Chapter 2: Justifying Redundancies 
Δι. λέγ’ ἕτερον αὐτῷ· σὺ δ’ ἐπιτήρει τὸ βλάβος.

Αι. “σωτὴρ γενοῦ μοι σύμμαχός τ’ αἰτουμένῳ.

ἥκω γὰρ εἰς γῆν τήνδε καὶ κατέρχομαι.”

Ευ. δὶς ταὐτὸν ἡμῖν εἶπεν ὁ σοφὸς Αἰσχύλος.

Δι. πῶς δίς; 
Ευ. σκόπει τὸ ῥῆμ’· ἐγὼ δέ σοι φράσω. 

“ἥκω γὰρ εἰς γῆν,” φησί, “καὶ κατέρχομαι·” 
“ἥκω” δὲ ταὐτόν ἐστι τῷ “κατέρχομαι”. […]

Αι. οὐ δῆτα τοῦτό γ’, ὦ κατεστωμυλμένε 
ἄνθρωπε, ταὔτ’ ἔστ’, ἀλλ’ ἄριστ’ ἐπῶν ἔχον.

Δι. πῶς δή; δίδαξον γάρ με καθ’ ὅτι δὴ λέγεις;

Αι. ‘ἐλθεῖν’ μὲν εἰς γῆν ἔσθ’ ὅτῳ μετῇ πάτρας·

χωρὶς γὰρ ἄλλης συμφορᾶς ἐλήλυθεν·

φεύγων δ’ ἀνὴρ ‘ἥκει’ τε καὶ ‘κατέρχεται’. […]

σὺ δὲ πῶς ἐποίεις τοὺς προλόγους;

Ευ.               ἐγὼ φράσω. 
κἄν που δὶς εἴπω ταὐτόν, ἢ στοιβὴν ἴδῃς 
ἐνοῦσαν ἔξω τοῦ λόγου, κατάπτυσον.

DIONYSUS: Recite another line for him.

[to Euripides] And you, take care about the damage you inflict.

AESCHYLUS: “. . . my father’s power, be my rescuer,
my ally, answering the prayers I make.
I’ve come back and returned unto this land.”

EURIPIDES: The skilful Aeschylus has just revealed
the same thing twice.

DIONYSUS: How so?

EURIPIDES: Look at the verse. All right, I’ll tell you—“I’ve come back”
is followed by the word “returned”—coming back and returning—they mean the same. […]

AESCHYLUS: You blithering idiot,        
it’s not the same at all. That line of verse
has beautifully chosen words.

EURIPIDES: It does? Then show me what you mean.

AESCHYLUS: To come unto a land
refers to someone with a native home—
he’s come back—there’s nothing else implied.
But when a man arrives who’s been an exile,   
he comes back and returns. […]

AESCHYLUS: All right, how do you compose your prologues?

EURIPIDES: I’ll tell you. And if I say the same thing twice
or you see extra padding there, some verse
that doesn’t suit the plot, then spit on me.  (Aristophanes, Frogs, 1151-1179)

Introduction

One of the most striking hermeneutical faultlines between the school of R. Ishamel and the school of R. Akiva is their approach to words or verses which seem to be redundant.
 R. Ishamel and his school interpret such redundancies as part of the stylistic features of the Torah. The school of R. Akiva, on the other hand, opposes the possibility of superfluous expressions in the Torah and therefore seeks to expound each apparent redundancy and derive from it new content.

Yet this hermeneutical difference between the schools actually reveals the great similarity between them. The question of whether to explain redundancies as stylistic features or as a potential for expounding indicates that both schools identify and mark the very same redundancies. It would seem though that most scholars implicitly assume that these redundancies exist objectively and independently. Yet are such features really a-temporal and context-less? So, for example, when the author of the biblical text uses such constructs as איש איש (ish ish, lit. “a man a man”), does he regard this as a duplication which needs to be explained (as some rabbis do), or as a completely unmarked expression? Did the original readers of these Biblical texts even pause to note such expressions, let alone feel any need to justify or explain them?
Rather, as I shall argue in this chapter, identifying, isolating and marking certain expressions or features as redundant is a product of concrete aesthetic, grammatical and literary sensitivities of a particular period.
 Therefore, both the sages who seek to expound such redundancies and those who regards them as a stylistic features share the same textual sensitivities firmly anchored in time and place. 
To demonstrate this, I shall examine in this chapter the approaches of both schools to redundancies on the backdrop of contemporary scholarly discourses, as redundancies were discussed by Homeric commentators, authors of grammatical and rhetorical treatises as well as by Philo and other Jewish-Hellenistic biblical scholars. Surprisingly, despite the clear difference between Greek and Biblical Hebrew, both in language and style, Jewish and Greek scholars address similar stylistic features in their respective canonical texts. 
The first two parts of this chapter will deal with repetitions and synonyms. In the first and central part I shall focus on the dispute between the school of R. Ishmael and that of R. Akiva regarding two kinds of repetitions: the paronomastic infinitive and the duplication of the word ish (man), since it is only in the context of these two repetitions that we find the Ishmaelian dictum: “The Tora spoke in the human tongue”. I shall examine this rabbinic dispute in light of rhetorical treatises, Homeric scholarship and Philo. Based on this comparison I shall argue that the Ishmaelian dictum should be understood as referring to the literary language and not to the spoken one. In addition, I shall argue that it is possible that R. Ishmael’s literary approach was impacted by that of Alexandrian Jewish commentators. 

The second part shall analyze the dispute between the schools of R. Ishmael and R. Akiva concerning synonyms, on the backdrop of the Homeric scholarship and Philo’s commentary. Here too I shall argue that through a cautious reading of Philo it is possible to reconstruct a dispute among Jewish commentators in Alexandria which precedes and mirrors that of the rabbis. 
The third part will deal with the role of transitional formulae, which might seem to be redundant as they do not seem to convey content. I shall compare the comments of the Homeric scholars regarding Homer’s transitions from one scene to another with the stylistic approach of the school of R. Ishmael to the openings and conclusions of verses and pericopes. 
The fourth and final section focuses on one of the most striking features of Rabbinic biblical commentary: the isolation of particles (conjunctions, disjunctions etc.) and their treatment as independent conveyers of content. I argue that the very markedness of these particles is a result of a new linguistic sensitivity created by the rise of grammar as a self-standing science, which strove to systematically catalogue and define the various particles. 
Beyond tracing the differences between the various commentators and schools, this chapter also seeks to demonstrate how they all actually share the same reading horizon, comprised of similar aesthetic, grammatical and rhetorical sensitivities.

Part I: Repetitions
1.1 Introduction 

Homeric scholars often commented on Homer’s use of various rhetorical and stylistic techniques, ranging from the structure of large units to the analysis of single words. So, for example, the Homeric scholars tend to commend Homer on his use of stylistic variations (ποικιλία) in his work and on his avoidance of uniformity and monotonousness when describing similar scenes.
 Such variations are manifest both in the order of events and in the choice of words. Armed with rhetorical sensitivities the scholars also addressed redundancies which resulted from various forms of repetitions. At times, there were content in merely noting and classifying the rhetorical tropes, but at times they also wished to better understand why Homer used a particular stylistic technique and what was its possible effect on the reader.     
Such a meticulous attentiveness to Homer’s style lies at the basis of many of the comments scattered throughout the scholia, in particular in those originating from Aristarchus, according to which certain words are redundant (περισσός). In these comments Aristarchus does not deal with text criticism, unlike his comments concerning redundant lines which he tend to athetizes (i.e. mark as spurious).
 He does not intend to mark these words as inauthentic, but rather to draw the reader’s attention to the fact that these words do not add any semantic value to the sentence and could be ignored when discussing the content. These words seem to be deemed as stylistic redundancies, which are mostly needed for metrical reasons.  
Contrary to Aristarchus’ approach, there were those who regarded redundant words as a blemish (βλάβος), as is evident from Aeschilus’ critique of Euripides’ wordy style in the excerpt from The Frogs, cited at the head of this chapter. Porphyry in his Homeric Questions brings many examples of such criticism levelled against Homer:
 
αἰτιῶνταί τινες τὰς τοιαύτας προσθήκας ὡς περιττάς· γάλα λευκόν (Il. 4.434; 5.902)· ποῖον γὰρ γάλα μέλαν; τάφρον ὀρυκτήν (Il. 8.179, 9.67, 20.49)· πῶς γὰρ ἂν γένοιτο τάφρος; ὑγρὸν ἔλαιον (Il. 23.281; Od. 6.79, 251, 7.107)· σκληρὸν γὰρ πότ’ ἂν γένοιτο; ὀφθαλμοῖσιν ἰδών (Il. 3.28)· πῶς γάρ τις ἂν ἴδοι; οἱ δ’ οὔασι πάντες ἄκουον (Il. 12.442)· οὐ γάρ πως ἄλλῃ αἰσθήσει ἀκούομεν. ἀλλ’ ὅτε δὴ Λυκίην ἷξε Ξάνθον τε ῥέοντα(Il. 7.172)· ποῖος γὰρ ἄλλος ποταμὸς οὐ ῥεῖ; 

Some censure epithets like these as superfluous (ὡς περιττάς): "white milk" (Il. 4.432, 5.902); for what milk is black? "a dug trench" (e.g. Il. 8.179); for how would a trench result [if not from digging]? "wet olive oil" (e.g. Il. 23.281); for how could it ever be hard? "seeing with eyes" (Il. 3.28); for how would anyone see? "they all heard with [their] ears" (Il. 12.442); for we do not hear with any other sense perception? “but when he reached flowing Xanthus” (7.172); for what other rivers did not flow? 

Porphyry quotes anonymous critics who found fault with Homer for using redundant words, which supposedly add no information. It would seem that these commentators opposed Aristotle’s literary-rhetorical approach, who regarded these redundancies as stylistic measures common in the poetic language. So, for example, in his Rhetoric (3. 3.3 1046a), Aristotle writes the following:
τρίτον δ’ ἐν τοῖς ἐπιθέτοις τὸ ἢ μακροῖς ἢ ἀκαίροις ἢ πυκνοῖς χρῆσθαι· ἐν μὲν γὰρ ποιήσει πρέπει “γάλα λευκὸν” εἰπεῖν, ἐν δὲ λόγῳ τὰ μὲν ἀπρεπέστερα·

Third is use of epithets that are long or untimely or frequent. In poetry it is appropriate to speak of “white milk,” but in a speech such things are rather unsuitable.
 
According to Aristotle, the adjective “white”, does not add any information when describing milk, and thus is unsuitable for daily speech. But in poetry it is acceptable on stylistic grounds. 
Yet in order to reject the accusations of these anonymous critics, Porphyry does not follow Aristotle’s argument that these are stylistic redundancies typical of poetry. On the contrary. Porphyry goes on to explain in detail how each of these epithets add concrete content which is not self-evident, and therefore they are not at all redundant.

Thus he argues that not every trench is excavated but some are created naturally; Homer points out that milk is white because it does not admit shade; describing oil as wet is intended to distinguish it from other liquids for it does not dry out; seeing with the eyes is opposed to seeing through one’s imagination or in a dream; hearing with ears means that they heard it directly and via a report; it is necessary to say “flowing Xanthus” in order to stress that it is a river since Xantus is also a city in Lycia. 
Not all these answers originated from Porphyry, but rather some are dependent on an exegetical tradition. So, for example, already Plutarch in his Quaestiones convivales (6, 9) brings a similar answer to the question why the poet uses ‘wet’ to describe oil. It would seem therefore that Porphyry, as he is wont, preserves an ancient discussion concerning redundancies, which probably took place in the first century CE if not earlier.
Porphyry seals his detailed response with the following general statement:

καὶ ὅλως ἐπὶ πάντων τῶν τοιούτων ζητῶν τις εὑρήσει εὔλογον τὴν τῆς προσθήκης αἰτίαν.
 Generally, any one inquiring (ζητῶν) on all such [words] will find a reasonable cause for the epithet.

It is important to emphasize once again that both the critique of the anonymous commentators and Porphyry’s response to it are founded on the same aesthetic perception of a literary text: redundant words, which do not add content, are considered a fundamental flaw in the work and attest to the author’s poetic limitations. 
As Maren Niehoff has demonstrated in detail, Philo too addresses many times the stylistic features of the Torah. In his commentaries he uses various technical terms for stylistic analysis which were prevalent among the scholars in Alexandria, especially Aristarchus: 
In line with his Homeric predecessor, Philo pays special attention to the author's habitual and typical usage. Whereas Aristarchus explored the ways in which ‘Homer customarily speaks’ (εἴωθε λέγειν), Philo explains the stylistic habits of Moses (εἴωθε καλεῖν).

Philo, like Aristarchus, dedicates much attention to what seem be redundancies. Yet, unlike the Alexandrian Homeric scholars who believed that there might indeed be superfluous words (περισσός) in Homer, Philo assumes that the Bible does not contain any redundancy.
 In this, Philo’s approach is similar to that of Porphyry. The two even address similar redundancies: Porphyry explains the seemingly redundant expression “they all listened to him with their ears”, while Philo deals with true meaning of Ex. 24:7: “and he read in the ears of the people”.
 Philo’s approach to redundancies is clearly articulated in a declaration in the third book of the Allegorical Laws: “Do not let any subtle point escape your notice, for you will not find any single pointless expression” (παρατήρει δὲ πᾶσαν τὴν λεπτολογίαν, οὐδὲν γὰρ λεχθὲν παρέργως εὑρήσεις).
 What might seem to be redundancies are accounted for by the shift form a literal to an allegorical commentary. In fact, according to Philo, Moses intentionally included seemingly redundant expressions in order to force the reader to abandon the literal understanding in favor of an allegorical approach.
 

 Throughout his allegorical treatises Philo repeatedly tries to problematize the literal approach to the Bible and convince his readers of the necessity of an allegorical reading. It would seem, as Niehoff has convincingly argued, that his audience were familiar with literal commentaries, which were most likely composed by Jewish biblical exegetes influenced by the Homeric scholarship of the period.
 From the fact that Philo often emphasizes that there are no redundancies in the Bible, it is possible to deduce that those anonymous commentators, of whose work almost nothing survives, explained the redundancies in the Bible along the lines of Aristarchus, arguing that they are merely a stylistic feature which does not convey any hidden meaning. Thus it is possible that Philo’s polemic with contemporary biblical commentators was not only one between literal and allegorical exegetes, but also between an approach, such as that of Aristotle and Aristarchus, which regards redundancies as a stylistic feature, and an approach, reflected in Porphyry and the critics he cites, which views redundancies as a significant blemish.  
On this backdrop I wish to examine in this section the approaches of R. Akiva and R. Ishmael to repetitions. Comparing the rabbinic approaches to redundancies and the underlying textual concepts with those of the Homeric scholars, rhetoricians, Philo and his contemporary biblical exegetes, I wish to demonstrate that the disputes among the Palestinian schools display interesting similarities to the Alexandrian disputes between allegorical and literal readings, not only generally, but also in specific examples. R. Ishmael’s approach that the Torah spoke in “human tongue” is similar, as I shall argue, to that found in the Homeric scholarship and in the literal approach of some Alexandrian Jewish exegetes; whereas R. Akiva follows the same exegetical assumptions which guide Philo in his allegorical exegesis, even though he uses it for other purposes. 
Besides demonstrating the similarities between the disputes among Alexandrian commentators and those among the rabbinic schools concerning redundancies in canonical texts, I suggest that the very markedness of the different forms of repetitions in both rabbinic schools is possibly a product of a linguistic sensitivity developed among Greek speaking Jewish scholars. 
1.2 Double Tongues
1.2.1The Paronomastic Infinitive in the Halakhic Midrashim

The principal “the Torah spoke in a human tongue”, which is considered the hallmark of the hermeneutical approach of the school of R. Ishmael, appears in rabbinic literature only with regards to two kinds of apparent redundancies: the paronomastic infinitive and the duplicative expression “a man a man” (ish ish). Both of these figures are prevalent in Biblical Hebrew and prima facie would not seem to be marked. And yet they stand at the center of a decisive hermeneutical dispute between the school of R. Ishmael and that of R. Akiva. Whereas the former refrains from expounding the repetitions as they are part of “a human tongue”; the latter seek to distill from these repetitions further information. 
In Numbers 15:30-31 we read: 
וְהַנֶּפֶשׁ אֲשֶׁר תַּעֲשֶׂה בְּיָד רָמָה מִן הָאֶזְרָח וּמִן הַגֵּר אֶת יי הוּא מְגַדֵּף וְנִכְרְתָה הַנֶּפֶשׁ הַהִוא מִקֶּרֶב עַמָּהּ. כִּי דְבַר יי בָּזָה וְאֶת מִצְוָתוֹ הֵפַר הִכָּרֵת תִּכָּרֵת הַנֶּפֶשׁ הַהִוא עֲוֹנָה בָהּ.
But the person, be he citizen or stranger, who acts defiantly reviles the Lord; that person shall be cut off from among his people. Because he has spurned the word of the Lord and violated His commandment, that person shall be utterly cut off (hikaret tikaret)—he bears his guilt.
These verses generated one of the most famous disputes between R. Akiva and R. Ishmael (Sifre Numbers 112, p. 310, following MS Oxford)):
"הכרת תכרת הנפש ההיא" – 
'הכרת' – בעולם הזה, 'תכרת' – לעולם הבא, דברי ר' עקיבא. 
אמר לו ר' ישמעאל: לפי שהוא אומר 'ונכרתה הנפש'
 ההיא שומע אני שלש כריתות בשלשה עולמות?
ומה ת"ל 'הכרת תכרת'? דברה תורה בלשון בני אדם.

“That person shall be utterly cut off” (hikaret tikaret): hikaret – in this world, tikaret – in the world to come, the words of R. Akiva. 
R. Ishmael said to him: Because it [also] says, “That person shall be cut off (ve-nikhretah)” (Ex. 15:30), do I understand that there are three cuttings off, in three worlds!? Why then does scripture say hikaret tikaret? The Torah speaks in a human tongue. 

The expression hikaret tikaret (lit. ‘cut off shall it be cut off’) is comprised of an infinitive absolute juxtaposed to a finite verb derived from the same root. This is a rather common construct in Biblical Hebrew, known as paronomastic infinitive. According to modern scholars, in most cases the role of the infinitive is emphatic, intensifying the finite verb.
 

Yet despite its unmarkedness in Biblical Hebrew, R. Akiva argues that such duplication should be accounted for by assuming that it is necessary for conveying additional information. In this case by the repeating the verb √krt the Torah points to two different “cut offs” which shall befall the sinner – one in this world and one in the world to come.
 
R. Ishmael attacks R. Akiva’s exegetical methodology and notes that the verb “cut off (ונכרתה)” appears also in the previous verse. Thus, according to R. Akiva’s approach which assigns each repetition of the verb to another world, one would have to reach the conclusion that there would be three “cut offs”, in three worlds. But such an interpretation is, obviously, impossible, since there are only two worlds. In order to account for the repetition in the expression hikaret tikaret, R. Ishmael adduces the rule: “The Torah spoke in a human tongue”.
 It is though unclear whether R. Ishmael disagrees with R. Akiva’s conclusion about the “cutting off” in two worlds, or just with the possibility of deriving it from the repetition, as is the case in other examples.

In tannaitic literature the rule “the Torah spoke in a human tongue” is attested only here, altough it does appear several times in the Babylonian Talmud. It seems that most commentators and scholars assumed that the expression “human tongue” refers to the colloquial language.
 Support for this approach could be found in the way this expression is used in later Amoraic literature. So, for example, the following dispute between R. Yohanan and R. Yoshia appear in the Palestinian Talmud (yNed. 6:1 39c and parallels): 
אמר ר' יוחנן הלכו בנדרים אחר לשון בני אדם. 
א"ר יאשיה הלכו בנדרים אחר לשון תורה
R. Yohanan said: with regards to vows follow the human tongue.

R. Yoshia said: with regards to vows follow the Torah’s tongue 
In this case it is clear that the collocation “human tongue” refers to the spoken language. However, this does not seem to be the case in the priniciple voiced by R. Ishmael. As Kahana has already noted, in Mishnaic Hebrew there is no use of the paronomastic infinitive. It is therefore difficult to assume that the rule “the Torah spoke in a human tongue” refers to the Hebrew prevalent in the Tannaitic period. 
Since such the paronomastic infinitive is documented in Akkadian, Syriac and Jewish Aramaic, Kahana had suggested that it is possible that R. Ishmael refers to these languages when speaking of a “human tongue”.
 However, such a suggestion seems problematic when examined in light of the way the Palestinian Talmud presents the dispute between R. Akiva and R. Ishmael:

"המול ימול" (בר' יז 13) - גזירה לשתי מילות אחד למילה ואחד לפריעה. אחת למילה ואחת לציצין. 

עד כדון כר' עקיבא. דו אמר לשונות ריבוין הן. 

כרבי ישמעאל דו אמר לשונות כפולין הן התורה דברה כדרכה. 

"הלוך הלכת" (בר' לא 30), "כי נכסף נכספתה" (שם), "גנב גנבתי" (שם מ 15). 
“Circumcise shall he circumcise (himol yimol)” (Gen. 17:13) – a decree for two circumcisions. One for circumcision and one for the uncovering of the foreskin; One for circumcision and one for the removal of the shreds of the foreskin.

To this point, it has been interpreted in accordance with R. Akiva, who said that [these] idioms (lit. tongues) are inclusory. 

As regards [the opinion of] R. Ishmael, who said that [these are] idioms (lit. tongues) of repetition - the Torah enlarged in its usual manner: halokh halakhta (Gen. 31:30); nikhsof nikhsafta (ibid); ganov gunavti (ibid 40:15).
As in the drasha on hikaret tikaret, R. Akiva interprets the repetition of himol yimol as referring to two circumcisions, since according to him לשונות ריבוין הן (‘idioms are inclusory’), that is, what may seem to be mere repetition actually point to two separate actions. R. Ishmael, on the other hand, argues that לשונות כפולין הן (‘idioms are repetitions’): The Torah refers to one thing using two words from the same root. Thus for the school of R. Ishmael repetition serves as emphasis; whereas for the school of R. Akiva it indicates two separate or repeated actions.

R. Ishmael further justifies his interpretation by stating that “the Torah spoke in its way” (התורה דיברה כדרכה), and he adduces three more examples, taken from narrative sections of the Torah, to prove his argument. The expression כדרכה (‘in its way’) in rabbinic literature usually means casual, in its usual way, with no specific intention.
 According to such an explanation, this repetition is part of the customary style of the Torah. It is interesting to compare R. Ishamel’s statement to Aristarchus’ claim that ‘Homer customarily speaks’ (εἴωθε λέγειν), alongsides Philo’s comments on the stylistic habits of Moses (εἴωθε καλεῖν), discussed above.

Thus it would seem that R. Ishamel’s “human tongue” most likely refers specifically to the literary style of the Torah, which uses figures which are not common in the colloquial language. As we shall presently see, the identification and isolation of a similar grammatical structure as a stylistic feature, typical of literary works, is found also in the writings of Homeric commentators, rhetoricians, Philo and his opponents. 
1.2.2 Internal Accusative in the Homeric Commentators and Philo  
We may turn now to Hellenistic treatments of a similar construct. In Greek, unlike Biblical Hebrew, the use of two words (usually a verb and a noun) derived from the same root alongside each other is relatively rare. The appearance of such a construct is therefore marked and requires an explanation, usually a rhetorical-stylistic one.

In an exegetical papyri on the second book of the Iliad (P.Oxy 8.1086), dated to the first century BCE, the following comment is made on l. 788:

Sch. pap. Il. 2.788: ο[ἱ] δ’ ἀγορὰς ἀγόρευον ἐπὶ Πριάμοιο: οἷον μύθους ἔλεγον, μύθους ἐμυθοῦντο.

 “They were assembling the assemblies by Priam’s [gate]”: like ‘said speeches’, ‘spoke speeches’.

The anonymous commentator found it necessary to comment on the duplicate expression ἀγορὰς ἀγόρευον even though its meaning is clear.
 It would seem that his purpose is to highlight a stylistic feature and he therefore adduces further examples for illustration. This is made clearer in the commentary of the great 12th century Byzantine scholar Eustathius:

Τὸ δέ «ἀγορὰς ἀγόρευον» Ἀττικόν ἐστιν, ὡς καὶ τὸ βουλὴν βουλεύει καὶ λόγον λέγει καὶ ὅλως τὸ παρατιθέναι τοῖς ῥήμασι τὰ ἐξ αὐτῶν ὀνόματα. καλεῖται δὲ τὸ σχῆμα παρονομασία.

The expression “assembling the assemblies” is Attic, like ‘he wants the want’ and ‘he says the saying’ and generally placing the verbs alongside the nouns which are derived from them. The figure is called paronomasia.

According to Eustathius, the use of a verb and a noun from the same root – refered to in modern scholarship as an internal or cognate object
 – is a stylistic convention of the Attic dialect. Both Eustathius and the anonymous scholar in the papyrus regard such features as stylistic redundancies, similar to R. Ishmael.

Eustathius calls this stylistic figure paronomasia, yet it is known in earlier Greek rhetorical literature also under other names. So, for example, Ps.-Longinus in his treatise On the Sublime, defines the term polyptōton (πολύπτωτον) as an expression which uses the same name in different declensions.
 Another name for this figure is pleonasmus,
 and Ps.- Rufinus in his de schematis lexeos cites several examples for its use, such as vivere vitam and pugnare pugnam.
 

It would seem though that such a figure was relatively uncommon in Greek literature and used mainly in the literary register. However, it is rather common in the Septuagint which closely follows the Hebrew syntax and often translates the paronomastic infinitive as a finite verb with a cognate accusative.
 As noted, this figure has a grammatical role in biblical Hebrew and is part of its natural idioms. However, for a Greek reader versed in Greek literature such expressions would seem strange and are hence marked. Thus it is not surprising that Philo addresses them several times in his work. It would seem that in these cases Philo wishes to oppose a current literary approach which viewed these structures as stylistic redundancies, as he explicitly states:

Why does it say “Jacob cooked a cooking”(Gen.25:29)?
 

I know that such things [redundant expressions] provoke laughter and mocking derision in uncultivated men and those lacking propriety of manners as well as those who do not see any form or manifestation of virtue and who attribute their own incorrigibility and stupidity as well as perversity and impudence to the Holy Scriptures, which are verified more than anything […] the uneducated and the unskilled and those lacking study, their eyes of the soul having been blinded and become capricious, themselves dwell only on that which has been narrated in the story [i.e. the literal meaning], and come into contact and make connections only with names and words of the narration, while being unable to penetrate and look into the visions of meaning. 
Philo harshly criticizes some anonymous opponents who focus on the literal meaning and on the literary style and not on the hidden meaning. As a result, they seem to mock the Torah’s use of redundant expressions such as “cooked a cooking”. 
An example for the problems such repetitive constructs pose, can be found in Philo’s comment on Ex. 21:12 (מַכֵּה אִישׁ וָמֵת מוֹת יוּמָת) which is translated as follows in the Septuagint:

Ἐὰν δὲ πατάξῃ τίς τινα, καὶ ἀποθάνῃ, θανάτῳ θανατούσθω·
If a man smite another and he dies, let him die by death

On the awkward expression ‘die by death’ (θανάτῳ θανατούσθω), Philo comments in his treatise On Flight and Finding (54-55):
Σαφῶς εἰδώς, ὅτι περιττὸν ὄνομα οὐδὲν τίθησιν, ὑπὸ τῆς τοῦ πραγματολογεῖν ἀμυθήτου φορᾶς ἠπόρουν κατ’ ἐμαυτόν, διὰ τί τὸν ἑκουσίως κτείναντα οὐκ εἶπε θανατοῦσθαι μόνον, ἀλλὰ θανάτῳ θανατοῦσθαι· τίνι γὰρ ἄλλῳ ὁ ἀποθνῄσκων ἢ θανάτῳ τελευτᾷ; φοιτήσας οὖν παρὰ γυναῖκα σοφήν, ᾗ σκέψις ὄνομα, τοῦ ζητεῖν ἀπηλλάγην· ἐδίδαξε γάρ με, ὅτι καὶ ζῶντες ἔνιοι τεθνήκασι καὶ τεθνηκότες ζῶσι.
Well knowing that he never puts in a superfluous word (περιττὸν ὄνομα), so vast is his desire to speak plainly and clearly, I began debating with myself why does he not say that the intentional slayer is put to death only but rather “to die by death (θανάτῳ θανατοῦσθαι)”. “In what other way,” I asked myself, “does a man who dies come to his end save by death?” So I attended the lectures of a wise woman, whose name is ‘Consideration (σκέψις),’ and was rid of my questioning (ζητεῖν); for she taught me that some people are dead while living, and some alive while dead. 
As Maren Niehoff has noted, in this paragraph Philo uses many technical terms prevalent in contemporaneous Homeric scholarship.
 One of these terms is περιττὸν ὄνομα, superfluous word, a term which Aristarchus uses frequently, as we have seen above and as we shall presently see. Aristarchus’ purpose was not to emend the text but only to note that a certain word is not needed in order to understand the verse, and is in fact from the point of view of content alone - redundant. Such an approach influenced the Hellenistic biblical exegetes of the time, whose fragments are scattered in Philo’s writings, as Niehoff has demonstrated in detail. 
It would seem therefore that by stating that there are no redundant words in the Bible while using the current technical terms and literary sensitivities, Philo opposes approaches such as those of Aristarchus and Jewish literal commentators of his time. According to Philo, the expression “to die by death” might seem, following the aesthetic criterions of his time, as a mere stylistic flourish. He highlights the redundancy by using a hypothetical text “why does he not say (οὐκ εἶπε) that the intentional slayer is put to death only but rather (ἀλλὰ) ‘to die by death’.”
Philo himself admits that he had difficulties finding deeper meaning for this repetition until Skepsis, Consideration, taught him that death might refer to both physical death (“some are alive while dead”) and spiritual death (“some people are dead while living”). The shift to the allegorical level reveals that the repetitive expression has a deeper significance.
 
A clearer explanation of the way Philo understand the redundancy “to die by death” could be found in his discussion of Gen. 2:17 at the end of the first part of his Allegorical Laws: 

ὅπου δ’ ἂν λέγῃ „θανάτῳ ἀποθανεῖν“, παρατήρει ὅτι θάνατον τὸν ἐπὶ τιμωρίᾳ παραλαμβάνει, οὐ τὸν φύσει γινόμενον· φύσει μὲν οὖν ἐστι, καθ’ ὃν χωρίζεται ψυχὴ ἀπὸ σώματος, ὁ δὲ ἐπὶ τιμωρίᾳ συνίσταται, ὅταν ἡ ψυχὴ τὸν ἀρετῆς βίον θνῄσκῃ, τὸν δὲ κακίας ζῇ μόνον.
But observe that wherever Moses speaks of “dying the death (θανάτῳ ἀποθανεῖν),” he means the penalty-death, not that which takes place in the course of nature. That one is in the course of nature in which soul is parted from body; but the penalty-death takes place when the soul dies to the life of virtue, and is alive only to that of wickedness. 

According to Philo, the repetition “to die by death” indicates that it does not refer to the death of the body but rather concerns the real death – that is, the death of the soul, a topic which Philo repeatedly discusses in his work, following platonic thought.

There is also much similarity between Philo’s interpretation of “to die by death” and R. Akiva's derasha on the expression hikaret tikaret.
 They both wish to find a deeper meaning in these expressions based on the shared assumption that there are no redundancies in the Bible. Moreover, both view this repetition as indicating that the verses do not merely refer to physical death but also to the death of the soul, according to Philo, or death in the World to Come, according to R. Akiva. That is, both anchor metaphysical concepts in a repetition.
 
There is though an important difference between Philo’s reading method and that of R. Akiva: Philo, who did not know Hebrew and was probably unaware (or ignored) the fact that the Greek translation represents a common grammatical structure in biblical Hebrew, reads the duplication in “grammatical earnest” – “die by death” means to die a real death. In contrast, R. Akiva reads the expression hikaret tikaret, which is natural in biblical Hebrew, in an ungrammatical fashion. As we shall see, such a distinction is maintained also in the following examples.  
Towards the end of his treatise On the Preliminary Studies, Philo discusses the importance of affliction (κάκωσις) for the betterment of the soul. According to him, affliction is in fact crucial for education and restraining of impulses. In light of this approach, he addresses the difficulty rising from Ex. 22:22:

νόμος γάρ ἐστι τοιοῦτος· „πᾶσαν χήραν καὶ ὀρφανὸν οὐ κακώσετε· ἐὰν δὲ κακίᾳ κακώσητε αὐτούς“ (Exod. 22, 21-22). τί λέγει; ἆρ’ ὑπό τινος ἔστιν ἄλλου κακοῦσθαι; εἰ γὰρ κακίας ἔργα μόνης αἱ κακώσεις, περιττὸν τὸ ὁμολογούμενον γράφειν, ὃ καὶ δίχα προσθήκης ἀνομολογηθήσεται. φήσει δὲ πάντως· οἶδα καὶ ὑπὸ ἀρετῆς ἐλεγχόμενον καὶ ὑπὸ φρονήσεως παιδευόμενον. διόπερ οὐ πᾶσαν κάκωσιν ἐν αἰτίᾳ τίθεμαι, ἀλλὰ τὴν μὲν δικαιοσύνης καὶ νομοθετικῆς ἔργον οὖσαν—ἐπιπλήξει γὰρ σωφρονίζει—μάλιστα θαυμάζω, τὴν δὲ ἀφροσύνης καὶ κακίας, βλαβερὰν ὑπάρχουσαν, ἀποστρέφομαι καὶ κακίζω δεόντως.
There is a law in the following terms: “Ye shall not evil-entreat any widow or orphan, but if ye evil-entreat them with evil (κακίᾳ κακώσητε)” (Ex. 22:21-22). What does he mean? Is it that one can be evil-entreated by some other thing than evil? For if evil-treatments (κακώσεις) are the work of evil (κακίας ἔργα) and nothing else, it is superfluous (περιττόν) to add what is a matter of agreement and will be admitted even without any words. No doubt he means to say, “I know that one may be rebuked by virtue and disciplined by wisdom, and therefore I do not hold all afflicting or evil-entreating to be blameworthy.” When it is the work of justice and the power of the law which chastens by reproof I am filled with admiration. When it is the work of folly and evil (ἀφροσύνης καὶ κακίας) and therefore harmful, I turn away from it and call it by the evil names that are its due. 
If affliction is a virtue, how can we explain the prohibition to afflict the widow and the orphan? Philo argues that the solution is found in the word which seems redundant: κακίᾳ (with affliction, with evil). One could have suggested that this repetition is merely a stylistic trope, yet according to Philo, the addition of the word emphasizes that the verse does not deal with positive affliction but rather with affliction which “is the work of folly and evil”. 
It is interesting to note that the very same repetition is the focus of a dispute between the schools of R. Ishamel and R. Akiva found in the Mekhilta of R. Ishmael (Nezikin 18, p. 313; Cf. Mekh. RS 22:21 p. 211): 

"אם ענה תענה". אחד עינוי מרובה ואחד עינוי מועט. 

דבר אחר "אם ענה תענה", מגיד שאינו חייב עד שיענה וישנה.
“If afflicting you afflict (‘anne t‘anne)” – whether by a severe affliction or a light affliction. 

Another Interpretation: “If you do truly afflict (‘anne t‘anne)” – it instructs that one becomes guilty only after he has afflicted and repeated the act.
 
According to the first opinion, which is to be attributed to R. Ishmael (as is made clear further on in the Mekhilta) the duplication ‘anne t‘anne is needed for emphasis – one is forbidden to afflict any kind of affliction, whether light or severe. In contrast, according to the other interpretation – which is probably of Akivan provenance – the duplication points to a repeated action.

Philo, on the other hand, explains that the duplication is needed in order to clarify that the verse refers to affliction in its literal sense, unlike other occurrences of the words elsewhere, which Philo reads allegorically. 
Here like in his interpretation of ‘to die by death’ Philo views the supposedly redundant word as a mean of concretization: ‘die by death’ means a true death, i.e. the death of the soul, and ‘evil-entreat with evil’ (or: ‘afflict with affliction’) refers to true and concrete affliction – that of the evildoer.
 

Yet in the second book of his On Dreams, where he discusses other occurrences of such duplications, Philo interprets them as pointing to repetitive actions:
 
ὁ γοῦν ἱερὸς λόγος τοὺς ὁρῶντας εἰσάγει θερίζοντας καί, τὸ παραδοξότατον, οὐ κριθὰς ἢ πυρούς, ἀλλὰ τὸν θερισμὸν αὐτὸν ἐκθερίζοντας· λέγεται οὖν· „ὅταν θερίζητε τὸν θερισμὸν ὑμῶν, οὐ συντελέσετε τὸ λοιπὸν τοῦ θερισμοῦ“ (Lev. 19, 9). βούλεται γὰρ τὸν ἀστεῖον οὐμόνον κριτὴν εἶναι τῶν διαφερόντων, <διακρίνοντα> καὶ διαστέλλοντα ἐξ ὧν γίνεταί τινα καὶ τὰ γεννώμενα, ἀλλὰ καὶ αὐτὸ τὸ δύνασθαι διακρίνειν δοκεῖν ἀναιρεῖν, ἀμῶντα τὸν ἀμητὸν καὶ τὴν ἰδίαν ἐπιβουλὴν ἀποτέμνοντα διὰ τὸ καὶ πεποιθέναι καὶ Μωυσεῖ λέγοντι πιστεύειν [...] ὅμοιόν ἐστι τῷ τὸν θερισμὸν θερίζειν τὸ δὶς περιτέμνειν, ὅπερ ὡς ὅτε ἐκαινούργησεν ἐξευρὼν περιτομῆς περιτομήν (Gen. 17, 13), τὴν „ἁγνείαν ἀφαγνίζεσθαι“ (Num. 6, 2), τὴν κάθαρσιν τῆς ψυχῆς αὐτὴν καθαίρεσθαι
So the sacred story represents those whose eyes are open as reaping, and what is most unexpected, not reaping barley or wheat but reaping out the reaping itself: accordingly it is said: “When ye reap your reaping (θερίζητε τὸν θερισμὸν), ye shall not finish that which remains of the reaping” (Lev. 19:9).
 For the lawgiver wishes the virtuous man to be not only a judge of things that differ, distinguishing and separating things which produce and their productions, but to do away with the very conceit that he has the power to distinguish, mowing the very mowing and cutting away the working of his mind and believing Moses who says […]. Like the “reaping of the reaping” is the double (δὶς) circumcision, which we meet with in such a case as that of the lawgiver devising as a new practice a circumcision of circumcision (περιτομῆς περιτομήν) (Gen 17:13), or “the consecration of a consecration (ἁγνείαν ἀφαγνίζεσθαι)” (Num. 4:2), that is, the purification of the very purification of the soul. 
According to Philo, the repetition (δίς) of verb and noun derived from it represents a dual action on the allegorical level. More exactly, the double action does not consist of two separate actions but of an action of the first-order on which a second-order action takes place. Thus Philo interprets the repetition “reap your reaping” in light of the assumption that first one must learn to ‘reap’, that is, to divide and distinguish, as the philosophers (and the Stoics in particular) instruct. But in a more advanced stage one must understand that he cannot rely on his human intellect, but only on God’s words in the Torah. Thus he must “reap the reaping”. In a similar vein, Philo understands the duplication ἁγνείαν ἀφαγνίζεσθαι (“the consecration of a consecration”), which translates the Hebrew expression לנדור נדר (literally: “to vow a vow”), as indicating that it is not enough to purify the soul, but one should also purify purification itself. It should be noted that in the Hebrew original, just as in the Greek translation the latter two duplications consist of an internal accusative (ובקצרכם את קציר ארצכם; לנדור נדר), unlike the other duplications Philo mentions, which in the Hebrew consist of a paronomastic infinitive. Philo could not have noticed such a difference since in Greek all these Hebrew duplications are translated as internal accusatives. In the Tannaitic literature, on the other hand, there are no interpretations which deal with the duplications “reaping the reaping” and “to vow a vow”.
 This fact highlights once again that redundancies do not exist objectively, disconnected from a cultural and literary context. For the tannaim a paronomastic infinitive is considered a redundancy which should be addressed, unlike an internal accusative. 
Philo also addresses the duplication περιτομῆς περιτομή, a paraphrase of the Septuagint’s rendition of Gen. 17:13: περιτομῇ περιτμηθήσεται, which translates the Hebrew himol yimol. According to Philo, this duplication indicates that we are dealing with two circumcisions - for the circumcision itself should be circumcised. With the double circumcision Philo is most likely referring to his statements in the first book of the Special Laws (8-10) where he claims that circumcision is “a symbol of two things most necessary to our well-being” – the excision of superfluous pleasure and the removal of conceit. It would seem that for Philo a first-order circumcision is the excision of pleasure, symbolized by the physical circumcision. Yet the excision of pleasure, for which the various philosophers and especially the Stoics preached, is insufficient, for it might lead a person to conceit and arrogance for having himself overcome his impulses. It is in order to combat such a conceit that the Torah, according to Philo, instructs a person to perform a second-order circumcision – and to circumcise the circumcision. That is, to excise the arrogance which lies at the base of the first-order circumcision.

It would seem therefore that according to Philo, by using duplications the Torah indicates that it is necessary to go beyond actions anchored in philosophical perceptions which enhance the sage and to turn to the religious sphere where man must acknowledge his limitations facing God. 
 As we have seen above, R. Akiva too addressed the repetition of himol yimol (“circumcise shall he circumcise”), and he too, like Philo, interpreted it as referring to “two circumcisions”. Moreover, both do not think that it refers to two separate circumcisions but to the circumcision of the circumcision. While Philo employs a spiritual-allegorical interpretation, R. Akiva interprets it concretely – as referring to an additional action which completes the circumcision: the uncovering of the foreskin or the removal of the shreds of the foreskin. There is thus an affinity between Philo and R. Akiva’s approach, both of whom explicitly oppose the possibility of this feature simply being part of the Torah’s style. Moreover, according to both - by using repetitions the Torah creates an exegetical space to be filled in by the commentator.
Finally, it is worth noting that in his works, Philo uses the technical term περιττόν (redundant) in an exegetical context only to refer to internal objects. It would seem therefore that in these cases Philo seeks to reject a current literary approach which regards such a feature as a stylistic redundancy.
Interestingly, almost all of the redundancies caused by a repetition of verb-noun which Philo addresses are also the focal point of reflexive disputes in rabbinic literature (κακίᾳ κακώσητε/ענה תענה; θανάτῳ ἀποθανεῖν/כרת תכרת, מות יומת; περιτομῇ περιτμηθήσεται/ המול ימול). It is possible, as we shall see shortly, that this is not incidental. 
1.3 Duplications 
1.3.1 “Man Man” in Halakhic Midrashim

The second use of the principle “the Torah spoke in a human tongue” in a dispute between the schools of R. Akiva and R. Ishmael regards the duplicate expression “man man” (ish ish, איש איש). This kind of duplication, which appears at the opening of quite a few legal periscopes in the Torah,
 is common in biblical Hebrew and has a distributive function (“a man a man” = every man). Unlike the case of the paronomastic infinitive, which is not used in Mishnaic Hebrew, this kind of repetition is quite common in Mishnaic Hebrew.
 It is thus surprising to see that it is marked as a redundancy.
In the Halakhic Midrashim, only one direct dispute between R. Akiva and R. Ishmael concerning the repetition “a man a man” has been preserved.

Leviticus 22:4 states: 

אִישׁ אִישׁ מִזֶּרַע אַהֲרֹן וְהוּא צָרוּעַ אוֹ זָב בַּקֳּדָשִׁים לֹא יֹאכַל עַד אֲשֶׁר יִטְהָר וְהַנֹּגֵעַ בְּכָל טְמֵא נֶפֶשׁ אוֹ אִישׁ אֲשֶׁר תֵּצֵא מִמֶּנּוּ שִׁכְבַת זָרַע 
A man a man (ish ish) of Aaron’s offspring who has an eruption or a discharge shall not eat of the sacred donations until he is clean. If one touches anything made unclean by a corpse, or if a man has an emission of semen
On this verse we find the following derasha in the Sifra (Emor 4, 2 96c):

רבי ישמעאל אומר: נאמר כן "תושב" "שכיר" (ויק' כב 10) ונאמר "תושב שכיר" בפסח (שמ' יב 45). מה "תושב שכיר" אמור בפסח פסל בו את הערל, אף "תושב" "שכיר" אמור כן יפסול בו את הערל. 

רבי עקיבה אומר: 'איש איש' לרבות את הערל.
R. Ishmael says: it says here “a sojourner” “a hired man” (Lev. 22:10), and it says “a sojourner and a hired man” concerning Passover (Ex. 12:45) Since [in the case of] “a sojourner and a hired man” which is mentioned concerning Passover, the uncircumcised is disqualified, so too [in the case of] “a sojourner” “a hired man” which are mentioned here, one should disqualify the uncircumcised.

R. Akiva says: [it says] “A man, a man” - in order to include the uncircumcised.
Both R. Akiva and R. Ishmael agree that the uncircumcised is disqualified from eating sacred donations, yet they disagree on how to prove this. R. Ishmael, as he is wont, proves this ruling through a comparative midrash, using an analogy based on an explicit verse from elsewhere. In both Lev. 22 and Ex. 12, which deals with Passover, the sojourner and a hired man are disqualified, and in Ex. 12 it is explicitly stated that the uncircumcised is also disqualified, hence by analogy the same ruling applies to Lev. 22. R. Akiva, on the other hand, in his atomistic reading, exhausts the meaning of the local verse. According to him, the repetition of the word ‘man’ is inclusionary – it includes also the uncircumcised. This use of ‘man man’ as inclusionary appears many times in the Halakhic Midrashim from the school of R. Akiva.
 A comparison with parallel teachings from the school of R. Ishmael, which consistently avoid elaborating on this repetition, proves that this is indeed a systematic hermeneutical dispute between the schools.

In the Tannaitic literature the reason R. Ishmael and his school refrained from using the expression ‘man man’ has not been preserved. However, in the Babylonian Talmud there are a few baraitot where the principle “the Torah spoke in a human tongue” is used specifically in this context. As Menachem Kahana has convincingly argued,
 the comparison between these baraitot and their parallels in the Halakhic midrashim leads to the conclusion that the editors of the Akivan midrashim had systematically omitted this principle, since it stands in such stark opposition to R. Akiva's exegetical approach.
 
 The use of the rule “The Torah spoke in a human tongue” regarding the repetition “a man a man” demonstrates a systematic opposition to expounding such stylistic redundancies.
 

As with the paronomastic infinative, discussed above, here too we find interesting parallels in Hellenistic literature and in Philo.

1.3.2 Duplication in Rhetorical Handbooks

A duplication of a word is not common in Greek literature in general and in Homer in particular. Nonetheless, there are different terms in the Greek and Latin rhetorical literature to designate it, such as:
 παλιλλογία, ἀναδίπλωσις, ἐπανάναληψις, geminatio and duplicatio.
 Various rhetoricians were divided as to the exact definitions of these terms and most of them distinguished between words repeated one after the other (usually at the beginning of a sentence); in close proximity; and repeating at the beginning of a verse the word or words which ended the previous verse. Usually these techniques are understood as a stylistic and rhetorical figures which creates emphasis. 

So, for example, Alexander, active in the 2nd century CE, writes in his work de figuris:

Τοῦτο τὸ σχῆμα ὁ μὲν Καρκῖνος παλιλλογίαν καλεῖ, ἔνιοι δὲ ἀναδίπλωσιν, οἱ δὲ ἐπανάληψιν, φαίνεται δὲ ὅτε μὲν ῥῆμα ἐπαλλήλως ἐντιθέντων ἡμῶν, ὡς ἔχει τὸ τοιοῦτον, μιαρὸν μιαρὸν θηρίον, ὦ ἄνδρες Ἀθηναῖοι
This figure Karkinos calls palillogia, some – anadiplōsis,
 and others – epanalēpsis. It appears when we place (the same) words one after the other, like in the following example: “Unclean unclean beast, O Athenians” (Dem. 25, 1.58)

A little later Alexander addresses a slightly different kind of repetition, the use of which, according to him, has poetical value:

τοῦτο δέ τινες ἰδίως ἀναδίπλωσιν λέγουσιν, ὅταν τὸ δεύτερον λεγόμενον ἄρχηται ἀπὸ τῆς τοῦ προηγουμένου τελευτῆς, ὡς Σοφοκλῆς

    ὦ φίλταθ’ ὥς μ’ ἀπώλεσας,

    ἀπώλεσας δῆτ’, ὦ κασίγνητον κάρα. (Soph. El. 1163-4)

ὡς καὶ νῦν ἐν τῷ χρησμῷ, Ἀρκαδίην μ’ αἰτεῖς· οὔ τοι δώσω, δώσω τοι Τεγέην. δοκεῖ δὲ ποιητικώτερον εἶναι.
Some call this anadiplōsis, whenever what is said later begins from the end of what has been said just before, as Sophocles [says]: “O dearest, how you have destroyed me,/ destroyed me indeed, my brother!” (Soph. El. 1163-4)

And as is currently in use: “Ask me for Arcadia, I will not give you, I will give you Tegea”. It seems to be more poetical.

The Homeric scholars also identified in the Iliad and the Odyssey examples for the use of such stylistic figures. Ps.-Plutarch, for example, emphasizes Homer’s use of repetition of words one after the other or in close proximity:
 
 Ἔστι παρ’ αὐτῷ καὶ ἡ παλιλλογία, ἐπανάληψις οὖσα μέρους τινὸς λόγου, ἢ πλειόνων λέξεων ἐπαναλαμβανομένων, ὃ καὶ ἀναδίπλωσις καλεῖται, οἷόν ἐστι 
  τοῦ δ’ ἐγὼ ἀντίος εἶμι, καὶ εἰ πυρὶ χεῖρας ἔοικεν,

  εἰ πυρὶ χεῖρας ἔοικε, μένος δ’ αἴθωνι σιδήρῳ, (Il. 20.371-2) […]

ἔστι δὲ τὸ σχῆμα κίνησιν ἐμφαῖνον τοῦ λέγοντος καὶ ἅμα κινοῦν τὸν

ἀκροατήν.
He also uses palillogia, which is a repetition (epanalēpsis) of a part of a statement, either immediately repeating a number of words – when it is called anadiplōsis – as in: “I shall go to him even if his hands are like fire/ if his hands are like fire and his strength like shining iron” (Il. 20.371-72). […] 
This figure reveals the emotion of the speaker and deeply affects the listener.
In the scholia too we find comments on duplication. So, for example, in the D scholia commenting on the repetition of Ares’ name in Athena's address:
Sch. D. Il. 5.31: Ἆρες Ἄρες. […] Τοῦτο δὲ τὸ σχῆμα παλιλλογία καλεῖται.

“Ares”: […] This figure is called palillogia.

Here the commentator merely singles out the rhetorical figure used by Homer (or Athena). It is interesting to compare this to a drasha in the Sifra (Nedava 2,1 3a) dealing with similar repetition of names in God's addresses:

"משה משה" (שמ' ג 4), "אברהם אברהם" (בר' כב 11), "יעקב יעקב" (בר' מו 2), "שמואל שמואל" (שמ"א ג 10), לשון חבה, ולשון זירוז.
 
“Moses Moses” (Ex. 3:4) “Abraham Abraham” (Gen. 22:11), “Jacob Jacob” (Gen. 46: 2), “Samuel Samuel” (Sam.1 3:10), an idiom (lit. a tongue) of fondness, an idiom (lit. a tongue) of spurring on.

The rabbinic commentator does not only identify the stylistic figure, but also explains the effect of a reduplication of a personal name in a direct address.
 Thus some rabbis regarded the duplication as a stylistic feature similar to various Hellenistic scholars. On the other hand, Philo, to whom we now turn, rejected this stylistic approach.
1.3.3 Philo on ἄνθρωπος ἄνθρωπος 
In his treatise On the Giants Philo addresses Lev 18:6 as it is rendered in the Septuagint: 
Ἄνθρωπος ἄνθρωπος πρὸς πάντα οἰκεῖα σαρκὸς αὐτοῦ οὐ προσελεύσεται ἀποκαλύψαι ἀσχημοσύνην· ἐγὼ κύριος. 
A man a man shall not go near to any that is akin to his flesh to uncover their shame. I am the Lord.
Philo reads this verse as an instruction to hold in contempt everything which has to do with flesh and earthliness and notes (Gig. 34): 

 τὸ μὲν οὖν μὴ ἅπαξ ἀλλὰ δὶς φάναι „ἄνθρωπος ἄνθρωπος“ σημεῖόν ἐστι τοῦ μὴ τὸν ἐκ σώματος καὶ ψυχῆς ἀλλὰ τὸν ἀρετῇ κεχρημένον δηλοῦσθαι.
The repeated word (δὶς) “a man a man (ἄνθρωπος ἄνθρωπος),” instead of a single word, is a sign that he means not the man who is compounded of soul and body, but the man whose life is one of virtue.

Philo focuses on the repetition of ἄνθρωπος using the same terminology one encounters in the Homeric commentaries (δίς).
 While the duplication of a word is both grammatical and common in Biblical Hebrew, an expression like ἄνθρωπος ἄνθρωπος is rare in Greek and thus would likely be classified as a rhetorical figure.
Philo, like R. Akiva and his school, assumes that this is not merely a stylistic redundancy but rather a vehicle to convey a deeper meaning. R. Akiva views this repetition as inclusionary, following the Hebrew's distributive sense. Philo, on the other hand, assumes, like the Homeric scholars of his time, that the repetition’s purpose is emphasis. However, unlike the Homeric scholars, Philo believes that the full meaning of the emphasis could only be understood on the allegorical level. It is possible that in his interpretation Philo is implicitly rejecting an current reading of the Bible which viewed such duplication as merely stylistic. 
Whereas R. Akiva interpreted the expression outside of its immediate grammatical context, Philo reads the expression ἄνθρωπος ἄνθρωπος in grammatical earnest. That is, in accordane with Greek grammar. “ἄνθρωπος ἄνθρωπος thus means “a man who is a man”, which Philo understands as a man who is truly a man, not merely a man comprised of body and soul who beast-like succumbs to his desires, but the ideal of man, one who leads a life of virtue.

Despited these differences, it is highliy striking that both Philo and the rabbis address this specific duplication. Moreover, as we have seen, the collocation ish ish is the only duplication adderessed by the rabbis to which the dictum “the Torah spoke in a human tongue” is adduced. Similarly, Philo uses the term δίς in an exegetical context only in connection to ἄνθρωπος ἄνθρωπος. This seems to indicate that we are not dealing here only with common textual sensitivities but also, most likely, with more concrete connection between Jewish-Hellenistic biblical commentatry and Rabbinic midrash with regards to this specific duplication. 
1.4 Conclusion
In this section I compared the way Biblical and Homeric commentators dealt with the same kind of redundancies: paronomastic infinitives or internal objects and the repetition of a word. This comparison indicates that R. Ishmael, alongside the Homeric commentators, the authors of rhetorical handbooks and most probably also Jewish biblical exegetes in Alexandria, regarded the various redundancies as an integral part of the literary style. It would seem that at the core of R. Ishmael’s hermeneutical approach lies the assumption that the Torah, although divine, was written according to stylistic tropes used in literary works. It would thus seem that the hermeneutical principle “the Torah spoke in a human tongue” does not mean that the Torah spoke in a colloquial manner, as this expression is usually understood, but rather that the Torah was written in a literary register. In other words, the Torah is written as if a human being had written it, according to human literary and rhetoric conventions. 
In contradistinction to this stylistic approach, Philo and R. Akiva assume that the Torah, being divine, is distinguished from other literary works and thus one should search for meaning even in what may seem to be mere redundancies. We noted in the introduction to this section a similar approach in Porphyry who wished to save Homer from the charge of using redundant adjectives, by proving that each one of them actually adds necessary information, which is not self-evident. What is common to Philo, R. Akiva and Porphyry is the assumption that the existence of redundant expressions mars the perfection of the canonical text. Since the Homeric poems and the Torah are immaculate one cannot regard the redundancies as merely stylistic, but must investigate and find a more profound meaning – be it content-bound, allegorical of halakhic. In addition to sharing a similar exegetical approach, Philo and R. Akiva also identified the same redundancies in the Bible and analyzed them is a similar fashion.
Yet, one should also note the differences between them: Philo’s goal in his discussion of redundancies was to prove the necessity of allegory in reading the Biblical text as part of a polemic against contemporaneous commentators who made use of literal exegetical methods, influenced by the Homeric scholars. R. Akiva, on the other hand, identified various redundancies in order to utilize them systematically as pegs on which to hang various halakhot and traditions.
While Philo most probably diverged from his Jewish-Alexandrian rivals not only in the way he perceived the text, but also in his exegetical (and possibly halakhic) conclusions, R. Akiva and R. Ishmael were very often in accord about the legal conclusions; their main disagreements concerned the midrashic methods and the textual perceptions underlining them.

An important point which emerged from the comparison is that despite theoretical and methodological differences between the various commentators and the major differences between their commentated texts (e.g. the language in which they were written and their distinct style) – they all identified the same kind of redundancies and saw it necessary to comment on them. In fact, the Homeric scholars, the authors of the rhetorical handbooks, Philo and the other Jewish Alexandrian exegetes, R. Akiva and R. Ishmael, all share the same reading horizon which is based on the aesthetic, linguistic and literary sensitivities of their time.
Yet it is possible that we are dealing with more than just shared sensitivities. In rabbinic literature there are many derashot which expound redundancies and many others which avoid expounding them. Yet the rule “the Torah spoke in a human tongue” appears only concerning paronomastic infinatives and the repetition “man  man”. In and of itself the rule seems to be much more encompassing than its actual usage. Similarly, Philo uses the technical terms περιττόν and δίς in an exegetical context only concerning internal objects and the repetition “man man”. Moreover, Philo and the Rabbis did not only address the same kind of repetitions but in many cases they expounded the very same verses.
It is hard to regard all these parallels as mere coincidence. In Biblical Hebrew these grammatical structures were part of the natural language, and it seems that for a Hebrew reader they were not necessarily marked as exceptional linguistic phenomena which warrant explanations. In Greek, on the other hand, the use of such repetitions was not common and their appearance in the Septuagint is an outcome of the translators’ decision to hew closely the Hebrew syntax. Thus these repetitions were clearly marked for the Greek reader. We saw that Philo regarded these repetitions in light of the Hellenistic rhetorical approach which viewed them as means for emphasis. Yet Philo, most probably in contradistinction to his Jewish colleagues, was not content with dismissing this as merely a stylistic-rhetorical devise, but rather wished to understand the deeper meaning of these emphases. He achieved this by reading these marked expressions in “grammatical earnest”, that is, following the grammatical rules, unlike R. Akiva who preferred to read these expressions – which are conventional and unmarked in Biblical Hebrew (and at times also in Mishnaic Hebrew) – in an ungrammatical way.
One can surmise that Jewish scholars in Alexandria, who might have even known Hebrew, were the first to isolate and classify these redundancies as stylistic devices, influenced by the Homeric and rhetorical scholarship of their time. It would seem that R. Ishmael and his school inherited such a scholarly-literary tradition which marked such repetitions. Philo and R. Akiva (most probably independently), like Porphyry, opposed such literary approaches based on the conviction that there are no redundant words in the Torah, and one must strive to discover the deeper meaning for these apparent repetitions.
 
It is thus possible that there is closer connection than previously assumed between the sages in Palestine, especially of the school of R. Ishmael, and Jewish-Hellenistic commentators who expounded the Biblical text with the rhetorical and literary tools which were use also by the Homeric scholars.

Part II: Synonyms
Whether the Torah makes use of synonyms is the subject of another principled polemic between the two rabbinic schools.
 In this section I wish to argue that parallels to the approaches of each school could be found in the Homeric commentaries and in Philo. Moreover, I wish to argue that also with the case of synonyms, as with the cases of repetitions discussed above, it is possible to find evidence for a dispute among Alexandrian Jews concerning the approach to synonyms in the Bible, similar to the one between the schools of R. Ishmael and R. Akiva. 

In Sifre Number (23, pp. 62-63) as part of the discussion of the drinking prohibitions of the nazirite, the following derasha is brought:

"מיין ושכר יזיר" (במד' ו 3), והרי יין הוא שכר ושכר הוא יין 
אלא שדברה תורה שתי לשונות 
כיוצא בו אתה אומר שחיטה היא זביחה וזביחה היא שחיטה 
קמיצה היא הרמה הרמה היא קמיצה 
עמוקה היא שפלה שפלה היא עמוקה 
אות הוא מופת מופת הוא אות 
אלא שדברה תורה שתי לשונות 
אף כאן אתה אומר "מיין ושכר יזיר" והרי יין הוא שכר ושכר הוא יין 
אלא שתי לשונות דברה תורה
ר' אלעזר הקפר אומר: יין זה מזוג שכר זה חי
“He shall abstain from wine (yayin) and intoxicant (shekhar)” (Num. 6:3): 
But wine is intoxicant and intoxicant is wine? 
Rather, the Torah spoke in two idioms (lit. tongues). 

And likewise, you say that shehita (slaughtering) is zeviha (sacrificing) and zeviha is shehita. 
kemitza is harama and harama is kemitza, 
amuka (deep) is shefela (low), and shefela is amuka; 
ot (sign) is mofet (wonder) and mofet is ot. 

Rather, the Torah spoke in two idioms. 
Here too do you say “He shall abstain from wine (yayin) and intoxicant (shekhar)” – but wine is intoxicant and intoxicant is wine? 
Rather, the Torah spoke in two idioms. 
R. Elazar ha-Qappar says: Wine refers to mixed wine, while intoxicant refers to wine that is not diluted.

The midrash notes that ‘wine’ and ‘intoxicant’ are “two idioms”, literally - two tongues, that is, the Torah uses two different words to designate the same signified. In order to prove that this is indeed how one should interpret the pair “wine and intoxicant”, four more examples are adduced. The first three consist of general lexical observations regarding interchangeable biblical terms which are not written alongside each other.
 The last example (ot is mofet and mofet is ot), on the other hand, deals with words which appear alongside each other in the same verse,
 just as in the case of “wine and intoxicant”. In the Palestinian Talmud this anonymous approach of the Sifre is identified explicitly as R. Ishmael’s method (שיטתיה דר' ישמעאל).
 
It would seem that the exegetical assumption at the foundation of the statement that “the Torah spoke in two idioms” is not that every similar pair of words are necessarily synonymous, but only that there is no hindrance to assume that the Torah might use two words with the same meaning. In other words, it is not always the duty of the commentator to come up with fine distinctions between similar terms since the existence of synonyms is part of the Torah’s style. 
Not all sages agreed with this conclusion. At the end of the derasha the position R. Elazar ha-Qappar is presented, according to which ‘wine’ means mixed wine whereas ‘intoxicant’ – unmixed wine.
 In this case it seems that between R. Elazar and the anonymous statement there is no halakhic disagreement, but rather an exegetical one: R. Elazar seems to assume that the Torah does not use synonyms and hence it is the commentator’s duty to find distinctions even in a case where there are no halakhic ramifications.
 
Yet the distinction between ‘wine’ and ‘intoxicant’ might at times have halakhic ramifications, as is clear from R. Yehuda’s opinion in the Sifra (Sheratsim 1, 2 46b):
ר' יהודה אומר: 'יין אל תשת' (ויק' י 9), אין לי אלא יין ומניין לרבות כל המשכרין? ת"ל 'ושכר'. 
R. Yehuda says: “Do not drink wine” (Lev. 10:9), I have only “wine”, whence do I include all intoxicants? It is stated “and intoxicant”
As Kahana has noted, the interpretation in Sifre Numbers which identifies ‘wine’ with ‘intoxicant’ is most probably addressed against such a stringent opinion which forbids all intoxicants.
 A similar opinion appears, as we shall see below, already in Philo. 

A polemic about the possibility of synonyms in the Bible is not only attested concerning ‘wine’ and ‘intoxicant’, but also concerning ot and mofet. An opposing explanation of this pair is found in Sifre Deuteronomy (83, p. 149), from the school of R. Akiva, regarding Deut. 13:2:

"'ונתן אליך אות' - בשמים [...] 'מופת' - בארץ". 
“And he gives you a sign (ot)” – in heaven […]. “a wonder (mofet)” - on earth.

According to this interpretation, ot and mofet are not in fact synonymous.
 
A clear formulation of such an approach to synonyms, diametrically opposed to that of the school of R. Ishmael, could be found in the Sifra (Qedoshim 5, 1 91b, following ms. Vatican 31)
"ואל בני ישראל תאמר" (ויק' כ 2), "ואל בני ישראל תדבר", "אמור אל בני ישראל", "דבר אל בני ישראל", "צו את בני ישראל", "ואתה תצוה את בני ישראל" – 
 ר' יוסי
 אומר: דברה התורה בלשונות הרבה וכולם צריכין לדרש.

“You shall also say to the sons of Israel”; “Snd you shall speak to the sons of Israel”; “Say to the sons of Israel”; “Talk to the son of Israel”; “Command the sons of Israel”; “And you shall command the children of Israel”
R. Yosi says: The Torah spoke in many idioms (lit. tongues) yet all of them must be expounded.

Prima facie all the opening formulae cited, despite the variety of verbs used, would seem synonymous, that is, the various idioms, or tongues, have one meaning. Yet R. Yosi claims that despite the apparent identical content, one should expound each and every one independently. R. Yosi does not elaborate what these differences between the idioms are, but he makes a principled statement which opposes R. Ishmael’s approach, according to which the Torah often uses synonyms for stylistics reason, and therefore one does not have to expound them. 
The Homeric commentators also often note Homer’s use of synonyms, as in the following example, which goes back to Aristarchus:
 
Sch. A Il. 5.140a1: Ariston. ἀλλὰ κατὰ σταθμοὺς <δύεται· τὰ δ’ ἐρῆμα φοβεῖται>

 HYPERLINK "https://samba.huji.ac.il/+CSCO+0h756767633A2F2F6A6A6A2E6779742E6870762E727168++/help/BetaManual/online/P10.html" \t "morph" : […] καὶ ὅτι ἐπὶ τὸ συνώνυμον εἴληφεν· ἄνω γὰρ εἴρηκεν „εἰροπόκοις ὀΐεσσι“ (5.137), νῦν δὲ τὰ δ’ ἐρῆμα φοβεῖται. 
 “But slinks amid the farm buildings, and frightens the flock”: […] and [a diple] also because he uses a synonym. For above he said “fleecy sheep” (5.137) and here “frightens the flock.”
Aristarchus is content with merely calling the reader’s attention to the fact that Homer uses synonyms, without trying to explain it away.

Furthermore, Homeric commentators also often note that the Poet uses tautology and hendiadys.
 So for example, the scholia explains the expression βάσκ’ ἴθι (“come go”) in Zeus’ command to Dream at the beginning of the second book of the Iliad as follows:

Sch. A Il. 2.8a1 ex.: βάσκ’ ἴθι {οὖλε}: […] καὶ ἄμεινον ταὐτολογίαν εἶναι ἐμφαίνουσαν τὴν ἔπειξιν. Καὶ ἀλλαχοῦ „ἔλθοι καὶ ἵκοιτο“ (Od. 17.539 al.), „ὣς ἔφατ’ ἔκ τ’ ὀνόμαζε“ (Il. 1.361 al.). 
“Come go”: […] And it is better [to interpret] it as a tautology emphasizing the haste. Similarly, elsewhere: “should come and return” (Od. 17.539 al.), “and spoke and called” (Il. 1.361 al.).
According to the scholiast, these two verbs are identical and one should not search for a difference between them. Homer uses tautology in order to create emphasis and variation. All the examples adduced by the scholiast are of two adjacent words – similar to the pairs ‘wine and intoxicant’ and ‘sign and wonder’, discussed above.

A similar approach could also be found in the following note:

Sch. T Il. 23.378a. ex.: οὐδέ τι πολλὸν ἄνευθ’ ἔσαν, ἀλλὰ μάλ’ ἐγγύς: ὅτι δὶς τὸ αὐτό. 

 “Not far behind were they, but close behind”: [There is a diple] because [he says] the same thing twice.

It would seem that the commentator does not find any fault in Homer repeating himself, and he is content with simply noting the stylistic feature. The assertion that Homer says ‘the same thing twice’ (δὶς τὸ αὐτό) is very similar to statement in Sifre Numbers ‘the Torah spoke in two idioms’ (דברה תורה שתי לשונות).

However, at times scholars try to distinguish between apparent synonyms, as in the following comment by Aristarchus regarding Achilles’ speech: 
Sch. A Il. 9.385a1 Ariston.: οὐδ’ εἴ μοι τόσα δοίη, <ὅσα ψάμαθός τε κόνις τε>: ἡ διπλῆ πρὸς τὴν διαφορὰν τῆς ψαμάθου καὶ ἀμάθου, ὅτι ἡ παραθαλάσσιος ψάμαθος, κόνις δὲ ἡ πεδιὰς ἄμμος· καὶ οὐ δὶς τὸ αὐτὸ λέγει. 

“Nay, not though he gave gifts in number as sand and dust”: The diple refers to the difference between sand and dust, for sand is by the sea, whereas dust is soil from the plains. And he does not say the same thing twice.
Aristarchus notes that sand and dust are not synonyms, formulates the difference between them and concludes that “he does not say the same thing twice” (which could refer to both Homer and Achilles). Such an approach resembles that of R. Elazar ha-Qappar and the different definitions of ot and mofet in Sifre Deuteronomy. There is also a similarity to the effort of Aeschylus in Aristophanes’ Frogs, cited at the head of this chapter, to rebuff Euripides’ charge that he says the same thing twice (δὶς ταὐτὸν ἡμῖν εἶπεν), by finely distinguishing between “to return” and “to come”. It is possible that Aristarchus’ claim that Homer does not say the same thing twice opposes a stylistic approach, similar to what we have discussed above, which does not regard repetition in the Homeric poems as a fault.

A systematic differentiation between apparent synonyms lies at the foundation of Philo’s allegorical exegesis. Philo assumes that Moses chose carefully the words he used in the Torah, and thus one can be punctilious when reading it, finding a deeper meaning in the choice of words which might seem to the superficial reader to be synonymous.
 
So, for example, Philo dedicates the first part of his treatise On Husbandry to a systematic distinction between Moses’ use of the terms ‘husbandman (γεωργός)’ and ‘soil-worker (γῆς ἐργάτης)’; ‘shepherd (ποιμήν)’ and ‘cattle-rearer (κτηνοτρόφος)’; ‘horseman’ (ἱππεύς)’ and ‘rider’ (ἀναβάτης)’. The first of each of these pairs represents, according to Philo, the expert who strives to benefit and improve his craft; whereas the second represents the unqualified and inexperienced who is controlled by impulses, wishes to satisfy his desires and cannot rein them in. 

Yet, according to Philo, the Torah’s goal in such a distinction between these apparent synonyms is not only lexical, as the Sophists are wont, but they are to be regarded also as allegories to the soul and its machinations. Thus the distinction between a husbandman and soil-worker should be understood, following Plato and the Stoa, as referring to the way in which the mind should tend the fields of the soul. The distinction between shepherd and the cattle-rearer instructs us of the inner cattle in our soul and the need of the mind to be a loyal shepherd to the various desires. And, finally, the difference between a rider (ἀναβάτης) and a horseman (ἱππεύς) is to be understood, once again following Plato, on the backdrop of the image of the soul chariot which is harnessed to lust and anger and guided by the mind.
 
It would seem that such distinctions were not readily accepted and hence Philo feels the need to justify his reading methods:

αὐτίκα τοίνυν ὡς γεωργὸν καὶ γῆς ἐργάτην δόξαντας ἀδιαφορεῖν ἀλλήλων εὕρομεν ἐν τοῖς κατὰ διάνοιαν ἀλληγοροῦντες μακρῷ διεστηκότας, οὕτως ποιμένα καὶ κτηνοτρόφον· μέμνηται γὰρ ποτὲ μὲν κτηνοτροφίας ποτὲ δ’ αὖ ποιμενικῆς ὁ νομοθέτης. καὶ οἵ γε μὴ λίαν ἠκριβωμένοι τάχα που τῆς αὐτῆς ἐπιτηδεύσεως συνωνυμούσας ὑπολήψονται προσρήσεις εἶναι, εἰσὶ δέ γε πραγμάτων διαφερόντων ἐν ταῖς δι’ ὑπονοιῶν ἀποδόσεσι·
To begin with, just as we discovered that in the application of the allegorical method of interpretation there was a real difference between the cultivator and the worker of the earth even though they seemed not to differ, in the same way we discover a real difference between the shepherd and the cattle-feeder. The lawgiver does in fact sometimes makes mention of cattle-feeding, but at other times of shepherding. People who are not too exact (in their interpretation) will perhaps assume that these are synonymous designations referring to the same practice, but actually in the presentation of the deeper meaning they pertain to realities that are quite different. 
It is possible that Philo is criticizing here contemporary biblical exegetes who did not see the need to inquire after the distinctions between apparent synonyms in order to derive from them a deeper meaning. Rather, they probably argued, in line with the Homeric scholars of their time, that this is a common stylistic phenomenon. Philo, on the other hand, strongly believes that all “two idioms” should be expounded. 

A completely different approach to synonyms, which likely represent a common hermeneutical stance in Philo’s time, is preserved in the second part of the treatise On Plantation (139-171), where Philo wishes to demonstrate with various arguments that the wise man might get drunk without losing control. This section is not exegetical and does not include a quotation or even an allusion to biblical verses. As Hans von Arnim has shown, most of the arguments in this section where taken (and possibly quoted verbatim) from a stoic treatise with Aristotelian influences.
 The first argument brought by Philo is lexical (Plant.150):
τοῦ δὲ προτέρου τὰς πίστεις ἁρμόττον λέγειν πρότερον, ποιησαμένους ἐνθένδε τὴν ἀρχήν· τῶν πραγμάτων τὰ μὲν ὁμώνυμα, τὰ δὲ συνώνυμα εἶναι συμβέβηκεν. ὁμωνυμία δὲ καὶ συνωνυμία τἀναντία ὁμολογεῖται, ὅτι ὁμωνυμία μὲν κατὰ πολλῶν ὑποκειμένων ἓν ὄνομα, συνωνυμία δὲ καθ’ ἑνὸς ὑποκειμένου <πολλά>.

It will be convenient to take first the proofs by which the former thesis is supported. We will begin by remarking that some things are homonymous and other synonymous. Everyone will allow that homonymy and synonymy are opposites, homonymy meaning one name applied to many objects, synonymy many name applied to one object.
Philo adduces several examples of synonyms and then return to his main argument (154):
τὸν ἄκρατον ὥσπερ οἶνον, οὕτως καὶ μέθυ οἱ παλαιοὶ ἐκάλουν· πολλαχοῦ γοῦν τῆς ποιήσεώς ἐστι τουτὶ τοὔνομα ἐμφερόμενον, ὥστ’ εἰ τὰ συνωνυμοῦντα καθ’ ἑνὸς ὑποκειμένου λέγεται, οἶνος καὶ μέθυ, καὶ τὰ ἀπὸ τούτων οὐδὲν ὅτι μὴ φωναῖς διοίσει μόνον, τό τε οἰνοῦσθαι καὶ τὸ μεθύειν [ἕν]

The ancients called strong drink “wine” (οἶνον) and an “intoxicant” (μέθυ) indifferently, as seen from the frequency with which this last word occurs in poetry. If, then, “wine” and “intoxicant” are used as synonyms of one object, their derivatives “to be filled with wine” and “to be intoxicated” will differ only in word.

The word μέθυ is of an epic register, used mainly in the Homeric poems and other epics. The verb μεθύειν (to be intoxicated) was indeed derivedfrom the noun μέθυ, which interestingly goes back to an Indo-European word meaning honey and mead.

The structure and content of Philo’s argument had lead Rose to include it in his collection of fragments from unidentified Aristotelian works.
 There is indeed similarity to Aristotle’s following statement in the Physics (1, 2 185b):
λέγεται δ’ἓν ἢ τὸ συνεχὲς ἢ τὸ ἀδιαίρετον ἢ ὧν ὁ λόγος ὁ αὐτὸς καὶ εἷς ὁ τοῦ τί ἦν εἶναι, ὥσπερ μέθυ καὶ οἶνος.

Now we say that the continuous is one or that the indivisible is one, or things are said to be ‘one’, when their essence is one and the same, as ‘intoxicant’ and ‘wine’.

For Aristotle the pair ‘wine’ and ‘intoxicant’ represent the basic example of synonyms. The same lexical identification could be found in the Homeric commentaries. So, for example, the D scholia to the Iliad (7.471=9.465) states: Μέθυ. Οἶνος (“intoxicant”: wine).
 Thus, according to the commentators, Homer and other poets use the word μέθυ as a poetical alternative to ‘wine’.

On the backdrop of such an identification both in Philo and various Greek authors, one should examine how Philo explained the pair “wine and intoxicant” in the Bible. In his commentary to the laws of the nazirite in his work On the Special Laws (1, 249) Philo writes: 
ποιησαμένῳ δὲ τὴν εὐχὴν τάδε διαγορεύει·πρῶτον μὲν ἄκρατον μὴ προσφέρεσθαι μηδ’ „ὅσα ἐκ σταφυλῆς κατεργάζεται“ μηδ’ ἄλλο τι μέθυσμα πίνειν ἐπὶ αθαιρέσει λογισμοῦ

when he has made the vow, the lawgiver gives him the following instructions. First, he must not take any unmixed (wine) or anything “which is made of grapes” nor drink any other intoxicant (μέθυσμα) to the overthrow of his reason. 

Earlier on in the same treatise (98), Philo similarly distinguishes between “wine and intoxicant” in the priestly drinking prohibition in Lev. 10:9.
 It would seem that Philo understands μέθυσμα as referring to an intoxicant not made of grapes, and thus not identical with wine, similar to R. Yehuda’s opinion in the Sifra.
 
It should be noted that in the Septuagint on these verses the expression οἶνον καὶ σίκερα is used.
 The word σίκερα was probably coined by the Greek translators, who, like the sages later on, did not quite understand it and chose to transcribe the Hebrew – שכר (shekhar).
 However, from Philo’s comments it seems that the version of Num. 6:3 and Lev. 10:9 that stood in front of him used the expression οἶνον καὶ μέθυσμα.
 Like σίκερα, μέθυσμα is also a Septuagint neologism coined to translate shekhar. This word never appears in pagan literature, and occurs only several dozens of times in Christian literature (almost always in connection with the Septuagint). It would seem that the translators understood shekhar to be derived from the Hebrew root √škr, to get drunk, and similarly derived the neologism μέθυσμα from the verb μεθύειν.
Yet in light of his discussion of the synonyms οἶνος and μέθυ, it would seem that Philo could not ignore the resemblance between μέθυσμα and μέθυ (and their connection to the verb μεθύειν). And indeed in all of its occurrences in Philo’s oeuvre, which are not part of a biblical quotation or paraphrase,
 μέθυσμα is regarded as a synonym of wine. So, for example, Philo writes the following in his treatise On Husbandry:

τοῦ δ’ ἀμπελῶνος τὸν καρπὸν ὁ φυτουργὸς ἀποδρεψάμενος καὶ ἀποθλίψας, εἶτ’ ἐμπιὼν μεθύσματος ἀκράτου γανωθῇ.
How the vintner picks the fruit from the vine and crushes it, then imbibes the un mixed intoxicating liquid (μεθύσματος ἀκράτου) and becomes merry.
Similarly, in On Dreams (Somn. 2:190): 
ὸ μὲν οὖν ἕτερον εἶδος ἀμπέλου, ὅπερ εὐφροσύνη κεκλήρωται, καὶ τὸ ἐξ αὐτῆς μέθυσμα
We have explained one kind of vine, that which is the property of gladness, and the potent drink (μέθυσμα) which it gives.

Thus from Philo’s regular usage of the word μέθυσμα it is evident to himself and his readers that it is synonymous with ‘wine’, just like μέθυ. μέθυσμα, as noted above, is a rare word, which originated in the Septuagint, and thus one would expect Philo to interpret the biblical pair οἶνος καὶ μέθυσμα in the same vein of the Sifre (“wine is intoxicant and intoxicant is wine”). Why then in his commentary to Lev. 10:9 and Num. 6:3 does Philo not interpret these words as synonymous?
It would seem that Philo clearly distinguishes between his own language and that of the Bible and that at the basis of his Halakhic exegesis, just as in his allegorical interpretation, lies a hermeneutical approach which strives to create distinctions between apparent synonyms. Just as Aristarchus stated that there is a distinction between ‘sand’ and ‘dust’ and hence Homer did not say the same thing twice, so Philo believes that the Torah did not use synonyms. 

Philo’s statement that μέθυσμα is an intoxicant not extracted from grapes would seem then to be motivated by his concept of the perfect text – a text without repetitions. Moreover, it is possible that in his exegesis of Lev. 10:9 and Num. 6:3 Philo wished to oppose commentators who regarded οἶνος καὶ μέθυσμα as a hendiades, two adjacent words which have one meaning.
Thus a fundamental disputation regarding synonyms, similar to the one between the schools of R. Akiva and R. Ishmael, took place already in Alexandria between Philo and his colleagues as well as among the Homeric scholars. It would seem that this disputation was essentially aesthetic: does repetition blemish the perfection of the text or is it an acceptable stylistic feature?
Beyond the similarity in the fundamental dispute, it is possible that in this case too, as in the examples analyzed in the previous section, one might point to a concrete connection between Alexandria and the school of R. Ishmael. As noted, the reflexive rule “The Torah spoke in two idioms” appears only once in Tannaitic literature in a derasha whose focal point is the identification of “wine” and “intoxicant”. It seems that the goal of the midrash was to formulate an exegetical principle according to which the Torah, like human literary works, might create stylistic variation by using synonyms. Proof that the goal of this rule is first and foremost exegetical, and not necessarily halakhic, could be found in the fact that there seems not to be a legal difference between the assertion that “wine is an intoxicant and an intoxicant is wine” and the opinion of R. Eliezer ha-Qappar, which follows directly, according to which “wine is mixed and intoxicant unmixed”.
In Greek literature the pair οἶνος and μέθυ is considered a basic example of synonyms. This tradition was well known to Philo and he uses it explicitly in his discussion of synonyms, in a non-exegetical context. And yet when he comments on the Torah he choses to ignore it. It is thus possible that the choice of the commentator from the school of R. Ishmael to open his discussion on “two idioms” specifically with “wine” and “intoxicant” might reflect an acquaintance with a discussion on this very same pair of words as part of a disputation over synonyms in the Torah which took place in Alexandria. 

It is important to note that I do not claim that a dispute about the meaning of the word shekhar, or the identification between ‘wine’ and ‘intoxicant’ rely on the Alexandrian commentary, but that the choice of this particular pair of words as the leading example that the “Torah spoke in two idioms” might be based on an earlier discussion in Alexandria.
To sum up, the last two sections dealt with stylistic redundancies commented on in the Halakhic midrashim, Homeric scholarship, rhetorical handbooks and by Philo. I suggested that in some of the cases Jewish Alexandrian commentators might be the missing link connecting the Rabbis and the Hellenistic exegetical literature. From a methodological point of view, this offers us the possibility for reconstructing some of the approaches of these commentators by carefully comparing and triangulating the rabbinic interpretations, Philo and the Homeric scholarship.
Part III: Transition Formulae
This section addresses the rabbis’ approaches to transition formulae and their roots in Homeric scholarship documented mainly in the bT scholia. As I shall demonstrate, the school of R. Ishmael adopts a literary approach that singles out these formulae as necessary solely for delineating the beginning and the end of pericopes, without conveying any further meaning. The school of R. Akiva, on the other hand, declines to regard these formulae as mere vehicles of transition devoid of intrinsic meaning (and hence, according to them – superfluous). I shall first present how the Homeric scholars systematically note transitions between scenes and pay close attention to the formulae used. I will then argue that some of the terms used by the school of R. Ishmael to address these formulae and as well as the aesthetic and literary concepts that undergird them are similar to (and likely informed by) the work of contemporary Homeric scholars.   
Metabasis
At the end of Iliad 15 the fierce battle around the Greek ships takes place. Then, at the beginning of Iliad 16, the narrator turns to describe the dialogue between Patroclus and Achilles, who are observing the battle from their tent: 
(15.746) δώδεκα δὲ προπάροιθε νεῶν αὐτοσχεδὸν οὖτα. 
(16.1) Ὣς οἳ μὲν περὶ νηὸς ἐϋσσέλμοιο μάχοντο· 

Πάτροκλος δ’ Ἀχιλῆϊ παρίστατο ποιμένι λαῶν
(15.746) and twelve men did he (Ajas) wound in close fight in front of the ships.

(16.1) So then they (Ὣς οἳ μὲν) were warring around the well-benched ship, 

but (δ’) Patroclus drew near to Achilles, shepherd of the host 

Concerning this scene-transition the bT Scholia notes:
Sch. bT Il. 16.1a ex: ὣς οἱ μὲν περὶ νηὸς <ἐϋσσέλμοιο μάχοντο>: […] — ὡς μέλλων δὲ ἑτέρων μεγάλων ἐνάρχεσθαι πραγμάτων, παραγραφὴν ἐνέβαλε τὸν στίχον. ἔστι δὲ τοιαῦτα πολλὰ παρ’ Ὁμήρῳ· „ὣς οἱ μὲν Τρῶες φυλακὰς ἔχον“ (Il. 9.1), „ὣς οἱ μὲν μάρναντο δέμας πυρός“ (Il. 11.596; 18.1), „ὣς ὁ μὲν ἐν λισίῃσι Μενοιτίου ἄλκιμος υἱός“ (Il. 12.1), „ὣς οἱ μὲν στενάχοντο κατὰ πτόλιν“ (Il. 23.1), „ὣς ὁ μὲν ἔνθ’ ἠρᾶτο“ (Od. 7.1), „ὣς ὁ μὲν ἔνθα καθεῦδεν“ (Od. 6.1).

 “So then they (ὣς οἱ μὲν) were warring around the well-benched ship”: […] As he intends to begin other great matters, he uses a paragraphē-line. There are many such instances by Homer: “So then (ὣς οἱ μὲν) the Trojans kept watch, [but the Achaeans …]” (Il. 9.1); “So then they fought like blazing fire, [but Antilochus … ]”(Il. 11.596; 18.1); “So then (ὣς ὁ μὲν) amid the huts the valiant son of Menoetius [was tending the wounded Eurypylus, but the others, Argives and Trojans, fought on]” (Il. 12.1); “So then they made lamentation throughout the city; (but the Achaeans…)”(Il. 23.1); “So then he (ὣς ὁ μὲν) prayed there, [the much-enduring goodly Odysseus, while the two strong mules…]” (Od. 7.1); “So he (ὣς ὁ μὲν) lay there asleep, [the much-enduring goodly Odysseus …, but Athena went…] (Od. 6.1).

According to the scholiast, Homer is accustomed to use a paragraphē-line when changing scenes. The term paragraphē usually refers to a written note of a commentator signaling the end of a paragraph, a change of speaker, or the end of a sentence. In fact, it functions as a kind of punctuation mark, as an inner-textual version of the paragraphos, a para-textual sign which appears on the margins of many papyri and manuscripts to indicate book ends or change of speakers.
 
In order to prove that a paragraphē-line is indeed a common feature used by Homer, the scholiast adduces six more passages from both the Iliad and the Odyssey.
 As René Nünlist notes, what is common to all these passages is the use of the formula ὣς οἱ μὲν + imperfect. This formula sums up what has been taking place and the imperfect indicates that the action mentioned continues in the background. Modern scholars call this transition-verse an ‘appositive summary’ or a ‘resumptive formula’.

As is evident, almost all of the examples adduced by the scholiast (except for Il. 11.596) appear at the beginning of a book, indicating that the division of the books in both the Iliad and the Odyssey, produced by the Homeric scholars, was based, among other things, on the sensitivity to such transitions, which served as a convenient place to mark the beginning of a new book.
 
The technical term usually used in the scholia to describe this change of scenes is μετάβασις (metabasis, transition) or various forms of the verb μεταβαίνειν, defined by Nünlist as “to pass on to (i.e. change of scene)”.
 An example of this could be found in the scholia which discusses the transition between the end of the eighth book of the Iliad, where the Trojans are waiting in the field for sunrise in order to attack, and the beginning of the ninth book, where the narration turns to the events in the Greek camp:
ἵπποι δὲ κρῖ λευκὸν ἐρεπτόμενοι καὶ ὀλύρας
(8.565) ἑσταότες παρ’ ὄχεσφιν ἐΰθρονον Ἠῶ μίμνον. 
 (9.1) Ὣς οἳ μὲν Τρῶες φυλακὰς ἔχον· αὐτὰρ Ἀχαιοὺς 
θεσπεσίη ἔχε φύζα φόβου κρυόεντος ἑταίρη,
πένθεϊ δ’ ἀτλήτῳ βεβολήατο πάντες ἄριστοι.
And their horses, eating of white barley and spelt, 
(8.565) stood beside the cars and waited for fair-throned Dawn. 
(9.1) Thus the Trojans (Ὣς οἳ μὲν Τρῶες) kept watch, but the Achaeans 
were holden of wondrous Panic, the handmaid of numbing fear 
and with grief intolerable were all the noblest stricken

On this transition the exegetical bT scholia notes: 
Sch. bT Il. 9.0a ex.: ὅταν δὲ ἄλλων πραγμάτων ἄρχεσθαι μέλλῃ, παραγραφὰς ἐμβάλλει, ὡς οἱ νόμοι τῶν ἱστοριογράφων· μεταβαίνων γὰρ ἐπὶ τὰ Ἑλλήνων ἀπεκορύφωσε τὸν λόγον.

Whenever he [sc. the poet] intends to begin a new scene, he introduces paragraphē-sentences (παραγραφαί), like the rules of historiographers: in transition (μεταβαίνων) [from the Trojan] to the Greek affairs he summarizes his [previous] account.

The scholiast compares Homer’s use of the paragraphē to that of the historians, referring to the way they often shift from one scene to the other using transition-phrases. 

Let us examine another example. Iliad 12 opens as follows (ll. 1-3):
 Ὣς ὃ μὲν ἐν κλισίῃσι Μενοιτίου ἄλκιμος υἱὸς 
ἰᾶτ’ Εὐρύπυλον βεβλημένον· οἳ δὲ μάχοντο
Ἀργεῖοι καὶ Τρῶες ὁμιλαδόν· 
So then amid the huts the valiant son of Menoetius 
was tending the wounded Eurypylus, but the others, 
Argives and Trojans, fought on in throngs. 
At the end of book 11 Patroclus, son of Menoetius, cures Eurypylus, yet at the opening of book 12 Homer returns to describe the war. On this transition the exegetical scholia notes:

Sch. AbT Il. 12.1-2a ex.: ὣς ὁ μὲν ἐν κλισίῃσι<—οἱ δὲ μάχοντο>: πάλιν μεταβέβηκεν ἐπὶ τὰς μάχας ὁ ποιητής·
“So then amid the huts <[…] but the others fought>”: Once again the Poet transitioned (μεταβέβηκεν) to the battles.
Alongside terms derived from the verb μεταβαίνειν, the commentators also use other terms to designate transition, such as μετάγειν or ἀπάγειν, ‘to lead over’.
 Quite often the object of these verbs is ἡμᾶς, us. That is, the poet leads us, the readers, from one scene to another. So, for example, on the transition at the beginning Iliad 18 from the battle over Patroclus’ body to the Greek camp where Antilochus informs Achilles of his friend’s death, the scholia bT comments:
Sch. bT Il. 18.1a ex.: <ὣς οἱ μὲν μάρναντο> δέμας πυρός; […] ποικίλλει δὲ πάλιν μετάγων ἡμᾶς ἐπὶ τὰς σκηνάς.

“<So fought they> like blazing fire, [but Antilochus, swift of foot, came to bear tidings to Achilles]”: He once again varies by passing us to the booths.
The commentator notes that Homer uses transitions, here and in other passages, in order to create variation, sustaining the reader’s interest.

We have thus seen that the Homeric scholars systematically note transitions between scenes and pay close attention to the formulae used and to the dramatic effect of these changes on the reader.
 An examination of all such comments which make use of technical terms derived from such verbs as μεταβαίνειν and μετάγειν, clearly shows that they all belong to the exegetical bT scholia
 or to Nicanor, the second century CE scholar,
 and not to the Alexandrian scholars from the school of Aristarchus.
 This fact might indicate that the systematic literary preoccupation with transition-phrases and especially the use of the technical terms is characteristic of the work of the Homeric scholars in the first centuries CE – the same time the Tannaim were active. With this in mind we can now turn to examine similar notes in the Halakhic Midrashim.
The Verse Transfers It
One of the most explicit terms for designating a transition of subject matter appears in a derasha in Sifre Numbers dealing with the case of the nazirite in Num. 6:1-8:
וַיְדַבֵּר יי אֶל מֹשֶׁה לֵּאמֹר. דַּבֵּר אֶל בְּנֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל וְאָמַרְתָּ אֲלֵהֶם אִישׁ אוֹ אִשָּׁה כִּי יַפְלִא לִנְדֹּר נֶדֶר נָזִיר לְהַזִּיר לַיי. מִיַּיִן וְשֵׁכָר יַזִּיר חֹמֶץ יַיִן וְחֹמֶץ שֵׁכָר לֹא יִשְׁתֶּה וְכָל מִשְׁרַת עֲנָבִים לֹא יִשְׁתֶּה וַעֲנָבִים לַחִים וִיבֵשִׁים לֹא יֹאכֵל.
כֹּל יְמֵי נִזְרוֹ מִכֹּל אֲשֶׁר יֵעָשֶׂה מִגֶּפֶן הַיַּיִן מֵחַרְצַנִּים וְעַד זָג לֹא יֹאכֵל.
כָּל יְמֵי נֶדֶר נִזְרוֹ תַּעַר לֹא יַעֲבֹר עַל רֹאשׁוֹ עַד מְלֹאת הַיָּמִם אֲשֶׁר יַזִּיר לַיי קָדֹשׁ יִהְיֶה גַּדֵּל פֶּרַע שְׂעַר רֹאשׁוֹ.
כָּל יְמֵי הַזִּירוֹ לַיי עַל נֶפֶשׁ מֵת לֹא יָבֹא. לְאָבִיו וּלְאִמּוֹ לְאָחִיו וּלְאַחֹתוֹ לֹא יִטַּמָּא לָהֶם בְּמֹתָם כִּי נֵזֶר אֱלֹהָיו עַל רֹאשׁו.
כֹּל יְמֵי נִזְרוֹ קָדֹשׁ הוּא לַיי.
(1)The Lord spoke to Moses, saying: (2) Speak to the Israelites and say to them: If anyone, man or woman, explicitly utters a nazirite’s vow, to set himself apart for the Lord, (3) he shall abstain from wine and any other intoxicant; he shall not drink vinegar of wine or of any other intoxicant, neither shall he drink anything in which grapes have been steeped, nor eat grapes fresh or dried. 

(4) Throughout his term as nazirite, he may not eat anything that is obtained from the grapevine, even seeds or skin.
(5) Throughout the term of his vow as nazirite, no razor shall touch his head; it shall remain consecrated until the completion of his term as nazirite of the Lord, the hair of his head being left to grow untrimmed. 

(6) Throughout the term that he has set apart for the Lord, he shall not go in where there is a dead person. (7) Even if his father or mother, or his brother or sister should die, he must not defile himself for them, since hair set apart for his God is upon his head. 

(8) Throughout his term as nazirite he is consecrated to the Lord.

In this pericope there is a repetition of the words “throughout the term” (כל ימי נזרו/נדר נזרו/הזירו). Sifre Number preserves two short derashot on two of these repetitions. On verse 5 the Sifre comments (25, p. 70):
"כל ימי נדר נזרו", הרי הכתוב משיאו מכלל היין ובא לו ללמד על התגלחת.
“Throughout the term of his vow as nazirite”, scripture thus transfers it (i.e. the subject) from [the discussion of] wine and comes to teach about the shaving.
As Kahana notes, this drasha explains the repetition of the words “throughout the term of his vow as nazirite” as “a literary introduction of the new prohibition on shaving”.
 That is, the repeated words are not needed for expounding but are rather part of the literary method of the Torah to point out a transition from one prohibition to the other. These words, in fact, function as a paragraphē. According to Kahana, this accords well with “R. Ishmael’s moderate midrashic approach.”
 
A similar drasha appear a little further on verse 6 (Sifre Numbers 26, p. 75):
"כל ימי הזירו לה' על נפש מת לא יבוא", הרי הכתוב משיאו מכלל תגלחת ובא לו ללמד על הטומאה. 
“Throughout the term that he has set apart for the Lord, he shall not go in where there is a dead person”, scripture thus transfers it (i.e. the subject) from [the discussion of] shaving and comes to teach about the pollution.
The words “all the days of his separation” function as a resumptive formula marking the transition from shaving prohibitions to prohibitions concerning pollution. The term used by the Sifre, הכתוב משיאו מכלל א' ובא לו ללמד על ב' (‘scripture transfers it from X and comes to teach about Y’) appears only in these two drashot. The word משיאו (masio) is to be understood, as noted already by Lieberman and Kahana, as “transfer it from one matter to the other”, similar to other expressions such as והשיאו לדבר אחר (lit. ‘transferred him to another matter’, i.e., ‘changed the subject’; t.Parah 10:3 etc.),
 which Lieberman had suggested is equivalent to the Greek μεταφορά.
 In light of our discussion, it is plausible that term הכתוב משיאו (‘scripture transposes it’) might be influenced by the technical terms used in the Homeric scholarship: μεταβαίνειν or μετάγειν. It would thus seem that there is not only a resemblance in the literary approach between the Homeric scholars and the school of R. Ishmael, but also in the technical terminology. 

Separating the Matter

Another formula which designates a transition of subject matter is הפסיק העניין (hefsik ha-inyan: it separated/divided/defined the matter). The term inyan in rabbinical parlance refers to, as Shlomo Naeh defines it, “a continuous content unit whose boundaries are undefined.”
  

This formula appears in the Halakhic Midrashim of both schools, yet it is used differently by each school. 

Let us begin our discussion with a drasha at the opening of the Sifra, in which an anonymous commentator from the school of R. Akiva seeks to explain why there is a need for gaps and pauses between pericopes at the beginning of Leviticus (Sifra, Nedava 2,2 3c):

"ויקרא" "וידבר" – הקדים קרייה לדיבר [...] יכול אף לפיסקות? 

תל' לו' 'וידבר' לדיביר היתה קריאה, לא היתה קריאה לפיסקות. 

וכי מה היו הפיסקות משמשות? 

ליתן ריווח למשה להיתבונן בין פרשה לפרשה ובין עינין לעינין. 

והרי הדברין קול וחומר: ומה אם מי שהוא שומע מפי הקודשא ומדבר ברוח הקודש צריך להתבונן בין פרשה לפרשה ובין עינין לעינין, על אחת כמה וכמה הידיוט מיהידיוט.

“and He called” “and He spoke”: It placed calling before speaking. […] Is it so also with regards to the pauses?

It is therefore said: “and He spoke”, there was a calling for speaking, there was no calling for the pauses.

Then what was the function of the pauses?

To give Moses a relief to reflect between one pericope and another and between one matter and another.

And the things are a fortiori: what if one who hears from the Holy One and speaks [inspired] by the Holy Spirit needs to reflect between one pericope and another and between one matter and another, so much more a common man who learns from a common man.

On this drasha Shlomo Naeh has remarked:

According to the explanation suggested by the commentator, the graphic structure of the written Torah reflects the way in which it was delivered orally to Moses. The gaps between the pericopes represent actual gaps during the delivery,
 so that Moses could reflect over the things that he had been told. After such a pause God would not summon Moses anew, but rather continued his delivery […] and therefore expressions such as “And God spoke to Moses” do not appear at the head of every pericope. According to this approach the Torah is comprised of statements spoken to Moses at different times, and each one of them was said with measured pauses to facilitate his reflection on the matter. […] The language of the Sifra makes it clear that the word piska designates the gap and not the pericope itself. The actual textual segment is called parasha or inyan.
In the Sifra the piska refers to the graphic aspect of the Torah – the division into pericopes,
 similar to the use of paragrphos in manuscripts.
 Yet according to the Sifra, the piska was not only intended for the reader,
 but it represents the way in which the pericopes were delivered to Moses. This entails that every pericope is a complete saying of God and hence could be treated by the commentator as an independent unit to be reflected upon – a self-standing Torah.
 The historical reconstruction of the way the Torah was delivered impacts the way it should be interpreted. Since the transition between the pericopes is marked by the gaps, there is no need for introductory and concluding formulae and thus, according to the school of R. Akiva, one can and should derive meaning from the verse opening and endings the various pericopes. 
While the hefsek, the separation, according to the school of R. Akiva, is created by a para-textual element, for the school of R. Ishmael it is a product of transition words or phrases.
A good example of R. Ishmael’s approach could be find in the discussion on the transition between the festival pericope and the vows pericope (Num. 29-30):

(כט 39) אֵלֶּה תַּעֲשׂוּ לַיי בְּמוֹעֲדֵיכֶם לְבַד מִנִּדְרֵיכֶם וְנִדְבֹתֵיכֶם לְעֹלֹתֵיכֶם וּלְמִנְחֹתֵיכֶם וּלְנִסְכֵּיכֶם וּלְשַׁלְמֵיכֶם.
(ל 1) וַיֹּאמֶר מֹשֶׁה אֶל בְּנֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל כְּכֹל אֲשֶׁר צִוָּה יי אֶת מֹשֶׁה. פ
(2) וַיְדַבֵּר מֹשֶׁה אֶל רָאשֵׁי הַמַּטּוֹת לִבְנֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל לֵאמֹר זֶה הַדָּבָר אֲשֶׁר צִוָּה יי.
(3) אִישׁ כִּי יִדֹּר נֶדֶר לַיי אוֹ הִשָּׁבַע שְׁבֻעָה לֶאְסֹר אִסָּר עַל נַפְשׁוֹ לֹא יַחֵל דְּבָרוֹ כְּכָל הַיֹּצֵא מִפִּיו יַעֲשֶׂה.
(29:39) All these you shall offer to the Lord at the stated times, in addition to your votive and freewill offerings, be they burnt offerings, meal offerings, libations, or offerings of well-being.

(30:1) And Moses spoke to the Israelites just as the Lord had commanded Moses.
(2) And Moses spoke to the heads of the Israelite tribes, saying: This is what the Lord has command.

(3) If a man makes a vow to the Lord or takes an oath imposing an obligation on himself, he shall not break his pledge; he must carry out all that has crossed his lips.

On these verse the Sifre notes:
 
"ויאמר משה אל בני ישראל", להפסיק העיניין דברי ר' ישמעאל. 
“And Moses spoke to the Israelites”: To separate the matter, the words of R. Ishmael. 
According to R. Ishmael, verse 30:1 is intended to separate the two pericopes. In Ms. Vatican 32 the derasha ends here. However, in other manuscripts and commentaries there appears another section explicitly explaining the logic behind this assertion:

שאם קורא אני "מלבד מנדריכם ונדבותיכם ... וידבר משה אל ראשי המטות" איני יודע באיזה ענין הכתוב מדבר. 
כשהוא אומר "ויאמר משה אל בני ישראל" - להפסיק הענין דברי ר' ישמעאל
For if I were to read “in addition to your votive offerings and freewill offerings … And Moses spoke to the heads of the Israelite tribes”, I would not know about what matter scripture is speaking. 
When it says “And Moses spoke to the Israelites” – it separates the matter, the words or R. Ishmael. 
Thus if we were to omit verse 30:1 we would have the following amibiguious verses: 
(כט 39) אֵלֶּה תַּעֲשׂוּ לַיי בְּמוֹעֲדֵיכֶם לְבַד מִנִּדְרֵיכֶם וְנִדְבֹתֵיכֶם לְעֹלֹתֵיכֶם וּלְמִנְחֹתֵיכֶם וּלְנִסְכֵּיכֶם וּלְשַׁלְמֵיכֶם. 
(ל 2) וַיְדַבֵּר מֹשֶׁה אֶל רָאשֵׁי הַמַּטּוֹת לִבְנֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל לֵאמֹר זֶה הַדָּבָר אֲשֶׁר צִוָּה יי. 
(3) אִישׁ כִּי יִדֹּר נֶדֶר לַיי אוֹ הִשָּׁבַע שְׁבֻעָה לֶאְסֹר אִסָּר עַל נַפְשׁוֹ לֹא יַחֵל דְּבָרוֹ כְּכָל הַיֹּצֵא מִפִּיו יַעֲשֶׂה.
(29:39) All these you shall offer to the Lord at the stated times, in addition to your votive and freewill offerings, be they burnt offerings, meal offerings, libations, or offerings of well-being.

(30:2) And Moses spoke to the heads of the Israelite tribes, saying: This is what the Lord has command.

(3) If a man makes a vow to the Lord or takes an oath imposing an obligation on himself, he shall not break his pledge; he must carry out all that has crossed his lips.

Following this reading, it is unclear whether verse 2 should be attached above or below, that is, whether it is a conclusion of festival pericope or an introduction to the vows pericope. That is why verse 30:1 is needed – in order to divide and separate one matter from the other. This verse therefore does not add any concrete content but rather functions as a literary coda. 
Unlike R. Akiva, R. Ishmael does not address para-textual elements such as the physical gap in the Torah scroll between the pericopes. One can say that the difference between the schools of R. Ishmael and R. Akiva according to these examples is similar to the difference between a paragraphos and a paragraphē – that is, between a dividing sign which is external to the text (paragraphos) and an internal sign, like a word or sentence, which is an integral part of the text (paragraphē).
Another example for R. Ishmael’s use of resumptive formulae is found in a derasha on Num. 31:17-18, which presents Moses’ injunctions after the battle with Midian: 
וְעַתָּה הִרְגוּ כָל זָכָר בַּטָּף וְכָל אִשָּׁה יֹדַעַת אִישׁ לְמִשְׁכַּב זָכָר הֲרֹגוּ וְכֹל הַטַּף בַּנָּשִׁים אֲשֶׁר לֹא יָדְעוּ מִשְׁכַּב זָכָר הַחֲיוּ לָכֶם:

(17) Now, therefore, slay every male among the children and every woman who has known a man carnally slay (18) and every child among the women who has not had carnal relations with a man spare.

The Sifre notes on verse 17:

"הרגו" למה נאמר? להפסיק העיניין 

שאם קורא אני 'ועתה הרגו כל זכר בטף וכל הטף בנשים' איני יודע באיזה עיניין הכתוב מדבר לכך נאמר "הרוגו" להפסיק העיניין דברי ר' ישמעאל. 

ד"א: "הרוגו" למה נאמר? <שיכול הראויה ליבעל אמ' ליהרג. בעולה על אחת כמה וכמה>.אם אמרת כן ענשת מן הדין לכך נאמר "הרוגו" ללמדך שאין עונשים מן הדין.
“Slay”, why is this said? To separate the matter. For if I were to read ‘Now, therefore, slay every male among the children …. and every child among the women’, I would not know concerning what matter scripture is speaking. Therefore, it is said “slay”, to separate the matter, the words of R. Ishmael. 

Another interpretation: “slay”, why is this said? For it would have been possible [to deduct] that since he had commanded to slay a woman who is eligible to have intercourse, all the more so a woman who had had intercourse. Yet if you would say so, you would be decreeing punishment merely on the basis of a logical inference. Therefore, it is said: “slay”, thus teaching you that punishment cannot be decreed on the basis of a mere logical inference.

The injunction “slay” (הרגו) appears both at the beginning and the end of verse 17. If we were to remove the second occurrence of “slay” we would receive the following ambiguous commandment:

ועתה הרגו כל זכר בטף וכל אשה ידעת איש למשכב זכר וכל הטף בנשים אשר לא ידעו משכב זכר החיו לכם 
Now, therefore, slay every male among the children and every woman who has known a man carnally and every child among the women who has not had carnal relations with a man spare.

The punctuation in this version in unclear, and therefore it is difficult ascertain the full scope of the order to slay. One possibility is to punctuate after ‘and every child among the women’ (וכל הטף בנשים). The meaning will then be that one has to slay also every child among the women, sparing only those ‘who have not had carnal relations with a man’ (אשר לא ידעו משכב זכר החיו לכם).

Another possibility is to punctuate after ‘every male among the children’ (כל זכר בטף). According to this reading only the males should be slain, whereas every woman, regardless if she had known a man carnally or not, should be spared. Finally, if one were to punctuate after ‘every woman who has known a man carnally’ (וכל אשה ידעת איש למשכב זכר), it would indicate that every male among the children and every woman who had known a man should be slain and only the children among the women who have not had carnal relations with a man should be spared.  

Thus, according to R. Ishmael, as Yadin notes, “[t]he repetition of “slay” serves a clear purpose within the verse: it punctuates the sentence much as a semicolon distinguishes one phrase from the next”.
 It makes the commandment unambiguous: every male among the children and every woman who has known a man should be slain.
  
In contradistinction to R. Ishmael approach, according to the additional interpretation adduced, the repetition of the word “slay” comes to teach us a concrete lesson: it indicates that the slaying refers not only to the women explicitly mentioned but also to those inferred, even though it would have been possible to deduct that logically. We are thus taught that we should not punish someone on the basis of logical deduction but only on scriptural basis, in this case the repetition of a word. This approach, which is to be ascribed to the school of R. Akiva, regards every repetition as conveying new content and is opposed to R. Ishmael’s literary approach who views it merely as a form of punctuation needed to avoid misunderstanding. 

As a Seal of the Matter
A similar literary approach concerning resumptive formulae could also be found in the use of term ‘as a seal of the matter’ (כחותם הדברים)
 by R. Yonatan, from the school of R. Ishmael. 

In the conclusion of the pericope concerning the Sotah (a woman who went astray) it is stated (Num. 5:29):

זֹאת תּוֹרַת הַקְּנָאֹת אֲשֶׁר תִּשְׂטֶה אִשָּׁה תַּחַת אִישָׁהּ וְנִטְמָאָה
This is the instruction in cases of jealousy, when a woman goes astray while married to her husband and defiles herself

On this the Sifre Numbers comments (20, p. 54):
"זאת תורת הקנאות", אין לי אלא לשעה לדורות מניין? 

ת"ל "זאת תורת" דברי ר' יאשיה 
ר' יונתן אומר: כחותם הדברים.

“This is the instruction (torat) in cases of jealousy”, I know this is so concerning the time being, whence [do I learn this also] concerning subsequent generations? It is therefore said: “This is the instruction”, the words of R. Yoshaya. 

R. Yonatan says: As a seal of the matter (lit.: of the words).

According to R. Yoshaya, the role of the concluding verse is to instruct that the torah, i.e. the instruction, of the Sotah was not only a temporary order, reffering to Israel’s time in the desert, but rather one also intended for posterity. R. Yoshaya’s approach is typical to drashot from the school of R. Akiva on the expression “this is the instruction” (זאת תורת), as can been seen, for example, in Sifre Zuta Numbers 5:29 (p. 238):
"זאת תורת הקנאות" – תנהוג בשילה ובבית העולמים. יכול אף בבמה. ת"ל 'זאת'. 
“This is the instruction in cases of jealousy”- It shall be practiced in Shiloh and in the Temple. Would it have also been practiced in the bamah? It is therefore said: “This”.
According to the commentator, the expression “this is the instruction (torah) in cases of jealousy” (זאת תורת הקנאות) both expands and delimits the scope of the Sotah ritual. The words תורת הקנאות (“the instruction in cases of jealousy”) teach us that the torah of the Sotah is valid also in the future, whereas the demonstrative “this” (זאת) limits this teaching: The torah of the Sotah is not applicable during period of the bamot, the altars used prior to the establishment of a central sanctuary, but only to the time where there is a central place of worship, i.e. Shiloh and the Temple.

Unlike R. Yoshaya, R. Yonatan argues that the verse functions ‘as a seal of the matter’, that is, in Kahana’s words, as “a literary conclusion at the end of the pericope”.
 Since this verse serves a literary purpose there is no need to expound upon it and derive from it any further halakhic conclusions.
 

Hoffman and Epstein concluded from this derasha, alongside several other examples, that R. Yonatan systematically follows R. Ishmael’s approach, while R. Yoshaya follows that of R. Akiva.
 It is possible, as Kahana notes, that such a sweeping conclusion is not sufficiently grounded.
 Yet, at the very least, it would seem that R. Yonathan’s literary approach which lies behind the expression “as a seal of the matter” suits R. Ishmael’s approach and resembles the stylistic sensitivity of the Homeric scholars. 
Conclusion
In this part the comments of the Homeric scholars and the Rabbis concerning inner-textual transitions from one account to the other were discussed. We have seen that there is a striking similarity between the term הכתוב משיאו (“scripture transposes it”) and the technical terms derived from the verb μεταβαίνειν, used by the Homeric scholars. These terms are mainly attested in the bT scholia and thus probably represent the literary approach and taste of some commentators in the first few centuries CE, contemporaries of the school of R. Ishmael. 

Although the literary sensitivity is similar there are a few important differences: The Homeric scholars note a narrative transition between scenes and the transition formulae are intended to indicate that both scenes are taking place simultaneously. The drashot from the school of R. Ishmael, on the other hand, deal with transition from one subject matter to the other within a pericope or between pericopes, independent of the narrated time. Moreover, for the Homeric scholars, Homer demonstrates his literary talent and his ability to maintain the reader’s attention by often shifting scenes, whereas for the school of R. Ishmael the transition words are also intended to prevent ambiguity, by assisting the reader to understand if a word or a verse are part of the preceding or succeeding subject matter. 
Nonetheless, the close resemblance between the terms used by the school of R. Ishmael to designate transition formulae and those used by the Homeric scholars, would seem to reflect a similar textual perception as that of the Homeric scholars: The Torah, as a literary work, often makes use of introductory and concluding formulae.
 

Part IV: Isolating Particles 
One of the most famous disputes between R. Ishmael and R. Akiva over the midrashic methods concerns the case of a daughter of a priest who prostitutes herself (b.San. 51b):

"ובת [איש] כהן כי תחל לזנות" (ויק' כא 9) - בנערה והיא ארוסה הכתוב מדבר. [...] דברי רבי ישמעאל. 

רבי עקיבא אומר: אחת ארוסה ואחת נשואה יצאת לשריפה. [...] 

אמר ליה רבי ישמעאל: אי מה להלן נערה והיא ארוסה - אף כאן נערה והיא ארוסה! 

אמר ליה רבי עקיבא: ישמעאל אחי 'בת' 'ובת' אני דורש. 

אמר ליה: וכי מפני שאתה דורש בת ובת נוציא זו לשריפה?
 
“And if the daughter (u-vat) of a priest defiles herself through harlotry [it is her father whom she defiles; she shall be put to the fire]” (Lev. 21:9) – this refers to a maiden who is betrothed [...] - the opinion of R. Ishmael. 
R. Akiva says: Whether betrothed or married, she is taken out to be burnt. […]

R. Akiva said to him: Ishmael, my brother, ‘daughter’ [bat], “and if the daughter” [u-vat] - I am expounding [I learn out of the vav that prefixes the word bat]. 
R. Ishmael replied: And because of your bat u-vat exposition (of the superfluous vav), shall this one be taken out to be burnt? 
R. Ishmael bases his reading that the verse refers only to a betrothed maid by referring to another verse. R. Akiva, on the other hand, argues that the purpose of the letter vav which may seem to be redundant, is to include the married woman. R. Ishmael strongly opposes such a far-reaching halakhic conclusion which rests solely on a superfluous vav.
This drasha is a somewhat radical example (only attested in the Bavli) of one of the most striking feature of rabbinic exegesis: isolating particles and regarding them as independent conveyers of content beyond their acknowledged syntactical role. The range of particles which are addressed is wide and rules defining their roles were formulated for many of them. 
How can we account for this supposedly novel linguistic sensitivity, which is all but unattested in biblical commentaries prior to the rabbis? In this section I wish to argue that such sensitivity could be understood on the backdrop of the rise of grammar as an independent science in the first centuries CE. Scholars now sought to systematically explain the different parts of the sentence, and especially the role of the particles, many of which were previously considered to be superfluous.
Particles in the Early Homeric Commentaries
Before turning to discuss the role of particles in the grammatical literature, it worth examining briefly Aristarchus’ approach who often points to redundancies or omissions in Homer’s writing.
 Thus in hundreds of notes we are laconically told that a word is superfluous (περισσός) or missing (λεῖψις).
 The purpose of such notes seem to be to call the reader’s attention to the need to ignore a certain word or (mentally) add another – without actually altering the text itself.  
In his comments regarding redundant words, Aristarchus addresses a wide range of speech parts such as nouns, verbs, adverbs, pronouns and prepositions. Yet most of his comments focus especially on the following particles: δέ (over 30 times); κέ (28); τέ (16); καί (14); πέρ (7).
 

Let us examine two representative examples. On Agamemnon’s scolding of Nestor the scholia notes:
Sch. A Il. 10. 120b. Ariston.: <καὶ αἰτιάασθαι ἄνωγα:> ὅτι περισσὸς ὁ καί. 
”[Old sir, at another time] I would even (καί) have ordered you to chide him”: [there is a diplē] because the καί is redundant (περισσὸς) 
According to Aristarchus, the conjunctive καί (and) is not needed in order to understand the verse, and is better ignored. Indeed, as Schironi notes: “In Aristarchus’ opinion, the connective conjunctions τε and καί were also superfluous when they did not have a copulative function.”
  
Similarly, on Iliad 13.306 Aristarchus comments (Mariones addresses Idomeneus):

Sch. A Il. 13. 306a1 Ariston.: <τὸν καὶ Μηριόνης [πρότερος πρὸς μῦθον ἔειπε]:

 HYPERLINK "https://samba.huji.ac.il/+CSCO+0h756767633A2F2F6A6A6A2E6779742E6870762E727168++/help/BetaManual/online/SB2.html" \t "morph" > ὅτι περισσὸς ὁ καί σύνδεσμος.
“And (καί) to him Meriones [spoke first]”: [there is a diplē] because the conjunction καί is redundant (περισσὸς). 
Once again Aristarchus is satisfied with noting the fact that a conjunctive is redundant without trying to deriving any meaning from this redundancy. 
Participles in the Grammatical Treatises 
Aristarchus dedicated much attention to particles but did not formulate any systematic rules about their grammatical functions. In general, it would seem that he works according to a Grammatik im Kopf.
 That is, following implicit grammatical concepts. However, from the first century BCE grammar appears as an independent field of research no longer bound to philosophy or rhetoric. Already during the first century CE the grammatical theories became a common part of the Greco-Roman school curriculum, a fact which is evident from many papyri.
 
In this period many grammatical handbooks were composed, the most famous among them is the short treatise Τέχνη γραμματική (Ars grammtica), known simply as the Technē, which is attributed to Dionysius of Thrax (170-90 BCE), a pupil of Aristarchus. This booklet was extremely influential from late antiquity onwards. The first part of the treatise was probably indeed written by Dionysius, but most scholars date the rest of it to the third or fourth century CE.
 This treatise includes descriptive definitions of different speech parts, such as nouns, verbs, pronouns, prepositions and various particles.
While the Technē deals mainly with definitions, during the first centuries CE several important grammatical treatises were composed, which attempted to formulate a comprehensive grammatical theory. Arguably the most important of these grammarians was Apollonius Dyscolus (second century CE), father of the grammarian and Homeric scholar Herodian. Apollonius and his son are in many ways responsible for the systemization of the Greek grammar.
 Apollonius’ concept of language was normative, assuming that at its basis there lies a rational system, comprised of objective rules which might be formulated. This is an opposite approach to the empirical-descriptive approach prevalent earlier on, which was content with describing the various phenomena in the written and spoken language.
 From Apollonius’ many works four have come down to us intact: Περὶ συντάξεως (on Syntax); Περὶ ἀντωνυμίας (on Pronouns); Περὶ ἐπιρρημάτων (on Adverbs); Περὶ συνδεσμῶν (on Conjunctions). 

Even though the Homeric language is significantly different from that spoken in Apollonius’ time, more than ninety percent of the literary examples in his book are taken from the Iliad and the Odyssey.
 In fact, for Apollonius, as for Dionysus Thrax, the final purpose of the grammar is better understanding the poets, and especially Homer, as Lallot puts it:
 
Pour A. [Apollonius, Y.P] comme pour Denys le thrace, son prédécesseur de quatre siècles, la grammaire technique se conçoit toujours comme une discipline auxiliare de la philology, cette dernière ayant pour object prinicipal l'étude minutieuse des monuments de la tradition poétique grecque, dans laquelle les poems homériques occupant la première place. 

As we shall presently see, also the grammatical rules formulated by the Rabbis were fore and foremost intended for understanding the biblical text. 
An integral part of the developing Greek grammar was the attention given to the various particles and their roles. Dionysius Thrax’s definition of conjunctions highlights their importance: 
Σύνδεσμός ἐστι λέξις συνδέουσα διάνοιαν μετὰ τάξεως καὶ τὸ τῆς ἑρμηνείας κεχηνὸς δηλοῦσα
A conjunction is a word which acts as a link for the meaning, giving it order, and fills up gaps in the expression.

Conjunctions have thus both a syntactical and semantical role and they are necessary in order to understand the meaning of the expression or sentence. 

Apollonius Dyscolus too distinguishes in his treatise On Conjunctions between the different particles – conjunctions, disjunctions, expletives, cause, purpose etc. – and he systematically defines their role and contribution to the understanding of the sentence. During his discussion of παραπληρωματικοί (expletives) – particles which were supposedly only needed for meter or for intonation – Apollonius declares:

πῶς οὖν ἔτι οὐδὲν πλ<η>ροῦσιν οἱ παραπληρωματικοί;

How then can one still maintain that the expletives do not have any function?
There is here a new sensitivity which seeks to account for particles which might be otherwise considered redundant. Every particle has a role and purpose.

Particles in Rabbinic Literature
Throughout rabbinic literature there are scattered rules (or at the very least, derashot), which deal with a wide array of Hebrew particles and conjunctions, such as: אך (akh), רק (rak), את (et), גם (gam),
 אם (im),
 אז (az),
 כה (ko),
 נא (na),
 מן (min),
 זה (ze),
 או (o),
 אחר/אחרי (ahar/aharei),
 conjunctive vav
 and directional he.

Some of the rules formulated by the Rabbis do not necessarily fit grammatical criteria. 

Yet some of these rules are fully grammatical, as the following one concerning the directional he:

ר' נחמיה אומר: כל תיבה שצריכה למ"ד בתחלתה - הטיל לה הכתוב ה"א בסופה. 

ותנא דבי ר' ישמעאל: כגון אלים – אלימה (שמ' טו 27), מחנים – מחנימה (ש"ב יז 24, 27; מ"ב ד 14), מצרים – מצרימה (בר' יב 10), דבלתימה (במ' לג 47-46), ירושלימה (יח' ח 3), מדברה (דה"א ה 9)

R. Nehemiah said: In the case of every word which requires a lamed at the beginning - scripture has placed a he at the end.

And the School of R. Ishmael taught: Elim, Elimah (Ex. 15:27); Mahanayim, Mahanayimah (2Sam. 17:24); Mitsrayim, Mitsraimah (Gen. 12:10); Dibelathaimah (Num. 33:46-47); Yerushalaimah (Ez. 8:3); midbarah (1Chr. 5:9) 

R. Nehemia formulates a rule which fully defines a grammatical phenomenon: The directional lamed added to a place (Le-Elim = to Elim) could be replaced by a final he (Elim-ah). A baraita from the school of R. Ishmael follows, which includes detailed examples of the abstract rule.
In the following I wish to contextualize two grammatical rules attributed to R. Yosi the Galilean, a pupil of R. Ishmael: רק/ אך הפסיק העניין (‘rak/akh – it separated the matter’) and אך חלק (‘akh – it divided’). I will then briefly discuss the derashot on particles of the school of R. Akiva.
Rak – Separated the Matter
Let us open with the rule רק/ אך הפסיק העניין (‘rak/akh – it separated the matter’), attributed to R. Yosi the Galilean (2nd half or the second century CE) which is very similar to contemporaneous grammatical rules. It appears only in one cluster of interpretations in the Mekhilta of Rashbi (12:16, p. 20): 
אילו אמר 'לא יעשה בהם אשר יאכל לכל נפש' הייתי אומר את שהוא אוכל נפש <לא> יעשה בהם ואת שאינו אוכל נפש (לא) יעשה בהם? תל' לו' 'אך' הפסיק העינין, דברי ר' יוסי הגלילי 
 כיוצא בו אתה או' "אין בארון רק שני לוחות האבנים" (מ"א ח 9) <יכול שלא היו בו שני לוחות אבנים>? תל' לו' 'רק' הפסיק העינין דברי ר' יוסי הגלילי [...] 
כיוצא בו אתה או' "לא נותר ענקים בארץ בני ישראל [רק בעזה בגת ובאשדוד נשארו]'" (יהו' יא 22) יכול בעזה בגת ובאשדוד לא נותר אבל נותר בשאר מקומות? תל' לו' 'רק' הפסיק העינין דברי ר' יוסי הגלילי 
אמר לו ר' עקיבא מה אני צריך והלא כבר נותרו אלא מלמד שנכנסה בהם מאירה והיו מיתמעטין והולכין.
If it only said, “[No work] shall be done on them which every person is to eat,” I might say that [preparation] of food should not be done on them, and [preparation] of that which are not food should be done on them. 

It is therefore said: “[No work shall be done on them] only (akh) [which every person is to eat]” - this separated the matter [between what may and may not be done], the words of R. Yosi the Galilean.

Similarly, you say: “There was nothing inside the Ark but (rak) the two tablets of stone” (1 Kings 8:9). Is it possible that the two tablets of stone were not in it? It is therefore said: “but” (rak) - it separated the matter [between what was and was not in the Ark], the words of R. Yosi the Galilean. […]
Similarly, you say: “No Anakites remained in the land of the Israelites, [but (rak) some remained in Gaza, Gath, and Ashdod]” (Josh. 11:22). Is it possible that none remained in Gaza, Gath, and Ashdod, but some remained in all other places? It is therefore said: “but” (rak) – it separated the matter [between where they did and did not remain]”, The words of R. Yosi the Galilean. 

R. Akiva said to him: Why do I need [the verse to state that no Anakites remained in the land of the Israelites in the first place?] For did they not remain [elsewhere, in Gaza, Gath, and Ashdod, as stated in that same verse]? Rather, this teaches that a great curse overcame them, and [thereafter] they dwindled in number over time.
 
It would seem that with his rule R. Yosi refers only to the particles akh and rak which follow a negation. Thus according to the rule "רק"/ "אך" הפסיק העניין (‘rak/akh – it separated the matter’) the particles do not simply separate between any two matters, but, more precisely, between a negative and positive statement.

According to R. Yosi, without these particles the verses would have the opposite meaning. So, for example, the meaning of the verse “There was nothing (ein) in the ark only (rak) the two tablets of stone” (אין בארון רק שני לוחות האבנים) is that there were only the two tablets in the ark. Yet if we were only to remove the particle ‘only’ (rak) the meaning would be the exact opposite: אין בארון שני לוחות אבנים, literally, ‘there was not in the ark the two tablets’, that is, the two tablets were not in the ark.

A very different reading of this verse appears in the Babylonian Talmud (b.BB 14a):
"אין בארון רק שני לוחות האבנים אשר הניח שם משה [וגו']" – מאי "אין בארון רק"? 

מיעוט אחר מיעוט, ואין מיעוט אחר מיעוט אלא לרבות ס"ת שמונח בארון. 
“There was nothing (ein) inside the Ark but (rak) the two tablets of stone which Moses places there” – What is the meaning of “There was nothing (ein) inside the Ark but (rak)”? An exclusion followed by an exclusion. And the purpose of an exclusion followed by an exclusion is to include the Torah scroll which was placed in the Ark.

The exegete follows here R. Akiva’s hermeneutical assumption, which shall be discussed below, that the purpose of the particle rak is to exclude. The combination of the negation ein (not) and rak (only) creates therefore a double exclusion. In light of the rule “the purpose of an exclusion followed by an exclusion is to include” (אין מיעוט אחר מיעוט אלא לרבות), the commentator assumes that the verse points to another object placed in the Ark, which is not explicitly mentioned: The Torah scroll written by Moses.
The difference between such an expansive understanding, from the school of R. Akiva, and that of R. Yosi, who avoids expounding these particles due to their crucial semantical role in the verse – is evident.
 Already Epstein had regarded this rule by R. Yosi to be an integral part of the hermeneutical approach of the school of R. Ishmael.
 And indeed in the source under discussion a direct dispute has been preserved between R. Yosi and R. Akiva, the latter arguing that one must expound the particle rak in Jos. 11:22.

There are interesting parallels in the Greek grammatical literature to R. Yosi’s definition. In his treatise On Conjunctions, Apollonius Dyscolus discusses the particle δή:

Ἔτι ὁ δή ὡς μὲν παρέλκει, παντὶ προῦπτον· ὡς δὲ καὶ πολλάκις μετάβασιν λόγου ποιεῖται, σαφὲς ἐκ τῶν τοιούτων

 οἱ μὲν δὴ παρ’ ὄχεσφιν ἐρητύοντο μένοντες (Il. 15.3),

καὶ τῶν παραπλησίων. νοοῦμεν γὰρ λόγου ἔκλειψιν καὶ ἀρχὴν ἑτέρου, ὡς εἰ καὶ ἐν περιγραφῇ κατελιμπάνετο ὁμοίως τῷ

 ὣς οἱ μὲν Τρῶες φυλακὰς ἔχον (Il. 9.1), 

 ὣς ὁ μὲν ἔνθ’ ἠρᾶτο (Od. 7.1).

The conjunction δή might be redundant, that is clear to all; yet often it creates a transition (μετάβασιν) in the account (λόγου), as is clear from the following: “then (δὴ) beside their chariots they (οἳ μὲν) stayed and halted” (Il. 15.3), and from similar examples. In fact, we think that [it indicates] the leaving of one account and the beginning of another, as if leaving by [using] a perigraphē, as in: 

“Thus (ὣς οἱ μὲν) the Trojans kept watch, [but the Achaeans…]” (Il. 9.1) 

“So (ὣς ὁ μὲν) he prayed there, [the much-enduring goodly Odysseus, while the two strong mules …]” (Od. 7.1).   
In order to understand how the particle δή contributes to the change of scenes in the first example adduced by Apollonius, we need to examine the context in which this verse appears at the opening of book 15:
 Αὐτὰρ ἐπεὶ διά τε σκόλοπας καὶ τάφρον ἔβησαν 

φεύγοντες, πολλοὶ δὲ δάμεν Δαναῶν ὑπὸ χερσίν,

οἳ μὲν δὴ παρ’ ὄχεσφιν ἐρητύοντο μένοντες

χλωροὶ ὑπαὶ δείους πεφοβημένοι· ἔγρετο δὲ Ζεὺς

Ἴδης ἐν κορυφῇσι παρὰ χρυσοθρόνου Ἥρης,

But when the Trojans in their flight had passed over the palisade and the trench,
and many had been vanquished beneath the hands of the Danaans,
then (δὴ) beside their chariots they (οἳ μὲν) stayed, and halted, 
pale with fear, terror-stricken; and (δὲ) Zeus awoke 
on the peaks of Ida beside Hera of the golden throne.

Catherine Dalimier, the editor and translator to French of Apollonius’ treatise, argues that the transition the particle δή creates in verse 3 should be understood in light of the previous two verses:
 δή separates πολλοὶ δὲ δάμεν Δαναῶν ὑπὸ χερσίν (“and many had been vanquished beneath the hands of the Danaans”) from οἳ μὲν δὴ παρ’ ὄχεσφιν ἐρητύοντο μένοντες (“then beside their chariots they stayed, and halted”).
One can suggest another interpretation. The terminology Apollonius uses and the examples he adduces are very similar to those used by the Homeric scholars in their discussion of transition verses, as we have seen above. Apollonius uses the technical term metabasis and explicitly compares the use of the particle δή to the perigraphē (conclusion) expressions which appear at the beginning of books. In the example from the head of book 15 there is a stark transition from the retreating Trojans to the events on Mount Ida. It would therefore seem that according to Apollonius the δή in verse 3 prepares the reader for the change of scene which takes place in the next verse. The particle δή would then indicate a transition alongside the formula ὣς οἱ μὲν + imperfect.
 
Apollonius thus borrows and transfers the term metabasis, used by the Homeric scholars to designate transition verses, to his discussion of particles. In a similar way the term הפסיק העניין (‘separated the matter’) which, as we have seen above, refers to a word or a verse used to transition from one textual unit to another, is employed by R. Yosi to define the role a particle plays within the content-unit of the sentence.
An even greater resemblance to R. Yosi’s formulation could be found later on in Apollonius’ treatise, when he defines the disjunctive particles:

ὅλης γὰρ τῆς φράσεως <ὄντες συνδετικοί, τὰ ἐν αὐτῇ> πράγματα διαζευγνύουσιν.

For as (the disjunctive particle)] are the connectives of the entire sentence, they separate the matters (πράγματα διαζευγνύουσιν) in it.

Such participles are similarly defined by Dionysius Thrax in the Technē:
 
Διαζευκτικοὶ δέ εἰσιν ὅσοι τὴν μὲν φράσιν ἐπισυνδέουσιν, ἀπὸ δὲ πράγματος εἰς πρᾶγμα διιστᾶσιν. εἰσὶ δὲ οἷδε· ἤ ἤτοι ἠέ.
Disjunctive conjunctions, too, link the utterance together, but they also divide off one matter (pragma) from another; they are the following: ē, ētoi, ēe (either, or).
The role of the disjunction, like the conjunction, is to combine the parts of the sentence. Yet by doing that it actually separates the different matters in that very sentence, so that once removed the meaning of the sentence would be completely different. There is much similarity in both content and form between הפסיק העניין (‘separated the matter’) and the definitions of Apollonius and Dionysus Thrax: πράγματα διαζευγνύουσιν (‘separate the matters’) and ἀπὸ δὲ πράγματος εἰς πρᾶγμα διιστᾶσιν (‘disjoin one matter from the other’), respectively. Though it is important to note that the particle rak would not necessarily fall under the Greek definitions of a disjunction. 
The term pragma has a wide range of meanings
 and in many cases one can compare it to the rabbinic use of the term inyan (matter), which is also multivalent. It would seem therefore that R. Yosi’s formulation of the role of the particles rak/akh is very close to that of his contemporaneous grammarians – a particle which separates an inyan from an inyan or a pragma from a pragma.
Akh - Divided
Alongside the definition רק הפסיק העניין (“rak separated the matter”), R. Yosi the Galilean is also attributed with another grammatical definition: אך חלק (‘akh divided’).
 An example for a use of this definition could be found in the Mekhilta of R. Ishmael (Shabta 1, p. 341), as part of the efforts of various sages to prove that saving lives overrides the Sabbath: 
רבי יוסי הגלילי אומר: כשהוא אומר, "אך את שבתותי תשמורו", 'אך' - חלק, 
ויש שבתות שאתה דוחה, ויש שבתות שאתה שובת.

R. Yosi the Galilean says: When it says: “But (akh) my Sabbaths you shall observe,” (the particle) ‘but’ (akh) divided. There are Sabbaths which you override and there are Sabbaths on which you rest.

According to this definition by R. Yosi, the particle akh is intended to create a distinction and delimit the scope of the noun which follows it. This definition is similar in both content and form to contemporary grammatical definitions we have seen above. It is also similar (though not identical) to the approach of modern Biblical grammars, which define it as an adverb of limitation.
 The difference between the two definitions is that according to the latter, akh limits the noun which precedes it, whereas for R. Yosi it limits the succeeding noun.

In the example under discussion the particle akh instructs that “the Sabbaths” do not refer to all Sabbaths. Yet the answer to the question which Sabbaths should be observed and which not, does not appear in the verse itself and the commentator needs to find it elsewhere. By defining akh as a particle of limitation or separation, R. Yosi in fact creates an exegetical space – which he complements with external information. In this case by highlighting akh, he is able to anchor the halakha that saving life overrides the Shabbat, even though this information does not appear in the verse.
Thus R. Yosi’s goal is not just to formulate a neutral and objective grammatical definition in order to clarify the biblical syntax, but rather he seeks to take advantage of a grammatical definition for exegetical purposes. 

While with the definition רק הפסיק העניין (‘rak separated the matter’) R. Yosi presented an approach which preemps derashot based on particles and even directly opposed R. Akiva, the definition אך חלק (‘akh divided’), on the other hand, is in fact very close to R. Akiva’s particle-based derashot, to which we now turn.
Etim, Gamin, Akhim and Rakim
One of the most famous sources dealing with R. Akiva’s systematic preoccupation with particles is the following:

נחמיה עימסוני שימש את רבי עקיבא עשרים ושתים שנה ולמדו אֵתים וגמים ריבויין. אכין ורקין מיעוטין 
אמר ליה: מהו הוא ההן דכתיב "את ה' אלהיך תירא" (דב' ו 13; י 20)? 

אמר ליה: אותו ואת תורתו.
Nehemia Amsoni attended R. Akiva for twenty-two years and he taught him that the particles et and gam include, whereas akh and rak exclude.

He said to him: How should one expound that which is written “You must revere et the Lord your God” (Deut. 6:13; 10:20)?

He answered him: (You must revere) Him and his Torah. 

According to this source, what characterizes R. Akiva’s hermeneutical approach, following his teacher R. Nehemia Amsoni, is a systematic isolation of all the particles akh and rak for exclusionary (מיעוט) derashot, and gam and et for inclusory (ריבוי) derashot. These particles convey a semantic content which is added to the explicit content of the verse. Yet despite the systematic appearance of this rule, such rules, as most exegetical rules in rabbinic literature, were de facto never implemented comprehensively.
The focus on such particles and formulation of rules is similar to what we have seen by the Greek grammarians. Yet R. Akiva takes advantage of such grammatical sensitivity in order to add information beyond what is explicitly stated in the verse. Thus the particle et in the verse “you shall fear et the Lord your God” is not understood as a merely designating a direct object but rather as conveying additional information. Such drashot would have been completely foreign to the intellectual world of the Greek scholars. 
An example of the difference between the Greek scholars and the school of R. Akiva could be demonstrated from the following derasha in Sifre Deuteronomy (241, p. 271). In Deut. 22:22 it is stated:

כִּי יִמָּצֵא אִישׁ שֹׁכֵב עִם אִשָּׁה בְעֻלַת בַּעַל וּמֵתוּ גַּם שְׁנֵיהֶם הָאִישׁ הַשֹּׁכֵב עִם הָאִשָּׁה וְהָאִשָּׁה וּבִעַרְתָּ הָרָע מִיִּשְׂרָאֵל
If a man is found lying with another man’s wife, also (gam) both of them shall die —the man and the woman with whom he lay. Thus you will sweep away evil from Israel.
On this verse the Midrash comments: 
כשהוא אומר 'גם שניהם' לרבות הבאים מאחריהם
When it says “also (gam) both of them” – to include the sodomizers.
The conjunction gam, which would seem superfluous, is interpreted as inclusory adding external information to the text.
 A comparison between this drasha and Aristarchus’ notes on particles is instructing. Both Aristarchus and the anonymous sage identify a particle as redundant. Yet while Aristarchus notes: περισσὸς ὁ καί σύνδεσμος (“the conjunction καί is redundant”), the sage from the school of R. Akiva justifies the use of the conjunction gam.
In the school of R. Akiva the focus on the particles is more systematic than in the school of R. Ishmael. The particles are perceived as apparent redundancies which need to be expounded. Most of the definitions of these particles are generally based on grammatical conceptions: such as, for example, the definition of the word gam as inclusive. Yet the purpose of the definitions of the particles as exclusionary or inclusory is not grammatical but a vehicle for the commentator to create an exegetical space which enables him to expand the knowledge which could be derived from the verse. R. Akiva and his school take advantage of grammatical definitions based on contemporaneous sensitivity to particles for exegetical purpose. In other words, they employ a “creative grammar” which blurs the distinction between the grammatical and the midrashic.

In conclusion, isolation of particles and an effort to systematically define their role is a prominent feature of the Hellenistic grammatical literature, which appears as an independent field in the first century BCE and reaches its zenith in the second century CE. It would seem that this new linguistic sensitivity to particles impacted the rabbis. They too isolate the particles and regard them as independent content-conveying-words which helps the commentator to reveal embedded information in the verse. They too, like their fellow grammarians, formulate general rules, although these do not form a coherent and comprehensive description of their Hebrew, as in the grammatical handbooks. The Rabbis were not grammarians but rather commentators working with Grammatik im Kopf. And yet their formulation of rules points to them taking part in the grammatical discourse of the day.
The fact that from the first century CE onwards grammar became an integral part of the Greco-Roman core-curriculum, even in the eastern provinces of the Empire, might explain how the Rabbis became acquainted with the new linguistic approaches, which they utilized for their own purposes. 
Conclusion 
In this chapter I compared the rabbinic approaches to apparent redundancies with the Homeric scholarship, rhetorical and grammatical literature and the Alexandrian Biblical commentary. 
In the first two sections I argued that it is possible that rabbis from the school of R. Ishmael were impacted by Jewish Alexandrian commentators, echoes of whose readings could be found in Philo’s work. It would seem that these commentators had a literary approach to redundancies in the Bible, similar to their Greek colleagues. This argument was not only based on the resemblance in the general literary approach, but also on many similarities in the concrete biblical examples addressed by the Rabbis and Philo
On the other hand, in the third section, which discussed transition formulae, the similarity between the Halakhic midrashim and the Homeric scholarship cannot be attributed to Jewish Alexandrian traditions. First, we have no evidence in Philo for such discussions. Second and more importantly, it would seem that some of these scholarly approaches, and especially the terminology, were developed during the first centuries CE. The attention to transition-verses and especially the use of such terms as metabasis belong almost exclusively to the bT scholia and not to the earlier Alexandrian scholarship. Similarly, in the final section we have seen that the rabbinic sensitivity to particles and their efforts to formulate rules concerning their use, was probably a product of the rise of grammar as an idependent science at during the first centuries CE. It would seem that in such cases some of the Rabbis were directly aware of the literary, rhetorical and grammatical discourse of their time. 
Throughout the chapter I have demonstrated the striking similarities between R. Ishmael and his school’s approach to redundancies and that of the Greek scholars. The rule “the Torah spoke in human tongue”, which could be taken to well represent R. Ishmael’s hermeneutical position, should not be understood as referring to the Torah speaking in the way people do, but rather to the assumption that the Torah was written in accordance with human literary standards. Thus R. Ishmael and his school perceived of the Torah as a literary text constructed according to the rhetorical, grammatical and literary principles as understood by the scholars of their time. As we shall later see, on the backdrop of this literary perception of the biblical text one can better understand other similarities between the school of R. Ishmael and the Greek scholars, such as word-transposition (chapter 5) and ambiguities (chapter 4).
The fact that the school of R. Akiva did not share this literary approach does not entail that they were not influenced by the current reading strategies with their grammatical and literary underpinnings. R. Akiva and his school addressed the same redundancies identified by the school of R. Ishmael, but they explained them differently. In addition, the linguistic approach underlining many of the drashot from the school of R. Akiva, which grant semantical content to individual particles, could be understood in light of the rise of grammar as a science, which reached its zenith in the second century CE, when R. Akiva was active. 
In many places in rabbinic literature R. Akiva is described by his contemporaries as an exegetical innovator who uses bold and original hermeneutical methods.
 Yet even R. Akiva’s novel approach is a product of his time. His originality lies not in developing new sensitivities. On the contrary. In identifying the various redundancies R. Akiva was working within the linguistic and literary horizon of the time. Neither does his originality lie in his conviction that there are no superfluous words in the Bible, for we noted a similar approach in Philo and Porphyry, who believed that stylistic redundancies blemish the perfection of the canonical text. Rather, R. Akiva’s originality lies in the way he harnesses these sensitivities to his exegetical goals. In fact, R. Akiva takes full advantage of the novel stylistic and grammatical sensitivities in order to create an exegetical space, where he could anchor various halakhot and interpreatations.  
There are, of course, many significant differences between the rabbis’ approach to redundancies and that of the Greek scholars. Nonetheless it would seem that the literary, rhetorical and grammatical sensitivities and methods developed by these scholars had a profound impact on the exegesis of both schools of R. Akiva and R. Ishmael. 
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� See e.g. m.Ber. 1:3 (כל אדם קורא כדרכו); m.Shev. 4:6 (קוצץ כדרכו בקרדום או במגל ובמגירה ובכל מה שירצה); m.BQ 2:1 (הבהמה מועדת להלך כדרכה ולשבר). 


� Sch. Il. I, p. 169.


� For a similar sensitivity see sch. D Il. 1.108 commenting on the expression εἶπες ἔπος: “ἔπος: λόγον”


� Eustathius, Il, I, p. 545.


� Cf., however, Lausberg (1998, p. 285 §635) definition of paronomasia: “The annominatio ‘paronomasia’ is a (pseudo-)etymological play on the slightness of the phonetic change on the one hand and the interesting range of meaning which is created by means of the change on the other”.


� On the internal object see e.g. Van Emde Boas et al. 2019, p. 364.


� Long. Subl., 23. Cf. Lausberg 1998, pp. 288-292, §§640-648, especially §648.


� Ibid, pp. 234-235, §503.


� Ps.- Rufinus, Lex. 40: “Figura per pleonasmon, ut … ‘vivere vitam’ et ‘pugnare pugnam’, et ‘ire iter’ (Verg. G. 4.108), … et ‘voce vocans Hecaten’ (Verg. A. 6.247).”


� So, for example, the expression הכרת תכרת (Num. 15:31) is translated as ἐκτρίψει ἐκτριβήσεται; הענק תעניק (Deut. 15:14) - ἐφόδιον ἐφοδιάσεις; השב תשיבם (Deut. 22:1) - ἀποστροφῇ ἀποστρέψεις; שלח תשלח (ibid, 7) - ἀποστολῇ ἀποστολεῖς. See also the expressions discussed below. 


� QG (Aucher) 4.168. Trans. Niehoff 2011, p. 117 and discussion there.


� LXX: ἥψησεν δὲ Ιακωβ ἕψεμα. In the Massoretic text:וַיָּזֶד יַעֲקֹב נָזִיד .


� Niehoff 2011, pp. 138-139.


� It is interesting to note that a similar explanation appears in rabbinic sources concerning the apparent redundancy in Deut. 17:6 (Midrash Tana’im 17, 4): 


ד"א 'יומת המת', וכי המת מת? אלא הרשעים שנקראו בחייהם מתים


In another way: “the dead should be put to death” – Does the dead die? Rather, it is the evildoers who are called dead during their lifetime. For a similar interpretation see Tanh. Berakha 6 (???)


� Leg. 1.105-107. Cf QG 1.16.


� For a discussion of these sources see Conroy 2008, pp. 104-109 and Sterling 2012, pp. 417-418. Philo discusses several times the death of the soul see e.g. Det. 47, 70; Agr. 171. See Zeller 1995; Wasserman 2008, esp. pp. 61-75; Conroy 2008, pp. 71-141; 2011; Geljon and Runia 2013, p. 256. 


� Already noted by Amir 1997, p. 196 note 64.


� Yet, as Ishai Rosen-Zvi notes (2012, p. 330) regarding the similarities between the two interpretation, Philo and R. Akiva differ in their exegetical goals. Philo’s goal is to anchor allegory in the words of the text, hoping to convince readers who prefer a literal approach. On the other hand, the dispute between R. Ishmael and R. Akiva is about the question of redundancy and not necessarily about the exegetical outcomes. 


� Congr. 178-179. Cf. QE 2:4.


� Trans. Lauterbach 2004, p. 454, modified.


� For a short analysis of this source see Rosen-Zvi 2020, pp. 243-244; Frenkel 1991, I, pp. 119-120.


� Cf. QE 2:17 on the duplication in Ex. 23:24.


� Somn. 2:23-25. 


� Cf. the Massoretic text: וּבְקֻצְרְכֶם אֶת קְצִיר אַרְצְכֶם לֹא תְכַלֶּה פְּאַת שָׂדְךָ לִקְצֹר וְלֶקֶט קְצִירְךָ לֹא תְלַקֵּט. 


� It is worth noting that in b.Ned. 3a in the anonymous strata the rule דברה תורה כלשון בני אדם (“the Torah spoke in a human idiom”) appears regarding the collocation לנדור נדר (“to vow a vow”). 


� See Kahana 2006, p. 36.


� See e.g. m.Shev. 3:2 (עד כמה מזבלין עד שלש שלש אשפתות לבית סאה של עשר עשר משפלות של לתך לתך). 


� For further derashot see e.g. Sifra, Zavim 1,1 (74d); Aharei Mot 6,1 (83c); 6,3 (84a-b); 7,2 (84c); 8,2 (85d); 8,3 (85d=91d); Qedoshim 5,1 (91b); 5,2 (92a); Emor 3,2 (95c); 4,2 (97a); 7,1 (98a); 14,2 (104d); Sif. Zut. Num. 5,12 (p. 232). See also discussion in Yadin 2015, pp. 22-23. 


� Another example for a dispute between the schools on this issue could be seen by comparing the derashot on Lev. 9:20 (כִּי אִישׁ אִישׁ אֲשֶׁר יְקַלֵּל אֶת אָבִיו וְאֶת אִמּוֹ מוֹת יוּמָת) in Mekita ‘Arayot (Sifra, Aharei Mot 8,3 [91d]) for the school of R. Ishmael and in Sifra Qedoshim 5, 2 (92a) from the school of R. Akiva. For a detailed analysis see Shammah 2008, p. 304. 


� Kahana 2006, 36-37 and nn. 153-154.


� b.Zeb 108b = Sifra, Aharei Mot 11, 2 (84a); b.Ker. 11a = Sifra, Qedoshim 5,2 (89c); b.Arak. 3a (Cf. b.Nid. 32b; 44a) = Sifra, Zavim 1 (74d). Similarly, comparing baraitot preserved in the Babylonian Talmud with their parallels in Sifre Deuteronomy demonstrates that the latter have removed any mention the opposing view of the school of R. Ishmael concerning the repetition under discussion. See e.g. b.Qid. 17a (and parallels) = Sif. Deut. 219 (p. 178); b.Ket. 67b = Sif. Deut. 116 (p.175). Alongside these cases and the ones cited in the previous note where is is would seem that the rule דברה תורה בלשון בני אדם was an integral part of the Midrash Halakha, there are many instansances of this rule in the Babylonian Talmud which appear in the anonymous layer, see e.g. b.Git. 41b; b.BM 31b; b.San. 56a; 85b and many more. On the Talmud’s use of this rule see Harris 1995, pp. 33-49.


� Epstein (1957, p. 537) notes that R. Yoshia departed from approach of his teacher R. Ishmael and uses איש איש in the same way as R. Akiva (b.Sot. 24a).


� Some of these terms refer to both duplication of words and to duplications of syllables in the same word.


� For these terms see Lausberg 1998, pp. 272-277, §617. He notes that the term ἐπανάναληψις usually refers to a repetition of several words whereas ἀναδίπλωσις to a repetition of one word. 


� Alexander, fig. p. 29


� In his treatise de figuris (p. 165), Zonaus (5-6 century CE) defines the term ἀναδίπλωσις as follows: Ἀναδίπλωσίς ἐστι λέξεων προφορὰ ἐπάλληλος, οἷον λέγε, λέγε τἀληθές· (Anadiplosis is expression of [the same] words on along side the other, as in “say, say the truth”). Cf. the Latin examples presented by Ps.-Rufinus (schem. 8): “ἀναδίπλωσις est eiusdem verbi continuatim repetitio, ut ‘longum, formose, vale, vale...’ (Verg. ecl. 3.79), et ‘o Corydon, Corydon…’ (Verg. ecl. 2.69) et ‘me, me, adsum qui feci’ (Verg. A. 9.427). Latine dicitur haec figura duplicatio.”


� Cf. the definition by Tiberius, fig. Dem. 26 (3-4 century CE)


� Alexander, fig. p. 20. 


� Ps.-Plutarch, Hom. 2.32 (trans. Keaney and Lamberton). It is interesting to compare this to Philo’s use of the term in his discussion of Pharaoh (Ios. 107): “But do not suppose that the two visions are two dreams. There is one dream repeated, though tough the repetition is not superfluous (τὴν ἀναδίπλωσιν ἔχων οὐ περιττήν), but given to convince you more firmly of its truthfulness”. Here, as elsewhere, Philo uses for his own purposes technical terminology also employed by the Homeric scholars of his time. 


� Cf. Sch. AbT Il. 5.31 ex. (ἐπαναλαβὴ ὁ τρόπος).


� Cf. t.Ber. 1:14. 


� Immediately following this interpretation another opinion is presented according to which the repetition is not merely use for a rhetorical effect (דבר אחר: "משה משה", הוא משה עד שלא נדבר עמו, הוא משה משנדבר עמו). 


� See e.g. the following comment on Calchas’ words to Agamemnon: 


Sch. A Il. 1.108a Did.: ἐσθλὸν δ’ οὐδέ τί πω εἶπες ἔπος οὐδ’ἐτέλεσ<σ>ας:[…] καὶ ἔστιν ἐμφατικὸν τὸ „οὔτε“ δὶς λεγόμενον. 


 “But a word of good you have never yet spoken, nor brought to pass”: […] the double mentioning of ‘not’ is emphatic


The supposedly unnecessary repetition (δίς) of the negation (οὐδέ) should be regarded, according to the scholiast, as a stylistic mean for emphasis. (An identical note appears also in Sch. T Il. 1.108b. cf. Sch. A Il. 1.553b Did.)


� On the context of Philo’s statement see Wright 2005, esp. p. 483. 


� Rosen-Zvi 2012, pp. 331-333.


� Cf. the suggestion offered by Heinemann (1960, p. 183) who argued that the techniques of “creative grammar” originated in Palestine (my emphasis): “[T]he Septuagint added to the willingness of its readers to expound the Torah non-literally. For only regarding expressions in the original, such as mot tumat, was it possible to say “the Torah spoke in the language of man”, but not regarding θανάτῳ ἀποθανείσθω: since there were no people who spoke in such a way. The commentators were thus left with the choice between acknowledging the deficiency of the translation or expounding the verses non-literally; and since the Septuagint was considered authoritative, unlike the Aramaic translations of the period, and faultless, it should be understood that Philo and his teachers willingly received the precision methods which had originated in Palestine, in order to find supreme wisdom especially in the most difficult passages” (my translation).


� For Philo and rabbinic literature see Heinemann 1970; Bamberger 1977 and the response by Grabbe 1991; Belkin 1940; 1964; 1965; 1967; Sandmel 1971; Stein 1931; Rokeah 1986; 


For comparison of Philo’s allegorical interpretation and the Midrash see e.g. Hamerton-Kelly 1976 (referring to Philo’s commentary as “Hellenistic Midrash”); Bonsivren 1931; Amir 1987; Niehoff 2003; 2008; Kister 2013. Scholarship in general has mainly focused on the possible contacts between Philo and Rabbinic literature and less on the possible interactions between the rabbis and other Jewish-Hellenistic commentaries. However, Milikowsky 2011 has suggested a possible influence of the Jewish Hellenistic literal commentaries on the author of Seder Olam. Niehoff 2012c emphasized the similarities between Hellenistic hermeneutical techniques used by Jewish-Hellenistic commentators and those used in Genesis Rabbah. See also introduction.


� See Kahana 2006, p. 21. 


� For a discussion of this derasha see Kahana 2011-2015, II, pp. 211-212; Hoffman 1928, p. 11; Epstein 1957, pp. 522, 538. 


� Kahana 2011-2015, II, p. 212.


� See Deut. 13:2: כִּי יָקוּם בְּקִרְבְּךָ נָבִיא אוֹ חֹלֵם חֲלוֹם וְנָתַן אֵלֶיךָ אוֹת אוֹ מוֹפֵת (“If a prophet or a dreamer of dreams arises among you and gives you a sign [ot] or a wonder [mofet]”).


� y.Orlah 1, 2 60d (היא הוייה היא הקמה היא שבירה היא נפיצה היא גאולה היא פדייה). See Kahana 2011-2015, II, p. 212. It should be noted that in the same sugya in the Palestinian Talmud there also appears an opposite rule to that or R. Ishmael (לפי ששינה הכתוב משמעו שינו חכמ' חיובו). Cf. the anonymous statement in Sif. Num. 125, p. 408: מפני מה ענש להלן מיתה וכאן כרת, ללמדך שכרת היא מיתה ומיתה היא כרת. This probably reflects R. Ishmael’s position (see also Kahana 2011-2015, V, p. 809.


� Similarly, also in Sif. Zut. Num. 6:3. P. 240. Philo. On the other hand, seems to have understood the word ‘wine’ in the biblical expression “wine and intoxicant” as unmixed (ἄκρατος) wine, as we shall see below. 


� Similar to the rabbis, modern scholars too are divided regarding the meaning of shekhar. Some argue that it is an intoxicant beverage not made out of grapes (see Kahana 2011-2015, II, p. 211 and reference in n. 59), while others regrad it as a synonym of wine. Ezra Zion Melamed (1945, p. 177) argues that wine and shekhar are in fact a hendiadys, since in the Bible shekhar almost always follows wine (except for three places). Cf. Horovitz 1982, pp. 300-301; Hoffman 1986, pp. 15-19. Kahana (2011-2015, II, p. 211 n. 46) notes that a similar understanding is reflected in the Temple Scroll 21:10: ולנסך נסך שכר יין חדש על מזבח יי שנה בשנה. 


� Kahana 2011-2015, II, p. 211.


� Kahana 2006, p. 21 note 75.


� So also in MS Oxford but in MS Vatican 66: ר' יוסה הגלילי (R. Yosa the Galillean). In light of the content of the statement and its similary to the school of the R. Akiva, the attribution to R. Yosi (that is, R. Yosi b. Halafta), a known student of R. Akiva, would seem to preferable, as R. Yosi the Galilean was a student of R. Ishmael. 


� In the printed edition: רבי יוסי אומר דברה תורה כלשון בני אדם בלשונות הרבה, וכולם צריכים להידרש. But it is clear that the addition כלשון בני אדם is based on a scribal error, as these words do not appear in any of the manuscripts. Kasher 1988, pp. 588-589 unwittingley followed the version the print. 


� For an overview of the various discussions of synonyms in the ancient rhetorical works see Lausberg 1998, pp. 292-295, §§650-656. 


� Cf. Sch. A Il. 11.186a ex.; Sch. A Il. 11.826a ex.. Tautology may also be the reason for an athetesis see e.g. Sch. A Il. 13.348-50 ex.; Sch. A Il. 14.500 Ariston.; Sch. bT Il. 16.261c ex. (Ariston.). Schironi 2018, pp. 470-473.


� Cf. Sch. D Il. 1.514; 15.53.


� See Schironi 2018, pp. 473-480 for Aristarchus’ athetesis of lines he regarded as repetitions.


� Agr. 1-2. In §26 Philo examines a case “in which the differences in the realities are concealed through commonality in names” (διὰ τὴν ἐν τοῖς ὀνόμασι κοινωνίαν ἐπικρύπτουσαι τὰς ἐν τοῖς πράγμασι διαφοράς; trans. Geljon and Runia 2013, p. 50). Yet at times Philo argues for the sake of his allegorical interpretation that some words are synonymous. So, for example, in Det. 118 Philo says with regards to the rock mentioned in Deut. 33:13: “In another place he uses a synonym (συνωνυμίᾳ) for this rock and calls in ‘manna’”. Cf. Niehoff 2011, p. 137.


� This discussion is based on Paz 2015. See also Geljon and Runia 2013, pp. 87-207. For an initial examination of Philo’s approach to redundancies in light of rabbinic methods see Karni 1982.


� Agr. 27-28 (trans. Geljon and Runia 2013, p. 50).


� Von Arnim 1888, pp. 101-140 (for a discussion of the sections concerning synonyms see ibid, pp. 118-119); see also Moss 2015 and the notes in his translation.


� For the etymology see Chantraine 1968, pp. 675-676, who notes: “Il est remarquable qu'à cause de l'hydromel connu des Indo-européens, le mot et ses derives se soient appliqués au vin et à l'ivresse venant du vin.”


� Aristot fr. (Rose), fr. 102.


� Trans. Barnes 1984, p. 317 (slightly modified).


� Cf. Sch. T Il. 7.471 ex.; Sch. Od. 4.746a.


� Cf. Spec. 1:98: “[H]e who approaches the altar and handles sacrifices should not during the time in which it is his duty to perform the sacred rites drink wine or any other intoxicant (μήτ’ οἶνον μήτε τι ἄλλο μέθυσμα πίωειν).”


� The similarity between Philo’s opinion and that of R. Yehuda was already noted by Kahana 2011-2015, II, p. 211. 


� The word שֵׁכַָר (shekhar) is translated in the Septuagint as σίκερα in Lev. 10:9; Num. 6:3; 28:7; Deut. 14:26; Isa. 5:11, 22; 24:9; 28:7; 29:9, whereas the translation μέθυσμα appears in 1 Sam. 1:11 (shekhar does not appear in the Masoretic version but is possibly documented in 4QSama), 15 and Mic. 2:11. In Judg. 13:4, 7, 14 there are differences between the manuscripts: μέθυσμα in Codex Vaticanus and σίκερα in Codex Alexandrinus. In Luk. 1:15 the collocation οἶνον καὶ σίκερα appears, influenced by Num. 6:3, and similarly in T.Reu. 1:10. For a short overview of the various versions see Kauhanen 2012, pp. 89-90. Eusebius in his commentary on Isaiah 28:7 (1, 92) notes that the Septuagint used σίκερα whereas Aquila, Theodotion and Symmachus used μέθυσμα (Cf. Theodoret, Com. Isa. on Isa. 5:11). 


� See Buth and Pierce 2014, pp. 75-76, who note that the Greek form σίκερα was influenced by the Aramaic. This foreign word posed difficulties for the Greek lexicographers. So, for example, Hesychius (5th-6th century) writes in his lexicon the following (Lex. III, p. 290, s.v. σίκερα): σίκερα· οἶνος συμμιγεὶς ἡδύσμασιν, ἢ πᾶν πόμα ἐμποιοῦν μέθην, μὴ ἐξ ἀμπέλου δέ, σκευαστόν, σύνθετον (“sikera: wine mixed with spices, or any intoxicant drink which in not from grapes. [A drink which is] prepared, composite.”). In the Suda, on the other hand, there is a similar definition but with an important addition (Σ 394): Σίκερα� HYPERLINK "https://samba.huji.ac.il/+CSCO+0h756767633A2F2F6A6A6A2E6779742E6870762E727168++/help/BetaManual/online/P10.html" \t "morph" �:� σκευαστὸν πόμα. καὶ παρ’ Ἑβραίοις οὕτω λεγόμενον μέθυσμα· οἶνος συμμιγὴς ἡδύσμασιν· ἐκ τοῦ συγκεκρᾶσθαι. (“sikera: a prepared drink. And it is called by the Hebrews methysma: wine mixed with spices. [the word is derived] from συγκεκρᾶσθαι [=mixing]”). It would seem then that the Greek lexicographers preserved the same alternatives that were suggested by Jewish commentators. 


� However, in Ebr. 127, 138 Philo quotes Lev. 10:9 according to the Septuguint which has οἶνον καὶ σίκερα. In the same treatise (Ebr. 143, 149, 151) he quotes 1 Sam. 1:11, 15, again following the LXX, which has οἶνον καὶ μέθυσμα. It is possible that Philo regarded σίκερα and μέθυσμα as synonyms. 


� Paraphrase: Leg. 1:98, 249; Ebr. 149, 151. Quotation: Ebr. 143.   


� Agr. 157. Trans. Geljon and Runia 2013, p. 73-74 (slightly modified). 


� Cf. Somn. 2:164, 192; Deus 158.


� On the problematics of the last example see Nünlist 2009, p. 60 n. 70. As he notes, Eustathius brings further examples which he most probably collected himself. The formula also appears at the opening of Iliad 20 and 22.


�See Dickey 2007, p. 250 and Dalimier 2001, p. 410, who discusses the use of the παραγραφή by the grammarian and especially by Apollonius Dycolus. On the use of the verb παραγράφεσθαι in various scholia see Montana 2010, pp. 192-195. On the use of the paragraphus in papyri and manuscripts see Schironi 2010, pp. 16-18; Cribiore 2001, p. 19; Johnson 1994; Turner 1987, pp. 14-15. Cf. Aristot. Rhet. 3.8.6 1409a: “It should instead be cut off with a long syllable and be a clear termination, not through the action of a scribe or the presence of a marginal mark (μηδὲ διὰ τὴν παραγραφή) but through the rhythm” (trans. Kennedy 2007. p. 213). 


� Such a collection of examples points to a systematic survey of the Homeric corpus. It is worth noting that similar compilatory surveys are found in Rabbinic literature


� See Nünlist 2009, p. 60 note 116; Richardson 1990, pp. 31-34; Hainsworth 1993, pp. 57-58.


� On the role this formula filled in the division of the Homeric poems to books see Hainsworth 1993, pp. 57-58. Further on this division see Pfeiffer 1968, pp. 115-116. On the relation between the division of the Homeric poems into books and the Bible see Darshan 2008; 2012. 


� Nünlist 2009, p. 377. For a full discussion of the scholia’s note on these transition see ibid, pp. 57-64. For grammatical uses of the term μετάβασις see Dickey 2007, p. 246; Dalimier 2001, pp. 409-410; Idelfonse 1998.


� Trans. Nünlist 2009, p. 60.


� In this case this comment was preserved not only in the bT scolia but also in the A scholia. Yet, as Erbse ad loc. has already noted (by the term ex.), this is probably derived from an exegetical tradition common to the bT scholia and does not represent an Alexandrian tradition. 


� See Nünlist 2009, p. 377.


� See also Nünlist 2009, pp. 57-58.


� Nünlist 2009, p. 58.


� For further comments on the changing of scenes (not necessarily with transition verses) see e.g.: bT Il. 6.37-65 ex.; T Il. 8.53b ex. (μέτεισιν); bT Il. 8.209b ex. (παρεισάγει); bT Il 14.1b ex. (ἀπάγει ἡμᾶς); bT Il. 14.153b ex. (μετάγει δὲ ἡμᾶς); bT Il. 16.431-61 ex. (ἐπιβάλλει); bT Il. 17.426-8 ex. (μετάγει); A Il. 18.314-315 ex. (ὅρα τὰς μεταβάσεις ὡς ποικίλαι) and Nünlist 2009, p. 58, nn. 110-111.


� See sch. A Il. 11.150 Nic; T Il. 11.149, where Nicanor claims that the asyndeton is common in transitions. Cf. Nünlist 2009, p. 61. 


� It important to stress that the argument is not that the Alexandrian scholars were unaware of transitional phrases. They had indeed based much of the division of the books in the Homeric poems on these phrases. Rather, they did not explicitly treat them and especially not the dramatic impact of such transitions. Furthermore, while terms derived from μεταβαίνειν appear in the A scholia, they are not used in technical sense of transition from ne scene to another. See, e.g., Nünlist 2009, p. 57 n. 109. 


� Kahana 2011-2015, II, p. 229.


� Ibid. A comparison with a more elaborate and non-literal drasha on the same verse in Sifre Zuta Numbers, for the school of R. Akiva, further highlights this point:


� Ibid, n. 2. Cf. Yelon 1937, pp. 2-4; Lieberman 1968, p. 58. On the variation הסיעו/השיאו see Naeh 2005. And see below the discussion on ‘verses without adjudication’ in 5.3.2. 


� Lieberman 1968, pp. 57-58.


� Naeh 2000, p. 69 (my translation). Cf. his statement a little earlier (pp. 68-69): “whenever the word inyan points to a biblical text it refers to a textual sequence, whose characteristics – regarding its borders and relation to the general context in which it is located – is entirely undefined. On the one hand, there are long textual sequences, which include many parashot, which are called inyan. […] On the other hand, inyan can also designate a very short textual sequence”. (my translation)


� Naeh 1999, p. 66 (my translation).


� As noted by Naeh (ibid) this refers to both parshiot ptuchot and stumot as is clear from the fact the same drasha is repeated at the occurrence of a gap in the book (Lev. 1:10), which is a prasha stuma (Sifra Nedava 6, 1 7c; and cf. ibid 16, 4 15a) 


� On the division to parashot in ancient Biblical manuscripts see Tov 2014, pp. 46. 195-196. 


� For the use of the paragraphos in the Dead Sea scroll see ibid, p. 195. See also Naeh 2000, p. 70 n. 68 and Paz 2019, pp. 22-24. 


� The importance of pauses was obviously also highlighted in Greek literature. A radical example could be found in an anecdote attributed to the biographer Satyrus of Callatis (ca. 3 century BC) cited in the anonymous “Life of Sophocles” (Anon. Vit. Soph. pp. 36-37): 


Σάτυρος δέ φησι τὴν Ἀντιγόνην ἀναγιγνώσκοντα, καὶ ἐμπεσόντα περὶ τὰ τέλη νοήματι μακρῷ καὶ μέσην ἢ ὑποστιγμὴν πρὸς ἀνάπαυσιν μὴ ἔχοντι, ἄγαν ἀποτείναντα τὴν φωνὴν σὺν τῇ φωνῇ καὶ τὴν ψυχὴν ἀφεῖναι. 


Satyrus says (Fr. 5 Schorn) that when (Sophocles) was reciting the Antigone and came to a passage toward the end of the play that did not have a break or mark (μέσην ἢ ὑποστιγμὴν) for a pause, he strained his voice too much and gave up his life along with his voice. (trans. Lefkowitz 2012, p. 151)


Sophocles’ death was caused by declaiming a long sentence without pauses, from a text that he himself composed! 


The term μέση (sc. στιγμή) “indicates a pause for breath greater than that of a comma (i.e. ὑποστιγμή YP) but less than that of a period/full stop” (Dickey 2007, pp. 245-246). See also Johnson 1994, p. 68 n. 6.


�It would seem that this approach well accord with R. Akiva’s premise that Israel received many Torot: 


אמ' ר' עקיבה: וכי שתי תורות ניתנו להם לישראל? הלא תורות הרבה ניתן להם. שנאמר, "זאת תורת העולה" (ויק' ו 2), "זאת תורת החטאת" (שם 18), "זאת תורת המנחה" (שם 7), "זאת תורת האשם" (ז 1), "זאת תורת זבח השלמים" (ז 11), "זאת התורה אדם כי ימות באהל" (במ' יט 14). 


R. Akiva said: But were only two Torot given to Israel? Rather many Torot were given to them. For it is said “This is the Torah of the burnt offering” (Lev. 6:2), “This is the Torah of the sin offering” (ibid 18), “This is the Torah of the meal offering: (ibid 7), “This is the Torah of the guilt offering” (Lev. 7:1); “This is the Torah of the sacrifice of well-being” (ibid 11), “This is the Torah: When a person dies in a tent” (Num. 19:14)


See Naeh 2000, pp. 66-67 n. 47. For a discussion of this source in the context of the dispute over the oral Torah see Werman 2006. In addition, it is possible that such a premise about the many Torot lies and the basis of R. Akiva’s hermeneutical approach – which prefers to exhaust the exegetical potential of a closed textual unit, rather than compare it to other units. This premise can also be connected to the famous depiction in b. Men. 29b of R. Akiva expounding from every qotz in the Torah multiple halakhot (לדרוש על כל קוץ וקוץ תילי תילים של הלכות). As Naeh (2010) has shown, qotz should be understood as a parasha. And indeed R. Akiva would expound on every parsaha many halakhot. For a detailed discussion see Paz 2019, pp. 264-266.


� Sif. Num. 152, p. 495. Following ms. Vatican 32.


� following Midrash Hakhamim, JTS MS 4937a, fol. 691. For discussion of the variants see Kahana 2011-2015, V, p. 1207. As he notes this section might have been omitted from Ms. Vatican due to homoioteleuton (להפסיק העיניין דברי ר' ישמעאל... להפסיק העיניין דברי ר' ישמעאל), or it might have been added by an early commentator.


� Sif. Num. 157, p. 527. On the textual problems in this unit see Kahana 2011-15, V, p. 1278. For a short discussion of this derasha see Yadin 2004, pp. 55-57.


� Yadin 2004, p. 57.


� For a similar use of הפסיק העניין to designate a separating word which prevents ambiguity see Mekh. RI, Pisha 3, p.11 (for the variants on this passage see Horovitz-Rabin ad loc.); 5, p. 17; Sif. Zut. Num. 30:3, p. 325 (see above n. 131). A similar use sf found once in the Sifra (Nedava 14,1 12d) where it is explicitly stated that the word בָּאֵשׁ (“in the fire”) in Lev. 2:14 separated the matter ((הפסיק העניין in order to prevent ambiguity (הדבר שקול, lit. ‘a balanced matter’). Further on the rabbis’ approach to ambiguities see chapter 4. 


� Assuming the vocalization חוֹתָם (hotam), a seal. Theoretically it could also be vocalized as חוֹתֵם (hotem) which would indicate a verb – “to seal”. Yet all other occurrences of כחותם in both biblical and tannaic literature unambiguously are to be understood as the noun “seal”. See e.g. m.Shab. 8:5.


�A similar dispute appears in Sif. Num. 38 (p. 101). 


� Cf. Sif. Zut. Num. 6:13, p. 244; 6:21, p. 246; Sifra, Tsav 2,1 30c; 4,1 32a; 5,1 33c; 6,1 34b; Metsora 1,1 70a.


� Kahana 2011-2015, II, p. 179 (my translation).


� R. Yonatan is consistent in his approach and also argues that one does not expound opening phrases of pericopes (אין דורשין תחילות), So, for example, in Mekh. RI, Neziqin 15 (p. 302. Cf. ibid, Kaspa 20, pp. 335-336):


"ונקרב בעל הבית אל האל'ים" (שמ' כב 7) וג'. והרי אחד. "עד האל'ים יבא דבר שניהם" (שם, 8). הרי שנים. "אשר ירשיעון אל'ים" (שם). הרי שלשה. מכאן אמרו. ''דיני ממונות בשלשה'' (סנה' א,א). דברי ר' יאשיה. ר' יונתן אומ'. הראשון תחלה נאמ'. ואין דורשין תחילות. "עד האלהי' יבא דבר שניהם". הרי אחד. "אשר ירשיעון אלהים". הרי *שנים*. אין בית דין שקול. מוסיפין עליהן עוד אחד.


 “Then the Master of the house shall come near unto Elohim” (Ex. 22:7) - this is one; “The cause of both parties shall come before Elohim (ibid 8) - this makes two. “He whom Elohim shall condemn” (ibid) – this makes three. From here they said: Civil cases must be tried by a tribunal of three (m.San. 1:1). These are the words of R. Yoshia. 


R. Yonatan says: The first (of these passages) was said at the opening (of the passage) and one does not expound opening phrases. (Rather,) “The cause of both parties shall come before Elohim” - this is one. “He whom Elohim shall condemn” – this makes two. And since the tribunal must not be evenly balanced, we must add one more. (trans. Lauterbach 2004, pp. 437-439 [modified])


Accoding to R. Yoshia the fact that the word Elohim appears three times indicated that there is a need of three judges (based on the common rabbinic interpretation of Elohim as judges). R. Yonatan, while agreeing in general that the number of occurrences of Elohim might indicate the number of judges, argues that the first occurrence should not be counted as it appears at the beginning of the pericope. On this derasha see Yadin 2004, pp. 57-59, who noes (italics in the original): “It must be emphasized that in this debate, Rabbi Yonathan accepts redundancy as a hermeneutic marker. Indeed, he applies it in his derashah, using the second and third mention of the 'elohim (judges) as proof of the need for two judges. He takes Rabbi Yoshiah to task for conflating repetition and redundancy.”


� Hoffman 1928, pp. 10, 30; Epstein 1957, p. 535.


� Ibid, p. 537. Further on the dispute between R. Yoshia and R. Yonatan on this matter see Mekh. Ri, Pisha 15, p. 53.


� On the literary function of these formulae see also Kahana 2011-2015, II, pp. 179, 229.


� Trans. Kahana 2006, pp. 18-19


� Cf. m.Sot. 5:1.  


� On Aristarchus’ notes concerning superfluous parts of speech in Homer (usually with the terms περισσεύειν and περισσός) see Schironi 2018, pp. 175-180. See also also the references in Erbse’s Index, 1969-1999, VI, pp. 186-187 under “Pleonasmus”, and van Thiel 2014, IV, pp. 225-227.  


� For a detailed discussion of Aristarchus’ concept of ellipsis in Homer see Schironi 2018, pp. 180-184. On Homer’s use of ellipsis see also Ps.-Plutarch, Vit. Hom. 39, p. 107.


� For references see van Thiel 2014, vol. 4, p. 226. For a detailed discussion see Schiroi 2018, pp. 176-179.


� Schironi 2018, p. 178.


� Pontani 2012, p. 45. On Aristarchus’ grammatical concepts see Erbse 1980; Matthaios 1999 (who dedicates a lengthy discussion to Aristarchus approach to particles on pp. 566-585); Ax 1982; 1991. Schironi 2018, pp. 171-216.


� Marou 1956, pp. 170-172; Cribiore 2001, pp. 185-219 especially 210 ff.; Morgan 1995.


� The secondary literature on the Technē is immense. See, e.g., Lallot 1998; Swiggers and Wouters 1996a; Law and Sluiter 1995; Wilson 2007, pp. 69-70. For a short summary of the various positions see Montanari 2014b and Dickey 2007, pp. 77-80 with a comprehensive bibliography, the dating of the techne touches also upon the question whether grammar was an independent science already in the second century BCE – the time of Aristarchus’ pupils or only during the first century BCE – at the time of Trypho, Tyrannio and Philoxenus. 


� For an overview of the vast literature on Apollonius Dyscolus see Dickey 2007, pp. 72-75. See Also Sluiter 1990, pp. 139-140; Blank 1982; 1993; Dalimier 2001; Montanari 2014a.


� Ibid.


� Pontani 2012, p. 47.


� Lallot 1997, II, pp. 8-9. Quoted also in Pontani 2011, p. 98 n. 40 as part of his discussion of Homer as the focal point of the Greek grammar. For comparison between the Greek approach and development of Grammar in Jewish and Muslim circles see idem 2012.


� Dion. Thr. Ars 25 (trans. Kemp 1987, p. 185). For the difiiculties in this sentence see Lallot 1998, pp. 233-240. For the study of conjunctions in Greek literature up until Dionysius Thrax see Emond 2009. 


�Apollonius Dys. Con. p. 180. For an extensive discussion of Apollonius’ use of παραπληρωματικοί see Dalimier 1999. 


� For the rules regarding these first four particles see discussion below. 


� See e.g. Mek. RY, Bahodesh 11, p. 243 (אם מזבח אבנים תעשה לי. רבי ישמעאל אומר, כל אם ואם שבתורה רשות, חוץ משלשה). Cf. Mekh. RI, Kaspa 19 (p. 315). See Epstein 1957, p. 534; Yadin 2004, pp. 83-84. 


� Mekh. RI, Shira 1, p. 116 (אז ישיר משה, יש אז לשעבר ויש אז לעתיד לבא). See Kasher 1988, p. 556.


� Mekh. RI, Bahodesh 2, p. 207 (כה תאמר, כה בלשון הקדש, כה כסדר הזה, כה כענין הזה, כה שלא תפחות ולא תוסיף). Cf. ibid 9 (p. 238). See Frenkel 1991, I, p. 104. 


� See e.g. Sif. Num. 8, p. 195 and parallels (אין נא אלא לשון בקשה). See Kahana 2011-2015, III, pp. 554-555 who notes that na was no longer used in Mishnaic Hebrew. 


� See e.g. Sif. Zut. Num. 15:19, p. 283 (מלחם ולא כל לחם פרט למבושל והסופגנין והדובשנין והאיסקריטין וחלת המסרית והמדומע ). As Epstein (1957, p. 531) notes, R. Akiva expounds מן and מ- (from) as exclusive particles, whereas R. Ishmael refrains from expounding them. 


� See e.g. Mekh. RI, Pisha 1, p. 6; Shira 3, p. 126; y.Shek. 1,6 46b. See Frenkel 1991, I, pp. 102-103. 


� See e.g Sifra, Sheratsim 6,1 53a (מנין לרבות את הלבדים ת"ל או בגד; cf. b.Shab. 27a). see also Sif. Zut. Num. 5:30, p. 238; 15:5, p. 281; b.San. 34b and more. Epstein (1957, p. 539) has already noted that even though the rule או לרבות accords with the hermeneutical approach or R. Akiva and his school, it is also used by the school of R. Ishmael. 


� See e.g. Gen. R. 44, p. 428 ( "[אחר הדברים האלה] ר' יודן ור' הונא תריהון בשם ר' יוסי ר' יודן אמר: בכל מקום שנ' 'אחרי' - סמוך, 'אחר' - מופלג, ר' הונא אמר בכל מקום שנ' 'אחר' - סמוך, 'אחרי' – מופלג). For an analysis of this rule see van der Heide 2003. 


� See introduction to this section.


� See discussion below.


� b.Yeb. 13b (=Gen. R. 86, p. 1053).


� Trans. Nelson 2006, pp. 33-34, modified


� This would explain why there is no contradiction between this rule by R. Yosi ha-Gelili to be discussed below: אך – חלק.


� Cf. the analysis of Kasher 1988, p. 557: “The stylistic-literary approach using the term 'to separate the subject' serves Rabbi Yose ha-Gelili in his explanation of biblical verses with words such as אך 'only, but' or רק 'only, except'. In contrast to the midrashic interpretation which seeks somehow to derive new content from connecting words, Rabbi Yose, using the peshat approach, considers sentences beginning with אך or רק as restrictive clauses.” However, Kasher’s assumption in his discussion of this stylistic-literary approach Is that it is a-temporal and not part of a concrete cultural context.


� Epstein 1957, p. 535. In note 164 he writes that the derashot רק- הפסיק העניין are to be distinguished from the other derashot of 'הפסיק העניין' where the words actually are in service of the derasha.


� Apollonius Dys., con. P. 186


� Dalimier 2001, pp. 187 n. 2; 410-411.


� See discussion above.


� Apollonius Dys. Con. 216 and cf. 222. Further on disjunctives in Apollonius see Belli 1986. For a general discussion of disjunctives see Barnes 2005.


� Dion. Thr. Ars 90 (trans. Kemp 1987, p. 185)


� Swiggers and Wouters (1996b, p. 133) suggest translating πρᾶγμα in the Techne as “object of thought”. Lallot (1998, p. 65), on the other hand, in his French translation use “action”. For Apollonius on πρᾶγμα see Apollonius Dys. Con. 216, 6; 11; 15 and the notes by Dalimier 2001, p. 248. Further on πρᾶγμα see Swiggers and Wouters 1996b, pp. 131-134; Lallot 1997, I, pp. 206-207; 1998, pp. 127-128; Dickey 2009, p. 255. Hadot 1980 enumerates six different definitions of πρᾶγμα in the Greek 


� For further comments of אך חלק attributed to R. Yosi the Galilean see e.g. Mekh. RI, Pisha 8 (p. 28); 9 (p. 32); Neziqin 7 (p. 274); Sif. Num. 117 (p. 351; see also Kahana 2011-15, V, p. 902 for the philological problems); 158 (p. 531); b.Bek. 5b; b.Yom. 85b. In Sif. Zut. Num. 31:21 it appears anonymously. 


� Cf. t.Shab. 16:17 (אמ' ר' יוסה מנין לפיקוח נפש שדוחה את השבת שנ' "את שבתתי תשמרו" יכול מילה ועבודה ופיקוח נפש ת"ל אך חלק פעמים שאתה שובת ופעמים שאי אתה שובת.). 


� See e.g. Gesenius 1859, p. 42.


� y.Ber. 9:5 14b (y.Sot. 5:5 20c). cf. Gen. Rab. 1, p. 12; b.Shev. 26a. See Epstein 1957, p. 515 as well as Finkelstein 1989, pp. 143-144 who writes: “It would seem that Nahum of Gamzu saw the need to make clear that the entire oral Torah is rooted in the written one. One should not interpret the Torah of Moses as if it were written by man. On the contrary: It was God himself, and not Moses, who wrote it and therefore it contains no superfluous word. One has to even expound etim, gamim, akhim and rakim.” (my translation) 


� For other derashot on גם see, e.g., Mekh. Rashbi 12:31, p. 29; Sifre Deut. 48, p. 113.


� With the term “creative grammar” I follow Isaac Heinemann who distinguished between “objective philology” and “creative philology”, the latter of which is often used by the rabbis (see. e.g. Heinemann 1970, pp. 4-7). I thank Ishai Rosen-Zvi for drawing my attention to this point. 


� See Rosen-Zvi’s discussion of mSot. 5 (2006). Many of the techniques used by R. Akiva in this chapter are similar to techniques known from Homeric commentaries, yet the way R. Akiva implements them is, obviously, completely different. 
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