
For the Tanakh educator who has pursued this discipline in an academic setting, a crucial question is the degree to which academic approaches to and study of  Bible are relevant to the religious, non-university classroom setting.  The issue may be addressed in terms of the application of two distinct yet interrelated bodies:  content and methodology.  The former refers to the use of texts outside of Tanakh and its traditional commentaries to elucidate issues in the biblical text.  Ancient Near Eastern sources may be used for legal, cultural and historical perspectives;  one could study Parashat Mishpatim using the Code of Hammurabi and Laws of Eshnunna, the Yosef narrative with the Egyptian “Tale of Two Brothers,” and chapters of Yeshayahu alongside an exploration of  the Assyrian Annals.  One may look to Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha for the earliest biblical exegesis;  there is the lengthy poem at the end of Ben Sira describing biblical characters, the origin of mitzvot in the patriarchal period as posited in the Book of Jubilees, and expansions of Sefer Daniel found in works such as Susanna and Bel and the Dragon.  There are also the Dead Sea Scrolls for rewritings of and commentaries to biblical texts, as well as for variant readings, and of course a range of textual witnesses such as the Septuagint and Samaritan Pentateuch, among others.  


From an educational standpoint, the question is the relevance of this material to a yeshiva student for his or her study of Tanakh.  At what point is it enriching and when is it superfluous, merely decorative?  Is this solely a quantitative distinction or one that depends upon the contextual framework provided by the instructor?  From a religious ideological perspective, the questions are even more complex.  Does one suggest that Torah arises out of some historical and cultural context?  How “authoritative” are extra-biblical texts and documents?  When there are differences among texts, should the instructor dogmatically maintain that the reading found in the Masoretic text is always the historically accurate one?  Or is this a Pandora’s box not worth opening.  Perhaps there is inherent danger in exposing students to this material - or perhaps the danger is that they will see it elsewhere.  Or  that they will never be aware of the wealth of material that could enhance their study of Tanakh.


The second arena for bringing the university into the classroom is that of methodology , teaching students to analyze traditional texts in a different, perhaps more rigorous manner.  The approach may be historical.  One could attempt to trace the development of a midrash through its various forms.  A comment of a particular exegete may be better understood in light of his own life circumstances.  There may also be a greater focus on linguistics.  Cognates from other Semitic languages could shed light on the meaning of a difficult term or enigmatic usage in Biblical Hebrew.  Distinctions would be drawn between Early and Late Biblical Hebrew, as well as between Biblical and Mishnaic or Rabbinic Hebrew, all of which are occasionally viewed as one body by medieval exegetes.  Rabbinic and medieval exegesis would be explored in terms of the linguistic, contextual, or theological difficulties in the biblical verse, and the verse would be reread integrating the new interpretations.  Students would learn to identify the nuances in a parshan’s paraphrase or comment that point to a change in subject or object, identification of a particular part of speech, unclear referent of a pronoun, or other syntactical issue.  Aramaic Targumim and Ta`amei haMiqra could be used as “commentaries,” as well.  The focus is on close reading and analysis, through the students’ own eyes then through the eyes of various commentators, not choosing one but evaluating several in terms of strengths and weaknesses.  For the pedagogue, the challenge is to demonstrate that this is indeed different than what the students have done before, and to impart to them the methodology.


Bringing the approach of the university into the yeshiva necessitates synthesis, not replacement.  The focus is upon the biblical text, and the primary source materials are those found in the beit midrash.  Academic methodology may be applied to these, but need not be imposed exclusively.  Content usually relegated to the academic world, as described above, can then be integrated into this framework.  In order to further explore this synthesis or integration, each aspect, or field of Bible study, must be approached separately, defined and examined for applicability in the yeshiva classroom.  This is the first section of this paper, “Tools and Methodologies.”  Each area is presented in terms of its independent contributions towards understanding the biblical text, and then discussed in terms of applications in the classroom, taking into account both educational and religious (i.e. dogmatic, or theological) considerations.  For the purposes of this discussion, the yeshiva classroom is populated by students who have graduated high school with reasonable textual skills and good knowledge of traditional sources.  This would most likely be found in a yeshiva in which students are learning full time for a year or more prior to or while attending college;  it may include some adult education contexts, as well.


In the second section, “Units of Study,” the theory is put into practice in a course entitled “The Yosef Narrative.”  The subject matter has been chosen because it carries with it a wealth of material in all areas of Bible study.  Moreover, it is a familiar and beloved text, and students are therefore sufficiently comfortable with the text itself to be receptive to new approaches and methodologies.  This curriculum has been taught to women in several contexts, in both post-high school yeshivot and adult education programs.  The format may entail student preparation in the beit midrash prior to each lesson, or solely a series of classroom encounters.  Presented here are chapters 37-40 in Genesis.  This may be taught in as few as six sessions, for instance in an adult education mini-series in which the participants are interested in ideas and themes and are not expecting to develop textual skills per se.  However, the ideal situation is a full semester in which the class meets for one hour (with perhaps an additional hour for preparation) two or three times a week.  The course is then taught as presented, but with a much greater focus on methodology.  For instance, there may be mini-units on Ta`amei haMiqra and Aramaic Targumim, and Second Temple Literature can get the introduction it requires.  Student participation in analysis of texts and development of themes is strongly encouraged.  Additional topical and textual units are explored as the story unfolds beyond chapter 40, and when time permits, chapter 49 is studied.  

The rest of the curriculum, chapters 41-48, is provided by the students themselves.  When given clear guidelines, in addition to the content and methodology which they have internalized throughout the course, students are capable of preparing lessons which focus on textual analysis and demonstrate the skills which they have learned.  Each student chooses a few verses which she prepares with some guidance and teaches to her peers.  By leaving for the students such passages as the brothers’ return to Yaakov, Yehudah’s plea before Yosef, and Yosef’s revelation to his brothers, the teacher not only ensures that the students will be interested in what they are preparing, but sends the message that the student shiurim are in fact part of the course, and that the expectations are high.  Students thrive on this trust, and discover the frustrations and joys of doing the work on their own.  Running to concordances and dictionaries and delving into the commentaries, they discover that they have learned a new and rigorous way to approach texts which they have always studied.  

The student shiur includes only traditional sources, those found in the Beit Midrash.  One reason for this is practical;  the students have neither the access to materials nor the training required to locate and prepare outside materials.  There is a second, ideological reason.  The outside sources that have been cited throughout the course frequently excite the students, and they sometimes lose sight of the fact that the text itself is ultimately the focus, followed by Hazal and medieval commentaries;  alternately, they conclude that the course has been about studying all of the same things they have studied before, in the same manner, and that the only new thing was material to which they have never before been exposed.  Preparing their own shiurim, they recognize what they have learned and what the focus has been.

This paper may seem to emphasize a lot of things that are foreign to a yeshiva classroom.  This is because many of the things that are usually considered indigenous are presupposed in the approach outlined here.  Thus there is no extensive discussion of parshanut.  As sources and examples are given in “Units of Study,” it will become obvious that the study of parshanut occupies a central position, and that it is done with an eye towards comparing various readings of and approaches to the text itself, and with a distinct philological bent.  Analysis of any word or phrase includes parshanut, generally preceding the study or exposition of texts and ideas which find their place in the section on “Tools and Methodologies.”  The innovation is that the latter are in fact presented alongside the former, as an addition to the dialogue, and therefore even in exemplifying these areas, references to classical parshanim are a natural part of the discourse.  Thus this argument for integration in a sense aims to “dis-“integrate, in the sense of forcibly separating into its component parts, that which, when applied in the classroom, forms one organic whole.

Tools and Methodologies  

Ta`amei haMiqra (Cantillation Notes)


Ta`amei haMiqra are found in any traditional, vocalized text of the Bible, and are in effect an intrinsic part of the text. Yeshiva students, therefore, see them on a regular basis, but rarely confront them or view them as part of the process or method of study.  Rather, the ta`amim are relegated to the liturgical realm.  Alongside this well-known function, the ta`amim play a role in determining syntax.  The pausal ta`amim indicate where there are breaks, and because these breaks are weighted relative to one another, they also demonstrate where the larger and smaller pauses are to be.  This has the effect of  forming phrases and clauses.  Using this system in the manner outlined by Simha Kogut in his book haMiqra’ Ben Ta`amim leParshanut, one can view the ta`amim as taking a stand regarding exegetical issues that are syntactic in nature.  The ta`amim are “read” alongside midrash and medieval exegesis.  The assumption is that, for most exegetes, they are authoritative but not binding.  Therefore, when a commentator reads against the ta`amim, one would explore the differences between the two readings and the motivations for each.


This can be a valuable tool for students, not only exposing them to the ta`amim themselves, but making them more sensitive to issues of syntax.  It is a methodology which they can learn to apply on their own, but this requires classroom time beyond that necessitated by presenting a few examples.  If one decides to teach the system, in one class period or as a mini-unit, the  important elements include a general discussion of their various functions and possibly of their history or origins, and then a lesson on the four levels of pausal ta`amim, identifying them. and diagramming verses within this system  before moving on to several examples of syntactic difficulties or issues as addressed by ta`amim and by medieval commentators.  Depending on the classroom setting, this may or may not be desirable, depending upon time constraints as well as interest and ability levels.  However, a few basic examples may be undertaken within a course without teaching the entire system.  A particular advantage to applying or teaching this methodology in a classroom of girls is that it exposes them to a realm that has previously been closed and mysterious to them.  For anyone, male or female, it enriches the experience of the ta`amim, and therefore of Tanakh, in a liturgical as well as an educational setting.

Aramaic Targumim

The Aramaic translations of the Torah are also commentaries, in as much as any translation is also a commentary.  If a word is ambiguous, or there are multiple readings from a syntactic perspective, the translator is frequently forced to make a choice, taking a stand on an exegetical issue.  Beyond this, the translator may opt to add material which is not found in the Hebrew text, and in fact seems closer to midrash than to Biblical text in terms of the implicit questions, the stated answers, and sometimes the particular material presented and traditions represented.  These “midrashic” additions may be influenced by a variety of factors, exegetical and otherwise.  

The primary Targumim to the Torah to be studied in the classroom are Onqelos and Pseudo-Jonathan (PJ), as they are extant in their entirety and are found on the pages of the standard Miqraot Gedolot (unfortunately, PJ has been omitted from the Torat Hayyim edition of the Miqraot Gedolot).  Onqelos, a Babylonian targum, tends to provide a more literal translation, while PJ, a Palestinian targum, offers more exegetical excursus, but in each targum, one can almost always isolate a word corresponding to each word in the verse.  To highlight this point, and to enable students with limited knowledge of Aramaic to study the targumim, it is worthwhile to encourage students (using a dictionary) to seek the word for word correspondence, identify changes, and then relate to any additions.  The goal is that students not only become aware of the targumim as exegesis, but adopt this methodology as one they could apply independently.

Midrash
Midrash as a commentary to Torah may respond directly to the text or it may use a textual issue as an opportunity to express an idea.  Students can apply the following method to read a midrash.  First, identify the problem or issue in the verse, be it linguistic, contextual, or theological in nature.  Second, understand the new way in which the midrash reads the verse.  This could involve semantics, morphology, syntax, and the like.  Third, explore the message expressed by the midrash.

Medieval exegetes frequently respond to the same issues in any given verse that the earlier darshanim did.  Peshat commentators offer solutions based on criteria by which a darshan is not bound, while medieval darshanim frequently cite their predecessors.  Thus it is often productive in the classroom to proceed in a logical rather than chronological order, exploring the medieval commentaries, especially the pashtanim,  before studying a midrash on the same phrase or issue.  In this manner, it is easier for students to identify the problem in the verse, if they have not already done so, and they can analyze the new reading (as described above regarding midrash) for both content and method, and possibly offer additional solutions.  Turning then to the midrash, they can assess whether, and if so, in what manner, it is responding to the same question, in what way the answer is different, and why this may be.  In this manner, the direct relationship between midrash and biblical text is emphasized, and a method for reading a midrashic text is presented in such a way that students can replicate it.

By the same token, that which is presented as medieval exegesis is frequently direct quotation of midrash.  If the original text is more complete, or if there is a slightly different version which the teacher would prefer to analyze, it can be beneficial to provide this text for the students, instead of or alongside that which appears in the Miqraot Gedolot.  If the text as it appears in the medieval commentary is the one which will be taught, it may not be necessary to distribute copies of the rabbinic text itself.  However, it is important for the instructor to define for himself or herself  whether at any given point the focus is on the midrash cited by the parshan, or on the parshan himself.  If the questions addressed involve whether the exegete seems to prefer one midrash over another, why he expressly prefers the midrash to some other interpretation, or how he presents the midrash as it relates to his other comments, the endeavor at hand is the study of parshanut.  However, if the parshan is read only to analyze the midrash that he cites, this is study of midrash, and should be presented as such.    

The question of the historical accuracy of a midrash is not relevant.  It was expressed by a person in a time and a place, and one cannot know whether that person had or claimed to have an oral tradition substantiating the content of the midrash.  However, the question of the history of the midrash itself may indeed be relevant.  Whether the midrash appears elsewhere, and in what form, for instance, can shed light on its application to a particular verse.  The lives, teachings, and personalities of the people to whom the comments are attributed may be pertinent.

The body of midrash to Torah on the whole exhibits certain tendencies.  There is the principle of conservation of characters, whereby personalities which do appear in the text, but frequently play a minor role, are reintroduced by the midrash in a variety of contexts.  Stories which appear at some point in Tanakh are sometimes retold by midrash about other, frequently earlier, figures.  Characters are often presented in absolute moral terms.  Material found in retellings later in Tanakh of events described in the Torah is expanded and imposed on the original story.  It is worthwhile to be aware of these issues, explicitly addressing them in the classroom, and view specific midrashim against this backdrop when relevant. 

Yeshiva students have studied midrash, if only through Rashi, since they began learning Humash.  The introduction of a more academic approach than that with which they are familiar may be troubling at first.  The notion that a midrash may not be “true,” divined by the rabbis or passed down through tradition alongside the biblical text itself, may fly in the face of assumptions they have made or things they have been taught, be it implicitly or explicitly;  care must be taken not to challenge these assumptions with a tone of ridicule, but rather to present the material as another way of looking at the same texts.  Beyond this, though, is the reluctance that students may have with the idea that Hazal were influenced by a variety of factors, and that every midrash is not purely an explanation of the Torah.  Darshanim throughout history, down to the pulpit rabbi today, seek out opportunities to make a statement;  they are not bound by strict rules of language or context;  and circumstances found in other texts or in their own surroundings may be brought to bear on their understanding or presentation of a particular verse.  Hazal are no different.  It is this very human, dynamic aspect that students may be reluctant to embrace,  preferring that the texts that they have read and stories they have been told alongside the Torah be ancient and authoritative, authentic and static, much like the Torah itself.  However, when the approach is presented with respect for the midrash, its methods and its personalities, students take with them a greater understanding and appreciation of this genre.

Ancient Near Eastern Material

The Ancient Near East (ANE)  provides a treasure trove of material written in ancient Semitic languages, including among others Akkadian, Ammorite, Ugaritic, Canaanite, Phoenician, Moabite, Aramaic and of course Hebrew.  There are myths and law codes, treaties and king lists, poems and inventories.  Some of these texts may shed light on the Bible.  If the meaning of a word is unclear, be it due to its infrequent usage in the Bible or to an unusual context, a cognate in another Semitic language, close to Biblical Hebrew, may be useful.  Understanding the history or etymology of a word can clarify its meaning.  Awareness of formulation, genre, and cultural context can highlight similarities and differences, illustrating the world view represented in the biblical text.  

This endeavor, speculative though it may be, is invaluable to the Bible scholar.  The average yeshiva student, however, cannot be expected to access ANE sources on his or her own, functioning as s/he does within a beit midrash, not a university library.  It is not the primary methodology to be taught, although some bibliographical information may be provided, and students are not trained in its replication per se.  Students are frequently interested in this material, be it purely linguistic or also cultural, and supplying some basic information about Semitic languages, cuneiform writing, and the like provides context to specific applications of ANE material in the classroom.

Accessing theoretically relevant texts is not a problem for the teacher, as secondary sources abound, be they commentaries to a particular book, a compendium such as Encyclopedia Miqra’it, ‘Olam haTanakh, or The Anchor Bible Dictionary, or articles written about a particular word or verse.  Primary sources should be presented when possible, and for this Pritchard’s ANET is invaluable, and photographs of cuneiform writing can make the texts come alive for students.  However, the process of selection, evaluation, and presentation of ANE material for use in the yeshiva classroom is fraught with difficulties.  First, there is the question of applicability.  The fact that a text from the ANE uses cognates to words found in the Biblical text does not guarantee that the meanings are identical or that the contexts are comparable, and therefore useful.  The same is true for discussions of legal and social institutions;  that there is something from the ANE that resembles something in the Bible, and there is more information from the former than from the latter, does not provide license to impose all that is true of some other culture in the ANE upon the Bible.  These are concerns that affect every scholar, and there are those who are more conservative in this matter and others who are less so.  

Beyond the question of applicability, in other words, of true comparability, there is the issue of conclusions drawn, and upon what set of assumptions those conclusions are based.  Similarity between two terms, formulations, institutions, or genres may imply influence of one upon the other, specifically that the earlier text influenced the later text, or that the author of the later text copied the earlier one.  Within a yeshiva framework, each teacher (or institution) should decide to what degree this is an acceptable statement, in terms of dogma, and how to present it.  Some concede linguistic influence but draw the line at content, while others may focus on shared historical and cultural context.  The divine element may be introduced explicitly, in the sense that God wrote the Torah with awareness of and attention to time and place, and “the Torah speaks in the idiom of mankind.”  Whatever position is adopted should be clearly articulated in the classroom, be it in a general introduction to the ANE, in the context of a particular text, or in response to a student question (assuming the question is asked), as students tend to either reject the material as irrelevant and/or unacceptable or draw conclusions of their own and be struck by the implications regarding dogma only later.  

Frequently more interesting than the similarities, cultural and legal, are the differences between the outlook of the Torah and that of the ANE in general.  Similarities in language and formulation may serve to highlight these fundamental differences.

 Once a particular text has passed the test of applicability and dogma, it must be evaluated for relevance to the Tanakh classroom.  This question of relevance goes beyond applicability, the relatedness or comparability of the two texts, to the degree to which the ANE text genuinely reflects on the Biblical passage at hand, in terms of new information (or confirmation of an idea expressed elsewhere) or a new way of reading or viewing the passage.  When it is the ANE text that is enlightened or enlivened by the Bible, or when the texts are juxtaposed just to show that they can be, the ANE material provides no more than window dressing, and is not truly a part of the enterprise of reading and understanding Tanakh.

There are two goals attained in the presentation of ANE material in the Tanakh classroom.  One is, and as emphasized above must be, a greater understanding of the particular portion of Tanakh.  The other is to open students’ eyes and world to a field of study which is outside of Bible but may assist in its study.

Works from the Second Temple Period (see also Textual Witnesses)       
Collections of compositions outside of Tanakh from the Second Temple period include Apocrypha, works included in the canon of  the Septuagint but not in the Hebrew Bible;  Pseudepigrapha, assorted works from this period which are grouped together by scholars under this heading;  and Dead Sea Scrolls, a collection of works found in the Judean Desert beginning in 1947 including among other things copies of biblical texts, other works relating to the Bible, prayers, and collections of rules and laws of the order, some written by the Qumran sect, and others brought from the outside.  All of these works, or specifically those closely related to biblical texts or characters, provide examples of very early exegesis.  They antedate Hazal and respond to exegetical issues running the gamut from language to theology, demonstrating how individuals before Hazal read biblical passages and judged characters in Tanakh.


Yeshiva students usually have little or no experience with these works, but have frequently heard of them and are almost always interested in learning more about them.  If a passage from a book is presented, it is always with an introduction discussing the nature of the work, in what language it was written, and some ideas it may contain.  The criterion for inclusion is whether the material truly sheds light on the Biblical text under discussion.  When a specific passage is relevant, it may be presented as support or counterpoint to another source, or stand alone as exegesis.  The goal is not to teach a methodology, but to use particular examples to enhance the students’ understanding of the text at hand, and to educate them regarding the existence of these bodies of works and the ways in which they may be used.

Textual Witnesses (see also Works from the Second Temple Period)


A textual witness of the Bible is a version of it, be it in Hebrew or another language, that was used at some point as a biblical text but may differ from another version of the same text.  Textual witnesses include the Septuagint, the Greek translation of the bible from third century BCE Alexandria;  the Samaritan Pentateuch, the Torah used by the Samaritans which has harmonistic tendencies and ideological overlays as well as variant readings;  and copies of Biblical texts found at Qumran (Dead Sea Scrolls).  The text critic uses these works and others, of which the Masoretic Text (MT) is but one, to compare the variants and determine in each case which text contains the best, or most original, reading, applying a set of scholarly criteria.  


In a yeshiva setting, in which dogma dictates that MT is the original text, one may argue that there is no room for variant readings.  This is not a method in which to train the yeshiva student, and claiming to do so yet always defending the original and definitive nature of MT not only falls short in terms of intellectual honesty, but will also be transparent, in the classroom or at some future time, to the capable and curious student.  Therefore, while all of these texts may be relevant in some way to the yeshiva classroom, specifically text-critical applications are probably not.  However, it may occasionally be useful to cite variants to highlight an issue in MT.  The implicit claim is that in the case at hand, the text was changed by the other authors because of the difficulty of the original, and that MT is indeed the original and may be interpreted in a satisfying way.  In other words, the interpretation presented in class is strengthened by the notion that people throughout history struggled with the word or phrase in question, and were sufficiently troubled by it to change it.  It is important, though, not to present this within the entire context of text-criticism, using its terminology and methods, as this invites one or both of the problems outlined above.  As a method, this does not belong in the standard yeshiva classroom.  In an illustrative sense, it may occasionally have a place.  The teacher must judge whether or not the broadened horizons and enlivened text will come, with a particular group, with too high a price, and may choose to err on the side of caution.

Source Criticism

The documentary hypothesis, or the entire field of source criticism, posits that the Torah was composed by a person from several documents which were written at different times, piecing and weaving them together into a whole.  This whole is integrated in the sense that it is one document, but contradictions remain, and the seams are sometimes visible, be they between distinct documents or among historical layers within one text.  From the point of view of dogma, this has no place in the yeshiva classroom, although it is a given in Bible departments in universities around the world.  Rav Breuer’s attempts to identify documents but claim divine authorship for all aside, traditional approaches deal with the contradictions within the Torah on an ad hoc basis.  One may be inclined to ignore source criticism, and this works as long as a students do not bring it up, implicitly or explicitly.  If it does arise, it can be treated with a respectful tone rather than ridiculed, acknowledging that it addresses real questions but that the solutions it presents are not available in this context for religious reasons, and that it is important to seek other solutions.


Students are likely to confront the critical methodologies, specifically the documentary hypothesis, at some point in their academic career.  One may even argue that any educated person taking part in western civilization should learn about it, particularly when the study of Bible is important to that person.  Therefore, there may be some value in exposing the student to it in the non-threatening environment of the yeshiva classroom.  The goal would be not to offer apologetics or “disprove” the theory, but to show that thinking people who do not share certain beliefs have noticed problems in the text and arrived at a set of conclusions.  Thus the issues in the text may be highlighted, while providing the student with some basic knowledge about what transpires in the world of Bible study.  This is not a method which the students will learn, nor are readings provided.  It is also not essential to the aims of the course itself, and should be left to the discretion of the teacher.

Units of Study
Unit 1:  Yosef in his Father’s House

Genesis 37:1-4

מקורות
פסוק א

רשב"ם, ראב"ע, רמב"ן

פסוק ב

"אלה תולדות יעקב" - רש"י, רשב"ם, ב"ר פד:ו "אמר ר, שמואל בר נחמן..."

"והוא נער את..." - רס"ג, רש"י, רשב"ם, ראב"ע
"ויבא יוסף את-דבתם" - רש"י, רד"ק, ב"ר פד:ז
פסוק ג

"כי-בן-זקנים הוא לו" - רס"ג, רשב"ם, ב"ר פד:ח, פסידו-יונתן, אונקלוס

"כתנת פסים" - ב"ר פד:ח 

The introduction, found in verses 1-2a, is explored from a literary perspective.  How does it relate to the chapters which precede it, and to the narrative that follows?  There is extensive foreshadowing attributed to verse 1 by the medieval commentators, and the beginning of verse 2 is perceived as difficult, given its continuation.


Methodologically, the focus is on midrash.  The language here is also significant, with the choice of tense for many of the verbs (i.e. a past tense other than the wayyiqtol form) indicating that this is background information and not necessarily part of the chronological narrative sequence.


The theme of the unit is the level of Yosef’s culpability in the events that follow.  The midrashim tend to blame him, or at least to depict him in a worse light than  the text itself does.  After demonstrating that this is the case, the motivation or goal of each particular midrash is explored.  The larger question of why anyone would want to vilify the victim is raised and explored here, but not fully addressed until unit 5.

Ta`amei haMiqra

(
Verse 2 opens, “these are the toledot of Yaakov, Yosef was seventeen years old...”  The first phrase, ending with “Yaakov,” seems to be an introduction titling that which follows.  However, what follows does not seem to describe the life of Yaakov;  it is the story of Yosef which is presented.  Thus the midrash (B.R. 84:6) rereads the introduction as if the end of the phrase were not “Yaakov,” but “Yosef,” suggesting parallels between the lives of father and son and that the toledot of Yaakov are equivalent to the toledot of Yosef (for an exploration of the meaning of the word toledot, as well as a more detailed presentation of the midrash, see Midrash below).  

Ta`amei haMiqra indicate a longer pause after “Yaakov,” marked with a revia`, which has the status of mishneh, than after “Yosef,” which carries the relatively shorter pause indicated by a shalish, in this case the gershayim.  The midrash, on the other hand, connects “Yaakov” with “Yosef,” placing the weightier pause after the latter and reading against the ta`amim.

It is not crucial to cite the ta`amim in order to understand the midrash;  it is clear that the midrash is not compatible with the syntax of the verse, and the discussion could stop there.  However, this is a relatively simple case and an opportune time to introduce the use of the ta`amim as an exegetical tool regarding issues of syntax.  A chart of the pausal ta`amim
 may be distributed, and students should be encouraged to recognize some of the symbols and associate them with their function, or relative strength.  
Aramaic Targumim

(
The word ‘et appears three times in verse two.  As discussed below (see Midrash), the phrase na`ar ‘et is problematic due to the enigmatic use of the word na`ar in terms of a meaning that is appropriate to the context and the question of part of speech.  The usual usage of the word with the semantic range of age or position is nominal (see I Sam. 1:24 for a possible exception).  However, this case seems to demand a verb, given that ‘et usually appears between a transitive verb and its direct object. The discussion of whether the context here requires a noun or a verb, and whether there is indeed a verb n-`-r with a range of meanings appropriate to this context, requires a presentation of the two meanings of ‘et, as the accusative indicator and meaning “with”.  The addition of pronominal suffixes may help highlight the difference between the two (Othekha and Ittekha respectively, for example).  In order to effectively make this point, and reflect on the meaning of na`ar ‘et..., it is helpful to explore the other occurrences of ‘et in the verse.  For instance, it is clear that Yosef is not shepherding his brothers, but rather shepherding with them.  From a pedagogical perspective, this may be accomplished through Onqelos, who translates all three occurrences as `im, “with.”  Students then see direct application of the theories and permutations in a word for word translation of the verse.  Beyond this, the case at hand provides an opportunity to present the notion of translator as commentator, with an example in which the translator must take a stand, replacing the ambiguous Hebrew ‘et with one of two Aramaic words, yat (accusative indicator) or `im.

(
The reason given in verse 3 for Yaakov’s love of Yosef is that this son is his ben zequnim, child of old age.  However, this supplies neither an undisputed fact, as there is a younger son, Benjamin, nor a true explanation;  the reader is left to wonder why a father would have greater love for a child born later, and experiences a sense of discomfort with Yaakov’s very human foibles.  Thus the text is reinterpreted in two general directions, creating a play on words or expanded form for ben zequnim, or understanding z-q-n in the sense of wisdom rather than age.  Both are found in midrash (see below), and both are represented in Aramaic targumim.  PJ adopts the former approach, translating, “because Yosef’s ‘eqonin (countenance) resembled his ‘eqonin,” while Onqelos adopts the latter approach and translates, “because he was a bar hakkim (son of wisdom) for him.”  Thus there is some quality intrinsic to Yosef, aside from birth order, that renders him special and beloved.  This is again an example, in the case of Onqelos, of translation with a single corresponding word which resolves the ambiguity found in the Hebrew.  However, in this case the translator is not forced to make that choice, as the Aramaic z-q-n has the same range of meanings as the Hebrew, so it is clear that Onqelos is not merely translating but taking a position on an exegetical issue.  This is also an example of the greater degree to which PJ tends to stray from the confines of the text, and provides an opportunity for an exercise in isolating the word for word correspondence to the verse and isolating the added elements. 
Midrash

(
The difficulty at the beginning of verse 2 stems from what appears to be an unusual usage of the term toledot, commonly translated elsewhere as “generations” and indeed used frequently to introduce genealogical lists of  two or more generations (compare Gen.  36:1).  Verse 2 contains no such list, and if this chapter purports to begin a list, it should begin with Reuven, not Yosef (such a list is found, without the term toledot, in Gen. 35:23-26).  There are two basic approaches to solving this problem;  one may reinterpret the word toledot, broadening its meaning to include all of the events which transpire in the lives of the children (see Rashbam), or maintain the more common meaning and understand the syntax of the verse in a way that accommodates such an interpretation, “these are the stories of the toledot (children) of Yaakov” (note Rashi’s paraphrase).  


This difficulty provides an opportunity for midrash (B.R. 84:6) to interpret toledot as “life history” and read the verse, “these are the generations of Yaakov and (or: which are the generations of) Yosef” (see Ta`amei haMiqra above for further analysis), drawing parallels between the lives of father and son and perhaps supplying Yaakov’s extreme identification with Yosef as justification for his favoritism.  Some of the parallels are indeed found in the biblical text, although not necessarily prior to chapter 37;  for instance, both were born to previously barren women who had one other son,  were hated and pursued by their brothers, married and had children outside of Canaan, were involved with dreams, and were eventually embalmed.  Others are not explicitly found, such as having been born circumcised, having angels as escorts, and being the cause of blessing in his father-in-law’s house.  The latter two examples are found regarding Yaakov but not Yosef, and are not the only cases in which the midrash seems to stretch a bit to find a connection.


In giving this reason for Yaakov’s love of Yosef, the midrash seems to ignore that which is explicitly in the text, that Yosef is the most beloved son because he is a ben zequnim, child of old age (v. 3), and the overall impression that Yosef is the favorite because he is the firstborn son of Rachel, the favorite wife, and remind his father of his deceased mother (compare Gen. 29:13 and 39:6 for a hint of physical resemblance, as well).  The midrash may be uncomfortable with these reasons and insufficient to explain or excuse Yaakov’s behavior.  Beyond this issue, however, the midrash may have another goal, planting in the reader’s mind the notion that Yosef is indeed his father’s true heir.

(
The use of na`ar, “lad,” in verse 2 does not seem to accommodate the usual meanings of the word.  Students are encouraged to use a concordance to explore the usages throughout Tanakh, leading them to discover that the term may denote age, perhaps as a primary meaning, or position/occupation.  They then attempt to fit these meanings into the text at hand, and find that this is difficult.  At first blush, one would expect to find here a transitive verb, not a noun, because ‘et, which immediately follows na`ar, usually denotes a direct object.  The discussion of whether the context here requires a noun or a verb, and whether there is indeed a verb n-`-r with a range of meanings appropriate to this context, requires a presentation of the two meanings of ‘et, as the accusative indicator and meaning “with” (compare all usages in this verse;  see Aramaic Targumim above).  The medieval commentaries deal with the two possible meanings as well as the issue of part of speech.


The midrash cited by Rashi is found in B.R. 84: 7, but it may be advantageous to present it through Rashi, while emphasizing that he quotes a midrash.  This is because the midrash, and thus Rashi, take a similar approach here to Rashi on toledot, preserving the most common meaning of the word, in this case “young male,” at the expense of the syntactic cohesion of the verse.  Thus Yosef, at the mature age of seventeen, is described by the text as a na`ar due to his immature behavior, preening himself in front of the mirror.  Nearly the identical comment is found in the midrash cited by Rashi to Gen. 39:6, and students note that the context in chapter 39 (see Unit 5) lends itself to this sort of exegesis, while that of chapter 37 does not.  Kugel
 advances a theory that the comment is original to 39:6 and is imported to 37:2 in the guise of exegesis in order to vilify Yosef, lending negative connotations to an essentially neutral word.

(
The final issue addressed in verse 2 is that of the dibbah, in terms of who speaks badly about whom, whether dibbatam, “their bad report,” is that which the brothers spoke or that which Yosef spoke about them, and whether one of these interpretations contains more negative implications about Yosef and his behavior.  B.R. 84:7 uses this ambiguity as well as the lack of detail or specificity in the text as a starting point.  The assumption is that Yosef is guilty of speaking dibbah;  his spoken word is the report of his brothers’ actions.  Three opinions are cited regarding what those actions were:  suspicion regarding eating flesh torn from live animals, prohibited in the Noahide laws;  degrading the sons of the maidservants and calling them slaves;  and expressing interest in, or harassing, the local women.  Contextually, there may be references in the verse to animals, as the brothers are shepherds, and to maidservants, as their sons are mentioned separately, but there are no clues to the third sin.  Commenting on all three, R. Yehuda bar R. Simon comments that this is an instance of divine justice, and that each of these reports is considered a sin, for which he was punished in kind.  Thus he had troubles in his life involving an animal (Gen. 37:31), servitude (Ps. 105:17), and a woman (Gen. 39:7).  The assumption is that there is no innocent who experiences hardship;  hardships constitute punishment, and thus must be brought upon a person through sin.  The punishment also fits the crime, measure for measure, middah keneged middah.  Thus the midrash identifies those events in .  Thus the midrash identifies those events in Yosef’s life which must be punishment, and isolates or creates a suitable sin.  This is not a method unique to post-biblical literature;  the book of Chronicles fills in sin where punishment is found, in an attempt to portray divine justice (for example, compare II Chron. 26 with II K 15:1-7).  In the case of Gen. 37 and 39, Yosef is clearly caused suffering through a woman, Potiphar’s wife, and the midrash therefore supplies a sin in the realm of women, albeit merely in the form of a report.


In addition to advancing a position on theodicy, this midrash continues the trend of  viewing Yosef in a negative light, going so far as to blame him for events that befall him.  Thus the victim cum hero of this tale is turned into a villain by the various midrashim explored, flying in the face of a simple reading of the text and the usual midrashic tendencies to exaggerate in the glorification of heroes, not to reduce their stature.   

(
The explanation given in verse 3 for Yaakov’s love of Yosef is that he was his ben zequnim, “child of old age.”  However, this is not entirely true, as Yaakov was even older when Binyamin was born.  There are several approaches to this problem, and it is to this issue that B.R. 84:8 responds.  The  first reading views zequnim as a shortened version of, or notariqon for, ziv eqonin, “splendor of countenance,” a physical resemblance between father and son, while the second seems to understand z-q-n not in terms of age, its primary meaning, but in terms of wisdom (see Aramaic Targumim above), and claims that Yaakov transmitted his knowledge of Torah to Yosef.  One may critique each position, as the text implies that Yosef resembled his mother, not his father, as presented above, and transmission of knowledge represents another expression of favoritism, not a cause.  However, the goal of both positions seems to be to paint a picture of Yaakov’s identification with Yosef, in a manner similar to B.R. 84:6, as a valid reason for his behavior.


Kugel
 further analyzes the ziv eqonin interpretation in light of its application in Gen. 21:2 as a proof of Avraham’s paternity, should Yitzhak’s lineage be doubted.  There is no play on words in this case, as with ben zequnim in 37:3, and the midrash is thus original to 37:3 and imported to 21:2.  This approach is interesting in terms of study of midrash, but does not directly shed light on the text at hand, as the midrash to 37:3 is the original and makes sense in context.  A student is occasionally familiar with the application to 21:2, and if the issue is raised it should certainly be discussed.  Otherwise, it is not clear that this analysis adds to the course, unless it is deemed methodologically worthwhile for a sophisticated group of students who will not lose focus through this digression and who will clearly benefit from it. 
ANE

(
The term ketonet passim (v. 3) appears in the Bible in the Yosef narrative and in II Sam. 13:18, where it describes a garment worn by daughters of kings.  The nature of the garment is unknown, as neither biblical context provides a description or information that would yield one.  The fact that different and sundry interpretations are found in the midrash (B.R. 84:8), all of them speculative, or downright fanciful, strengthens the impression that Tanakh does not yield an interpretation of the term.  Thus it is worthwhile to look to cognates in other Semitic languages for a basic understanding of the physical reality of the time as reflected in language.  There are cuneiform inventories which may be of use, as listed among various types of clothing is kitu pisannu.  Speiser
 looks for contextual in addition to morphological support:  “The important thing there, besides the close external correspondence with the Heb. phrase, is that the article so described was a ceremonial robe which could be draped about statues of goddesses, and had various gold ornaments sewed onto it....If the comparison is valid - and there are several things in its favor - the second element in  the Heb. phrase, i.e., passim, would be an adaptation of Akk. pisannu, a technical term denoting applique ornaments on costly vests and bodices.”


This lexicographical application of ANE material aims to correctly interpret a phrase whose interpretation was previously elusive, and this in itself is a worthy goal, in addition to providing students with a relatively uncomplicated introduction to the ANE (a basic overview in the classroom is appropriate at this time).  Beyond this, seeing other contexts, biblical and otherwise, in which the garment described here is used, i.e., for royalty and for goddesses respectively, brings the reader to a greater understanding of the significance of the ketonet passim as presented to Yosef.  It was not merely an extravagant gift, a token of his father’s affection;  it symbolized a status, perhaps marking Yosef as his father’s heir in the eyes of some or all of the players, be they Yaakov, the brothers, or Yosef himself.  This perspective reflects on the brothers’ extreme reaction to the garment, and may, but does not necessarily, strengthen the position that the fight among the brothers is actually a struggle for power within the family, or tribe, and that the sale of Yosef was motivated by socio-political rather than, or at least in addition to, purely personal considerations. 
Textual Witnesses

(
Verse 3 relates that Yaakov (here called Yisrael) loved Yosef mikkol banav, more than all of his sons, while in verse 4, the brothers perceived that their father loved him mikkol ‘ehav, more than all of his brothers.  The Septuagint and the Samaritan Pentateuch contain a variant in verse 4, mikkol banav, the same phrase as that found in verse 3.  Citing this variant provides an opportunity to reflect on both readings, by highlighting the lack of consistency in MT.  The goal is not to weigh the readings against each other and choose the better one;  as discussed above, that is a methodology which must be applied exclusively through scholarly criteria, not through dogma, and is thus not relevant in this case.  One may discuss the harmonistic tendencies of the Samaritan Pentateuch, but more interesting is the message reflected in the reading found in MT.  Thus the fine point of change in perspective from verse 3 to verse 4 is accented, and students are able to look a Yosef through the eyes of loving father and jealous brothers.  Citation of the variants is not essential to this lesson, but may serve to enrich it.  
Unit 2:  Towards Confrontation

Genesis 37:5-22

מקורות
פסוקים ה-ז

רס"ג, רד"ק, חזקוני

פסוק י

"הבוא נבוא..." - רש"י, רשב"ם, רמב"ן, ראב"ע, חזקוני

פסוק יב

רש"י

פסוק יג

פסידו-יונתן

פסוק יד

פסידו-יונתן

פסוק טו

"וימצאהו איש..." - פסידו-יונתן, רש"י, רשב"ם, ראב"ע, רמב"ן

פסוק יט

"ויאמרו איש אל-אחיו" - פסידו-יונתן

"הנה בעל החלומות הלזה בא" - רס"ג, רשב"ם

פסוק כ

"ונראה מה-יהיו חלומותיו" - פסידו-יונתן, אונקלוס, רס"ג, רש"י, רמב"ן, ספורנו 
A. Yosef’s Dreams (5-11)


Here one may explore the symbolism of the dreams and the family history as a reason to be troubled by them.  There has always been a single chosen brother, as well as a rejected line, and this is a clan that believes in and has experienced revelation through dreams.  The interpretations of the two dreams are placed in the mouths of the brothers and Yaakov.


Exegetical issues include the function of verse 5 and the meaning and tone of Yaakov’s comments in verse 10.  The theme centers around the deterioration of relationships among brothers against the backdrop of the father’s behavior.

B. To Find his Brothers (12-17)


The sources presented attempt to introduce an element of causality, predestination, or fate into the events as they unfold.  The targum, midrashim and exegetes are driven to introduce the hand of God into historical events that affect the destiny of a people, towards an end that has been promised by God, into a chapter from which mention of God is conspicuously absent.

C. The Brothers Plot (18-22)


As the brothers talk among themselves, the motivation for their actions seems clear.  Yet various exegetes attempt to justify their behavior, through interpretations of verse 20b.  The sale of Yosef  is viewed alternately as the extreme outcome of a family dispute or as a strategy within a delicate socio-political framework.


Reuven’s strength as a leader is also a theme to be developed.  Is his suggestion one that is reasonable for his brothers to accept?  Is it the best strategy for saving Yosef?  What does it reflect about Reuven and his ability to publicly take a stand?  These issues are of course revisited and developed as the story unfolds, and Reuven becomes the brother who stands in contrast to Yehudah.

Ta`amei haMiqra

(
Rasag interprets the phrase hinnei ba`al hahalomot hallazeh ba’, “here comes that dreamer (lit. master of dreams),” in verse 19 through a paraphrase, hinnei ba`al ‘otam hahalomot ba’, “here comes the dreamer (lit. master) of those dreams.”  The demonstrative adjective halazeh, “that,” is exchanged for the plural ‘otam, “those,” and its placement is changed so that it indeed modifies the dreams and not the dreamer/master (i.e. Yosef).  However, there is no ambiguity in the phrase regarding which noun is modified by the demonstrative adjective, as the two nouns do not agree in number, and any adjective would therefore agree only with the noun that it modifies.  Thus it is clear that halazeh modifies ba’al, or given the construct form present here, ba’al hahalomot. 


The explanation for Rasag’s interpretation may lie in his high level of loyalty to the ta`amim, articulating in his commentary, in this case a paraphrase, that which they indicate through punctuation.  The pausal tevir on the word ba`al separates this word from hahalomot, which is therefore more immediately joined with halazeh, indicating that the latter modifies the former, despite the grammatical discrepancy that this entails.


Once the source for the unusual interpretation has been isolated, one may speculate as to its motivation.  In this case, it would seem that the reading of the ta`amim strives to emphasize the significance of the dreams and their antagonistic nature from the point of view of the brothers.  Thus, when they decide to kill Yosef, it is primarily because of his dreams, an idea expressed by them at the end of the next verse, “we shall see what will come of his dreams.”  (See Onqelos and PJ, as well as the medieval commentaries, for a variety of approaches to the tone and meaning of this statement;  there is no doubt, however, that the dreams are at the forefront of the brothers’ thoughts as they plot against Yosef.)
Aramaic Targumim

(
In verse 13, Yaakov says to Yosef, “Your brothers are pasturing at Shekhem.  Come, I will send you to them.”  The next verse further offers that the mission is to check on the well-being of the brothers and the flocks.  Thus the reader may conclude that because the brothers are pasturing at a distance, there has been no contact with them, and it is natural that Yaakov would want a report.  Furthermore, verse 2 attests to the fact that Yosef was in the habit of acting as messenger and reporting back to his father.


PJ reads the scene differently.  It is not the distance that troubles Yaakov, but the associations with and history of the particular place, Shekhem.  The targum introduces fear of reprisal or revenge for what his sons did to the people of Shekhem (chapter 34).  Thus the two parts of Yaakov’s statement to Yosef are related causally;  because the brothers are specifically in Shekhem, there is a need to check on their well-being.


It is not surprising that a midrashic excursus in the targum would make an associative connection with other information known about Shekhem.  Beyond this, as the character of the brothers is explored and revealed through their treatment of Yosef, the reference in PJ to the events that transpired in Shekhem succeeds in reminding the reader of their violent and impetuous behavior in the past, in anticipation of what is to come.

(
Yosef’s point of departure for Shekhem is given in verse 14 as `emeq hevron, the valley of Hebron.  Biblical Hebron, however, is not located in a valley, but on a mountain (Num. 13:22, Josh. 11:21, Jud. 16:3).  Thus Onqelos translates “mimmeshar hevron/from the plain of Hebron.”  PJ takes a different approach (which students can understand by isolating the word to word correspondence with the verse and identifying the added or changed elements), that “he sent him on profound (`amiqta’) advice that that was spoken with Avraham in Hebron, and on that day was the beginning of the Egyptian exile, and Yosef arose and came to Shekhem.”  Once again there is an association with a place name, Hebron as the burial place of Avraham.  The geographical depth presented in the verse but not supported by other biblical material, `emeq, is replaced with the figurative depth, `amiqta’, of the counsel.  This tradition of interpretation is also reflected in midrash (B.R. 84:13, B.T. Sotah 11a);  B.R. additionally offers a play on words with hevron, identifying Avraham as haver hana’eh.   Students will similarly find this material cited by Rashi and Ramban, among others.  The advantage of looking to PJ, in addition to a lesson in targum, is the emphasis on the connection between the midrash and the verse itself, the ease of transition from me`emeq hevron, from the depth of Hebron, to [because of] the profound advice of ...Hebron.


The idea expressed by this excursus goes beyond the association between Hebron and Avraham.  Viewing Yosef’s departure to meet his brothers as the beginning of the Egyptian exile introduces divine providence, and indeed predestination, where none is explicitly present in the text.  One could make the case that the Yosef narrative is primarily about God’s hidden hand in human history.  PJ clearly takes an approach emphasizing this aspect of the story (see PJ to 41:1, for instance).  The Yosef story is also that of a tribe, or a group of individuals, becoming a nation, and this outlook is also reflected in the targum to 37:14.  Both of these themes are reflected in PJ to verse 17, in a similar vein.

(
PJ to verse 15 also inserts a divine, or supernatural element, in the form of Gabriel the angel offering assistance to Yosef in finding his brothers.  This is one of the two exegetical approaches taken to the word ‘ish, “man,” in this verse.  One is to view the anonymity of the person in light of the fact that his function in the story is significant, but not his identity (see Rashbam, Ibn Ezra).  The other, adopted here by PJ, is to attribute significance to the term ‘ish in the sense of  an angel in the guise of a man (compare with the “men” in Gen. 18, and the use of the term ‘ish to describe Gabriel in Dan. 9:21),  again introducing a divine hand into a story from which it is conspicuously absent (see Rashi, Ramban).
(
In verse 19, the anonymous term ‘ish again appears.  This time it refers to a person from a specific group, the brothers, and the phrase may be translated, “each man said to his brother,” in the sense of “the brothers said to each other.”  However, PJ again looks to identify the missing character(s);  after all, the brothers could not all have said the same thing at the same time, so the quote must be attributable to someone.  The plotters are identified in the targum as Shimon and Levi.  These are the brothers responsible for the savagery in Shekhem (Gen. 34:25), thus they must be the ones sounding the call to violence here, as well.  This interpretation isolates Shimon and Levi as brothers, ‘ahim, in an almost derogatory sense, reading this verse in light of Gen. 49:5, shimon velevi ahim, kelei hamas mekheroteihem, “Shimon and Levi are brothers, their weapons are tools of lawlessness.”    

Midrash

(
Two dots appear over the letters of the word ‘et in verse 12.  Commenting on this, B.R. 84:13 states that “they only went to shepherd (lir`ot) themselves.”  Students immediately ask what it means to shepherd oneself, and what this has to do with the dots over the word.  Understanding the dots leads to a different interpretation of lir`ot.


In ancient texts, written on stone or on clay tablets, erasure was a problem (less so with wet clay, as it could be worked over the spot;  some very old fingerprints have been preserved in this manner).  One cannot engrave a new character over an old one, and a lot of work would be involved in completely defacing the undesired marks.  Thus scribes evolved a system of marking a letter to be disregarded by placing a simple dot over it.  This may be the history behind the use of dots over letters in later manuscripts to indicate erasure.  

When the masoretic tradition places dots over letters in the biblical text, this is frequently the mechanism at work.  The text is to be read as it is written, and must be written in this manner each time.  However, the dots suggest that there is also an exegetical tradition of interpreting the text as if the dotted elements were indeed erased.  Thus the midrash “eliminates” the word ‘et from the verse.  The function of the word in this case is that of accusative indicator;  in other words, it follows a transitive verb and precedes its direct object.  Reading without ‘et, one finds that the brothers went lir`ot, and that their fathers flocks were in Shekhem.  Rather than understanding the verb lir`ot as “to shepherd,” the midrash may be creating a play on words with the root r-`-h, claiming that the brothers did not go purely to shepherd, they went away from their father to do or become (“make themselves”).  This is a reflection on and indictment of the character and behavior of the brothers (also found in B.R. 84:7, which while incriminating Yosef, accuses the brothers of inappropriate behavior), and serves as foreshadowing (or even an element of premeditation) to the plot against Yosef.
Unit 3:  The Sale

Genesis 37:23-36 

מקורות
פסוק כד

"והבור רק אין בו מים" - רש"י, רמב"ן

פסוק כה

"וישבו לאכל-לחם" - חזקוני, ספורנו

"והנה ארחת ישמעאלים..." - רמב"ן

פסוק כו

"מה-בצע..." - אונקלוס, רש"י, ראב"ע, רמב"ן

וכסינו את-דמו" - רש"י, רמב"ן

פסוק כח

רש"י

פסוק כט

"וישב ראובן" - רש"י, רד"ק

פסוק ל

"ואני אנה אני-בא" - רש"י, רשב"ם

The attitude of the brothers is reflected in the language of the verses pertaining to the sale.  They strip Yosef of the cloak that has tormented them;  the brothers sit down to a meal after abandoning Yosef in a pit;  Yehudah refers to personal benefit in his appeal to sell Yosef rather than leave him to die.  Yehudah’s strength and effectiveness as a leader may be explored here, as well as the morality of his suggestion which replaces that of Reuven.


Exegetical issues include the identity of the slave traders and Reuven’s return to the pit.

Ta`amei haMiqra

(
There are numerous approaches to the statement in verse 24 that “the pit was empty;  there was no water in it.”  Ramban catalogues several of these, including the notion that had there been water, this would have been murder by drowning, and the brothers had decided not to directly commit murder, as well as the idea that seemingly tautological statements are sometimes used in the Bible to provide emphasis.  He also deals with the well-known midrash, cited by Rashi as well and found in B.T. Shabbat 22a, that the pit had no water, but it did have snakes and scorpions.  The idea that snakes and scorpions are found where water is lacking is imported from Deut. 8:15:  “who led you through the wilderness with its seraph serpents and scorpions, a parched land with no water in it...”  

The usual interpretation of this midrash to Gen. 37: 24 is that the second statement, “there was no water in it,” modifies, or limits, the first, “the pit was empty.”  Thus the two statements that were previously viewed as tautological may now be seen as contradictory.  Troubled by this approach, because establishing a contradiction does not solve the problem, Kogut
 offers a different interpretation of the midrash.  It is based on a different possible vocalization of the text and on alternate punctuation.

The word req, meaning “empty” and used here to describe the pit, is also found in biblical Hebrew with the vocalization riq (Ps. 2:1).  Both of these are presumably forms descended from *rayq, with the dipthong ay contracting alternately to e and i.  Similarly, qayin (*qayn), may be found contracted to qeni (Gen. 15:19) or to qinim (I Chron. 2:55).  A dipthong may also contract to a, as in the form ‘an (le’an, ‘anah) from ‘ayin (*’ayn).  Thus *rayq could conceivably contract to raq.  With this as the background to the midrash, a darshan who reads req, “empty,” as raq, also meaning “empty,” would then homiletically switch this with the word raq that means “only.”  The new reading of the verse that emerges from this midrash is, “and [regarding] the pit - only water was not in it,” with the break following bor, pit, against the ta`amim, which place a zaqef on req.

In addition to providing an interesting understanding of a midrash which all of the students have studied before, and relating to the ta`amim, citing this analysis gives a wealth of linguistic background and terminology.  The student leaves with a grasp not only of the principle of contraction of dipthongs, but the concept that the Hebrew language has developed over time, prior to, throughout, and following the biblical period.  Depending on how interested the students seem, this may be an opportunity to present other examples of dipthongs in ways that introduce other issues in the development of the language.  For instance, Amos (8:1-2) is shown a keluv qayitz and is told that the qetz is coming;  the connection between the vision and its interpretation is strengthened by the fact that Amos is a northern prophet, and in the dialect of northern Israel, the two words would have been pronounced in roughly the same way (*qeytz).  Another example could be given through the names of some letters of the Hebrew alphabet alongside their early incarnations as pictograms;  thus bet from bayit (*beyt), or mem from mayim (*meym).  In this manner students will have a better grasp of the lesson at hand, through further applications, and will have been introduced to principles such as regional dialects and paleo-Hebrew, which will add to their understanding and body of knowledge and perhaps serve them in the future.  If the material is too sophisticated for the audience, it may of course be omitted.  However, in this case it is not necessary to err on the side of caution, as students rarely feel bored or confused by this material;  at the very least they find it an interesting curiosity.
Midrash

(
Rashi to verse 29 cites the familiar midrash (B.R. 84:15) responding to the question of where Reuven had gone, that he now returns to the pit.  Various interpretations found in the commentaries seem to arise from the context (see Radaq).  The second statement in the midrash, however, seems purely associative with Reuven, and completely disengaged from the context of verse 29.  The midrash states that Reuven had left because he was involved in repentance for his act of taking Bilhah, his father’s concubine (recorded in Gen. 35:22).  Apparently the darshan sees that Reuven is isolated in the current story, and relates this to the most recent occasion on which Reuven acted in isolation from the other brothers.  However, one would think that Reuven, while trying to save Yosef from the pit, would not allow him to be distracted from this mission by something of no direct relevance.  Thus the following interpretation, psychological in nature, seeks the relevance of Reuven’s repentance to the scene by the pit.  Reuven’s act of taking his father’s concubine may have been motivated, or justified to himself, by socio-political considerations.  As with Absalom’s taking of David’s concubines on the advice of Ahitophel in order to assert himself as the strong leader (II Sam. 16:20-23), Reuven’s act serves to establish him, the firstborn, as his father’s successor, despite the fact that he does not seem to be the brother with the strongest leadership qualities.  When the brothers plot to kill Yosef, Reuven finds himself with a desire to rescue him.  In other words, he realizes that Yosef indeed has a place in the family, and there may even be some truth to the dreams that establish him as the leader.  Reuven’s acknowledgment to himself that Yosef may be the next leader, or even leaving his mind, and history, open to this possibility, is tantamount to admission that what he did with Bilhah was not an act in the political arena, but a mere crime of lust.  Thus he is prompted, and that fateful moment, to recognize and atone for his sins.

 
This analysis is predicated on the assumption that Reuven in fact slept with Bilhah, as stated in the text.  Students frequently object, citing the midrash that he merely rearranged the beds, and this provides an opportunity to discuss historical accuracy versus agenda-driven exegesis in midrash.  It is important in this case to stress that the midrash is the text under consideration, not Rashi’s position as one who also cites the midrash about moving the beds.
Textual Witnesses

(
In verse 23, the brothers strip Yosef of his cloak prior to throwing him into the pit:  “they stripped Yosef of his tunic (‘et kutanto), the ornamented tunic (‘et ketonet hapassim) that was on him.”  The double reference to the garment seems extraneous, and ‘et kutanto is indeed absent from the Syriac translation as well as from the Septuagint.  Citing these variants demonstrates that at some point, someone thought this belonged in the verse, while someone else did not.  Given that MT contains this phrase, the question of its significance may be addressed.  Students quickly agree that he verse reads smoothly without it, providing impetus to discuss and justify it, with the emphasis on the symbolism of the cloak and the message of the dreams and the cloak together that brings the brothers to the act they are about to commit. 
Source Criticism

(
Speiser
 identifies two literary strands in this narrative.  In one, there is a father named Yisrael, the brother who wants to save Yosef is Yehudah, and Yosef is sold to the Ishmaelites.  In the other, the father is Yaakov, Reuven is the well-intentioned brother, and the Midianites find Yosef in the pit, pull him out, and sell him into Egyptian slavery.  This analysis, which is not endorsed by all source critics, focuses on some difficulties, or duplications, in the biblical text.  One of these has already been explicitly addressed in the course;  the comparison and interplay between Yehudah and Reuven are significant throughout their roles in the narrative, and may be viewed as integral to it.  The issue of the two names of Yaakov may be addressed ideologically, and emphasized or de-emphasized textually.  It is the third issue, that of who sold Yosef to whom, that is the most vexing and to which citation of Speiser may draw attention.  An exploration of the texts regarding this issue involves 37:27-28 and 37:36/39:1.  The discrepancy surrounds the nationality of the traders.  Another key question is the subject of the latter parts of verse 28;  by this account, the brothers never in fact sold Yosef into slavery (see Rashbam), as per Speiser’s second literary thread.  It is only armed with an understanding of the textual difficulties that students will identify the motivating factors behind the approaches of Rashi, that Yosef was sold multiple times, and Ramban, that there were merchants and there were agents, whose identities may be used interchangeably.  Using Speiser is but one way to arrive at and strengthen such an understanding, and may not be the best way, due to the considerations outlined in the section on Source Criticism in “Tools and Methodologies” above.
Unit 4:  Yehudah and Tamar

Genesis 38

מקורות
פסוק א

"ויהי בעת ההיא" - רש"י, ראב"ע

This chapter is an interruption to, not a continuation of, the Yosef narrative, whose thread is picked up with the resumptive repetition at the beginning of chapter 39.  Therefore, chapter 38 is not studied in depth in this course, but discussed in terms of its connection to the narrative.  There are a number of possible (and not mutually exclusive) approaches that may be presented, and any or all of them may be used to highlight themes explored throughout the course, such as sin and culpability and struggles for leadership within the family.


The story of Yehudah and Tamar contains some literary parallels to that of the sale of Yosef, primarily in terms of word choice.  Perhaps chapter 38 is intended to reflect on chapter 37, with the indictment of 38:26, the call to recognize Yehudah’s possessions left as collateral, causing the less than innocent use of the same terminology in 37:32 to resonate with the reader.


A second possibility is a thematic parallel with chapter 39, specifically the story of Yosef and Potiphar’s wife.  Yehudah fails and succumbs to his desires, while Yosef resists and overcomes them.  This contrast reflects favorably upon the hero of the primary narrative.


Third, the issue may be the growth and development of Yehudah himself.  He has always been a dynamic leader, and people listen to him.  However, in chapter 38, he learns to admit his mistakes and take responsibility for his actions:  “She is more in the right than I (38:26).”  Thus he moves from “What do we gain by killing our brother (37:26)” to “I myself will be surety for him;  you may hold me responsible (43:9).”  Reuven, while well-intentioned throughout, is ineffectual, both in his plan to return and save Yosef (37:21-22) and in his offer to Yaakov, “You may kill my two sons if I do not bring him back to you (42:37).”


A fourth approach is to minimize the intrinsic relationship between chapter 38 and either or both of the surrounding chapters.  Rather, the Torah includes chapter 38 for some independent reason, be it as a morality tale or to provide genealogical information, and the question is why it is told in a place that is disruptive to narrative continuity.  Perhaps this is the point;  just as Yosef’s family at the end of chapter 37 does not know where he is, and does not have the luxury of following his progress in Egypt, the reader needs to be torn from that tale and left to wonder about Yosef’s fate.

Unit 5:  Yosef in Potiphar’s House

Genesis 39


מקורות
פסוק א

"ויוסף הורד מצרימה" - רש"י, רד"ק

פסוק ב

רד"ק, ספורנו

פסוק ג

"כי ה' אתו" - אונקלוס, רש"י, רמב"ן

פסוק ו

"כי אם הלחם" - רש"י, רשב"ם, ראב"ע

"ויהי יוסף יפה תאר" - רש"י

פסוק ז

רש"י, רד"ק

פסוק ט

"וחטאתי לא-להים" - רמב"ן

פסוק יא

סוטה לו: "אמר רב חנא בר ביזנא..."

אונקלוס

פסוקים כ-כג

פסידו-יונתן

This chapter represents Yosef’s second rise to favor, parallel to that in his father’s house, which is followed once again by a fall, this time to an Egyptian jail, where he again rises.  The first reference to God in the story occurs here, in the voice of the narrator and in Potiphar’s mind, but not in Yosef’s consciousness.  The question of Yosef’s behavior as the cause of his troubles arises once again in the story of Potiphar’s wife.  Yosef has been judged throughout history according to his behavior here, and the two opposing viewpoints are represented in a series of texts.  From a literary perspective, this story exemplifies the retold tale, and the differences among the three versions, one told by the narrator and two by Potiphar’s wife to different audiences, are explored.


The end of the chapter describes Yosef’s third rise, in the Egyptian jail, and the terms used strongly parallel the beginning of the chapter.

Aramaic Targumim

(
Onqelos translates the references to God being with Yosef in verses 2-3 as “the word of God helped Yosef.  This is an example of the tendency in Onqelos to distance the text from anthropomorphic implications, or at the very least to use extremely lofty language to discuss God’s presence and actions.

(
Onqelos to verse 11 does not translate melakhto, “his work,” directly.  Rather, he supplies that the work involved was checking the accounting books.  By doing this, he takes a stand on the debate regarding whether melakhto is to be read literally or euphemistically (see Midrash below), defending Yosef’s pure intentions on the fateful day.

(
PJ to verse 20, in which Potiphar jails Yosef, adds that Potiphar consulted with his priests who determined Yosef’s innocence, and therefore did not kill him but merely jailed him.  This is an interpolation within the narrative framework.  The expected punishment for the attempted rape of an important official’s wife should be death, and the fact that Yosef is not killed indicates that Potiphar is aware of his innocence;  by the same token, doing nothing would shame his wife, so jail is the only option.  This comment provides insight into the role of Potiphar, who is generally presented as a benign or even positive figure in Yosef’s life.  This is also a good text for the exercise of finding word for word correspondence between the targum and the verse and isolating the additions.
Midrash

(
Rashi to verse 3, which states that Potiphar saw that God was with Yosef, cites a midrash (Tanhuma 8) which interprets this to mean that Yosef frequently mentioned the name of God.  Thus Potiphar has something to see, or perceive (in this case, by hearing), to indicate to him some connection between Yosef and God.  The name of God appears on various occasions throughout the story, and is used in conversation between Yosef and Egyptians (e.g. 40:8, 41:38).  In these instances, it is the name Elohim that is used, which could perhaps function as a shared language of discourse among people who believe in different deities.  In verse 3, however, the name used is the Tetragrammaton, with which Potiphar has no experience.  Thus even if he were to independently attribute Yosef’s success to God, he would do it with a different name of God.  These textual and ideological factors motivate the midrash to place in Yosef’s mouth a verbal cue to Potiphar.  Beyond this, the midrash indeed attributes mention of God to Yosef - something that is otherwise strikingly and disturbingly absent from the text.

(
At the end of verse 6, the text relates that Yosef was attractive, in the same terminology used to describe his mother (Gen. 29:13).  This anticipates the next verse, providing a reason for Potiphar’s wife’s attraction to him (see Ramban).  Rashi cites a midrash which reads wayyehi as “he became” rather than “he was,” and blames Yosef for making himself attractive, focusing on his physical appearance (see Unit 1, midrash on na`ar) at a time that his father was in mourning for him.  In a direct response to this behavior, God let Potiphar’s wife loose on him.  This continues the theme of God’s hand in history and sin where there appears to be punishment, as well as the general casting of Yosef in a less than flattering light.

(
The midrash found in Sotah 36b presents a debate about Yosef’s intentions on the fateful day with Potiphar’s wife.  The primary exegetical issue is the phrase in verse 11, “and it was on that day,” with the definite article seeming to indicate a particular time.  Thus it was an Egyptian holiday in which Yosef was not participating, and Potiphar’s wife feigned illness so they could be home alone together.  This involves a euphemistic reading of melakhto, “his work,” and so the debate is couched in terms of whether this indeed means his work or whether it refers to sinning with Potiphar’s wife (see also Aramaic Targumim, above).  For those subscribing to the latter position, he stops himself at the last minute when his father’s image appears to him in the window.  One may argue that he who wanted to sin but refrained from doing so is greater than he who had no initial desire to do so.  Whatever philosophical judgment is made, this is yet another example of a midrashic reading which blames Yosef for his fate.    
ANE

(
Yosef is sold to an Egyptian official named Potiphar.  This name is similar to that of Yosef’s future father-in-law, Potiphera.  It is frequently assumed that Potiphar is in  fact a shortened form of Potiphera, either because the two are in fact the same person (Sotah 13b), or to distinguish the two from each other, whereby Potiphar is the one who holds the position of chief steward and Potiphera is the priest of ‘on.  Attempts have been made to associate the etymology of “Potiphar” with a job description, a title meaning “chief steward,” but such is not attested in Egyptian documents.  Rather, the name in its full form, Potiphera, is likely theophoric, with Pa-di-pa-re meaning “he whom Re (the sun-god) has given,” akin to the Hebrew Netan-‘el.
  


This discussion is undertaken at this point, the beginning of chapter 39, rather than the first time the name appears, at the end of chapter 37.  This is to incorporate it into the actual story related to Potiphar, rather than tacking it onto chapter 37, at a point when other themes and textual issues are being addressed.

(
The Egyptian “Tale of Two Brothers” is a story with many strong parallels to that of Yosef and Potiphar’s wife.  One brother’s wife attempts to seduce the other brother, and when rejected, accuses him.  When bringing a text such as this into the classroom, it is important to have a goal or conclusion other than that the texts are parallel.  Otherwise, the question of borrowing or influence has been raised but not addressed, or the text is simply of no relevance.  It is useful to provide a section of the text itself for students to read and get a taste of the story and its genre.  However, reading Sarna’s
 presentation in addition to this gives dimension and relevance that a classroom discussion alone may not succeed in doing.  Sarna writes, “It is very unlikely that this particular story was the direct source of the tale about Joseph and Potiphar’s wife.  However, as an Egyptian literary theme, it may well have influenced the artistic form in which the biblical story has been recorded.  A contrasting analysis of the two stories will help clarify the distinctive biblical presentation and make manifest the spirit which animated it.”  He goes on to present this analysis, focusing on the conception of morality found in the Torah and its contrast with that of the ANE.  In this manner, the “Tale of Two Brothers” passes the tests of applicability, dogma, and relevance as outlined in “Tools and Methodologies” above, and has a contribution to make in this context.
Works from the Second Temple Period  

(
As demonstrated throughout this study, there is a tendency in rabbinic interpretation to blame Yosef for that which befalls him, in chapters 37 and 39 alike.  On the other hand, Yosef’s reputation has been preserved in his traditional delineation as Yosef hatzaddiq.  It is this picture of Yosef that is found in early exegesis, works from the Second Temple period, and he is depicted in an especially positive light in the episode with Potiphar’s wife.  Thus Jubilees (chapter 39) expands and embellishes the story.  Among the added details is Yosef remembering the prohibition against adultery, taught to him by Yaakov, who learned it from Avraham.  This is typical of  Jubilees, which seeks to demonstrate revelation and transmission of commandments to the forefathers.  I Maccabees 2:53, in the middle of Matityahu’s deathbed speech exhorting his sons to remain true to their faith as did their fathers before them, cites Yosef as a positive example:  “Yosef in his time of  distress observed the commandment and became master of Egypt,” in a clear reference to the episode with Potiphar’s wife.  Likewise, IV Maccabees 2:2, in the section on the law’s compatibility with reason, declares, “it is on these very grounds that the temperate Yosef is praised, because through his own rational faculty he gained mastery over his sensuality...,” and then goes on to cite the prohibition against adultery from Ex. 20:17.  All of these examples serve to provide another voice to the process of assessment and analysis of Yosef as presented in these chapters, and force one to explore more closely the texts that express a more negative message, as well as the motivations behind them. 
Unit 6:  Interpreter of Dreams

Genesis 40

מקורות

פסוק א

פסידו-יונתן, רש"י, ראב"ע

פסוק ד

רש"י, רשב"ם

פסוק ה

פסידו-יונתן

"ויחלמו חלום שניהם" - רש"י

"איש כפתרון חלומו" - רש"י, ראב"ע, רד"ק

פסוק י

"והיא כפרחת" - אונקלוס, רש"י, רד"ק, רמב"ן

פסוק טו

"מארץ העברים" - רמב"ן

פסוק כג

פסידו-יונתן (ותה' קה:יט)

ראב"ע, רשב"ם, רד"ק

This chapter is ostensibly about the butler and the baker, but from a literary perspective, it is clear that it is intended to move along the narrative of Yosef’s life;  thus the segment opens (40:2) and closes (40:23) with references to him.  The reader has already seen in chapter 37 that Yosef is a dreamer.  Here it is established that he is also an interpreter of dreams, one who finally attributes his success to God (40:8).  This provides pause for the reader to reflect on Yosef’s dreams and the truth that may lie therein.  Adding to this tense anticipation is the recurrence of the expression nasa’ rosh, with three different meanings.  First, “In three days Pharaoh will pardon you (lit. lift up your head) and restore you to your post (40:13);”  second, “In three days Pharaoh will lift off your head and impale you upon a pole (40:19);” and finally, “...and he singled out (lit. lifted the head of) his chief cupbearer and his chief baker from all his officials (40:20).”  The stage is set, and the reader is left to wonder in what manner Yosef’s head will be “lifted.”
 

Ta`amei haMiqra

(
Rashi to verse 5, wayyahalmu halom sheneihem, “both of them dreamt a dream,” offers two interpretations.  The one that he terms the simple meaning is, each of them dreamt a dream.  The midrash which he quotes (B.R. 88:4) states that each of them dreamt both dreams, his own dream and the interpretation of the dream of the other.  Thus the baker could know that Yosef’s interpretation to the butler’s dream was a “good” one (verse 16), understanding “good” to reflect upon the quality, not the content, of the interpretation.  


It is this midrashic approach which is may be reflected in the ta`amim.  There is no pausal ta`am on the word halom, as would be anticipated if this were the object of the verb wayyahalmu. Thus the ta`amim leave open the possibility that the object is in fact halom sheneihem, “the dream of both of them” or “their joint dream,” as posited by the midrash. 
Aramaic Targumim

(
A detail missing from the text at the beginning of the chapter is why the butler and the baker are imprisoned.  “They sinned (40:1)” is not specific, and therefore attempts are made to identify the sin (see Rashi).  PJ offers that a plan was reported in their names to poison and kill the king.  This interpretation seems to be influenced by the description in Esther 2:18 and 6:2 of two court officials who planned to kill the king.  Thus one finds here an example of the application of later biblical texts to earlier material.

(
PJ to verse 23 again introduces the theme of divine intervention and preordination.  Yosef should not have asked the butler to remember him, but should have relied solely on God, and therefore the butler does not remember him and he is left in jail until the predetermined time.  Thus the power, or even the responsibility, of the individual to take any steps he can to help himself even in a framework of belief in God is denied.


This is the juncture for a thematic development of the midrashic tendency to downplay Yosef’s strength and goodness of character.  In order for a character to mature, grow, and develop into a leader, he must start at a lower point.  Thus for the Yosef narrative to be about his growing strength of character and the qualities that make him a leader, he must begin as less than perfect,  similar to the development of Yehudah, and as opposed to the stagnation one finds with Reuven.  Yosef’s flaw is emphasis of self and de-emphasis of God.  Thus he admires himself in the mirror and self-righteously tattles on his brothers, but does not mention God, even when his Egyptian master perceives a divine presence.  Finally, in 40:8, he acknowledges that God is the source of dream interpretation/fulfillment, reflecting an understanding of God’s hand in human events, another theme that is introduced by midrashim as it is lacking in the text.  At this point, he in particular must demonstrate his readiness for the greatness that awaits him, by completely putting his faith in God;  his ultimate rise to power is postponed because he does not. 
ANE

(
In verse 15 Yosef refers to his birthplace as “the land of the `ivrim.”  The term `ivri also appears in 39:14,17, and there may be discussed in terms of the agenda behind the formulation of Potiphar’s wife’s retelling of the story.  The occurrence here provides an opportunity to explore the meaning of the term throughout the Bible and in the ANE.


The question is whether the ANE material truly sheds light on the biblical usage in this instance.  There is an Akkadian term habiru (also attested in different forms in other ANE languages) which is a socio-economic designation of landless outsiders who may hire themselves out as mercenaries and to whom local laws do not entirely apply.  This seems to describe many contexts in which `ivri is used, but in the Bible it is also clearly a national or ethnic designation.  Thus the origins of the word `ivri and its level of relatedness to habiru may be debated, and providing students with some level of background provides the opportunity for such a discussion in the classroom.  Half of the class may read the article on `ivri  (from the Encyclopedia Miqra’it) while the other half reads the entry under habiru, and they present and debate their findings, discovering that scholarship is not as objective as one may think, and that they can play an active role in such a discussion. 
(
The exegetical problem of verse 23 is its tautological nature;  “and he forgot him” is simply a restatement of “he did not remember him.”  Thus there are various attempts made to distinguish between the two, for instance with the first being immediate and the second, long term (Rashi, Rashbam).  Ibn Ezra asserts that lo’ zakhar, “he did not remember,” actually indicates a verbal activity, “he did not mention.”  However, in order for z-k-r to indicate speech, it should be in the hiphil form, as presented by Ibn Ezra in his paraphrase, lo’ hizkiro.  This difficulty may be overcome by citing the Akkadian cognate, zakarum, which means “to speak, say, name” even in its G-stem (qal) declension.  Thus verbal activity is part of the semantic range of z-k-r, and it would be unusual but not impossible for it to be used in this manner in biblical Hebrew as well.

Questions for Further Investigation

There are two areas which arise out of this study and are worthy of attention.  The first is the issue of God, faith, morality, or however one would like to term the impact upon the student’s religious being that a Bible class in a yeshiva setting usually purports to have.  It is certainly the responsibility of the teacher to point out the messages reflected in the various texts, primary or secondary, and to develop them thematically when appropriate, as this is part and parcel of the study of text.  Does this responsibility end there, with the students left to draw their own conclusions about the applicability of these messages and lessons in their own lives?  Or should the teacher explicitly address these issues, although it may be at the expense of academic rigor?


The second question is a curricular one.  By making the statement in the classroom that there are disciplines Perhaps it would be appropriate to offer students courses, hugim, or lecture series focusing exclusively on the areas foreign to them.  Do classes entitled “The Bible and the Ancient Near East,” “Introduction to Qumran Literature,” and “Biblical Philology” belong on the schedule alongside “Ramban al haTorah,” “Sefer Bemidbar,” and “Nevi’im Aharonim”? Or do they offend our religious and educational sensibilities, even if the latter group of courses incorporates to some degree material from the former?  This discussion would center around ideology as well as around definition of priorities.
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