CHAPTER TWO

MAIMONIDES: MASHAL, HASHALIH

Unlike Ibn Ezra, Maimonides never left the Muslim domain and
wrote most of his works in Arabic. For the most part, he also could
ignore the challenges posed to his older Andalusian contemporary
by the midrashic exegesis popular among Jews in Christian lands.
Instead, the great philosopher, whose most important works were
written in his mature years in Egypt, took up the morc traditional
issucs of concern in the Judeo-Arabic tradition, especially the endeavor
to reconcile Scripture with reason. His Guude of the Ferplexed is largely
devoted to the figurative interpretation of biblical passages that are
problematic in this respect, an endeavor pioneered by Sa‘adia and
refined by his successors in al-Andalus, as we saw in the preceding
chapter.! But to reach Sa‘adia’s goals, Maimonides utilizes new
methodologies based on more precise linguistic concepts culled from
Arabic learnirg, particularly the logic of al-Farabi. Like Ibn Ezra,
he avoids Sa‘adia’s catch-all majiz category; but whereas his older
Andalusian contemporary replaced it with another single-category
hermeneutical system, Maimonides builds a two-category system using
the Arabic notions of istiara and mathal, rendered in Hebrew miast’aram
and mashal, respectively.?

' The influence of this tradition on Maimonides is not immediately ezpparent
because the grea: philosopher generally does not cite his medieval Jewish prede-
cessors isee introduction, n. 40]. Nonethe.ess, Sa‘adia’s exegetical motives and strate-
gies reverberate throughout the Guide: see Rawidowicz 1969:187, 194-230. (See
Dienstag 1996a for an extensive bibliography on the rzlationship hetween Maimonides
and Sa‘adia.; lbn Janah seems to have been Maimenides™ usual linguistic raference
‘below. n. 321, ard he held the commentaries of Moses Ibn Chiquitilla and Judah
Ibn Balam in high estecm: see Treafise en Resurrection 329--30 (Ar.); 35961 (Heb.).
The possible influence of Moses Ibn Ezra on Maimonides is discussed below, chap-
ter four. n. 80. On the scholarly supposition that the great philosopher knew and
used Abraham Ihn Ezra’s writings, see introductior, n. 41. For further discussion
of Maimonides™ reliance on the Andalusian exegetical tradition, sec Birnbaum
1944:187-90: Twersky 1980:56-58.

* Mashal is the Hebrew cognate of mathal; hash’alah {metaphcr; lit. borrowing) is
a loan-translation of Arabic istiara fabove 1.2.3). These equivalences were standard
already in the medieval translation tradition. We usc the Hebrew terms because
they facilitate our comparisons with Abiaham Ibn Ezra and Radak.
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Throughout the Guide, Maimonides highlights the mashal-hash’alah
distinction as a critical hermencutical todl. In one passage, after dis-
cussing a number of examples of figurative readings, he dirccts his
reader to apply his method independently:

Take . .. what I have not mentioned in the manner that I have men-
tioned in this chapter® and distinguish ... between . .. what has been
said by way of mashal [and] what has been said by way of hasi’alah’
... [as opposed to] what has been said literally {lit. exactly according
to the first conventional meaning). {1I:47;409

Since the term sti‘ara (lit. borrowing) was used in Arabic literature
to translate Greek metaphora, we render it (along with its Heb. equiv-
alent hash’alah) “metaphor,” which conforms with Maimonides™ usage.®
The Arabic term mathal is used in reference to a broader range of
figurative expressions, and its cognate, mashal, has a long, complex
history in biblical and rabbinic Hebrew.” Maimonides uses it primarily
to indicate what we call allegory or parable, though he also uses it
to label similes and symbolic visions. My preference, therefore, is to
leave the term untranslated, and where translation is necessary to do
so contextually.’

% Since he did not write a comprehensive biblical commentary, Maimonides uses
this formula to establish a rule applicable elsewhere based on his selecied exam-
ples. Compare Guide 11:46:403~04; scc also 11:29:342-43.

* For other 1eferences to the mashal-hasi’alah distinction in the Guide, sce 1:33;70:
1:47:407. Maimonides hcre speaks of a third category, al-ighv@’ lit. going to the
limit; referred to by other authors in the Judec-Arabic tradition as icghdy? [sce
Fenton 1997:3%4--33]}, i.e., exaggeration or hyperbole (Heb. guzma, which he dis-
cusses at length in this chapter of the Guide (I1:47) together with the closely related
term mubdlagha (Heb. haflagah). Analysis of hyperbole in Maimonides’ hermencuti-
cal system is beyond the scope of the current study, as we focus on his primary
dichotomy between mashal and hask’aleh, which he applies throughout the Guide.

> References in this chapter, unless otherwise indicated. are from the Guide and
follow S. Pines” translation with some modificaticns based on the original Arabic
text. Where Hebrew appears in citations of the Guide, it reflects Maimonides™ use
of Hebrew {usually biblical or rabbinic quotations) within his Arabic text. {Citations
of Hebrew trarslations of the Guide are identified as such specifically.) References
in notes below to “Pines,” “Qafih” and “Schwarz” without further bibliographic
information are to the notes in their respective translations of the passage from the
Guide under discussion.

® On the term istiGra. see above 1.2.3, 1.2.4. Pines usually renders this term in
the Guide more broadly as “figurative language”™ (though he sometimes renders it
“derivative term” [introduction; 5]).

7 See Stern 1991:9 13: Bovarin 1995.

® Pines usually renders mathal “parable.” but he sometimes renders it “allegory™
{introduction; 13} or “image” {111:2:419%}; Friedlander renders mathal “simile”: Munk
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Although mashal and hast’alah arc both types of figurative language
and thus have much in common, Maimonides insisis on separating
them. Without appreciating the importance of this distinction. some
modern scholars have been unable to fully discern Maimonides’ views
on prophecy, Scripture and their interpretation. L. Strauss, for exam-
ple, points to a supposcd contradiction in Maimonides’ opinions:

The assertion [by Maimonides] that Moses” prophecy was entirely inde-
pendent of the imagination leads to a great difficulty if one considers
the fact that it is the imagination that brings forth similes [meshalim]
and, we may add, metaphors [stemot musi’elim], as well as the fact that
the Torah abounds if not with similes, at any rate with metaphors.®

As we shall see below (2.3.2), Maimonides, in fact, distingaished
between masha! and hash’alah specifically with respect to the need to
activate the imagination. Once we recognize this, the problem Strauss
raises can be resolved. The current chapter is devoted to defining
Maimonides’ mashal-hasi’alak disunction; in chapter four we show
why it is crucial for his biblical exegesis.

2.1 The Lingwistic Concept of Hash’alah

Maimonides first introduces his notion of hasf’alak when oulining
the primary goal of his Guide for the Perplexed in the introduction to
that work:

The first purpose of this Treatise is to esplain the meanings of cer-
tain terms occurring in Scripture.” Some of these terms are equivo-
cal (Ar. vesnTiriks; Heb. aesuerrarng it shared); hence the ignorant
understand them according to [only] some of the meanings in which
the term in question is used. And some of them are metaphorical (Ar.
musta‘@ra; Heb. musk’alim; lit. borrowed); hence they understand them

renders it “allegory.” On the ambiguity of the term in Arabic literature, sce I,
s.v. Mathal.

* Strauss 1963xxxvii. Klein-Braslavy 1987:23 (see below, p. 223) raises a simi-
lar dilemma.

'" Lit. the books of prophcey. A reference to all of Scripture, not only the sec-
tion referred to as Neim, as opposed to Torah and Keturim; see Klein-Braslavy
1996:41; Harvey 1996:34. Compare Ibn Ezra’s use of the term S35 as a refer-
ence to all biblical authors {e.g., long comm. on Ex 11:5); see also Simon 1993b:305.
There are times, however, that Maimonides seems to speak specifically about a style
of the litcrary prophets; see, c.g., below an. 63, 111
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as well according to the first meaning from which they were derived
(Ar. ustifirat; Heb. hush’alu; hit. borrowed)."

To understand the linguistic terminology in this passage, it is helpful
to turn to the Treatise on Logic, a work that relies heavily on al-Farabt
and is thought to have been written by Maimonides in his youth."”

2.1.1  Equivocal and Metapherical Terms: The Treatise on Logic

Chapter thirteen of the Treatise discusses how swords acquire their
meanings.'? Arabic tradition refers to nouns and verbs collectively as
wsmad (sing. &m), i.e., “names.” An m is a linguistic sign that desig-
nates a thing or action, the russama (“that which is named”), in a
relation called tasmiya (“giving a name”)."* The simple case of tas-
miya involves a word with one meaning.” By contrast, a word with
more than one meaning is an usm al-mushtarik (Heb. shem meshuttaf ),
an “equivocal” (lit. shared) term, 1.e., a name shared by different
meanings, of which six sub-types are listed in the Treatise. A word
shared coincidentally by two independent meanings i AL-JSM AL-MAHD
ALISHTIRAK; (Heb. 14-SHEM HA-MESHUTTAF HAGAMUR), “the absolutely equi-
vocal term”™

! Maimonides here also lists another type, “amphibolous terms™ {(Ar. mushakkika;
Heh. mesuppagin), on which, see Wolfson 1938. But this is a minor category in the
Guide, see below, n. 27.

" See Hyman 1991:177. The traditional attri>ution is challenged by Davidson
2001:118-25. It is beyond the scope of this study to decide this matter, but we
should note that the parallels discussed in this chapter between the Treatise and
Guide with respect to linguistic terminology are unmistakable and suggest common
authorship. At the very least, our study shows that Maimonides was intimately famil-
iar with the Farabian definitions presented in the Treatise.

"* On the linguistic concepts in this chapter, scec Hyman 1991 Rosenberg 1978.

* These Arabic terms were used occasionally by Ibn Janah and Moses Ibn Ezra:
sce chapter orne, n. 198. One might render tasmiva “denomination” and compare
wsm and mussana with Latin nomen ard nominatum: see Versteegh 1977:154-59. As
Versteegh ohserves, Arabic linguists were not careful in their phraseology to dis-
tinguish between the meaning (sense) of a word and its referent, i.e., the extra-men-
tal entity to which it refers {on this distinction, see introduction, p. 29 see, e.g..
below, n. 16. Nonetheless, Zwiep {1997:94-97) shows that this linguistic tradition
related signification to meaning (sense) rather than reference. We thereforc usually
speak of the mussamd as a meaning rather than “a thing named.” On the medieval
concept of denotation and its rclatior to sense and reference, sce Eco 1989.

* The basic case is that of terms that are “distinct” (mulabayrina), i.e., that name
a thing with only one name. By contrest, “synonymous™ {muradifa) terms are different
names for the same thing: see Hyman 1991:177-78.



102 GHAPTER TWO

a term said of (magil) two things (dhatain),'® between which there is

nothing in common to account for their common name, like the term
‘ayn said of (magil) an eye and a spring of water."”

When applyving the concept of absolute equivocality in the Guide,
Maimonides explains that the twe things “have in common only the
name and nothing else™ (I:56;131;.""

Metaphor, al-ism al-mustaar (Heb. ha-shem ha-mudcal), “the bor-
rowed name,” is another sub-type of equivocal term, defined as

a term that refers to (dallan) a certain thing (dhat) in the original coinage
of the language;" and it properly denotes (lit. is fixed on; that thing.
Next.* another thing is at times designated (yusamma; lit. named) by
it but it does not properly denote it. is not fixed permanently on)
that sccond thing. For example, the term ased (ion; is normally sosited
of flit. fixed on) one of the animal specics, but a couragcous man may
be designated ( yusamma) by it; and similarly, pcople calling (tasmitahum)
a gencrous man bahr (the sca).? Terms like these ar: frequently used
among poets.?

" Lit. essences; see Versteegh 1977:138: Steiner 1998:254. Flsewhere (sec. c.g.,
below, p. 1101 Maimonides speaks of dfferent meanings {ma‘anir’ that share a sin-
gle term. Following Arabic linguistics (above. n. 14, he does not usc spedal ter-
minology to distiaguish between meaning {ma%a) and extra-icental entitics i dhat
ash-shay [= the essence of a thing]' the language refers to. Later Hebrew logicians
distinguish between %nyan (= Ar. mana) and davar (= shayi; sce Rosenberg 1978:111.

" Arabic text in Tieatise. Efros cd., 1966:35-36 (Hcbrew scction;. Compare al-
Farabt's definition in Maniigivat al-Farabi 1:91-92 {Arabici; Zimmermann (English
trans.! 1981:228 -29. Steincr 1998:233n observes that the example is questionable,
since the usage of ‘@ to denote a spring is probably derived from the first mean-
ing, an eve.

® See helow. p. 114. This obscrvation appears another two times in the Guide;
sce 111:20:483. 11123:496. Modern linguists define this phenomenon as homonymy
iSteiner 1998:2537

" Ar. agl wad® al-lugha. The Arabic reot wd in rlaton to language is used to
indicate creation “coining”™ of words, either “naturally™ or by “convention™: sce
Dotan 1996:237 49. Maimonides (Guide 11:30; cites Gen 2:20 tc support the latter
view.,

* Ar. thumma is rendered by medicval Hebrew trauslators = ST (= later, indi-
cating diachronic development. By itself, .. 22" T7Ti (as opposed to the more force-
ful 577 =2 [= afterwards], see below, p. 110}, in contrast with 7578 D% D3R
may simply indicate logical. rather than chronological ordering. Compare Judah
ha-Levi's distinction between 25N X8 and S8T9% v598 in Kuzari 2:80 Bancth
ed.. 84-85: my thanks to Prof. Haggai Ben Shammai for this reference); see also
Blanc 197%:157. But Maimonides’ analysis of hask’aleh, especially in the Guide {see
below, n. 44 mazes it clear that he does present a diachronic model.

2l Note the term tasmiya. Compare Guide 1:30:64, “their frequently calling
STS COnTmSh knowledge ‘water.™

“* Arabic text in Tieatise, Efros ed. 1966:37 (Hcbrew sectiont. Compare al-Farabr's
definition in Mantigivar al-Farabi 1:91 {Ar); Zimmermann 1981:227 (Eng...

MAIMONIDES. ALISHAL HASHALAH 103

Metaphor is presented here as “name transfer” or “word borrowing,”
ie., the term x, which normally mecans x, was lent to (“borrowed
for”) meaning y. As we have already seen (above, 1.2.3), the notion
of istidra as name transfer was not uncommon in the fields of
hermeneutics and linguistics; but here we can see its presertation in
the field of logic, a completely separate branch of learning in the
Muslim intellectual miliew.” Closely following al-Farabt, the Aristotelian
master of logic, the Treatise places metaphor within the rubric of
equivocality #* What makes this sub-type of equivocal term unique
is the fact that it has only one proper meaning, assigned in the “orig-
inal coinage of the language.” From this we can infer that the two
meanings of the absolutely equivocal term co-existed at that origi-
nal state” and would thus require scparate dictionary entres. This
leaves the metaphorical term with a single dictionary definition, upon
which the “temporary” usage s based. The term “lion,” for exam-
ple, is “borrowed” temporarily to mean a courageous man; but this ad
hoc usage—based on a perceived similarity between the man and a
lion*"-~does not achieve the status of a dictionary definition, i.c., “it
is not fixed permanently on that second entity.” This temporariness
makes metaphor conjure up an image (e.g., of a lion or the scaj

which explains its appeal to pocts.

2.1.2  Appleation in tie Guide

Another four types of equivocality are Isted in the Treatise, but the
two discussed above illuminate the “first purpose” of the Guide.”

2 Sec Versteegh 1977:120-27; Kraemer 1986 140--50.

2 As noted in the introduction (above, p. 21), al-Farabi draws upon Aristotle for
his conception of metaphor: see also Cohen 2000a:4-5, 10-11.

» This inference corresponds to al-Farabi's explicit statcment in his definition of
wshtirak {above, n. 171 wa-l-ism aladhi yugalu bi-shtrak huwwa aladhi yugalu min awwal
ma wudi‘a ‘ala wmir kathira (“a term used equivocally is that which is sad of many
things from the first coinage [of the language]™:.

* The Treatise does not explicitly stipulate similarity as a condition for metaphor
{though al-Faribt does), but it can be inferred by contrast with the absolutely equiv-
ocal term. in which the two meanings “share nothing in common to zccount for
their common name.” Compare this with the definition of al-ism al-margiil in the
Treatise ibelow, p. 110\

77 The other four sub-types are: univocal terms (al-mutawat’a:, amphibolous terms
lal-mushakkika), terms used in general and particular ‘ma yugal bi-‘umiim wa-khusis:
and transferred terms (al-mangilay; see studies cited in n. 13. Three of these categories
are mentioned in the Guide. Occasionally Maimonides addresses the possibility that



104 CHAPTER TWO

Readers of Scripture mistakenly understand (1) “cquivocal [terms]
{(meshuttafim) . . . according to {only] some of the meanings in which
the term ... 1s used” and (2) “metaphorical [terms] (musk’alim . . .
according to the first meaning from which they were derived.” In
speaking here of “equivocal terms,” he means absolutz equivocality
(as defined in the Treatise), since this category is juxtaposed with
another type of esquivocality, namely mctaphor. Both create a simi-
lar problem: the latter are misunderstood because of a naive appli-
cation of their criginal meaning, the former out of ignorance that
other meanings exist. To alleviate these problems, Maimonides com-
posed the so-called “lexicographic chapters’®® of the Guide, waich
form a dictionary that highlights the lesser known uszges of equiv-
ocal terms and the derived usages of metaphorical tenms.

Drawing upon the Hebrew linguistic tradition and the Farabian
categories in the Treatise, Maimonides engages in philology to fur-
ther his philosophical agenda, especially the need to explain away
biblical anthropomorphic depictions of God. An illustrative exarmple
is the chapter on the term T2 (lit. wing):

Mi2 is an equivocal term, with most of its equivocality due to metaphor-
ical usage.™ Its first meaning (or: coinage) is a wing of the living things
that fly. Thus: “Any winged fowl that flicth in the heavea” (Deut 4:17).
Subscquently it was used mctaphorically to denote (witu‘tra li-; Heb.
hush’al le-; lit. borrowed for) (1) the extremities and comers of garments.
Thus: “upon the four corners (M23) of thy covering” (Deut 22:12). Next
it was used metaphorically to denote (2) the farthest ends and extremities
of the habitable parts of the earth.... Thus: “that it may take hold
of the ends m21D) of the earth” {Job 38:13), “from the eds (MD) of the
carth, we have heard songs.” (Isa 24:16). (1:43;93)

In the introduction to the Guide, Naimonides distinguishes between
“equivocal” (i.e., absolutely equivocal) and “metaphorical” terms. But

a biblical term is “amphibolous™; sce above, n. 11 and Guide 1:1:22, 1:3;27. In
1:56;131, he contrasts “amphibolous.” “anivecal” and “cjuivocal™ terms; see Welfson
1938 and below, p. 114. He mentions “tarms used m a general and particular
sense” in 11:30;350 (see chapter four, n. 132). While he never mentions “transferred
terms” explicitly. the mangal concept does scem to have influenced his notion of
metaphor; see below, 2.1.3.

*® See Strauss 1963:xxiv—xxv; Klein-Brasavy 1987:52.

® Istiara lit. borrowing; Heb. 198%0m). Whenever the English tzrm “metaphor”
appears in my translation, it reflects this Arabic term.

s e
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here he uses the label “equivocal term™ in the general sense (of which
there are six sub-types), as he goes on to specify that “its equivo-
cality is due to metaphorical usage.” Maimonides then explains in
Farabian terms how this metaphorical usage is produced: Scripture
“lends” the term 2 to meanings other than its original one. The
hierarchy herz of a “first coinage™ and derived meanings for which
the term in question is borrowed metaphorically, follows the Farabian
scheme of fast’alah in the Treatise. This format reflects a typical pat-
tern in the lexicographic chapters of the Guide,” and would seem to
accurately reflect Maimonides’ conception of metaphor in that work.

Maimonides’ philological analysis in his entry on the term 7= is
taken from Ibn Janah (Roots, s.v. 5i2), though he adjusted the ter-
minology according to his Farabian model.*® Maimonides’ silent use
of Ibn Janah is not unusual;* he probably deemcd explicit attribu-
tion unnecessary for this basic analysis. Yet he goes on to cite a
novel interpretation offered by the great Inguist, for which he can-
not deny him credit:

3ir

For other cases that manifest this siructure, see e.g., 1:6:31 R and TUR are
two terms, the original coinage of which is a human male and a human female. Then
they were borrowed for male and female of other living creatures): 1:10:35 36 (5=
and 799 . .. are two terms, their coinage in the Hebrew language is dexent and
ascent: .. . then these two terms were borrowed for sublimity and greatness [or their
opposite]j: 1:21;47--48 (“722- ts first meaning is the sense of passage . .. Then the
term was borrowed for the propagation of sands in the air; 1:22:52 “83 in the Hebrew
language was assigned to the coming of a living being ... And this term was bor-
rowed for the coming about of somcthing that is not corporeal”;.
* Thn Janah’s entry on the root 5> reads:
“Every winged creature” (Prov 1:17). “the wings of a dove™ Ps 68: 4, [the
meaning] is known. “The 723> [li. wings of | thy covering” {Deut 22:12—
the cdges of your clothing: “on the fringes of the =" (Num 15:38. by wav
of analogy to a wing. And it is said by way of ittisa* isemantic expansion: and
majaz: “he shall not uncover the 72 of his fatker™ Deut 23:1}, “for you have
come to scek shelter under ¥2:2 [lit. His wings]” (Ruth 2:12—to be protected
in his shadow. “From the 5:> of the carth” (Isz 24:16}, “that it may take hold
of the MBS [lit. wings of] the earth” {Job 38:131—its cdges and extremi-
tes. . ..
Whereas Maimonides employs the concepts of ishtrak and istiGra, Ihn Jarah uscs
the terms majaz and itisa’, which had been used by Sa‘adia and were common
within the field of Arabic linguistics (see above. p. 64%. Ibn Janah's expertise was
in Arabic grammar {see Becker 1996, 1998:. Maimonides. who was trained in logic
(sce Stern 1989:139-411, would have ccnsidered al-Farabi's categories superior 1o
Ibn Janah’s grammatical ones.
2 Sec Birnbaun 1944:187-89; Klcin-Braslavy 1937:55.
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Ibn Janah says* that the term also occurs with the mcaning of (3) con-
cealing (or g'mm’zng‘ 3 akin to the Arabic, in which one mav say, “kanaftu
somuhmg, mecaning: I have concealed it. He accordirgly interprets the
verse, “Yet shall not thy tcacher 722" (Isa 30:20), as meaning: thy
enlightener® shall not be conceald and hidden away from thee, And this
is a nice explanation. And from this, in my opinion, [we can explain
that] “he saall not uncover the 712 of his father™ (Deut 23:1) [means}:
he shall not uncover of his father that which is concealed. Similarly,
“Spread 75i2 over thy handmaid” {Ruth 3:9) its meaning, in my opin-
ion is: spread vour protection over your handmaid. (Ibid.)

Of the three metaphorical senses, Maimonides chooses the last to
achieve his philosophical goal:

In my opiion, it is n this sensc that 732 is metaplorlcally said of*
the Creator . . . Accordingly, the interpretation of ... “you have come
to seek shelter under 7222 (lit. His wings)” (Ruth 2:12} should he: thou
art come to be sheltered under His protection. (Ibid.)

This is the type of verse that motivated Maimonides to compose the
lexicographic section of the Guide. Taking =2 literally, a reader might
infer from Ruth 2:12 that God has wings, a error avoided by his
observation that protection is the sensc of 7i> applicable to God.
The interpretive process we havce just scen characterizes Maimonides’

* This definition appears later in the entry cited above (n. 31). As Qafily here
notes, this the orly explicit citation of Ibn Janah in the Guide. He conjectures that
Maimonides cited his great linguistic predecessor by name because of the play on
the Arabic word janah {wingi. But for that effect, Itn Janah could have been cited
earlicr in the chapter. It seems to me, instead. that Maimonides felt a need to cite
his linguistic source by name for this novel interpretation.

! The Arabic root str, as observed by Schwarz {rote in his translation here). has
two senses, just Ike its Hebrew cognate 7.

» Schwarz suggests that Maimonides ilike Thn JdﬂdlU takes 57 (normally ren-
dered “thy teacher™; in the verse cited ‘o mean ram.

* Lit. “a wing is borrowed for the Creator.” Taken at face value, this formula
implies imaginary ascription. the model of metaphor adopted by Moses Ibn Ezra
.above, 1.2.4%. But it is more likely that Maimonides uses this phraseology herc in
a sense that conforms with his Farabian model of metaphor, since he provides a
literal equivalent for the metaphorical term. In other words, this formula is short-
hand for: “with tespect to the Creator, the term wing is used metaphorically in the
sense of [‘borroved for] concealment,” much as Naimonides states explicitly in
1:39:89. “and according to this [metaphorical] meaning [the term 27] is borrowed
for God in every place.” A similar shorthand is implicd in the following examples:
[:21:48 (“the term [72Y] is also borrowed for one who has been caused to miss an
objective™; 1:22:32 (“[®2] is. .. borrowed for certain privations™ 1:25;35 (*[j=U] is
borrowed for God”:. Elsewhere in the Guide, however. Maimonides secms to actu-
allv adopt the imaginary ascription model: see 1:46-47 ibelow, 4.2.23; 11:47.

g

MAIMONIDES: MASHAL, TLISIPATAH 107

project in ell of the lexicographic chap:ers of the Guide: he takes a
term that properly denotes a physical thing or action and shows how
it is used mectaphorically in a non-physical sense, cspecially in the
context of God.¥

Having identified the basic pattern of the lexicographic chapters,
we must now scrutinize the philological strategy Maimonides employs
to reach his exegetical goals. It is noteworthy that he takes the time
to list the first two metaphorical meanings of 5> even though he
does not use them in his philosophical exegesis. Elsewhere Maimonides
insists that the Guide “is not a treatise on language™ (I1:10; 35) and
does not contain gratuitous hinguistic analysis, which implies that all
of the metaphorical senses of i he lists must somehow serve his
philosophical agenda. It would appear that this enumeration helps
to clarify preciscly how the great philosopher chose which metaphor-
ical sense to apply to God. When 9iZ means the edge of a garment or
remote places, the literal sense wing remains discernable. For example,
one could rcasonably reproduce the BH idiom in Isa 24:15 by ren-
dering it licerally, “. .. the wings of the earth.” But this does not
work with the Arabic verb kanafa, which means only fo conceal and
is not used in any scnse relazed to a wing.® Even if it was once
derived from the literal sense of the noun (wing), that sense is no
longer active.” Hence, T 7327 87 (Isa 30:20) must be rendered
“your teacher shall not be concealed.” This would explain why Maimo-
nides “held his fire” in this eniry before citing a philosophically sen-
sitive verse: when used in the third sense, 7i2 does not evoke an
image of God’s wing.*

" For other examples of a term den)ung a ph\scal thing or action that Maimonides
("(pldlll% in a non-physical sensc, see £7 (7970, L:16 %, 1:24 (357 and below, n. 43.

Arabic dictionaries render kanafa sumpl\ to conceal or /Jmled On the other hand,
z(mg is given as one scnse of the noun kanaf.

" Compare the word “surface,” vhich may have once meant on the face 'using
the French prefix sur {= on}), but docs not evoxe the notion of a facc in current
usage. These are examples of semantic change that result from metaphor. sce Antilla
1972:133-33.

 Maimonides™ usc of philological analvsis to serve his philosophical aims becomes
clearer by comparison with Ibn Jana) {above, n. 31, who renders ¥2i nnn men
{Ruth 2:121 “to be protected in His shadow,” bu: derives this from 532 in the sense
of the edges of your clothing the edge of ¢ garment, which he attributes to “iis similarity
to a wing.” This usage creates an image of a wing and thus can be translated lit-
erally, as mary English translations do. Only later in the entry, when faced with
Isa 30:20, docs Ibn Janah mention the Arabic cognate kanafa. But Maimonides
seizes upon that cognate to neutralize the image of God's “wing” in Ruth 2:12.
Just as we have shown in the case of 5=, Harvey 1988a:6-12 observes how
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Maimonides™ analysis of the term 5732 (lit. face) likewise highlights
his tendency o cite metaphorical usages that no longer activate the
original litcral sense. As with the term 23, he classifies T2 as an
equivocal term and then specifies that “its equivocality is mostly due
to its metaphorical usage.” Of particular interest are three such
usages. Apart from its original literal sense, 572

is (10 a word {ism) for the presence and statin of an inaividual. 'Thus, “he
settled on £ {lit. the face of’j all of his brethren™ (Gen 25:18), “and
on =2 (lit. the face of] all the people I- will be glorified” (Lev 10:3)
meaning, & their presence. . .. (2) T2 is also an ad\erb of p]au: that is
rendered in Arabic by th( \\()1ds ‘in front of thee™ or “in thy pres-
cnce”. ... 3) T s also an adverb of time, having the meanirg before
or ancient. Thus: “C707 in Israel” (Ruth 4:7) [meaning in ancient Israel],
“gr2% Thou didst tay the foundation™ (Ps 102:26) [meaning o old].?
1:37;83-84.

These usages have become part of the normal BH lexicon and have
been so well integrated that they cannot reasonably be translated hit-
erally and must be rendered contextually. In hearing the expression
“ci@b in Isracl,” for example, a Hebrew speaker would not think
for a moment about a face. The payoff of this linguistic observation
is that Maimonides can casily “interpret away™ verses like “Abraham
was still standing 385 {lit. in the face of ) God” (Gen 18:22), which
simply means, in God’s presence and in no way implies that He has
a face. In fact, a reader should not think—even momentarily—about
God’s “face™ when reading Gen 18:22 any more than in Ruth 4:7.

2.1.3  The “Transferred Term™ (al-Ism al-Manqul)

The examples we have seen, which show that Maimonides cites
metaphorical usages that have become part of the normal BH lex-
icon, actually tvpify the lexicographic chapters.™ On this basis, we

Maimonides Guide 1:1, on the term T37 cites seemingly gratuitous examples that
actually further his theological agenda.

# The Arabic phrase is also metaphcrical: “between vour hands.”

22 This analysis is also found in lbn Janah without any label indicating mataphor-
ical usage. He evidently considered these usages to be standard in BH.

“ We can make a sumilar observation about other entrics, as well: see. e.g.. T4

27O T L6 oy oy 17 = 18 PR 1:10 7=+ ,"'TL‘V L11 200 112
S 123 (k3T In all of these (haptcr« \Ialmomd(‘s cites “metaphorical” usages

standald in BI{ which are cited, e.g., i1 BDB without the label “figurative.”
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must re-cvaluate the comparison between the definition of hast’alalk
in the Treatise and its applicaton in the Guide. While metaphor is
portrayed in both the Guide and Treatise as a “borrowed™ usage based
on the original literal meaning, the nature of that borrowing differs.
In the Treaise. hast'alah is a “temporary” usage that must always be
derived anew from the original literal sense. But the Guide features
a dictionary of fasf’alah usages that have become standard, a gen-
eralization we can extrapolate from a comment Maimonides makes
explicitly in one example:

This {metaphorical] use became so frequent in the [Hebrew language

and so widespread that it has become cs if it were the origine coinage.*

(1:30;64'5

We can illustrate the difference between the two models of metaphor
in a diagram:

Treatise Guide
term term

/
proper meaning — metaphorical meaning proper meaning;  prope’ meaning;

In the Treatise, a shem mush’al has a single proper meaning, ie., its
dictionary definition, which, ir some contexts, is inappropriate and
must be replaced by a metaphorical meaning. But since that mean-
ing does not become standard, the next time the term appears, one
must again first attempt to apply the dictionary definition.*® But in
the Guide, Maimonides presents metaphorical meanings that have

FAr RSN DTN TIRS RS TR L. SNODroRSR M2 This Arakic formula
expresses diachronic development; see Blanc 1979:161-62.

* This appears in Maimonides” amalysis of BH 728 (it to cat; used i1 the sense
of learming, e.g.. in Isa 55:2, “Hearken diligently to me and 122% fit. eat) that which
is good.” This usage scems better suied for the model of metaphor in the Treatise;
its charactcrization as just another dictionary definition of the root 928 shows the
extent to which he went to apply a different model in the Guide. Although this
observation could be made (more convincingly, in fact) about many other cases of
hask’alah in the Guide, Maimonides spells it out hcre in particular because he wishes
to point out that this metaphorical usage has geaerated others; see below, 3.4.1.

# Compare Rashi’s rule, “The interpreter must adjust the Imcaning cf] the lan-
guage accordmg to the context” {comm. on Ex 14:31}, described as “meaning min-
imalism”™ by Steiner 1998:238 50.
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become equal in status to the original literal one and can thus be
applied dircctly in certain contexss. Rather than beginning with the
literal sense and adjusting it where required by the context, the
reader must initially choose between proper meaning, and droper
meanings.

Whereas al-sm al-mustar in the Treatise is a vital or “live” metaphor,
in the Guide this technical term mcans dead metaphor, i.c., a metaphor
used so often that it is not perceived as such and thus functions as
a literal expression.”” Such a model is, in fact, defined in chapter
thirteen of the Treatise as the sixth tvpe of equivocal term, ALJSA -
azingrr (Heb: ma-sHEM HANEETAQ; lit. a transferred term):

a term, of which the original designation in the original coinage of
the language is to indicate (/i-yadully) a particular meaning (ma‘na). Next,
it was later (ba'da dhalika)'® transferrcd, and some other meaning is des-
ignated [ yusamma) by it cither because of some resemblance between
the two meanings, or without resemblance. And that word properly
denotes {lit. is permanently fixed on) both equally: the one from which
it was transferred and the onc to which it was travsterred.™

Although this type of term originally had only one meaning, it now
is “fixed on both [meanings] equally,” in contrast to the sm al-mus-
taGr, which ‘s not fixed permanently on” the metaphorical sense
{above, p. 102). The derived sense of an wm al-maengit! is indepen-
dent of the original one and should thus be indicated separatcly in
the dictionary.” This type of “metaphor” is illustrated in the Trealise
by Arabic grammatical terms such as nagph (accusaive; lit. to raise)
and wazn (nominal form; lit. weight), which, when wed in their tech-
nical sensc, no longer depend on their original literal sense. This
matches metaphor as presented in the Gude, since the metaphorical
senses Maimenides cites are indeed “fixed equally on both” the orig-

inal literal sense and the derived senses.

¥ Sce above, p. 24.

% This indicates a diachronic development; sce above, n. 20.

# Arabic text in Treatise, Efros ed.. 1966:37 {Hebrew scctionl. Compare with al-
Farabi's definition in Mantigivat al-Farabi 1:91-92 {Ar.); Zimmermann 1981:227-28
(Eng.). Mangal s actually a more literal translation of Greek metaphora (= moving
hevond; transferi than isti@ra, the standard Arabic term for metaphor. See Zimmermann
1981:227n.

* Unlike al-im al-musta@r tabove. n. 26 in the case of el-ism al-margil there
need not be any similarity between the original and derived senses. The latter there-
fore must be listed independently in the dictionary because the reader cannot derive
it by analogy with the former.

?,m.'-»w..._,‘ P T—
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As presented in the Treatise, al-ism al-musta‘ar creatively conjures
up imagery and is the stufl of poetry, whereas al-ism al-mangil is nor-
mal, non-poetic speech. Al-Farabi explains that mangil (“transfer-
ence”) is a process by which existing words arc used in new ways
in order to fill gaps in the lexicon, for example, by scientists who
wish to speak about newly discovered things and concepts.”! When
sceking a term for metaphor in the Guide, Maimonides felt compelled
to use the standard Arabic term isti‘ara, but was thinking about man-
gitl, a mode! that allowed him to compose a dictionary of derived
usages. By instructing the reader to simply plug in the non-physical
meanings of the terms in his dictionary, he undercuts the anthropo-
morphic imagery that the biblical depictions of God might ctherwise
evoke.

We have shown that the label istiara in the Guide ofter reflects
the notion of mangiil in the Treatise, but the question arises: Is this
a coincidental overlap of categories, or does Maimonides actually
intend to present isti‘@ra in the Guide according to the definition of
mangtil in the Treatise? Based on the preponderance of evidence in
the Guide,” 1 belicve we can conclude that the latter reflects his think-
ing.* In other words, isti@ra in the Guide means dead metaphor, period.”

3 Mantiqivat al-Farabt 1:91-92 {Ar.); Zimmermann 1981:228, 231 (Eng.; compare
chapter one, n 233.

2 1 acknowledge the difficulty of devising an absolute rule that will cover every
passage in Maimonides™ Guide, a complex work. apparently written in stages (Kasher
1992/3), with built-in contradictions {introduction; 17 20%. The best an interpreter
can do is identify a general pattern that reflects the majority of examples, while
noting (and, if possible, accounting for} the exceptions; see following note.

» Does Maimonides in the Guide ever cite and analvzc a case of istiara accord-
ing to the Tredtise definition? 1 can point to only onc such cxample: in analyzing
the root 227 {1:70:171-73), the author of the Guule specifics that the reader should
think about its literal sense when it is used metaphorically. (My thanks to Dr. Robert
Eisen for bringing this example to my attention.) But that example is tuly excep-
tional (and occurs outside of the mam lexicographic section [I:1-49], which was
probably written as a separate unit [see chapter four, n. 117]). Othervise, when
Maimonides wshes to highlight the literal sense of a mctaphorical usage, he calls
it a mashal, not hash’alah isce below, 22.3). We should note that he argues that the
metaphorical (hasi’alahj use of the root 92K in the sense of acquiring knowledge has
achieved a status comparable to the original coinage (above, p. 109}, despite the
fact that it scems to be an active metaphorical usage better analyzed according to
the “temporary” model of usti‘Gra in the Treatise. In Maimonides™ defense, one could
deflect this critque by pointing to the lack of definitive criteria for identifying dead
metaphors in B, a language now far removed from its living context ‘see introduction,
n. 791 But the fact that he even appies the mangil model where it seems so ten-
uous betrays his strong preference for viewing biblical metaphors as dead metaphors.

M There are, however, different levds of dead metaphor. In some cascs, the orig-
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Apart from the overall tone set by his dictionary-style analysis, this
conclusion is supported by three other features of Maimonides’ study
of biblical metaphor in the Guide, to which we now turn: (a) his
interchangeable use of the terms shem meshuitaf and shem mush’al, (b)
his two-language analogy, and (c) his theory of translation for shemot
mushalim.

2.1.4  “Equivocaiity” Reconsidered

Armed with the mangil model, we must re-cvaluate the relationship
between “equivocality” and metapaor in the Guide. In his introduc-
tion (above, p. 99), Maimonides contrasts “equivocal” and “metaphor-
ical terms,” suggesting that he uses the former in the sense of
“absolutely cquivocal” as defined in the Treatise. But in the body of
the work, the label “equivocal” meshuttaf | includes metaphorical
usages. In fact, with only a few cxceptions, whenever Maimonides
uses the term “cquivocal” in the Guide, it scems, he actually has the
label “metaphorical” (mushal) in mind.”> This divergence from the

inal literal sense is still apparent, for example. the expressions cited in conrection
with the word TVE in Guide 1:37 (abovel. This certainly applies to the metaphori-
cal usage of the rcot 2R in the sense of study (see preceding note). In such cases,
the reader or listeier must choose between two alternative dictionary definitions:
the literal and metaphorical ones. But some usages derived metaphorically have
“covered their tracks” more fully, and the original litoral sense is no longer appar-
ent. as we noted with respect to the verb 733, as analyzed in Guide 1:43 on Ibn
Janaly's authority (above). There is no Hebrew (or Arabic) verb zssociated with the
sense of a wing: the reader or listener looking up this word in a dictionary will find
only the sense of concealment. On the other hand, in the other examples of the
metaphorical use of this root, e.g., YW W22, the original lite-al sense (the wings
of the earth) is still evident. though it is inactive, since, according to Maimonides, the
correctly applicable dictionary definition of 32 here is the remote parts. See intro-
duction. n. 80.

% \aimonides often introduces a term as “equivoral” and immediately specifies
that “its equivocality is mostly due to its metaphorical usage”; sez discussion of 2
and £ above and n. 66 below. But elsewhere he labels a term “equivoczl” and
only later reveals that the non-physical seases are the product of hasl’alah; see, e.g.,
1:39:88-89 (2% 1:65;158-59 (727 ,mott); [:70;171 (3=7) and n. 68 below. Furthermore,
a comparison of similar usages in different chapters suggests that even terms labeled
only as “equivocal” are actually used metaphorically. Compare, for example, 1:28;59
1957 with the entries on 3> and £78; compare L:11:37 (13°2) with 1:12;38 (77y)
and 1:13;39 (1PY; see also 1:15:40 (3x3): 1:19:45 ®9n). These comparisons strengthen
the claim made by Nuriel (1982:99-100) that the term shittyf in the Guide—unless
specified as shittuf gamur—is litde more than a synomym for hask'alah. The fact that
Maimonides gencrally cites only hask’alah in opposition to mashal (sec above, n. 4,
further suggests that shitfyf is actually a very minor category in ielation to tash’alah
in his exegetical svstem.
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carcful distiactions in the Treatise becomes especially evident in his
analysis of the BH term 10 (li.. eye) in the Guide:

7"V is an equivocal term. It is the word for a spring of water. ... It is
also the word for the seeing ee. . .. It is further the word for providence
(or: watchfulness). Thus, Scripture says with regard to Jeremiah: “Take

him and have 720 (lit. thinc eyes) on him”™ (Jer 39:12), the meaning
of which is: direct thy watchfulress to him.* (1:44;93).

The Arabic term ‘ayn (cognate of Hebrew 1'D) was actually cited as
the paradigm of absolute equivocality in the Treatise (above, 2.1.1)
and two of its meanings listed there are noted here in the Guide,
namcly spring and epe. The classification of ‘ayn as absolutely equi-
vocal implies that its meanings are unrelated and reflect the “origi-
nal coinage of the language,” at which point they werc assigned
coincidentally to the same word. But the usage of the term ..’ to
denote watchfulness, listed here in the Guide, is clearly derived from
the sense of an eye. Yet Maimenides does not label this third usage
as hash’alah until he points out its theological uscfulness:

It is accerding to this metaphorical sense (= isti@ra; Heb. hash'alafiy that
it is said of God in every place: “>'» (lit. mine eves) and "3% (lit. my
heart) shall be there perpetually” (I Kgs 9:3), [meaning] Ay /J;zoz‘idmcle
and My will, as we have sct forth before ( [:39); “ru ifl‘it, the eves of
the Lord thy God are always upon it [the land of Israel]” (Deut 11:12,
[meaning] His providence is upon it; ... 9 (lit. the eyes of j the Lord
that run to and fro” (Zech 4:10), [meaning] His providence extends also
to everything that is on earth. (Ibid.)

This is another example of a word for a physical entity that acquired
a non-physical meaning, which must be applicd when said of God.
But by initially presenting watchfulness together with the independent
meanings, string and ¢ye, Maimonides creates the impression that it,
too, is an independent meaning.” In other words, by using the label

* Maimonides’ analysis in this entry of the Geide is independent of Thn Janah.,
The _ﬁrst two meanings of Arabic ‘ayn arc observed by al-Farabi (see reference in
n. 17). The sense of “providence™ inot listed in Thn Janah’s Roots, may be taken
from Safad}a: see Beligfs and Opinions 210: sce also Steiner 1998:219. 7

7 This impression seems to have misled as great a Maimonidcan scholar as
Qafih, who comments in the note on his translation of this passage of the Guide:

Our Rabbi had to put [the sense of] a spring of waler first in order to negate
what people think, ie., that the primary sense is the seeing eye. He indicates
[instead] that it does not have a primary sense and horrowed senses |hask’alof],
but rather is a [completely] equivocal term ishem meshuttaf . '
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shittuf instead of hasialah, he hides the derivation of the nor-physi-
cal sense from the physical one, implying that 7D is simply a term
with many meanings that “have in common only the name and
nothing else”™ (above, p. 102).

Once we recognize that hask’alah in the Guide follows the mangil
model as defined in the Treatise, this condusion becomes quite rea-
sonable. Diachronically, al-ism al-mangil (the transferred term) resem-
bles al-ism al-mustaar (the borrowed term), because both originally
had only one meaning and only acquired their second mearings at
a later point. But synchronically, al-isn al-manqal is equivalent to al-
ism al-mahd dal-ishtirak (the completely equivocal term; as al-I'arabi
notes explicitly),” because in the current state of the language there
is no active link betwcen their different meanings.

It is hardly coincidental that Maimonides would be inclned to
favor viewing depictions of God as beirg made up of absolutely
equivocal terms. In a section of the Guide devoted to a philosophi-
cal—rather than exegetical —account of God,™ he insists that terms
denoting divine attributes such as existence, knowledge, power, will
and life arc “ahsolutely equivocal, so that their meaning when they
are predicated of Him is in no way like their meaning in other appli-
cations” (1:56;131). He rejects the alternative proposed by other
philosophers that such terms are amphibolous™ because that strat-
cgy would imply a similarity between God and man which he deems
erroneous.®’ For Maimonides, “these attribations”—when said of God
and when said of human beings—“have n commaon only the name
and nothingélse” (ibid.). Given this inclination, one can uncerstand
his reluctance to highlight the imaginative comparisons evoked by
biblical references to God’s “face,” “eyes,” and even “wings.” Instead,

% \antigivatl al-Farabi 1:92 {Ar.;; Zimmermann 1981:228-2¢ (Eng.).

* On this distinction, see Hyman 1991:182-83.

% le., “predirated of two things between which there is a likeness in respect to
some notion. which is an accident attached to both of them .. .” {ibid.}; sce above,
n. 11. Compare 1:8;33, where Maimorides argues that the term Cpi {lit. place] is
said of God metaphorically rather than literally “to signifv the rank of his exisience,
may He be exalted; there being nothing like or similar to that existence, as shall
be demonstrated.”

® On this plilosophical debate, sce Wolfson 1¢53.

2 ] state this as a psychological rather than logical link because one could the-
oretically distinguish between the issucs involved. It is possible 1o read biblical depic-
tions of God according to the notion of /ash’alak defined in the Treatise and view
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he argues that these BH terms are used in a completely unrelated
sense when said of God.

Elsewhere in the Guide, Maimonides devises a striking analogy that
makes this very point. In 11:29 he notes the tendency of the liter-
ary prophets to employ metaphors (hashalot) and other types of pic-
turesque lenguage, a style that would confuse readers who fail to
recognize it as a rhetorical cevice. Te illustrate this confusion, he
describes Fow a Jew and Arab might mis-communicate because of
a coincidental phonctic similarity betwcen a word in Hebrew and a
different word in Arabic. Normally, the two speakers know that they
cannot communicate, but

if an Arab hears a Hebrew man saying 72% [= he desires], the Arab

will think that he speaks of an individual who was reluctant with regard
to some matter and refused [‘aba] it. However, the Hebrew only wished
to comvey that the individual was pleased with the matter and wished
it. This is similar to what hzppens to the multitude with regard to the
speech of the prophets.®® (11:29;336)

When a reader takes a shem mush’al appearing in prophetic litera-
ture literally, it is as though he were using an Arabic dictionary to
understand the Hebrew text. This analogy implies that proph‘ctic
utterances require a special dictionary distinct from that of the nor-
mal BH lexicon. Although Maimonides exaggerates here for dra-
matic effect, the point he wishes to make 's clear: a literal understanding
is not mercly incomplete, it is absolutely incorrect. The connection
between the literal and metaphorical senses of a given shem musi’al
is analogous to the relation between Hebrew a8 and Arabic ‘aba,
ie., they “have in common only the name and nothing else.”

2.1.5 Translating Hash’alah

Translation is an excellent test for distinguishing between Maimonides®
two models of metaphor. Al-imn al-mangil, when used in is derived
sense, would have to be transleted contextually rather than according

them as poetc portrayals, while stil maintaining that a philosophical account of
God in literal Janguage {see Hyman 1991:183; can include only absoluely cquivo-
cal terms. ’ ’

# Here Maimonides may be speaking specifically about prophetic litcrature. as
the examples he cited in this chapter are all from the Aevi’im section of the Bible
(as opposed to Torah and Aetwrim; sce above, n. 10,
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to its original literal scnse. The examples cited in the Treatise, tech-
nical Arabic grammatical terms such as nag (accusative; lit. to raise)
and wazn (nominal form; lit. weight), offer abundant evidence for
this, since their literal translation would be misleading. By contrast,
istidra as defined in the Treatise is best transiated Lterally to allow
the metaphorical sense to be freshly processed in the target language,
just as in the original one.®* Although Maimonides was not a bibli-
cal translator, one can cxtrapolatc a translation theory from his eval-
uation of the Aramaic Targumim, an authority he invokes Zor his
philosophical exegesis.®® Not surprisingly, the translation thecory he
advocates for hasitalah in the Guide reflects the margi! model, not
isti‘ara as defined in the Treatise.

To begin with, Maimonides speaks approvingly of Onkelos’ trans-
lations of terms uscd metaphorically. For example:

Whenever the notion of “hearing” is attributed to God, may He be
exalted, you will find that Onkelos the Proselyte avoids it and inter-
preted its meaning to be that the matter in question reached Him, may He
be exalted, or that He apprehenied . Or if it occurs with regard to
prayer, he interprets its mcaning to be that He acapted it. ... Thus,
when interpreting the words, “the Lord v (lit. heard),” he always
says, “It was heard before the Lord.” And with regard to prayer, “I will
surely »mWR (lit. hear) his prayer” {Ex 22:22), he translates, “I will
surely accept [his praver].” This is consistent in his interpretation, and
he doces nct deviate from this usage in any place. (1:48;106)

This can be considered an application of Maimonides’ view that the
BH verb un20-(lit. to hear) must be taken metaphorically when God
is its subject.®®

Even more revealing is his discussion of Onkelos™ apparent failure
to follow his own rule. BH m®7 (it. to sec), according to Maimo-
nides, “is used mectaphorically (usi’al le-}¥ to mean the grasp of the
intellect” {1:4;27). He thus questicns why Onkelos sometimes trans-
lates the phrase 77 87" (lit. the Lord saw) literally as 77 8, which

5 The eleventh-century Arab literary critic al-Jurjani likewie noted that these
two models of #stiara require distinct transkaton strategies; sce Abu Dech 1979200--01.

% See Klein 1982:24-28. Siding with Nahmarides, though, Klein questions
Maimonides’ interpretation of the motives of the Targum.

% 1:45:96. Although Maimonides classifies this term as “cquivocal,” it scoms fair
to say that “its equivocality is mostly due to its metaphorical usage,” as he com-
ments explicitly en the terms 732 and &,

% On this fornula. sce above, p. 104 and n. 30
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is inappropriate for God. To account for this problematic case, he
explains:

His translating 7 833 is clear proof that the word 8T (lit. to sce) is
cquivocal (meshuttaf)* in the Aramaic language, inasmuch as it indi-
cates bcth the meaning of a apprehension of the intellect and that of an
apprehension of the senses. (1:48;106)

Here Maimonides hints at a secondary rule: a literal translation is
appropriate where the target langnage shares the metaphorical usage
of the original one.*” But this strengthens the primary rule: if the
target language does not share that usage, the translator, faced with
mutually exclusive literal and contextual renderings, must choose the
latter and disregard the literal sense.”

Maimonides’ theory of trarslation irvites a literary observation
about Scripture’s use of metaphorical language where an a'ternative
literal formulation is available.” Although this observation is implicit
throughout his treatment of Aaskalah in the Guide, he articulates it
directly in one example, in commenting on the description of the
two tablets containing the Ten Commandments as being “written
by £72-8 s8> (lit. the finger of God; Ex 31:18). This passage is
especially interesting because Maimonides uses Hebrew expressions
in his Arabic text to explore zlternatives that Scripture could have
used to convey the meaning of the expression TT7-R DIXN,

The dictum, “written by TVI%-R DIXN” is equivalent to its saving =2
ETo-% (lit. by the word of God).”” And the expression CVT-8 —27
would, i Scripture had used it, be equivalent to 758 yom3 £
(written by the will of God).” (1:66;160)

=l
-
ju}

Seen from the perspective of the Treatiee definition, the expression
C1%-8 P8R, which conjures up a picturesque image of God’s

% Since he classifics 87 as a shem mush’al in Guide 1:4, it seems that here he
mcans equivocal in the general sense, which includes metaphor.

% Maimonices therefore goes on to question why 71 87 is rendered ™1 o
(“it was recealed before God”) by Onkelos in other cases.

7" Maimonides (1:27;58) thus questions Onkelos literal translation (5 TR RN
of “I will descend with thee...” (Gen 46:3), said by God, in which the term
“descend” (77" is used metaphorically.

7' Moscs Ibn Ezra addressed this type of situation and argued that the metaphorical
formulation is oreferable because of is literary clegance; see chapter one, p. 83.

72 Maimonides (1:66;161) argues that this would be the natural translaton of this
phrase and is surprised that it docs not appear in Onkelos.

™ The coinage CY17-8 7312 may be based on Isa 53:10; sce also 1 Sam 15:22.
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handiwork,* has special poetic features that the other cxpressions
lack. But in the Guide, Maimonides dismisses that quality and focuses
only on its derived, non-physical sense, which leads him to argue
that Scripture could just as well hzve employed the less poetic expres-
sions and conveyed the same meaning.”

2.2 The Literary Concept of Mashal

After presenting the analysis of equivocal and metaphorical terms as
his “first purpose” in the Guide, Maimonides goes on to say:

This treatise also has a second purpose, namecly the explanation of
very obscure meshalim occurring in Scripture’ . . . an ignorant or heed-
less individual might think that they are said only according to their
obvious meaning (Ar. zakin) and there is no deeper meaning (Ar. batin)
to them. (Introduction; 3}

Unlike the terms hash’alah and shittuf, which are taken entirely from
Arabic sources, the great philosopher’s analysis of mashal draws heav-
ily upon its usage in Scripture and rabbiric literature,” though he
borrows Arabic terminology to describe its workings.

2.2.1  Allegory, Symbolism «nd Simule

Whereas Maimonides applies the label hast’alah to a single metaphor-
ical term (a shem mush’al) in a larger linguistic coniext, a mashal is
normally a sclf-contained literary unit, a fictional allegorical -ale or
account {sometimes called a parable).”® Unlike simple fiction, a mashal

7 Compare Ps 8:4, “the skies, the work of your fingers (TN U2 .. .7 Not
surprisingly, Sa‘afia in his TafSir avoids translating the grossly anthropomorphic
term FUMUIERN.

> For other examples in which Maimonides asserts that cquivalence of the
metaphorical expression and its literal paraphrase fusing the formula “it is as if it
said™, see 1:6:31 (MUK OR— it is as if it said 730 =237 Hebrew text and para-
phrasey; 1:17:44 (98 7250 it is as i it says ‘et me know™™: Hebrew text and
Arabic paraphrase).

* Lit. the booss of prophecy; see above. n. 10.

7 The rabbinic mashal genre is the subject of a dedicated study by Sterr (1991}
As Bovarin {1987 demonstrates. Maimonides™ view that the concept of mashal is
critical for understanding Scripture can be traced to rabbinic tradition.

% The use of the term mashal to connote fiction can be traced to rabbinic liter-
ature; see, e.g., BT Baba Bathra 15a icited below’: Loewe 1964:173-75.
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represents a factual state of affairs. This is expressed using the Arabic
terms zahir (external, obvious mecaning), i.e., the fictional account,
and batm (inner, hidden meanirg), the facts or ideas it symbolizes.™
The classic example of a mashal cited in rabbinic literature (BT Baba
Bathra 15a) is the “poor man’s lamb” parablc devised by Nathan the
prophet (IT Sam 12:1-4) to illustrate to King David the moral repug-
nance of his actions with Bathsheba. Maimonides follows an opinion
cited in the same talmudic text that the hook of Job, likewisc, is a
mashal. He thus takes the tale of this rightcous man’s suffering and
subsequent discussions with his friends to be a fiction employed by
Scripture to convey various philosophica: views about the problem
of evil. The “second purpose” of the Guide implies that full com-
prehension of this biblical book requires more than merely under-
standing the literal tale (zakir); one must also explain its inner meaning
(batin), i.e., the philosophical views that it contains, an exegetical
enterprise to which Maimonides devotes Guide 11:22-23 (sec below,
4.1.2).%

Maimonides also uses the term mashal in reference to similes® and

% Compare Moses Ibn Ezra’s comment regarding mashal and hiddak: 585 8715
RmE5 TR R T ORI (Atab 14€a: above 1.2.1:. Maimonides' defines hiddah
similarly: 7T77ND "D KT 2RI D T TOR IRPSSR W ST (Mishnah Commentary,
introduction to Pereq Heleq [= Sanhedrin X], Qafih ed., 2021. On the Hebrew equiv-
alents used to translate z@hir and bdtin, see above, 1.1.4 and below, 3.2.1.

¥ In the Guide, Maimonides interprets biblical and rabbinic meshalim and even
devises his own on which, see Stern 1991:224--27:. In interpreting rabbinic meshalim
isee, e.g., 1:59;142. 11:30;353. 111:6;427;. Maimorides may be fulfilling an early
promise to compose the “Book of Correspondence™ on this subject fintroduction;
9: see also Kleir-Braslavy 1987:17-18; Kasher 1992/3:122-29). Of partictlar inter-
cst is Maimonides® interpretation of a rabbinic mashal that he cites to explain the
workings of the biblical mashal genve (below, p. 122;. That example illustrates how
Maimonides reads Scripture in light of rabbinic tradition fsee chapter foar, n. 1.
Perhaps the best known of Maimonides™ original neshalim is the “palace mashal,” in
which the intricate labyrinth of a palace in al-Andalus represents various levels of
spiritual proximity to God {see belov,, n. 130, For other meshalim devised by
Maimonides, see e.g., 1:33;71, 1:46;97.

# We already noted this application by Abraham Ibn Ezra (above 1.2.2'. The
structure of a simile is different from that of an allegory. In an allegory, the topic
or “thing represented” is hidden and therefore merits the label batin. But in a sim-
ile, the topic is mentioned explicitly alorgside the image; Maimonides therefore docs
not use the zahn-batin dichotomy in analyzing similes. He does explain, however,
how the image resembles——and thus illuminates—the topic isec 1:1;235. He com-
ments, e.g.. on Ezek 1:14, “the living creatures ran and returned as the appear-
ance of a flash of lightning™:

. .. their motion consisted in running and retracting their wayv. And he made
it clear in 1 mashal, saying, “as the appecararce of a flash of lighteaing” . ..




