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PART I
CHAPTER I
IXEGETICAL AUTECEZLENTS~- DEVELOPMENT P T.E FE HAT.

The perisd in the hi:tory of Jewish sidble exeg-sis
which began with Saadia and commonly known a: "the period
of Peshat™ was characterised by the effort to interpret
the Ribdle text from a rational point of view, irrespective
whether the results arrived at barmoniszed with or were in
eontradiciion to the traditional interpretations of that
day. The word Pesbat became the slogan >f the new schosl
of exegetes. Their chief effort was to get at the primary
meaning o1 the Bible text, untrammeled by the Midrashie
expositione of their day.

In Saadia Gaon this reshat tendency find: its fir:t
and its mo.t competent reprecentative. In nis Arabic
translation >f the sible tue new tendency of rationalism
comes intd> bold reliei. "Caamdia's translation™, writes
a./clnr,u!'ahan the same characteristic as his 5ible exegesis,
a2 far as it is konowvn from the extant fragment: of his
c:mﬁtulu. and from his chief rel igis-philosophical
work., [te characteriitic is hi: rationalfsm; reason is for
hin the basis even in Scriptural exevesis; and in accordance
with it the expoziti.n 57 the text must contain nothing
that 12 obscure or thsat contradicts logical thought.”

(I) :E “t- Blbl. Xe "..15. P- Itiﬁa.
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But this rationalism, which became the stundard
and the charuscteristic >f the Peshat school >f exegesais,
had very definite limits. These we mu:t note specifically,
for they govern the ratisnalism of Noses Iimohi and of
his tine, in which we are specially interested, The
divine origin of the 2ible was mot doubted.?JdM Hwnl »d5
not >nly remained fixed but reenforced by this rationale
ism. ience tue bidlical miracles remained undisputed.

They asserted the werseity of the Soriptures,

In his effort to get at the real meaning >f the
Bible text, Saadia created- or, at least laid the foundations
for-the science of Hebrew philology. The rise of this
paw acience was inevitable, for witonout getting at the
root meanings of the Hebrew the Peshat tendency
could not-funotion., “ords had to be analyszed and their
exact meanings uscertained. From Snadia on, down to
our >wn day, philslogy became the indezpensable
prerequisite to _ible exepgeais,

sut not only by hi: ucholarly achievements did
Sasdis further the Peshat Movement. iis being gaon
of Sura faci'itated the recognition >f the new ideal
torough his position >f authority and precstige.

"It was a matter >f no Yittle importunce Ior the new

(1)
method >f exepge.is, " writes Zacher, ™that its founder

(1) JE art. Bib, Ex. p. I66a
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beld the highest position in the gift of tradition-loving
Jews >f his age; for the fact that it was the "Qaon of
Sura® who opensd up new paths for exegesis facilitated
the recognitién and further dcvelopment of this method
among the large majority >f Jews who still held by
tradition.”

Por a century the stream >f rationalism in the astudy
of bidlical text, reenforced by attemptas at phil slogy,
sought its bank. At its point of origin in the East, it
gained impetus from the Karaites, especially because >f
Saadia's attacks on this sect. Westward, the stream >f
rational iem appesred in Northern Africa and Spain, A successor
worthy of the man wh> had released this stream at Sura
was not found till the elementh century. <6 was Samuel
ben cofni (died 10Z4) who caught the new point o>f view

T

perfectly, carrying it through adbly odoth in the compre= “"" _ .4
I) i P ,‘.u""-‘T
ben:ivensss and in the detail of bidblical text. I .2 T,

,
Jo Rass

his Arebic versiou of the Pentateuch and :n hie uopuodi‘ PRI

works he guve full -lay to the new 1doalf )mu Saadia " ",
he too guve feshat the official sanction of Judaism. At Lowdn
Punbeditfa, Hal Gao:, Pusbeditta's last geon of great ‘
renown, brought new strength to the new school of exegetes i

(1) JE art. Bib. Ex. p. 166b.
(2) Ibia
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with his lexicon and the commentary om Job. Philslogy
by this ti.e bhad become recognized so important a phase
of exegeais, thut Hal Gaon "consulted the ILoran in order
to explain Bibliecal passages; and snce he sent to ask
the Syrian Jatholicos how a certain difficult passage
in the Paslms was uplum:;thc 2yriac tranmalation

(1)
of the Sible™,

fhe schosl at Zairwan played ite part in furthering
the Peshat movement, tho not as vigorously as did tre
school at Sura and umbediffa. %here,Dunash ibn Temin,
pupil of Isaac Israeli, "was the first to introduce the
comparative study of Hebrew and Arabic as a fruitful souroe
of Bible exepgesia™. . Judah idbn Zoreish before him had
carried through = systematic study of the similarities
between [ebrew, Arabic, and Aramaic. Hananeel ben Hushiel,
eontemporary >f zai, was andther renowned Peshatist of
Kairw.n, "He, however, largely admitte. l'idrashic elements
int> his ongon-."m

It was in Spain, however, that thie stream attained
its widest banke,., This was atta.ned through Lebrew
philslogy, Hebrew Bexicography, and Hebrew grammar,
Between the time of ifedai ibn Sharrut to the time >f

(I) JE art. Bib. Ex. p. I66b,
(2) Ibid.
(2) Ibid.
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Samuel 1ibn l-“ln. gifted scholars appecnred who rroduced
works in the field of philology and grammar which de-
ternined the course of Sible exegesis f>r the subsequent
ages, Among these works is included MenahSm's dictionary;
Dunash ibn Labrat's criticsl works; the polemics between
the followers of these two scholars; Hayyuj's great dis-
eovery of the tri-literality of “ebwew roota; the
oritical works of ibulwalid, and tiat 5¢ Samuel ibn Naghla.

Of 51ble exegesis prapog;és niEE defintie is
known >f the tiuse preceding Abulwalid, lioses ibn Gikatila
of Cordova und Judah ibn Salaam >f Toled>, are the firat
renowned vewish 5ible exegetes coming from the golden
perisd >f Jewish culture in Spain, In Gikatila we see
the rationslistic tendency strivi.g for free play. He
sought to expluin the biblical miracles rationally.

In his commenteries t. Jsaish and Pealme he makes an
eifort for tre historic point >f view., Judah ibn Balaam
attacked Gikatila for s4eking to explain the biblical
lirsolot.‘l)

While the Tesh:t methd>d found a friend in the form
of philology in the golden peris>d >f irasbic-Jewish
culture, it encountered there a new fre--the philssophic
Midrash, Stimulsted by tne Arabic culture and the new
Hebrew learning, the ohilosophy of religion came t> the

fore. In this golden period arose the towering figures

(I) JB art. 31idb, Ex. p. 167
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>f Babya idbn Fakuda, Solomon ibn Gabirsl, Abrabam ibn
Hiyya, Moses ibn Esra, Joseph ibn Zaddik, Judah ha-Lévi
and Abraham ibn Daud. These were phil ssophers >f firast
rank, who had saught the spirit >f world culture and
mougnt t> read it in the “idle, -ence the philo.o hic
Midrash, and hence, t35,a new foe for feshat.

mite independent >f the Peshat exegesis as
released by Sasdia and developed by the Jewish scholurs
under Arsbic iniluenoce, the same tendency appeusred in
Northern l'rmt.ul,’dh the Ar-biec =school, but independently
of them, the rromsters >f the Peshat method in France
sought the simple, natural, =nd reas>nable sense of the
Bidle pages, in fr-nk contrast to the "Darshanic" without,
however, :evering connecctions with them.

7he frunder and the unsurpasse: figure >f tris
school e -achi (died II05) . defore him ‘enahem ben
gelb> (eircum I060) began to stress the Peshat, Our
knowledge >f hi: works i. exiremely n?;fer; but, it
seem: that he paved the way for Rashi, But it was Hashi
wh) by tis Palnud and oible, laid the foundations
f>r ounder oible Exepesis in Frence and wn> became tne

1I) Geiger argues that the exegetes of lLorthern Prance
were directly influenced by the Ar bic .echool.
vhen it is reculled, however, that the -“orks >f the
Spanish scholars were written in Airubic, a language
unknown to the exegetes >f Nortrern france, unknown
even to Reshi, and, moredver, that such an important
eontentiosn of the E;Eanish exegetes as the di:covery
of the tri-literalality of “ebrew roots wasz unxnd>wm,
sacher's view seems the uorée plausible,

(2) Geiger: chapter 2
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indispensable as well as the most popular commentator
in all the hiastory of Jewi:h Bible exegesis., Rashi
| 50 endeared himself in the heart >f Iarael, especially
with his commentary $o the !dnlslahnt he has been
called lovingly by his ;eople thran?g§ut the ages:
D509 '3y Yam O'wrIOND 51T) . Hi: comuentary
on the Bible is >ne >f the firat Hebrew bodks to be
published, o far-reaching and e> stimlating has
been his work that close t> tw) hundred bo>ks have been

written >n his comxentary t> tihe Pentateuch,

In Rashi the two atream: >f ©ible exegeais-lidrash
and ‘eshat- mect, and in bhim the t > come int> a cooperative
relationship, iashi draws heavily on the lidrushic literature,
but he i: careful to select those midrashiz that
harmonized easily (ith the biblical text, is 1f feeling
roluctnni/ta give midrushic interpretations, Rashi
scrupulously cites his aanruc;. Eia own remarks are
dovoted exclusively to the simrle meaning >f the text,
showine a fine in.uitive apprecia:isan .f the linguistiec
phase >f exepesia, Rakhi's popularity throughtout
the ar.s, down t> sur >wn day, is due more tP the
midrashi: he gustes than t> his >wn rational explanations,
But to> Rashi him.el{ the Peshut was >f primary impertance,

(I) Liber, Rashi, ch. VIII
(2) 1bid, p. 73Lf,
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In his o514 age, vhen all his com.eniaries lay in written
form before him, he is reportel to have said t> his
1llustrisus grandso>n, iachbam, that if he were t> do> hia
work over again he would lay greater emphasis >n the
Mfﬂ

Rafhi's successors, Joseph Zara and .amuel ben Meir,
Rashi's grandson, stressed the Peshat utﬂ.'l more.
Eara reflects the influence of both the Arabic and the
French schosl of exegetes., His grammatical stondpoint
18 that >f Zeshbi; but he i3 not as terse in ais em-
mniamfz)m is >riginal enough to expresa the opinion
that the Ba:k >f “amuel was not written by Samumel
but later, X "Jsseph ben Kara surpas-es Rashi and
rivales 2ashbam in his fair-minded criticimm, his
scrupul us attachment t> the literal meaning, aud his
sbsolutely clear idea >f the needs >f a holesome
exegesis, i> say nothing >f hi: theologzical views,
which are always remarkavle and :-ometimes bold." i
His guiding principle was that " the Scripture must
be mtorprt:g') by itself, without the help of tradithonal

literaturel.

(1) Geiger, Par. (German) p. I2-I8

(2) JE art. Zura, Joseph ben Simeon p. 427
(Z) Ibia

(4) Libeym Raahi, p. 197,

(6) JE art. 5ib., :x. p. 168b
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Samuel ben Leir stressed thi: concepti>n even more than
414 its author., "His commentary o>n the Pentateuch®,
writes 3acher, "m.y be regarded as the forem>st production
of the exegetic achdd>l of _orthern arnnca"sl)fitornl
exepesis he conaidered more forceful tha: Halakie inter-
pretations, "He 20 resslutedly persued the method >f the
Peshat , that Nahmanides felt justified in declaring
he so>metimes overdid 1t.."(2j

The last important representative >f the -eshat
in .orthern srance was Jacod :ekor $h.r, pupil of Jaeodb
Jam, =i® commentary on the fentateuch i: characterized
by insight int> the contamuous meaning of the Bible text,
In him td50,the influence > the Spanish-Arabic aschool
is felt moat,

Characterizing the - ork >f the ‘remeh exegetes,
Bacher writes:

"Phe 3ible exegesis >f the chodl of Lorthern france
which was supplemented neither by scientific research
int> the .ebwew langunge nor by mental training in
poilssophical or other scdentifie studies, may be
dezignated as the exegesis >f plain, clear, comuon Sense;
ita products are in many ways equal t> those >f the
Apani:h-Arabian sch>ol."(3)

Gradually the two streams >f exegetical learning,
the Jpanish and the -rench, ove.fl>wed their geographic
banks and their waters unitea int> one, .hat w 8 in-
evitable, slowly and laboriosuzly as idea: moved from

land to land,

(I) 1via

) Liber, Rashi, p. 196-7.
3) JE art. 5ib, iLx. p. 168b and Liber, xashi p, i98
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Abrabam idbn Esra was the first ome t> atudiously
earry asbraad the leakning >f Arsbic-Jewish exegetes
am>ng their Jewish colleasues in Shrisijan lands- which
had already reached yrance and affected the growth of
exegesis there. Vandering about from 1:nd t> land he
scattered in hi: path the pollen >f rational thought.

Poet, philosopher, profrund student >f vewish lore, and
branch
versed in practically every ased@geh of leamning, Abraham

ibn Csra's renosn rests primsrily on his comwentariea

t> the Bidble, J[rese he wrote in the course >f his
travels; but, tao written far away from Spain, they are,
nevertheless, the sutatanding product >f Jewizh Bible
exegesis that tne golden age >f Judaism in Spain produced.
Ibn .zra ia c.mplele master of =ubject and material,

ity —

i —

.
+fn bhi: own introduction to his entateuch commentary
be :tates the characteriatice of hi: exegetical works,
BEacher summarized th these words:

"He knows nothing >f tie orinciple >f the multiplicity,
of meanings >f Seriptursal word:, which ithe leaders of
the exegetic ichosl of Northern :rance acknoledged in
order to :ustifz.tho hoggadic Lidraah. Through this clear
separation 5: the peshat from the .erach he agecords only
a 11 :ited rlace in h's exegesis to the new ,idrash, vhiczh
introduces phildsophy int> the ~“ible texi. :e connect: his
pi:ilo:ophic explanatisni, either in ) 'nger passages »>r
in vrief allu:ions, with the explanation >! the names >f God,
2f the divine attributes >f biblical precepts, and with
aongle suitable pas:zages, Ibn Lzra's endeavors to defend
the biblical text again:t everytuing that might injure
its integrity, may al s> find mention here. But he is
neyertneles: regarded, siace Spin>za wrote his
'"Practus l‘heslogieor=-Foliticus', as the preéursor >f the
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literary Pentsteuch criticism >f ito-8ay. To Jjudge from
certain allusi>ns, rather than from po:zitive statemenis,
he seems t> have held that the Pentateuch, although
undoubtedly composed by Moscs, received in later times
s for minor additions, =e ali> obscurely alludes t> the
later o>rigin >f lsaiah, ch, 40-56." (I)

7he Ziveni faxdly-the fsther, Joseph, and the twd
e>ns, Loses and David- was another and a more sustsined
agemcy thich transmitted the learning and the intellectusl
texzper >f the Arebic school to 4rench JeTy.

Joseph Zimehi(e. II06-II70) left Spain in the wake
of the Alzchades persecution and settled in Narbonne,
Practically nothing is kn »m >f the persomnnal viciszitudes
>f the fam'ly, It seem: that Joseph w.8 & poor man,
earning nis 1iwelibood by teaching. His students were many,
tho his income lmallig)

It is likely that Joserh Zimchi wos personally
ajuainted with Ibm -zra, with whose work he Lad a
g>o8 desl in common, Like Ibn Ezra, Joseph (and tois should
msmy be said >f his eone), sesrched Ior the natural meaning
o the Scrirtures. Gremm.r and g.tisnalian are the twd
tendencies dominating his ';rkfv)lbn Ezra was Zimchi's
superiosr in knowlidge, out tce latter “can sightly claix
t> bove been the first succes:ful transplanter %

(4)
Judaes-Arabic science im the 53541 >f Chriz2iisn zurope,.”

(11 JE art. 21b. Ex. P IoSb.
(2) Levias, lasper, JE art. Zimchi, Joserh, ven Isamae, p 4968

(4) Levies, Casper JE art. imcci, Joseph, ben Isaac,p 496b.



12

In the field >f gramuar, Joseph's works are: the
"sefer ha-Galui (II165), aiming at a settlement >f the
controversy between the followers >f Menahem ibn Saruk
and those of Dunash idbn Labrat, and the "Sefer Zikkaron"®,
A% grammarian Joseph Xivchi is dependent on Zayyu),
but in hi.: explanations >f word: he Yelies mainly >n ibn
Jlgs. T> the learning >f{ his day he 4id wake 2)1e
o;u!:ributim. tad 5f a minor nature, "Thus he was the
Tirat > recognized that the Wif'1il has alz> a reflexive
and an iniranzitive meaning; he was al :o the firast to
arzange a 1i:t of nominal forms, t> indicate eoight verd
classes, and t> classify the vowels int> & system >f five shost
and five long >nes,."(I)

A8 coumentator, Jozeph wus extensive. e «xrote
commentaries .n the Pentateuch, the Prophets, the Song
of Jonge, :rovervs, Job, and a comment ry of unkaown
contents called " Hibbur ia-Leket™, His method is mainly
that of tie Peshat. "His explanation: are short and te:rse,
ssesacein @iction 18 elegant and lucid, she disposiiién
of hiz material ucientific, hi: treatment >1 his asubject
even and itnout digr.lui:m."‘z)

Joserh ale> attempted poetry, translations, and
opologetics., As noet he did not rise to the standards
51 the Spanizh singers, “evertheless, he retains a place

of :ome importance among the -“rovencal poeta,

—

(1) Levias, Casper, JE art. Kimehi, Joseps.
(2) /bid
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As translator, he gave the debrew-reading world Babya
ibn Fakuda's "Hobot ha~Lebab>t and Gabirol's "Mibpar
ha-Peninin,” which he rendered int> metrical form. As
translator be iz aguch more free with his subject than as
commentator; "earrying into the worz his >wm «pirit he often
obscures the thought oI Lnthxr.*(x)'sttor Ma-Berit”™,
i his opologetie work, written in the iorm >f a
dialogue between a loyal Jew and an apostate,

Xozes was the older, and the les: distinguished, >f
his two sons., Of his ersonal life, we are totally in the
~ dark, All we know i: that he received his education
from his father, and was the tencher >f hi. brother.
‘Prclumahly. he lived with his father in larbonne., lhe dute
of his dcath has been givenn as 1190,

uoses Ziuchi's renown rests o>n his work as exegete
and gramoarian. @ .rote comuentaries on Job, Ezra,
Nehemiah, and Proverbs, Loses has been unfortunate in
history. [hree >f tus four comuent ries he wrote, those on
s2ra, ehemiash, and Iroverbs, have ben looked upon
for centuries as the work o7 Ibn Ezra, appearing in all
racbine oibles under the latter's nume. Jhese have been
successfully reclai.ed for hi:, As prammarian he
is {zportant for his text-bod< 5n sebrew gramm.r, a little
volume vhich exerted a sreat inlluence eEen amdng nodn-
Jewi.h acholars,

To> evaluate l‘ose: Ximchi as exegete and grammarian
ie the purpose 5f this thesis.y Since the pre.:ent thesis

bases itself on the commentary on froverbs, the cuse

(1) Uped
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of the Ibn Esra authorship is reviewed,



16
CHAPTER 11
The Aatborzhip of the Ibm Lsrs to Proverbs.

Mozes i chi's izrortamce as a 3ible exepete has
been sreatly enhsnced by the discovery made by Jacch
zeifmann and Gabriel Hirseh Tippmann th:t tue c.mmentary
>n Froverbs, pasaing in sll rapbinicel sibles under tre
neme >7 .bn Bzra, it in reslit; the work >f Lloses Iimeni.
Thisz disc.very wss made by these tw> scholars independ-
ently, -eifmann lnr.gancing bis finé in the "Orient"™
f>r November, Iauh-}m Lippmanz in "Zi:n" for Iyar, 1642,
Lippmann annsuncing bi. find after .eifmann bad alresdy
putli.ned nis, feels embarrsssel, «nd writes: "I hope
ttat you ( the resder ) will nct suapect me I Plagiarism,
for I bave di.coverel this after inde e_dent research,
Prom >ne well and cne fountain bhave e dravn loe Lrulcn,
azi e boto au-uf’c at the saze mark. Let tsis be cre ited
ts cots of :;a.."‘)

7be reas n: £5r taz.ng iti: corcmerntary eway froa
Ibn -srs and givinz it t. Lozes Iimeci are _ingulsrly
einvineing. lbere is axple eviience, boih internal and
exterral t: the commentsry, :bovins, firit, that tuis
gxmmentary die: nat cel oz to Ibm _sra, and, sec:ini, tz t

it i3 fraz %ce pern I YN.ses Zimehi.

(1) 2zis nited iz "21-n" 1541, 7. 7%

(2) "zion" 1842 p. IIZ.
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The internal evidence may be grouped An twd claases:
I) the lexicography and 2) the characteriastic terms of
the comwentary. In both these respects it is decidedly
¢ ntradictomy to> the gemuine works >f Ibn Blrl.‘n

Reifmann and Lippmann cite thirty-eight wewds which
are explained in the Proverbs commentury and also in
Ibn Esra's genuine >rks, The explanations given by
Ibn Esruere in direct c:ontradiction t> the explunations
in the commentary. Luinly, these differences are in
gramuatical analysias, o

(1) Lipmann p. 113
(2) I;4 b of. 3"y 1V 77 N5T pix NSy
&h—————ot,
4,15 2384 of. Ibnfzrate R. s
7,20X027 0oi) ef. Ibn Esra to Pa. BW¥
8,22 A7) ct. Ibid, a,6
8,24, 7@5%in of. 3°Y N DuTRn

'
9,2 *@A-53ctX'S pn pins¥Ibn Ezra t> Song > Songs
I,10

13,26 4P 3 pycf. Ibid. Wu. 26,6 and 75 9y 23173 new
9,5 n {»_.‘3? cf. Ibn Zzra to s, 22,8; 65,19

12,23 Oy OT) cf. V503 200 pew

14,14 35 210 of, K'Y P07 9T _ins

16,18 7i'r:': 7 )3? cf. Ibn Ezrs to Fa. 29,I:

16,22  o'gyl' 3irct. RIS r mnsIby Esra to Is.
3 66,2, rs.2,8

17.8235' Acf, Ibn Ezra to Losea 5,13

20,26  YJ: of. 101d. 1> Jeb 6,3




I6 b
26,18 A §a5pnpot. X' 23 2w new
26,2899y iz ot.  37Y N3 P03 rew
28,1 09?; c¢f. Ibn Esra t> Gen. 27,29
28,18 O 'Y of. Ibdd, Beo. 10,18
29,18 7 J@R ef. 19 DwTRn
20,17 N P+5 of. 1bn Zsra to Gen. 49,10
20,21 u-;\é.?! ef. N"Y 07y Mins
81,3 /!99? ef. ' >prsr o0
These references, &s well as those to note (1) of the
following page, are gethered from the articles by

Lippmann and "eifmann in the ®"Orient” and *"Zion®", and
are given here for tie sake of completeness.
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(1)

In thought to> there is decided contradiection.

Moreover, the characteristic terus >f the commentary

are unknowm to Ibn Ezra, and toe terms peculiar to

1bn Bsra are not io>und in this commentary.

(1) 6,3 V.LF ef. Ibn Lzrs to Pe, 41,6

(2)

9.11,7", o ef. Ton Esra to I8, 34,6
10,8 w352 ef. Ibid t> .osea 4,14

18,11 L& 53 y2/p7 ef. Id1d to Gen. 20,30
14,13 33 3p0: PiNw3 Opct. Ibid Pa. 84,4
16,9 mn  ax ef, Ibn Eszsekdel 18,10

18,180pryy ['#ref. Ibid So Isajel 41,21

23,6 J;y.e!ct. Ibid Job II,17

26,2737 >232 D'y, YIpet. w > Avoee

2,2 Y175 >i®spIn saying that names of birds
are not explainable, the writer ¢ ntradicta
Ibn Zzra's effort in (/'R @ °* »»)3to explain
the name >f fowl given there.

29,1 S0P a'gr iny> 3pct. Ibn isra to Job 16,3

29,18 Dy yr®: ,;1-5/-?:. Ibid Ex. 5,4

31,1 Sn115 of. Ibn Esra to Is. 8,10

These mme given later in the pre.ent thesis.
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The external evidence pointing to the nun-Ibn Esra
suthorshinp of the commentary is less formidable, but
convincing, nevertheless. Commenting on iuth 3,11
Ibn Esra promises to explain the phruud!’.p_,! in his comment
on Proverbs 3I,10. Sut the explanation given hLere is
An n> way applicsble t> Ruth, Plainly, if we may expect
consistency from Ibn Esra, -ne of theze explanations
is not his,

Again, Ibn Esrg either introduces or concludes nis
biblical ¢omrentaries with an autobiographic poem as,
£>r example, in the entroduction to his comwentary to

the Ifentateuch:
oMK 77-1:1 DY TOIN 'y ONIIX 138 w5z R

Yrn 71-;.1 I? 77335 Yan 7-?;7 nnd py
Yy ’4 KOPIR ?nmr Pb DYy X3 75'9 Nyr@n |

The same introduction is concluded with a longer poem in
which the author's name is given in the acroatic, Lhepe
is nothing of this in the Proverbs commentsry.

Commenting on 30,6 "Add thou not unto ils words,
less ce reprove thee and thou be frund a liar”™, the

author >f the commentary says that this is a warning

arainst secular atudy-JIPF D3N3 JPIYPIFRT>,
Junsn nhon »Sir. Reifmann sees in this w

au port t:r‘t?e hypothesis that the commentary is not
I

Ibn Ezra®e,

(1) "orient™ 184I, p.760
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Ibn Ezra had given himself to> mmch to the sciences
>f his day to forward such a view,

The evidence preszented thus far proves that the
Proverbs comment.ry is n>t Ibm Lsra's, but it dorea not
prove that lLoses {imchi wrote it, To prove the latter,
Reifuann and Lippmann present a nev set >f facts.

David Tischi in his Qi@ r2e” D gives several
explanations in the name >f his brother. Under the 300t

AW he writes: /@D S7r PWR 135 R 13

pt fry7 @8D)[@Sun w>es

This he repeatls, explicitdy in nis brother's name, under
the roots Yo@, and 9, The first two of theue )
explanatione occur verbatum in the Froveros c:nnlntary.‘l
and the thirlulmin slightly in phraseol ogy but checks
elosely in thou ht. Moreover, David imchi explains
many roots, which, tho not mentioning hiz brother's
name, check closely in sense with the use of these words
in the cmntary.‘mzﬂn some mistaken expositions in

(4)
the comsent ry are repeated in David's work.

(1)6,19 and 26,10
(2) 24,28
(3) Lippmann p. 186 writes:'57 2% LAF 30O PTON DX I~
Qrwd >wI IxgnI o 1> dryP /a S Fox a@ »£25TA
e 225Y) 53 v Sw Swn wIrSn 03 5 Drwide
K 23335 PO INIT DA I 23S pPIrId yovy

197 Dov /.)5}

55;
(4) e.8. AN S troma(1:4)
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Purther evidence is found in that the comuentary
i3 stricingly similar, in points of grammar, exegesis,
and peculiar ex-ressions, t> the commentary on isra-
Neheniah, waich 100 are given in sabbinic Bidles as Ibn
Ezsra's but the Lowes imchi suthorship of which
bas been established beyond the sligzhtest louht.(l,

Jhus Lippmann writes: “"The commentary on Froverbs
suffered the sane fate as d4id tie commentary o>n E3ra-
Nebemiah, +he commentiary oa *roverbs was erroneocusly
attridbuted to Idbn Zzra, and tae same happened t> the
commentary o>n Zsra-lehemiah in all the Rabbinic 3ibles
published 20 {ar ...ec.A8 t> the real autnor >f this
¢om entary (Proverbs) we are absdlutedly certain, It
is as clear amday-light that it is the renswnei grammarian

(2)
Lose8 imchi."

(I) Lippmann ":4i>n" (1842) p. 171
(2) Tbid.
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PART II
CHAPTER I

1, Point of view:

Noses Iimciui's point of view as exegete ia that of
a pi>us Jew looking for the natural meaning >f the
3ible text, He is not super-critvical; neither is he
ever credul>us, He mees every diffuculty and copes with
it; ovut there 18 nothing >f the professiosnal eritic in
his interpretations, He is a retisgalist in s> far as
t> get at the specific meaning >f the Scriptural text; but
bhis raticnaliom, at no point, shows any tendency to
broaden its historic 1i.ita. ihe 'som hand po5n
flyrothesis is never drubtei, Ll chi 1s a Peshatist, always
searching for the simple, rational meanine of the text,
lhere i3 not one midrash in hi. entire comuentary on Froverbds.
Sut there is nothing daring in his Peshat.He is simply
a piou: Jew seeking an honest, accurate understanding
of the Scriptures,

Truz, in the phraze 9y’ Jub;?mmhi sees

(2)
an exhortation to observe the_nygm;: in Y nean

(1) 2,8
() 2,16
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he seeu: a non~Jjewess who lends t> aprstacy. "And that
thy lips may keep kno7ledge" nn!’ora to the Jewish
virtue of zealous study. 735 7'3{ -).'nrh_u}!g be under= F'h‘..u«..l-
stands as an exhortation to sbeerve the negative command- Tohbe~g]
mentsa, e
The pious char .cter of his Peshat is manifest,
further, in his view of the suthorship 4f the Book
of Proverbe, The Solomdonic suthorship is; affirmed,
The subdbjeot of '-?02‘.."-‘ is S0l manfa)ln the introductory
verse to Froverbs m Agur is credited with the proverbds
e>ntained in the chapter, thus o niradicting the
Sol monic author:hip of at least this >ne section of
Proverbs. Kimchi, for all his Peshat,interprets the
title verae >f the chapter t> mesn that tho the sayings
are Agur's in thought, it was really 8Solomon wh> wrote them
drwn, and hence >f Solomonis -..nthoruhlp:“L aimilar
difficulty in the way >f the traditional ideas of the
authorship >f tne Book of rroverbs presents it-elf in
IXXI:I, where Lemual is stated as being the muthority

for the cantentas of the chppter, Here too , Kimchi seeks

(1) 6.2 B s e -
(2) 4,28

(z) 7,6 DRS@ DIT pia . DPRYs
(¢) 20,1 pwry 7&:;7 Ph Swmiy p.n VAR 123y
B Sw 7500 |3 59 17MY3 vr3501 pyy 3N
1’923 yrnsn 137y 73'
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to rescue the traditional ﬂ‘c; by claiming that Lemuel
I

i another name for Bolo-::‘li)
2, Theol ogy and Pm:lo&.

The blending of Peshat and piety is best seen
in Ximchi's interpretation >f those words in Froverbs
involving theologic or philosophic concepts. Here we
see Xiuechi's point of view best, for here he reflects
clearest his religious temperament, Ye must be cautious,
however, in arriving at conelu:zions regurding Linchi's
theol >gic, or philosopric ideas, because in his com~
mentary on Froverbs he is primarily an exepgete seekins
the simple meaning of the text, iJhe views he expresses
are, therefore, tne views ha sees in the text, Llhese
he may or may not accept for himself, However, if a
man's work reflects the man at all, from a purely
paychol ogic standpoint, we may form some opinion of
Yimchi':s personsl theoslogzy.

(1) 21,1 1997 1D YYIN IBBR NEPAI Syins 1r54
y3@ 3 11BN W R 244 Jr5> ™vl a%> nn 53 13
OIPIY [IR abSw Xy Swin S . pIX P PN

T3y K2 ram Sk andS Ped pwry oo =

Ly oy oS Sy YRIIM KOs O 0Sive s

(2) The line >f demarcation bet een theology and phildsophy
among the rabbis gemerally, and siuilarly with Kimchi, is

s0 vague that 1 thought it best to group theclogy and phile
osophy as ocne zectisn,
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Great:ion sprang int> being ex nihilo. O *7 An T3 ,
he interprets: "l. ® O'RIIsR r'jb MO ITIDD 1'0(3)-
The fortunes >f nman are determ ned by God. This Iimechi
endorses emphatically. He accepts lﬁumly the state~
ment, "There is no wisdom nor understanding nor counszel
against the Lord." No man, under any circumatances,
can ez¢ pé that, Poverty :nd riches comec from God.
Commenting >n "the rich and the poor meet,"Kimchi
exprecaes tre vier that men's fortunes are prc-dut:nm{f)
Nevertheleam:, free will 1. given man in a mesz=ure. [h>
all his worldly poses:i>n: are pre-destined, Eil reputation
i® not, ihie every man deter.ines for h:lmaol?.’) Hoxr
is men's span .f life pre-dectined., He lives as long &s
his gz>54 deeds merit his e:istlnco.“,zlmhi'l lack
of daring and his piously contented outlook is thus
strongly reflected in theze passazes referring to free

will ané fate,

(1) 26,2
P73 ')QL""'SJ Dy /waes D'S»YPPL) o EY

N Ml N DS DU DY) N DT dwis
Sy ywypn Py K1 NIWIR dWwiyh

(2) Ivid: m.v-d IDLIP DYKD 'O IAD 1rrk 309 dw 532

(4) 10,27; 11,4 3PP 1rwIny
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In those comments >f Ximehi's dealing with reward and
punishment, is again seen hi: ordinary, pious out-
105k, the dame lack >f uniqueness, Jommit s¢m, and pain
+111 eome to yn;lzl)utun from ein, and God will heal
you from all dﬂlotioﬂ!'t’!od watches >ver the pious

t> that extent to which they adhere t. His teachings.

(4)
The merits of the father's bring benefit t> the children. YW
Eimchi subseribes unqualifiedly to the statement \.-‘:q" g-{.‘
i P hd
that "The righteocus is delivered out of trouble,aud the "}. V¥ ¥

wicked eometh in hi: stead.” Ee supplements this ex- "1" #
\ . .

punian with the remark: ':'thO‘ \;una are t> be the
b

:Gaiomment for the rightecus,” Simila¥ly is a commnity - .- p
¥ 90 sy e SN AT N

i — ————

unﬂu“and puni:zhed, If o slave begomes king and 7' .o,
.‘r -‘..\'.

gconsequent distress cor?:l t> a people, it is because '

of that peorll'l(lina. The blasphemous gemeration ia
7)
doomed to Sheosl.

(1) 3,11
(2) 3,7 pinn» San own 7um- W yOID DNEILNK .339 'ma;
(3)

.8 APIDART ISBW: JWRS DWh SHW: TN ]2y
igain 12,14 v
(4) 1,21 S53@3 Pryn w3n/0 Dpirsn 4> DP.Op'TS NN

N T i SR TSR
(6) 11,8 1795 MIDS 151399 7r%)y g2 A3

(6) 20,22 D AP >1333 D5Y bun :.;-Sbra.'rv_my_n

(7) 20,16 ooy xis 1o 585pnn rn 413 15w MY
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The ethical element is n>t missing in his Plety.

A pov‘.;,h one who eombines both LI/ASX AY/3yand Wy S,
I,

Wiadom is the forerunner and the pre-requisitse for i.n&“‘w '*
Creation. P 530 @ r>3y[Poon)ey o, Again, w-’“-"
on "by wisdom hath the Lord founded the earth, "Kimehi
comments ; /1'5-7’7 0-5’-"‘7“’7%/ N-?U‘f) It 4s the root and
eonditon of all exiatence

The fear of God is the indispensable pre~-requicite
for wisdom., 4his fear >f God is realised through the
adherence t> lorah, Ilms, in "every word of God ia
pure,” Kimchi sees an exhortution t> observe the Jlmf”

fhis pi>us outlook is seen again in hi: treatment
of the anthropomorphic passapes in the Bible. He meets

them with the traditional philosophy: QYN U/? /:wla A>n p,;,.")

(x) 1,2
(2) 1,1

(2) 3,19; also 8,22: 58 207 MUk 0D 15 o PRI rarnS prwns

(4) 1,2 S$oon wvIw W s,

‘6) 5005 /
AAIRY AN 'y pioba I'J’.'r-’ POEDE SN Domx 4o
NBOn O3 PPIRD DS NISHIn Mgk od,
D-ASITS POINDS wn> by own DR

(¢c) 22,12




LA

.“
27 ra

We cannot assert that Mosem Ximchi 414 or d4id not
hold any of the above eoncepts. e states them in the
gourse of an exposition of a biblical text, and not in
any statemut >f his o perasnal views, But, on the basias
of these passages, wWe nmay assert that he was a conservative,
pious Jew and takes hiz stand as exegete as such. HAad he
cherished any phil >sophy or any thelogy which was notjthe
ordinary and the commervative, he v>uld undoubtedly have
betrayed it somehow in hi: commentary. It muit be noted alsd,
that he derives all these views without resorting conscisusly
t> midrash.Thus he acquires hi. chéef charact.ristic as
exegete; he combines piety and peshat,
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3 th

Koasea Timchi's style, as seen in his commentary on
Proverbs, is extremaly lucid., Ibere is nothiag of the
invokved and no trace of the laborious, His commentary on
Froverbs reads as if it were written especially for in-
experienced readers. Even in the exposition of difficult
puaqaflz’:mhl'l style never lose# its lucidity.

His prodedure of explaining a bidlical passage tukes
on one >f three forus: one word explanations, o>r word
by word expositiona, or grouping sev.ral pazsages together
and explaining them as a unit,

In the first >f these methods Iimehi usually juotes
the phrase he wishes to elucidate and then adds one werd,
whichk he states as the subject >r the object of that Tunp.

v
Thus to 73 199/ he simply adds nisnN _Pw.nn o
ot
’ o -
to nsly: wa IU:.._IJIJI.I’Q he adds one word, WE‘..\«“"

to say by that that tne subject of

nal nna, 3\::1..
ané tiat the object of NJWy’is P o

. Kore-frequently the .
— v okan
one word given in oxplamtian d:ﬁnu a word il; that text,

3 (7)
as, e.g. m.aqg; J?Q.B‘)D. 700. A0 .

(I) As, ¢.8. 8,31

(2) 8,2

(2) 6, 32

(4) Also, £,14,16,; 3,6;,chapter B3, verses 23,24, 24,4j0tc,
(6) 4,16

(6) 8,2

(7) 14,2 ete.ete,




29

Fimchi's second mehtod is t5> take up eamch word of
the Seriptural text separately and explain each in turn,
These explanations tace on the form >f definition, or
of correlation witi what precedes or toll:wl.‘l)

Frequently, Ximchi will group together several verses
and explain them a_s a whole. 5y joining several consccutive
passages be gains a thought toat explain: the virious verses
which, singly, may be obscure, Limchi will group tos7:?ur
as many a8 five verses, and this he d>es repeatedly.

He will even Jjoin the last ver:e of a chppter with the
orening verse of the subsequent chapter, thus interfering
with the chapter lrrnngnn.ntJ.‘aiilnhi fo1lows this method

t> such an extent that it is one >f the chief charactiristiocs
of his com:entaries.

Where the text uay be underatood in more than one way,
£4mchi givea all ros:zibilities. Usuclly he employs the
expresaion A"9® marking the transition from one explanation
to anotheis In the comaentary on Froverbs this expression
occurs sixty Seven times-vhich is the finest tri.ute

(4)
t> Zimc.i's open mindednes. a. exegete.

(1) 4,26.27 ete.

(2) 3, IleI2; 14, I2 «13; Ib ~16; I8 = I9; 26 #27;
I6, 10 ~ II; 22 - 22; 1o, I8 #19; 14, 20,21,28;

16, 12,14, 16; 27, 28, 29; 17, 3,4,6; 18, 4,6,6;
18, 10, 11, I®2; 16, I,2,2,4; 26, B-13; 26, 23-28,etc.
(3) 14, 84K15,1; 16, 32,37 &I7, I
(¢) 1,1,3; 2,17; 2, 2,87,24,25; 4,22; 6,6,1I4; 9,6,7;
foontinued)
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(1)
To aeveral verses he gives three possibdle meanings.

Ocoasionally Kigehi will use the R*"9 4n stating
& seoond pos:ible meaning, and the impression is leit
that he 18 in doubt as to its validity, tho he does not
Sommit himsel? for it or against it,
S,Characteristic terms

Koses Ximehi's commentary is characterised by a
number >f expressiona peculiar to it. ‘hey can not de
looked uron as technical terme beocause they are not the
accepted terms of the exepetes, +‘hey are expressions

peculiar to Ximchi. They are:(I) pSa Desoridbing a distinet
section or unit in the temt

202t noting the beginning of
RALD wodk }s specific unit (2)

noti the c¢onclusion of a

Pirp oSws specific unit (3)
2) oLyl ;.;b one word which stands for two(4)

(Nose 4 contimued frow preceding page)

(4) 10,4.6.9.10,17.20,22; 11,856.30; 12,17.18,21;:18,9.17;
14,4.9.14.°2,33,24; 16,28;16,26.273 17}14.18.13;
19,12,18; 20,6.87; 21,IR.22;

11) 19,18; 30,32; ete.

(B) L.I; 24.24; etec.

Ibn rZzra'a term is Jomn
‘:) 9.10 (1‘. ‘oI)’b’ ,”.’ sy
L 24

4 .9
(4) 2 IRy 2hX) DYy pogn
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o's@ OIPRI (1)

DM O'Ph3 ywiy (2)

’ [} 2 (3)
e L > refering to preceding verae
and IJ.H:) the 1ollowing.
(4) t!" PIV N WP i this verse is part of

tce preceding verse, (

6)
(5) ’. Y 'R s wrsr 273 , the 3 indicates
tims.

(6) ©./’P 3  two or more ver.es are
mt.r“hmnt:ﬂ '"Ill.' ':.al..4 *C“!-'ll#l 'C r o ’]. L n..f._,

( .J
Rp>T Oyw B/P3T m.iuﬁ.r_z)sa

4. Sources: Moses imchi does not in any way,

reveal his sources, He succeeds remarkably well in keeping
w8 out of hi:= study. He quotes n> >ne, directly or in-
directly. In > 1y three passages in the entire commentary

(8)
on rroverbs dores he refer to the 5 rn .

(1) 28.17

(2) 13,1; 31,8. Ibn Ezra's typlcal

(7) IB.24.20.1; 26.28; 28.2I.etc.

(4) 26.8; 25.;“; 20..8; 26.21. etc,

(6) 2.34; 12.19; 26,14, ete. Ibn Ezra ususlly uses the term:

’p.’m 3 ugp (Ps.84:12)

(6) 8,27, Ibn Lzra's typicsl term is [DYR Sy D IIpor
j ¥

[orn Sy ni1vinb
(', Izog; m.?; 1‘01317018020.21. eta.

(8) /1,30, R/ a4, 3¢
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Even in these pa.sages t> which he gives more than one
explanation, he d>e: not quote any one or refer to any
>ne vh> advances >ne view or the other, For us, this is
unfortunate, for in keeping us s>ut of his atudy he
keeps us alzo away from hi self, If we kne+ the sourcges
be utilized we might be able t determingthe schilarly '
interests or the cultural tendencies of the man, and,
possibly, something about his personal preferences,
A8 1t 18, we are left oat:ide the bolted door, totally
in the dark as to the churacter of the man working ~-ithin,
and totally in the dark to> a8 t> the library at his disposal.
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MOSES KIMCHI AS GRMMCARIAN

It is on Zimchi's grampnstical works rather than °n
hi: exegetic that his fortunes in history rest. Tith
hies 1ittle manusl of Hebrew grammar, the Lahslak,
vimehi reached a gpublic far-flung in time as wel’ &8 in
geography. The christian scholars of the fifteenth und
aixtecnth centuries afire said o have been influenced
by this comeilation of the most essentisl rules governing
the Mebrew language. The Lahslak gained its prestige
not only because of 1ts eondenzed, texi-bodk character,
but elso for the reason thst it waes the >nly one 23 its
kind in its time..It was the omly little voluwie adapted
£-r the uses of the Jewish layman aud the vhriztian
atudent oY Eebrewfll

se are interested in Zicchi's grammaticsl views
which are explicityy st=ted in the commentary on Proverbe.
The following pages, therefore, 4o not stiempt = camplete
statement >f Limchi as gremmarian. . bat is attempted in
the subseguent paragraphs is t, review the specific
grammatical point: Kimebl mekes in the Proverbs commentary.
1. Roota.

In indicsting the root »>f a work, wimechi states

ansther biblical word or phrase, introduced by In,

(1) sacher, W. rpie hebraische 5prachxiaaensbha£t“

¥ XI,psgpe 198.
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meaning that the word in (uestion comes from the same
root as does the word refered to. Thus, for example, . |
(1) Tl -
wishing t> indicate the root >f . ayyp, Limoil says
ey o l.'nucr .1'-_??}.1'&3% ﬂa 29 ¢comes from
——
the same root from which )y >9.7 1s derived. rhe root is
y>® but Ximechi bu-not state it specifically. <e
tazes it for granted that the reader knows what he means,
Again, D'LIRR SK 185m ’n -rjggm |
Occasionally, but much lez: freguently, ktmu will state
the root it.elf, .uch as ’”r )“ 1'5. £, nm /b .Onu'z

(6) A
» ;p /W” "?". o Vb ety Yo. 2ai, walt q\\.-‘ Attt phaudt W 9&')'

T \l s
To estimate the accurscy >f Zimehi's uﬂnuom U aassen B
"'“'. \ ..by\
I took ten consecutive ro>tsindication: and com ared "™ T‘"'T W
them with the derivationa (ginn in gesenius' Lexicon,

)
\l1 ten checked perfectly. In >ne instance Iimchi may

I) 4,16

2) 11,8; aleo: 2,7; 3,24; 4,8,9; 6,3; 8,26; 10,2I ete.

2) 12,21

i) 10,2

1 11,88 &

) a s‘ ‘ ’5' ' Foa £l I ; ' e .'. W - onls € . l“l'"'“)
‘:3 ( !50) .- wihetas I \0e
4.9 ( ymannr) S e i e o ¥~
6,3 (bo9rnn ) i :
8,25 (r173mn) ‘
10,3 ( ~in)

IO.SI( Iy2: )

t ...
A ( Jn.r b sl st :
lg\&- muyp’ {¢ J o S & L by *Y
12.81 ( nSK' Y d"
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e i":-.f .ﬁ".’l b f
~ ,i’\’q I
89 V ﬁoq o A+
be thought to be careles:, Iné,3 he tracesd 9ornt>  Pe> "::

through PP 97, not stating thatdr®ris an .ramaic form. .t
mcuiana}H Kimchi blunders in establishing the rnt‘:‘r | ot
>f a form.  (n the whole , tho, Be 18 altogether reliable., ™
2. Verbds o™

Eimchi 18 not given to technical terms. Me nsed
them sparingly. In the course of his wverb exposition ’

»
.

0"

in the Iroverbs commentary he employs four gramaatical

’; .
XN&/: Sy18, TRIY Sus, I3y sy®, SY/97 DW
(2)

terus:
Under xa/ Sy/9 he apeaks of transitive Werbsa.
TPy S53/91s the expression for intran:itive verbs.

(2)
This phrace he employas only twice, 32y Sy s,

of course, the past tense, scouring twice in the c:-nntlr:?)
The infinitive he expre:ses with the terméwe owrhis
term t5o occurs only twice 4in the entire commentary. -

liot once does Iimchi give a full analymis of a verb.
In the above mentioned cases (and t e:. references,plus
3,6; I,1I; II,2; 29,26, are the 521y places ~here he speaks
51 verbs as such) he simply states one >r the other

tech:iical term. In stating this he follows one formula:

TRIY 5319 .32 s 4wed 00./37 ;
(6)

T WS TPy Sr® P;/n. Once he uses the terwPwm Sy, / ... =
(I)as,e.g., in 1, 2: . NPpS5and Ny 4
(2) 26,22-- D'n p Soho (4) I9,II-- 287 and 22,7 > 3@
- 24 ,4==- ,.;,",,,,.; (5) 14,8-== " siy»
8 ,8---- =, V37" 1,8---- $hup
Iaogl"- 7? ,‘:ﬁ hg ‘6} 8.6""’" ’:)X” SPW" b..',)’r
R1,1I-- wyyy "
2l , 4=~ PO
235 s
we== /32

(2) &..

Te=- rg/ﬁ
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After labeling the term he proceeds to express the meaning
of the passaye, without any attempt %8 complete the
analysis of the verb,
Z,Adjectives.

The tn":, 20 O .ol Jective, occurs in the omnt‘,gy
seven tinzes, Y37 Oe¢, sudbstantive, occurs four times,

In two inatances Kimchi i: not certain how to classify g’ o’

(8 .~
the word 1a question: DN 29T OWRKID) NTI-IPETY

PP Yy W OISO IR D ow yyinS

(4)
Again, BW IK YXID D& Ik 33T OWRIDI 2IDR 1307 WD > nx3

In one instance Ziuchi is not certain whesher the word
is an adjective o>r a verbd. 53/02 o0 /v Yway DU IR . Soen 7-’::’
It 18 characteri:tiec of his temper as an exegete to state
both possibilities,. dis formula in noting an adjective
is the same as tbat in noting any other form: YNAND OF . '»PD;
YA D@ . 72nn
Noxhare in the commentury doces Zimchi descridbe the ad-
Jective, or tell anytiing of the form of this part of

speech,

(1) 1,1.22; IR,26; 21,16; 22,30; 26,18; 29,I1I.
(2) 11,18; I8, I7; 25,18; 29,II.

(¥) 26,18

(4) 29,11

(6) 21,6
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& fixes fiizen.
Kiuchi gives the 3 the force of ?2/3y3, "bedause
of", or "on account of'.‘i":? PIMeaza (i7¥ 2¥3, by"
or "on account of pride“. Again, to POPgI ].’-.9-'.’.'? o> 29

"> rppn O/ 2)
be g > b4 ,t’,’ /v’ 213997 3233 -f'g'

explaining the verse: the orld houors a ing beceuse
of the large number of citiszen: he has, and j;:;truotlon

oomes 10 a prince becauie he has no populace, At timeas
the 3 has the foroe >f a .0 . 2"»opn noér 2%

M/'"P A% ‘/:)a. He does not however, define the exuct meaning
of the N, leaving the impression that the 3 in this
inztance mean:z “of" or 'ou#ot'. The I may als> mean "when"™
of "as" nwon JT3 )50 XEAD S akdad
The 7 as indicative of time i: :zeer more clesrly in ‘
nlpw ;g»{:;. In commenting >n tuis purase Limchi gives v
uuralq ords bhaving the preposition 3 express time.
fo ¥ das D3> 33> biyzz 10103 1PN 1133 A"y
_"_!'_-f‘. The D and the 3 at tines interchange, as -een sbove,
fhus, $he 18 ocecasisnslly indicative of time:

770» NI dB15S Ny pron DB D .7,_2'0@“)

(1)12,10
(2)14,28
(2)14,28
(4)9,6
(5)8.27,1&
(6)20,4




88
The » indicates oom?;%on. just as the 5 expresses union.

Tous , eXPlainingTam 75, Kimchi says:ov » >/@p » 5w .n’:zn

2355 312p 3 T'h5 0y 21231 pm.,/w X o'n

(2)
At times the 5 has the force >f ¥3y3?.

} The ), >f course,is a conjunction, “"and"., This is

its mponﬁor% function., At times, 1.17;;;1 notes, 1t
means "or", IN D2 dwry, Y .

Eimchi comments on m‘:}' one suffix in the entire
commentary. The 7 of » 24y be explains .
»Soms porovan phond ws> ¥aom

6.8be particle px.

The particlepimeans » y. Xi chi comients on it in

tw> passages and in both cises he gives it thtm?-n
meaning: DTR 4P 0Dy WO .DYR /D Je(é')'
LIy 831 . IS SKI

In the 75a»nmcn1 explains ibe pa-ticle, including AKX,

—— oy 25 ’m 20K R 25nn (M. e hias Can nade
',

_r"f Bt Grara | BFCLLas b

(1) 14,7

(2) 18,1

(3) 80,28 andagain in 26,27
(4) 4,17

(6) 8,31

(6) 11,2

(17 M D@
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6. Lexic .

Eimehi devotes a great dezl of attention to lex-
icopraphy. He never wearies of &efining words, At times
be defines words so common in the Bidble that >newonders
why bhe does it, He defines such simple words, and words
which are >f no consegquence from any intellectual
standpoint, such as %2/3, 9yn 2, 53, D' 7'/« In hie definitions
he is extremely accurate, {o gauge his lcur?;{. I took
thirty five c.n ecutive definitiona of words and compared
them vithk the definitions given in Geseniuws's Lex-
icon, Every one >f these thirty fiv?zrncku exactly.
une 57 themse is a mooted term X222 and in ihie cuse,
t>o, Timchi and vesenius give the same explanation.

This not only te:tifies t> Kimechi's acecursey,

but it testifie: aluso to the indebtedmess of the mddern
lexicographer=z to the Medieval Jewi:zh scholars,

(1)2,12.16; 2,10.12.32.; 4,16; 6,16; 6,3.27.27.2%;
7,4.6.,18.20; 8,3.6.9.27.28,38,35; 9,2.3; 10,8,1b.
13,3; 14,2,16,14; 17,14; 2I,12; 22,5.10; 25,14; 26,3.

(2) 7,20
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7.Farallel Structure and Conditional ‘entences,
Zimchi recognises parallel structure. His term for
1t 18 fuyp 49>, Thus be notes that in 8,34 SINYP dnd
repeats the thought expres:ed by the preéeding clause: 'rp?é

o/ Br an 5y J;rn. In explaining Proverbs
chapter 2, Zimchi :hows his understasding >f the conditisnal
structure. The chapter consiats of a protasis, verse I-4,
followed by a two-f01d apodosis, marked 12 both instances
by TR vis, one in verse b and the other in verse9, each
£311owdd by reflections confirming or illustrati.g the
atatement, Ziucri, tho not carrying it through to ita
final point, recognises this structure, :+ia comments on
this chpater harmonise well with ita structare.

In one instance Ximchi explains a daggesh, In %,Q.Pq-p.
be says, the 4 ggesh in the P is to compensate the losa
of the P 4in the third radical (correctly deriving wu»p ny
from PP" ).

(1) Sec also 8,86; 9,7
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CONCLUSION
Moses Xigchi has been unfortunate in hiatory. Por

over seven hundred years has he been d:nied the credit

which was due hiu as author of taree commentaries, Eimchi
eould not afford to lose the credit for theas writinga,

Just a: Ibn Esra, to whom they were credited, 4id n,t meed
them t> perpetuate hLis name in history. Parther, >f Zimchi's
commentary on Job only a few fragmentsa have come down t> us,
These commentaries. if rightly attributed to him, would not
have pl .ce. hin among the giants in Israel. They do not reflect
any unique powers., They are creditable workm; they reflect

an honesat and acourately informed mind, but they show nothing
unijue and no suggestion of the origimel, <hms, tho they

would not have secure. for their suthor a place among those

in the first rank in Jewish learning, they surely would

have won for hin an honored plsce behind those in the front
ranks, As it 1:,6 Moses Ziuchi holds his place in history
primarily as the suth>r >f the compact little, 7 5hn.

A8 Exezete he is ornly reierred t> as having made s>me attempte
in this branch >f literature. i‘hde Bacher, tho fully aware

of Zizchi's authorship >f the s>-called "Ibn Lzra™ on

Ezra, liehemiah, and Proverbs, diemiszes hin as exegete with one
unum.‘nlﬂn in history, it szeems, first impres:ions

are of extreme 1:.partanoc.puoul Zimehi w:s further unfortunate
in that the wua the son 5f a famous father and an even more

famous younger brother, Between the two ykoses has been >veslooked

(I) @eschichte der Rabbineschem Léteratur, ed. by Winter and
Wunsche.
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unduly. Koreover, he is too neat a Peshatiat, He adberes
tooplosely to his text, for his own popularity in history.

He makes no> midrashic' digressions, as does Rashi; bhe indulges
in 0o polemies; he supports no one by name, and attacis no one,
He is scrupulously a Peshatist and does not deviate from the
text under any cireumstances, lo-day, we would gladly

excuse him from practieing bis virtues if he would only
comnit a few zins and make a3 me digresaions,

” Loses imchi's importance as exegete must be given more
emphasis than it has yeceived till now. True encugh, he blased
n> new trails, There is nothing of the pioneer in his exepzesis;
but he followed diligently behind the plow >f the pioneems in
Peshat and, piowsly, rem>ved the stones and broke the olods
preparing the field for the harvest -~ at least for a harvest

that might have been,
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