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1 Introduction: the origins of multiple meaning

,DY0 NNIY KEP TAN NIPH — DIPINY 1Y ¥ SNy 11 0XNY DOPIN 12T NN : NIP IINT : AN N
NP NHNM K¥P TN DYV PN

Abaye said: “Scripture says, ‘One thing spoke God, two I heard, because strength is unto God’ (Psa.
62:12) — one scripture derives multiple meanings, but one meaning does not derive from multiple
scriptures.”!
The Babylonian Talmud makes reference to Psalms 62:12 to indicate that a multiplicity of meaning can
be drawn from each verse of the Bible. The verse itself is certainly not deficient in this area. It is
applied with entirely different meanings in numerous early midrashic texts,? and from the Geonim on is
attributed with various readings, in accordance with the approach of each commentator, translator, bible
scholar or lexicographer.

Nonetheless, methodology is only involved in part of the interpretative process; here, we find
that the variety of interpretations is made possible because of the semantic ambiguity found in the
verse’s language. Within its close context, the language of the verse is as follows:

122 MPRON 2T 1 5 DT ON SuPYkI mesn oy N
:OPORD T8 D mppy oY opOR 3T Ingy 2
*IEnD URO OPYN TN TON I ¥
Ambiguity could be derived from nearly each word within our verse:
e DNNN - ‘one’ or ‘once’
e  DPON 2T — God spoke, directly or through an agency (prophecy, text, etc.)

e DNV -— ‘two’, ‘twice’, ‘many’, or part of an idiom involving NNN

! Babylonian Talmud, Sanhedrin 34a.
? See section 2.

3 Psalms 62:11-13.



Joel Nothman

DYDYV NNOY NN 5

33 — according to many a demonstrative, to others a relative pronoun, and still others an
emphatic particle

nynY — ‘I heard’ may alternatively mean ‘understood’ or ‘received by tradition’;
whether ‘I’ refers only to the psalmist is also unclear

> — most often ‘that’ or ‘because’

1Y — ‘might’ or ‘power’, but to what purpose?

DYPONY — ‘unto God’, but - is also understood as ‘has’, ‘alone has’, ‘for’, ‘with’, etc.

By the various permutations of these lexical ambiguities alone may numerous interpretations be

produced.

Most central to the various understandings of the verse is the meaning of its first half, “ nPAN

SIYNY 1T ONY DPYX 727,”* and the use of the numbers one and two has been variously taken as:

One thing repeated on occasion

One thing from which derive two manifestations

One thing from which derive two other things

One thing from which derive multiple (not necessarily two) things
One thing and a second

Two things (where “one” is only a matter of idiom)

The chosen reading of these first two clauses may further relate to their parallelism:

DXNYN 72T DPON

an

SNYNVY N DNV

* To the extent that most of the midrashim that quote our verse and a number of the later commentators

seem to ignore its second half.
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This poetic comparison between the clauses may further be taken by a reader to contrast them—
highlighting a distinction between “speaking” and “hearing,” “God” and “me”—or to compare them,
where speech and hearing form one act.

This focus on the first half of the verse also highlights the fact that our verse contains three
clauses according to the Masoretic punctuation, while most in the psalm only include two. The end of
the verse even seems to chiastically parallel the beginning of the following one:

DNOYND YD

TON TN TN
Many commentators thus seem to treat the final clause of our verse as if it is attached to verse 13 of the
psalm, or otherwise compare these contrasted clauses.

Alongside these many linguistic and poetic issues are those of context. Commentators differ in
their approaches as to how much (if any) textual context bears upon the meaning of the verse. Some
take the verse as a hint to some concept not plainly visible in the psalm. Many see its connection to the
following verse; others link it to the previous verse in specific, or to the general message of the entire
psalm. A few commentators also try to apply authorial context, to determine the meaning of the passage
to the authoring psalmist. Hence there are numerous textual and contextual considerations that shape the
possibilities for interpretation of Psalms 62:12.

And yet, certainly not least significant, the interpreter’s motivation plays a large role in deciding
between the above implied choices when reading the text. This methodological intention biases their
consideration of context and linguistic features, and is in turn itself influenced by historical movements
in Judaism and the social history of each commentator.

As such, our method of presenting the various understandings of this verse from Psalms is

firstly historical: treating each commentator within the context of his times and social influences, to the
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extent that they are known.® The selection of individuals and works cited is not complete, but attempts
to cover the most significant commentators, a selection from the different historical movements in
Judaism, as well as some less known and rarer publications for contrast and comparison. Following this
sequential analysis, we will be able to laterally explore some of the common threads weaved between

one explanation and another, the common decisions they made in drawing meaning from our short text.

2 Ps. 62:12 in pre-Geonic rabbinic sources

As a preface to a discussion of a thousand years of commentary on our verse, it is worthwhile to briefly
summarise earlier material, primarily the Midrash, as it is a common basis for many of the later
commentators’ discussions. Referring to our verse, these texts suggest from it:
e That a single passage from scripture can take upon multiple meanings.®
e That God has the ability to speak multiple things at once.” Some give the example of the Ten
Commandments,® which were spoken at once according to a reading of Exod. 20:1.
e That 79% (“remember”) and 9IVY (“observe”) were spoken “TNANX N2>7T2” (“in one speech”),
referring to the inconsistency in the commandment regarding Sabbath between Exod. 20:7 and

Deut. 5:11.°

> The commentators and approaches here are by no means a complete listing. Although an attempt has
been made to include as much of the material as is readily available, limitations of time, space and accessibility
have constricted this to a broad survey of the commentaries, translations and anthologies available.

¢ Babylonian Talmud, Sanhedrin 34a

7 Mekhilta DeRabi Yishma’el, Beshalah Shira 8 (adding that God has this ability while idols cannot speak
at all); Mekhilta DeRabi Shim’on Bar Yohai 20:1; Sifre Bamidbar 42; ibid. 102; ibid. 111; Bamidbar Raba 11.

8 Mekhilta DeRabi Yishma’el, Beshalah Shira 8; Sifre Bamidbar 102; ibid. 111

? Palestinian Talmud Shevuot 3:8; Mekhilta DeRabi Yishma’el, Yitro Bahodesh 7; Sifre Devarim 233;

Mekhilta DeRabi Shim’on Bar Yohai 20:8.
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e That as well as 979% and VY, the Torah contains numerous contradictory statements that are
nonetheless able to be stated “TNN 72>72” by God.'"°
e That, according to the Targum, God spoke one Torah, which we have heard twice, the second
heard from the mouth of Moses. "
e God’s ability to do these things is in contrast to the inability of man to do so.'? Only the
Targum explicitly connects this with “0OPOND 1y 3™ in our verse.
e That of all the mitzvot in the Torah (NNNX) God only spoke the first two (9°nv) of the Ten
Commandments. "
We note that most of these midrashim work by reading some external concept, largely related to the
giving of the Law and its interpretation, into only the first part of our verse, which they understand as
“God spoke one thing, from which we heard two.” Where the end of our verse is included in the
midrash it is understood as “because only God has the strength to do so.” Not surprisingly, all of these
explanations of Ps. 62:12 found in the Tanaitic and Amoraic midrash, Talmuds and Targum and are at

some point taken up and expounded upon by later commentators.

1% Such as prohibiting Sabbath desecration (Exod. 31:14), but requiring sacrifice (Num. 28:9); forbidding
relations with one’s sister-in-law (Lev. 18:16), but requiring levirate marriage with her (Deut. 25:5). Palestinian
Talmud Shevuot 3:8; Mekhilta DeRabi Yishma’el, Yitro Bahodesh 7; Sifre Devarim 233.

! Targum Psalms 62:12: “ nwn D19 10 NYNY KIT XM MHYHY PT PIT PRIN NAOX 99010 NTH KIDNIN
019N NIAPY NNTY RIDMT TWIHN 1YY RNIN DT NIVIY DIIN NI X190,

12 Targum Psalms 62:12; Mekhilta DeRabi Yishma’el, Beshalah Shira 8; ibid. Yitro 7; Sifre Devarim 233;
Mekhilta DeRabi Shim’on Bar Yohai 20:1; ibid. 20:8; Sifre Bamidbar 42; ibid. 102; Bamidbar Raba 11.

13 Pirke DeRabi Eli’ezer 41; Tanhuma Vayelekh 2. As a result of this, the midrashim use gematria to
derive the count 613 for the commandments in the Torah as being: "7 n = 611 spoken by Moses + 2 spoken by

God.



Joel Nothman DYV NNOY NN 9

3 Tenth century: Gaon and Karaites

Some of the earliest works we know of that comment thoroughly on the Psalms along with other books
in the bible are by the Geonim, the leaders of the Talmudic academies in Babylonia on one hand, and
their regular opposition, the Karaites. Both had an interest in the text as a holy work, and it is generally
understood that both had agendas related to their understanding of tradition that would become part of

their interpretative process.

3.1 Sa’adia ben Joseph (882-942)

Most prominent among the Geonim who headed the Babylonian academies of study from the 6" through
to the 11™ century, was Sa’adia ben Joseph. A prolific writer on many topics through linguistics,
philosophy, and Halakha, Sa’adia distinguished himself from many of the other Geonim in writing
extensively on the bible, including a translations and commentaries in Arabic on most of its books. His

translation of our verse reads:

1 19 395N INY ,DIN RARIWNHDY NI 79T %9 NITOND TP NYIN INY
This approximately reads as: “Because God already spoke to us regarding this once, and we heard it a
second time; and that strength is to Him.”'S From this translation we can infer a number of paths
Sa’adia has taken in reading the text: (a) he attaches it to the previous verse with “JN9” (“because”) (b)

he seems to read 1% as ‘this’, which he moves up in his translation as “72’729” (“regarding this”); (c) he

' In ed. Kafih, p. 154.

" My translation, aided by Kafih’s there: “/n9 swnen mw nuynyr NNX Oys 751 MY 715 N 57, He
translates X)2VN’D as MY, possibly noting that this is not the common word Sa’adia uses for speech (he more often
uses the root 097, eg. in Psa. 52:5, 59:13, 108:8, 116:10; or Yxp eg. in 34:14, 66:14). Further, Kafih translates

VNS in 60:8 back to Hebrew as 127, and where Sa’adia gives 127 as 71X in 50:1, Kafih correctly translates mx.
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changes ‘I heard’ to ‘we heard’;'® (d) he detaches the end of the verse from its beginning through
conjunction that is not in the Hebrew text.

All of these decisions in translation are made clearer within Sa’adia’s commentary.'” Here he
implies that ¥t refers to the subject matter of the previous verse: robbery. As such, the one thing that
God spoke and we heard twice is the commandment of “23N NX>” (Exod. 20:15; Deut. 5:16). He
particularly states “NNNM N DN D MI2TN NIVY Y931 INILN PN YR, implying that others, or
possibly the midrashic sources in his understanding, apply this verse to the entire Ten Commandments
which are stated twice in the Pentateuch, but in doing so ignore the topical context of our verse within
the psalm. As had been reflected in his translation, Sa’adia makes no comment on “OPOND 1y »2,”
following along with a number of the midrashim that also seem to ignore it. Sa’adia considers his
understanding of the verse “INyNW 11 DONW Py LYWY,” and so we see that although his understanding
still has a midrashic quality in referring to the Ten Commandments, he requires that it be sensible

contextually in order to consider it peshat.

3.2 Salmon ben Yeruham (10™ century)

Salmon ben Yeruham holds his fame as the author of an anti-Rabbanite polemic, particularly directed at

Sa’adia, in his The Book of the Wars of the Lord. Despite this, and Sa’adia’s equally harsh anti-Karaite

' A number of commentators quote our verse with the word wynw, such as Kimhi (5.3), Maimonides
(6.1), Nahmanides (7.1), Sforno (8.3), Eliezer Ashkenazi (8.5), Landa (12.4). A number of others quote the verse
as >nynv but then write YNV in their interpretation. It does not appear, nonetheless, that this is a variant in Psalms
manuscripts. Rather, it seems that the commentators intentionally vary the quote to suit their commentary, or
accidentally misquote corresponding with previous ideas regarding the verse that understood it as referring to
plural hearers.

'7 Translated in ed. Kafih, p. 154.

'8 Kafih’s translation of the commentary.
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activities, the two Judeo-Arabic commentaries are surprisingly similar in content and approach.
Salmon’s translation seems to be more literal (possibly super-literal'”), with a one-to-one

correspondence between the Hebrew text’s words and his translation:

20 055 1y N NYND XNIN PRYNIN NYIN 20N NTANY
There is little to comment on this translation, except the use of N1y (‘this’) for 3, and that Arabic X
maintains the ambiguity of meaning present in Y3, but prefers the meaning “that”.*!

The parallels to Saadia are more prevalent in the commentary: Salmon also reads ¥ as referring
to the content of the previous verse, and thus >NynNY 0NV as referring to two commandments against
stealing. In particular, he seems to say that consensus understands 927 NNNX as God’s commandment of
2N NO which is heard a second time from Moses (presumably in Deuteronomy) in the Ten
Commandments. This position seems to be the same as Sa’adia, but Salmon continues to list alternatives
that have been proposed: one is “20N N>” (Ex. 20:12) said at Mount Sinai, two is “y23n N2 (Lev.
19:11) in the Sinai Desert; one is “DWN X2 T¥7 NX pwyn KO (Lev. 19:13), two is “ DY pwyn N
7y” (Deut. 24:14). The latter option could plausibly be preferred because it uses the same words as Ps.
62:11 where 23) is not directly mentioned, but pwy and 53) are. In all these cases, though, the reading of

the verse is dependent on it referring to the previous verse.?

!9 Apart from the parallel word ordering, according to my very limited knowledge of Arabic, for example,
it would probably be more appropriate to translate wy with the definite article as o, as Sa’adia did. Salmon
leaves the noun in its indefinite form. This may nonetheless be an incorrect assumption on my part.

? In ed. Marwick, p. 77.

21 “Because” is more often 1N but also can be N alone. Also notable is the use of 20N/5 as Sa’adia did.
See note 15 above.

22 Salmon continues to bring other alternative interpretations, which also seem to be “midrashic” in the
sense that they are referring to external concepts. Nonetheless, we were not able to fully translate and therefore

understand the passage.
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3.3 Yusuf ibn Nuh (10"-11* centuries)

A third Judeo-Arabic author in the second half of the 10" century and the beginning of the 11™ century
was Karaite grammarian Yusuf ibn Nuh. Although any commentary he may have written on the Psalms
has not been maintained, he wrote an extensive Hebrew grammar, known as a/-Dikduk, with
grammatical comments listed on verses in the Bible. In it, our verse is mentioned as follows:

JTDNT Y3 'P3 11TY2 757 2209N IND N1DD NION HNYPY i1 90Ny

PPNV 1% ©ONVY: It has a disjoined form since the reason is mentioned after it, namely 'noN> 1y »2.%

Ibn Nuh’s grammar claims that in many cases a pausal form signals that the following words are a 220:
a ‘reason’, ‘circumstance’, or ‘result’ of the previous statement.?* In a non-pausal form, “I heard” would
regularly be “nynVY’, so Ibn Nuh claims that the pausal form in our verse is a result of its ‘reason’
following it. This would seem to imply that Ibn Nuh reads ©pON> 3y 3 as “because strength belongs to
God.”* This reading of the verse is interesting considering that both Sa’adia ben Joseph and Salmon
ben Yeruham seem to have translated >3 as ‘that’, while many of the Rabbinic midrashim surrounding

our verse read ’J as ‘because’.?®

4 The meaning of » in Medieval lexicography

Corresponding to increased language studies in the Islamic world, a science of Hebrew linguistics
formed in many Arab-influenced Jewish societies, both Rabbanite and Karaite, that focused on reading
the bible text independent of earlier Rabbinic applications of it. Most of the literature in this field

involved the writing of Hebrew grammars and lexicons, the latter of which we will explore a little.

3 Text and translation in Khan, p. 280-1.
 See Khan, pp. 112ff on pausal forms in general, and p. 119ff on 210.
2 As Khan suggests on p. 120.

% Te., “Because God has the ability to do so unlike man,” as with those texts in note 12.
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The most significant lexical debate of interest to our verse is how the word 1 is to be
understood. The word occurs only fifteen times in the entire bible,”” as and is a subject of debate even
among modern lexicographers, ** with confusion added by 1t being a singular feminine demonstrative in
Rabbinic Hebrew, an orthographical change from Nt more common in Biblical Hebrew.? During the
Middle Ages, we find that the lexicographers vary between reading 3% as a form of N} and reading it as

equivalent to TUN.

4.1 Jonah ibn Janah (990-1050)

Spanish Hebrew grammarian Jonah ibn Janah is most well known for writing on a consistent tri-literal
root system in Hebrew. In his Sefer haShorashim (in Arabic, Kitab al-Usul) he gives an entry for 11,*
which cites three cases where he claims 3t takes the meaning WX (‘which’). In another two it means 17,
but he concludes with: “12 Ox "WR' 221w 7982 190", that it would be possible to read WX in these
latter cases as well. Ibn Janah does not mention our verse in particular, but nonetheless struggles with
two possible meanings for 1, possibly preferring WX but challenged by a prejudice to treat the word as

a demonstrative.

4.2 Judah ibn Bal’am (11™ century)

The later Judah ibn Bal’am, who lived in Spain during the 11™ century, took a somewhat different

approach regarding the word 13, when compared to his predecessor. In his lexicon, 31 is included under

27 3 is found in: Exod. 15:13, 16; Isa. 42:24; 43:21; Hab. 1:11; Psa. 9:16; 10:2; 12:7; 17:9; 31:5; 32:8;
62:12; 68:29; 142:4; 143:8.

¥ See section 13.

¥ 3y appears twice in the bible: Hos. 7:16; Psa. 132:12.

3 In ed. Bacher, p. 128. Quoted translations are those of Yehuda ibn Tibon. The entry actually begins

with three examples of it (one of which in our texts is N%) of which he says “nNt Y198 PRN POY 19D NT O91I.”
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M3, implying a default meaning as a demonstrative. But Nt he argues, may also be used as a relative

pronoun:

595078 1% DY Y 19973 PNIANN NN, TTI 1Y PN YNW : TN DIPN 12V S0 DY KM
He argues that in past tense, Nt can have the meaning ‘which’. But after listing other uses of N3, he

makes some interesting statements about :

TION MY T NTA P MIXN : IOV NWIA XYM .A9IN DY N DI 5 13 MY - N2PI PWHY N2 XN ININN
32 re9yo YT 1 1R INPNY INRT M

Ibn Bal’am here suggests that the letter N in Nt may be replaced with Y for a feminine form, and
proceeds to bring one example of it and one of 3% where this seems to be the case. Nonetheless, 33 is
also found many times with masculine referents, which Ibn Bal’am also notes, but points out that the
words of one such verse seem out of order. Were this lexicographer not already prejudiced to consider

3% a demonstrative, this curious observation might be an indication that the word meant something else.

4.3 David Kimhi (1160-1235)

Sefer Hashorashim by linguistic commentator and grammarian David Kimhi also reflects this tension
between two possible meanings of 33. His entry for the word mostly consists of summarising Ibn

Janah’s opinion, before suggesting the contrary:

DWI9Y 1M : TOAN 1T TIT 1) TUN Py 1Y ) P9 INTY 1T DOYWA 29N Y PNV T Y ST 1t DY
* VOWN KNN NINVN BN N MY PIYA B9

Here Kimhi is suggesting that all the examples cited by Ibn Janah as cases where 11 is likely to mean
‘which’ are just as well supported if taken with 13 meaning ‘this’. It is not entirely clear that Kimhi here
rejects the hypothesis that % means 9WN, but he seems to claim that such a suggestion is

unsubstantiated.

3'In ed. Kikovstov, p. 118f.
32 In ed. Kikovstov, p. 119. Some punctuation and vowels added.

3 Sefer Hashorashim, p. 32.
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For many explanations of our verse in Psalms, the difference between these two suggested
meanings of 1V is not significant. Nonetheless, because of Kimhi’s popularity as a commentator within
the Jewish world, and as a linguist within both Jewish and Christian bible studies, it is possible that this

view influenced later commentators and translators to understand Y% as ‘this’.

5 Peshat approaches in the 11 and 12 century

5.1 Solomon Yitzhaki (Rashi; 1040-1105)

Likely unparalleled by any individual in his historical impact on Jewish bible study, the exegesis of
French winemaker Rashi has been and often continues to be the only constant in printed editions of
Bible text with commentary. Rashi is known to have concerned himself with what is considered the
plain meaning of the text, but often chooses from among the midrashic corpus in order to give an
appropriate explanation.

In the collection of Rashi’s bible commentaries, he makes reference to Psa. 62:12 four times: on
the verse itself; on Exod. 20:7; on Num. 15:22; and in his introduction to the Song of Songs. In each
case, the verse takes on a different meaning, highlighting Rashi’s agreement with the view that verses
take on multiple meanings. But as we look at the content of these comments, we also gain some insight
into Yitzhaki’s approach to the texts.

Rashi opens his Hakdama to the Song of Songs by quoting Sanhedrin 34a, claiming by use of
our verse that one verse can take upon multiple meanings. But, he claims, “ X8 X920 0 PN 927 )0
YOIWO >N ** Having set out with his contradiction, he explains his approach in explaining a book

whose peshat, it seems, is metaphor.

¥ Quotations from Rashi’s commentary are all taken from the text on the Bar Ilan University Responsa

Project.
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At Exodus 20:7, Rashi notes on “nawn 0y NN MOV’ that 5% and NNY were said in one
speech, along with a list of other seemingly contradictory laws. This passage he likely excerpts directly
from the Mekhilta.** In this he uses the midrash to addresses the issue of inconsistency between the
Exodus and Deuteronomy accounts of the Ten Commandments, before looking at the linguistics and
practical meaning of the verse.

On Numbers 15:22, Rashi again utilises the Midrash in making his exegesis: where the bible
text refers to “all the commandments which the Lord spoke to Moses”, Rashi implies in his comment
that all the commandments were spoken to Moses and not to Israel. Only two were spoken to Israel:
“ONYNRY NN O TO MNP NI IR, citing our verse which would seem to imply this statement.>*
Although this understanding of Psa. 62:12 is not innovative, its application to the verse in Numbers is
creative.

Despite these three citations of our verse out of its context all being based on midrashic

material, Rashi’s comment on the verse itself is more original:

1955 ,7WM YAWYNs WIRD ODWY 10 1Y %5 10NV 10 NNY ; DINY NOINN INYNRVY D'PIN 927 HNN
T2 WITRNIY 00D DYHY ; (N-T,5 /DY IXT) MN2TH NIVY DY OPY NIT — 100IYHIY NIT NHRDI ;10N
2V DY DHYIY NN MV TIY (DY) MM 7MAIAN DY TPV 12 NIV ,TON XM DY TP NN
(3 WTN2 19 /9%910) YMVYAT 1M JWITH NWN 37 DY ITIDN dNTND T DOYYID NIYN DIPTNY

7 K3 TN N12>T2 (80,1 727) "W (3,0W) "1

Here, Rashi suggests that two things were heard from one statement of God, but that these two things
are those spoken of in the following two clauses of the psalm: that power and kindness are God’s.
Unlike Sa’adia Gaon and Salmon ben Yeruham who see 1t as referring to the previous concept within
the psalm, Rashi either takes the word to mean ‘which’ or to refer to the following ideas. This approach

is held by a large number of the commentators and translators from Rashi’s time onwards.

35 See section 2 and note 10 above.
3 See note 13 for midrashim that make this application, likely bases for Rashi’s comment.

37 Punctuation and formatting according to Mikra ot Gedolot Haketer, p. 188.
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But Rashi despite identifying the 0*nv within the psalm, Rashi needs to explain their derivation
from NNN. For this, he identifies that the second of the Ten Commandments, although one
commandment, contains in it both a threat of God’s power (3¥) and a promise of his kindness (T0n), the

former to the wicked, and the latter to the righteous:

4 You shall not make for yourself a sculptured image, or any likeness of what is in the heavens

above, or on the earth below, or in the waters under the earth. 5 You shall not bow down to them or
serve them. For I the Lord your God am an impassioned God, visiting the guilt of the parents upon

the children, upon the third and upon the fourth generations of those who reject Me, 6 but showing

kindness to the thousandth generation of those who love Me and keep My commandments.>®
It may be worthwhile to note that the material Rashi considers hinted to by our verse comes from the
Ten Commandments, as do three of the midrashic approaches to our verse, and one Geonic
interpretation.®* As such, Rashi may have been biased by the Midrash to connect his exegesis to Sinai.

Finally, at the conclusion of his comment on Psa. 62:12, Rashi also cites a more common
reading of the “two” that were heard from one, stating the rabbinic position that the verse refers to
MY and DY being stated “TNNX M2TA”.

Despite these eventual uses of midrash, in comparing his commentary on Psalms to those listed
above on the Mosaic text, “Rashi’s commentary on the Pentateuch is largely culled from rabbinic
literature... The situation is different with regard to the Prophets and the Hagiographa, where Rashi’s
original comments are more abundant and he deals more frequently with the context and with historical

or literary issues.”* In our case it is not clear to what extent Rashi’s commentary is original: he cites in

38 Exodus 20:4-6, New JPS translation.
3% See sections 2 and 3.1 respectively.
40 Avraham Grossman, “The School of Literal Jewish Exegesis in Northern France,” in HBOT I/2, p.

334f.
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it “Moses the Interpreter,” who some claim to be a teacher of his. Nonetheless, it is less midrashic than
those typically found in his commentary on the Torah.

At the same time, we also notice a separation of what might be construed as peshat and derash
in Rashi’s commentary. He first interprets the verse in terms of its basic meaning (its peshat), then
connects it to an external idea which has moral implications (one level of derash), and then brings a
more traditional interpretation from the standard midrashic collection. We hence see through the form of
his commentary an attempt to derive a literal meaning from our verse, despite its application elsewhere

in his commentary to other meanings.

5.2 Abraham Ibn Ezra (1089-1164)

Abraham Ibn Ezra was known for his role in the Spanish linguistic school, and for bringing a close
attention to language into his commentaries. On our verse, he therefore takes a different approach to

Rashi, one which focuses instead on the idiomatic language of the verse:

MITIY NN TN PUYND IR NXID 1Y N 120 NI 1T NI DWW DY 3,00 DY DV 1PN 12D
# (n:20 M)

Here Ibn Ezra understands NNN as “once”, unlike Rashi, Sa’adia and many of the midrashim which
take it to mean “one thing”. Moreso, together with “twice”, DN¥) NNNX becomes an idiom of
repetition: God has spoken one message many times. This message is also found within the verse itself:
that strength is His.

But the meaning of 1y as strength alone is not clear enough, so to determine its meaning Ibn
Ezra seeks its earlier use within the psalm: in verse 8, God is described as “the rock of my strength.” In
paralleling these two uses, the commentator seems to suggest that the ¥ mentioned here is one of

victory and not one of punishment as Rashi had interpreted.

' In Mikra’ot Gedolot Haketer, p. 189.
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Both these aspects of Ibn Ezra’s interpretation of the verse could be seen as a challenge against
Rashi’s: they highlight linguistic and contextual features, implying possibly a more “simple” (peshat)
reading; they also do not follow Rashi’s tendency to bring in material midrashically from outside texts.
Following the rationalist tradition prominent in the twelfth century Arabic world that surrounded him,
Ibn Ezra focuses on the text alone with outside scientific knowledge, thus giving what seems a simpler

take on the verse to those preceding him.

5.3 David Kimhi (1160-1235)

As well as his lexical work of relevance described above,*” Kimhi (also known as Radak) was the
author of a popular commentary on Psalms. As we will see from his words on our verse, his approach

has features in common with both Rashi and Ibn Ezra.

>an (P nyny  PNDNT) NYNRYI ,BPIX 937 N7 DY MY — DNV ,D¥0 — DIPYN 93T NN
NON PNV PN D20 HIN D ) INNNI KDY INDIT ,MVIY OTRY 1D PN 72297 ;1720 BYPIND v 9 PN
ANORY NOY PN W 9D 1T OOPYNA

— DNV 1NN — DXPYN 927 IAN : DOWIAN ¥ NNVRN PIYD OPNY ,WAT TIT DINR PYIA 12 N
9247 HON : (T WTNI 1IN /9791 NIRD) WIDA D73 1M .U 59101 1NN 290 ,NMIN HNENY DINYS NV
#0127 MW NPNRYY ,TAN 7272 YINDNIY MDY MY — 3PN

Here we see that Kimhi agrees with Ibn Ezra’s general understanding of the verse: ©Yn¥) NNKX is an

expression of repetition, referring to the statement that ©pP9N> 1y. But Radak expands upon this idea

> See section 4.3.

¥ Mikra’ot Gedolot Haketer remarks here that Kimhi uses Wynw rather than >nynw in quoting the verse,
and he does so multiple times. It is nonetheless not clear that Kimhi claims this is the text of the verse; he may use
plural for the purpose of the commentary. See note 16.

“ In Mikra’ot Gedolot Haketer, p. 189. Their publication includes a cross-reference to Rashi on Exod.
19:19 after the words “o>wnan vw”. Although one of Rashi’s comments on that verse refers to only the first two
commandments being recited by God, which is elsewhere connected with Psa. 62:12 (see section 2), he makes no

comment resembling that suggested here by Radak.
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more homiletically, more reminiscent of Rashi, explaining that man should thus not trust in his material
possessions (possibly in reference to 93 of Psa. 62:11), but only in God who has might. This also seems
to agree generally with the context of the psalm, whose topic is arguably trust in God alone.®

Also like Yitzhaki, he follows his own literal approach with some more midrashic readings that
“NNINN PN OPN,” implying that they ignore the context. The first we have seen in the Targum (we
have heard the Torah, God’s speech, twice—from God and from Moses), and the second in the midrash
(which Rashi also brought). Neither of these interpretations pay attention to the end of the verse.

Some common features of these three medieval commentators are recognisable: whereas earlier
midrash as well as Sa’adia tended to ignore the third clause in our verse, none of these three do. Indeed,
all three claim that ©POND 1y ) is the subject matter that YNyNVY ... NNX refers to. In doing so, they
also all read the word “»2° as ‘that’, and not ‘because’. These are characteristics that, we will see,
continue to be typical of peshat approaches, although others then extend these to other meanings as

Rashi does.

6 Philosophy and midrash, 12"-15® centuries

6.1 Moses ben Maimon (Maimonides; 1135/8-1204)

Arguably the most famous Jewish philosopher, and one of the most famous halakhists, Maimonides (or
Rambam)—a late contempory of Ibn Ezra in Spain, Morocco and Egypt—did not write any
commentaries on the bible. Nonetheless his Jewish-Aristotlean Guide for the Perplexed refers constantly

to the bible, regularly allegorising the text to accord with his philosophic thesis. In this work,

* It begins: “Only for God doth my soul wait in stillness; from Him cometh my salvation. He only is my
rock and my salvation, my high tower, I shall not be greatly moved.” (Psa. 62:2-3 according to JPS 1917

translation.)



Joel Nothman DYV NNOY NN 21

Maimonides at length describes the nature of the Ten Commandments and how they were given, during
which he states:

The Sages permit considering as admissible that all Israel only heard at the Gathering one voice one

single time — the voice through which Moses and all Israel apprehended / and Thou shalt not,

which commandments Moses made them hear again as spoken in his own speech with an

articulation of the letters that were heard.*
The Sages supported this approach with our verse, as Maimonides claims, and as we have seen in the
Midrash. Maimonides, by placing the midrash in the context of a larger explanation, clarifies the
midrash and its application to our verse: the first two of the Ten Commandments alone were spoken by
God (nynv D V), and even they were spoken together in one voice (727 NNKN). Ultimately though,
Rambam does not introduce anything new in his interpretation of our verse, although it gives some
indication of his understanding the midrash’s application of Psa. 62:12 to the giving of these two

commandments.

6.2 Isaiah ben Mali di Trani (c.1200-c.1280)

Although not as well known for his commentaries as others mentioned so far, Isaiah from Trani, Italy,
wrote on Psalms with a very brief style, based on a peshat approach, and rarely quoting 973n,*" but

nonetheless drawing in philosophical ideas. He explains our verse as follows:

, M0 OYNY NNN NINN NNV NNNX D 9397 DRY NN NYY NN ,OYN NNV XNIAN DX 19D
B AMmuyb BYPYNY v ¥ NN DY PTON 9195 19TV

While Isaiah’s commentary here is original, it seems to pay less attention to language and context
factors than any of Rashi, Ibn Ezra or Radak, instead drawing in a new idea independent of the psalm:

927 NNN is God’s promise to man to do good, but one expects even greater (D>NV) goodness, because

* Guide to the Perplexed1l, 35. In trans. Pines., p. 364f.
" See Mikra’ot Gedolot Haketer preface p. n-12.

8 In Mikra’ot Gedolot Haketer, p. 189.
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this is God’s nature (presumably, this is his 1¥). Also to be noted here in contrast to the pashtanim is the
understanding of »3 as ‘because’. While this interpretation fits somewhat into the general context of the
psalm as talking of God being a shelter for the psalmist, the approach involves reading allegorically into

the concepts of God’s speech and man’s perception.

6.3 Menahem Meiri (1249-1316)

Although Meiri of Provence is primarily known for his writings on the Talmud and Jewish law, he also
authored commentaries on the biblical books of Proverbs and Psalms. His commentary is a fair

illustration of the his style, and its reflections of his historical circumstance:

TIN5 1900 N3 12T YHWI DINDYS NN - I9I97,09NY) DYI : W1 — 1191 IMNPNY 1% 0XNY BIPYN 1327 NN
NYN I IND NN — OXPONRY Y 2D, 1YY NININD DTN 2 P2 NTON ITYN MNIA DTN ININ NOY 900D
) ;VAYNA T — BYPINY Y 95 L(ND,ND /M) YD¥WN NN NN NPOVNY ,DNINY PINND NN
MO ;NI DAY PN DNNY NINI NPV TY 1AW MDY NXPY 1NN DPR) DMIYAD yMYINY P I8N

(11,9 /Nn) MMIPN NN NINIY

The Meiri seems to understands the first half of our verse, in its plain sense like Ibn Ezra and Radak as
indicating repetition, but also reads it, it seems, as referring to the previous verse, where man might be
tempted by the riches wrought by evil. The message has thus often been repeated that man should not
be deceived by the good afforded to the wicked—the seeming lack of order—because God has the
ability to change the times, and although the righteous receive punishment for their few wrongdoings,
they will eventually be rewarded.

It seems that a number of Meiri’s comments on Psalms are similar to this nature, and reflect on
troublesome times that brought with them theological challenges. He is the first of the commentators to
have lamented over the length of “TyINN M) M3.”*° Similarly, here in our psalm, Meiri personally
identifies with the injustice described within the psalm, and reflects his sense of persecution and

suffering into his commentary, predicting ultimate resolve for the righteous as expounded from our

¥ In Mikra’ot Gedolot Haketer, p. 189.

 His commentary on Psa. 22:1, 80:1. See in Mikra ot Gedolot Haketer preface p. 19.
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verse. Although many others through the ages see in this verse the punishment of the wicked and
redemption of the righteous, among them Joseph Albo, few express it with the pathos of Menahem

Meiri.

6.4 Joseph Albo (d. 1444)

Like Maimonides before him, Joseph Albo wrote on the bible only indirectly, through his philosophical
writings on the essential Jewish principles of faith, his Sefer Ha’ikarim (completed 1425). He authored
this Book of Principles in response to a volatile situation with numerous disputations between Christian
and Jewish populations in Spain.’' It therefore covers the nature and origin of divine law, and the nature
of good and evil.

Correspondingly, in a discussion on divine judgement and punishment, Albo studies Psa. 62:12-

13 at length. He begins:

, DNV NYNY 0PN YN DNY BHYN YIR DOYYID NPIN N TIAN DWNY 1IN IODY 1NN 3D TN

2NN DAYN TON DIV 2INDN TIRY NN ,1PITI YWIRD NNDY DYWL LAVHD MVYYD BIPINY MY 99 HNNN

1 99) D THOW INT ,TONN D DY D NYHRY DOYYIL NYIY NINY 1YL VaVNN M) (T V7Y OONN)
52

..1oNn

Here Albo’s understanding of our verse reflects Rashi’s: the two things heard are that God has strength
and kindness. Unlike Rashi, though, he considers the ‘one’ that these two derive from to be God’s
message that he will punish the wicked, so 1y becomes the strength to perform judgement, and 701
becomes kindness in judgment. He then continues to explain that our verse indicates that although God

could seemingly give someone an eternal punishment for their evil acts, His judgement is moderated by

3! See Sirat, p. 374ff.
32 «“Sefer Ha’ikarim” 1V, 38. In the Bar llan University Responsa Project. This passage is also included in
Sefer Tehilim: Mikdash Me’at, p. 218, although there it is cited to 5t »a5x >0, presumably a typographical

€rror.
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79N which demands only a temporary punishment, “ 15 1) 2307 POV NPIAYD DWYYNI MDY VY
NI D2 ONN) WNYN D8»Y.”

Although Albo’s reading of our verse’s grammar differs from the Meiri, the message is similar:
the good in this world only receive temporary punishment, such that they may receive eternal reward in
the world to come. Both these interpretations may be reflections on the struggles of Jewish life in
Western Europe in the Middle Ages. Together with Isaiah of Trani, all of these latter three speak of
God’s promise of reward being described in the verse, although the three come to their conclusions

through different means.

7 The mystical school, 12®-14™ centuries

A group of bible interpreters with a new mystical approach began to appear in the thirteenth century in
Spain, in whose environment the Zohar was compiled. Those among the early kabbalistic school of
thought who wrote commentary on the bible, though, tended only to write on the five books of Moses.
As a result, our verse is only brought up in a few occasions as part of a commentary on another work,
and so is not directly an explanation of Psa. 62:12. Nonetheless, the verse is given new applications as

pertain to the similarly new school of thought.

7.1 Moses ben Nahman Gerondi (Nahmanides; 1194 - ¢.1270)

The Catalan thirteenth century rabbi Nahmanides (also known as Ramban), often writes at length
exploring a subject in his Torah commentary, reflecting critically on the works of Rashi and Ibn Ezra.
He concludes one such explanation of Exod. 19:20, “And the Lord came down on Mount Sinai...” with
our verse. Within his discussion, the commentator refers to a midrash that the Torah was given in seven
voices,™ alluded to in “©*p72) NYP »0N” (Exod. 19:16). He eventually suggests that Moses heard the

Torah in seven voices which he could contemplate, but Israel heard it only one voice, as alluded to

33 Exodus Raba 28:4, cited in Chavel’s edition of the commentary, p. 283 note 244.
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midrashically by the defective spelling of Mop (‘voices’™*), “ 17 DNV DOPON 12T NNN NIV NN NI
NND TITOY YN, 75 that this is the true, but secret meaning of our verse.*®

Nahmanides seems to be the first to ascribe a secref meaning to our verse. It is indeed hard to
tell how exactly he is reading our verse. Were DNV to be understood as the seven Godly voices, then it
would be difficult to relate to the idea of Israel only hearing one. Maybe what it is implying is: God
spoke, and it was heard in two ways, one way by Moses, and one way by the remainder of Israel. Such
an interpretation would not hold as well if Ramban had cited the verse with the word »nynv, but instead
he quoted MyHNW.”’

Here Nahmanides does not delve into all the implied mysteries of the text; it is not his style to

do so, rather:
While it has been estimated that only about 8% of Nahmanides’ comments include matters of
kabbalistic exegesis, he undoubtedly intended the readers of his commentary to become aware of
the mystical reading of the Pentateuch. The method he employed was symbolic: “Know that in the

true sense Scripture speaks of lower matters and alludes to supernal matters.”

To this extent, Ramban has succeeded in his interpretation of our verse, whose meaning according to

him alludes to “supernal matters,” but how it does so is unclear.

3 This word could be written as m9p, and according to the midrash, the absence of this 1 allows it to be
read as a singular noun, in addition to its usual meaning.

5 From his commentary on Exod 19:20 in the Bar Ilan University Responsa Project . This quotation uses
»ynv instead of >nynw in our verse, as do others. See note 16.

% Chavel, p. 284, translates this as “By the way of Truth, [the mystic lore of the Cabala], this is
Scripture’s intent in saying, G-d hath spoken once, twice we have heard this.” While the expression “ 797 by
nONN” is certainly Ramban’s reference to the mystical, it is unlikely from the teachings of what is known as
“Cabala”, which flourished after Nahmanides’ time.

57 See note 16 on this phenomenon.

% Yaakov Elman, “Moses ben Nahman,” HBOT /2, p. 432.
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7.2 The Zohar

While the mystical content of the Zohar relates to that of a number of earlier texts and ideas, including
some brought in Nahmanides’ commentary, there is no evidence of its existence before the 13" century,
and it is generally considered the product of Spanish rabbi Moses de Leon (c.1250-1305). Like Ramban
before it, the Zohar mentions our verse in the context of the giving of the Torah, which it expounds
upon somewhat like a commentary.> Only even insofar as the former’s understanding of the verse is

unclear, the latter is even more opaque:

77> XYY MIN NN NINT NN SHPAY 11 BNV B¥PIR 934 HHX 1N PN 117 NINN 7AW 9I1P NN
15

It writes that on the words “and the voice of the horn” (Exod. 20:14) Rabbi Yitzhak taught our verse,
and that only the first two of the Ten Commandments were spoken by God. Possibly the simplest
connection between the three texts paralleled here is to understand that “the horn” is God’s speech: 9p
19w is God’s recitation of the first two commandments, being paralleled here either with 927 NNX

DYPON, or with YNy 11 ©NV.¢" Another reading of the Zohar attempts to parallel the words 9 and

9 It would seem that the experience of communal revelation at Sinai is a central one for the discussion of
the mystical; the graphic detail of lights and sounds in Exod. 19-20, and the Divine transcendence in the process of
revelation, is prime material for the elucidation of mystical depths.

80 Zohar Yitro 81b (Sulam Yitro 300), in the Bar Ilan University Responsa Project .

' Alternatively, the verse might just be brought in its midrashic sense (see citations in note 13), in
reference to »2N and 7> M1 XY alone being said by God, and there is no direct connection implied between 9p
19wn and our verse, but this would seem to contradict the order in which the ideas are brought in the text. These
approaches are sensible in the context of Exod. 20, wherein the next verse (15) the people complain that Moses
should speak to them and not God, implying that it is after these events that Moses spoke the remainder of the Ten

Commandments.
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99, as the ‘two’ that were heard, drawing some parallel to »3IN and T2 71> X9.% Although seeming
to add a mystical element to its interpretation, the Zohar ultimately seems to base its understanding of
our verse on the midrashim that saw in our verse reference to the first two commandments which alone

were heard by Israel.

7.3 Bahya ben Asher (d. 1340)

One of the two men to later acquire the moniker Rabbenu Bahya, Bahya ben Asher, also from Spain, is
principally known for his mystical commentary on the Torah. In it he adopts ideas from Nahmanides
and the Kabbalah, although rarely referring to the Zohar, and more often to the Sefer Habahir.®

In two of his comments, he mentions our verse to similar purpose. In the first case, on Exod.
13:1, “90RY NN DX /N 927™,” he suggests that the word N comes to teach that there is a second
hidden layer to God’s speech; that there is a N9) (‘revealed’ portion) and a 9nD) (‘hidden’ portion).*
To this he applies our verse, extending the idea from the Babylonian Talmud that scriptural passages
have multiple meanings by specifying that they are two (Onynw 2 ONVY): revealed and hidden
meanings. In his commentary on Exod. 32:15,% he adds to this idea by claiming that these ideas are also

hinted at in the Tablets of the Law being “0Dn>2y »wn 032N (“written on both sides”). While these

62 This makes some sense in the context of the passage in the Zohar which had immediately prior been
reading the particle NN as signification of plurality (also Zohar Yitro 81b; Sulam Yitro 298-9). For example, the
Sulam on this passage, in light of Lurianic Kabbalah, suggests “ wnwy ,paN 9yt Tion , 72 7m0 NDY ;N2 THDN MINRY
DNK N2 ONIY IWARYN N1 XIN 19N, PAON PYT XIN 9P IR X TN N1 o™ (Sulam Yitro 300, in Ashlag, vol.
8, p. 472).

8 Gottlieb, p. 65.

6 Bahya ben Asher on Exod. 13:1, in Midrash Rabenu Bahya, vol. 1, p. 40. In his understanding, “ no»n
19 NI POINN NYT PRY INIY 3297 NIN INDIN MNNN OLWS NN,

 Midrash Rabenu Bahya, vol. 1, p. 134.
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comments from Rabbenu Bahya are not mystical in their manner of reading either our verse or the
verses he is directly explaining—they are rather midrashic—they do seem to speak for a mystical
mindset which sees in the Torah not just multiple readings, but secret meanings that the average reader

does not usually need to understand.

7.4 Menahem Recanati (13™-14™ centuries)

Recanati, an Italian rabbi, also wrote a commentary on the Torah infused with mystical ideas. His bible
commentary once refers to Psa. 62:12, but only through a quotation purportedly from Sa’adia Gaon’s
philosophical work, Emunot Vede ot. At the end of his commentary on Exod. 21:24, where he discusses

oral interpretations differing from the simple reading of the text, he writes:

NI NI NNX NND NYDID NWHA NMY 9D NN NIT IR NMNNND 1902 2N D7T PN) 7 TYD 127 D)
M9 DNY YW NNN 21T D, NYPI KIW 29 DY QR NHIN NIMND DNNNY ,NPIAM NNONN YIND DD NyTH
€8 1) DYPHN 93T HNNR IDNIY ,INDIN N9 NN

This suggests in the name of Sa’adia Gaon that all the hidden secrets of knowledge could not be
understood if the Bible were written in a more simple manner, because the Torah has a revealed
meaning and a hidden meaning, as indicated by our verse. While this reading of our verse is close to
that understood in the Talmud, and identical with that cited in Bahya’s commentary, this choice of
terminology seems unlike Sa’adia (although he wrote in Arabic), and modern editions of his book do
not mention Psa. 62:12, nor do they tend to use »2) or INO) in the sense of contrasting revealed and
hidden meanings.®” So although Recanati’s comment here is in accordance with his contemporary

mystic, Bahya ben Asher, it does not seem to be fairly attributable to Sa’adia Gaon.

% In the Bar Ilan University Responsa Project.

7 This is according to editions of Emunot Vede’ot in the Bar Ilan University Responsa Project; that
available online, edited by Yehuda Inzberg, <http://www.daat.ac.il/daat/mahshevt/kapah/tohen-2.htm > ; and Book
of Beliefs and Opinions, Ed. Samuel Rosenblatt, New Haven: Yale University Press, 1948. This quotation

attributed to Sa’adia is also brought in the commentary of Moses Hagiz, see section 10.3 below.


http://www.daat.ac.il/daat/mahshevt/kapah/tohen-2.htm
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8 The Sefaradi diaspora, 15™ and 16™ centuries

Following the expulsion of the Jews from Spain by Ferdinand and Isabella in 1492, the Sefaradi
community spread to many locations across Europe, the Orient, and in particular Palestine. While on
one hand tragic for the Spanish community, resulting in many conversions that would later be the
subject of an Inquisition, it also encouraged a flowering of Sefaradi literature in exilic communities, as

well as developments of anti-rationalist and further mystical trends.

8.1 Joseph ben Abraham Hayun (d. 1497)

A relatively unknown figure in and of his own, Hayun is best known as a leading rabbi of Lisbon and
the teacher of Don Isaac Abarbanel and others in the 15" century. Although he lived a generation before
the Spanish expulsion, he is included here for comparison, while also failing to fit in the above
categories. In contrast to the innovators above, Hayun’s commentary primarily summarises David

Kimhi’s commentary of the verse:®®

DXNYNIYI M DY 19D DX DNV DYS OWN 12T 92D 2D NN ININD XD 12 INVDY ININOY 9D
ANDITA XD NIVAY NN 12 )I9) 1T 1D NI MY %D DYL NN PIN

YN TAR) PN TN XNAY DINYI SHY HIN .1NINN NOYIY 937 HHX DY B319X 937 NN NN IN
7 SR JRWm NN MWNI

Some of the subtle changes are interesting, such as first stating the aim of the psalmist in writing this
verse; also, where Kimhi wrote in both cases “Wynv” (“we heard”), Hayun writes the interpretation as
it is in the psalm, in the first person, possibly as if from the perspective of the psalmist.

His second explanation—not marked as derash as it was for Radak—which suggests that the
Torah was heard twice, once from God and once Moses, adds upon Kimhi and the Targum by detailing

that the latter is NN NIVN, the book of Deuteronomy, and also glossing YNyNY as *NTIY (“I learnt™).

% See section 5.3 above.

% In his Sefer Tehilim... p. 87b.
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Despite basically following Kimhi to here, Hayun also does not follow Kimhi in including the
traditional explanation of 9vIwY 7153, Hayun’s commentary at least suggests the impact of Kimhi and

his peshat approach on the interpretation of Psalms in Spain of this era.

8.2 Joseph ben Hayim Jabez (or Ya’avetz; d. 1507)

Joseph Jabez was one of Joseph Hayun’s students in Portugal, although primarily based in Spain until
expulsion sent him to Italy. His long commentary on our verse begins by discussing others that have

interpreted the verse.”’ He begins:

N DNV 927 HNX D 12 N N7APN YAN ,DOWIY DPX YN 1PON) NN DN DTN 1 112 WP
L1103 N ,NWY IN PTPRY B5HY NN 7PN 1IN .IPHNID NYSN POIN SHYNRY

Jabez cites an anonymous suggestion that man speaks much, but does little, while God speaks one thing,
and does even more. We have no other source to hand that includes this idea, which assumes to
differentiate between speech which can be entirely unproductive, and hearing or experiencing which
represents action. Jabez argues against this interpretation on the basis that ¥yn¥ does not express a
tangible experience of God’s action.

Like Rashi and Radak, Jabez also brings the midrashic understanding from this verse that God
said “TNN 272 MW NOY”, unlike the ability of man. He says that this is a possible explanation,
suggested by a notarikon: the initials of 7YY MY are 3, so the passage may be read as “ 927 NNON
NYNY NHYY N DINY ,DIPIN”.

Having rejected these two possibilities, the author gives an extensive preface to his own
interpretation, on the nature of speculation about the world to come. He suggests that other religions
(“Mmanmnin MnTN”) focus on afterlife and negate the physical world, while Judaism’s Torah does not

even explicitly mention the world to come. One should not be philosophical and speculatively expound

7 Unlike Rashi and Radak who placed secondary commentaries after their own.

"' In Kol Sifre R. Yosef Ya‘avetz, p. 333.
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upon the hidden, rather one needs to be practical in this world, and “1MINOIN DY TYI MONN V™.

Following this long polemic, Jabez finally concludes with his view on our verse:

MONPNA DX NN NYNN BYPHR 9247 HNNX O ... NN DY PRI DY NNIY TIAN NINY ... 9127 OINN
995 .PNTNY AMNRYN 9N YN 1IN YN NP /AN DINNX ,(: N> /AT) 1) YW OX 1M ,(0:13 )
YNV TUN AN ,YN0N PO OYPIN 937 TWUN HNNRN NI IT DM GN D29WND PYYND WwNno ,0pINY

2NN T9 PRIY PONN TONN 3D 0NN /N TY 9 NN

God spoke in his Torah only of giving us reward in this world (D>PYX 927 NNN), and of another world
we only heard from tradition (>NynNvw 1N ONV). Additionally, these two are also hinted at in the
following clauses of the psalm: God has the power to effect reward in this world (3¥), and kindness still
stored for the world to come (TON).

Jabez thus uses our verse to explain a problematic concept in Jewish theology: the absence of
afterlife in the Bible and the later prominence of it in some Jewish writings. But the length of his
preface suggests that this is possibly the more important component in his commentary. His message is
not just one about the world to come, but one against speculation regarding it; the message is anti-
philosophical:

In asserting that philosophical rationalism was to blame for the choice by so many Spanish Jews of
conversion rather than exile and suffering, he expressed the feeling of many of his contemporaries.
Jabez — who hated philosophy — maintained that philosophical intellectuals did not consider the
observance of the commandments as the most important aspect of religious life, and therefore were
not prepared to sacrifice themselves for that observance.”
Not only is the anti-philosophical message read into our verse typical of Jabez, it also illustrates the
manner in which individuals reflecting on the events in Spain responded in their understanding of

Scripture.

™ In Kol Sifre R. Yosef Ya‘avetz, p. 334.

" Dan, p. 7.
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8.3 Ovadiah Sforno (c.1475-1550)

Italian bible exegete Ovadiah Sforno comments on our verse with more attention than others to the

midrash surrounding it:

MY IN DN PYHY Ragny 1t 0onY 01PN Y91 0N TN MNIATA MITH NIWY YD B9PYN 921 NN
YIIN (5 MNW) 1ININD DN T DIV KD Y120 DIPONRY NIN DY NN 1Y 1D OIPINY 1Y 95 NNIYNI .ION
M9 NI TON MY YIDIND TONN /N 90 NYNY NIV .UPIIIN NN DYNY YWD H99N) PONY PN /N

10N PYUNY NI T M9 TIAYY 1Y PRY 19N

In summary: from the Ten Commandments which were one speech two were heard: 1y through the
commandment of “I am the Lord”, and 70N through the second commandment where it God is called
“70N I8”.7° No commentator we have found until Sforno attempts through their commentary to unify
those midrashim that read into our verse that all Ten Commandments were spoken by God at once, and
those that claim the first two only were spoken by God.”” Sforno, too, leaves the details of this seeming
contradiction unanswered, but in a sense uses Psa. 62:12 to mediate between the former midrashim
where the meaning DNV in the application of our verse was not clear, and the latter where the meaning
of MNX was not clear. Finally he connects this to Rashi’s approach wherein ©YNV pertains to the
following two clauses of 1y and TON.

In a way, Sforno’s exegesis is actually a commentary on the two midrashim whose content he
refers to. Through it, he explains more clearly how the midrashim relate to the verse, an approach not
significantly taken by earlier commentators. On the other hand, he also diverges from many of the

exegetes preceding him by basing his primary interpretation around the Midrash at all.

™ Sforno is among those that quote nynV instead of >'nynw. See note 16.

" In Sefer Tehilim: Mikdash Me’at, vol. 2, p. 217f.

7 Considering that it is very likely for Sforno to be aware of Rashi’s commentary on the verse, he is
taking a liberty to ignore the fact that Rashi recalls 1y in the second of the Ten Commandments, as well as Ton.

" See notes 8 and 13 respectively for sources.
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8.4 Moses ben Jacob Albelda (1500-c.1583)

Albelda was a Rabbi and philosopher who wandered through many countries of the Mediterranean
throughout his life, thus experiencing the hardships of exile. The main aim of his commentary seems to
be innovations regarding the statements of the Talmudic sages.”

As such, Albelda™ considers our verse a hint to the words of the Gemara “ ;72 )18 22 ON
11199 MDD NNX DY NN OUIYD ¥ To Albelda, in God giving good fortune to the wicked He spoke one
thing; and yet two were heard from it, corresponding to the following passages in the psalm: God has
strength (3V) to give to the righteous despite giving a small amount to the wicked; and God has kindness
(7oN) to give even to the wicked to this world, saving their punishment for the next."

This approach is generally similar to many of the others we have seen, in taking an external
idea with two expressions and comparing them to 1y and TON mentioned in the psalm. It is interesting
to note that the idea which Albelda sees Psa. 62:12 as hinting to is essentially the converse of Albo’s,
although unlikely a direct reflection on it: to Albo, the little bad befalling good people is mediated by
their reward in the next world; to Albelda, the little good bestowed upon bad people is mediated by their
punishment in the next world. Albelda’s remarks either way may be a reflection on life as a second-

generation exile from Spain, struggling despite others more wicked existing peacefully.

8 See Regev. “.9710 MNNNI WTNN NINY DWW DIWITN N PYIITL INION 1y~

" Commentary in Sefer Tehilim: Mikdash Me’at, p. 218.

%0 Babylonian Talmud Nedarim 50b. Translation: “If it is such for those who transgress His will, to those
who perform His will, how much more so!”

81 Albelda amusingly continues on Psa. 62:13 regarding the wicked: “ Sy9 XyW oW M9 N8 1NWYNI

2772 IV 19 DDWY YT YI0INN 1702 110D 0O IVOWN 19 ... 190w KDY DI9NN DIIAND NP0 MSN IDX nun”
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8.5 Eliezer Ashkenazi (1512-1585)

Although of a German family, and so not truly a Sefaradi, Ashkenazi studied in Salonica and later
became a rabbi in Egypt. While primarily a Talmudist, his commentary Ma ase Hashem on portions of
the Torah includes in it an explanation of our verse:* while the words of prophets and sages have only
one meaning, the narratives have both a revealed and a hidden understanding, as derived from our verse.
Ashkenazi expands on the midrashic idea that God can speak multiple things at once, unlike man. Like
for Recanati in his quotation of the passage attributed to Sa’adia, our verse signifies the revealed and
secret understandings of the text.

He further interprets the end of our verse: Understanding »2 as ‘because’, Ashkenazi extends the

midrashic idea of man’s inability to speak multiply as God can, claiming that:

Y .I2T00 ND TN PI .. NAIWT AN NIIY NV T8N HIPHN 21T KOW 192 NN NDNYNY PIY PN
D 19 MYYD NS DN PN ,OT WA YT 5Y MITIDNN NPDIN TINNY 10D .OIPINY ¥ 95 DN
NYT 9297 ... OPONY Y YOV 29D 1D NN TPNYND NN AN NNND PINY INDI INXR KY I THN

8 vy nxapy nnnv

Man as such is not able by his own ability to rationally extract ideas from God’s language; only by
God’s gift to him because the strength is God’s, or on the other hand Torah is God’s, because the Torah

is called 1.3

8.6 Moses Alshekh (1508-1593)

Despite being a student of Joseph Caro and a teacher of Hayim Vital, Moses Alshekh’s commentaries

on much of the bible tend not to include mystical concepts.® In the case of our verse, while it does not

2 In Sefer Tehilim: Mikdash Me’at, p. 218.
8 In Sefer Tehilim: Mikdash Me’at, p. 218.
8 This idea is expressed as “nN7n NON 1Y PN in reading the words “yn> myo 1y 'n” (Psa. 29:11) in the

Midrash, such as Mekhilta DeRabi Shim’on Bar Yohai 19:16.
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focus on the depths akin to Zoharic or Lurianic material, it does concern itself with the nature of God
and his attributes in relation to the world; somewhat mystical but not exclusive to the Kabbalah.
Alshekh relates our verse to an earlier one in the psalm,’ according to which he ascribed
protection to God’s attribute of justice (y>70 N7TN). This, he suggests would seem strange to the reader,
because the name DPON—and correspondingly this attribute—is not usually associated with God’s

beneficence to man. In his words:

PIN NTAY AWM % 1D NRPY (V: 20 /NN) "NYD MO NONKY PN NTH RINY DIPIR 7D PNINRY 10 S
N OINY N DI OY) ...DYPYNN NI /N D NNN NN YNV 2D XINT DY INNNN DN : 19NY TON NONND mdind
.00 NN Y9N THX D DN PIY D) SHPNY

He suggests that what our verse introduces is that indeed God’s attribute of justice and that of
mercy are one. It is not clear from his concluding statement whether he considers 0NV as referring to
“a second attribute [of mercy],” or whether ©>NVW are the two: justice and mercy, which we have
understood despite D*PYN alone being mentioned in the psalm. His remark provides justification for this

conclusion through analogy to the common midrashic use of our verse:

27295 NYNY DINY) 7N THN NATY NNYI NOT RINY SHYNY 11 05NV 11D OYPYN 939 HNN XON
% y10 DPNM T 0N NN TAN NATIY NNV NDT D YT NN T

Just as “remember” and “observe” were spoken together at Sinai, and they are known to correspond to
God’s attributes of justice and mercy, so we understand through this verse that despite having these two
attributes and notions ascribed to them, God is one. In a sense, he derives two meanings from the verse:

one relating 919% and MV, the other relating >7 and DN, and shows that they are one.

8 TFriedlidnder, p. 463. “Alshech[‘s] ... expositions are mostly of an allegorical character but very rarely
approach mysticisim.”

% Psa. 62:9: “:m1op npmomn oEs 02235 MEhzey of | ng o3 13 M

8 In Sefer Romemot-El vol. 1, p. 502.

8 In Sefer Romemot-EI vol. 1, p. 502.
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Typical of Alshekh is usually his insistence of significance for each word in the sentence: here
we may see this, in that to him it is not arbitrary that one name of God is used in this psalm; indeed it is

a defining factor in the verse according to his interpretation.®

8.7 Isaac Luria (Ari; 1534-1572)

Isaac Luria, a younger contemporary of Alshekh, is renowned as the centre of mystic thought in 16"
century Tzfat. His ideas as transmitted by his student Hayim Vital have become central to Kabbalistic
thought. Although he did not write a commentary—indeed he wrote very little but a few piyutim—Ilater
editors have compiled collections of his purported works discussing bible passages.”

Much of the commentary involves difficult Kabbalistic concepts, use of gematria and reference

to interactions of sefirot. The first paragraph compiled upon Psa. 62:12 reads as follows:

N, NININT PANN WHYN NYY) IWN YNNI AN TID (D950 DY] 1N APMIND DY NIV 93T HNNR
DY NV 73T HAR N ,PAND YWHYH NYYI 1YY TN IR DAY ) NIV N D TAR IN
TY NOYNY SRYNY 1R DAY TO NN ,NNX NN YY) DN 9N 0D ,MODn ,0%PYN 937 HNN N H91ON

LARN MIN TIY N9 90IN PYNHN WY

To those not well-experienced in understanding Lurianic texts, this is nearly entirely opaque. A possible
elucidation: the value in gematria of 927 NNNX (617) plus the count of its letters (6) equates it to N>
plus one (621). This secretly signifies the crown of Rachel (a symbol of the disparate physical world),
which is made from the lower third of the sefirof of tif’eret. Ultimately, this divine “crown of Rachel”

(927 nNN) is juxtaposed with the worldly sefira of malkhut as represented in the word ©pON. From

% Nonetheless, noticing of the distribution of the use of God’s name is common to other kabbalistic
authors.

% The work here in question is Ken Tzipor which subtitles itself as “ 1037 S5v PR »anon ...pIY NN
nrnoyrann.” It is likely that the writings they refer to are the writings of Vital presumably according to the Ari’s
teachings.

! Ken Tzippor, p. 353.
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here, the crown raises malkhut higher within the sefirot such that it can “hear” both the earthly reality
and the divine reality ODynv 1 OXNVY).

For this first portion of the verse the text proposes an alternative explanation, in which DNV is
“5N N0 TINAY IRD AP DN IND MR MNVY.” The second half of the verse seems to explain the
message of the first: 1y, representing Leah® and D YN, representing Rachel join, “DYpONY 1y 37 a
unity of different types of reality.

In each of these cases, some words of our verse are taken as symbols, while others, particularly
function words, represent movements or comparisons. Together, these suggest a mixing of mystical
elements, and thus different ideas relating to the physical and transcendent worlds. Those able to decode
or read into these ideas may derive from it various notions regarding the nature of existence, the divine
and the transcendent.

This form of interpretation of the bible is far from exegesis of the meaning of the text as we
have otherwise generally seen. Symbols seem to be identified in the text through what seem to be
arbitrary methods, in order that the verse may describe their interaction. As such, this type of
interpretation may be better considered eisegesis (reading concept into the text) to an even greater extent

than those who derive meaning by simpler allegory.

8.8 Samuel Laniado of Aleppo (d. 1605)

Samuel Laniado is known as being among the first generation of students of the kabbalists in Tzfat. As
well as his works known as the Kelim, he wrote a work on psalms published under the name 7eru’at
Melekh. Like Alshekh above, he seems to note the particular use in our verse of the name ©pPON and

writes that:

L(N: N M2) DPON XTI YR INNL OYPIN DY NI HNN NTH WD N¥I OYPYN 937 HNNX NDNNN
ND 799 9279 DYV 1N .(T:2 92) M) DXPUN N MYY DN 1INNI MTH ONY INYNY 1N 9NY 7O INN)

%2 She is known to be represented by 83 lights in Lurianic Kabbalah, equating to vy (written plene).
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VN INI) A NI PRI OIPHNR OWH DNINN GPINM PPN DOV 9Y BYPINY MY 3 710 DOPON DV NI
735991999 77217 INNIN 19PN NWYN Y5 NN YapY

Noting that the first chapter of Genesis does makes use of the name ©P5N and only after creation of
the world is complete does the Tetragrammaton appear alongside it, Keli Yakar applies our verse: one
name or attribute was spoken at first, and then later a second was heard. Why? He suggests that our
verse explains by stating that it was because strength belongs to ‘D*pYN’, but the creations cannot relate
to such strength alone.

Although this commentary is not deep within the material of kabbalistic secrets as was Luria’s,
it reflects a similar focus on God’s names and His attributes of justice and mercy to be found often
within the interpretations of the kabbalists and later many Hasidim.

Interestingly, a similar connection of our verse to the creation story is found in the writings of

Christian commentator William Wisheart (1657-1727):

“Twice have I heard this; that power,” etc. How did he hear this “fwice?”” Once from the voice of
creation, and again from the voice of government. Mercy was heard in government after man had

sinned, not in creation...*

We see here that Wisheart similarly sees in our verse a reference to a change in attributes of God within
the creation story. It is not clear here whether Wisheart, too, is understanding these attributes of God’s

names, but the parallel is worthy of note nonetheless.

9 Ashkenazi Europe, 16" and 17" centuries

9.1 Judah Loew ben Bezalel (Maharal; 1525-1609)

The Maharal of Prague wrote extensively, including a super-commentary on Rashi’s exegesis of the

Torah. Therefore, where Rashi claims on Num. 15:22 that only the first two commandments were heard

% In Sefer Tehilim: Mikdash Me’at, p. 218.

% In Spurgeon’s Treasury of David, Vol. 3, p. 129.
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from the mouth of God, he explains Rashi’s application of the verse.”” In particular, he states that NN
in this interpretation refers to the Ten Commandments that God spoke in one speech. Sforno’s

commentary included this same solution to unify the midrashim and their application to our verse.

9.2 Jacob ben Isaac Ashkenazi (1550-1628)

Although more famous for his 7seno Ureno, a collection of midrash on the weekly reading from the
Pentateuch and Prophets, Polish rabbi Jacob Ashkenazi also authored a Yiddish commentary on the
remainder of the bible, entitled Sefer Hamagid, including the Book of Psalms. He begins his

commentary on Psa. 62:12 with a translation of the verse:

LMY DR VOPIVY DR DX VP DNTT PN ARN KONY PIINT NOT PN DY) DI LNA NOY ION
77(...01 T I¥ DN TON WT T DNOITIN ONT )IN)

Approximately, this translates as: “One thing spoke God; and these two have I heard out. One is:
strength is to God (and the other is that kindness is to God).” The translation begins as direct and literal,
noteworthily glossing 1% as “y»IX7”, but for the conclusion, rather than translating directly, Ashkenazi
here explains according to Rashi. It is then not surprising that he follows by translating Rashi’s

commentary on the verse, among other interpretations.”®

% In Humash Gur Arye Hashalem, vol. 7, p. 228. See section 5.1 for Rashi’s commentary.

% Although the present copy of the text clearly has a 7, this should read ©x.

°7 Translation of Psa. 62:12-3 in Sefer Hamagid on Psalms, p. 33.

% Due to the low quality of the microfiche text to hand, and the difficulty of the Yiddish, it was hard to

ascertain the entire scope of Ashkenazi’s commentary on the verse.
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9.3 Moses Israel deMercado (17™ century)

The little-known Moses deMercado who lived in Amsterdam, wrote extant commentaries on
Ecclesiastes and Psalms.” He is particularly interesting in our study for his attention to the psalmist’s

perspective in writing the text. He writes:

NN HNIMY T DY YD BPIR 937 HNN NN W DN T7IWNN 92T NNY BPIN 939 HNN PIIT)
LDYPUNY 1Y 29 NNN NN D ONWINM YTV dNAN N3N DY NNV R OMNY ONIW YY TIDNNY
Y 29 XNINII OOPAN MHOYNT NNVIM NNNR NS KY FIATY NOITY TR RO OINN T ONTHY HIYD

19953 ¥8N 999780 MY NN MIN YAV TIT2 K9 DY DINPN T3 TIDY SN9DOW 0¥PINY

Like Kimhi and Ibn Ezra, deMercado sees in the verse a notion of repetition. But rather than identifying
nNX and DNV as idiom, he takes ‘once’ literally, but ‘twice’ as an indication of repetition. Also unlike
the earlier commentators, he reads YNYNVY as to understand or be aware.

More significantly, the entire verse is connected to the life of King David, understood to be the
Psalm’s author, and hence the perspective from which it was written. He had heard from God through
Samuel that he would rule over Israel, and the statement’s truth became apparent through realising
God’s strength, which would allow him to overcome his enemies. It is possible that this approach was
influenced by the contemporary Spinoza whose critical approach to the bible works included

understanding the mindset of its authors.

% It is possible that, according to a family genealogy web site < http://www.google.com/search?
q=cache:www.demercado.com/jacob.htm >, Moses DeMercado (Y1pnT YN nNwn on his commentary’s
titlepage) was born ¢.1630 and a student of Saul Levi Mortera. His book was published posthumously in 1652/3
through the work of a Jacob DeMercado, so assuming this date of birth is generally correct, Moses was short-
lived.

1% DeMercado, p. 54.


http://www.google.com/search?%20q=cache:www.demercado.com/jacob.htm
http://www.google.com/search?%20q=cache:www.demercado.com/jacob.htm
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10 Sefaradim in the 17™ and 18™ centuries

10.1 Menasseh ben Israel (1604-1657)

Menasseh ben Israel was born as a Marrano and baptised before escaping to Amsterdam. There he
found fame and prestige in a number of activities, among which was founding the first Hebrew printing
press in Amsterdam, where he had moved with his family had moved from Portugal. His Conciliator (EI
Conciliador), originally written in Spanish, likely in an effort to target Marranos, became popular
largely among Christians and has since been printed in numerous languages. It proceeds through the
bible resolving apparent discord between its verses.

In the case of Psa. 62:12, the apparent contradiction is between the verse’s first clause and its
second, implying an understanding that two things were heard although only one was spoken. In his
words, “Una hablo el Dio ; dos, ohi.”!"!

The “contradiction” is conciliated by explaining that to the Hebrews, “under the literal meaning
lies the spiritual, which is its soul.”!”> Menasseh discusses this idea at some length, bringing proofs of
the suggestion, such as the idea that the Torah was written with black fire on white fire: black, the
literal meaning admits no colour; white, the underlying spiritual, admits every colour. He further details
application of this idea, suggesting four layers of interpretation of a text (©”779), but that the literal
meaning must be accepted before other meanings can be applied, “for if all were reduced to allegory
and mystery, there would be nothing positive, as undoubtedly everyone might allegorize it in his own

way.”!%

1% EI Conciliador Part 4, p. 72. Translation: “One spoke God, two I heard.” Modern Spanish orthography
would use “Una hablo hablé el Dio; dos, oi.”
192 In trans. Landa, vol. 2, p. 267f.

'% In trans. Landa, vol. 2, p. 269.
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Menasseh ben Israel’s interpretation of our verse is nothing new, except insofar as he considers
it in its plain sense self-contradicting. The idea he expresses is generally that with which this paper
began, and more specifically that of ‘revealed’ and ‘hidden’ layers expressed within the mystical school
of thought, by Bahya ben Asher and Menahem Recanati. Possibly because Menasseh intended a large
audience of his book to be Marranos, his discussion homiletically reveals to the uninitiated many Jewish

concepts in bible interpretation and its elasticity.

10.2 Solomon ben Melekh

The commentary known as Mikhlol Yofi by Solomon ben Melekh is known to essentially restate the
linguistic commentary of David Kimhi. Hence on our verse he also proposes the meaning that Gods
prophets spoke to us regarding God’s strength many times and so we should trust in Him alone.

Interestingly, though, the commentary adds on the word 3:

1% 19 D3 PN 3% PWHY NI PNV NN NN
This addendum is interesting not only because it is not found in Kimhi’s commentary, but because it is
not necessarily warranted here: NAX and ©ONV are female forms of the numbers, and so could be
referred to with a female demonstrative like 1. This statement also implies the assumption that 13 is a

form of MY, and no consideration of another meaning as the medieval linguists had considered. '

10.3 Moses Hagiz (1671-c.1750)

Moses Hagiz, a Talmudist and Kabbalist in Jerusalem, also did not write a commentary on Psalms, but
an excerpt from his book Eleh Hamitzvot is included among other commentaries on one anthology on

our verse.'” This excerpt argues against “0"0MP9N” (heretics) who complain that how the Bible is

19 Mikhlol Yofi, vol. 2, p. 174b.
105 See section 4.

196 Sefer Tehilim: Mikdash Me’at, p. 219.
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read and understood is not how it is written. The response of the believers is that lessons can be learnt
from even single letters, and that the entire Torah is in the first place a name of God with no earthly
meaning. Finally, he quotes a passage given by David Ibn Zimra in his Metzudot David, which in turn
quotes Sa’adia Gaon’s Emunot Vede’ot, with the passage of unlikely-correct attribution also used in
quotation by Recanati above.'” Indeed, Recanati and Hagiz give the same impression: they are both
arguing for the admissibility of oral tradition and secret meanings understood from the text. Whether or
not suggested by Sa’adia, the interpretation that Psa. 62:12 refers to the »19) and the 9N©) from the bible

text is a simple extension from its Talmudic use.

10.4 Hayim Yosef David Azulai (Hida; 1724-1807)

Azulai, who lived in Jerusalem but spent much time travelling through Europe, brings three
explanations of the verse in one of his commentaries on Psalms known as Yosef Tehilot. The first is
based on the ideas of a R. Saul Halevi, author of Seféer Binyan Ariel writing on the reading of Ki
Tavo.'® Although only curses are listed in Deut. 27, according to the Rabbinic tradition, each curse was
preceded by a blessing; first “blessed by the man who does not make a graven image” then “cursed be
the man who makes an image” (Deut. 27:15).'” Halevi asks why it was necessary to give a blessing as
well as a curse? Because unlike evil thought, good thoughts are akin to action and so a positive
injunction needed to be given separately. This idea Azulai found hinted (3139) in our verse: from one
curse, a second statement was heard (ONyNY DNV ... 9127 NNN), because God has strength to punish the

wicked for their actions, and kindness to reward even the thoughts of good people.'"’ In this

17 See section 7.4.

1% The commentary is in Otzrot Harehida, p. 70a.

19 See Rashi on Deut. 27:12, and Babylonian Talmud Sota 32a.

1% Counter-intuitively, he reads Psa. 62:13 as rewarding for thought, despite the word ynwyn, by reading

its prefix 5 as “as if it were,” rather than “according to”: “ynwyns (NIwNNN Sy) RO DOWN NNX.”
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interpretation, 127 is taken to indicate the text of the Torah, while ¥nw is taken literally, i.e. to hear the
curses and blessings. In addition, °3 is understood as ‘because’ and so the following clauses of the psalm
explain, according to this commentary, why two were heard from one.

The second interpretation brought by the Hida in his commentary sees Psa. 62:12 a reference to
a different concept from the oral law: the prohibition resulting from a positive commandment,''" which
has some characteristics of a positive commandment and a negative commandment. That is, 927 NNN is
the written positive commandment, from which a second injunction is understood (¥1V), regarding
which “God has strength” because it is stronger than other prohibitions, but has kindness to treat one
who keeps the positive and its implied prohibition is as if he has kept two positive commandments.''?
This approach not only applies the verse to a different subject matter, but also reads >3 differently: there
as “because”, here as “regarding which”.

The third explanation is much simpler, claiming that ©pPON 927 NNX refers to the
commandments given by God; the word YNV then implies learning Torah, inferred since 1y is equated
with Torah.'

Some characteristics are common to the three approaches brought by Azulai: in form they all
seem to imply a first and a second related thing, rather than necessarily two things deriving from one, as
seems to be the more common midrashic understanding of the verse. More significantly, all three are
based around relating halakhic concepts to the verse, although the first two clearly do so more than the

third.

M “ayy Y991 Nan NS ”, see Babylonian Talmud Pesahim 41b; Yevamot 54b-56b; Makot 18b; Zevahim
34a; Hulin 81a.

"2 L., two characteristics of this prohibition: “ynMT nwy PR and “Pwy NWY 59510 NaN NS,

13 See note 84. Considering his presumed reading of » in the previous two explanations as ‘this’,
referring to the thing that was heard once, here its referent is unclear, although it may be that instead w is taken as

referring to the following clause, where ©pon5 ty, “Torah is God’s.”
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11 Europe, 18™ century

The eighteenth century in Europe saw the split of Judaism into a number of different philosophical
approaches. Most notably, it saw the beginnings of the Hasidic and Enlightenment movements, and the
reactions both saw from other sectors of the Jewish community. As each movement would relate
different to the scriptures and traditional ideas of Judaism, the nature of their commentaries would

similarly vary.

11.1 Israel Haupstein, the Magid of Koznitz (1737-1814)

This Hasidic rabbi from Poland, along with many others, relates our verse to the commandments of the
Torah.'" In his interpretation, God spoke the Torah (since “TNX 927 N9 NNNN Y5”), from which the
positive and negative commandments were heard (>Nnynv 1 ©>NVY). The first two commandments of the
Ten Commandments, to which this verse is also applied, are said to include in them all positive and
negative commandments. While others also not this correspondence,'” the Magid’s innovation is to
derive from our commentary that although the positive and negative commandments seem to be
different, and opposite in their aim, their intent is ultimately one: creating a connection (M92NNN) with
God. These ideas relating our verse to the common purpose of the mitzvot are repeated later by other

Hasidic writers. '

11.2 David Solomon Eibshitz (1755-1814)

David Solomon Eibshitz is known for his halakhic work Levushei Serad, and for his Hasidic

commentary on the Torah, ‘Arvei Nahal. He is quoted among a collection with a comment on our verse:

14 Commentary in Ed. Gilernter, p. 216.
115 See for instance the Vilna Gaon, section 11.5.
! Tn the twentieth century such ideas are also expressed by Menachem Mendel Schneerson. See section

14.6.
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0V 1M INTAY TR NXT P 92T XD TI1an DUN 1D N¥IY ON¥NY 1Y 09NYW 02PN 939 NNN
17 YONDN DRI 199N DN 7PN9MY 7199957 1Y NN SNYNY D3N

Eibshitz’s approach here is similar to many others in that he takes one idea expressed in the torah, and
shows that it has two subsequent expressions, which parallel the following passages in the psalm: God
at first spoke only regarding giving reward to those who serve him, but then promised reward to those
who follow him (Lev. 26:3; compare T0n), and punishment to those who were contemptuous (Lev.
26:15; compare 1y). In terms of its content, a contrast between punishment for the wicked and reward
for the good, his commentary is similar to Rashi’s. Nonetheless it differs not only in the hint it makes to
the Torah, but in that for Rashi, the ©>nW are primarily ¥ and 70N, while here the two are initially DX
1991 and YONNN ONX which are additionally signified by 3y and Ton; for Eibshitz, >3 is ‘because’, while
for Rashi it is ‘that’; for Rashi exegesis is central, while it seems Eibshitz attempts to read his chosen

concept into the verse.

11.3 Abraham David ben Asher Anshel Buczacz (1770-1840)

Abraham Buczacz was a Galician Talmudist who in the middle of his life was brought into the Hasidic

movement and the study of the Kabbalah.'"® He gives a mystical reading of our verse:

NONNNY SAYNY R 0NY DX ,DXTNNRD PIN IPTNY NN TON) NN MY 11N .B%PHN 934 HNN

N2H ,DXWTPN D902 2INOW 1D ,N7AN N 13 1Y MMM ND BYPYRY 1Y %, D>THINNI NNXY 10N

119.]3 D) N712N N2 ,0915 TN NPNN 219,091 T RPN MAPY NIRXIAT ND NI, 0N TONNN MA

As with much of the mystical corpus, the commentary here is beyond simple understanding, considering
its attempt to delve into an angelic world. It is clear at least that the two things being perceived (VW)
are the platonic concepts of matter and form, and that it is because of God’s might that the world of

form and the world of matter are not unifiable.

" In Sefer Tehilim: Mikdash Me’at, p. 219.
8 See Ginzberg and Peiginsky, p. 415.

"9 In Sefer Tehilim ‘im Perush Tehila Ledavid, p. 236.
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11.4 David Altschuler (18" century)

Metzudat David, the well known commentary on the Prophets and Hagiographa was begun by David
Altschuler of Galicia, although completed by his son. Altschuler’s commentary on our verse is

intricately connected to that on the following:

: D127 YNV HONTNY MHINMI DXPYN 12T NNX NPNN - HNN
:119WN D52 Y VN NIN DYPIND TUN ONTND NNND - MY 9

;DTN 2 OY TON NIV /NY MINN dNTRD NIV - 49N /1 19

9DY INYYNI YIND DOYN TUN NIAT N NNN YD DTN MW YNV NN H2TH 901D N8 — BYUN NNN
NNX XVIN DTRNY DTN DI DY 191 (3D XIPN) MIP2 DINY RN GN SNIOM 1IN 2P 7Y 199N DN 1INV
120 1703 nTn v obwn

Like Rashi and many others, Altschuler understands DNV as referring to 1y and 70oN. Nonetheless, the
NNN NPNN that they derive from is that found in verse 13 — that God rewards man according to his
deeds. Somewhat like Sa’adia Gaon and Salmon ben Yeruham eight centuries earlier, Altschuler saw
the referent of 927 NNN in the adjacent verses of the psalm, although they innovatively ascribed it to the
following verse, with which our verse clearly forms a poetic unit within the psalm. God would show his
strength or his kindness for each action of man, and these two attributes are of the single purpose of
improving man.

Noteworthy in the commentary is also the use of YNT1Y (‘I learnt’) in explanation of *nynV (‘I

heard”).

11.5 Eliyahu ben Shlomo Zalman Kramer (Vilna Gaon; 1720-1797)

The Vilna Gaon, also known as the Gra, is known for his opposition to early Hasidism, in distinction to
those 18™ century writers discussed above. Given the title of Gaon for his renowned genius, Kramer
wrote extensive commentaries on bible, Talmud, Zohar and other texts, but nonetheless, none is

available dealing directly with our psalm. His indirect commentaries on the Book of Psalms have been

120 Metzudat David on Psa. 62:12-13, in the Bar Ilan University Responsa Project .
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collected together to form a single work,'?! where we find a number of references to our verse. Of them,
we will discuss only two, both primarily treating the midrashic material surrounding our verse.

The first'>* asks regarding the statement in Mekhilta that the Ten Commandments were spoken
in one, and its apparent contradiction with a statement found in the Mekhilta that the first two
commandments were also said in one speech,'* both of which relate to applications of our verse. From
this he suggests that God at first spoke them all together, then returned to detail each, and that even in
this detail the first two were spoken together. The Gra expounds that it was necessary to speak all the
commandments at first all together to illustrate that they all are one in their meaning. In writing this
explanation, a number sources are referred to and brought together. To this extent, the aim of the author
is primarily to unify texts on similar topics, resolving their apparent contradictions. This activity of
fusing the content of different midrashim is not unlike what we saw in Ovadiah Sforno’s commentary
on our verse, although taken to a much greater degree.

In some ways, we see a similar activity in a longer passage taken from a commentary on Song
of Songs Raba.'** There it compares the two commandments spoken directly by God to the opening
verse of the Song of Songs: “kiss me with the kisses of your mouth...” The Gaon explains that this was

“one kiss that is two,”'?

in comparison with the midrash also cited in his first commentary that the first
two commandments were spoken TNN 272, in reference to Psa. 62:12. The remainder of the

commentary expands on the nature of these first two commandments, and how they are the two kisses

that are one referred to in the Song of Songs:

12! Sefer Toledot Eliyahu ‘al Sefer Tehilim, ed. Nehemiah Peper.

122 A commentary on Tikkunei Hazohar 62b. In Sefer Toledot Eliyahu, vol. 2, p. 639.

12 This is not among the midrashim listed in section 2, and I have been unable to locate the reference.

124 On Songs R. 1:2. In Sefer Toledot Eliyahu, vol. 2, p. 639-41.

123 Presumably from the singular kiss implied by “»pw>” but the plural “mpw)” in the verse. According

to many cultures, one greeting includes a kiss on each cheek.
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0 DY IV 1Y NIINNNY 1N DY DNX INPIVND YN PYNY IND MPIY) YNV BN MN2T INUN N
9215 "IN ...NNN D 5D BN NMNYNRIN MI2T INY D TH 1P KDY IDIN NIN 1) .INNI NIANNN NIPRY
PoN NI ,0252 NIND NYPN) PO NNNN P9 ,NWYN KD MINN Y Y910 10 D R ,NVY MNn 95
S0 TP RDY N ODIN N N T DN LAWYN NXON PON NI LYIN I8N PO IO N KD NNNMY YUY
3D 900 WHWN N NPT WNRvn N 1a9) /DA POODD NWYN XY MINN DD 10) .12 POOYYD DY MIsN YD M

126 mwy MY KT MM DWW WY XY MINN 53 199) 0T ,NMIN N N9 D

Once again, the main feature of the commentary is the merging of numerous ideas into one: there is a
correspondence between two kisses that are one, between two commandments that are one, and between
two categories of commandments that are the entirety of one Torah.

It may be worthwhile to note that, like most of the midrashim, neither of these commentaries
take note of the end of our verse, as a commentary directly upon the verse may be expected to. The
Gaon is more interested in the concepts related by the midrash through the utility of our verse and
otherwise. While a reflection on his mastery of an enormous corpus of literature, this style of
commentary may also relate to the quantity of material available in print that was not as accessible in

earlier centuries.

11.6 Avraham ben Eliyahu Kramer (c.1750-1808)

The son of the Vilna Gaon was also a well known scholar and commentator, and wrote a work on the

book of Psalms known as Be’er Avraham."”’ This provides a succinct comment on our verse:

OYPUNY MY 25 NNV ONIAM NNV 1R, DNV NN NV KOV NYITRN 1NN OIPIN 934 ) NN
28 AnomY N9 1T

126 On Songs R. 1:2. In Sefer Toledot Eliyahu, vol. 2, p. 640. The commentary can be difficult to follow,
as their style involves drawing in concepts not directly related to the issue being resolved and excursing upon
them. For instance, here where the two first commandments of the Ten are considered the whole torah a discussion
proceeds suggesting that all things that are 70 fall under two, just as here the Torah has 70 faces, included in the
commandments of 2N and 7Y P NO.

127 This title seems to me a play on words: “The well of Abraham [the patriarch]” or, “The clarification

of Abraham [of Vilna]”.
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Although the message of Avraham’s commentary is not new, its manner of derivation is different to
earlier commentators. A translation of the verse according to his commentary might read, “At first God
told me, but then I understood for myself that strength is God’s alone.” Rather than NPN and DNV
referring to one thing deriving multiple, or two separate ideas, or an idiom of repetition, Avraham
allows NNN and O NV to refer to the same thing (that ©PONY 1), and instead highlights the contrast
made evident in the parallel between these two first phrases: that between God’s claiming and a man’s
understanding of the same idea. Also somewhat distinctive to his commentary is the clarity with which
he expresses its derivation from the text of the verse itself,'* appropriate to the title which implies

clarification (71N>2) rather than interpretation (¥17°9) or expounding (W1 T0).

11.7 Moses Mendelssohn (1729-1786)

The third significant movement in 18" century European Judaism was that of the Enlightenment. At its
forefront was Moses Mendelssohn, who produced a Jewish translation of the bible in German (although
Hebrew letters), his 7argum Ashkenazi. As compared to the Yiddish translations of Jacob Ashkenazi

131

and Israel Levine'*® and the numerous English translations to be published in the 20™ century,' it gives

us some insight into his approach to the language of our verse:

2 00N 12 71 LNYOLY VINDY : INNNYI VAN TN, TINN INT ; WINIOWY) DO VNI VI PN

Transcribed in Modern German characters:

128 In Otzar Mefarshe Tehilim, vol. 3, p. 1304.

12 Although the understanding of W here is still uncertain. At least with the punctuated text used here
‘which’ reads more smoothly, but it is not certain that this was the understanding of the author.

1% See sections 9.2 and 14.3, respectively.

B3I Section 16, below.

B2 In Sefer Tehilim: ‘im Perush Rashi Vetargum Ashkenazi Uviur, p. 236. The two different spellings of

“word” are presumably the result of a typographical error.
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Ein Wort hat Gott gesprochen. Das Wort Ich oft gewahr: "Macht steht nur bei Gott".
The main features of interest in this translation are: (a) that MNN is understood as “one word” (or
‘thing’), and W is read as “this word”; (b) *NyNVY DNV is read as “I am often aware of”’; (c) »3 is not

translated, but is implicit in the quotation of “power stands only with God”.

11.8 Joel Brill Lowe (1760-1802)

Joel Brill Lowe, a younger contemporary and disciple of Mendelssohn wrote his Hebrew bi'ur
(clarification) to be published alongside Mendelssohn’s German translation. As such, it is very close in

its understanding to the 7argum Ashkenazi:

NN RINY PYY INTHY TAR DYIN NP I ,0NY SHPRY NMN) 0PN 2TY NNX 93T ¥ DN
TN N ,AATN NI NI OY YPRY 02 OMAN DI (V0: N 1AT) MYPYN KD IR DYON SNYRY
132 11919 X9Y 1719, 0YPYRY 1Y 99 DIYNVY

One interesting addition to his clarification is in translating ¥W as ‘understand’ he validates this
meaning by comparison to an unequivocal use in this manner in Deuteronomy. This explanation of the
verse, that God spoke one thing, which I understood for myself again, is noticeably a recurring theme of
the later seventeenth and eighteenth centuries: it is read this way by deMercado, Avraham Kramer and
Mendelssohn;'** with the exception of Kramer, DNV is understood as signifying repetition.
Interestingly, a number of Christian commentators also give this impression. For instance, Protestant

leader John Calvin (1509-1564) offers as one reading:

"[David] considered the Word of God in the light of a decree, steadfast and irreversible, but that, as
regarded his exercise in reference to it, he meditated upon it again and again, lest the lapse of time

might obliterate it from his memory.'*

A later commentator William Wisheart (1657-1727), similarly suggests:

3 In Sefer Tehilim: ‘im Perush Rashi Vetargum Ashkenazi Uviur, p. 236f.
13 Although deMercado, section 9.3, takes the experiencer; Avraham ben Eliyahu Kramer, section 11.6.

35 Trans. James Anderson, vol. 2, p. 429.
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13

. what God had once spoken, had often been repeated and inculcated, and often cleared and
confirmed to him by repeated experimental evidence of the certainty thereof; and he had thereupon

received the same more and more heartily, and had taken deeper impressions of it by repeated and

inculcated thoughts.” '3

Notably the Christian commentators here do not consider the one thing that God has spoken and the
psalmist has heard to be ©POND 1y ), but they do agree to take *NYNY DNV as a personal reflection
on the one thing God had spoken. Nonetheless, it is possible that the “enlightened” Jews of Germany
and the Netherlands had adopted some of the Christian ideas available in regards to understanding the

language of the verse.

12 Europe, 19" century

12.1 Samson Raphael Hirsch (1808-1888)

German rabbi S.R. Hirsch is well known for his role in the development of Modern Orthodox Judaism,
as well as for long commentaries on the Torah and Psalms imbued with his creative philology. Not
unlike Meiri, Albo and Albelda before him,'”” Hirsch sees our verse from Psalms as coming to an
understanding of inconsistency and suffering in the world.'*® The one thing from which two are learnt is
that man suffers. But ©PON> 1y, God is immutable in his mighty will, and equally unalterable in his

kindness, TON, so even when the fate of man seems inconsistent, it is not so.
Divine mercy as demonstrated by the suffering decreed for man—this phase of God’s rule is the one
which David experienced at the time he set down this psalm, and it is this experience which David

now desires to make known to all of his people.

136

In Spurgeon’s Treasury of David, Vol. 3, p. 129.
17 See sections 6.3, 6.4 and 8.4 respectively.

%8 Trans. Hirschler, vol. 1, p. 424-5.
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By now we are familiar with this manner of reading the verse: the two things heard from one are two
characteristics of God. In this case, Hirsch takes a particularly homiletical approach, consoling his
readers that even David felt suffering and inconsistency in this world, but came to understand it through

discovering God’s ultimate consistency.

12.2 Israel Dov Ber Gilernter (19™ century)

According to a collection of Hasidic commentaries on the book of Psalms, Gilernter in his commentary

Revid Hazahav, explains our verse as follows:

9N HINYNY R OINY NONX ,DMDNTINX PT,HNN NN TIAN OUN -0y OIYN NININ 1PN .7 NYY
19 .02 TN MINN 1N ,OPPIRY MY TUND 1PN .PTN DY DMININ NTH NN N7apn 09N DPP
27100 MY IN D) ToNn /N

Here Gilernter suggests that although God rules the world in only one way, in order to manage the
world, He uses both attributes of justice and mercy. He then suggests, seemingly reading >3 as
‘because’, when it seems that God’s justice is stronger in the world, there is nonetheless kindness too.
Although not as explicit as S.R. Hirsch, the message similarly implied here is one of trust in God
despite suffering, and although times may be difficult, it is the one God who is responsible for justice

and for mercy.

12.3 Meir Loeb ben Jehiel Michael Weiser (Malbim; 1809-1879)

The Malbim, originally from Volhynia and later the chief rabbi of Bucharest, Romania, is often
compared to medieval exegetes because of his having written a commentary on the entire bible.
Interestingly, his reading of our verse departs from nearly all of the commentaries we have seen, by
linking it contextually to the previous verse (verse 11). Indeed, the likes of this we have only seen in the

tenth century, but Weiser’s approach resembles later commentators in other ways:

% In Bi’ure Hahasidut Lanakh, vol. 2, p. 50.
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927 DOPONY DI ,NOINN PYIYIY TNYSNDY D) PYiva NV XoV ,D¥PIN 72T 10 ,0979N 939 NN
PV DTN MY KD 195V DIPYND 1Y 95 D727 7Y PIITH MNYNIY INYHY R DINY NNT YO3 NNN
10 pvyn N 98N 1N /N Y 50 290 MY NINT YWY NVIYA I ¥IYNY 1Y DIPYRY WOV 190

Like Sa’adia Gaon and Salmon ben Yeruham, the Malbim considers NNN to refer to the previous verse,
but unlike them, who see in >NyNV 11 DNV reference to two commandments regarding theft, Malbim
poses in following with Rashi and most others, that the “two” instead refer to the following parallel
clauses in Psa. 62:12-13. God, thus, has strength (3y) to punish the thief, and the kindness (7ON) to save
the thieved. Others (Rashi, Eibshitz, etc.) have given the same interpretation in a more general sense:
referring to the wicked and the righteous. But instead of referring to outside ideas that are not clear
from the text itself (as Rashi does in reading in the second of the Ten Commandments), Malbim sees

this notion as sensible to the immediate context of the verse within the psalm only if referring to theft.

12.4 Yitzchak Eliyahu Landa of Dobno

Landa’s work on the Psalms, published during his lifetime in 1865, includes three texts. The first and
primary, is a commentary known as Kefalim Letoshia; the second, Mata’ Lashem relates portions of the
text to seventy-two three-letter divine names; the third, Mashal Umelitza, describes parables related to
the psalm. The latter column does not comment on our verse, although the others do. Kefilim Letoshia
suggests that although we see bad come from God, it is one with his good, and we should not withhold

our faith from Him as a result:

IWONRT NPNRY N ONY DOUIAPNN TSN P 9297 HNR P MIPY DV PR TIAN 12 .0%PHN 937 HNN
NN ©YPIND YN DXONINN DX VIVH MVYD NN HY X122 OIPINRY Y 3 11N .ONWD IV MNVH
B T80 M1W0 PN NN YAN .09 190 N T DIORY PN DON NN YN 10 TOM )TN NTH

He explains that indeed God is only one, but we perceive him as two, attributing bad befalling people to

God’s justice, and claiming God’s kindness in better times, quite similar to that expressed by Gilernter

140 «Bi’ur Milim” in Mikraot Gedolot Hamale, p. 359.

"' Kefalim Letoshia, p. 74b.
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above.'* This explanation in particular bases itself on the contrast between the first two clauses of the
verse: one is what God spoke, but two is what we perceive; the two we perceive are ¥ and TON, but in
truth they are one.

Mata’ Lashem is far from a commentary in any ordinary sense, but it is interesting to view, in

terms of understanding various readings and uses of our text:

M (NI: 1) W) I HYAY HOTTN PINNA VD DMNN I DV LOPINRD MY D vy 1 omny

25090 .(3: ND /NN) 2D VY HNTYN 2D NV L(V: N ') 1Y HYWAD MY (N1 2D 279Y) 1TY HDIAIND

M (:nop nm) 13y Pwan

This asserts that the divine name > is found associated with ¥ in five other places in the bible. That is,
in six places in the bible three consecutive words end with the letters >, > and ¥ respectively, in verses
that also contain reference to the word 1y.'"** The application of such information, as given for
applicable words of most verses, is purely mystical. They do not attempt to relate to content, but only

collect patterns in the letters of the verse.'*

12.5 Moses Isaac Ashkenazi (19" century)

One nineteenth-century commentary on Psalms was authored by Moses Ashkenazi of Trieste, Italy, a
student of Samuel David Luzzatto (whose collection of bible commentaries did not include Psalms). On

our verse, he writes:

YI5NY DIPIND NN HY 2D, 09NHY SMIAM NYNY NNY NYD NN, TIVNNI O XY D BIPIN 937 HNN
146 5785 DHWYH KIN 1 TON TN 91, DT IRYN 291 IPIN 2 N DIYWA

2 See section 12.2.

"3 Mata’ Lashem, p. 74b. Verse references not in original text.

14 In most of the verses cited above, the third word in the triplet is ty; where it is 19y, “»ty” is found
earlier in the verse. Other similar entries in Mata’ Lashem find patterns at the beginning of words, rather than at
the ends, or some include examples of both.

145 And then only when such a pattern signifies one in a limited set of three-letter names.

146 «“Sefer Tehilim Mevuw’ar Ivrit” in Ho il Moshe, p. 127.
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In considering ©>nv to refer to the v and 70N of punishment for the wicked and reward for the
righteous, Ashkenazi is far from original. Nonetheless, he takes the perspective of the psalmist and
suggests, as did deMercado,'"’ that the one thing King David heard from God was that he would come
to rule over Israel. Since that time, then, David has understood God’s hand in the world in dealing with
the righteous and the wicked. Strangely, though, the commentary fails to connect these ideas: that of
David being told he will become king, and that of God’s providence. One could suggest that the
connection is that God will vanquish David’s enemies in preference for him, the P>T8 who will receive

reward, somewhat akin to deMercado; a similar alternative is also offered by Resnik, below.'*

13 Modern lexicography

Alongside the traditional activity of biblical commentary and scholarship, indeed for some an
intersection between these often disparate fields, was the activity of various Hebrew lexicographers
from the early 19" century until today. Both Jewish and non-Jewish lexicography of Biblical Hebrew
has directly influenced many Jewish interpreters, although many in the rabbinic world choose to avoid
what is mostly a product of university academics and not Orthodox rabbinic scholars. As with medieval

philology, the word from our verse of primary interest is 3%, still a subject of debate.'®’

13.1 Brown Driver Briggs lexicon (1906)

The popular “BDB” lexicon, begun by Wilhelm Gesenius, lists 37 as a sub-entry under the word 3.
Although this only means that the authors consider the former to be derived from the latter, they give

two definitions: (1) a demonstrative; (2) a relative.”® The case of our verse is classified under the

7 See section 9.3.
¥ Section 14.4.
14 See section 4 for medieval Jewish understandings of the word.

5 A Hebrew and English lexicon of the OId Testament, p. 262.
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former (“these two things...”), with a suggestion that it is better as a relative (“two things (are there)
which”). In addition, it adds a note regarding a poetic sense of MY as a relative pronoun, which also
applies to :

In some of the passages cited the punctuators, by coupling Nt with the preceding subst., and

separating it from what follows by a disjunctive accent (as ﬂf_'lfl), appear not to have recognised

its relative sense, but to have construed, #4is mountain, (which) the right hand,” etc.'!

Hence where the Masorete punctuators suggest close conjunction between the first words of "2

"MYAY, this is possibly to be understood as a mistaken reading of .

13.2 Koehler/Baumgartner lexicon (first 1953)

The lexicon produced by Ludwig Koehler and Walter Baumgartner in competition with Brown Driver
Briggs gives a similar picture of 3: a demonstrative or relative pronoun, deriving from N1."** As a
demonstrative, the word is feminine or neuter. It lists Psa. 62:12 under this category—including that it is
translated ‘this’ by the Septuagint, Peshitta and Vulgate—before suggesting as BDB did: that it is better

relative.

13.3 Kena’ani’s Otzar Halashon Ha’ivrit (1960)

The Hebrew dictionary compiled by Ya’akov Kena’ani attempts to comprehensively cover the Hebrew
language from biblical to modern times. For 37 as used in the bible, Kena’ani makes no mention of our

verse, but allows it to be either a demonstrative or a relative.'

' A Hebrew and English lexicon of the Old Testament, p. 261.
132 The Hebrew and Aramaic lexicon of the Old Testament, Study edition, vol. 1, p. 266.

'53 Otzar Hamilim, vol. 4, p. 1011.
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13.4 Even Shoshan’s Hamilon Hehadash (1966)

Abraham Even Shoshan’s milon is a shorter but similar work to that of Kena’ani. In it, he only provides

one unequivocal definition for 13, a relative:

BN Ny -9 w

13.5 Clines dictionary (1993)

A more recent non-Jewish scholarly lexicon of Classical Hebrew is that by Clines. His entry for 1 is
quite extensive, giving a primary definition of “part of a relation, which, that, who(m)”.'** It splits this
definition according to the type of antecedent, where our verse’s case is classified as “with indefinite

antecedent as object (including adverbial accusative) of verb following W... Two things that I heard.”

13.6 Karni dictionary (2002)

Shlomo Karni’s concise learners dictionary follows the tendency we have already seen, away from any
examples of 37 being considered demonstrative pronouns. It translates: “which; that”.'*

The trend in scholarship and lexicography seems to thus indicate that although the use of 3% in
Psa. 62:12 was once considered demonstrative, the idea that it should instead be universally translated
‘that” or ‘which’ has become more prevalent. Nonetheless, the adoption of this idea by commentators

and translators varies.

13 Hamilon Hepadash, vol. 2, p. 657.
133 The dictionary of classical Hebrew, vol. 3, p. 94. Its secondary definition is “as combined relative
pronoun and antecedent, that which”.

'3 Dictionary of Basic Biblical Hebrew.
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13.7 Even Shoshan Concordance on 25 (1985)

As well as the historically unclear definition of 3, Avraham Even Shoshan subtly also gives some
insight into his interpretation of our verse, through his biblical concordance. An innovative and useful
feature of his New Concordance is the distinguishing of different semantic classifications of words
before listing the occasions they appear in the bible. Hence by placing Psa. 62:12 either under his first
sense, “-¥ ,IWN”, or under the second, “-¥ DIWN ,-¥ MN9N”, he makes an interpretative decision.
Unsurprisingly, he includes > under the first sense;'*’ the tendency we have seen is for only midrashic

interpretations to read ‘because’, while simpler readings of the text tend identify the word as ‘that’.

14 Assorted twentieth century

Various miscellaneous material translating or discussing the Psalms and their features from the early
twentieth century portray a vast variety of approaches to the text. While some were exploring modern
scholarly approaches that implied exploring Near-Eastern context, other Rabbis would provide new
midrashic interpretations, while popular commentaries and editions of the biblical book were printed
with the classic interpretations repeated. While many of the popular publications of the middle and later
twentieth century are listed below, other commentaries and sermons on the topic have appeared on

occasion.

14.1 David Sperber (1875-1962)

A leader in Romania and later in Israel, David Sperber’s primary contribution was in the halakhic field,
publishing a collection of responsa in 1940. Nonetheless, since his death numerous collections of his

comments on the Jewish calendar, Pentateuch, Psalms, Avot and the Passover Hagadah have been

157 Konkordantsia Hadasha, vol. 2, p. 530. Senses of >3 listed on p. 529.
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published under the title Mikhtam David. On Psalms, he gives two comments, the first of which

understands the verse through a concept brought by Judah Halevi in his Kuzari:

Y 257 TRY DN DN DMNY DT DNY ,MYINY D99 BN W NPWYIRN NYYTPN 1NN MsnT
B3 mxnnn nnx 590 snnY 1t 03NY NS MY DX ,0%HY 1INOY 1T .MTID) DY

That is, for each of the commandments which God we have heard two rationales, implying a new
reading of MNN otherwise not suggested: rather than referring to a single thing, it refers to each one of a
collection of things, i.e. commandments. No explanation is made for the end of the verse. While other
commentators have tended to not directly quote “Inynw 11 ©XNVW” within their interpretation, in doing
so it seems Sperber gives the meaning of ‘which’ to 3.

This may also be evidenced by his second interpretation. In this case, he reflects on a piyut

which states:

INIYDY DY DIP DD, 0¥ P PONY MMNY YNV ,O¥NY NYNY 1T DNV, 013 INIID MNP Nyav
¥ oyn 9p

From this, Sperber derives that in God’s speech, two types of voice were heard, a pleasant one for
Israel, and an angry one directed at the nations. He also gives an interpretation for the end of the verse,
as we have seen since the Midrash: such a phenomenon is only possible for God, who is boundless.

Sperber then continues:

10 M2 0N YW N2 DINSINN DIPITY ,NPPNNN NN NONIN N7APNY PN P 1NN
Hence we see Sperber bringing the same idea of punishment for the wicked and reward for the
righteous that many other commentators, from Rashi on, have taken from our verse. Only their cases

tended to understand these as two attributes of God, paralleled with v and T7on ascribed to Him in Psa.

18 In Otzar Mefarshe Tehilim, vol. 3, p. 1303.
1% Cited in Otzar Mefarshe Tehilim, vol. 3, p. 1304. “oynpw Rynw & onw” here seems to be referring to
the first two commandments of the Ten.

' In Otzar Mefarshe Tehilim, vol. 3, p. 1304.



Joel Nothman DYV NNOY NN 61

62:12-3; here Sperber brings a similar idea but derives it not from the text, but by reading into the first
portion of the verse an idea from the piyut, to which he added an interpretation of its end.

In both these interpretations, Sperber almost explicitly states that he is reading an idea into the
text that is not native. His expressions are ‘311910 an5W 11 %9 DY w195 ¥ and “ N XIPNA NND >NIAN
V9N 2T INN”, implying that there are numerous ideas that could be equally read into this verse. In
both, nonetheless, he gives approximately the same reading of the verse: two things were heard from

one speech of God.

14.2 Umberto (Moshe David) Cassuto (1883-1951)

Cassuto is well known for spanning rabbinic and academic bible scholarship in the early 20™ century.
One of his major fields in doing so was an exploration of Ancient Near-Eastern literature in comparison
to the bible. In this matter, we find our verse mentioned through its use of a “stereotyped literary
pattern.” Here he discusses a feature of “ascending numeration” in prophetic, poetic and wisdom
literature in the bible:

That is to say, sayings in the first part of which mention is made of a certain number -x- of given

things, and thereafter, in the second part, which parallels the first, this number is increased by one

unit and is stated as x + 1.'%
He cites a list of examples of this phenomenon in the bible, only some of which actually include a list
of x +1 items detailed. This discussion continues, with the author stating that this literary pattern “in
the earliest times, outside of Israel’s literature, only in Ugaritic; and in Ugaritic it is extremely common,
being one of the features of the Canaanite literary tradition.”

Curiously, in the case of our verse, Cassuto does not mark it as if the *NynV 13 NV are listed,
possibly implying that he understands the verse not as referring to the two expressions DYPOND 1y

and TON MNTNX T2, but to some other referent. This idea of “ascending enumeration” and its idiomatic

" Biblical and Oriental Studies, vol. 2, p. 26-7.
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approach to our verse repeats itself in many of the more peshat popular editions of the twentieth
century, particularly a number of the Isracli commentaries, clearly a product of modern philological

research. %

14.3 Israel Levine

Vastly differing from the previous author, a popular Yiddish translation by Israel Levine, published in

Jerusalem, reads as follows for our verse:

PN DN DT P2 PN 5 O M2 DN DIND TN : DIYNYI JINT IPNS 3T ON TN AN, DIN OUXI DNN OTYIW)
(NN TON

This translation is relatively literal, and is only notable in reading the OYNV as referring to the following

two clauses (and so reading »3 as ‘that’).

14.4 Avraham Resnik

Find out who his father, Meir Shaul Resnik is... he is titled 979X which might mean he was a rebbe....
No way to identify who he is...

Resnik at first brings the suggestions of a number of other commentators, many of which only
comment on verse 13 and not our own, but each of which he disagrees with. His first quote is of the
Malbim,'®* whose commentary he does not find rich, but nonetheless accepts because it maintains the
psalmodic context. He continues by bringing the interpretation of Landa regarding God’s attributes,'®®

but this along with many others are rejected:

162 See sections 15.2, 15.3, 15.5, 16.2 and 16.4 for such commentaries.
13 In Sefer Ne’im Zemirot Yisra’el: Tehilim, 1934.
1% See section 12.3. Brought in Talelei Orot, p. 194.

165 See section 19.1. Brought in Zalelei Orot, p. 194.
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NN 25WH 15T 29 5Y NN ... NNTHT NI POYY PIVIY NNTHN OPIDD TYNnD D9V DN NN 95 YN
NN PIYY PIT PHOY 52 1NN DI IR WITPN AMWNRN NI MO IWR NNRD 1IVNY NN 12T DD
156 23w3) NYYY DOV NINN AW 72T IMN DX N 595

Although he praises the other commentators for their pleasant words, their approach ignores the
remainder of the psalm and its psalmist. Rather, according to Resnik’s methodology, the psalm’s single
topic needs to be divulged: the promise of kingship to the psalmist. This same message we have seen in
deMercado and Moses Isaac Ashkenazi, above.'?’

He therefore commences his interpretation of the verse:

TYTY DN OWTPA dNYIWI NNRY NI NI (T0: V N7NIY) PONIW MY DY TND PINYNDY BYPIN 937 HNN
1219070 PONX NIAN YOX VN DY NN 7PN TITY (39: V9 PN 7T WHYD INDIY 1D (19: V9 /NN) #AION
37 VIV ONYNY INPAY I DNV D715 BPINR 927 HNNR IINY INT .1DDY 7922 112 XIN DINVY Nywa

15121900 NI0Y THIWN NN PN 37 DINN SNW A Y 1T (33: 210 112) 19D YW 237 103 Pan

The NN that God spoke was his promise to David, also called NNX elsewhere in Psalms,'® but David
was unsure how he would gain the crown when it was held by David. But David understood (>nynv)
the answer in two ways. As Resnik continued, that 1y, identified as kingship,'” belongs to DYPYN, that
is, to His attribute of justice. As such, kingship would be acquired by battle.'”" The second thing heard,
then was that God has Ton, both to David in fulfilling his promise, and to Saul who was twice captured
by David, but not put to harm.

In his parsing of the verse, Resnik approximates Rashi’s approach, finding that the two things
heard are the two following statements of the psalm (although Resnik does not take ¥nVv as literally as

Rashi). Nonetheless, Resnik’s approach to the context of authorship is prime to his hermeneutical

166 Talelei Orot, p. 195.

17 Sections 9.3 and 12.49.3 respectively.

18 Talelei Orot, p. 195.

19 Psa. 89:36f as quoted in the commentary.

17 He makes this connection by reference to 1Sam. 2:10, “1591n9 1y yn"n ™.

7! Resnik supports this with 1Sam. 26:10, “N9D» 77> NHNYNA IN NI> 1P IN NI /7 ON 7.
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methodology. And unlike deMercado or Ashkenazi, understanding David through his words needs to be
continually confirmed by other bible sources, primarily the narrative of Samuel 1. Hence, to an extent,
Resnik takes the author-sensitive approach to an extreme by attempting to correspond the psalm to the

author’s extant biography.'”

14.5 Meyer Moskowitz

This short commentary, named /mrei Meyer and published in New York, 1941, gives succinct
comments on selected passages in the Book of Psalms. Correspondingly, its interpretation of our verse

is only to the extent of providing its traditional interpretation:

2 0pnwn TN 272 10N MY —NYNRY 1N DNV DPIN 12T NNN
Nicely, the choice of wording likely reminds the reader of the poem Lekha Dodi by Shlomo Halevi
Alkabetz sung on Friday nights to welcome the Sabbath.'” This nonetheless reflects an approach to

interpret the bible according to the common midrash, rather than peshat or innovation.

14.6 Menachem Mendel Schneerson (1902-1994)

The last of the Lubavitcher Rebbes has been the centre of the teachings of the growing Chabad-
Lubavitch movement. The majority of publications in his name were transcribed, translated and edited

from his numerous discussions and sermons, primarily in Yiddish. One particular Aisvaadus from 1991

2 1t is possible, although far from certain, that Resnik’s text-based tactic is a response to modern
criticism: while others are preaching non-Davidic authorship of the psalms, Resnik insists on the opposite and the
psalms’ unity with the bible histories.

'3 Sefer Imrei Meyer, p. 37.

17 Tt is possible, too that Alkabetz’s piyut should be considered in a manner interpretation of our verse,

except that its only hint to our verse is in its choice of the word wy»nwn.
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extensively discusses the midrash relating to our verse, an excerpt from which was later published with
the title “7DYPIPN 72T NNNT 19INA TPNIN INTIAWY TNX Y9 MDD I NNN-1NN2~. 7>

In some ways, the discussion played out by Schneerson is much like the Vilna Gaon’s,'’
focusing on bringing together midrashim, and also concentrating on only the first portion of our verse,
although here the style seems somewhat more homiletical. The discussion first sets out the main
midrashim relating the Ten Commandments to our verse:'”” that all ten were spoken at once; that the
first Two Commandments alone were heard from God; that “remember” and “observe” regarding the
Sabbath were said together, along with other contradictory statements. Schneerson then notes the
parallel between these last two midrashim: they both pertain to the positive and negative
commandments of the torah.'”®

The remainder of the discussion focuses itself on the contrast between positive and negative
commandments. Cited to Shmuel Eliezer Eidels (the Maharsha) is an idea that to the giver of the Law,
the commandments are one, but to those who receive it, they are many. Like God alone having the
ability to say them at once, man must receive multiple, “)912) 99I1N2 YAV NINW T817.7'7° To God, the
commandments are one, but to man, they split into the first two commandments of faith, representing
the positive and negative commandments, which further need to be derived individually for the

practicality of man’s existence in a physical world. For this reason, he asserts, they are derived from

175 «“Devar Malkhut”, ed. in Hatiksherut. 18 Shevat 5765.

17 See section 11.4.

17 See section 2.

' The suggestion that »»N and 79 MM N9 contain in them all the commandments has been seen in the
midrash and other commentaries. Similarly, according to their traditional interpretations, 72t is a positive
commandment regarding the Sabbath, while 21w pertains to its negative injunctions.

' The Maharsha, cited p. 252 of Schneerson’s collected Hisvaadiuyos.
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D'PoN,"™ a name of God that is a plural form in Hebrew. The central idea here, that what to God is one
is to humankind perceived as multiple as a result of earthly existence, we have already seen understood
from our verse by other Hasidic commentators, Landa and Gilernter.'®!

Ideally, Schneerson continues, all service of God might be directed through performance of
positive commandments, whose purpose is to continue and heighten the constant revelation from God.
Rather, negative commandments are necessitated by our world, and although practised through
abstention of activity, ultimately have the same purpose, a similar idea to that brought by the Magid of
Koznitz on our verse. '

While even this small summary of the discussion of the Rebbe is lengthy, the interpretation of
Psa. 62:12 given through Schneerson’s discussion is as follows: God spoke only one united Torah,
above the division of our world, which is heard in the physical world of man as many commandments,
positive and negative, because God (who is one but whose name is plural) is not constrained by the
practicalities of this world.

This idea of a split between the divine world and the physical world we have seen expressed in
Landa’s Kefalim Letoshia;'® indeed, both use similar terminology to refer to this differing perception
within our world: “>2apnN 781 P77 — it is only from the viewpoint of the receiver that one becomes
two.

Nonetheless, the primary achievement within the discussion of our verse by the Lubavitcher
Rebbe is its taking many interpretations of our verse from the history of its midrash and interpretation,

and drawing them together into one philosophic and moral teaching.

'8 Either in our verse, or in the giving of the commandments, Exod. 20:1.
181 Sections 12.4 and 12.2 respectively.
182 See section 11.1.

183 See section 12.4.
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15 Popular Israeli editions, 20™ century

During the twentieth century, a number of commentaries on the entire bible have been published (or
republished) for popular Israeli consumption, some sponsored by the Education Ministry. They

interestingly reflect the expectations of bible commentary within Israeli society throughout the century.

15.1 Me’am Lo’ez— Shmuel Yerushalmi

The monumental collection of commentaries and midrashim on the bible that is Me’am Lo’ez was
begun by Jacob Culi (18" century) in Ladino. Yerushalmi made the compilation more accessible by
translating it into Hebrew, and completed the task by following Culi’s example on the Prophets and
Hagiographa. As such, Yerushalmi’s work does not intend to be innovative, only to collect the insightful
words of others on the bible text.

The first idea brought in Me’am Lo’ez is that of Radak (and so Hayun, etc.), that one should
trust in God alone as heard many times. But he continues to expand this according to other ideas, giving

two interpretations to “OPYND 1Y 37

9512 1M N7APNY DT JD DN ,WIY» NN 299 DTR NYY XY DRI DIPIRD NHWNNM MYV 1, T
¥ 1on MmN

By also giving the contrast between ¥ of punishment and 70N of reward that we have seen many times
before, Yerushalmi brings one interpretation that reads ©pPONY 1y 5 as part of that preceding it, and
one that connects it to the beginning of the following verse.

A second interpretation is also suggested by Yerushalmi:'® that if God does one good thing for
evil people (927 NNN), how much more so (CNYNVW 11 ©NVY) for the good? Although this comment is

reminiscent of Albelda,'® the manner in which it reads the text differs. Here the multiplicity of reward

18 Me’am Lo’ez, vol. 2, p. 73. Cited there to Yalkut Eliezer.
185 Cited to Me’ir Tehilot.

136 See section 8.4.
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to the good is implied in ©XNVY being read as ‘multiple’. For Albelda the concept was understood from
DYPOND 1y 9; here that phrase is not interpreted at all.

All of these three interpretations, although somewhat midrashic, are not far from the text; they
do not bring in distant concepts as did many other commentators we have encountered. In addition, they

are all notably homiletical, suggesting faith in God and a pursuit of good deeds in His eyes.

15.2 Mikra Meforash— Abraham Kanaha (1874-1946)

Kahana’s commentary on the bible, known as Mikra Meforash, was actually first published in Zhytomir,
Ukraine, from 1902, and later re-published in Israel. He provides a number of possible interpretations,

all of which must be considered attempting to understand the literal meaning of the verse:

5¥1) DINY D), M) NIN /N D (2,07 TV XY Y OYPINY TN OO (N DAY NYNY /N 2I12TH : wI1on v
S YIIND 7P, NING NI PO ONY SOV PN XINY NON NPT IND ©9NYW DINN DY () 1IN 10N
NNNA > T 9 2PNRA 19 (Kai OEUTEPOV) BNYWI DYPYN 927 NN : NDIN OPY .O¥PHN 12T SNYNAY
OYPYNT TN 99 NYNY (MTNN DMYY) OYY HNNX ITNINI MM ,MNY XY DNV DN 927

7 nownnn

Unlike Yerushalmi, the first interpretation given here is that ©NWV is referring to “0 pYN> 3y 3 (and
him alone) and “TON "X 791", His second interpretation suggests that the reference to ‘one” and ‘two’

8 and therefore the statement reduces to “I heard the words of God.” Before

is only a poetic device,'®
introducing a third reading, Kahana notes that a Greek edition of the text seems to translate NynwN

rather than NYNVY, so DXNWY NNN becomes an idiom of repetition, as it does in Job 33:14." This last

87 Mikra Meforash, vol. 6, p. 132.

18 Possibly Kahana here is reflecting on the likes of Cassuto’s discussion of the x / x+ 1 pattern. See
section 14.2.

1% He does not seem to be referring to standard versions of the Septuagint which read “asmaé ehainoey o
Beog dvo Tawta nrovoa”. It is not clear whether Kahana requires this added y in order for such an expression to be

signified, or whether he wanted to give extra evidence that this might be possible.
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reading is much like Kimhi’s, although more scientific in its approach, in accordance with the subtitle of
the commentary, “y70 ¥179.”

This sample of Kahana’s hermeneutic methodology seems to indicate that he focuses primarily
on the manner of language in order to exact possible interpretations of the verse without reference to
outside concepts. It is also reflective of the modern era in his reference to variant texts, the insertion of
Greek into what is otherwise a Hebrew commentary, and his reference to scholarly opinions on
linguistic idiom in the verse, in order to get at its simple meanings. In this way, his is very much a

modernist commentary.

15.3 Peshuto Shel Mikra— N.Z. Tur-Sinai (1886-1973)

Tur-Sinai’s main fame in Israeli society is in his capacity as the first president of the Academy of the
Hebrew Language, having been a member of the Va’ad Halashon since 1911. As such, his commentary
on the bible has a focus on language, and does not address rabbinic sources. As such, he begins his
commentary on Psa. 62:12 saying that according to many, “>NyNY 11 DNV DXPYN 12T NNNR” is a poetic

whole and should be read alone as a sentence. And so, it should be literally understood as:

DY DY NINY NINNND NON WHWN 7DOXNYY INNY PRY PRI ; YOURY 12T (NN) /D 92T OPNYY NN
179 9291 Y53, PN : 01PN YDIWOW IR YINOWI ;N3N

Tur-Sinai’s reading of this first part of the verse is then that “numerous times has God spoken and I
have listened.” He then argues that in his opinion, the verse is not referring to what follows it (although
the Masoretic text might implies otherwise), but to what precedes it: that the wicked’s fortunes are
ultimately doomed. And, he concludes the paragraph, “D>0Vawn XD VYINY ,IWIR 1IV,” suggesting,
presumably from a lack of flow in the passage, that verses had been left out from the psalm here.

As for the remainder of the verse, he suggests that it belongs with verse 13, and together they

form a complete sentence; “OYPOND 1Y ’5” and “TON MTN T2 stand as one poetic verse.

0 Peshuto Shel Mikra, vol. 4, pt. 1, p. 130.
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This interpretation not only shows a strict focus on language and context of the psalm to
determine its simple meaning (thus the title Peshuto Shel Mikra), but also a critical approach to the
Masoretic text. The latter is merely an expected approach of modernist bible scholarship; it might be
surprising, though, that an interpretation so focused on language be popular. Nonetheless, the motivation
for such an interpretative task is likely to have been related to Zionist ideology of reclaiming both the
bible and the Hebrew language. As the president of the language-regulating body, Tur-Sinai was an

ideal candidate to perform this task.

15.4 E.S. Artom (1887-1965)

One of the most popular translations in Israel during the twentieth century was that edited by Umberto
Cassuto, but undertaken largely by Italian-born Elia Samuele Artom. To that extent, the covers of its
volumes simply read “0>11N5 0MX>2) NN and do not give a name to the commentary; for ease-of-
use, the entire commentary is written with vowels and punctuation.

Although Artom occasionally gives explanations for entire verses as a whole, his usual approach

is to explain it in fragments, or word by word. And so we read regarding our verse:

JNOMN DY OYS MDD IATH NIN ONYHY DNYD N IR DNN DYS 7 NYNRY ... HNN
1 mh non 9 7 BY%PYNY 19 93 .1 12T DN : 1017 M0 NN KINK ,IWR AINIINT KY NI /9

Artom takes the common position that NNNX and BNV express repetition, and in contrast to Tur-Sinai,
he follows the majority of commentators that consider its referent to be the end of the verse (as
suggested by the Masoretic verse divisions). It is also interesting to note that Artom specifies that

despite 3% having the meaning ‘that’, here it means ‘this thing’.'?

YU Torah Nevi’im Ketuvim, vol. 11, p. 136. Copied without vowels.
12 It seems that this may have been a common position, as suggested by the Brown lexicon considering it

demonstrative for our verse, despite then suggesting it as better otherwise. See section 13.1.
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In a sense, this commentary reads the verse as does David Kimhi. It differs, though, by not
expounding on the idea of strength being God’s. Whereas for Kimhi this was a matter of faith, for
Artom, the basic sense of the verse alone needs to be explained, and its theological lesson for the reader

is not discussed.

15.5 Da’at Mikra— ‘Amos Hakham

The most recent commentary released on the entire bible for popular Israeli consumption is known as
Da’at Mikra. Although it still tends to focus on basic readings of the text, its commentators were of a
later generation than the other editions, more distant from the height of modern bible criticism and
linguistic approaches. It also differs in being released by the Orthodox publishing house Mosad Harav
Kook, and so tends to base its comments on a more rabbinic approach. Although its comments (and
hence volumes) tend to be more lengthy, it seems to borrow from Artom’s popularity in the design of its
layout and in providing vowels for its comments.

In Hakham’s interpretation of our verse for this commentary project, he suggests, like Tur-Sinai
and Artom, that PNX and ©NV in parallel imply repetition: “D>771I1N ©M9DNN NVXVW NN ”.'* With
this comment, Hakham points us to Job 33:14 where, as Kahana also explained, we also find this

phenomenon. He continues:

YN DINONN 91 DININ 2910 DIPIX MAT NN YHYY NN .I2T DPIN INYHY MTHN DY : 1N
7% DOPIN 92T NN YR WTPN M NYTAR DY 19Y NN 108K 1NN KINY INNOY IWAN) .11

Here two alternatives are offered as to how the psalmist heard God: either through the words of
prophets, or perhaps directly. In giving this explanation, the commentary displays rabbinic assumptions

and ideas not present in the earlier Israeli commentaries.

' Da’at Mikra on Psalms vol. 1, p. 362. The term “0>»77mn ©190n” may be Cassuto’s “ascending
numeration” (see section 14.2), but other scholarship had written on the idiom. It is not clear from Cassuto’s essay
that this pattern implies repetition.

4 Da’at Mikra on Psalms vol. 1, p. 362.
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Like Artom, Hakham gives a direct explanation of 33, but votes the opposite: 13 should be read
as IWN and the phrase as “two are the times that I heard”. Nonetheless, in a footnote he gives other

explanations of the word:

NN ORYHY DY SNV : DITNT MY W G0N NP AV INN YIP DY SNV ONYNY 1IN : YN NN Y
7 DPPHN 12T TUN NN — NNY

The first alternative suggestion is one we have not heard before: that 1% provides emphasis, translated as
‘indeed’.' While the second suggestion that % is demonstrative is certainly familiar, Hakham’s
suggestion that it refers to the one thing God spoke is not the only possibility for a demonstrative 13; it
instead could be referring to the content of what was heard, i.e. that God has strength.'”’

The final component of the verse, that which was heard by the psalmist a number of times, is
also interpreted: might and the ability to defend are among God’s attributes. Unlike the very simple,
succinct suggestions in Artom, Hakham’s commentary is a little more expansive of the ideas resulting
from the text. Nonetheless, he is together with the other popular Israeli editions (with the exception of
Me’am Lo’ez, if it is included among them, whose aim is to anthologise midrash) in being far from the

midrashic ideas expressed in many commentaries from earlier centuries.

16 The English-speaking world, 20™ century

Many editions of the Psalms composed in English for Jewish readers were published in the twentieth
century. All but two of those discussed here innovated their own translation of the text, and as such, the

approach of the editors tends to be evident in their translation as well as their commentary. Some of the

1935 Da’at Mikra on Psalms vol. 1, p. 362, note 10N.
1% But we see the idea expressed by Buttenweiser, below, section Error! Reference source not found..

7 Tt is possible, but only a conjecture, that since Hakham did not list this latter option, he had

misunderstood other commentators, and thus been biased against such an interpretation.
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explanations of the text have been original commentaries, with more or less reference to earlier rabbinic

writers, while others aim to merely be anthologies of selected commentaries.

16.1 A comparison of translations

Possibly due to dissatisfaction with earlier Jewish translations of psalms, or issues pertaining to

Copyright, at least seven English translations of To ease the comparison, they are listed:'*®

e JPS, 1917 — God hath spoken once, / twice have I heard this: / that strength belongeth unto God; (/ Also
unto Thee...)

e Rosenberg (Judaica Press), 1964 — God spoke one thing, I heard two, for God has strength.

e Buttenweiser, 1969 — One thing God has said, / Two things indeed have I heard: / Power belongs to God,
(/ And with thee, O Lord, is Love...)

e New JPS, 1972 — One thing has God spoken; / two things have I heard: / that might belongs to God, (/
and faithfulness is Yours, O Lord...)

e Feuer (Artscroll/Mesorah), 1977 — Once has God spoken; / twice have I heard this / that strength belongs
to God. (/ And yours, my Lord, / is kindness...)

e Danziger (Artscroll/Mesorah), 1988 — One thing has God spoken, these two have I heard: That strength
belongs to God; (and Yours, my Lord, is kindness...)

e  FElman (7he Living Nach), 1994 — Once and twice I have heard God say: Might belongs to God.
(Lovingkindness, too...)

e Rozenberg & Zlotowitz, 1999 — God has spoken once, / Twice have I heard this, / That strength belongs
to God. (/ And to you...)

This collection can be split up by selecting from it those translations that read ‘once’ and ‘twice’ rather

than ‘one’, ‘two’. In the former camp we find JPS (Jewish Publication Society) 1917 edition, Feuer,

198 Respectively quoted from: In Cohen, p. 196; Rosenberg online (see references); Buttenweiser, p. 491;
Jewish Publication Society, The Book of Psalms, p. 61; Freuer, et al., vol. 3, p. 771-3; Danziger & Scherman, p.

129; Elman, vol. 3, p. 113; Rozenberg & Zlotowitz, p. 373.
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Elman and Rozenberg. In all these cases, the punctuation and language suggests a separation from verse
13, and their overall message seems to be the idea of repetition of the message that God has strength.
Rozenberg quite clearly is only an adaptation of JPS to remove its archaic usage of “belongeth unto”.
Feuer, it seems, is also basing his translation off JPS 1917, although he reorders the first phrase to
follow the literal order of words in the psalm. This is possibly ironic, because JPS’s word ordering in
opposition to the source must have been intentional, and seems to have been done to place “once,
twice” together to highlight the notion of repetition. In a similar manner has Elman (whose translation is
distinctly not JPS-based) brought “once and twice” to the front in paraphrase.

From the remainder of the translations, Rosenberg (Judaica Press) needs to be separated. A// the
translations listed translate 5 as ‘that’ (or a colon), with the exception of the Judaica Press translation.
Instead, it seems to take the midrashic view of the verse, that the reason “1 heard two” is that “God has
strength.” Hence, with this exception, it seems all the translations follow peshat approaches.

The second group’s approach (Buttenweiser, New JPS, Danziger), then, seems to read the
verse’s “two things” as referring to God’s strength and kindness, as is indicated by their punctuation,
ending the verse with a comma or semi-colon, unlike those in the first group of translations which were
more disjunctive from verse 13.

Contrasting the New JPS against the old edition, we see that not only did their general reading
of the verse change, but that the later edition understands Y as ‘which’ rather than ‘this’. Although
Artscroll’s second edition also reconsiders the ‘once’/‘twice’ reading, it maintains that 1% is to be
understood as ‘these’.'”” Buttenweiser takes a third approach and reads 1 as ‘indeed’.?”® Rosenberg and

Elman, whose translations are less literal, do not indicate any clear translation of the word.

' In doing so and inserting the word before “two things”, it also removes some of the sense of idiom
present in Buttenwiser and New JPS, presumably appreciating more midrashic readings.

200 See section 16.4, below.
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16.2 U. of American Hebrew Congregations — Solomon B. Freehof (1938)

Freehof’s commentary on the Psalms was commissioned among other “important” books of the bible,
not to compete with publications “of a more scientific and scholarly nature for students. While the
commentaries as the Committee conceives them are to be based upon sound learning, the main purpose
is to reach the masses of the people.”*' The text, then, addressed to a Reform Jewish audience, explains
words and language according to scholarship, but not in excessive scientific detail—as well as some
rabbinic commentators—and at the same time incorporating passages from poetry and other references
to literature.

Despite this publication incorporating the JPS 1917 translation, the two seem to disagree with

the interpretation of the verse. Nonetheless, the commentary doesn’t claim such, but merely states:

ONCE ... TWICE. It is a Hebrew idiom characteristic particularly of proverbial language to mention a
number and then increase it by one. Thus in Proverbs 6:16, "There are six things which the Lord
hateth, yea, seven which are an abomination unto Him." ... So here in the psalm: "God hath spoken

once, twice I have heard this." The two things which the psalmist has heard are, first "strength

belongeth unto God," and, "unto Thee belongeth mercy."?*

This suggestion of idiom we have seen elsewhere (in earlier and later sources), although its meaning
still remains undecided between bible scholars: whether indicating repetition, or indicating only “two
things,” as Freehof here suggests.”” Stating, as Freehof does, that these two things referred to in the
psalm are that God has 3y and 70N is certainly not a new idea: what is new and the result of modern

scholarship is that Rashi’s question, “?01¥90¥ 7127 NYNXM” no longer needs to be asked. Nonetheless,

2! Tn Freehof, p. vii-viii.

92 Freehof, p. 166.

203 While the idea that nnx and DXnw represents repetition is an old one, the translation of “one, even two
things” seems to be a new product of scholarship, as also seems to be expressed in Cassuto, etc. Cohen, Tur-Sinai,

Artom and others nonetheless prefer the more traditional reading.
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because the translation Freehof uses reads the verse as repetition, his commentary fails to flow

smoothly: he quotes “twice” and then refers to “two things.”

16.3 Soncino — Abraham Cohen (1945)

A commentary of similar purpose was then published by an Orthodox publishing house in the United
Kingdom, similarly incorporating the JPS 1917 translation, and aiming for a popular audience. As such,
to Cohen, “once, twice” is an idiom of repetition, and on “have I heard this,” writes:

The Psalmist claims that the doctrine he proclaims is not his own invention, but the teaching of God

which has been communicated to him. He had even heard it more than once.**
This is a somewhat new comment, although since Radak we have seen the likes of “1NX>2) »91 NyNW”,
and we have seen it again in Hakham.?*® Unlike Kimhi, though, these newer commentaries tend to focus
on the perspective of David as having heard these ideas from God, directly or otherwise. Indeed,
otherwise Cohen’s commentary seems to generally follow that of Kimbhi, and he explains that the lesson

the psalmist has learn is that God has strength, and his will cannot be overcome, and:

The fate which has overtaken his adversaries demonstrated how well-grounded such trust is.>*

This is an interesting statement considering the historical context of the author; it may be a message to
his readers of victory and faith following the Second World War, or it may simply be a intended as a

reflection of the psalmist.

16.4 Hebrew Union College — Moses Buttenweiser (1969)

Possibly intended as a more scholarly edition, the American Reform movement hosted in Cincinnati

released a second commentary on the Psalms less than thirty years after their first attempt. Importantly,

204 Cohen, p. 196.
205 Qections 5.3 and 15.5, respectively.

2% Cohen, p. 196
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this edition also includes a new translation. The approach of the book can be seen from its contents
page: it does not include the psalms in their Masoretic order, but rather groups them under headings like
“Psalms of Deutero-Isaiah Inspired by the Rebirth of the Nation”.?” Psalm 62 is found in the primary
heading “Psalms of the Persian Period from Damascus I to Artaxerxes II Mnemon” in its sub-grouping
“The Use of the Term ‘The Wicked’ in Post-Exilic Psalms”. Hence, even before divulging the
commentary, we see that the approach relies heavily on the ideas of modern scholarship and textual
criticism.

Assuming the post-exilic context of the psalmist, the commentary occasionally gives general
statements regarding the subject matter of the psalms in relation to its historical context. Regarding a

group of psalms, including ours:

Seen in the light of the conditions in which they were written, they become more replete with
meaning than ever. They show that the darker the world around became, the more desperate the

situation grew, the firmer did Israel cling to God as its rock and its hope.*®

As a result, regarding our own psalm he continues this theme, the psalmist’s response to suffering,

persuading the population to altogether have faith in God who will be their safety:

In the second strophe he endeavors to deliver his people from their spiritual bondage and make
them see life in the light that has come to him... All that is needed to know is that power is with

God and that he is love, infinite love, and that he makes every man reap the fruit of his deeds—the

good man, strength and peace of soul, and the wicked man, and unsatisfied, wretched self.?”

Although for Buttenweiser, this psalmist is certainly not King David, the sentiment expressed here is
very close to that of S.R. Hirsch, who saw in the psalm a promise of release from the pain which had

been experienced. It also brings in ideas that have been understood from the Psalm since Rashi: the two

27 Buttenweiser, p. viii.
%8 Buttenweiser, p. 490.

29 Buttenweiser, p. 492.
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things the psalmist resolves are that God’s v will punish the wicked, and His 70N will reward the
righteous.
Apart from the general commentary on the psalm, Buttenweiser adds notes on its language and

his translation. In the first place, reminiscent of Cassuto’s Ancient Near-Eastern studies:
We have here the same peculiarity of style, common to all Semitic languages... That is, the
expression of a certain number by two numbers, the second of which is the number meant, while the
first is in numerical value next to it.?"°
This seems to be a clearer explanation of the same idea brought by his predecessor, Freehof, above.?!!
Finally, he also notes on his reading of 1% as ‘indeed’ that this is the most appropriate translation, and
that Psa. 62:12 is a “nice case of interjectional or emphatic zu.”?'? This is a position not described

elsewhere among our commentaries, except as an alternative reading in Da at Mikra.*"

16.5 Artscroll/Mesorah Tehillim— Avrohom Feuer (1977)

The aims of Artscroll/Mesorah, on the other hand, are noticeably different to those of Buttenweiser and
his HUC publishers: their intent is not to write a commentary, but to anthologise ideas taken on the
passages from past rabbinic commentators. Their subtitle invites the reader to “a new translation with a
commentary anthologized from Talmudic, Midrashic, and Rabbinic sources.” Their audience and
authors, significantly, are also Orthodox and, it seems, of a less modernist mindset than those for whom
Cohen was writing. Artscroll/Mesorah’s first attempt at a publication of Psalms was authored by
Avrohom Freuer (with Nosson Scherman and Meir Zlotowitz) and released in five volume. The Psalms

were published again in a single volume, with a different translation and commentary, the translation of

219 Buttenweiser, p. 493.
2! Section 16.2.
212 Buttenweiser, p. 493.

213 Qee section 15.5.
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which was then used in Artscroll’s “Stone edition” Tanakh, with yet another commentary.?'* Of the
three, therefore, Feuer’s contains the largest quantity of content.
Before bringing the anthologised exegesis, the commentary repeats the portion subject to

comment:

Once [lit. one thing] has God spoken, twice [lit. two things| have I heard this.*"

Curiously, despite their “new translation” translating the verse with ‘once’ and ‘twice’, they insist that
these are not the literal meanings of NNX and ©>Nv. Either this is an unconventional meaning of ‘lit.’,
or this is further evidence that the translation was edited from JPS 1917, whose reasons for translating
as they did have not been completely understood by the Artscroll editors.

The commentaries Feuer then paraphrases are Radak (which corresponds to the translation), the
Targum, Rabbenu Bahya in his two comments on Exodus, and finally that from the Babylonian Talmud.
Nonetheless, some of these commentaries are paraphrased in unusual ways that do not seem to fully

understand their intent. Of Kimbhi it writes:

God has taught the truths of the Torah not only once but many times, through the prophets who

speak in His Name.?'®
Indeed Kimhi does write of hearing from God’s prophets many times, but in his interpretation, it was
not merely “the truths of the Torah” but the content with which the verse concludes that was heard
many times. In writing such, Artscroll makes Radak’s commentary seem more midrashic than it is when
seen in full. By writing “not only once” they also take away Radak’s reading of MNX and DNV as
idiom.

Similarly, for the Targum they write:

God proclaimed the laws of the one Torah, and Moses, the great teacher, repeated them twice.?”

214 See sections 16.6 and 16.6.
13 Feuer, et al, vol. 3, p. 771.

218 Feyer, et al, vol. 3, p. 771. Compare with the original, section 5.3.
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The actual text of the targum does not suggest that Moses repeated the laws twice; rather, we heard the
one Torah twice, and “NWN DO 1 NIWNY NIT NXNMIN,” the second time was heard from Moses.

In contrast Bahya ben Asher’s ideas seem to be clearly brought out: there is a revealed and a
hidden side to the Torah. The Talmud is then brought in as if it is making the same message as Rabenu
Bahya, claiming that each verse has multiple interpretations. Nonetheless, this is not the same as what
the mystic Bahya was implying: for him the second thing heard was mystical. By linking him to the
Talmud’s interpretation, Artscroll implies that they are both only talking about a multiplicity of
meanings; it seems they fail to recognise the innovation of Bahya’s interpretation in his time.

For the second portion of the verse, they provide explanations cited to Rashi and to Radak.
Considering that Rashi’s interpretation depends on the adjacency to “TON »TN 7917, they only bring
half of his opinion:

From one of the Ten Commandments we heard and understood #wo Divine attributes. In the second

commandment, God declared that ©»2 Yy nax W Tpa — He visits the sins of the fathers upon the

children (Exodus 20:5). This demonstrates God’s Y70 N, the Divine Attribute of Strict Justice,

from which we realize that strength belongs to God.*'

By separating this from the second half of Rashi’s understanding, it does not seem completely sensible;
they mention fwo but then list only one. Secondly, Rashi does not use the term 7N NN yet one
reading Feuer would assume he does. Thirdly, in Rashi’s own commentary, he first connects the ©>nv
to W and 70N from the psalm, and only then relates it to the second commandment. By presenting his
commentary in the opposite manner, Feuer loses the sense of peshat, like he did when quoting Radak

above.

217 Feuer, et al, vol. 3, p. 771. Compare with the original, note 11. This is followed by an explanation,
citing 7argum D’Matargum, that the first proclamation are the first four books of the Torah and the second is the
fifth book known as nn mwn.

218 Feuer, et al, vol. 3, p. 772. Compare with the original, section 5.1.



Joel Nothman DYV NNOY NN 81

And in a similar vein, because the first half of Kimhi’s commentary was cited on the first part

of the verse, it seems as if here he is only commenting on ©>P9N> 1y *3 and not the entire verse:

Radak stresses that once we realise that strength belongs to God alone, we must place faith in Him

exclusively. Man must abandon his reliance on human power and wealth.?"

Indeed, this is the comment Radak makes, but only within the context of this being the repeated
message the psalmist speaks of.

We see that in constantly splitting up and collecting together parts of the commentaries brought
by various commentators, Feuer with Scherman and Zlotowitz fail to get the sense of the entire
commentary and how it addresses the verse. They in effect take every portion of the verse out of
context, such that although they tend to cite peshat sources, they tend to derive midrashic meaning,

giving in all cases its application as a lesson to the reader.

16.6 The Artscroll Tehillim — Hillel Danziger (1988)

Possibly in response to criticism of their first attempts, or simply in order to create a shorter volume, the
Artscroll released another edition of Psalms. It certainly modifies the approach of the Feuer commentary
by explaining not parts of the verse, but rather listing commentaries on verses 12 and 13 together. It
begins by bringing Rashi:

The second of the Ten Commandments declares two things: That God’s strength punishes the

wicked, and that He is kind to the righteous, each man according to his deeds.?*

This corresponds to Danziger’s translation of the verse, and for the limited space allowed for
commenting, is quite an adequate and succinct summary of Rashi’s comment. Nonetheless, without the

reader being familiar with the text of the second of the Ten Commandments, it is unclear why this is

19 Feuer, et al, vol. 3, p. 772.

220 Danziger, et al, p. 128.
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expressed there. It also, like in Feuer, ignores that Rashi first understands the semantics of the verse,
and only then reads into it midrashically, asking “?00YNY NAT NPIRND”

An additional commentary is provided enclosed in brackets, suggesting that God must have our
faith because He alone is constant, even though we experience an apparent contradiction of His justice
and His kindness. These both are manifestations of one purpose, to improve man. This idea is cited by
reference to Altschuler’s Metzudat David,**' who suggests to this single purpose, although Artscroll has
also amalgamated other ideas, such as that of trust in God alone, possibly in order for the derivation of a
clear moral lesson, or otherwise to relate the verse’s interpretation more clearly to the context of the

psalm.

16.7 The Arstscroll Tanach— Nosson Scherman, et al. (1996)

The third Artscroll publication of Psalms was in their “Stone edition” Tanakh, which only brings
minimal commentary in a confined space at the bottom of the page. As such, the comment brought is

succinct:

Although we experience “two” different things — the strictness of God’s “strength” and he bounty

of His “kindness” — they are both manifestations of the “one thing that God has spoken,” to

improve each man according to his needs.?*

Not citing any particular commentator, this is extracted from the comment in brackets included in
Danziger. It is not clear why this, only the secondary comment in the 1988 publication, should be
primary here. It may be because it interprets both verses 12 and 13 succinctly, unlike Rashi’s comment
cited above, or that it more succinctly teaches a clear lesson derivable from the text. Again, it would

seem that the primary goal of the commentary is not merely to derive the meaning from the text, as was

221 See section 11.4.

22 Scherman, et al, p. 1489.
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much more present in the Israeli publications of the twentieth century, but to gain a moral teaching from

it.

16.8 The Living Nach — Yaakov Elman (1994)

Yaakov Elman wrote 7The Living Nach (i.e. Prophets and Hagiographa) as a complement to 7he Living
Torah, a translation and commentary on the Pentateuch and Aaftarot by Aryeh Kaplan. Among Kaplan’s
aims in producing his original work were to provide a text that was clear and readable, close to the
basic meaning, but also in accord with Orthodox commentaries and law. Providing a translation of Psa.
62:12 that clearly agrees with David Kimhi’s reading of the text, it seems that Elman assumes this

interpretation is understood and does not mention it in his commentary, which begins:

Once and twice...Lovingkindness... Rashi reads these two verses more literally and as a single

thought: “God said one thing, from which I have heard two: that might belongs to God; and that

lovingkindness is Yours, O God, to reward each man according to his deeds.?*

He then proceeds to closely paraphrase Rashi’s entire commentary. This methodology contrasts greatly
with Artscroll, in that it clearly appreciates the manner in which the commentator has approached and

understood the verse.

16.9 Martin Rozenberg and Bernard Zlotowitz (1999)

Although not officially published by Union of American Hebrew Congregations, or its college, this
recent commentary includes yet another original translation by Rabbis Rozenberg and Zlotowitz, both
associated with the American Reform movement. As noted above, they follow the JPS translation in

asserting that the verse intends a meaning of repetition. They explain:

2 Elman, vol. 3, p. 113.
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Once ... Twice: An idiomatic expression signifying that one has heard it repeatedly. Freehof

suggests that the Psalmist actually heard two things: “strength belongs to God” and “mercy belongs

to God.”**
The citation here of Freehof is unusual, for as they quoted him, this position has been held by numerous
commentators at least since the time of Rashi. What Freehof actually suggests is that the idiom indicates
hearing two things, rather than repetition; this is not clear from Rozenberg and Zlotowitz’s explanation.

The remainder of the verse, and indeed the psalm (verses 12 and 13), say they, “the Psalmist
gives in essence a summation of all that he was trying to convey to his listeners.”?* This message they
understand as did Kimhi (and in agreement with Buttenweiser): that trust should only be in God; more
so (as Tur-Sinai also suggested), in connection to the previous verses, “The wicked may enjoy a
temporary advantage, but in the end the righteous will receive their just reward.”**

In comparison with the earlier non-Orthodox commentaries of Freehof and Buttenweiser, this
publication does not focus as extensively on a critical scholarly approach to the language, but rather on
the message of the text for the reader.

Some trends are easily discerned within the English translations of the twentieth century. With
the exception of Artscroll,”’ the texts tend to translate according to plain and literal readings of the
psalm. The Artscroll publications and Elman refer to the meaning of the psalm, but do not refer to its
author or such a person’s intents where do the Reform commentaries and the more modernist Cohen.
This comparatively gives them a midrashic feeling, paying no attention to the context in which the text
was written. On top of this, all but Freehof (and possibly Elman) seem to be largely deriving from the

psalm a homiletical teaching for their readers.

22 Rozenberg and Zlotowitz, p. 374.
3 Rozenberg and Zlotowitz, p. 374.
226 Rozenberg and Zlotowitz, p. 374.

27 And presumably Rosenberg (Judaica Press), although his commentary is not to hand.
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17 Common threads in interpretation

Having given an overview of each of a large number of commentaries and other texts written over the
course of the last millennium, we have seen a number of patterns emerging among the understandings

and approaches to our verse.

17.1 Three primary readings

We have seen that most of the interpretations of our verse may be divided into one of three groups:
(a) One thing becomes two things (because God has the power to do so).
(b) There are two ideas from God (possibly derived from one): one pertaining to God’s strength,
and the other pertaining to His kindness.
(c) The idea that God has strength has been heard or understood well by way of repetition.
From each of these general readings of the text numerous examples have been cited above, and even the
simple interpretations of the twentieth century oscillate between reading the text as in (b) or (c). The
first option is mostly taken up by the midrash and taken up by others on occasion, and distinguishes
itself by reading »> as ‘because’. By far the most popular of these readings is (b), taken first by Rashi
among the commentators listed here, which curiously is also the only reading among the three that does
not agree with the Masoretic verse divisions, preferring instead the poetic parallelism of ©POND 1y 0
and TON MNTN 2. The purpose of reading (c) is primarily to take advantage of the idiom implied by
NNN and OXNY. >
In each case, the variety of subsequent interpretations is made available by the question of

referents, primarily: What does NNX refer (or hint) to? What does v refer to? To answer this, the

28 Consequently, those who consider the idiom of ascending numbers to mean only “I heard two things,”
following model (b), seem to have a superior interpretation linguistically by understanding both idiom and the

parallelism of 1y and 7on. Only Frechof and Buttenweiser (sections 16.2 and 16.4) clearly take this view.
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commentators are biased by their own intentions to read in certain material or points of view, by the
other content of the psalm, and potentially by the presumed intentions of the psalmist. Once the general
reading of the text is understood, the balance between these biases essentially reflects or defines the

hermeneutical methodology of the commentator.

17.2 Reference and textual context

To the earlier midrashic sources, and many that follow their non-contextual approach, the remainder of
the psalm does not bear upon its interpretation. Outside of this school, we have seen commentators
varying in their approach to context. Because of context, some understand the verse as referring
particularly to theft, the subject matter of the previous verse.”’ Others seem to take the previous verse
more generally and so relate ours to God’s treatment of the good and the wicked.**® Still some consider
our verse as referring to the statement that follows it, regarding God’s rewarding men according to their
actions.”! Finally, others take a more general view on context and see our verse as relating only to the
entire topic of the psalm: trust in God alone.”* The extent to which meaning and reference is
necessitated by a close or general context hence supplies a basis for the interpreter’s understanding of

our verse.

17.3 Reference and authorial context

The extent to which the commentator considers the author of the psalm is also a significant factor in the
determination of the verse’s referential meaning. A large number of the commentators see the psalm as

hinting to matters concerning all people, or all nature, and so the author and his intent is completely

2% Such as Sa’adia (3.1), Salmon ben Yeruham (3.2) and Malbim (12.3).
0 Rashi (5.1) and many others.
31 Altschuler (11.4) in particular.

2 Kimhi (5.3) and many others.
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ignored. On the other extreme we have seen Resnik ascribe to the verse allusion to the biography of
King David.?** Buttenweiser also certainly reads the psalm from the perspective of the psalmist and his
times, but his ascription is not to King David.?** In all these cases, the life of psalmist is the starting

point for understanding anything about the verse’s content.

17.4 Other hermeneutical biases

Very significantly are the biases in approach brought to the exegetical (or eisegetical) process by the
commentator. We have seen numerous cases where reactions to the commentator’s worldly struggles
defines their approach to the text.”® Others have desired to read the verse through a midrashic

perspective; to determine from it hints to Talmudic statements or halakhic ideas;**

concepts from
philosophy, kabbalah, or Hasidut; along with the midrash to relate the verse to Sinaitic revelation; or to
understand it through the eyes of modernism. For those at least that are either not interested in deriving

the simple sense of the verse, or that intend to derive a lesson from it not plainly there, their external

biases take a more significant impact in comparison to context and language.

17.5 Originality, tradition and science

Another balance that plays itself out in the commentaries is that between: (a) the tradition: following
what has previously said about the verse; (b) science: an attempt to understand the verse on a simple
level through rational principles; (c) the desire to say something new. While many of the early peshat

writers seem to have focussed on (a) and (b), a number of other commentators, particularly those that

23 See section 14.4. And to a lesser extent similar ideas brought by Moses deMercado (9.312.5) and
Moses Isaac Ashkenazi (12.5).

4 See section 16.4.

3 For instance Meiri (6.3), Albo (6.4) and Jabez (6.36.48.2).

26 Such as Albelda (10.48.4) or Azulai (10.4).
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write of the verse being a hint to a completely different subject matter, seem to have as one of their
aims to derive a new reading. Their aim is ¥Y7°N rather than ¥179, and yet there ideas are collected to

form a commentary, thus creatively adding (or forcing) new meaning onto the text.

18 Conclusion

We have explored at some length the various approaches to Psa. 62:12, and have found numerous
different approaches to its understanding. On one hand, according to the Talmudic comment regarding
our verse, God’s word is able to derive multiple meanings unlike that of man, but on the other hand we
see that man’s fascination with the divine Scripture causes it to be the subject of both a creative
interpretative process.

Today, this process of interpretation still continues, and it would do so, even if the most literal
meaning of the verse were certain and unanimous. The advent of the internet that welcomed the twenty-
first century also has the potential to distribute the interpretative process greatly among new devotees
and scholars of the bible text, although largely lay people. The extent to which modern technology’s
free-for-all attitude affects the future interpretation of the bible, and differs from that given in the past is
yet to be seen.?’

With or without technology, some people will continue to search in the text for its simplest

meaning, through the lenses of linguistics, poetics and biblical anthropology. Others will proceed to

337 Although there are a handful of interesting interpretations of our verse available online as at 2007, they
were difficult to approach within the scope of this paper. Most do not comment directly on Psa. 62:12, but bring it
up in the context of another discussion. Nonetheless, among the texts available online are some interesting and

innovative interpretations.
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apply the Scripture to the patterns and events they see in the world around them. And so, we will surely

find, one verse will continue to resonate in different ways, and further derive multiple meanings.***

% In concluding my discussion, I would like to acknowledge the many people who assisted me in the
research and production of this paper: B. Barry Levy for readily acquiring resources from his own personal
library, and for inspiring the paper altogether; Elizabeth Gibson at McGill University’s McLennan Library who
alone could navigate their microfiche catalogue; Dov Whitman and D. Leibish Hundert for helping to understand a
number of the commentators’ messages; Abraham Davidovitz and Yisroel Kahan for assistance with Yiddish texts;

and Henry (Aharon) Wudl, Natalie Kershaw and Hava Glick for helping with Judeo-Arabic.
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