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Chapter 7

Naaígoting the Anorna,lous:
Non-Jeu)s at tlw Interseetíon of
Early Røbbinie Laut ønd Notrøtiue

Steaen D. Froad.e

I. Introduction

Rabbinic legal writings are preoccupied nct s'imply with defining
categories and sorting tàeir contents, but with navigating the
brackish waters among them-the anomalous a¡eas where bound-
aries either overlap or leave gaps. Such human discourse shares in
the divine work of separation, or lnudalah. by whictr the world was
created. What is more important, it facilitatcs the necessar5r yet
anxious commerce across the permeability of such categorical
boundaries: between holy and profane, pure and inpure, male and
female, land of Ierael and the Diaspora, people of Israel and the
nations. Here I wish to focus on tùre last pair, in particular on ttre
problem of the adjudication of civil claims between Jew and gentile,
each of whom inhabits a different but intersecting nomian world.r
Even more particularly, I shall examine the "double standard" by
which the gentile's goring ox and his lost or robbed properþr are
treated when they fall within the Jewish nonu)s. To those who
might think that I have whittled down my topic too much, let me
quote Maimonides, \Ä'ho, in commenting on just one Mishnaic pas-
sage central to this subtopic, says, "Discussion of this subject would
require a separate book." Indeed, the volume of traditional treat-
ment of this topic is so great that I will have to omit from consider-
ation not only mcst of what Maimonides has to say but also many of
the Babylonian Talmudic texts and the subsequent history of
commentary and codification. Here I shall focus my attention on the

¡46
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earlier, formative Palestinian rabbinic texts that lie at the base of
tion.2
constraints alone do not
the earlier texts. Past
arlier formulations under

later, more systematic codifications for two interconnected reasons'

firtl, tn" "trti", 
formulations often appear incommensurate with

one another, being more ambivalent in lheir treatment of the gentile

"rr¿ 
t 
"rr." 

,nor" dim"olt to domesticate to a unifred Jewish view of

the non-Jew, or even to a linear progression toward the same'

second, many of these earlier formulãtions, in their "discrimìnatory"

treatment oi ttt" gentile, are embarrassingly foreign to the more

interpreters. We must attend to this
aviga[ion of the anomalous position of

in its own historical and ideational

right.s
Legal discourse is not simply the linear

to changing cases and citcomstances but is the dynamic interplay of

irrt""."Ëiiträ ¡ines of cateeorical identity and difference that continu-

ally reconfigure a cul
separation from others
scribed by its recePtion
authored, rules of Torah, wherebY
The internal government of Isra
iot"fr aligns lt *ittt a sacred historical scheme to which other

p"ãpr", aie ancillary at best. According to this conception, Israel

i"fr.¡it" a nomian world exclusive of other peoples'

But the divine author of Israel's nof71os is also the creator and

governor of the nations amo

Israel is destined to be, bY v
sha¡er of light and blessing. Acco

the nations inhabit a shared no
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our topic is legal (halakhic), several of our texts will be narrative
(aggadic). Although Jewish studies, both traditional and academic,
have suffered a bifurcation of interest in rabbinic halakhic and
aggadic literary formations, the two are closely interconnected and
interdependent in rabbinic textual practice.a The enunciation of
rules and the telling of stories togeth.er contribute, albeit in very
different ways, to the rhetorical construction of a Jewish nomian
world in which the anomalous may be safely, if not simply, navigat-
ed. In order to higNight this diversity and interdependence of
navigational textual practices, we shall examine them according to
their documentary settings.

II. Ruling and Crossing Categorical Lines:
Miehnah and Tosefta

The following passage from the Mishnah is the locus classicus for
nonJew in Jewish

law.

1. Mishnah Baba Qamma 4:3:

(A) If an ox of an Israelite gored an ox dedicated to the Temple, or
an ox dedicated to the Temple gored an ox of an Israelite, neither
owner is culpable, as it is said, "[When a man's ox injures] the ox of
his neighbor (rê'êhî¿) land it dies, they shall sell the live ox and
divide its price; they shall also divide the dead animall" (Exod.
21:35).

(B) Ifan ox ofan Israelite gored an ox ofa gentile, the owner is not
culpable. But if an ox of a gentile gored an ox of an Israelite,
regardless whether it is harmless (ú¿rn) or an attested danger
(mît'dd), the owner pays full do-age.6

The biblical law of an ox goring another ox makes a single distinc-
tion between two types of goring oxen: If the goring ox was not
previously known to be a danger, the owners share the loss equally,
each one receiving half the price of the sold goring ox and half the
carcass of the dead gored ox (Exod. 21:35). If, however, the goring
ox vi/as previously known to be a danger and its owner had been
forewarned to restrain it, the owner of the goring ox is culpable for
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the loss, making payment to the ov/ner of the gored ox for the full
value thereof, but receiving its carcass (Exod. 21:36).

The Mishnah, in understanding the biblical word "his neighbor"
(Exod. 21:35) to denote two Israelites of similar status, enunciates

other possible distinctions between the owners, thereby introducing
two anomalous situations that it treats in strikingly different ways.

In the first example (A), "his neighbor" is taken to exclude from the

biblical rule cases in which one ox has been dedicated (presumably

owne
e own

;::ï
Rabbinic commentators from the Talmuds on have recognized

not made.
Thus, in the anomalous cases of either two Israelite oxen of

different status or two gentile oxen of (presumably) similar status
that come before an Israelite court, a single principle can be applied

regardless of whose ox has done the goring: in the first no culpabili
ty, in the second full culpability' But in the cases of damages

between an Israelite and a gentile ox, which principle is applied

depends on whose ox has done the goring' T?rese cases are more

deeply anomalous than the others because the two parties belong to

Nauigating thc Anomalous f4g

2. Tosefta'Abodah Zarøh g(g): 4_5:
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3. Tosefto Bøbo Qamma 10:15:

he robbedl.
ing from an

legislate.rr

III. Rcconfrguring Scriptural Rules: Midrash Ealakhah

of Scripture:

1. Sifrø Woyyþra' Pereq 22:L:

[,,When a pe the Inrd by

ãealing dece to a dePosit

o, a pl"dg", r bY ñnding

Nøuigøting the Atnma.lous 16l

2. Sifrø Behar pereq g:2-B:

says: From whence can we derive that the robbery ofa gentile is
[indeed] robbery? Scripture teaches, ,'after he has úeen 

"o'Íd.,, 
I" it

possible that he lthe Israelite] shall [forciblyl seize him in order
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Scripture teaches, "he shall have the right
[for moneyl.r? Ia it poseible that he [the
arbitrary [lowl price for him? Scripture

gentile [that it is forbidden], how much more so concerning the

robbed proper$ of an leraelite.re

ltre commentary places the biblical legislation in a setting in which

the non-Israelite to whom the Israelite has been sold in senritude
lives under Israelite jurisdiction. If so, it is presumed that the

Israelitc could have forced ttre non-Israelite to release his Israelite
brottrer from servitude. The fact that scripture requires the

Qommo 10:15, which stat€d the opposite.æ

fV. Reconñguring Scriptural Nanatives: Midrash Aggadah

biblical and postbiblical. Ttre following passage, from tl.e earliest
rabbinic commentary to the Book of Deut¿ronomy, comments on a

Nouigøting tlæ Anamataus lõg

1. Sifre to Deuterorwmy 844
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into that rùotttos to experience it from within' This version of the

story (we shall next see a different one), while expressing rabbinic

"-birr"lur,.e 
towa¡d the disfavored status of gentiles in Jewish law,

manages to decenter that ambivalence'

V. Interlacing Rabbinic Rules and Narratives
with Scripture: Palestinian Talmud

In the fi continttrng career of this na

becomeé stronger again, as we shall see

version of the story in the Palestinian Tal
on Scripture but on the Mishnaic passage with which we began

(Baba å)ammø 4:3). The Talmudic unit juxtaposes 
-several 

of the

formulations we have seen expressed separately in the antecedent

rabbinic corpora.

1. Pal.estininn Ta.lmud Baba Qomma 4:3 (4b):

(A) Rab said: "lGodl looked and loosened the nations" (Hab' 3:6):

ile loosened tpermittedl the property of the natione of the world.

(B) Hezekiah said: "and [Godl showed himself from Mt' Pa¡an"

(Deut.33:2):Heshowedhisfaceagainstthenationsoftheworld'

(C) R. Yose b. Tanina said: He lowered them from their property'

(D) R. Abbahu eaid in the name of R' Yotranan: [The Mishnah] is

in accord with lthe gentiles'] laws [according to which it matters not

whether the ox was Fn att¿st€d dangerl.

(E) R. Hela said: [The previous etatement] was not said with
regard to this tMishnahl but with regard to what R' Hiyya taught:

Ifihe ox ofoue gentile gored the ox ofanother gentile, his fellow,

even if he elected ø bã judged according to the laws of Israel,

whether [the ox was] harmleÀ" o" ut attæet€d danger he pays full
J"-.g".t It ie with regard to this lbøroytøl that R' Abbahu said

in the name of R. Yoþanan: It is in accord with their lawe'

(F) It onc¿ happened that the wicked goverament þf Romel eent

two officerr tolearn Torah from Rabban Gamaliel. They learned

from him Scripture fandl Mishnah: Talmud and Aggadah'% At
the end they said to him: "All of your Torah ie pleasing and praise-
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worthy, except for these two things that you say: ,An Israelite
woman cannot Berr/e as a midwife to an gentile \troman but a gentile
woman can serve as a midwife to an Israelite woman, and an
Israelit€ \¡r'oman cannot nurse the child of a gentile woman but a
gentile woman can nurse [the child ofl an Israelite woman.ø
[Secondly,]30 'the robbed property of an lsraelite is prohibited
while the robbed property of a gentile is permitted.,', At that
moment, Rabban Gamaliel decreed that the robbed property of a
gentile be forbidden because of profanation of the divine natne. ,',If
an ox of an Israelite gored an ox of a gentile, [the Iaraelit€ owner]
is not culpable.' Concerning these matters we will not inform the
government."sr Even so, they did not get so far as the Ladder of
Tlre when they forgot all of it.32

The first th¡ee statements (A-C), by third-century sages, seek to
justify the unequal treatment accorded the gentile ox owner of the
Mishnah. Their citation and interpretation of Hab. 3:6 and Deut,
33:2 allude to aggadic traditions spelled out more fully elsewhere:33
When God is about to reveal the Torah at Mount Sinai, he surveys
the nations, offering them the Torah in terms of the Noahide laws
that they previously were commanded and accepted, but now reject,
These include the prohibition of stealing/robbing, which is rejected
by the descendants of Ishmael, associated with Paran (Gen. 21:21),
Rebuffed by the nations, who now renege on their previous accep-
tance of the minimal Noahide laws, but welcomed by Israel who
accept the entire Torah unconditionally, God turns from Paran to
Sinai, from the nations to Israel. Since the nations' behavior has
shown disregard for the property of others (their denial of the
Noahide law against robbery), God loosens (through a word-play on
wayyattër of Hab. 3:6) their legal claims to their own property.

R. Abbahu, in the name of R. Yohanan (D), takes a juridical
rather than exegetical tack: The nations should be judged according
to their own laws of damages, which draw no distinction between
previously harmless and harmful oxen. But R. Hela (E) sees the
danger that lies before this tack: If we predicate the Mishnah on
the principle of applying gentile law to damages between Israelites
and gentiles, how is it possible to absolve totally the Israelite of
culpability when his ox gores that of a gentile? So instead, he
applies R. Abbahu's statement to the børøytø (Toseftø Baba Qørnma
4:2) concerning the case of üwo gentiles who come before a Jewish
court, who are judged irrespective of the categories tdm anLd, rnû'ã.d,
without either being absolved of culpability.
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Ttris discomfort with the discriminatory aspect of the Mishnah is

now (F) given more poignant expression through a subtly yet

significantly difrerentversion of the story of the two Roman officials
who visit the court or school of Rabban Gamaliel. TVo other
discrimina protest of the officers (one

being that ented upon). However, it is
that of the ttrat is ttre most offensive of

rñ¡e can exPect
ed ProPerbY of
of nomps and

narative, suggests otherwiee.

2. Pal.estini.an Tolmud Babo Mesi'ø 2:5 (8c):

Simeon b. Shetah labored to him, "Rabbi,
rid yourself [of this workl ass so you will
not have to work so hard. im an ass from
a certaiu Sarkean [Ishmaelite]. Hanging on it was a pearl' They
came to him and told him, "FtPm now ott you do not have to work

Nøuigøtingtlæ.Anamalous 167

Crossing the boundary between
for the sake of a
market, is one thin
entails a degree of

ntile praise for the Jewieh notnrrg

However laudatory is Simeon ben b. Shetah,s exâmple, it doesnot become the legal noTl ot required, behavior. faifr"", tfr"negatively stated vereion of the samã principle, as attrib"øa ø tn"tanna R. Pinhag be1 Y_qIr, eventually assumes Ûrat position: ,,fn aplace where there is lthe possibility ofl profanatio" oi tfr" divinename' even the lost property of a gentile is forbidden.',s In other
gentile, ercnpt
Jewish ru)trurs.
the scriptural
r" (Deut. 22:3),

predetermined), it should be tre 
cannot be fully

VI. Conclusions

Rabbinic rules that treat nonJewish others otàer than they treattheir own have troubled interpreters of rabbinic t¡o"chiaãt 
"""1vrabbinic times until the present. From medieval untl most recent

times' such troubled interpreters have sought to e*ptai' awïy trrese
merely tlæoreti¿øl position
They represent a minnrity
sed in medieval codes). (3)

They represent a necessarl¡ short-term response to gentile economic
or political
in history.s
getic advan
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rabbinic constructions of our problematic: the anomalous place of
the gentile within the Jewish noïtas'

That complexity may be denoted as three intersecting, and

sometimes contradicting, trajectories in the early rabbinic navigation
of tl:at anomaly:

1. The gentiles have no juridical status within the Jewish noÍu)s

since they are not parties to its contractual terms. Not having

accepted its obligations they have no claim to its protections'
i. to U" 

"ote, 
the gentiles have their laws, and therefore may be

said to inhabit a nonu)s of their own, but their laws are not divinely
revealed or commanded-the very foundation of the Jewish noïu)s.

What happens, however, when two such incommensurate nomian
worlds overlap and require mediation, as in a case of damages

between a Jew and a gentile? In such a case, social and political
contingencies may require a Jewish court to acknowledge gentile

laws and gentile claims under Jewish laws, but without granting
them any constitutive bearing on the Jewish nornns.

3. Since gentiles, like all creatures' are subjects of the single

deþ who is the originary source of the Jewish noïtos and is
acknowledged as such by its inhabitants, they too should be brought
to a recognition of His beneficent governance of the Jewish nomns at
the points at which they intersect it.

Tlle first trajectory denotes the axis of complete exclusivity and

self-sufficiency of the Jewish norns. It heightens the distinctiveness
of Jewish self-understanding but does not allow for the reality of
interlocking nomian worlds. we saw it narratively enunciated

through the story of the nations' rejection of God's laws at the very
moment Israel accepted them, thereby sealing the boundary between

Israel and the nations.
The thi¡d trajectory denotes the opposite axis of drawing the

nations to (and eventually into) the Jewish noffu)s. It heightens the
attractiveness of Jev/ish self-understanding but risks the blurring of
Jewish nomian boundaries. we saw it narratively enunciated in a
story of supererogatory rabbinic behavior of sanctification of the
divine name.

The middle trajectory denotes the no-less-risky, yet historically
nece8sary, dialectical course between the two: self-confirming
boundaries, which may in places be pierced or stretched to facilitate
commerce with the other. we saw this narratively enunciated in
the Palestinian Talmud's story of the visit of two Roman officers to
Rabban Gamaliel,e school and hie selective bending of the Jewish
nor¿os to accommodate their complaint.
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Finally, we have seen that each of these perilous tacks throughthe scylla and charybdis of adjudicating 
"orrt""t 

witrr trre nomianother employs multipre modes of discourse: rure making and storytelling, and the interpretation of words of rorah trrat loins trre-witffu a single, divinely governed yet humanly cor sttocteJ nomian
world.

NOTES

1. For my use of "nomog" and "nomian world" here and in what followa, Iam indebted to Robert cover, "Nomos and Narrative,,, Hüard Law
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4- For rabbinic statements on the unity and interdependency ofhalakhah
and aggadah, and admonitions not to abandon ooã fo, the-other, see, for
example, Sifre Deutercnomy 49,906, g1? (ed. L. Finkelstein, lîg, g3g,
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359); Aöot deR. Notan I (ed. S. Schechter, 18a-b). Of course, euch

a,trnonition¡ must reflect the opposite tendency qrnor¡B eome to favor,

and hence attend to, one at the expenae of the other. Note, for example,

tàe story recounted in Bobylonbn Talmud Soúølr 40a, about two eages,

a tcacher of halnkhah and a teacher of aggadah, who come to a town
and compete with each other for the people'a attention (which goes to
the latter). For a modem esray on the intcrconnections beüween

hal¡lrhah and aggadah, see Hayyin Nahman Bialik, Inw and I*gend;
or, Habfuh otú Aggdßlr, trans. Julius L. Siegel (New York: Bloch,

1923). See aleo Judah Goldin, "The Freedom and Restraint ofHagga-
dah,n in Midrøsh ond Litcttture, ed. Geoftey H. Hartman and Sanford

Budick (New Haven, Conn.: Yale Univeraity, 1986), 57-69.
5. This rabbinical distinction derives from Exod. 21:29: "and warning has

6.

on whose or is doing the goring, erempting from culpability in one case

but not in t'he other.
7. For the tert, eee Tlæ Tæfto æcording b Cd¿rViewø, withVarbnts

fiom Cdø, Erfiir| MS' Scltælcen and Editia Pritæeps (Venice, 1õ21):

Tle Ordcr of Nezihin, ed. Saul Lieberman (New York Jewieh Theologi-

sål Seminaty of America, 1988), 14. For discusaion of the text and its
variants, gee Saul Lieberman, Tosefia Ki'Fshutoh: A Cornprelwnsiue

Commentary on tlæ Tosefto; Port & Otder Nezihin (New York: Jewieh

lbeological Seminary of Anerica, 1988), 35-36. ïhe so'ne paseage ie

cit¿d as a boroyto iq Palestinian Tolmud Bobø Qamma 4:3 (4b).

8. For an exegetical attempt at grounding thie int€rnomian anomaly, see

Mehitta Mishpolim 12 (ed' H. S. Horovitz and I. A. Rabin, 290), where

ñ'êhû of Exú.21:35 is interpreted tn eæhù the gentile as the owner

of the gored or, while TJ (person) of the same verse i8 intcrpreted to

irclud¿ nonJews as the owners of the goring ox. Hence, a gentile

owner of a goring ox is culpable for damageg done by hie ox to that of a

Jew, but not vice versa. But thie exegetical argument is not sufficient
to dete¡:mine that the gentile must pay fi¡ll damage to a Jew whose ox

his ha.s gored, r,egardleee of whether the gentile'a ox waa tãm ot mt'Ed"
For an extreme justiñcation, see Maimonides' cotnmentary ad loc: "Do

not fi¡d thi¡ matter difficult in your eyea and do not be aurprised by it'
juat as you should not be surprised by the slaughter of animals even

though they have not done any q,Tong. For whoever lacks the human
qualities ie not a true person, and his puryoBe is only to serve the true
p€rEon.t'

9. Tosephta Based on the Eíurt otú Vbntø Codixcs, ed. M. S. Zucker-
mandel, with a supplement by Saul Lieberman (Jerusalem, 1937; repr'
Jen¡salem: Wahrman, L9TO), 473. Thie tradition ie also sit€d and
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ie

passage and its variants inTosefta Ki-Fshutah; part rK: ordzr Nezihin,
I2t-22.

L4.

Theological seminary of America, rggg), 211. For 6lúr1m ae nonJews,
see Saul Lieberman, Tosefia Ki-Fschuloh; part III: Ord,er Mo,ed (New
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York: Jewish Theological Seminary of America, L962),294 (toP), as well

as Rabbenu Hillel's commentary to our passage. For similar uses of

'aher and.'älærîm, sæ Tosefta Babø Qamma 4:2; Mehiltø Mishpalim 12;

Mi.drosh Haggødol Exod. 23:6.

16. Some commentators, being uncomfortable with the Slfra's exclusion of

l2L-22;Maimonides , Å'Ii"hn"h Torah Gezel¿h Wo'abednh 7:7 '

17. "Redemption" denotes being released in exchange for a payment rather

than by force.
1g. The law of the jubilee year only applies to the land of Israel when it is

ad Deut. 20:14 (ed. D. Hofuann, 121).

1983), 475-76.
For this reading and ite significaóce, see my book, From Tladition to

n that Rabban Gamaliel (presumably II) was

and not at Usha. For different attempts to

resolve thie contradiction, see my book Fnrm Tra.ditian to commentøry,

214 n. 130, 2L4-L5 n. 137.

23. on thie formulation, see my book, From Tlod.ition to commentory,244
n. 111;',Jackson, "The Problem of Roman Influence," 357 n' 50' Note

that it is the full curriculum of written and oral (rabbinic) Torah that

the Roman officere study and not simply the Jewish syatem of civil law,

20

2t.

22.
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27. cf. Tosefta Baba Qamrno 4:2, cited above, and n. z above for refe¡ence
to discussion ofthe variants thereto.

28- MS Leiden, like the version of the story in sifre to Deut,pnoml, has
"Halakot and Aggadot.,'

29.
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30. For a different understanding of "two thingg," see Roeenthal, "Dyssoi

logoi-SheneY debarim. "

31. Oãhere interpret this to mean that the Roman emisearies decided not to

te¡ Rome t¡ä juetifyin' reasons for this eeemingly discriminatory law'

But thie reading cannot be sustained by the text. se€ the commentary

Pe¡vy Moslwrr ãd loc., as well as Rå8hi ad Bøbylonion Tolmud Baba

QammaSSa.MSI.eidenhas'.thiematter,.'presumablyreferringtothe
last-mentioned rule of the gentile and Israelit€ oxen'

32. It is unclea¡ whether they forgot everything they learned or 
-only 

the
-- 

fligcx'iminatory rules to which they objected. My translatio¡ is baeed on

MS Eecorial it Yerusholmi Nezþin, ed' E' S' Roeenthgl (Jerusalem:

Israel Acådemy of science and Humanities, 1983), 12, but MS Leiden

concludes "nll of them," presunably referring to the aforementioned

rules.
33. See my book, Frcm Tvú'ition to Commcntory,28-49,21-6--L7-nr' L42'

tl3, 14S; Novak, hnage of the Non'Jew in Ju'doism, 257-73; l*ael
I-ewy, Mobo' uperush létolmud yerusløtmi bøbo' qømmo"[-Vl (Jerusa-

lemiiedem, fgZO), tfZ (reprint from Jøhrcsberi¿ht dcs jüdisch'tlæologi-

schen Seminors: þro.nckel'schcr Stiftung lBreslau, 1895-1914] )'

34. For this sentence as aû awkwa¡d editorial addition to the atory, see

Rosenthal, "Dyeeoi logoi-Sheney debarim," 4T6 n' 4S, following Lewy'

Mobo' up"rurh letuI;ud yerushalmi, 114' This p¡esumes that Rabban

Gamalièl's edict was but a literary

accr€tion, no les8 his ao for a lat€r

period in the history In this light'
-R"o.r"o 

Hnmme/e d"'-ent to the Si¡9e version of the story 6ifre: The

Tontøitic Commentary on tlæ Booh of Deuterorømy, trans' Reuven

Hnrnmer [New Havenjcooo., ya]e university Prese, 19861, 507 n. 3) ie

anachroniatic: "It ia etrange tbat [R. Gamaliel's] prohibition is not

mentioned here." The whole point of the sife version of t'he etory' as

I have ügud, ie that the n¡le pernitting the robbed property of the

35.

prayer, and hencc appears to be divinely efrected'

36. TË "Ladder of T¡'re; refers to a mountain range on the coastal route to

Syria betweeo Xéa.' (Akhziv) and $re. Its southeru end (modern-day

úsh Haniqra) marked the northern boundary of Jewiah eettlement in

the land of Israel on the officers' retu¡¡ route' Cf' 1 Macc' 11:59;

Josephus,JewishWør2.1O.2($188);GetæsisRobbohSg:8(ed'J'
Theodor and ch. Albeck, 371); Tosefro Pesohim 2:16 (L229) (ed. s.

Lieberman, L47); Palestinbn Talmud'AbùØh zørah 1:9 (40a); Bobylo'

ni¿n Talmud sløbbot 26a;'Druuin fø;b; Lcvitbus fubboh 37:3 (ed. M'

MarSr.lies, 86Íl). se€ Michael Avi-Yonah, Histaricol Geogrophy of thc

Nauigøting thc Anam.alous 166

Lond of Israel ¡p, 1g5l), 84; Snmuel
Klein in Sú¿d (Jerusalem: Mossad
Harav Kook, hnnaitieche Grenz_

37. once again, my translation followa MS Escoriar, from yeruslølmi
Nezþin, ed. E. S.
Saul Lieberman
Deuteronomy Rab
man, 85); Yalqu( Shim'oni Mishle 947.

39. For (1) and (2) aee,5" s¡¡emple, H. Ileedman'g note to his tr¡nslation

Gezelah Wa'abedah Mishpøl34g.2. For
(3) note especially adduced argument
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