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Rashi’s commentary on Exodus 16:16-18, and more particularly, on Exodus 16:18, is fascinating as an instance of interpretive “broken telephone.” Hazal make various exegetical comments on Exodus 16:16. The Mekhilta, the Talmud and the Zohar each cite different portions of Hazal’s comments. Lacking the context of the opposing view cited in the Zohar, Rashi seems either to have misinterpreted the comment cited by the Mekhilta and believes that the Biblical source-text of Hazal’s comment is different than what it in fact is, or else he intentionally modifies the Mekhilta’s statement to be more in consonance with other midrashim or with what Rashi feels is pshat in the verse. Rashi then modifies Hazal’s statement, trimming off what seems to him to be unnecessary and misleading details. As a result of this trimming, Rashi’s comment on Exodus 16:18 is exceedingly ambiguous and open to multiple interpretations. Because many of Rashi’s commentators do not base themselves upon Rashi’s source material but instead upon Rashi himself and upon the context of verse 18, they attribute to Rashi an interpretation of the verse to which neither Rashi, nor Hazal as quoted by the Mekhilta, nor the opposition to the opinion cited in the Mekhilta would agree.


For the purposes of this paper, I used Berliner’s text for Rashi on Exodus 16:17, as well as Rashi HaShalem, Torah Shelema, צֵידָה לַדֶּרֶ, the עמק המלך, the יצחק באר, the משׂכיל לדוד and Rabbi Eliyahu Mizrahi.
Sources


There are four different types of sources with which we deal: Biblical verses, midrashic interpretations, Rashi, and Rashi’s commentators. Each source reinterprets or misinterprets the previous level of source material. Every step along the way if fraught with the possibility for error and, like the ןמָ of which they speak, each text can take on whatever םעט a person can think of. In order to trace the development of the commentary, it is best to first examine the Biblical text in all its ambiguity, and deliberately examine and explain each step until we reach the interpretation of those who explain Rashi. At each stage, I will compare the new interpretation to determine if it is compatible with each of the earlier stages.

Biblical Verses


There are three verses relevant to our discussion, and each contains an ambiguity that can be resolved in several different ways.

The first verse:


The verse in Exodus 16:16 states    

זה הדבר אשר צוה ה': לקטו ממנו איש לפי אכלו עמר לגלגלת מספר נפשותיכם איש לאשר באהלו תקחו.

The main ambiguity in this verse is the phrase איש לפי אכלו. What does אכלו mean? The ambiguity stems from the fact that two distinct paths to the final word form exist. The penultimately stressed word אוֹכֶל, meaning food, and the ultimately stressed אוֹכֵל, which constitutes both the nominal form of the verb (eater) and the Hebrew verbal present tense  (eats) both undergo a stress shift and accompanying vowel reduction when the suffix וֹ is added. The וֹ after the א is reduced to a קָטֹן קָמֵץ and the ֶ and ֵ are both reduced to a שְׁוָא נָח. The וֹ suffix also can come from two different sources. It can be the possessive suffix, as in שלו, or it can serve to designate the object of an action, as in אתו.

The following three possibilities then emerge to explain the phrase. Firstly, if אכלו stems from the nominal form of the verb and the וֹ serves to designate the object, then איש לפי אכלו means each man collects according to those who are אוֹתוֹ אוֹכֵל, according to the number of those in his household who will eat the ןמ
. For each such eater, he should collect one ‘omer per head. The phrase איש לפי אכלו would then mean the same as מספר נפשותיכם and איש לאשר באהלו, with each phrase further elucidating the intent of the command. 

Secondly, if אכלו stems from the Hebrew word for food, אוֹכֶל, and the וֹ is the possessive, then the phrase could mean שֶלוֹ אוֹכֶל, that each man should take according to his family’s food needs. The verse would be punctuated with a colon following the word אכלו and the rest of the verse functioning to describe how to calculate אכלו. “Each man should collect according to his food needs:  that is, an ‘omer per head according to the number of your souls, each man according to that which is in his tent shall they take.”

Thirdly and finally, if אכלו means שֶלוֹ אוֹכֶל, his food, then איש לפי אכלו could mean that each man should collect according to his appetite or his standard fare
. Thus, a man who usually eats a lot of food would collect a lot of food, and a man who ate a little food would collect a little food. Presumably, each man would collect according to the standard fare of each person in his family. This interpretation would seem to be contradicted by the very next phrase: עמר לגלגלת. Should a man collect אכלו, which is a subjective and variable measure, or an עמר, which is an objective and fixed measure? One possible resolution is the command was for each man would collect according to his appetite, and God would miraculously transform it into the objective measure of one עמר per person.

The second verse:


The second verse, Exodus 16:17 states, וַיַּעְשׂוּ כֵן בְּנֵי יִשְׂרָאֵל, וַיִּלְקְטוּ הַמַּרְבֶּה וְהַמַּמְעִיט".”  Who is the מַרְבֶּה, and who is the מַמְעִיט? I would suggest four different possibilities. Firstly, the terms might describe the sizes of the men’s respective families. The מַרְבֶּה might be the man who has a large family – thus, מַרְבֶּה would modify מספר נפשותיכם and איש לאשר באהלו. The מַמְעִיט would be he of few family members.

Secondly, מַרְבֶּה could be he who took more food and מַמְעִיט would then be he who collected less food. This would be describing an objective measure – one man collected ten ‘omer and another man collected twenty ‘omer. The reason for doing this might be that each man acted in accordance with Moshe’s command – one man had ten family members while the other man had twenty. Alternatively, if the amount is to be calculated based on the standard fare for that family, then the man who took a lot did so because he is accustomed to consuming more food.

Thirdly, the הַמַּרְבֶּה וְהַמַּמְעִיט could be those who violated Moshe’s command to take oneעמר  per head – one man took less than an ‘omer per head, and another man took more. If they were also commanded to take according to the amount of food they usually consumed, then the man who took more than an ‘omer per head could be described as הַמַּרְבֶּה from the middle ground of the ‘omer.
Finally, הַמַּרְבֶּה וְהַמַּמְעִיט could mean “he of large appetite and he of small appetite.”  If איש לפי אכלו did mean each man according to his standard fare, הַמַּרְבֶּה וְהַמַּמְעִיט could be relative to each other rather than a standard ‘omer measure.

The third verse:

The third and final verse, Exodus 16:18 states, 

“וטקל ולכא-יפל שיא ריסחה אל טיעממהו הברמה ףידעה אלו רמעב ודמיו.” 

I would propose three different explanations of this verse. Firstly, this verse may be relating the praise of the Israelites – those that took a lot and those that took a little did so in accordance with the command of Moshe. In other words, he that took a lot did so because he had many family members, and took oneעמר  per family member (the measurement would probably have taken place at the time of the collecting). If so, in this verse as well, וטקל ולכא-יפל שיא would mean that each person took in accordance with the number of eaters. 

Secondly, if we understood the previous ולכא as a command to take according to one’s usual consumption, accompanied by a miraculous growth or shrinking of that which was collected, then וטקל ולכא-יפל שיא would have to mean a similar collection in accordance with one’s appetite. The verse should then be translated as “They measured it (when they returned to their tents) with the ‘omer measure and he who had collected more (as a result of his larger appetite, or else “he with the larger appetite”) did not ףידעה from one ‘omer per head, and he who had collected less (as a result of his smaller appetite) did not ריסחה from one ‘omer per head, even though each had collected according to his appetite
. 

On the other hand, it is possible that this verse records a miracle while attributing a different explanation to verse 16. איש לפי אכלו could mean each man according to “the (number of) eaters of the מן”, or else according to his family’s eating needs, with the rest of the verse elucidating what this meant. If so, the phrase איש לפי אכלו in verse 18 would also mean one ‘omer per family member. The מַּרְבֶּה וְהַמַּמְעִיט would be those who took more or less than the objective and fixed amount, and verse 18 could be translated “They measured it with the ‘omer measure, and he who had (accidentally/illicitly) taken more than an ‘omer per head now did not have more than an ‘omer per head, and he who had (accidentally/illicitly) taken less than an ‘omer per head now did not have less than an ‘omer per head, and so each had in effect taken לפי אכלו, or exactly one ‘omer per head.”

Midrash

After examining the ambiguities in the Biblical text, we now turn our attention to the various interpretations offered by Hazal. We consider seven sources: The Mekhilta, the Mekhilta of Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai, the Zohar, בוט חקל, the Talmud, the Midrash, and Onkelos.


The Mekhilta and the Mekhilta of Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai both relate the same commentary of verse 16: אמרו עכשיו יצא נחשון בן עמינדב וביתו ומלקט הרבה, יצא עני שבישראל ומלקט קימעא וכשהן באין לידי מדה וימודו בעומר
. “They said, Nachson ben Aminadav and his household went out and collected much; a poor Jew from Israel went out and collected little, and when they each came to measure, both measured an ‘omer. The Mekhilta of Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai ends וכשהן באין במדה עומר לגלגלת מספר נפשותיכם
. The difference between the first version of the Mekhilta and the second one cited is that the latter makes it clearer that what they collected transformed into an ‘omer per head
. The basis of this midrash is the words איש לפי אכלו, which was taken to mean each man according to his regular consumption or standard of living. Nachson and his household are accustomed to consuming large portions, and the poor man is accustomed to consumer small portions
. The problem arises that other verses and parts of the command refer to one ‘omer per head, and the resolution is they were to collect according to what they ate and the food miraculously became an ‘omer for each member of the household. One could not claim that Nachshon accidentally or illegally took too much and the poor man took too little – the purpose of using these two examples, and the purpose of placing the midrash as an explanation of verse 16 is to explain the phrase איש לפי אכלו.


If we needed this to be any clearer, we could compare this view propounded in the Mekhilta with the opposing view, presented in the Zohar
. רבי יצחק אומר, איש לפי אכלו לקטו, וכי מאן דאכיל קמעא לקט קמעא, ומאן דאכיל יתיר לקט יתיר? והא כתיב,ולא העדיף המרבה והממעיט לא 
אכילתו
 כתיב לא כך ובגיני ,לֵיהּ
 אָכֵיל דהוה מאן אכלו משמע     החסיר! אלא לפום אינון דאכלין לקטין.
 

This midrash, cited by Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai parallels the midrash cited in the Mekhilta of Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai. It is based upon the same verse and proposes the Mekhilta’s explanation of the wordאכלו  – שֶלוֹ אוֹכֶל as a scale based upon one’s standard fare or appetite. However, because verse 18 states that no Jew took more or less than an ‘omer per head – presumably, theמרבה  is he who took a lot according to the number of family members – אכלו must mean אוֹתוֹ אוֹכֵל, “those who eat the מן,” “according to they who are eating,” rather than “his eating,” or his appetite and standard of living. 

Thus, there seems to be a dispute regarding the explanation of verse 16 between the Chachamim (cited in the Mekhilta) and Rabbi Isaac (cited in the Zohar), and Rabbi Isaac cites verse 18 as a proof text
. That dispute is whether אכלו means “according to his regular eating habit” or “according to the number of those who eat it.”

The midrash בוט חקל cites a slightly different version
 – “Moshe said to them: it should not enter your mind that perhaps Nachshon ben Aminadav comes with all his strong men and take a lot, a poor man from amidst Israel goes out and collects a little. מספר נפשותיכם איש לאשר באהלו תקחו. That if he takes more than the number of men in his house, it gets spoiled and wormy.” This seems to be a rewording of Rabbi Isaac’s opinion – Moshe realizes that someone may misinterpret אכלו as how much one is accustomed to eat, and continues with the rest of the verse to clarify. This version utilizes verse 16, rather than verse 18, to disprove the hypothesis. The last statement of the midrash seems to be an explanation of הברמה in verse 18 as one who illegally takes more than his due and does not benefit, or העדיף.

Other midrashim do not base themselves as much upon verse 16 and the reading of the word אכלו as his food at all, but rather upon טיעממהו הברמה in verses 17 and 18. One such midrashim is cited in the Babylonian Talmud Yoma 75a:

 “לבן גד כזרע והוא (Exodus 16:31). גד, that it related (מגיד ) to the Jews if there were nine (members of the household) to the first man or seven to the other man. Rabbi Jose says, just as the prophet would relate to the Israelites what is in the the holes and cracks, so did the מן related to the Israelites what was in the holes and crevices. How? Two came before Moshe for judgment. This one says ‘My slave you have stolen’ and the other responds ‘You sold him to me.’ Moshe tells them at morn, judgment. Tomorrow, if his (the slave’s) ‘omer is found in the the house of his first master, it is a known matter that this (second man) stole him. If  his ‘omer is found in the house of the second master, it is known that he this one sold him to him.” 

The above midrash starts by discussing verse 31. It seems to take verses 17 and 18 in an entirely novel fashion (a)
. The הברמ is the one who illegally increased his family size by stealing a slave or a man’s wife, and the טיעממ is the one who lost his slave or wife. Verse 18 promises that the one who illicitly took an extra family member will not העדיף, and he that lost a family member will not החסיר. This will then serve as a method of adjudicating disputes, for איש לפי אכלו לקטו, each man will have collected according to the number of legitimate eaters. 

With a less novel reading (b), the one who has more (הברמ) eaters and the one who has less (טיעממ) eaters will each get according to the number of eaters. According to both readings of this, the source material seems to fit with אכלו meaning אוֹכֵל אוֹתוֹ. Of course, the midrash would bear as much meaning if one did not include the interpretation of אכלו, but the Zohar cites this midrash as a continuation of Rabbi Isaac and his explanation of אכלו, and ends that midrash with, איש לפי אכלו  הוא דכתיב הדא
לגלגלת מספר נפשותיכם עמר וכתיב. This, then, is the relation of the miracle according Rabbi Isaac – each man should have taken according to the number of members in his household, and if he took for more or less people, God would correct his collection.

Alternatively (c), the הברמ and טיעממ are those who collect more and less. This is even farther removed from a reading of אכלו as אוֹתוֹ אוֹכֵל. The man collected too much or too little, and God corrected it so that it would be an ‘omer per head. Of course, one would still have to contend with the addition of the Zohar, as above in the second suggestion. Rashi comments on the above section of Talmud: Since it is said, “רמעב ודמיו” whether he collected a lot and whether he collected a little
, he finds an ‘omer per head. And (as a result), if more was found in the first house it is known that he is the ninth to the first master, and if it was found in the house of the second master it is known that he belongs to the latter master.” Thus, Rashi on the Talmud seems to maintain like (c).


One final midrash: ולא העדיף ... לא החסיר, שׁבכל ימוֹת השׁבת משׁהיה מרבה לא היה מעדיף, שׁנאמר לא האדיף המרבה, הממעיט [בשׁבת לא] היה חסר, שׁנאמר והממעיט לא החסיר. This midrash takes the מרבה to be one who collects more than he should on a regular day, and the ממעיט to be one who collects less than double on Friday, and suggests that a miracle took place making the collected amount what it should be.

Although not a midrash, Targum Onkelos is still often an important source for Rashi. Onkelos translates both occurrences of אכלו as מֵיכְלֵיהּ. This is the Aramaic infinitive, and means his food, the equivalent of Hebrew שלו אוֹכֶל. If Onkeles wanted to state the nominative verb, meaning אוֹתוֹ אוֹכֵל, he would have written either the singular דְאָכֵילֵיהּ, or the plural form דְאָכְלִינֵיהּ. This does not necessarily mean that Onkelos subscribes to the view of the Mekhilta. Onkelos might maintain that אכלו means the man’s family’s food needs, to be calculated as an ‘omer per head, rather than according to his appetite.

We now turn our attention to trace how Rashi sorted through the various verses and Tanaitic material.

Rashi
Rashi makes a comment relevant to our discussion on verse 16 – he explains the command to collect מספר נפשותיכם as being to collect one ‘omer for each person in one’s tent. Meanwhile, Rashi gives no explanation of the word אכלו. Moshe’s command is thus just to collect the objective and fixed measure, and presumably אכלו would refer to the number of eaters or to the family’s eating needs, instead of to the subjective standard of living. 

In his commentary on verse 17, which continues to explain verse 18 as well, Rashi paraphrases the Mekhilta. He addresses the ambiguities of הַמַּרְבֶּה וְהַמַּמְעִיט, and then of the phrase ריסחה אל טיעממהו הברמה ףידעה אלו as well. Rashi states,הַמַּרְבֶּה וְהַמַּמְעִיְט - יֵשׁ שֶׁלָקְטוּ הַרְבֵּה וְיֵשׁ שֶׁלָּקְטוּ מְעָט, וּכְשֶׁבָּאוּ לְבֵיתָם מָדְדוּ בָּעוֹמֶר אִישׂ אִישׂ מַה שֶׁלָּקְטוּ, וּמָצְאוּ שֶׁהַמַּרְבֶּה לִלְקוֹט לֹא  הֶעֱדִיף עַל עֹמֶר לַגֻּלְגִּׂלֶת אֲשֶר בְּאָהֳלוֹ, וְהַמַּמְעִיט לִלְקוֹט לׂא מָצָא חוֹסֵר מֵעוֹמֶר לַגֻּלְגִּׂלֶת, וְזֶהוּ נֵס גָדוֹל שֶׁנַּעֲשֶׂה בוֹ . “There were those that collected much and those that collected a little, and when they came to their houses the measured with the ‘omer measure, and they discovered that he who had done much collecting did not exceed an ‘omer per head which was in his tent, and he who had minimized his collecting did not find less than an ‘omer per head, and this was a great miracle that occurred in it (the ןמ). 

Both Rashi and the Mekhilta agree that there were those who, for some reason, collected more than an ‘omer and those who, for some reason, collected less than an ‘omer per family member. Both agree that God performed a miracle so that when they returned to their house and measured, each had exactly one ‘omer per family member.

There are, however, many features that differentiate the comments of Rashi and those of the Mekhilta. Rashi makes his comments on verse 17, defining the טיעממהו הברמ. He makes no mention of the word אכלו, and so his readers are left in the dark as to why someone would think to collect more or less than an ‘omer
.

In consonance with this, Rashi strips off the specific appellation of the actors in the Mekhilta – both Nachshon and the poor man become יֵשׁ. The reader of Rashi has no foundation upon which to presume that the reason one man collects more and one less is that one is used to a higher standard of living than the other.

How did Rashi understand the Mekhilta
? One possibility is as follows: The Mekhilta describes the poor man going out by himself and Nachshon going with his entire household to collect. Nachshon, a wealthy and powerful man, has more manpower available to him to collect for his household needs of one ‘omer per head. Perhaps the collection was a free-for-all, with each man collecting as much as he could. A miracle occurred so that the poor man, who was not able to collect an ‘omer per head and the rich man who exceeded that amount had exactly one ‘omer per head. If so, “טיעממהו הברמה” would describe “those who had surpassed and those who had fallen below the ‘omer per head,” or “those who were able to do much or little collecting.” The midrash would not be based on אכלו and nothing would be lost if one removed specific mention of Nachshon or the poor man – their salient characteristics are not rich or poor, but “collected more” and “collected less.”

As noted above, the Zohar provides a different interpretation of the Mekhilta when Rabbi Iassac proffers the Mekhilta as a hypothesis only to reject it for various reasons. I would argue that the Zohar’s understanding should be accorded with special credence. For one thing, both the Mekhilta of Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai and the Zohar were written by the same author, who would be in a better position that any later reader to understand what he meant. Secondly, Rabbi Isaac seems to be arguing with a contemporary and contrary position – that held by the Chachamim. Surely someone that much closer to the debate would understand the opposition’s opinion much more than a later reader struggling to make sense out of the same material.

Rashi would probably not have had the Zohar before him, as the Zohar was not rediscovered until after his day
. The Zohar, though it does not mention Nachshon and the poor man explicitly, does make the drasha clear: וכי מאן דאכיל קמעא לקט קמעא, ומאן דאכיל יתיר לקט יתיר? The midrash בוט חקל would also not serve to provide Rashi with reliable error-checking, as it is possible to misinterpret that midrash as well. Firstly, the midrash בוט חקל does not seem to quote the word אכלו. Secondly, it replaces Nachshon’s household with his strong men, which would seem to suggest a free-for-all, with the Nachshon and his strong men oppressing the weak and poor and taking the lion’s share. The midrash would then seem to serve to give the rationale for Moshe’s command in verse 16 – the collecting should be orderly and no one should take more than his fair share. Finally, the midrash ends with the statement “That if he takes more than the number of men in his house, it gets spoiled and wormy.” This seems to accept that each man is supposed to take an ‘omer per head, and the violation would be to take according to a larger number of people, rather than more than an ‘omer per person. Thus, it would be easy to misunderstand this reiteration of Rabbi Isaac’s opinion.
Despite the differences between the Mekhilta and Rashi, I think it is clear that the Mekhilta was his source, or at least part of his source. Rashi’s language and comment on Exodus 16:17 both clearly follow phrase for phrase the wording of the Mekhilta. On the other hand, Rashi’s comment on the Talmud in Yoma 75a utilizes almost the exact wording at its start as Rashi utilizes in his explanation of Exodus 16:17: לפי שׁנאמַר וימוֹדוּ בעמר בין שׁליקט הרבה, בין שׁליקט מעט מוֹצא עוֹמר לגלגלת. Yet, the Talmud would operate better under the assumption that אכלו means eater, and thus focuses on a miracle based on the number of ‘omerim, while the Mekhilta operates under the assumption that אכלו means food, and thus focuses on a miracle based on collecting more than an ‘omer per person. The fact that Rashi uses the same language in both locations suggests that he is not focusing on the word אכלו at all, but rather on verses 17 and 18. Both midrashim discuss people who have collected more than what they should have collected, either more than an ‘omer or too many portions, and the miracle related in verse 18 is that the final result was exactly one omer times exactly the number of legitimate members of the household. Thus Rashi is influenced by both the Mekhilta and the Talmud
, and strips away details so that the מרבה and ממעיט can describes both times of deviations from the norm
. Whether Rashi was cognizant of the different ways of reading אכלו is impossible to determine. I would think that if he saw Onkelos and disagreed, Rashi would comment on that, so perhaps he reads אכלו in verses 16 and 18 as the man’s family’s food needs.

I would also argue that Rashi also regards his commentary on 16:17 as peshat, rather than derash. He does not qualify his comments here as being derash, and the explanation fits well on the text. I would think that if he thought some other comment, as peshat would adequately explain the confusing terms מרבה and ממעיט, he would have offered it. Furthermore, Rashi comments on Exodus 16:22, לקטוּ לחם משׁנה׃ כשׁמדדוּ את לְקִטָתָם באהליהם, מצאוּ כפלים, "שׁני העמר לאחד"  Rashi then goes on to cite וּמדרשׁ אגדה on the verse. Thus, he apparently regards his first comment on 16:22 to be peshat, and that pshat relates a miracle of the amount collecting miraculously increasing. It would not require any great leap to consider Rashi on verse 17 to be peshat as well. 


We now turn our attention to Rashi’s commentators and see how they dealt with the multiple levels of ambiguity and interpretation that we have discovered.

Rashi’s Commentators

The צֵידָה לַדֶּרֶ
 relates that he was asked by the Gadol Haddor, if this miracle happened with the readjustment of the portions, why was Moshe’s command to collect exactly one ‘omer per head? That would imply that as the time of collection exactly one ‘omer per head was collected, in which case there would be no reason for the miracle. Furthermore, how could they hope to fulfill this command to collect exactly an ‘omer, for they collecting without comparing it to the standard ‘omer measure, and only measured it exactly when they had returned to their homes? He relates that he answered the Gadol Haddor that this was in fact Moshe’s command – to collect an ‘omer per head without measuring, and when they measured what they had collected via the ‘omer measure, the miracle of the increasing and decreasing was publicized.

The צֵידָה לַדֶּרֶ appears to say that some people, because of an error in estimation, collected slightly too much, and some collected slightly too little, yet God performed a miracle and made what they collected into exactly one omer per head. As an explanation of Rashi, this seems to be off the mark.

Firstly, this explanation does not accord with any of Rashi’s source materials as I interpreted them. Nachshon and the poor man took according to their appetites as they were commanded by Moshe, and according to the Talmud, the men who took according to the number of eaters took too many or too few ‘omerim. They did not estimate and accidentally take a little more and a little less. My understanding of these midrashim may not be entirely accurate, but I do not believe that there is any way that Rashi could have read his source midrashim in accordance with the view attributed to him by the צֵידָה לַדֶּרֶ. If Rashi bases himself on the Mekhilta, why would specifically Nachshon and his household be the ones to accidentally overestimate, and why would the poor man be the one to accidentally underestimate? No mention is made in the midrash of estimation at all. If Rashi bases himself on the Talmud, the Talmud speaks of exceeding or falling below the correct amount by a full ‘omer’s amount, and not by a slight under- or over-estimation. I do not believe Rashi certainly would create a derasha and miracle by himself, and so I would not regard this as Rashi’s own suggestion of מרבה and ממעיט.

The Gadol Haddor’s questions are answerable based on examining the actual sources. A miracle was needed, according to the Mekhilta, because Moshe’s command was to collect according to their standard fare, not exactly one ‘omer per head. As a result, they did not have to worry about getting an exact amount of ‘omerim by estimation, as that was not the commandment. According to the Talmud, Moshe commanded to collect according to the number of eaters in the house. Perhaps they collected using precise measurements, or perhaps being off a little would not matter. As a result, they did indeed have hope of fulfilling Moshe’s command. A miracle did not negate the need for Moshe’s command, as the miracle caused the number of ‘omerim to equal the number of legitimate family members, something that was not factored into the original command. Rashi, in all his ambiguity, would maintain that the Jews collected correctly according to Moshe’s command, yet due to some legitimate means, some had more and some less than an ‘omer per head. Thus, they were able to fulfill Moshe’s command, and both the miracle and the command were necessary.

Despite the apparent problems with this interpretation in Rashi, every commentator of Rashi
 I have seen seems to adopt the “estimation” approach. For example, the יצחק באר writes, “that they didn’t collect using a measure but via estimation, and as a result there was one who exceeded an ‘omer per head and he that had less, for a man cannot get a precise measure… since the מן fell in the morning and the sun waxed hot and it melted, it was not open to collecting with the ‘omer measure in this short period of time like this, and the collectors were many and they did not have to them an ‘omer for each and every one, and as a result there were those who had more and those who had less.” Others who maintain similar positions include the משׂכיל לדוד and Rabbi Eliyahu Mizrahi. Many of the commentators who maintain this position do so based on verse 17’s ויעשׂוּ כן, which implies that the Jews did exactly what Moshe commanded them. If so, how could someone be allowed to take more, or how could someone violate Moshe’s command. The deviation caused by estimation presented a nice answer, which unfortunately 

I discovered a delightful exception to this general trend was the עמק המלך
 who, after citing his own unique opinion
, cites the ב"ב: “in my humble opinion, the words are as a simple reading would indicate. For even though the verse states בני ישׂראל ויעשׂוּ כן, they were not enjoined from collecting more or less that the measure of an ‘omer per head, for it is written לקטו ממנו איש לפי אכלו, that that means each and every one what he is accustomed to eat, be it much or little. And that which the verse ends תקחו …עמר לגלגלת, this is its explanation. That even though I said to you collect it איש לפי אכלו and there will be those that increase and those that take less… this measure (of an ‘omer a head) will be found when you take it into your houses at the time of the counting.” He then cites the Mekhilta as a basis for this, explaining that one might think that it is a free-for-all, and Nachshon and his family would be have the power to collect more than the poor man. Therefore, to stem off complaints, God promised that in the end, everybody would have exactly an ‘omer. I have already discussed the merits and the demerits
 of this understanding of the Mekhilta above, but as an explanation of Rashi’s understanding of the Mekhilta, I think it is quite good.

In conclusion, Rashi viewed Exodus 16:16-18 through the eyes of Hazal. Hazal interpreted and resolved the ambiguities in the texts, Rashi interpreted Hazal, and Rashi’s commentators interpreted Rashi. This created a chain of interpretive “broken telephone,” with at least one level misunderstanding the level above. This deleterious effect could be minimized by starting at the ambiguous verses themselves and carefully and deliberately studying how at each stage, the interpreter understood the previous stages of interpretation.

� If it meant according to “his eaters” or “the ןמ’s eaters,” with the וֹ functioning as a pronominal possessive suffix, the ending should have been ָיו instead.


� As the Zohar notes, this interpretation would be analogous to איש לפי אֲכֽלָתוֹ, from שלו אֲכֽלָה. Because it is not written אֲכֽלָתוֹ, this could not be the meaning of the verse, the Zohar claims. I do not think it would be so, for it is “according to his regular food” as opposed to “according to his eating.” The two possibilities stem from two different parts of speech.


� The “even though” is necessary to avoid a contradiction, for ולכא-יפל corresponds to appetite, and we are assuming that ףידעה אלו and ריסחה אל corresponds to the objective measure of one ‘omer per head.


� As cited by Rashi Hashalem, page 99.


� ibid 


� Another difference is that the former version contrasts verse 16, Moshe’s command to verse 18, the description of Israel’s fulfillment of that command, while the latter contrasts verse 16 to verse 16, and thus one portion of Moshe’s command to another portion of the same command. 


� Other explanations are possible, such as the idea that Nachshon and his folk, being strong, were able to take more, and the poor man could not take as much, but why then specifically a poor man and Nachshon? Or perhaps Nachshon sinned by taking too much and the poor man was too meek to take more, but again, there seems to be nothing to single out Nachshon and his family or the poor man to do this within the verse itself. Perhaps the poor man misestimated an ‘omer to be less than it was and Nachshon and his family more because of their respective statuses in life, but this does not seem to come from an analysis of the verse itself. I considered and rejected several such possibilities. The one I finally arrived at has Nachshon, a prince, contrasted with the poor man, and fits in perfectly with Moshe’s command to take according to אכלו.


� As cited in Torah Shlemah, page 210 


� See footnote 2 why I don’t believe this last statement is correct.


� This is the Aramaic active participle, which corresponds to אוֹכֵל in Hebrew.


� This raises a slightly disturbing problem – how did the disputants of Rabbi Isaac explain verse 18? Did they explain it as I explained above in my discussion of the verses – that the הברמ is the one with the bigger appetite who, as a result of a miracle, did not end up having collected more than an ‘omer? If so, Rabbi Isaac’s proof text seems to be capable of bolstering his opponents’ position! Furthermore, Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai’s version of the Mekhilta does not cite verse 18, but rather cites the continuation of the command in verse 16. This is even more possible considering that the continuation in both versions of the Mekhilta explain verse 18 in a different way – he that takes more will not benefit, etc…


� ibid page 210. Translation only given because the Hebrew is quite lengthy.


� I think this novel approach is the most accurate, because it accounts for the most details of the midrash. All the less novel interpretations give some base situation, and the idea that Moshe can use it to adjudicate cases comes from an extrapolation based upon the setup. 


� I underlined this both because it demonstrates that Rashi seems to read the midrash like (c), and also because the language he uses bears a strong resemblance to what he says on Exodus 16:17, as well as the Mekhilta of course.


� As previously discussed in footnote 7 and above in regard to the midrash בוט חקל, it is not even clear that the midrash understood טיעממהו הברמה in this way.


� Besides the similarity in language between Rashi and the Mekhilta, we have the fact that Rashi typically uses the Mekhilta as a source text in explaining Exodus.


� Either Rashi was not one of the yehidei segula who had the Zohar before him, or he overlooked the Zohar, or else the Zohar was not composed until after Rashi’s lifetime.


� Though in general Rashi’s comment on the Talmud does not mean that he himself understands the verses like that, but is only explaining how the Talmud understands those verses, this instance is different because Rashi uses almost the same words to explain the Talmud and in his commentary on the verses in Exodus. 


� Still at issue is the end of verse 18. Does the verse mean, “he who took more didn’t end up with more and he who took less didn’t have less, but rather each man had ended up collecting according to his food needs? Or, does it mean each man had ended up collecting according to those who ate it?  It cannot mean despite each man having collected according to his appetite, for Rashi does not attribute the increase and decrease to differing appetites (or else his comment on the Talmud does not work out).


� Page 87


� Some commentators of the Mekhilta (not of Rashi), as well as other commentators explaining Exodus based on the Mekhilta offer more credible explanations.


� Cited in  מלכה שׁל תוֹרה, page 365-367


� He maintains that the Jews misunderstood Moshe’s command and collected according to what they thought their needs were (based upon איש לפי אכלו), and only after the miracle which changed the amount did they understand that Moshe’s command meant an ‘omer per head.


� Basically, that it misses אכלו as the source, with Nachshon having a bigger standard of living than the poor man, which is the reading promoted by comparison with the Zohar.
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