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I

General Introduction

The eleventh century saw the rise of a new school of Bible

exegetes in Northern France, a school of Peshatists. Not that the

Peshatic method of interpreting Scripture was in itself a new method,
*v V,

for, in truth, it had long passed its seven hundredth birthday. The

Babylonian Amoraim had used the term "Peshat", in contradistinction

to the term "Derash**, to designate the simple, natural sense of a

verse or passage (1). But it did not gain much ground and was finally

overwhelmed by the Midrashic method. Not until the Karaites began to

use the Peshat to prove the validity of their arguments, did the

Rabbanites awaken to its merits. Foremost among the latter was Saadia,

who translated the Bible into Arabic and added a commentary based on

the Peshat. So revolutionary was this step, and so far-reaching was

Saadia’s influence upon his own and subsequent generations of exegetes,

that this period has gone down in history as "The Period of the

Peshat" (2). Bacher calls the Peshat "a new method of exegesis" and

Saadia "its founder* (3). Saadia’s influence is attested to by

medieval and modern scholars (4).

The great influence of Saadia and the development of the Peshat

were limited, however, to those lands which were under Moslem control.

The Jews had complete freedom there, and every possible incentive and

stimulus was given to them to pursue their intellectual and scientific

researches (5). Such was not the case in the lands which were dominated

by Christianity. First, the scientific attitude was not permitted to

take root; second, influenced by their neighbors, "there was no such

thing as secular science; religion placed its stamp on everything" (6);

finally, "Derash ----- to carry a Jewish term into an alien field -----

was the method always employed by the Christian theologians. .
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Throughout the medieval ages they adhered chiefly to a spiritual,

allegoric, moral and mystic interpretation" (7). So that the Derash

was the standard method of Jewish exegesis in those lands until the

eleventh century, when the new school of Peshatists, referred to above,

made its sudden appearance. Strange to say, this school was self

generated, as it were, and was almost totally independent of the

Babylonian-Spanish school (8). ' •; " ’ . Y

The term "new',' as applied to movements and schools of thought,

is not an absolute one, but relative. There can be no such thing as

an absolutely new school of thought, for there is always some thread,

there is always some link, no matter how thin and frail it may be,

by which it is connected with that which preceded it. There is no

clear-cut line of demarcation to indicate to us where the old ends,

and the new begins. The two are inextricably interwoven. In its

essence the movement is of the past; it is only with reference to the

"chiddushim", the innovations, the so-called "improvements", that we

are allowed to use the term "new". And this is as it should be, for

unless the chiddushim have their roots in the past, unless they have

a background of tradition to uphold them, they will not long endure.

This principle holds true in regards to the "new" school of

Bible exegetes, the Peshatists, which made its appearance in Northern

France. Rashi-, its founder (9), did not give up the Derashic method

entirely and use only the Peshat; on the other hand, he did not allow

himself to become entirely subservient to it. He tread the middle

path and combined the two methods skillfully and judiciously, choosing

the one or the other as best suited his purpose, often utilizing both

for the same verse (10). He kept the roots of his exegesis embedded

in the old Derash, but, at the same time, permitted it to shoot forth

its branches in the direction of the new Peshat.
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As the movement flourished and progressed , however, and the seeds

which Rashi had sown had taken root and he had raised a generation of

disciples, the tendency was to utilize the Derash less and the Peshat

more. Thus we find that Rashi’s younger contemporaries and disciples,

including his own sons-in-law and grandchildren, are thorough Peshatists.

They elaborated on the process which the master had begun, and, in many

instances, even improved on it. This is especially true in the case of

his grandson Samuel ben ^ir, the Rashbam (11), and, to an even greater

extent, in the case of Joseph ben Simeon Kara, Rashbam*s "friend and

collaborator" (12), who is the subject of this paper. Kara’s work

exemplifies the extreme development of the Peshat as a method of

Biblical exegesis. He "frankly rejected the Midrash, and compared the

person making use of it to the drowning man who clutches at a straw" (13^

Kara was one of the young comtemporaties and early disciples of

Rashi. until recently, very little was known of him. Prom time to

time scholars have studied the man and his work. Notable among these

scholars are Zunz, Geiger, Berliner, Littmann, Eppenstein, Poznanski,

and others. The problem that confronted these men was to subject to

critical scrutiny the various Kara manuscripts on each of the Biblical

books on which Kara commented, and to bring forth the most correct
edition of each; as examples we may cite Littmann's work on Kara

manuscripts on Eaekiel and Isaiah (14), and Eppenstein* s work on Kara

commentaries on Joshua (15) and Judges (16) . In 1855 Geiger wrote

that there had as yet not been found a complete Kara commentary on the

Pentateuch, but that he did know of manuscripts on the Prophets (17).

In addition to this problem, scholars wanted to evaluate Kara’s work

as a whole, and to put him into his rightful place in a historical

survey of Jewish Biblical Exegesis. This was attempted by Eppenstein,

Littmann and Posnanski, among others (18).
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For the most part, this work was done with exclusive reference to

Kara and his work. Occasionally references would be made to other

exegetes and comparisons between them would be brought forward, always

with the end in view of clarifying some point in Kara, or of properly

evaluating him, These references and comparisons would usually be

brought forward to be cited as illustrations to prove some point the

editor-critic had in mind. This paper, on the other hand, is an attempt

to compare as thoroughly and minutely as..possible the commentaries of

Kara and Rashi on only one book, the Book of Joshua, in as many

categories as possible, to see how far they are similar, how far they

differ from each other, and what are their most basic respective

characteristics.

This paper, based as it is on a consideration of a comparison of

the commentaries on only one book, however, cannot have that broad

perspective that would result if the commentaries to all the books

were subjected to the same treatment. Conclusions will no doubt be

reached concerning Kara and Rashi which our analysis and comparison

of the commentaries on the Book of Joshua cause us to think are valid,

but which, had we gone into all the commentaries of Kara and Rashi on

the Bible, would be considered invalid, or, at least, subject to

modification. It is well to bear this constantly in mind, lest we be

satisfied xhxxh with what is at best tentative conclusions.
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II

The meanings given to the name "Kara" are many and varied. Many

scholars have given thought to this question, and it seems that each

has good reasons for sponsoring his own theory, and for refuting the

theories of the others. We might do well to list some of the main

theories propounded:

1. Dukes---- 1847 ---- proposes the theory that the term "Kara'*

may mean "a Karaite” (19).

2. Geiger----- 1855 ---- says that Kara was exclusively a Bible

exegete (Bibelerklaerer), and was no doubt led to this work by the

duties of his position of Bible Reader (Bibelvorleser) (20).

Schloessinger says, in line with Geiger, that "The surname 'Kara' is

usually taken to be a professional name, meaning ’reader’ or' ’interpreter*

of the Bible" (21).

3. Jellinek----- 1855 -----says "that ’Kara’ , as contrasted with

’D ar shan’ means the representative of the ’Peshat’ or ’Pashtan*" (22).

4. Littmann —- 1887 —- says that the term "Kara" means, in

the Talmud, ‘a master of Scripture’ (Bibelkundigen) and was perhaps

given to Menachem bar Chelbo because of his extraordinary knowledge

of the Bible; it then was given to his nephew Joseph and perhaps to

the entire family (23). He refutes Geiger’s theory, that Joseph was

a Bibelvorleser, with, the argument that the title would then be

9 , and, if so, would hardly have been written defective (24).

He also refutes Dukes’ theory, with the argument that to call him a

Karaite would not be in keeping with the period and country in which

Joseph Kara lived and workdd (25).

5. W. Bacher - 1900 —- merely makes the statement that "The

title ’Kara’ (compare ’Mikra’ — Scripture) found already in the

Talmud, marks him as a Bible exegete" (26).



6. Eppenstein----  1906 — proposes the theory that Joseph

Kara was a Bible Teacher ("hatte nach meiner Vermutung den Beruf

eines Lehrers der Bibel erwaehlt") and seeks to prove his contention

from several points. First, the term for ’teacher’ in the Talmud is

' N ’ in the coml3ination r 3 "73 ’ ~7 p H---- ’a teacher of

children’. Then, the whole plan of the commentaries, the didactic

tone, the fact that Kara is not satisfied with translating single

words into French, but translates entire passages, his verbosity as

contrasted with Rashi’s brevity, hnd his constant repetition of his

so-called "Exegetical Rules ", lead one to the theory that he was a

Teacher of Bible, that he was pre-eminently a pedagogue. Eppenstein

says that he cannot accept the theories of those scholars who maintain

that he was a "Bibelvorleser” or an "Erklaerer nach dem Pschat" in

contradistinction to Darshan. If as "Bibelvorleser", he agrees with

Littmann that the word should be fc 7 //7 « And he cannot accept

Epstein’s proof that P r fc') p is the opposite to P > (£ 1 as_ - —
convincing (27).

7. Poznanski —- 1909 -----says that Joseph was called ’Kara’

like his uncle because he busied himself only with Biblical exegesis

and not with Talmudical exegesis. He adds that, in his opinion, the

name ’Kara’ was a common one in France at that time (28).

It is well to stop tight here. Where scholars cannot reach an

agreement, it would be futile for an amateur to venture an opinion.

"Ueber das Leben Josef Karas ist wenig bekannt" (29). "Little

is known concerning the life of Rashi" (30). We find that, in the

case of both these men, some of the most important details in their

lives are shrouded in mystery. The correctness of even the little

information that we do possess does not always meet with agreement

on the part of scholars.
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1. It is almost certain that Rashi was born in the year

1040 C.E. (31). We also know that the date of his death is 1105 (32).

But the date of Kara’s birth is not so certain. Littmann says that at.

the time of Rashi’s death Kara must have been between twenty and thirty

years of age. That would palce the date of his birth between 1075 -

1085 (33). Eppenstein and Poznanski say that Kara was born between

1060 - 1070, when Rashi was between twenty and thirty years of age (34).

The numbers "between twenty and thirty years" are the same, but they are

not applied to the same person. The latter date of Kara’s birth seems

to me to be more reasonable, for it allows for a longer period of time

in which to cement that intimate friendship between the master and his

disciple , which seems to have existed between them. The date of

Kara’s death is not known (35), but is taken to be between 1130 - 1140 (36

2. All that we know of Rashi’s ancestry is that his maternal
uncle was Simeon berjlsaac, known as Simeon the Elder, a learned and

revered disciple of Gershom, and that his father Isaac was also a

well-educated person (37). As regards Kara’s father, all agree that

his name was Simeon, in fact, Kara tells us this himself (38), and

that he was the brother of Menachem bar Chelbo. All are not agreed,

however, as to whether this is the same Simeon who compiled the

"Yalkut Shim’oni". Graetz says definitely that he was (39). Littmann

is not certain either way (40). It seems, however, that the majority

of scholars agree that Joseph Kara's father did not compile the

"Yalkut", liber going so far as to say that it "dates without doubb

from the first half of the thirteenth century", about a century and

a-half after Rashi (41).

3. Both Rashi and Kara received their early Jewish training at

their homes, under the guidance of their parents and relatives. Later,

Rashi travelled to other schools, in distant cities, in order to get 
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that richer background, which the masters in those places could give to

him. From Troyes, his birthplace, he went to Worms and Mayence, where

he studied under some of the greatest scholars of the time. By the

time Kara had growm up and was eligible to enter the schools for higher

learning, Rashi had completed his education and had returned to his

native city Troyes, where he established a school of his own. Kara

became one of Rashi’s pupils and thus became the beneficiary not only of

the great learning which Rashi had gained from his own teachers, but of

the added knowledge which Rashi'e keen mind was able to develop and

impart. We thus see that both Rashi and Kara had ample opportunity to

study, and that they were both willing, nay, anxious to do so. But

Rashi had to travel far afield to gather his sheaves, whereas Kara

found them closer to hand.

4. We have definite information concerning Rashi’s family. We .

know that he married while still a student (42), but we do not know the

identity of the lady. Judging by the young scholar whom she accepted

as her husband and by her children and grandchildren, we may safely

assume that she, too, came of fine, cultured stock. Rashi had three

daughters, but no sons. Among his many grandchildren, the .three most

noted for their learning and rabbinical authority were Jacob Tam, the

Rashbam, and the Ribam. His sons-in-law and his grandsons were pupils

in his school and he was literally the founder of a dynasty of masters

of Jewish lore. It was the work of Rashi’s descendants, in addition to

his own, that made France the great center of Jewish learning for many

generations, and it is the work of this most unique family that is

included, even to this day, in what may be called "a basic Jewish

education." (43). On the other hand, with the exception of one brief

statement that Kara may have had a son named Isaac, who left commentaries

on several "Ketubim", nothing is known concerning Kara’s marriage, his

family life, his other descendants, or of their works (44).
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5. In the matter of vocation, "by means of whidh they earned

their livelihood, we again have definite information concerning Rashi,

in contrast to the uncertainty that surrounds Kara. As discussed

above (page 7), one theory is propounded that Kara was a /c ? '/I . \

a "Bibelvorleser". But we do not know whether this was a position in <

a Synagogue or in a school, and whether Kara received a stipend for

filling this office. Another theory is that Kara was a Bible-teacher,6

but, again, we do not know whether he was a ' p 1 7 JI N ,
a teacher of children, for which he received ( Hf (P 'I ,

or whether he taught in the academy of Troyes gratis, g,' / O,

Torah for its own sake, and derived a livelihood from some other source.

As regards Rashi, however, we have definite information that he

"accepted no compensation from the community for his services" either

as Rabbi or as teacher in the academy, "and he probably lived from

what he earned by viticulture" (45).

The relations between Kara and Rashi were of the closest. Kara

may have been one of Rashi’s pupils, although scholars are not in

agreement on this point (46); if so, he certainly was close to him,

as in those days masters and their disciples came in contact with each

other not only during their hours of study, but during almost every

hour of the day (47). Kara was certainly a friend of Rashi’s, and

visited at his home, and the latter appears to have taken a great

interest in the work of the former. Rashi discussed various Biblical

passages with Kara, agreeing or disagreeing with him as accasion

warranted (48). Later in life, when Rashi was a bedridden invalid,

Kara was no doubt one of those younger contemporaries and disciples to

whom Rashi dictated his responsa, and who edited or completed his

commentaries (49). Rashi and Kara quote each other repeatedly in their

respective commentaries (50).
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Rashi exercised a great influence over Kara and his work, as he

did over all with whom he came in contact. Kara owes his predilection
for the Peshatic method of exegesis to Rashi, in which, however, the ‘X

disciple surpassed the master. According to Samuel ben Meir, Rashi

had hoped to revise his Biblical commentaries in accordance with a more

Peshatic interpretation, but he never had the opportunity to bring this

hope to fruition. That which Rashi failed to do, his younger contempo

raries accomplished (51), and, among these, Kara was the most eminent.

Rashi showed the way to the Peshat, he blazed the trail, as it were,

but he was afraid to go too far from the familiar paths of the Derash

(52). Kara, a younger and more venturesome blood, exceeded his master

in courage along this line. Kara repeatedly voices his indebtedness

to Rashi in a most respectful and deferential manner. Nevertheless,

it would not be wrong to say that, in the give-and-take of scholarly

discussion between the two, Kara exerted a great influence over Rashi,

even while he was being influenced by him. Eppenstein seems to be of

this opinion when he says: "so ist vielleicht ein Einfluss Karas auf

Raschi nicht abzuweisen" (53). One of the great beauties in scholarly

discussions between master and disciples lies in the fact that, no

matter how great the master, he cannot help but learn something or be

influenced by his disciples. In grinding the wheat of knowledge, both

the upper millstone (the master) and the nether millstone (the disciple)

have their rough edges smoothed down and their surfaces polished.

Joseph Kara was influenced^to an even greater extent by Menachem

bar Chelbo, his paternal uncle and inspiring teacher. Like his nephew

Joseph, the uncle, too, bore the name "Kara", or, we ought rather say,

that the nephew no doubt received the honor of bearing this name from

his uncle, just as he received his education; and training in Bible and 
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exegesis from him. Menachem bar Chelbo was himself an exegete of no

mean repute, and he must have given his protege a good grounding in his

favorite study. As fate would have it, Kara rewarded Menachem, for the

pains the latter took in training him, by assuring the immortality of

his name and work. For, were it not for Joseph Kara, the name and the

works of Menachem may have sunk into oblivion, for Kara cites him often

in his commentaries, "these quotations being almost the only source of

knowledge concerning Menachem’s exegesis" (54). Although Rashi

mentions Menachem and xjuotes him repeatedly, it seems that they did not

know each other personally. Here, too, Kara was the means of saving

Menachem to posterity, for Rashi used only those quotations of Menachem

which he had gleaned from Kara’s works or from his discussions with

Kara. Although other methods of interpretation reveal themselves in

Menachem’s exegesis, it is predominantly Peshatic. In the opinion of

Poznanski, Menachem’s commentaries are a good example of the beginnings

of Peshatic exegesis in France (55 and 56).

Another great exegetd under whose influence Kara came was Samuel

ben Meir, the Rashbam, one of Rashi’s grandsons (57). It was in

Rashi’s home that they became acquainted (see Rashbam on Genesis

XXXVII, 13). Under the gentle guidance of the great master the tw<r 

studied, and, as time went on, their friendship became stronger. It «
t VImust have been with great affection and esteem that Samuel called ■ --t

Kara » A "» "our friend", our comrade" (58). But, as in

the case of Kara and Rashi, so here in the case of Kara and Rashbam,

not only was Kara influenced by Rashbam, but he, in turn, also

influenced the latter (59). For Rashbam applied the exegetical

principles which Kara had formulated. While Rashbam’s "commentary on

the Pentateuch may be regarded as the foremost production of the

exegetical school of Northern France"(60), nevertheless, looked at 
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as he uses the Midrash from time to time, which Kara rejected entirely.

Kara no doubt had communication with and was under the influence

of all the exegetes of his time, the older ones as well as the younger

ones. He makes especial mention of Jechiel of Paris, Yomtob ben Judah

(Rashi's grandson), Moses ha-Darshan and others (61).

That which Poznanski says concerning the exegetes in Northern

Prance in general (62) applies, of course, to Kara in particular.

He says: "their knowledge of grammar they learned only from the works

of Menachem (ben Seruq) and Dunash (ibn Labrat), for they were written

in Hebrew; for this reason they often erred in explaining roots and

forms (of words); nevertheless, they exerted all their powers to delve

into the intricacies of the language  They did not know Arabic,

but the Targumim were revealed to them, for the Aramaic language, which

is closer in spirit to Hebrew than Arabic, was frequent on their lips

because of the language of the Talmud". Littmann (63) gives us a

complete list of sources that influenced Kara; it is needless to

reproduce it here. Suffice it to say that, although so much far-

reaching work had been done in Spain, due to the medium in which it

had been written, Kara, as all his fellow exegetes in Northern Prance,

could not use it and had to content himself with the works of Menachem

ben Seruq and Dunahh ibn Labrat; that, like his contemporaries, Kara

made much use of the Targumim, of the commentaries and other works of

Saadia and other exegetes, and of the works of Sabbetai Donnolo of

Italy, Kalir and others. It is evident, of course, that all departments

of Rabbinic lore-----the Mishnah, the Babylonian and Jerusalem Taimuds,

the Midrashim, both halachik and agadic, and related works were known

to him and were frequently referred to.



15

Kara was solely a Bible exegete, in contradistinction to Rashi, 

who also wrote a commentary to almost the entire Talmud. Neither did

Kara write a commentary on the Pentateuch, in contrast to Rashi, whose

work on the Pentateuch is one of the most important parts of his

Biblical commentary. Kara merely wrote marginal notes and glosses to

Rashi’s manuscripts on the Pentateuch. These were later incorporated

by copyists into the body of Rashi‘s work. Kara wrote commentaries to
the early prophets, to Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, to-many^of the minor

prophets, and to most of the Hagiographa/ A complete list of his 

work is given by various writers, notably Littmann (64). Littmann

says that Kara did not write on Daniel, Ezra and Nehemiah (65), whereas

Poznanski says that Kara did not write on Psalms and Daniel but that

there is no doubt that he did write on Ezra and Nehemiah (66). Kara’s

glosses which were laterwork on Chronicles consists of lengthy
i <^<1

incorporated into the body of . Rashi‘s commentary.^

Ill

With this rather brief and sketchy general introduction to Kara,

we come to the purpose of this paper: a comparative analysis of the

commentaries of Kara and Rashi on the Book of Joshua. We have compared

these commentaries in a number of categories, and have noted their

differences or similarities on charts, which are herein incorporated.

With these charts before us, we may draw some conclusions, bearing in

mind, however, as noted on page 6, that these conclusions are valid

only for the Book of Joshua, but not for all of Kara’s works, and that

if we were to subject the works of Kara and Rashi on other books to

the same treatment, we might have to surrender or modify these

conclusions. The texts used for this work were as follows:
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Rashi's commentary as contained in "Mikraoth Gedoloth", part 7, Warsaw
edition, 1874,(known in the library of the Hebrew Union College as

"*T, Book 191«y Kara’s commentary-----the critical edition

as edited by S. Eppenstein in "Das.Jahrbuch der Juedisch-Literarischen

Gesellschaft", volume 5, 1907, Hebrew Section, pp. 39 - 60.

A. Comparative Lengths

According to Eppenstein (67), the only extant manuscript of Joseph

Kara’s commentary on the Book of Joshua begins with Chapter VIII,

verse 13. Eppenstein bemoans the existence of this great deficiency,

and rightly so, as because of it a much-desired completeness is

precluded, and because of it we miss many interesting and important

points in the Book which might otherwise have been revealed to us.

Many other, though shorter, lacunae occur, such as in Chapter XV,

verses 37-44; Chapter XIX, verses 14-28; and Chapter XXI, verses 19-38.

Whether these latter lacunae were caused by the fact that Kara found

nothing of worth in the corresponding verses to comment upon, or

whether he did comment upon them and his remarks were lost, we cannot

say definitely. We may venture an opinion, though, that Kara may not

have commented upon them, for they consist of the names of various

places which are mentioned in connection with the division of the land.

We note that the Rashi text likewise contains many lacunae, which may

haVe been due to the same reason. We cannot however account for the

large gap in Rashi, Chapter IX, verse 15 to Chapter X, verse 11, for

there the material lends itself to many important comments; in fact,

Kara comments on a number of these verses.

In Chapter XVI, verse 1, the Kara manuscript.presents two

interpretations of the verse. Eppenstein accepts the second one as

genuinely Kara’s, but not the first. He says:



*s ibs D'in *nyn *sb t*b **d nbnnn mip utm nr rxdi '"33

.(68) iny*> *ob bsw* 8-Hpni *udh *13*03 no o'noE? □ *y , isnorib

The following chart "A" shows the comparative lengths of thd two

commentaries: some verses are commented upon by both men, others are

interpreted by the one or the other, and others are not touched by

either commentator. It is impossible, however, to make comparisons

of actual lengths, for, as we shall seelater on, Kara is verbose,

whereas Rashi is concise and to the point.

B. Citations from Targumim, etc.

We noted above, page 14, that Kara, as well as all the other

Bible exegetes of Northern France were familiar with all branches of

Rabbinic literature, and that they made frequent use of this material

Chart "B* is a comparative study of all citations of such sources.

These citations total up as follows:

Targum

Babylonian Talmud

Jerusalem Talmud

Midrash Rabbah

Midrash Tanchuma

Seder 01am Rabbah

Abo th

Aboth D’R Nathan

Mechilta

"Amru Rabothenu"

Tosefta

Sifre

"Sh’chitas Kadashim"

"Midrash Agada"

Kara Rashi

12 16

12 12

1

3 1

1 1

1

1 .

1

1

1 2

1

1

1

ft 1



Chart "A"
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Comparative Lengths

Kara begins with Chapter VIII, verse 13; Rashi begins with Chapter I

verse 1,

Chapter

. Our comparison begins with Chapter VIII, verse EBE 1.

Verses Kara com-
ments on

Rashi com-
ments on

8 35 10 15
9 27 12 5

10 43 12 6
11 23 7 5
12 24 3 4
13 33 7 13
14 15 9 4
15 63 16 22
16 10 5 4
17 18 9 12
18 28 13 13
19 51 5 9
20 9 4 3
21 43 6 3
22 34 14 10
23 16 2 2
24 33 10 12

17 505 144 142

We see that out of the seventeen. (17) chapters upon which both

Kara and Rashi comment, and out of a total of 505 verses contained

in these seventeen (17) chapters, Kara attends to 144 verses, and

Rashi attends to 142 verses. Many of these verses are attended to by

both Kara and Rashi, while a goodly number are attended to by the one
or the other. We carjdraw no conclusions, however, as to the relative

lengths of the two commentators: first, because this ratio may not hold

true as regards their works on other Biblical books, and second, because

Rashi’s comments are very short and concise, whereas Kara is verbose.



Chapter

8

8

8

9

9

9

10

10

10 .

10

11

11

19

Chart "B"

Citations.

Verse Kara Raghi

13 Targum Talmud - Megillah 3a-b
(Amru Rabotenu)

15 Targum Targum

33 Talmud Bavli —
Sotab 36b

4 Midrash Tanhuma Targum

5 Targum

14 Targum
12 tfd

/nKfc fcP

Eppenstein comments
on this:

fH'/c fc(P

iKh (69)

13 Midrash Genesis Rabba
VI -— but not verbatim.
He often omits words, adds
his own words, changes
words and synonyms,
transposes phrases and
clauses. Quotes in
extenso.

Seder 01am Rabbah,
Perek 11, Ratner
edition, page 48 (70)

Talmud Bavli — Abodah
Zara-----25a

21

40

8

Targum

Targum

Targum

13

Targum
that Kara does not quote the Targum
correctly. He makes < -3» -) h
instead of <-37 , and /<-»M
instead of ZcN* 5 He may have
done this on purpose, or it may be
an error of copyists^)

Midrash Genesis Rabba in
Sidra"vayi3hlach Ya-a-kov.
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11

12

13

13
13

14

14

15

15

15

15

15

15

15

15

20

Chapter Verse RashiKara

17 Targum
Tosefta

18

7 Targum

Midrash Tanchuma
(This constitutes Rashi’s
entire comment).

3 Bavli Talmud — Bavli Talmud —

19
27

Chuiin 60b Chuiin 60b
(quotes more fully'than
Kara)

Targum
Targum

10 Talmud "Orechin"
13a

Talmud "Orechin" ----- uses the
material without giving the
source.

15 Midrash Genesis
Rabbah 58/4

Targum

7

Genesis 23/6 and
Aboth 5/4

Targum (misquotes)

Genesis 23/6 and '’Midrash
Agada"

Targum

8 Kara says: ///
, but

doesnot give any
reference (71).
Might be Aboth D’r
Nathan.

9 Targum

12, 21 Talmud Jerushalmi -
Megillah 70a,
(Perek 1, Halacha

Rashi gives no reference;
just says 1 ? m /c e /c / n

1), but not quoted
correctly, it seems
(72)

15 Talmud Bavli-----Temorah 16a

17 Talmud Bavli (Kara
quotes Ketuboth,
but it is really in
Sanhedrin 19b (73)

18

63 Sifre — does not give reference
just says: *93 o?
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32; Yalkut Shimoni 22
(is not exact in quoting)

Chapter Verse Kara Rashi

17 5 Bavli Talmud, Bavli Talmud,
Baba Bathra 118 b Baba Bathra 118b

17 11 Targum Targum

17 18 Talmud Bavli
Baba Bathra 118a

18 . 1, 14 quotes J (j'h €> ? 'J&

19 13
I

Targum

19 29 Targum Targum

22 7 Midrash Genesis Rabba

22 8 Rashi says f,'> ^'/
but does not give source,
which I cannot locate.

22 19 // < f 6 € f) J>/fc -=>

gives no source (74)

22 15 Talmud Bavli
Sabbath 88a
Sotah 34a

24 26 Targum
Talmud Makoth Ila

Targum
Talmud Makoth Ila

24 27 Targum Targum

24 30 Talmud Sabbath 105b
Makoth Ila

24 32 Talmud Sotah 13b Talmud Sotah 13b

24 33 Talmud Baba Bathra
111b, 116b

Talmud Baba Bathra
111b, 116b
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C. Foreign Languages

Concerning Rashi, Liber says: "Since the Bible and the Talmud

made appeal to readers of another time and another language than those

in which they were written, Rashi’s first duty was to explain them,

then, if necessary, translate them, now to add clearness to the expla

nation, now to do away with it wholly. These translations, sometimes

bearing upon entire passages, more often upon single words, were called

^glosses", Hebrew ’laazim’ (better, *leazim), the plural of ’laaz’.

They were French words transcribed into Hebrew characters, and they

formed an integral part of the text. Rashi had recourse to them in his

teaching when the precise Hebrew expression was lacking, or when he

explained difficult terms, especially technical terms of arts and crafts

The use of a French word saved him a long circumlocution. Sometimes,

the laaz followed a definition or description, in a striking manner

giving the meaning of the word or expression.

"In employing these French laazim, Rashi introduced no innovation.

His predecessors, especially his masters, had already made use of them

........................ Rashi extended the use of the laazim, developing this mode

of explanation; and the commentaries of his disciples, who continued

his method, are strewn with French words ..................." (75). It is

needless to add that Kara also used laazim in his commentaries.

In studying the laazim of both Kara and Rashi in their respective

commentaries on the look of Joshua (Chart "C") , we find that in but two

instances do both give a laag on the same verse, namely: Chapter IX,

verse 5, and Chapter XI, verse 2. In Chapter IX, verse 5, they differ

with each other in the translation of the Hebrew word J ,
In Chapter XI, verse 2, they translate’the Hebrew word 9|-=? Ji I J

into the same French word, but the spelling of the French word differs

in each commentary. This may be due to the carelessness of the later

copyists, as suggested by Liber (76).
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Chart “C1*.-

Foreign Languages

Chapter Verse Kara Rashi

8 18 T*^! 1 *1'Bt7 - *J11'3*

9 5 o*iptrn - Vip)* T'y1?! r*'871K - *D*1pJ*
Ip ID J IV1?

tn'iisjip y*ba (in '□'ya) r'y1?! tnoup
11 2 (in nmstr)

( Note the difference in the spelling of the same word)

12 7 y*1?! ’r-VD

13 2 - *o’nw'?9n ni^'5i*
T'y1?! tr*8pio

15 7 T*y^3 Vl^lB - '^H*

15 9 - *1801*
*133X118*

and Korenstein______
translates "adrecevet,
gerade richten"_____

15 19 t*$j53 $p"tr - *3iin ri8*

- 'bl 33 1 ‘>11.1 O'.ll*
15 47 tT'trbs

17 15 I'y'ya T*'B1tf'8

17 15 l*?1?! IZ*81D1V'8

17 11 T*JJI?3 PI'IOllp
contrees________

17 18 t]81 ----- t*yV3 *1*> 1118
J"111 ]'11p 113178 ll^l

ni3'?'8.i 'truer pipijw
.F m1?

French erod lui__________
German - roden -- to

juproot_____________________
page 55t notes 5 & 6(7.7.)
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_ Chapter Verse Kara Rashi

18 5 - *iiny**

German -- esteit, steht

19 12

22 11

French -- revier_______

23 13 I*?’?! -

German ----- variant -----

hin-und-hergehend._________

Rashi
The Hebrew word "G’liloth" is translated by XXXX in Chapter XIII,

verse 2, and by Kara in Chapter XXII , verse 11; their French

translations are not the same.

Rashi uses^only French laazim in his commentary; in Kara, German
laazim also occur. Whether these were used by Kara himself or inserted^

by later German exegetes cannot be definitely stated; in one instance,

Eppenstein thinks that the German laaz was inserted by a later

commentator (78).
Both Rashi and Kara quoted many words and phrases from the Targum,

which might be treated here as a foreign language. These will be

found in Chart "B".



Chart "D"

Grammatical Erudition

■Chap Raahi

8 20

J9 h'bx' i

,mxn by inn

iniJRXinvi nix prb - m'DXH9 12

9 14 - DT3D Q'^KH inp'l

djh oyni*
ma Hinn
quin 5s

..0^31 0ap - Dvxn D’wwi inp-1
5I Hix sb itrsi P^ d.i'bi Diixr

bs low bsit7' - * mon
nnbnb isnj nbyob noRt?

bs *[Dnj ninon bR Din oyni
qmn

nil1? ps nrn nm dj ,0s
bi8 ,11'nbR nbir nniiin

*nit? o*iDDn nns non 'ib
iobn niio ii"bx'i oni

nr p'j'yi iober ij"j*yo
inn no moipo non BB1B
*11 it m*x nieryb mo by

o'tfjRn 181*1? Dii'iii ibipn'y
t'n* ill mu onber m*x

□no non n'pinn *□ d*ti*i
oi'xo a*i?j8n inp'i i*nn

unrrt nr p'j'yi ny eziboi
di'i u'nio inis ui'Dxn on

njn nnyi ....................... ijurx

□ '□bini ooxy wy -
, D'Ul 1'Xl I 1 nih'*?!?!

8'nzzi **ix niio* n'ynni? ni*n 'yii
i**d n8i 5yanj 18 ^ysno *'?i n'yyano
ni»nn 't?u? m*ni8 ns npPm mini

.P7W1 ioir^ix niTio pioxj no ioi("DX'I J11 "niE? O'IDD !?*1
o*iip*i n*n wi* ni'x on1? wy

,iri iiRo npini rise P’Ri
•1'81 1’8'10 0'81 0'8

iBzya - '’n*Bx*i n^'i*
] O 1 pO 'VJ81? O'n0P D'T'X
1108'1 P'J'yi E71DDW 101
....................... IJ'J'pT U'^R

nn’yo ,oni u'osnr isi noi
D'^yjoi pi' n'ner isiez di'ip

n0ot?oi Dn'^jiiE? nis^iBDi m^i
nn'iiipr d'iiid i'n nn'^ysr n0i

on'^y n'oio dt'x iior ,Rin p
lomm iRi npini fiso 'suit?

0'ipi Riner pnnsn 5y n'lio
.IlH'DjnfP R'llj

Verse Kara
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mion

Chapter Verse Kara Rashi ,.V>,'l>*
VA ■'

10 18 o'iir i'jj'u - ni'jni trns
:oiyoo '9

10 2i z^x*? ^snzr mb pn x*?
abi pin Rbi - 13TE7*7 n«

bsip' 'll bibi ma inpb n«
nioipo p't jiwb ibi rin' s'?

Ripo hi 'io - -n1? pn x1?
*?RTP' '110 P'R1? fTinn rm R1? Tip
pihip^o mi iip1? pin /iiipi? or

ir .................... , i up1? i5i pin' r1?
□ n

I'D*
□ns

ib'oi o
oinbpn

I
□
□

,pi* intk
,npb H'Di*

pb ns o'linio nn'pp oito
0 TRI 00'111 HR 110'1 Rbl
D'RTlpH 11b 'P1R by 110D1
inbpn bR idi ,tiii ii'i'p

bR 1 1 1T0BP . , . 11'R 01'1
mi' pt'o pi , ib'm i'T'
'PIRO inp'i ion ,wmni
'PIRO inp'i unnap oi'xo

1RTP Ol'S Onbo DO'TII ttR
i Din yop* 'npi'BP nxpoii

niRipn ^ip pysn Ripn ,im pinn
.000^00

13 22 □y mi - on'bbn *?8 1DH
on'bbn

14 1 oniR i^'nio tpr - DH1X 1*703 1S7X

15 3 1*0'? oi'TXp oi'n bit .l^b
odidi r*o ob bSo onbnni?.

15 19 npbnno n ni'n - 'jnm
•b nm oipoi ponpoi o'lpb
□ bpi 101 RipOl 0101 0'111

on1? bpi niinBP TPio
I'in 'npi'9P nxponipio

OUT nR

mbpb tin 101 'b nm - 'Jnni
,'IOD IRS' 'HRS' 'll ,1'bR TIT

oob bpi obpii

18 5 J'R1 RIO 0110 J1P1? - IDy'
RIO1? JRO lyopo

18 12 jir n'l bp mob - n"2 miTD

19 13 mb oTioo - -ion nm nnnro nnip
lono

19 13 Totbi oyi bR loioo - nyin “ixinnn
jmt' oiin iiiopib bpio isn opo

nyib innoo jonni poib p'an

19 51 iVmo - i*?ni 1E7X

22 19 bR mt ioi - ninon *?x unixi
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Chapter

22

24

24

Verse

34

Kara

"321 plKl m JXip'1
jo nr '-in - niTD1? 11
1*1X1 D'lXpiT n;«ipun

nn« ni»n 13 cj'dih^
'Jir j3;ki 'jj i«-)p»)

:iy naro1? u

5 im - mpn -n-^ -|TO3
iaip3 'ninis *n'E7jj

19 - Kin D*571p DTI^X *□
D'in jr^i «xon D»n^K
n« a'son d'h^.i h5>k roa

£ <% a'3i jar ,0'ixd

Rash!

mw1? u mi pixi m ixip'i
niKipon JO nr 'in - 81,1 iy '□

na'n ra I'Djn1? i'ixi o'lxpn
u 'jar jarsn 'ja raip'r nn«

iy naro1? bbbB

snpj nrojpo arna - O'jnp DM^X
roa ,0'an jr 1̂? nri3i j wi ^a

I'^ya ok tjor' 'jn« pup 'iri«
'o'? nrio1? o'n*?s ra'rn its roy

;Brn mi® ov nrn ounr

D. Grammatical Erudition

As mentioned above, neither Kara nor Rashi were acquainted with

the more important grammatical works of the Spanish School, as they

were written in Arabic, a language which was not understood by the

Jews of Northern France. But they did make extensive use of the

Hebrew-written workd of Menachem be^Saruq and Dunash ibn Labrat.

They also knew the JIassora and the wofrks of Saadia. What is more

important, however, is that they were masters of the Hebrew language

and understood its spirit to perfection; they had the "Sprachgefuehl"

of the Hebrew tongue. "Like the Spaniards, he (referring to Rashi,

and this may also refer to Kara) had that very fine understanding for

the genius of the language which arises from persevering study, from

constant occupation with its literature" (79). This enabled them to

fathom the correct interpretation of passages which would have other

wise remained obscure 
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Littmann gives a complete list of Kara’s grammatical knowledge

and teachings (80). Chart "D" is a comparative study of Kara’s and

Rashi’s grammatical comments as found in their respective commentaries

on "Joshua". In analyzing them, we find the following:

1. In Chapter VIII, verse 20 ----- both agree that instead of

we should have nanon 5g; Rashi makes this explicit-----

he quotes the section of the verse upon which he comments, adds his

emendation, and then explains it. Kara, on the other hand, just puts the

preposition 5k into the verse without any further comment whatsoever.

If one were to read Kara cursorily, he might be led to infer that the

5h belonged there and was an integral part of the Bible text. Kara

seems to have taken the idea that the 5k was necessary from Rashi.

2. In Chapter IX, verse 4-----Rashi enunciates an important

grammatical rule, in dealing with the word itbk1 2 3? 1 , He says that

whenever a verb root begins with a * , a b takes the place of the n ,
in the <7^Bnn , and changes places tfith the * of the root. Thus in

the case of the verb P*^ , it should be pi^n 1 in the 5ysnn , but

becomes instead P*10*1 . Kara makes no mention of this rule.

3. A very involved discussion takes place in connection with

the words , UVBSii , and mx-----in Chapter IX, verses 4,

12, and 14.

a.) In verse 4, Rashi takes the word ITert to be derived from

V* , ««a messenger". Kara (following Rashi) at first also takes this

word to be derived from vs , "a messenger". He cites verse 11, which

tells that these men are delegated as messengers to the Israelites, as his

authority for this. He then admits that there are other codices that give

different readings. Instead of 9°me read -------—

"they took food or game for themselves" (Kittel says that there are ten

(10) manuscripts reading 1VBrl) teing derived from _12_. (This is

an interesting point, because it shows that even so late as the time of
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Kittel, and. despite the fact that the Massora was supposed to have

fixed the text, manuscripts with texts other than that of the Massora
a,.,,

were, and _no—d-ouVfe 311 are^j in existence.) He cites verses 12 and

14 as his authorities for the validity of such a reading. Targum

Jonathan translates this word into 1111T81 , meaning "they took food".

Redak combines the "messenger" and the "f<5od" interpretations. Kara

says further that each of these interpretations has proofs to

substantiate its validity, and that it is really difficult to decide

which is correct, but that he seems to feel that the reading IT*1

'is more correct, as the entire chapter refers again and again to the

food----- ms . I am surprised that Rashi did not see this point-----

especially the connection that exists between ll^Bxp (v. 4) and

nroxn (v. 12).

b.) In Chapter IX, verse 14, the question as to the origin of

the word oi-xn arises. Rashi says this word comes from the verb

_222L» "to capture as in a net" and cites as proof ms 8*? ie>81

Exodus XXI, verse 13. But this conflicts with his own statement in his

commentary on Exodus XXI, 13, in which he says: 1 *? 118 81? N1? "IE7K1

pn- 8*71 nnnph> ns nm nnsi in 18 sin pi ins ptp 5-;^ ;pini k'm

n18D1Pp 1730 .............nl?g <?yi9a nvn ixn ]ieP nTS ^oi1?,

From his interpretation in Joshua IX 14, one would think of ms as

’ meaning "captured as in a net", whereas in his comment on Exodus XXI ; „

verse 13 he takes pains to point out that nix means " 118 "-----"to *

wait in ambush", and he further tries to explain that if it meant "to

capture as in a net", it would be derived from ™ _. He differs on

this point with Menachem bar Chelbo. In short, the example in Joshua

IX 14 from Exodus XXI 13 seems to prove Just the contrary of that which

Rashi wishes it to prove, and his comments in Exodus and in Joshua

contradict each other most emphatically. Kara, on the other

hand, takes this word in its simple, natural meaning. He does not try
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to connect tH-xo with nnx , and thus create a little midrash of

his own; instead, he says that "they (the Israelites) took some of

their food (Gibeonites*)" otxp , as evidence of their long trip, as

common sense and the sequence of the narrative would lead us to infer.

He cites the Targum as evidence that this translation is corrects

 , "The people accented their statements".

In the last analysis, Rashi and Kara accept the same interpretations

pri'-in ibnp , but Rashi loses himself in an unproductive and

contradictory grammatical discussion, whereas Kara maintains his

Peshatic equilibrium. (I do not agree with Eppenstein that PT9 ’ <,P~i

ppi (82), for Rashi’s " origan I'yap" is the same as

Kara’s quotation from the Targum " firepans'? tcnaj T’yapi").
|o’«

4. In trying to interpret I1?a , Rashi says 11 O’D8

The root of _12A_ is (Brown-Driver-Briggs) ; Rashi may not have

known this, so that the only way in which he could interpret I*?3 was

by improvising a verb from theuioun-..,^J-j—^apaheel"-----namelys
nu>iin a rolling motion. '

5. In Chapter X, verse 21, XXII 34 and XXIV 5, both agree

that the verses are elliptical. Elliptical verses will be treated

later under another heading ----- Kara’s "Exegetical Rules".

6. In two places-----XIV 1 and XIX 51-------Rashi interprets

the Piel as a Hiphil.

7. The n of location is treated three times by Rashi -----

in XV 3, XVIII 12 and XIX 13. In XV 3, Rashi enunciates the general

principle in regard to this.

8. In VIII 20 and XIX 13b we have the word 2JL- missing,

according to the commentators. iSTnn should be — an^

should .
9. According to Kara, the word *?8 means sometimes "with"

Dy ----- as in Chapter XIII verse 22.
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10. They agree that two words can be combined into one as

in Chapter XV, verse 19. cites many examples to prove this point.

Kara says that many examples could be cited, but mentions only one.

It seems to me that this was taken bodily from Rashi, as Kara adds

nothing to Rashi’s comment. , . , . Sr, i
. . — 'w'r V'-

A ^1. ■The ru^-e 'that D*takes a plural form, a 0*11 j IP*? t

according to Kara, does not hold, for it says in this verse, Chapter

XXIV, verse 19, Kin D’trrp trn^K *3 , and, according to this rule,

it ought to be  ph . Kara says D’H^K and then gives only one

example to prove his rule. Rashi enunciates a better principle, and,

because of his many examples to prove it, is also more convincing,

Furthermore, in some manuscripts it says p*"isd ns H3QH  ■■h'^k n'yK t

which contradicts Kara altogether (83). julvAr,

12. Kara, in Chapter XVIII, verse 51, posits a rule that

the imperfect tense need not always express futurity, but may very

often express "present time" (84).

To sum up---- we find that within so brief a book aS Joshua and

within the compass of but nineteen verses, twelve separate grammatical

rules are noted by both Kara and Rawhi. To evaluate either one of

these men as a grammarian is beyopd the ability of a novice like the

present writer. Suffice it to say that each, in his way, shows a

great deal of perspicuity and deep* insight into the intricacies of the

Hebrew language, and that each makes, in his own way, and despite the

handicaps with which he was confronted, a worthy contribution to the

basic tool by means of which the Bible can be comprehended. Judging

from their grammatical work on the B00K of Joshua only, we might

venture the opinion, however, that Rashi seems to be the greater

grammarian of the two/as he laid the basis and paved the way for Kara,

and because, in many instances, it seems that Kara merely elaborated

on Rashi’s work. In several instances, Rashi is clearly superior.
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E. Principle Characteristics of Interpretation

Both Kara and Rashi belong to the School of Peshatists, Rashi

being its founder and Kara one of Rashi1 s disciples. As was mentioned

previously, Rashi was the one who blazed the new trails but was afraid

to stray too far from the beaten path. We therefore find in his

commentaries a mixture of Peshat and Derash---- the Derash introduced

only when the Peshat seems inadequate. "It is interesting to note how

Rashi, in accordance with the tendencies of his age, seeks to emanci

pate himself from the older exegesis, still under the sway of the

Talmud, and how he strives for the Peshat, i.e., for a sober, natural*

and rational interpretation of the Bible. As he tells us at the vS'

beginning of the work, by way of preface (Rashi on Genesis III, 8),,

his standpoint is entirely that of the Peshat, the Derash being resorted V

to only when it can be harmonized with the text. It is true that he ’

often breaks this rule, falling unconsciously into the Derash, even 5'

where it cannot be reconciled with the plain text. On the other hand, 

he emphatically repudiates the Midrashic explanation in other innumer

able cases  It is, however, just this discrimination between

the traditional Midrashic interpretations, on the • basis of their

exegetical value, that makes Rashi the pioneer of the Peshat.

" . On the whole, however, Rashi sought to arrive at the 

meaning of Scripture independently, always guided by the frequently

emphasized Talmudic principle that no Bible-verse should be divested

of its simple sense" (85). Kara, on the other hand, starts out with

the purpose of being thoroughly Peshatic in his interpretations, and

seeks to reject the Midrash entirely. As an excellent example of his

Peshatism, we note his remarkable discussion regarding Joshua’s powers

over the laws of nature. Kara denies that Joshua had such powers.

"  er will Josua keinerlei Macht ueber Sonne und Mond einrSumen

und nur die Kraft des Gebetes hervortreten lassen. Aber, so weit es

_____ ____-J
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in den Rahmen sich einfuegt, will er alles natuerlich erklaeren

..." (86). In thia long discussion (on Joshua X, verses 10-15), Kara

is very logical and scientific, whereas Rashi seems to evade all the

vital problems that are involved in this passage. In interpreting the

word Din » Rashi starts out with a Midrash and ends with a Peshat,

neither of which solves a pressing problem.

Notwithstanding Kara’s noble intentions of adhering strictly to

the Peshat, it does not take him long to succumb to the Derash. Not

only does he often quote a Midrash (as in Joshua XIV, 15 he quotes

Genesis Rabbah) , but, despite his aversion to the Midrashic method,

he also says mjK ps (97) thereby signifying that

he is desisting from the battle which he himself started. Often, too,

he creates a "midrash" of his own, as in Joshua XV verse 18. In this

case, he is no different from Rashi, who creates a similar "midrash"

in Chapter XV, verse 19, in which he puns on the word m , and says

that it means ________ nun 11 pw ,nin IIP *730 linn tri .

To sum up---- while both Kara and Rashi are Peshatists, they

both make extensive use of the Midrash. The only difference between

them seems to be that Rashi is more consistent than Kara, in that

Rashi admits that he is going to use it when necessary, and later even

expresses the hope that he could revise his work and render it more

peshatic, whereas Kara starts out to be a crusader against the Derash

and then succumbs to its lure and weakens in the heat of battle.
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I*. Kara’s "Exegetical Rules”

One of Kara’s greatest contributions to Biblical exegesis is

his "exegetical rules", or, as he calls them, " n-^npn Pirn) n (88).

He fumes and rages and battles repeatedly against those exegetes who

adhere to the Agadic-Midrashic method of interpretation, and whc|can

not or will not see how the method they pursue ia in contradiction to

the , by means of which alone the true and correct

meaning of a veese can be ascertained (89).

Littraann gives us a complete list of these n**lpn nirni ,

describes them, and cites examples of each (90). We shall discuss

here only those "rules” which occur in the Commentary of the Book of

Joshua.
1. Kara’s rule inn Dipni ensnoi nnx Dipos mnon hi

finds an example in Chapter X, verse 10. According to this rule,

whenever a term is left unexplained anywhere in the Bible, but happens

to be explained in only one place, we are to use that explanation as

the correct one for all the other instances. In Chapter X, verse 10,

the word Drain,> * is mentioned, but we are not told what it means.

We learn, however, from I Samuel VII 10, that it means "to be confused

through the agency of a ". This explanation, then, is to

be applied to ooin*1 wherever it may occur in the Bible.

' ‘His rule ibibo io1??! in , Or, as Kara often calls it
-pj.. ' ” “ J*

13 * * 3 *yp no*?n in , finds examples in Joshua IX 4 and in X 12.

According to this rule, statements that at their beginning are either

obscure or subject to the wrong interpretation are elucidated and given

their correct meaning at the end of the passage. From Chapter X verse

12 we might be led to infer that it was Joshua who caused the sun and

moon to stop in their courses, but in reading verse 14 we learn that it 

was God Who did it and not Joshua.
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3. • Kara and Rashi both take cognizance of the existence

of , ''Elliptical Verses", examples of which occur in Joshua

X21; XXII 34 and XXIV 5. In commenting on X 21, Kara says: ninipo gr i
*?y 13QD1 nsa on "in ns pira s'?: diw1? ns p-ainan my*pp nain

___________________________I3*s*» o-na trampn aa1? *pik "There are

many instances where Scripture abbreviated their language and did not

render their expression perfectly clear but relied on the intelligent

people who read them that they will understand the matter" (see also

chart "D", page 26).

4. Kara’s rule of nl?p occurs in Joshua'S 22, in

commenting on which Kara says: “ins Dlpna J31 - D'*nl7K *?K *1 cn'PR *?bt
’DIJK ma I'jd1? nia'n (’np) bsia D’-iaa i-nyeza

-311K1 yyps nnior sin ^ni> nnnsp K1? yrwni "jyp1? Tyre HnW

y-ri* sin opni ,nnoa s> yiv ku to jkj gs ,121s s'? Tnsen -lyp1??

.5>yna s^p

G. General Characteristics
In making a comprehensive survey of the commentary of Kara oL

the Book of Joshua and comparing it with a similar survey of Rashi’s

commentary, we find that it has the following characteristics:

1. Kara’s language is the same as Rashi’s, namely: it is

medieval Hebrew interspersed with a great deal of Biblical, Talmudic

and Midrashic phrases. Wherever Kara can do it to advantage, he

prefers to express himself in a Biblical quotation rather than in

his own words. Wherever he finds it difficult to express himself in

Hebrew,.or when he would otherwise have to use a circumlocution, he

also used "laazim" as Rashi and other exegetes did, or the term

115PK | wb, if the translation be in German (91).

In his form and general arrangement he is also like Rashi and

the other exegetes, that is, he quotes the pait of the verse upon
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which he intends to comment, and then adds his remarks. When there is

occasion to do so, he quotes the comments of other exegetes or of his

numerous sources, then gives his own opinion as to which is correct,

and usually prefaces his opinion with some shch remark as *181 

, jiyop gpy *j8 nois , nan -a1 2 3?)

2. A pronounced characteristic of Kara is his verbosity,

as contrasted with Rashi’s brevity. Rashi is brief, concise, terse

----- Kara is long-winded and expansive in his explanations. A good

example of this contrast between the two commentators is Chapter IX,

verse 4, in which Kara takes almost a whole page for his comment,

whereas Rashi is satisfied with but a few lines. Kara takes

a verse, divides it into small sections, inserts his own comments as

well as numerous Biblical quotations, which he uses as authorities

to substantiate his points or as convenient means of expression,

between these sections, and welds them together into a clear, coherent,

running thought, so that, if the reader were unacquainted with the

Bible, and if there were no reference notes, he would be unable to

distinguish between the component parts.of a comment on a verse, and

would be led to infer that the entire comment was in Kara’s own words.

This Kara does with great skill and artistry, Examples of this can b|

seen in IX 6 - 8; XIV 4 - 10. |

3. Kara quotes copiously and at length; in fact, the
quotations are so long that very often the greater part of a commeA .

consists of nothing but quotations. He often tries to harmonize
verses taken from different places in the^Bible, as in XIV 4 - 10.

He often, too often, minimizes the intelligence-of his readers, and

goes into unnecessarily detailed explanations. This might be one of

the reasons why Eppenstein believes that Kara was a Bible Teacher

(page 8) as he would then be justified in explaining matters in detail
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to his pupils. He often conducts a running commentary which

explains, not a verse or a section of a verse, but a group of

consecutive verses, all at one time. An example of this is XVII 15 ff.

This is in strange contrast to Rashi’s brief and concise explanations

of particular points. Kara propounds questions and then proceeds

to answer them, in good pedagogical style, just as teachers do in

order to stimulate the thinking of their students. He uses such

expressions as nop nns  noise? yopooi :nosi is1? osV :

noifr *?*3Pon non* s'? nnyoi : nosn sopi . He thus anticipates

and answers the questions that might arise in the minds of his pupils.

All in all, Kara’s is a good commentary, simply worded, composed

in a running narrative or discursive style, good for students or for

plain, hard-working, moderately-educated Jews, who want to get the

most Torah with a minimum amount of effort and thinking on their part.

4. Unfortunately, Kara makes many errors when quoting.

While we may make allowances for many of these errors and say that they

are due to the carelessness of later copyists, we cannot help but say

that many of them are Kara’s own. Eppenstein notes many of these

errors in editing the Book of Joshua. The following is a list of the

more flagrant ones:
In Chap. VIII verse 33 — Kara says: no is *01* ”n — Eppenstein

notes that nois n*t?s* ’n :sn*s nt? snoja .

X 12 Eppenstein says lanon pia noso nr** *nyn* s*.

XI 21 — Eppenstein: ^non pia nosn nvs *nyn*

XV 8 — Kara says: ro<la be? ?p5>n , Eppenstein says: —

an nos min* *n nos savs:,,p **•XV 12-----Kara says: ___________________» Eppenstein says. -----------

nois nj'jn *njie

XV 17 Kara quotes from nia,n3 ; Eppenstein says: 1

XVII 15-----Kara misquotes from Ezekiel XXIII 47 Df1 should be

X 8 Misquotes from Deut. VII 23 03*10*? should be 1*13*?
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XI '8-----Kara misquotes Targums R-o ’rm should be rd- ■»sin .

XV 7---- Kara misquotes Tar gum R-nxp py should be trisp py .

xv 17 --- pnxn p afrsi should be mo- p a^ai

5. Both Kara and Rashi have a fine, keen sense of

definition as well as excellent discriminative insight into the

diverse shadings in the meanins of words. Occasionally they agree

in their definitions; Usually they differ widely. The following

----- Chart "E" ----  is a comparative list of their definitions:

they had conquered. A very fine distinction,

Chart "E"

Both Define Words.

Chap, Verse Kara Rashi

8 20 na * D-T

9 4 310 D’Wp D'R^O -
| J EH '

tied together; full of knots

D'ypno - cr-nso

cracked, split________

Each defines the same word in a different manner

10 40 d'-hez y*?D *3erp on - FiiniTKrTJ
inn jo n-yau d-ow oipoa

niyaan -ow mpo - nilWXHl
n-aniE?

13 25

Not half of the whole land

no -xn - jioy -12 JTIN -Bni
poy »J1 r*iRo iwaar

, but only half of what

Shows perspicuity on the part of Rashi

13 27 inap ^y o-nyn - *71221 JTI'H

13 28 noin niDpio - D'”iy
noin r1?! man *ny - DH'INn

A Tpry fine distinction------------—

14 8 m pxn HEnyw dir - -nx'JD
r'joo nr pR nxpoa 'jdioi nxpoa



<Ch>p. Verse Kara Rashi

1" r>

5'00 1 1'8873 538 ,131 J1X1
'io i'5y on sb tips 'zoo nn

131 J 1ST 8500 81pl 01
A very good definition

15 3 jo o5iy sio» no 5o - n5yi

15 9

Kara tries to differentiate

between the terms used:

“i2yi and n*?yi

13 3'03 .1133 DlpO 53 - -|KH1

,o5iy sio o'5eni' ix5 oirbo
J83 ,iii' 8i.i O85oi o'5ezit'oi

ri8 530 .1133 D'5tfn*tf 11105
5ste?'

105 51 iy3 3D11 Jir5 - 2XTI1
3 'no 7101 oipo 531 ,51333 o5yi d5b ns n*'i ,inisn' rriinooi

15 13

13 ]'8!7 0187 DlpO 538 ,11'1 13
13 3'na oi'i' 851 o"5y 85

Wil
A very good definition_____

nno'1

10817 H03 - yE’in,,‘7 *H 'B ‘JX

15 18 n'38 nnis ni5e?3 - nxi22

y»in'5 n*3pn

15 19

o5p3 n'35 oxioo
He then elucidates and_____

unncessarily, it seems to me.

0'03^31130 p« - n^-Q, nous - non

17 12

jsi * o'o5 osox ri« - 2132
873' 131109 3131 131 53

0'0 nmy - jil1?!
o'o niry : ni'nnn - nr’jy

1031 nyp33 0'8X1'

nirin - in px

mi'yo - j]1?!

038'1 - «?NJ ' J

17 14 08710 0387 - rjDV 'll “121'1

17 15 ns niisni unno - nx“l21 nr'no - nxn2)

17 16

Ty'3tf o'xyo

o'SBTi *i'ib5 isip os oonn 5s

18 1

1'0 jyio '13 053 '3 '1JJ13

1'5t7ino - c'Bnnn



Chap. Verse Kara Rashi

18 6 0'3 nn* ico 'no^rni - 'ji'-p]

19 9 □n1? M«nn jo _ eno m

19 12 1H3133 /D'I?D3 |1E* - "H3n JH *? D5
ijMB'Ett 1>19'E73 t*)

19 13 rxp nny n'yn de? - pxp ,1fly

19 29 nix lob - “ix US J IE?1? - IX

22 23 1JDD JHEP - K1H

22 24 Kin HK1' J 1E7*? KnpD3E7 JUKI ^3

23
non -0

13

1

1'KI ,D'Xip - D'J'JX
p'J'pn 's'?

T1i5> BD1E?' -
03'013'30

n)jno iip1? - D-m’1?!

113"? 1DD1E?' - DD'l'XR EQW1?!
03’013'30 Vl'JE*!

nuno I ie* - DJ’JX*?]

24 2
0'31

- D'nyn Dzrrms ire?'
O’o* nay 133 ,101*? 3

6. While it is not unusual for both Kara and Rashi to

attend to individual words and to define them with precision and
conciseness, it occurs mor^ffequently that, while Rashi renders the

definition of the single word, Kara translate^, defines or paraphrases

the entire thought, verse, or string of verses. Many instances of this

occur in his commentary on "Joshua") we shall list some of the more

important ones.

VIII 21 Kara paraphrases the words of the text.

VIII 22 Rashi merely tells us who the  refers to: a~l 1

 ■yyn nK n^xiw ; Kara agrees with Rashi, but he is

verbose and renders a paraphrase of the text.

VIII 33 Rashi explains the word niWU aS meaning Q’npn1?. ,

Kara explains the whole verse.
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IX 5 Rashi gives a brief definition of ; Kara goes into a

lang and detailed explanation on how to make biscuits.

IX 27 Kara tries to harmonize verses 23 and 27. His explanation

becomes confused and repetitive, as if he.- were trying

desperately to convince the reader of something of which he
himself may have been in doubt or which he thought the

reader would not easily believe.

X 14-16 Here Kara seems to feel that there is no transitional phrase

between the verses that would show their necessary sequence.

He therefore proceeds to supply a phrase in each place, thus

making his statement verbose and clumsy.

XIII 6 Rashi gives a brief, sensible explanation;' he does not make

a hill out of a mere heap of earth. Kara is unnecessarily

verbose; makes remarks about the conquest of the land, for

which he gives no authorities; gives a fantastic explanation

as to how the D’Dini D-nix and the functioned.

XIII 7 - 8, XV 19, XVII 15 - 16 are excellent examples of Kara’s

long-winded explanations of thoughts as -against Rashi’s brief

and succinct definitions of words.



7. Kara takes great pains to render detailed, penetrating

explanations. I cannot agree with the writer who says that Kara

"shows more common sense than depth" (92), for at times he shows

great insight into the meaning of a passage. It is true that his

verbosity often confuses the reader and makes him feel that Kara is

superficial, but this is due to his verbosity and not to his lack of

depth and power of penetration. Eppenstein has a more correct estimate

of Kara when he says: "Im Commentar zu Josua finder wir, dass er

ganz bedeutend ausfuehrlicher ist, als der von Raschi, und besonders

die Teilung des Landes viel eingehender behandelt" (93); again: "Auf

den vorliegenden Josuacommentar nunmehr eingehend, finden wir bei Kara

ein bemerkenswert tieferes Eingehen auf die scheinbar wenig interessanten

Berichte von der Einteilung des Landes und der Grenzen der einzelnen

Stammesgebiete, --- ein Thema, das bei Raschi keineswegs in diesem

Hasse behandelt ist. Karas Werke wollten eben gewissermassen Lehr-

buecher sein, aus denen man umf.assendere Aufschluesse entnehmen konnte,

waehrend Raschis Erklaerungen vielleicht der raschen Orientierung

moeglichst breiter Massen dienen sollten" (94). Perhaps it is because

Kara was a Bible Teacher (if Eppenstein’s theory is correct) and his

commentary was designed to be "Lehrbuecher", that he enters into many

detailed explanations. This is particularly true as regards those

sections of the Book of Joshua which deal with the Division of the Land:

Kara takes pains to trace the boundaries of each tribe, to locate

correctly each place mentioned in the ^ext, to prove that a border town

belonged to one tribe and not to its neighboring tribe. Rashi, on the

other hand, contents himself with defining terms and elucidating

particular points; rarely does he enter into a discussion such as Kara

enters into, and, when he does, it is not with that zest and spirit

that Kara manifests, a spirit that is often almost combative in its tone,
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Not only in the matter of the Division of the Land, but in

dealing with other matters, too, Kara strives to dig into the heart

of a question. Many examples present themselves, of which we shall

mention but a few here:

X 12 - 13 The question as to whether God or Joshua ordered the sun

and moon to stop in their courses is dealt with in a very penetrating,

logical and scientific manner. Kara discusses very clearly and

convincingly a problem which, because of its supernatural, miraculous

tang, has been a forceful weapon in the hands of anti-religionists.

Kara brings proof direct from the words of Scripture that Joshua did

not stop the sun and moon in their movements. However, he is naive

enough to believe that they did stop, that God could and would stop

them at Joshua’s request. He tries to harmonize the seeming

discrepancy between Joshua X 14 and Isaiah XXXVIII 8.

X 21 Kara finds a discrepancy in the story told in X 15 - 21.

The question is: When did the five kings flee, before or after the

Israelites had returned to Gilgal from the battle? According to

him, they fled during the battle, when they realized that the

Israelites were winning, and were immediately discovered and shut

up in the cave where they had sought refuge for safe-keeping until

after the battle; that is, they fled before the’Israelites had

returned to Gilgal. For had they fled after the battle, what need

was there to shut them up intthe cave? they could have been executed

immediately’. Kara however, does not explain the need for verse 15,

for, according to this answer, verse 15 is superfluous. Neither

does he explain Gilgal in verse 15 and Makeda in verse 21. Redak

seems to treat the matter in better fashion. This does not detract

Kara’s effort, however, for it may be due to Kara that Redak gave

thought to the problem; at any rate, Kara looked into this problem

whereas Rashi passed it by entirely.
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Other verses where Kara is more penetrating in his explanations

than Rashi and more meticulous as to details are XIV 4; XV 2-3; XVII 5,

15-16, 17-18; XXII 22; XXIV 19.

8. There are times, however, when Kara is superficial and

when he gives a great deal of attention to points that are obvious. As

examples of this characteristic we can cite IX 1. 3 in which he merely

repeats the text in paraphrase; IX 16, 23, 27; X 8, 10 on which Rashi

sees no need for comment, as they are obvious;. XIV 11, the thought

being understood from the following verse; XI 15, 20; XVIII 7, the

comment on which is merely repetition of what he already told us in

other chapters; XX 4, 39, 42; XXII 1, 4, 7; XXII 10, the comment on

which is nothing more than the contents of XXII 28 ff.; XXII 23.

X 18-----Kara's comment does not help, and is unnecessary. The verser-is

perfectly clear. D<~1*P9 .... 1 *i’pan 1 is a tautology and adds nothing.

D*gHR... i is just as good and understandable. X. 20-----

Kara repeats the entire verse verbatim. The final comment 1 is

not convincing; it may have been that they did not want to. Kara is

very pedantic here. X 24 --- on the text *?y ns

n^Kii p-p'yon Kara makes the asininb remark nns; noKW no p- ^p1?

pmn lo’nioi (Deut. XXXIII 29) as if the word noa means "neck"

or "throat"’?'’ It appears from his comment on this verse that, in order

to be able to say something, he must pervert the meaning of a word.

x 42  nns pys in this verse Kara interprets as meaning nnt< piBi

Not only does he not add to the clearness of this verse, but he +

confuses, as one may not know what P^9 means in this connection. <u.A-,Ajbi

XV 18 — Much of his comment here is unnecessary; it is obvious that

the object of inn’DPI is l?KM.ny_ and that 2L&25L i3 the su^ect’

without Kara’s telling us so. •*,
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9. Kara is bombastic in his expressions and argues in

dogmatic fashion, except when he is unable to explain a verse and

leaves it up to God for a decision. Even then he seems to say:

"If I cannot explain this verse, no other human being can do it, we

must therefore leave it up to God". Rashi, on the other hand, is

quiet and modest in his expressions, humble and self-effacing in his

demeanor. Numerous examples presnnt themselves:

IX 4 .......... I1? P1? ,V>2n nK py? ns nnn*y  niign i*5y g*

U'nbK n5u nni33n ^15 T*k nrn mi pj .......... P-wn pi , Tery dogmatic.

IX 27 Kin p# yin , very dogmatic

X 12 iniia 5y k5k.......... ‘pma pkez...........nnKng -jnyni n5y* k5i

X 21a T9 *10X1 nurpn p noiK nnK os.......... -jnyn 5y n5y* 5k

X 21b Both Rashi and Kara explain the term ^Kng* *115 pin k5 in

the same manner; Rashi does it quietly and humbly, whereas Kara

holds forth in a long harangue and ends with yog* *ngn*9g nxpoii
np5 q'oi'i ppp .. . . . f

<X.J- V—-

XV 3,5,6, Kara says dogmatically 1 11 Tins 13 or i Bins, as if

his say-so was the last word in the matter. He uses the term

55so in a similar manner, it seems to me. He shows no humility.

XY i9  phi dk pan *ng*i*9g nspon Why does he say this,

particularly the word ’fig-rag , when Rashi explained this verse

in this manner long before Kara, and cites three examples to his

one?
5 ng*o5 p'gpyoi hk5 -]gno o*g* noK nn iezki

xyjii 15 __________ Kin p* hi*k *nyi* k5i ,-wk p* 5k - no* *?mrt SX'l

Kara is not as modest as Rashi is in the above statement; he

tries to find a sea, and even says Kin pg y.H»

XVIII 19 15 *ng”i'9 *nn ~~ very bombastic

XX 18  Kin pg yini.
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10. There are many instances in Kara’s commentary on the

Book of Joshua where he not only uses Rashi’s interpretation or agrees

with him in preference to some other opinion, but where he also uses

Rashi’s actual words and quotes his sources. There are instances where

Kara uses Kashi’s exact words without adding one word of his own or

making the least change, and without giving credit to Rashi.

X 12 Both agree that the word uD1 means lnpn, "wait"; they both

give the same references to substantiate their definition.

X 21b Both agree in the interpretation of ^Klg' *Ja5 fin . one

reference is the same.

X 40 They agree on the meaning of t but aay it in different

words.

XI 8 Kara gives Rashi’s interpretation of D<D fiiPlffo , cites another,

and then says that Rashi’s is better: | ifrsn | nnsi ,

XIII 3 They agree that there is a discrepancy between the number of

kings the text intends to enumerate (5) and the number mentioned

(6). Both quote the same source (Chulin 60b).

XIII 7-8 Both agree, except that Rashi is brief and Kara is verbose.

XTV 10 Both have the same thought as found in Erechin 13a. Kara refers

to it explicitly ----  Rashi uses it without giving the reference.

XIV 15 Both agree in all but one of the interpretations.

1 Both agree — Kara is verbose

5 Both have similar, almost verbatim, expression for the same idea.

17 They agree: DKn 1° ’ns K 3 n y asm (Kara),iPKp - 2*73 '*nK(Kasl

19 They agree on the meaning of «

In the following verses, Kara uses verbatim or almost verbatim

citations from Rashi: XVIII 19, 20, 13, 29, 41, 47; XX 8,9;

XXI 5r, 9, 11, 18; XXII 22, 34; XXIII 13; XXIV 11, 25, 26, 27; 32, 33
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Chart "F"

__Historical, Perspective

-.ChSP-r- Yers_e_ ' _Kara_ .Rashi

ii 18 dk yc’in' nt?y trn d'D' inmo typin' n^y D'in d'd'
tdi^o : TOFI^D n^KH  'l/’DH mm1? pronto rr'iTB? otnon iso

ninnVorr t'r'x niotnoB' *"syx j»o» i'txt'? 'to yoxn eztoo nx
.onx pnso I'n x"? it Tyo ir onrx ru'r'njn nnxi tdxw 's'?

.xmnjn moo

12 8 nn^Kii ninyii n>i^ii inn
tpxD xnn io 111D11

j"j'yo , I’y’yn nixopn 'net nx
□mp^noo ntm' ytt?in* ,tjdj nrn
I *7 iT'iT X1?® ^XT^'D Tnx ,T' >T X>E?

□ 'mo nytoD*? th iw i^Btyo: t>to
yor> my: jot iVb^oi t.to
D'D -jBtfD niTtfXO JOI ,HTty.T
nip^iT1? thoi nypoo o'xxi'n
iTVTD1? TOTDO JOT niTPH nx

.Tynn? ann pxo jot .tdt nnno
10 ,'IIDKni 'nnn .npT nn.TO
D'Dny nyot? px ^o orr1? p'r'n

. 1 V?n

14 10 (x"y i*' J'^oy) (x"y i"' j'ony)

15 2“3 Each_tri_e_s_ to_make__a_ map1_as__i_t_were, _o_f__the_houn_d_aries_of

Palestine. They go into geographical details as to rivers,

lake s L _citj e s _ and. _trj b al _ ter_r_i_tpr i e s._________________________

15 14 nn'n onx1? :1>1 D^D 1
y^irr* 'D'o J"t? yBiin'

TDXW HDO JlTOn >TTO>J X1?
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11. Both Kara and Rashi try to exercise historical

perspective, with more or less success. Sometimes Kara seems to

have better historical insight than Rashi, at other times it is

Rashi who surpasses Kara.

XI 18 ----- Here Rashi becomes Midrashic, borrowing from the Midrash

Tanchuma, and his comment appears childish. Kara, on the

other hand, is clear, rational, and historical: "This verse

comes to tell us that, although all the battles in which

Joshua engaged are described in close sequence, actually they

were not fought one immediately after the other, but over a

period of many years".

XII 8 - Rashi makes no comment on this verse, and thus seems to

be wiser than Kara. This must be merely conjecture on the

part of Kara; I cannot see how the land could have been

divided in accordance with Kara’s outline. If the portion

that was given to each Israelite extended from the mountainous

region in the north of Palestine to the "Negeb" or southern

most region ----  then I cannot see, first, how any person could

tend to so long and narrow a strip of land, and, second, how

there was sufficient land for all the nine and one-half tribes.

I
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XIV 10 -- Kara and Rashi agree here, hut neither contributes any

thing of his own. They both draw from the same Talmudic source.

XV 2f ---- Each tries to reconstruct Palestine as it looked after

it had been divided. As mentioned above, Kara is more

detailed and penetrating than Rashi. It is beyond the

province of this paper to determine which is nearer the truth,

although it would make an interesting study.

XV 14 ---- In this verse, Rashi is after historical accuracy, which

he fails, however, to attain. He says that Caleb’s conquest

of Hebron, which is mentioned here, did not take place until

later, after the death of Joshua, as told in Judges I 10,

but that it is mentioned here in order that it may be possible

to give a complete survey of the division of the land. It

does not seem , however, that the event of Caleb’s conquest of

Hebron, as recorded in Judges I 10, took place after the death

of Joshua, for Judges II 6 still speaks of Joshua as living

and active, and his death is then recorded in Judges II 8.

XV 63 ----- This verse presents a number of difficulties. Rashi

contradicts the statement made by this verse that "the Children

of Judah were unable to conquer the Jebusites". He prefers to

agree with the statement in the Sifre that they were able to

do it had they been permitted, but that they were restrained

by Abraham’s oath to Abimelech, as told in Genesis XXI 22 - 34.

From this it would appear that the Jebusites were never

conquered by the tribe of Judah, because of the everlasting

character of Abraham’s oath, but that the two peoples dwelj

together. Kara says, however, that Judah was unable to ,

conquer the jebusites until the time of David, from whifih w

may infer that Judah was physically unable to do so, but needed

the strength of the United Kingdom to help them. Kara cites
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II Samuel V 8 as evidence of this. But while II Samuel V 8

tells us that David wanted to strike at the Jebusites, it

does not tell us that he accomplished his purpose. First,

then, how can Kara accept a mere attempt as an accomplishment?

Second, if we accept the statements of the Sifre and Rashi as

correct, how did David dare to attempt an attack against the

Jebusites, since it was a violation of the oath given to

Abimelech by Abraham? And, finally, in view of the fact that

both Kara and Rashi try desperately, each in his own way, to

explain away or ’to rationalize the statement: "And the children

of Judah were unable to conquer the Jebusite", why do they not

make a similar attempt to explain away or to rationalize the

similarly derogatory statement: "And the children of Eanasseh

were unable to conquer those cities, and the Canaanite was

satisfied to dwell in this territory", (Joshua XVII, 12 - 13)?

To sum up ---- both Kara and Rashi feel that there are certain

historical inconsistencies in the Book of Joshua. Whether their

explanations are good or bad makes no difference. They did not have

the science of Biblical Criticism and its revelations or the

historical approach to guide them. They did the best they could for

their time and training. Suffice it to say that they sensed some of

these historical difficulties and attempted to explain them, thus

paving the way for further study of the subject.
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General Summary

In their commentaries on the Book of Joshua, Kara and Rashi

attend to almost the same number of verses. This does not allow us,

however, to draw any conclusions as to the relative lengths of the two

commentators: first, because this may not be true in their works on

other Biblical books, and second, because Rashi’s comments are brief,

whereas Kara’s are long.

Both Kara and Rashi make frequent use of the various branches of

Rabbinic literature, with which they were thoroughly familiar. In

their commentaries on the Book of Joshua, they quote mostly from the

Targum and the Babylonian Talmud.

Both Kara and Rashi use "laazim" in their commentaries to

facilitate translation or explanation and to avoid circumlocution.

Rashi uses only French laazim; in Kara, both French and German laazim

occur, the latter may have been inserted by later German exegetes.

Both Kara and Rashi show deep insight into the intricacies of the

Hebrew language and exercise remarkable perspicuity in deriving correct

grammatical principles. Judging from their works on the Book of Joshua

only, Rashi seems to be the greater grammarian of the two and in a

number of instances is clearly superior to Kara.

While both Kara and Rashi are Peshatists, they make extensive

use of the Midrash. Rashi is more consistent than Kara, however, in

that he admits that he is going to use it when necessary, whereas Kara

starts out to be a crusader against the Derash and then succumbs to

its lure and desists from the battle.

Kara’s language is similar to Rashi’s ----  medieval Hebrew mixed

with Biblical and Rabbinical phrases. He quotes copiously and uses

many laazim. The "lay-out" of his commentary is similar to that of

Rashi. Kara is long-winded and verbose; Rashi is brief, concise, terse. 
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Kara's commentary is simply worded and composed in a running narrative

or discursive style, which makes it easy and attractive for students

and moderately-educated persons to read. There are many errors in

the Kara text, due either to Kara's carelessness in quoting or to the

carelessness of later copyists. Both Kara and Rashi manifest a fine,

keen sense of definition as well as excellent discriminative insight

into the diverse shadings in the meanings of words. At times both

Kara and Rashi attend to individual words and define them with

precision; more frequently, however, Rashi renders the definition of

the single word whereas Kara translates, defines or paraphrases the

entire thought, verse, or string of verses. Kara takes great pains to

render detailed, penetrating explanations and to dig, as it were, into

the heart of a question. He often anticipates questions and seeks to

answer them as well as he can. However, there are times when he

becomes superficial and when he seems to give a great deal of attention

to points that are obvious. He is often bombastic in his expressions

and argues in dogmatic fashion, except when he is unable to explain a

verse and leaves it up to Sod for a decision. There are instances
where Kara uses Rashi's exact words and sources, withwi" adding one

word of his own or making the least change, without giving credit to

Rashi or to his sources. Both Kara and Rashi recognized the existence

of certain historical inconsistencies in the Book of Joshua and sought

to explain them thus paving the way for later scholars.
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IV

In the footnotes to his critical edition of Kara's commentary on

the Book of Joshua, Eppenstein gives us thirteen important references

to Rashi's commentary (VIII 13, 30; X 12; XI 8, 25; XIX 13; XX 9;

XXI 18; XXII 34; XXIII 13; XXIV 25, 26, 32), seven to Redak (VIII 13,

29; IX 1, 27; XIV 4; XXII 20; XXIV 11) and one to Ralbag (XXII 19).

’.7e have already mentioned the fact (page 12) that Rashi was being

influenced by Kara even while he was exerting his own influence over

him (95) . Redak, Ralbag, Rashbam and perhaps many other exegetes owe

much to Kara, although, for the most part, they make no direct mention

of it and do not cite him explicitly. (Rashbam is an exception, for he

refers to Kara repeatedly in terms of friendship and endearment).

"Unser Autor wird in der spaeteren Literatur verhaeltnismaessig sehr

wenig zitiert, Doch ist sein Einfluss gleichwohl wahrzunehman. Denn,

wie die Noten zu unserer Edition des Commentars zum Richterbuch (and

to the Book of Joshua) erweisen, hat besonders David Kimchi seine

Commentate benutzt  Auch Levi ben Gerson aus Bagnols (Ralbag)

verraet in seinen Commentarien eine Bekanntschaft mit Karas Schriften"

(96). This is perhaps due to the fact that in those days the works of

prominent authors became the common property of the gropp to which they

belonged and could be utilized by everybody, and perhaps also because

scholars knew their sources so well that the mere mention of a thought

or quotation would suffice to locate its source and author without

recourse to reference notes.

Great as was Kara's influence over later exegetes in the inter

pretation of various words, verses or passages, his influence in

guiding them in their general approach and methodology was even greater.

His example encouraged them to make bolder strides in the direction o.

the Peshat, to seek the natural, unadulterated meaning of Scripture.

Until comparatively recent times Kara was thought to be of little 



consequence in the field of exegesis, and that most of his -works

were "ganz von Raschi ahhaengig" (97). Modern scholars are agreed,

however, that Kara manifests a great deal of independence of Rashi,

and is entitled to glory on his own account. "Inner aher sind seine

Arbeiten selbststaendig genug, urn neben denen Raschis gelesen und

geschaetzt zu werden" (98). Eppenstein considers Kara’s work to be

even greater than Rashi’s: "Joseph Karas Teistungen sind, neires

Erachtens, inbezug auf die sinngemaesse Erklaerung hoeher e inzusch aetzen

als die Raschis" (99).

Kara further influenced other exegetes through his sr—called

•Kxegetical Rules", by means of which he put the methodology -of

interpretation into systematized principles. "Kara hat das grrsse

Verdienst die exegetischen Regeln systematisch in Azweniurx zn

bringen, wodurch er auch auf Samuel b. Meir vorbildlich gewirkt hahem

duerfte" (100).

The commentaries of Kara and Raschi, when used together, make a
very good combination, for thej^seem to complement and supplement each

other (101). Kara’s verbosity and Rashi’s brevity, Kara’s treatment

of passages in a comprehensive manner and Rashi’s minute interpretations

of individual verses and words, and other divergent characteristics,

when applied together, seem to enhance each other and to render the

Scriptural text more understandable. It would make a very interesting

study to determine to what extent, if at all, later exegetes combined

both of these methods, Kara's and Rashi’s, in the writing of their

own commentaries.
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V

Owing to the fact that until comparatively recent times Kara was

not so well known, his place in Medieval Jewish Biblical Exegesis, or

even in later exegesis, Jewish and Christian, can hardly be compared

with that of ^ashi. As noted above, Kara influenced many exegetes, but

these were his contemporaries or immediate followers. But his sphere

of influence was limited, and with the passing of time his manuscripts

were lost and his work forgotten. One cannot say of Kara that which

Schloessinger says of Rashi: "Rashi became and remained throughout ill

the Middle Ages the ’Expounder of the Law’, the 'Parshandatha'

^e introduced the lad to the Bible and afforded also the riper man,

even to the scholar, the opportunity for thought and research

Rashi was a book for young and old. In the fourteenth century,

a man was considered to possess but the most elementary education, if

his knowledge was confined to Rashi's Bible commentary; while, on the

other hand, the most respected and celebrated rabbi would regard it as

a compliment, if it was said of him that he was familiar with this

commentary1' (102).

Kara did not exert any influence upon Christian exegesis, as Ras

did. Christian exegetes, or at least, most of them, used -Rashi rather

extensively, both in the original and in translation. Nicholas de Lyra

plagiarized Rashi to so great an extent that he was termed ''the Ape of

Rashi" (103). Christians quoted from Rashi's commentaries without

giving him credit (104). This cannot be said about Kara's works.

Neither did Kara found a great school, nor did his commentaries

inspire an immense literary activity and research in philosophy and

religion, as did Rashi's commentaries (105). Even to this day, Rashi

is studied in every Cheder, Talmud Torah and Yeshiva, whereas Kara is

known only to the few who have made the field of exegesis their

special study. let us hope that further research will shed more

light on the man and his accomplishments.
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