existed, but the

impossibility of one soul simultaneously coexisting in two

bodies.

156 In contrast with _____ H

Rashba rejected out of hand

Aggadah (Rosh Ha—Shanah ha)

objects of creation “accordi

idea based upon its literal

Azriel (Tishby ed., p. 47: -~ - _____________

P’oaj ~thC t1)W1 174N1? ._JWP$ and see Tishby’s note

ad bc. A similar idea, related to the Platonic idea of the

Forms, was mentioned by the Geonim (Otzar fla—Geonim, Rosh

Ha—Shanah, p. 22). As Rashba felt it was impossible for

something not created to have a will (Weinberger ed., p.

106), he did not hesitate to dismiss this idea, and he

interpreted the aggadot in~ulhj.n 60a regarding the creation I’

of the world as formulating the idea that G—d

created the world by an act of Will. H

I I.
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his affirmations of gilgul,

a literal interpretation of the

that G—d created all the

ng to their will,” even though an

meaning was utilized by R.

tjB-’ ,Lxt, h-au Laws -c4jt~

157Tishby ed., pp. 30—31.
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H :1

I!:

*

Ii

-XIS?’ IJ* ‘~r
,fr~e kn $C~) ‘ts ffl~t ~1N :2ML? ‘4.11 M’

~,AC £ ~A(b e~ &
See ?4a’arekhet Ha—Elo—hut, pp. 62a—63a; Maor va—shemesh,

26b. The terms emet, talmud torah, and tzeror ha—~ayyim

refer to the sixth sefirah, tifereth.

p.

all

‘I

160

qp.~t 3*Jt,7t~tI~p~ ?f’g(~

Weinberger ed., p. 65. .JLAL) fJNW

‘61Ibid.

162Goldrejch ed.,, p. 46.

163”Levush Ha—Neshamot ve—flalluka de—Rabanan,”

Tarbiz 24 (1955), p. 295.

164”Sefer Me’irat Einayim,” pp. 389—391.

165Minbat Kenaot, p. 92

Pq~ fl&) Aftyp it,owjj ~

Although the phrase tzeror ha—bayyim

had a specific kabbalistic meaning, as this letter is a

defense of philosophic studies, we should not interpret the



208

phrase in this vein here.

166”Scholem’s Reconstruction,” p. 42, and p. 62, n.

12.

167 Kitvei Ramban I, p. 306. The Midrash is Eikhah

Rabbati, 1:57.

168flashba did not mention the name of his Christian

opponent~ Perles (German sec., p. 65) suggested that

Martini was his adversary. Although S. Liebermari in Shki’in

(op. cit. n. 15 above), noted that an Aggadah (Niddah 61b) H

that Rashba is forced to defend is not mentioned in

Martini’s works, J. Cohen, in ~ 71 (1980), pp. 48—55,

wrote that examination of non—Jewish sources confirms that

Martini was indeed Rashba’s opponent.

169See B. Smalley, The Study of the Bible in the

Middle Ages (Oxford, 1941) , pp. 199—218 (“The Spiritual

Exposition”), for a discussion of medieval Christian

metaphorical interpretations. Thus, Martini would have

understood the claim that a doctrine should be interpreted

kabbalistically just as Ramban assumed that Pablo would.
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‘70Perles, Heb. sec., pp. 48—49: ~

J~(tiP4dAni~≥w4k~~t ‘di ,p’1’3, Pt f~~&A 351t’jt,

X?Ô~ Qi~d’ 2INti~,tt~&’Jttj YItt P3Mb1, J~
Rashba defended this Aggadah immediately after defending the

Aggadah that “seven items were created before the creation

of the world” (Nedarim 39b). R. Joshua ibn Shu’ajb

(Derashot, p. 59b) claimed that these Aggadot possess hidden

meanings, but their “open” meanings refer to the idea of the

telos. Op. cit. n. 92, for Rashba’s comments on this

Aggadah from tractate Nedarim, and op. cit. n. 55 above.

‘71See M. Idel, “Tefisat Ba—Torah be—Hekhalot u—va—

Kabbalah,” Me~gere Yerushalayyim be—Ma~shevet Yisrael 1

(1981) , pp. 50—51; G. Scholem, Ha—Kabbalah bi—Provence, pp.

243—24 7.

172 ,,Cf. 0. Lasker, Averroistic Trends in Jewish—

Christian Polemics in the Late Middle Ages,” Speculum 55:2

(1980) , pp. 294—304.

173 See Section Two above

‘74This point was emphasized both by Septimus in

“NalImanides and the Andalusian Tradition,” p. 21, n. 37, and

by Berger in “Miracles and the Natural Order,” p. 112, n.

19

1 75mis is not to maintain that Rashba necessarily

denied that e.g., gilgul was the peshat underlying the
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verses in the Book of Job. We wish to stress, however, that

he chose not to hint that kabbalistic exegesis could provide

answers to questions of peshat.

‘76Scholem, Reshit Ha—Kabbalah, pp. 160—161.

177~iddushei Ha—Rashba (Jerusalem, 1976), p. 131,

s.v. u’ferush. J. Katz, “Halakhah ve—Kabbalah; Maga’im

Rishonim,” Sefer Zikkaron le—Yitzbak Baer (Jerusalem, 1979)

p. 165, n. 72, expressed amazement at Rarnban’s inclusion of

these remarks in his commentary, a reaction which

underscores our point.

178Yevamot, 49b, s.v. kol. Ramban presented his

explantion of the “true” meaning of aspaklariah ha—meirah

after quoting explanations given by R. Hananel and Rashi.

‘79Reshit Ha—Kabbalah, pp. 150—151; Kabbalah, p. 51.

‘808ee Idel, “No Kabbalistjc Tadition,” p. 69. H

1818ee n. 78 above, where we noted Rashba’s comments

in his halakhic commentary to Berakhot 6a. The manner in LI
which he presented the fact that a kabbalistic explanation

exists certainly contrasts with Ramban’s confident

presentation of kabbalistic ideas. That passage confirms

that Rashba did not stress the kabbalistic approach to the

exclusion of others.

182Scholem, Reshit Ha—Kabbalah, p. 151.
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conclusion comes from analysis of his

responsa as well. Compare e.g., Ramban to Exodus 21:6 with

Rashba, She’elot u’Teshuvot 1:9, which we discussed in

Chapter One.

1841de1, “No Kabblistic Tradition,” p. 51, n. 3, and

p. 58

185 Ibid., pp. 52—63.

186Cf. Section Two above.

1875ee Sefer Ha—Zikkaron, p. 50, for Ritba’s

perception of himself zI~ t zI~ Ramban.

‘880p. cit. n. 17 above. R. Shem Tob’s remarks were

most recently quoted by J. Dan, “Baddei fla—Aron” (Op. cit.

n. 44), p. 119, n. 28.

‘891de1, “No Kabbalistic Tradition,” passim, but

esp. p. 70.

1908he’elot u’Teshuvot Ribash 157.

‘91Abravanel’s remarks were cited by I. Twersky, “R.

Yedaiah Ha—Penini,” p. 75, n. 3, and by E. I. J. Rosenthal,

Studia Semitica (London, 1971) , p. 42, n. 2. See also Shem

Tob ibn Shaprut, Sefer Pardes Rimonim (repr., Jerusalem,

1968), who praises Rashba as ~3’j’ 9(c?r ‘nI—t~~_J

9?-DJ Jtiii’ (quoted by Twersky ad bc.). The

introduction to a MS of Rashba’s Commentary On Aggadah that

‘ii —
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is located at the Jewish Theological Seminary of America

(viz. Catalog Kabbalistica, Reel 443, n. 2011) reads:
.~‘~airni4 -S~flps~ -‘‘C ?it4D%~t ~r~cesi~ tnIt~

O’1D~ It,e~ -Gi,at ?i6 7~O 4) 7jJtat ~w
Lwam ~ ~ ew~?k %~tNR’, -t*1s(tcJi,J’~ ;

192R Isaiah Horowitz, Shenei Lubotna—Berit

(Josewow, 1878), pp. 9b—lOa, confronted the disparity --

between Ramban’s declaration in his Commentary- On the Torah

that Divine reward and punishment for mitzvot and ‘averot

are miraculous occurrences. This contrasted with the

kabbalistic position, expressed by the students of Ramban in

his name, that the Divine flow “naturally” comes as a

consequence of human actions. He wrote: ~~4JIffl IOk).

‘a) t~1fl 1? ?‘23P (ks n
Ii*i~ot .≤ü”Q~ ~1tOJI ?‘Dt flbb f&ut /,cS,

.~3(?~8

In other words, Ramban’s exoteric comments did not reflect

his true beliefs. See also Berger, “Miracles and the

Natural Order,” p. 121, n. 39, for a similar claim in R.

Meir ibn Gabbai’s ‘Avodat Ha—Kodesh.
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Notes: Chapter Four

‘Baer, Christian Spain, p. 303, noted that the

authors of the 1305 ~erem quoted from the Moreh to emphasize

this respect.

2R. Jacob ben Sheshet already had made a sharp

distinction between Rambam and R. Shmuel ibn Tibbon; see

MDN, pp. 144—146, and see G. Vajda, Recherches sur la

Philosophie et la Kabbale dans la Pensee Juive du Moyen Age

(Paris, 1962) , pp. 69—74. See also Min~at Kenaot, p. 65,

for praise of Rambam by the anti—allegorists.

3. ‘~N (c3r’,~ 3k~tD

See M. Shmidman, “On Maimonides’ Conversion to Kabbalah,”

Studies in Medieval Jewish History and Literature II, ed. I.

Twersky, p. 380, n. 26. In fact, the issues upon which

Rashba made that remark involve questions of identification.

(of animal parts) , not questions pf interpretation.

4M. Idel, “Maimonides and Kabbalah,” demonstrated

how Rambam’s concept of sitrei Torah was a new and

revolutionary position. The kabbalists who claimed that

ta’amei ha—mitzvot were not to be found via philosophic

speculation were asserting the established position on the

matter. Idel noted Y. Baer, “The Service of Sacrifice in

Second Temple Times,~ Zion XL (1975) , p. 150, n. 141, who
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noted the affinity between the sod ha—gorban as formulated

by the kabbalists and the rituals as expressed in the

Talmud.

5~jaf(J? jib L.&dc ra’kf rCj.xJ es ?w-nt J~X4Lt,
• ,ptcn _Athinr r~’~t &?J(Pi~J?

.M Ufl k.A. M ?~“ Li4 $i3 ‘rYC,
‘~ P4 flt ?..Aat. ..J.SN~ ‘.tiCP ~?P (JbA 1k. -~flO.,

r03~ ‘Jh ktr in pc4 ,(flac’ F~wa jgj7~ k’I Q’,
‘jJ’k*1 J’JC ~,pIcr ‘ip(CJJ pi>tj, Jtk. (‘YaW ItJ?D .A(MIRML ‘11’
)i -~%~ £Fk ~kn t~~s f’k~tq jMt~k (Qfl_)

IUi%4 flC’t!I’~ (ftj~ pv,1f63 fii44s f4t

She’elot u’Teshuvot 4:253. Although the question concerned

only oto ve’et beno, Rashba also mentioned difficulties

inherent in Rambam’s analogous explanation of shilluab ha—

g~. The phrase points to the further step that Ritba took

in his Sefer Ha—Zikkaron; Ritba apologetically defended

Rambam’s explanation of sacrifices, for example, although

personally he wholeheartedly accepted the kabbalistic

interpretation (and even suggested at one point that Rambam

himnself wrote only to “answer the heretic”) . See Kahana

ed., pp. 73—78, and see n. 22 below.

6See Recanati to Deut. 22:6.

.7See R. Mordecai Jaffe, Levush Even Yegarah, to

Recanati’s remarks cited in the previous note. According to

the kabbalistjc explanation, the reward that the Torah

promises for observance of shilluab ha—gen is not because
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of the act itself, but because of its cosmic significance.

8See Chapter 3 of our study.

91n one sense, the allegorical interpretations of

the philosophers and the writings of those kabbalists who

adopted novel interpretations and techniques were two sides

of the same coin: sevarah, as opposed to kabbalah; received

tradition. See Chapter 3 of our study.

105ee Aron Freimann, Union Catalog of Hebrew

Manuscripts and Their Location (Jerusalem, 1964), vol. ii,

#4049, #10946, for a listing of various MSS of this letter.

Upon examination of the matter, it becomes apparent that

~Freimann combined two different letters that Rashba wrote

under one listing. One letter, entitled tokhabat mussar

(admonition), is the letter extant in She’elot u’Teshuvot

1:416 and was identified as such by Steinschneider. (See

Catalogus Liborum Hebraeorum in Bibliotheca Bodleiana, vol.

II [repr., Berlin, 1931], #6891, Col. 2273, #26. The MSis

Reggio #24 [Neubauer cat. #2221J.) The other letter is part

of the Reggio collection in the Bodleian library (Reggio 452

[N. #22501] and of the Kaufmann collection in the Budapest

library (Kaufman #298). (See M. Weisz, Katalog der

Hebraischen Handschriften und Bicher in der Bibliotek des

Professors Dr. David Kaufxnann [Frankfurt, 1906], p. 106.) In

both •of these instances the letter follows a portion of

“Ii H



S -- ________________

216

Ramban’s Torat Hashem Temjmah that is not in Chavel’s edition

but which was published by E. Kupfer in Tarbi~ 40 (1970),

pp. 64—80. This letter is the one we are concerned with

here.

11A. L. Frumkin published the Bodleian library

manuscript in Seder Ray Amram Ha—Shalem (Jerusalem, 1912)

pp. 78-81. Rashba’s comments were known already by Rabbinic

scholars (presumably from the quotation in ‘Em Ya’agov)

See, e.g., Toledot Adam (first published 1801; repr.

Jerusalem, 1984) . E. Dvoratz reprinted this text in his

edition of ~iddushej FIa—Rashba ‘al Bava Batra (Jerusalem,

1963), p. 120.

12Perush Ha—Mishnah, ~agigah 2:1; Mishneh Torah,

Hilkhot Yesode Ha—Torah 2:11,4:10.

13See Otzar Ha—Kavod, Ketubot lla (Feldman ed. [op.

cit. Chapter 3, n. 35], pp. 309—311.

14 ThL~M 5~)t1 ~jjj(j4~4 *?M )i4zn Lb (3 P43,

~ ‘k&)ya? pj~j,,,prg3~.4’~ flU’ ~3)jwA
Cf. Ramban’s comments to Genesis 1:6, and in Torat Hashem

Temimah, p. 158, where he confessed that he did not possess

full knowledge of MM.

15For Ra’ah, see Ginze Rishonjm, ed. M. Hershler

(Jerusalem, 1967) , p. 95 (Sukkah 28a) . For Ritba, see

~iddushim to Sukkah 28a (erroneously ascribed to Rashba) and

—
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Em Ya’aqov ad bc. See Kesef Mishnah to Rantham, Hilkhot

Yesode Ha—Torah 4:13, who quoted Ran and R. Eliyahu Mizrahi.

J. Katz, “Halakhah ve—Kabbalah ke—Nos’ei Limud

Mit1~arim,” Da’at 7 (1981), pp. 40—43, discussed Rashba’s

letter. He stressed Rashba’s emphasis upon the fundamental

importance of Talmud study in spite of its designation as

davar qatan, but did not stress that his definition of davar

gadol was Kabbalah, not metaphysics. Rashba’s anger at the

beginning of the letter is in large measure due to his

belief that the mistaken designation of philosophical

studies as davar gadol led to the lack of observance of

mitzvot.

16Both Ra’ah and Ritba, in contradistinction with

Rashba, displayed a certin affinity towards a rationalistic

approach towards ta’amei ha—mitzvot in general.

Notwithstanding Ritba’s personal convictions, he nonetheless

defended Rambam’s positions as expressed in Moreh Nevukhim.

Although scholars have long arrived at a consensus that

Ra’ah did not write the traditional yet rationalist—minded

Sefer Ha—Uinukh, in his Talmudic commentary, Ra’ah quoted

several explanations of his brother R. Pinehas that placed

mitzvot in a rational, as opposed to mystical, framework.

(I. Ta—Shema has argued in Kiryat Sefer LV [1979—1980], pp.

787—790, that R. Pinehas is indeed the author of Sefer Ha—

~inukh.
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170f course, one could claim that the study of law 1*

is a “small matter” whereas the performance of the

commandments is what is truly important. The consensus

shared by all sides here, however, is that qatara and gadol

refer not only to study of the respective disciplines1 but H,

to the practical results obtained from reaping the fruits of

study.

18See Chapter 3, n. 112, above, and Moreh Nevukhjju

3:26, Ramban to Deut. 22:6, and ibn Kaspi’s commentary to

the Moreh ad bc. In Chapter Three we pointed out that

whereas Rambain himself distinguished between particular

parts of mitzvot and the inherently rational general

contours of mitzvot, the kabbalistic symbolic scheme gave H
“meaning” (albeit, in a sense different than that employed

by the rationalist5) even to particulars.

19flashba’s presentation of this position is one that

went even further than that of Rambam. Here, mitzvot in

their totality were deemed to be only for the purpose of

discipline.

argument is not unimpeachable, One may claim

that the wish to fulfill the “Word of G—d” would itself be a

powerful incentive to perform mitzvot. See Chapter Three,

n. 112, where we quote Yosef Ha—Meqanne’s insistence on the

arbitrariness of mitzvot as a test by G—d.

II!
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22Rashba’s position here should be viewed in light

of his frequent assertions that the full measure of G—d’s

Wisdom is inscrutable. Some levels of meaning inherent in

mitzvot are discernible by man, and these insights are

obtained with use of ratonal categories. The higher levels

of meaning, however, remain beyond the ken of man.

Cf. Rashba’s poem in his introduction to ‘Avodat Ha—

Kodesh. He was aware of the fact that he could not grasp

the infinite mysteries of G—d, and remarked that he would

rather devote himself to study of what was openly revealed

by G—d (halakhah): ~ _MiIV’~_D~Nrc1kiLfLn17 ‘~frj
LX1P31 ‘X(4 p~~ç~JJ) Uc1~’ c1i-(lr~ Ljtq~ffçs~f_4

puae ~ P. ~J.ôu~ CACJJr~ ~Fi~
~ ‘IN Pt4k” ~(Qi3I—- ~ 7NIftj1 ~UN )IIC-f’aZ~ .4*.i ‘~‘-c dl”

____ ~j~o7 I’3RlIf’ -(r~,sj,.JuqIt gat\ (jz ~

23Katz, “Nos’ei Limud Mit~arim,” p. 41, n. 20,

quoted Alexander Altmann as pointing out the source for the

parable of the doctor is Judah Ha—Levi in Kuzari 1:79.

248ee Toledot Adam, p. 34, for a similar distinction



25Yalkut Shim’oni *639, and parallels. (See Midrash

Tehillim to Psalms 12; the corresponding passage in Shabbat

88b is incomplete and is not the source)

28Note these comments of R. Eliyahu Mizra1~i (quoted

in Kesef Mishrzeh to Mishneh Torah: Hilkhot Yesode Ha—Torah

4:3,3: ICLka 6k~yvt~ tj’kt ~4Ep’3’Nbt ~LPfllcJ.
3~~3~~bJ ~tcg lt&iym ~,a,tp3-flt tQEJfl3ts (ifta E7?~e,

‘,cy.. P(c-93 Q&*..JCfl1 fr. ,$‘yji bin (cn
~ fUII~t~ pt~ &isip~thS~ 4JOfrb (tAWLI!) ,-~btfl,

~~‘nP ~D≤J n2!4c2ritt -tvj t!~ ~AI1Iu&t lvbr* 740 fr
$ ac,J 3S’fl’e i*.fl i~ron t’~VJ~fr43t~t u’cfl4 ?3~t-o\

We wish to point out that Rashba’s glorification of Talmud

study was consistently connected with proper performance of

between necessary knowledge available to all and unnecessary

knowledge of a higher order that only a select few can

apprehend. JiknN jlJ,flkLlBtPr*teis, ru’} J39.$hI”?t’3_AI’II;\
~,F~34I (S á3t1? ?‘IIJ,J #~ki P’9,n )?z~M t(A) vaj~

. kni “~1e. r’yr3 ‘4 n ~‘ (‘~ Qf~-’~kA~ Ilk_s.
- I Jr

26When Rashba wrcjte krANbI3YI1A1~ P5f~(Aflf~ II(chT3
i~ mn & arC, 44& ~d%

he shifted the emphasis to study of halakhah.

27 apo,w?7dwsJ3tiN i~Lfl ik~bigi~’ &,k,4~k,
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mitzvot. In this sense, his position differed from that of

the school of R. Hayyim of Volozhin, whose doctrine of Torah

li—Shmah (study for its own sake) gave a value to study of

law without taking into account performance of mitzvot.

Rashba’s system stressed the interrelationship of the heart,

mouth and body, as mitzvot are performed with all three

components. See She’elot u’Teshuvot 1:94.

-
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