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REDAK AS EXEGETE AND GRAMMARIAN l
WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO
HIS COMMENTARY ON

HOSEA

CHAPTER ONE -- LIFE OF REDAK.

We are uneware of the exact date of Redak's birth. We find

however, that in 1232 he was already an old nnn.l)ﬂi- father died when
he was ten years of age. From the fact that he mever quotes his father
as (my teacher) but rather (my master my father) we mey therefore con-
clude that fie did not study under him. He did, however, apply the term

‘17 to his brother Moses, from whim it appears that he received most
of his education. "Yet it must be remembered that Redak learned more from
books than from 'ritar-“?)“Unliko most Jewish learned men the besi part
n{ whose knowledge comes from oral teaching, he owed much of his attain-
ments to his own reading, which was of a very wide neture and which em-
braced a large proportion of Hebrew literature up to the twelfth c-nturgz“
He studied all the grammars and commentaries which were available to him.
From these sources he drew much material which wae later to serve him as

intellectual sustenmance. "They (the Kimhis) were not mere transcribers

or compilers, but natural interpreters and expositors, teachers by mature



as well as by profession. Especially is this true of Redak in whom the
didactic talents of the femily reached their h:lghutt‘)' He gathered and
in a systematic manner arranged all that he cleerly understood. He was
no original writer. In the introduction to his Miklol hé regards Rim-

self as a ‘;_*ﬂpn Nk D‘ng QP ‘:'ZQ ("A gleaner of the

ears of corn that fall from the reaper's sickle™). He scaled the heights

of grammer, philology and exegesis and was, therefore, honored withthe
saying from Pirke Aboth mmiy '}"X n?):j '}”K OX .

In Arabic speaking circles this name was pronounced “Kamhi™.

(From the word Kemah - "corn ground small™). From this is to be a ex-

plained the French surname "Maistre Petit™ - (small master).




CHAPTER TWO -~ CHARACTER OF HIS WRITINGS.

Redak,like the Kimhis, did not draw from his own intell=
ectual resevoir, nor did he enter into the depths of philosophy mor did
he hurry to set up rules to suit his own reasoning, but rather learnmed
very much from his predecessors and adopted the method of pursuing the
proper method of investigating the smallest detail and them applied the
gimple rules -hicr-l} hed the support of meny noteworthy examples. "Kimhi
did not possese the etrong originslity, the deep perception hor the
sharpness of Ibm Ezra, yet he possessed other important qualities. He
is free from the philosophical prejudices of Ibnm l:n".s)

By omitting Ibn Ezra, we may readily say that Kimhi among
all the commentetors serves as the best example of correct exegesis.
He shows more firmness than the latter representatives of the school
of Raghi, when he disregards the homiletical imterpretation, for to
him the natural interpretation alone is the true -tho':z What
Meinmonides was in the field of philosophy, Kimhi was in the study of
the Hebrew I.nngu.ng He creeted nothing new, neither did he discover
rules hitherto unknown but delve déeply irto the foundaticn of the
Jsnguege mnor did he spask of the spirit of the Jew hovering over ihe
langusgej; he merely spoke concerning all that he found through the
aid of his simple ressoning, in the earlier books. His method was like

that of the grammarians of the Middle Ages, empirical or inductive.
His grammer is not presented and described scientificelly but he rather
presents & descriptior- of the languege forms and offers a proper ex-

planation of the true process of the langusge. ™A methcd of reducing



language to the fundemental rules and principles, and whose process is
bound up with philosophical criticism of grammar and raised to the status
of a science was yet far from him and his tino?z He beceme the rep-
resentative of the then known grammatical “science"™ both because of his
great knowledge and because of the fact that he was well equipped with
biblical knowledge. He was well versed in the Targumim, rabbinic and
midrashic writings, and the writings of his predecessors. He brought
order out of chmos, by bringing their work together into a clear anmd
methodic presentations. He sought out the individual language appear-
ances and showed how they may be elucidated and supplemented. "He often
resorted to the utilization of the dialect which oftea merved to shed
much light upon the Hebrew in the Bible, in the language of the Mishna,
both the Talmud Babli and Jerushalmi, later Hebrew and on the develop-
ment of the payitanim found until the 13th century. These works, be-
cause of their many idions, are indeed a veritable storehouse of words
and languaze explanatioms. Also through them whether they directly con-
tain%n explanation of the worde and ferms or indirectly through free
iaterpretations, they nevertheless hint in a very fine way to grammatical
bbtsrvatious?z "Hig fine critical instinct amd thorough sympathy with
the Hebrew language usually led him to adopt the best of the views put

19) =J
forward by previous writers? "That whick'makes him especially outstand-

ing end valuable is the compleio method of his presentation and also the
11)
many good definitions he offers.” Ii= greatly utilizes rare Hebrew words

and forms for his explanations. He also uses the Aramaic and Arabic,

e K



although he considers the Hebrew language as the original and complete.
In his explanations and comments he greatly relies on the Peshat and
often cites the targumim. "He also made a study of the various customs
and rituals which he had before him. He also made a thorough study of
the Targum of the Prophets, yet seldomly used the targum of the Heg-
103!‘!]'.&!{3) He expresses the opinion of the Telmud and Midrashim
merely for the sake of those lovers of drash yet he never hesitates
from adding his comment that this drash is far fetched or that the
author of the drash erred in the v erse and failed to motice etc. He
is at times diffuse and repests himself in differemt worde. This is
due to the fact that he thinks he did not make himself clear. We can
easily overlook this fault as he readily redeems himself thrcugs his
beautiful style. "He (Redak) arranged and prepared a table for us
filled with the finest food, and all who came after him ate of his

bread and drank of his wine ani crowned him king over all the scholars
13)
of language.®

In all his undertakings he was dominated and governmed by
two principles =-- dissemination and unification. "“So successful was
ke, that while he popularized and made current the views of his pre-
dle-taoritz "he ate the same time made their works superfluous and

helped to sink them in an oblivion from which they were not rescued

until the uineteenth cantur}!:1

e



TRADITIONALISM

Redrx is governed by the spirit of Traditionalism. If we

consider the time and plece of Redak, we will then understand the resson

for his being a traditionalist. The Jews of France during that period
looked with askance toward every science, and therefore the study of
grammer wes no exception. He who dared to treat any work critically,
was running the risk of being excommunicated or being denounced as &
heretic. Therefore, to expect such martyrdom from the strict be-
liever Kimhi would be expecting too much. The nature of the man may
also have a greet deel to do with this method. Redek was a timid man.
"He does not mention (in his writings) the te books so thai no
difficulty or misunderstanding mey enter his hoots]..?') I see no reason
for not mentioning these booke. It is his duty to accept or reject,
to praise or condemn these books, but let them be mentioned and be
xade known. The following comments of his, which I carefully selected
from his commentary, will furnish us with many statements pertaining
to his traditionalism.

137 He believes that an engel of God smote the army of

Assyria and saved Judah from the heands of Semacherib.

515 Commenting upon “.T\?PT)__BA‘ N 'll‘JJf

y he says it means, I ghall remove My divinme

presence from them snd shell return to the heaven which is my place of

glory. Such & comment betrays the theology of Redek, i.e. he believed



the heaven to be the divinme resting place.

T2 He makes the comment that all is known to God and when

the people receive their punishment they will recognize the fact that

I (God) kmow everything and that I reward them accordingly. Redak,

we here ses, believer that God keeps a sirict account of our deeds,
and rewards or punishes us sccordingly. Joseph Karo end Ibn Ezra offer

the same interpretation.

736 He errs in believing that the heart is the organ of theught.
He says? 1 Q;ZTQH N AU AN "-23 K1 2‘3:’1
« He alsgo

believed that mental activity does not cause one to become fatigued
TAn Y nawn ®w b .
816 Redsk follows the traditional interpretation as expiamined in

I Kings 12128, that Isrsel did not learn how to make the calf from the
notions as they had learned the other forms of idolatry but it was rather

of their own handiwork, a product of the wilderness.

10:12 He quotes his father who believed in a material reward and ),
& (e '-c"‘;a
punishment; Redak, evidently had the same belief. In his Miklel P.73s, & ..~
.‘-c 4 m-fz
he ascribes Mosaic originm 100 HWDLJ L) WK destt ™ ¢ dule
to the vowels. = ,mfuo( g4
Ix

TNFLUENCE ON CHRISTIAN WRITERS.

The tremendove influence of Redak was not omly felt on
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Jewish schélars but also on Christian. His works became a veritable
fountain source of Christian informatién. Scholars during the thir-
teenth century did not profit by the Sepher Miklol, but in the six~-
teenth century it influenced Reuchlin and his contemporaries protu::}.y.
Luther's knbwledge of Hebrew was studied from Reuchlin's grammar which
was based almost entirely upon Redak's Sepher Miklol. The Latin Bibles
of Pragninus (1523) and Munster (1534-35) were influenced by his ex~
egesis and these in return were indirectly instrumental in influemcing
the earlier English versionms.

The transiations of the Authorized Versiom =--- the King
James' Bible of 1611 =-- were directly influenced by him.Special attention
was paid by them to the Hebrew text of those passages which ccaiain the
comments of Redak. "In 1506 the humenist Reuchlin wrote the first Hebrew
grammar and dictionary produced by a Christian scholar, and his teachers
were Jacob Jehiel Loans and Obadiah Sforno. Sebastian Munster and Paul
Fagius were the pupils of Elias Levita (1469-1548), a versatile man
who became the link between Kimhi and the Christian Habraiu:zg' Redak's

W ™ J:
influence mey b e traced in every line of the Anglican tramslatiom. (1611).w
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CHAPTER THREE -- WORKS

His first contribution, which is his magnum opus is the
Miklol, "Book of Completing®™ or "Summing Wp" which is a combination of
2 grammar and a dictionary of the Bible. He refers to his Miklol im
his commentary to Hosea three times (4113, 611, 812). There are no
references to his dictiomary. Lat$r this work was divided imto two
distinct parts; the first under the title “The Book of Roots™.

"The title "Book of Roots was probably modelled om, if not borrowed
from Ibn Jm:?')' The title Miklol was retained only for the first or
grammatical part. In this monumental work he "summarized the previous
centuries of scientific study and research into Hebrew grammar and
philology. Im Biblical exegesis he performed the same rof‘:?" The
second part of the Miklol deals with the Hebrew vocabulary, and its
value is as significent ms the first. Redak's philologicel endeesvors
did not meet with as much success &s one would hope, especielly so
pince he does not compare kindred roote in the various Semitic
dialects according to the work of a modern lexicographer.

Kimhi's air was to shorter and render complete the
labours cf R. Judeh Hayyuj and Jonsh ibn Jamah (Abulwalid). Kimhi
claims with reason that he not only simplified aad condensed
grammatical principles, hut that he has for the first time enabled
students to dispemse with tho use of tooks written in Arabic, and

transla‘ed with more or less accuracy aud elegance from that language

21)
to Hebrew.
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Redak first wrote onm the Hagiographa, then on the prophets
and finally on the Pentateuch. This procedure was due to his custom of
rising according to the degree of holiness. Of the Pentateuch, we
possess only the part which embraces the Book of Genesie.

He a2lso wrote a2 small work, entitled Et Sopher. It is a
book that includes the rulss pertaining to the writing of a acroll by
a scribe. Et Sopher D10 ﬂ;& diwided into three parts ]V .

o swebpn 3 J2 N 11 _Nanoa. "Although
mostof this materiel wes already explained in his Miklol, yet there

is no doubt that there is an additional value in this book over the

Miklol for Redak wrote this after having written the liklof?')'

He wrote a commentary on the Psalms and then wrote
commentaries on all the early prophets and later prophets. We are at
loss to say definitely when Redak's works were written, however, we
are certain of the fact that his commentaries to the Prophets and
Genesis were written after the year \295 for it is the year when
Samuel ibn Tibbon translsted Maimonides' Moreh. By this tramslationm
the book became known throughout the cities of the Provencs. It was
then (after tramglation) that Redak also first learned of its ex-

istence for he (Redak) mentions this book in hies commentaries.



CHAPTER FOUR =-- RELATION TO HIS SOURCES.

TARGUM JONATHAN

"Redak quotes the Targum more copiously than any other
Biblical co-ontntof-?z The Targum is cited in almost three fifths of
the verses in Hosea. After making a careful study of the text, he then
resorts with an equal amount of care to the study of the Targum. De-
spite his great reliance upon it, we may freely say that he acceptis
the Targum in a most critical and independent manner

The numerous citations of Targum Jonathan by Redak may be
characteriged as follows: Redak accepts Targum Jonathen, di\oﬁl_g_:guh
vi}]:___hrgm ;_lfn__th_m, merely cites Targum Jonathan, relies on hin/u';
follai:s'\hia interpretation, accepts only part of Targum Jonathen,
quotes and comments on Targum Jonkthan, differs with Targum .'l’onn.than.‘
relies upon Turgum Jomathan by quoting his interpretations and in one
place Redak adds (8:11)__O® 19 .
1:2 Quotes T. J. end agrees with him.
113 Quotes Targum Jonathan at the end of the verse and comments
upon his interpretation of _Dm_m_j?ﬂq(a
and says(Redak) that he ( Tergum Jonathan) by the word _T))A means
end, finish, and the meaning of the 'ord__t;'_[:l_:\mu derived from the

word__ D7JKD D‘D'Ji(rolo of fige).

134 Quétes Targum Jonathan and relies upon his interpretation

11
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of the werds "{JJ D“S IR QTN lg 12171 for Targum

Jonathan says: ) o s A

In the following verse (1:8), I offer my own criticism of

Redak.
1:8 Redak cites Targum Jonathan at ths end of the verse after ;th*:“;"}:.b
:..l“:M ”-.'J‘
he cites Ibn Ezre (Abraham). It is Rédek's method to cite Targum ~cot ™" u[
t hed '..fu;w‘

Jonathan at end, yet he should have quoted Targum Jonathan before Ibm e

¥ ttll»""‘
) ppct™tC,
Ezra, for by so doing there would have been no break in the comment, for e coun calrntion

Tergum Jonathan's has nothing to do with Ibn Ezra's, for Targum Jonathan p{. « .

- i CEVY

says they continued to sin.
211 Cites Targum Jonathan who makes a literal tramslatior.
212 Cites Targum Jonathan and follows his interpretation when

Redak says, they will go up from the land of exile to their own land.

282 Cites Targum Jonathan who like Redak says, after many days,
he will assemble them NoMEND Dran YK .

213 Quotes Targum Jonathan although he contributes nothing.
214 Quotes Targum Jonathan from whom we can clearly see that

his (Redak) interpretatiom, pertaining to Israel's indifference tc God's
ways, was taken.

2111 Quotes Targum Jonathan-- yet unlike other places where
Redak merely quotes him and lets it go at that, here he comments upon

Targum Jonathan's interpretation and ezlso interprets the mearing of

_ﬁmu meaning removal (Gen. 31116).
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2125 Quotes Targum Jonathan end differs with him. Redak's .

comment on 3 71°0Y 8, they will be as numerous as the seed of

the land and they will once again be a nation. Targum Jonathan says,

I (God) shall esteblish in the land for them a Holy House. '1' :‘ o
312 Quotes Targum Jonathan who translates the word _"’Qlin the
usual way and does not relate it with the words ]ﬂ;aﬂan

{tifteen)

34 Quotes Tergum Jonathan and utilizes his 1nterpreta.tion.kl

315 Accepts Targun Jonathan's interpretation of _ 2)))as < it
meaning goodness ??ﬁg N3O A0) .

412 Quotes Tergum Jonathen twic e although his interpretation
differs from his own.

4112 Follows Targum Jonathen who differs with the text's trans-

lation and interprets the words S‘ﬁﬂi}‘*ﬂ D&};":[ n) Eﬁj]]‘ ]s'x‘l DV
/ /

"my people who comsult an image of wood."

4115 Jommenting on ™neither go ye up to Beth Aven,™ Redak relies
upon Targum Jonathan to substantiate his interpretation that Beth Aven
is really Beth el, for Targum Jonathan says, and go mot up to Beth El.
511 Here aleo Redak is influenced by Targum Jonathan. Redak

comments on reasorn for Mizpah and Tabor because they are lofty mounteins.

Targum Jonath:n says, o1yl .

1207 Iy TP
5115 Redak offers same interpretation as Targum Jomaf 1an / .
8111 Redak praises Targum Jomathan for his interpretetion and adds

w99 09y

8:14 Follows Targum Jonathan verbatim.

I
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916 Cites Targum Jonathan who differs with him on meaning
of 9))aki WM? « Targum Jonathan says, it means beasts, while
Redak says they are thorms.
1017 Here mlso Targum Jonathan differs with Redek. Targum
Jonathan says, EFSF has the meaning of QI {foam) and Redak
says it means bark ( VYo J"JEJ'S? ).
1029 Redak disagrees ;ith Targum Jonathan's interpretation to
the extent of saying N 10977 b Nl .
1027 It is interesting to notice that rog;rdiug the interpretation
of the word N1IY/) Redak does not follow Tergum Jonathan as he ue~-

uallydoes, &hahi follows Targum Jonathan and interprets the scrd to v -

mean repentance (__ /. 1/\//71). Dl Bt sk

"His critical use of the Targum can be seen by his frequent
comments on it, but especially by his makfing the important observation

that the translator appeared to have had a different reading from that

24)

of the Masoretic text." "He calls attention to paraphrases of tl;o Tar-
25
gum as not being in amccordance with the accepted vocalizetion." |
. : T St g e -
; ‘ g Fs § e = i . y -~ w4 ALY 8 dhs
£ f,";é"‘ 3 ; ' . a"
LT e o
II
IBN EZRA

Of the Spznish school, Ibn Ezra is the only authc. that

Redak mentioned by name. R. was influenced by Ibn Ezra more tham by



—

any other author. We find him quoted by rame eleven times. The
following are the references: 118, 2117, 4113, 5110, 612, 613, 719,
10212, 1137, 1119, 11110,"and is mentioned five times anonymously;
es_ V1792177 (212), rejecting his interpretation; 12 W7D (6s11),
as a possible explanation; J'WI9D V' (5s1, 13:14) and V.

(1032) as additional comments. Ibn Ezra, however, is utilized without

being named very frequently, and he is the source of Kimhi inat least
forty-nine other inuta.ncu?i)

We find Redak quoting Ibn Ezra in the very beginning of
the first chapter (1:8). Commenting uponm I 35 Ibn Ezra says that
a fter the ten tribes were exiled, the tribes in exile bore children
who remained there and did not return to their land, therefore he
called them ‘ék ,‘(5 « We see that Palestine played a large role
accérding to the opinion of Ibn Ezra , despite the peace and security
of the Spanish "golden™ era. This likewise must have been the view of
Redak.
1:9 Redak makes no comment whatsoever and merely says,_ 11 1k117%
already sxplained, meening Ibn Ezra‘s. Redak seldom does pass up verse |
without commenting upon it. This, therefore, sheds much light upon

- prE L

613 Redsk out of sheer respect to his father quotes him first .

and then quotes Ibn Ezra whose viev was a part of hie own phi osophy

of life, i.e. striving after knowledge. Commenting on the words = e

the complete dependence and faith Redek had in Iba Ezra. - .. . By W

S |
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1977 nﬂ 7] , Ibn Ezra says, that only through a

graduel increase of knowledge cun one reach God, the ultimate know-
ledge. This great emphasis upon the acquisition of knowledge is
cheracteristic of Ibn Ezra.

1214-7 It is clearly to be seern from these verses that Redak

followed Ibn Ezra.

III

RASHI

Although Redak in no way relies upon Rashi as he does ujor
Tergum Jonathan and Ibn Ezra, 7ot we find him te quott"li;-\hi ?:l. times
in Hosea. He mlso cites him anonymously. Throughout the section
devoted to hie exegesis, I have shown how Rashi has been utilized
without being cited. . ol

I here quote & few of Rashi's comcntn:..'hich are character=

istic of his exegesis:

4112 Redak says, _ [°YJ9 W'{Cohen says it is Rashi)

“some say" that 1952) ]SV his counsel and staff refer to anm idol
T L4

which is of wood.

B8:13 Redak quotes the entire comment of Rasbi om__ 1113 ‘MY

W INA . It refers to those

sacrifices that they roast ( :l'?;_-.ﬂﬂw ) before Me on the alter,
l
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what do I need them, let them slaughter them and eat them for I do
not wish them." Redak agrees that Rashl's interpretation would have
been zood would it have read with a Sheva '7(:); ﬂ:.‘? but it is

written with a patah. He rejects it because it requires a different

vocalization.
1127 He quotes Rashi and rejects his interpretztion. Rashi
interprets the meaniug of ‘PJ!W)JE’ to come from OWN

(repentance). Redsk says, that in nc place do we find the word _ 11JP/)
to have any other than a derogatory meaning. Ibn Ezre has the same

interp;:'etation as Redek "and was taken from him"™ (Cohen).

Iv
SAADYA
28)
We find Redak quoting Saadya fourteen times. Of this num-

29)
ber, only in three places does he accept his interpretution outright,

and in the other places they are merely cited. It is to be noted that

on none of these does he meke any comment.

213 Saadya and Targum Jonsthan quoted.

2113 Saadya alone Quoted.

2117 Saacva, Reshi and Targum Jonathen quoted.

2119 Saadya and others quoted, anonymously 13 W7, IV .

2 Saadya, Rashi end Targum Jonathan quoted.
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315 Rabbis, Targum Jonathan and Saadya quoted. (It is inter-
esting to note inet in this cese Redak differs from his usual pro-

cedure by quoting Targum Jonathan last.).

412 Sasdya and Targum Jonathan gquoted/

4310 Saadya alone quoted.

5110 Raghi, Seadya, Joseph Kimhi and Abraham Ibn Ezrs quoted.
619 Targum Jonathan, Saadyas and Joseph Kimhi quoted. (See

my comment om 215).

819 Suadya and Targum Jonathan qubted.
10:6 Saadya and Targum Jonethan quoted.
11:9 Seadys, Tergum Jonathan end Abrehem Ibn Ezra quotea.
1225 Joseph Kimhi, Saedya and Rabbis quoted. 1.,
In the light of the previous observationms, '..25!.33 ol : ;-;h‘:: v

justified in seying tast wherever Sasdye is quoted, Redak found it ™ ! 5 '}ﬁ-
very little neea fo§ALoting many other commentators. In a few of ' ;:q

these verses ihe name of Saadys slone stands, &nd in a few that of
Targum Jonathan with it (for his reliance upon Targum Jonathan was
greet) and in the others ere also to be found Reshi, Abr. Ibn Exre,

Joseph Kimhi and the Rabbis.

30)
Of the fourteen times that Redak quotes Sasdye,nine
31) 32)
are on exeyspis, three are on the meaning of a word, one is a

33)
Gimatriya and o2® deals with accentuetion (verse divisions). This

therefore, sheds much light upon the neture of Redak's reliance upon

Seadya.



JOSEPH KIMHI

Indirectly, Joseph commanded a great influence upon
his son, David. David learned very little from his father for the
latter died when David was about ten years old. The son learned
much from his father's books. We are indebted to R. Joseph for
introducing the system of 18ng and short vowels which are still
followed by modern Hebrew grammarians. chs the first to compile

a complete Hebrew grammar. He made a careful study of the European

. " { ” ¢
" }/_,..
=4 ¢

lenguages and his attempt to present our vowel system as equal to that

of the Latin slphabet was craiusﬁ with success. In each case he
claimed that there were five primary sounds, virz.. a, e, i, 0, u,
and these with the corresponding short sounds form the whole vowel
system. "This system may not b e completely setisfactory in its
application to & Semitic languege, but it is undoubtedly superior to
the confusing system of earlier grammerians, such as Ibn Ezra, who

ere misled by the enslogy of Arabic and recognize in Hebrew only
34) ot e ®

L)
three primary vowel sounds. " g, e’

It may be said of him (Joseph) that he was "the first y
successful tramsplanter of Judeo Arabic science to the soil of
Christian EurOPO-ES)HiS father's books supplied him (David)

with abundant grammetizel information. It must also be said, thet

the method of arranging nouns, which Redak so well does, was

learned from him. (Joseph).

Lol o maan
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Re Joseph is quoted by name, in Hosea by Redak, twenty=-
five times though %o seldomly agrees with him. "The attitude of R.
David towsrd his father, however, may be described as being similar
to his relation to the Rabbis, an attitude of respect and reverence,
and therefore frequent quotation, but little actual dependence and
utilization of the source of his intdrprotatiozgz“

212 From this veree, we see thet Redak most likely received

his interpretatior from R. Joseph. Commenting on g}f’?'ﬂ" D (Qﬂ}! b
R. Joseph says, they (Israel) were scattered among the nations for a
long time end now I shall re-assembles them; he therefore, called
Israel Jezreel ( 5&;}".‘1"’) beceuse the Lord planted them among

the nations. ’

217 Although dissgreeing with his father, yet he quotes him.

Commenting upon S9XN "INX , R. Joseph says it does mot

refer to the nations (Assyria and Egypt) with whom Israel had signed
a covenant, but rather to the planets which supplied them with food.
218 The same applies to t his verse. Redak hes a specific
purpose in guoting his father since he (Redat ] wished to eccredit
his father with the fact thut he does not always accepi the literal

meaning of a worde R. Joseph says, that the word"thorn#®™ should not

be taken literslly but rather figuretively. This he does by intro~-

ducing the word ____ 18D .

2112 In this verse he quotes his fatker and accredits him with
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his interpretation of the word 1K) to refer to the sum.

4112 Here Rydak quotes = lengthy comment of his father on
15 - Jén;)m (wa%b "My

people ask counsel at their stock, and their staff declareth unto them

etc.” He (R. Joseph) says, they are comparable to the blind whose staff
shows him the way, and his cene which are his false prophets.

4114 Although differing with his father, yet he quotes him.

R. Joseph says, that the word ]TD" is derived from the word 3D
(mule), i.e., the peopls are comparable to mules. After having quoted

his father, he then quotes others QYIS W .

613 R. Joseph's comment on .‘I}J‘TJ concerning the
achievement of knowledge cen in no way compare to the brilliant state-
ment in this verse by Ibn Ezra. Redak, if wishing to show his respect
for his father's exegesis by quoting him, should have without question
limited these quotations by his father to merely a few statements and
certainly not as meny as the number twenty-five. Also, the error
committed by him in quoting his father in the same verse with the

brilliant exegete, Ibn Ezra, is almost inexcusable.

VI

IBN JiNAH

Of the suthors of the Spanish school none, except Ibn
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Ezre, are mentioned. We find Ibn Jensh and Hayyuj mentioned anomy-
mously. Ibn Jansh twice 8:3, 10:12 and Hayyuj once 1418. Despite the
failure on the part of Redak to mention these masters of his, yet it is
well known that they occupy a eignificant place as "one of the main

may
sources of hip exegedis." Of these two scholars, we/say that Ibn Janah

especially influenced hiwm greetly either directly or indirectly through -
Ibn Ezra whose comments can readily be traced to Ibm Jansh es their
source. Redak was greatly indebted to the celebrated Ibm Jenah

(Abuwalid) whom he follows almoet blindly. Redak considers him to be

-

MNisg b

the most eminent of all grammarians. He learnmed from Ibn Jeneh
through the transletions of Judeh ibn Tibbon. fod
8113 Redak quotes Ibn Jensh anonymously by merely seying

VD7) W (Cohen, H. on page xxxviii says it is Ibn

Jensh).
10312 Quotee Ibn Jensh mnonymously.
VII

ARUK

Redak quotes the author of the Aruk only omce (71l11).

de (Redek) not coly quotes him there, but offers his complete explan-

ation. Commenting upon the word ___{ [117" 1) of the Tergum Jonethan,

he says that its meaning is that of & women who weeps and is in mourning.
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He compared the word withthe Arabic which utilizes the word plaiml/

to describe a woman who weeps and cuts (lacerates) her face.
VIIiI

TARGUM JERUSHALMI
37)
We find the Tergum Jerushalmi quoted omly omce in the
entire book. This citation showe that Redak completely relies upon

this citation to bear out his own explanation of the word ‘:_I.L’!P

to mean “cut down™. He €ites the Tergum Jerushalmi rﬂ 1\3'7/35
: ( 38)

for the words D Ny 100D .

i

TARGUM ONKELOS

39)
Tergum Onkelos is cited only once in the entire book.
Redak could emsily have dispensed with this citation, inas muchas

this statement is dupiiceted in Targum Jonathan.




CHAPTER FIVE -- EXEGESIS

The exegesis of Hedak may be cheracterized as being
literal, rational and based upon en exact and grammaticel com-
struction of the text. His clear exposition, derived from a keen
insight of the Hebrew langusge, is based upom his knowledge of
philology. Being equppped with a sense of critical observation,
he often notices & word, or even a letter, which warrants comment,
and thereby serves as a source for his exegesis.

As one reads the text, there is much that appears to
ihe reasder to be clear and self-evident and therefore any ex-
plarstion would seem superfluous and would involve the risk of
only confusing matters, yet Redak in & method which is so cheracter-
istic of him, comments upon them and adde lustre and color to the
text, thereby, meking it sll the more rich and eppealing.

Though largely independent in his exegesis, yet, there
are wany passages where the influence of other exegetes, especially
Ibn Ezra end Resha are to be moticed as the sources of his inter-
pretations.

The reader of Redak will also notice the presence of
Midrashic interpretations and gimatriyos. We can hardly give our
consent to the fact thet they form an integral part of his exegesis,
for this may be explained im the light of the great emphagis he

placed upon rational and literal interpretations. To advance the

24
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contrary would label him as being inconsistemt in his style.

Midrash ~nd gimatriyos were then highly in vogue and
Redak eithér unconsciously resorted to them or understoody their
value to the people and therefore included them in his exegesis in
order to make hies writings appealing to many of his day.

I shall resort to the seame procedure, in dealing with
his axegesis as I have dons in discussing the other characteristics
of his writingse, i.s. to mention some of his comments, the purpose
of which is to enable us io comprehend the exact nature of his
exegesis.

116 Commenting upon the word __DQ& of mﬂ he says
this means, I shall bring tho enemy upon them who will exile them
and destroy their land; or the word _U_r‘l_g has the same connotetion

40)
as DJ]IX and is similar to "']JJKS A1 _, that is, I shall carry

them away to the land of their enemies.

Redak seldom conpares one word to another without citing
the verse.
212 Commenting uporn __ ' “'5" )21 he says, now they are making
Gods which are not living, and even the living emong them, the plenets,
are living only through the cause of the One who makes them alive,
but He is slive without any cause. Though the meaning of the words
commented upon ars guite evident, yet his philosophical insight con-

cerning the Prime Cguse and hie comment upon it makes his exegesis more

appealing.




212 In this verse, Redak shows keen insight and offers a

fine interpretation of a word and disagrees outrightly with Ibn

Egra. The latter holds that j"h’f?? ) }é Y7 refers to the going
into exile. Redak inquires as to what the appeinting of a head
Dn ) has to do with those going into exile, and , . .- © ’
1 are lincorroc'i. PY; X
would have been more correct to say, _] ) or ]ﬁ}/’z, for

Palestine is higher than any other countiry and one who comes to the

also adds that the words

land will have to go up and he who leaves it will have to go down.
2113 Redak here defines two apparent similar words. Whereas

d“ implies feasting and rejoicing tl):o word 1) implies seasPfs )
4] 42
time and is similar t QTyVID WX _3yno
or and is simi o 4g;n.stml). =3 )

(set time), or ]']‘;s}‘ WX j¥]ﬂé (set time).

2117 Redak accounts for the repetitiom of certain words.

Commenting upon word _ 1737 of P A ML) i'lg ‘N3], he says,

gsince the prophet mentions the word "“vine™ when he speaks of
chaatium::z he also mentions the word “vine"™ when he speaks of
comfort.

2120 Here egain Redak offers & clever interpretation of =

word which is due to his careful study of emch word. The word _D nniﬂ
refers to war bit may also fefer to the other weapons of war aside

from "bow™ end "sword"™, he already mentioned. (If . [&f’lbn

referred to war, why specify "bow" ana "sword" when the term _J_]_)i\_’ﬁd

already includes them?).
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2121 Bedak here resorts to a midrashic interpretestion. He
comments on the fact chat the word “betrothed™ is written three times.
Each refers to one of the three exiles of Israesl~--- Egypt, Babylon
and the present exile. Every time they emerged from an exile, it

was as though God betrothed them. The first betrothel, when he took
them forth from Egypt, was not a permamsnt one, for they were later
exiled. In comtrast to it, he therefore said, "I will betroth thee

unto me forever, etc, etc."

2123 Commenting upon LI AW NX 1)YX he says that God
will respond to the heawens and it will be as t{:ough the heavens ask
whether rain shall be given as it is their custom, and I (God) shail
answer them and be willimg that they be given rain &s it is the
custom i. o. rains of blessing, and that is what he means by i Jgﬂ ’
my wish shall be given them.
31l Redak says, after prophet completed comfort, he then
resorted to rebuke----- it geems thet he errs here. Is it not usually
rebuke and then comfort!?
312 Here we have & iypical example of a gimatriya. It may
also be noted that he fails to mention the names of the other com=

mentators who offered a different interpretatiom. Although failing

to mention the nxme of Targum Jomathan, yet he utilizes Targum

Jonathan's explanation to comment upon the words !’OD ‘7%3/ OWNN2L

The reason for fifteen is, because God will redeem her (Israsl) om
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the fifteenth of Nisan. He also adds another comment, anonymously,

by saying 27D 'J}i)-"? "through the merit of Abrsham, Isaac, and

Jacob and the twelve tribes" which account for the number fifteen.

312 The following is another gimatriyo, which is a bit more
involved than the preceding. Utilizing Tergum'Jonathan's stetement
ihat the fifteen refers to the fifteenth of Nisan when the children

of Israel were redeemed from Egypt, Redak adds his own comment by

saying that ’1)16? 7211 refer to the number of days it took
them since they loi't Egypt until they came to the wilderness of Sinai
and there received the Torah, for _7/)//] is equal to thirty _ 71XO
(Seah) and _F.Eé is equal to fifteen, together they amount to fourty-
five; the fifteen days remaining in Nisan and thirty in Iyar which
together amount to fourty-five days.

3:2 The following is a fine example how a lengthy and inter-
esting comment can be made by Redak upon a single word. Commenting

on the word _[_ /YU he says that it refers to feed for beasts, for
most r{ the people who left Egypt were comparable to beasts, until they
teceived the Torah. They were like horses and mules devoid of under-
standing and engaged in all sorts of work, but after they recéived

the Torah, their eyes were opened and the spirit of intelligence rested
upon them. L

314 Redak's ﬂﬁdopondoncc in exegesis extends even to the

freedom of dividing sentences thereby dividing its meaning. Commenting
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upon ,'7_L3//5 _[75‘\7}7__'2?‘ !.‘H’?' , the word /7.2% applies
to God and ‘7 Z.}"JQ applies to the worship of Idclatry.

432 Rashi, Joseph Karo, Abraham Ibn Ezra and others offer the
same comment as Rsdak yet he fails to acknowledge this fact.

414 Redak's great knowledge of the Bible enabled him to divorce
words from their settiing and transfer them to an entirely different
setting thereby giving them an sltogether new meaning. He says it is
possible that 110’1770 2 refers to the company of Korah

45) |
_l_”{-) J2 ;2 who disputed and protested against the priesthood.

4310 Redak, here, entirely ignores the verse division and joine
verse ten with verse eleven.

517 Commenting upon word \W7J/) he says, it refers to the month

of Tamuz when the city was entered and the month Ab when it was destroyed.
613 Redak dif fers with the gzeneral interpretation of the word

(1777 ,as meaning "to water" but rather considers it to be a moun.

He adds a vav and writes it thus =--- Qaari U”PI;VJD and
(171" means early rain.
819 Here Redak enlightens us with the full meaning of the word
=) WX 19y a0 D . o1t that Assyria
2y of )/ 4 Ai we say sy

is,geographically speaking, on a lower level than Palestine, then we

- ;.46
must interpret the waord _/J) to mean departing es Y IX7 T]/U 2y7 )

and if you wish to interpgret the words _‘(7&‘; 27[.{.;7‘.41?[7_ as

a ctually going up to Palestine then we have the meaning of 7120
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and {709:—} and he cites, Gen. 4914, Job, 5126, Ps. 102:25.
91l Here, we agai~ have a case where Redak's comment is
similar to that of Rashi and Ibn Eira. ™It is possible that he
borrowed it from ﬂ::l)."

915 The following is a rare interpretation and Redak is
almost alone in this comment. He takes the word sz;zz to mean
the day of destruction. Jacob b Reuben, as Cohen points out, offers
this interpretation. "Tha designation of ;H/ﬂ as referring
10 the day of destruction is found neither in the Taelmud nor Mid-
rluhi.:??'

1019 Commenting upon __]72J Yy [Ji/ Redak adds J'Tnfy oW ani-.

"Ibn Ezra offers same interpretation and it was from him that this

was tu.:?')'

10511 Once again Redak cells our attention to the difference

in meaning of apparent similar words. Commenting upon the words __l_LT_T
and _ Y] he says, during threshing, (__\/J17 ) the animal has the
freedom to eat, mot so while ploughing.

10114 He calls our attention to defective spelling of the word

1'21‘ Yl (written with a yod which stands for the plural i,e.

the tribes).

12:4 He comments upon the following words NN _nx JP}/ ?\31‘.1

and informs us of the physiological difficulty involved in these

words. It was a great wonder, he says, for while the embryo (child)

is in the womb, it lscke the necessary strength to grasp with une of
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its limbs, and therefore for an embryo to grasp thé heel of another

child is considered to Ye a great wonder. s .
- . (] F L L aa L & ’ L T TP s
';l‘":r.r('f,;: i o tan | .......a_ v --‘ ’f-"’h.“.. cion b oo o § -
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FIGURATIVE INTERPRETATION

There are¢ places in the book of Hosea where Redak def-
initely calls our attention to the fact that certain words should
not be taken literally but rather figuratively. I make mention of
a few of these, although not abundantly to be found, in order to

illustrate my previous statement.

115 The word DWP he takes to denmote strength and power.
This he deduces from Targum Jonathan ’}T?h g B s B 3 o
116 The word N1 in N2 3503 "H{V“h‘l,n? s he says

refers to Zekarish und Shalom who were as weak as females.

118 The words __, )N J'(Jj DN LJ}OA.ﬂT are taken figur-

atively and mean, a period of weakness, during tha days of Zekariah and
Shalom also during the reign of Menshem ben Gedi who ruled for ten years,
for it was during his reign that Pul, king of Assyria, invaded the
country, and alsc in the days of Pikhaya, his son, who ruled for two
years until Pekah ©®. Remalya arose and ruled firmly for twenty years,
and arose against Judah and killed 120,000 in one day, (these numbers

ere undoubtedly hyperbolic); he also laid seige to Jerusalem together
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with Rezin king of Aram. It is concerning him that he utilizes the

']
proverb N1 7O 1777, , and concerning his gemeration it is said

'-?,;" L 1Y .a'("’?ﬂ. for concerning him it is said, he did evil in the

eyes of God, he did not turn from the sins of Jeroboam.
II
KNOWLEDGE OF HISTORY

Of the very few references to history found in the comment-
ary, the fcllowing may well serve as a good wxample of Redak's reliance
upon hig knowledge of history in aidinz h&#m in his exegeeis.

819 After commenting upon the word _?32_ and attempting to
clarify its meaning in the light of the fact that Palestine is
geographically higher than Assyria, he then resorts to the facts

of history as ean explanstion of the term '>. and that is. the
incident of Menehem ¢ ffering Pul, king of Assyria a thousand pieces
of silver and Menshem went up (in Pslestine) to the place where Pul
wes encemped, for in Palestine proper he saye we know there are

marked topographical differences.
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KNOWLEDGE OF ARABIC

Different views are held as to whether Redak knew Arabic.

"Geiger; Tauber and Schiller-Szinessy are of the opinion that he was
50)
unacquainted with this language.® )'Potmnski and Eppanstein say that
51
he was well versed in the languagé.” Doctor Israel Friedlaender said,

that Kimhi knew Arabic but his acquaintance with the languagé was
limited to mere expressions and words, yet did not know its grammar
and read it with difficulty. The works of the Arabic grammerians
(David Hayyuj, the "first grammsrian™ and Joneh Ibn Jansh the
"greatest of Medieval Habrsista")ur'ln.d. known tc him through
translations or from the mouths of others. Quite a number of
derivetions from the Arabic are to be found in his works which offer
rich material for the Hebrew lexicographer. He compares the Arsbic
to the Hebrew form and wheh di-utin?iod with th: Hebrew he then
resorts to the aresmeic idiom.

4113 He quotes the Arabic word _ﬂfé_-'-}_ for the word _P(:’_J\

"Quotes Arebic in four placest three from Ibn Jenah, one directly

(4313), and two (4114), (13:15) through his father, the fourth,
52)
(7tll) is from the Aruk."
1315 Quotes Arsbic through his fether whom he says drew from

Ibn Janah. "My fathep bfought proof for this word from the Arsbic
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which for the word _7.3"[:" is B;‘A"éﬁ ji.e. dry."” 1Ibn Jensh says

p
that the root is 7,2 .
Iv

lﬁum
58)

Redak cites only three I:ﬁn;il in Hosea. Evidently he
places little importance upon the citation of foreign words in aiding
him to explain his interpretations. Two of these Ln‘azin are not his own
but Rashi's, the thir::)il his own. He makes no acknowledgement

of the fact that he tekes them from Rashi.



CHAPTER SIX == KNOWLEDGE OF GRAMMAR

"Redak poscegsed an all embracing and fundamental
grammatical knowledge, which enabled him to bring together the
often unsystematic and disorganized results of his predecessors
into 2 systematic whole. His works are looked upom as the dev-
elopment of the Hebrew grammar of the temth to the thirteenth

55)
century.”

"The period of Kimhi's life and mctivity falls at thé
clése of the "golden™ age of Hebrew literature, an age especially

noteworthy for the study of the Hehrew grammar and Biblical exegesis.

Nearly three centuries had passed since the ecientific study of
Hebrew, begum by R. Saadya Geon, and brought to its fruition by
the great researches of Ri Judah Hayyuj and R. Jonsh ibn Jansah,
an age which had produced a number of new Biblical commentaries
and grammaticel works. But all this literary development, with
few exceptions, was in Arabic, and was tho'n!orc, confined to
countries where that language was spok::!"

Of the scholars who prededed Redak, R. Judah Hayyuj
and R. Jonah ibn Jensh played the greatest role in influencing
his works. Although he does not mention the names of Nayyuj and

ibn Jenah and are umly cited anomymously, R. Jonsh ibn Jansh in

813 and 10112, and K. Judeh Hayyuj in 14:8, yet Redak greatly

35
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57)
acknowledges their importence in his Miklol. On the same page, he

defines his purpose for writing his Miklol. He ssys, if ome wishes
to learn the science of grammar, he will become weary studying the
numercus books written by the many scholars and will therefore find
it necessary to study them all his life. Since one must know whén
letters are extranecus end when they are missing, he should be very
careful in the matter pertaining to his explanations, his letters
and poetry. Our rabbis, he says, commanded that one must alwaye
teach his pupil by means of a short and précise method. The books
which showld be studied are those of R. Judah and R. Jonah, although
their books are quite far from the status of being perfect. Redak
nemed thie book Sepher Miklol for it was his wish to include in it
the grammar of the language and everything pertaining to it, in a
brief manner, in order that it be easy for the pupils to study and
understend the method of grammar and find in it everything to be known
concerning this knowledge.
In the entire ground work of his grammatical works,

Kimh. presents himself in the light of a compilator, “yet he is far
removed from committing plagiarism, for he expressly mentions in his
introduction that he had compiled the scattered statements 6f the

58)
early grammariansg and wished to correct the errors." "Despite his

honesty, yet at times he had concealed the sov#ces whenze he drew.

This shows that he had imtibed much of the works of others into his
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grammaticel conscience or else was informed by others and thersfore
did not believe it necessary to make the name of the author kuons:z
Despite the above mentioned ressons of Tauber, I hardly believe them
acceptable for I cannet see how he failed to mention his sources when
the works of the other .cfbheestiysr commentators were before him and
which he could heve consulted for references. In discussing the gram-
maticel standpoint of Redak, I shall point out places where not omnly
the influence of other writers are felt, but even to the extent of
including wordes, expressions and comments which are the products of
their pens. Redek often has the tendency to fail to ackmowledge the
contributions of other scholars. If this tendency is purposive, then

he may be sccused of lacking a certain amount of scholarly integrity.

31l Commenting upon a "':13'}2 WX, he says it is

derived from the toot WWX. This is not original with Redak. R.

Jonah and Abreham ibn Ezra also say it is derived from this root.

315 Commuwuting on word 130D, Redak says it is simidaer
to 1TTMNY" in the fuiure tense, for as it stands, one would

take it to be in the imperative.
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4310 Commenting upon )T Redak says it is an intransitive
verb and thereby disagrees ‘ith Ibm Ezra. Though Redak's reliance
upon Ibn Ezre is very evident, yet the former's independence and
reliance upon his own judgement is often noticed.
4:13 Comment ing upon word __ 1NV’ he calls our attention to
dagash in the beth and says it is similar to the word _ DAV infI
Chronicle, 33122. Here, also, he disagrees with Ibn Ezra who says
it has the force of causatiom (Hiphil), but rather hae the force of
intensity, both here &s well as other places as mentioned in his
likl:ltl)!
4:18 Bere egain Redek shows his independence of judgement. He
differs with Rashi and Joseph Karo who say 100 means ___ 1IN,
to invite, and with R. Jonsh who says it comes from the root___JnX
end the meaning of _ ]1/1 is __ 13171X (they liked) and with ibn Parhon

61)
who says it comes from the root 11X but Redek in his Miklol

says it is from the root E; Bog Rl
5:15 Redek often comments upon an apparant strange comstruction
of a verb. Baing a careful ébserver and critical student, he therefore

felt that the reader should be enlightened with regard to any unusual

spelling. Commenting upon the word "137)N\B"  he says that
the first pum is similer to the num of __II!’N,P which is often
added in the future in the case of plurals.

6:1 Commenting on comstruction of the verb gi )0 which hes
a double kematz, although it is in the perfect tense, Redak says that

there are many verbs which teke a double kamat: end he refers %o his
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62)
Miklol. There, he says, that where words are derived from the root

form 6!5 with a paish it returns to a kamst: at an ethnah or at
the .ﬁd of a sentence. I am &t loes in understanding how Redak can
offer such an explanation when the word _.q_‘lu in the text is neither
at a‘n ethnsh nor at the end of a sentence. However, he may have had
a different text.

61l Redak's independence of opinion in matters pertaining to
verb tenses is here revealed. Commenting on word _q:, he says it
is an apocopated form of _iJ]J)” and is in the future tense. Ibnm Ezre

and Rashi say it is in the present tense and Joseph Karo seys it is in

the past tense.

815 The word I [JI' he says is an intransitive verb and has
the same meening as i![]'ﬁ and he cites the pauaget]]su!f) milSall
63)

W] . He has .a eupperter im the scholer of R. Jonsh his
illustrious predecessor, but had his opponents in the scholars of
Reshi, Joseph Karc, lhlJ Ezra &nd Jacob b. Reuben who considered it

vy

1o bt: a transitive wverb.
II
VERE SYNTAX

Being a keen student of the Hebrew languege and & fine



stylist, proper syulax wae therefore of utmost importence to him.
A typical wxample of Redak's comments on syntex may be seen in the

following sentence.

1433 -%Jy AW 5:! should read _ XY '!z 'D_'?
or ]J"’J ow Q;"ZO should read M_I'Lﬂjf)d. He

cites over two pages of similar examples in his Miklol. However,

it is interesting to read the following words on page 89 b of his
ke, __MINN NTOIL pvayn 1T9PD X5 b
22 r oy nbn ¢ wawn DX DA 3 e
. 11;2 YPIXWO X X e N n‘nmw_%m“
gy _]1}? P ) R b R iat v SR 20 VN

11210 KO0 "}15"1 1})](3'\ 11

III
SENTENCE SYNTAX

8110 Redak comments upon the apparent syntactical difficuliy
of the sentence. The vav of D) of Q™MW _11573 is missing.

It is as thouge it were writtem __ W) 1(30. He deals with this
4) I
matter in his Mikloli. There He merely cites additional examples, but

makes no attempt to shed scme light upon the question es to why the

vav is missing.



41

1319 He comments upon the double beth of the verse A ars

and says that although one beth would have been sufficienmt, yet it is

the custem of the language to so speak.

619 Commentizz upon word D1 Jhe saye that the yod takes

the place of a heh of )OI which is the infinitive. He calls our

attention to the fact that the yod and heh are interchangealle but

offers no explanation of this fact. This is cited in his Iikgil)..
£D pwn S DT wr o,

9112 He calls our attention to the spelling of the word__ " W2

and says it should be written Y02 with a samah.

9115 Here, as in the previous comment, (§:12), he merely calls
our attention to the vocalization of the word Z‘Q]K with a gereh/
1024 The word _“Jl/he says is like NYJW. Joseph Karo
makes the same comment . It is interesting to note that in 12:12 Redak
BAYE, YT,

1016 Commenting upon the spelling of the word __ (1)U he

says it is like _j\)]1, and the nun is added

10:10 Here, Redak not only comments upon the spelling of a word

but also adds a grammaticel point of explanation. The root of the

word DIOX] is O  and is in the kal. The dagash in the samah
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takes the place of the missifig yod of the peh aleph. This is similar

66)
to _K/DQ/ [‘l)Z“"Q P!ﬁ " s L
10:12 The word _] ["J is a hiphil imperative and should be written

with a heh ( ]17)1). The heh is dropped as is the custom in
the imperative of ""zn N), end is similar to U AR

1127 Commenting upon the word l]"ﬁ]é!! he says that the
chirik under the aleph takes the place of the heh of 1125, i.ee
67) 68;

the third radical, and he quotes Deuteronomy and II Samuel. It is
indeed both unfortumate and surprising that the only comment he makes
on this word in his llik::i, is the fact that the root _‘é}] is here
mentioned as though if belonged to a2 ﬂ‘: « I feel that additional
information should have been given, such as the fact that, "the originmal
yod or vav in all forms which end with the third radical gives place

70)
to heh as a vowel letter, which represents the clesing vowel."

1313 He calls our attemtion to the spelling of the word '120"
and says that it is ms though it were written with a patah under

71) PR
the ayin, In his Miklol he says, o ON2 13 XN
nnod 10" 1L . Here again it was his duty to sxplain why
the ayin tekes a gepeh. )
13113 Commenting on word _T1IJ7) in his Miklol he says it is

a 529?3 form and ihe mem is written either with a Patah or chirik,

such as Splan : ayny igym etc. And with a
chirik it is ’!g!![, [171})) and in the comstruct state it is
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written with & patsh and the mem with a chirik, like _ATA" NILY ete.

141 Although here Redak says that the glaph is written with a

sheva alone, however, in his likllﬁ), he says ﬂ‘ﬁﬂﬁ .l'l')/J?T.'l DN
1AW DEXH 1‘1;5 RIYW_']._Q\; L1203 Xwa.
T =

1418 Redak often notices the omission of certain letters, that

is, words that are spelled defectively, Commenting upon the word AV

74)
he says the kaf preceding the word is missimg. He citnllgo") JAAN
75)
(DOD n2), 104 233" oAl 25 7 (__D0AD). He cites
76

many more examples in his Miklol to subgtantiate his statement.

ETYMOLOGY + '&¢<7 =

T:112 Redak is independent in his opinion as to the etymology |’
of the word __Q1D'K. Whereas, he says, it comes from _ TJOX (to
bind), Rashi, Joseph Kero, Ibn Ezra and others consider it to come
from _']Q(chnstinnnt). The same comment reappears in verse 15
of this chapter. I see no need for repeating this explanation, except

for the fact that in verse 15, he is more clear.
9:4 Commenting upon the word D"Hﬁ he says it is an ad-

jective, while Ibn Ezra says it is & noun.

947 “LBE_/ he says is & moun like élaﬂ. Eﬂ!n o



)
In his Miklol, he places these nouns together with many more, under

the heading Sjyﬂ. He also accounts for the variation in vocal-
ization in certain words, nlthm;gh they come under the S o) form,
78 79 -
such as the words ‘/QT'J!‘ }?"In and _ NN H YW . The
- ! ‘.

zereh replaces the chirik because of the resh.
1227 Commenting upon the letter beth of the word “HLE i
he says that it serves in place of a lamed, and the word 2N

will imply _ ;73]\ (repentance). He cites examples to substantiate

80)
his first statemont, TN ‘T}?U_m !!F ||é|m
P 81
instead of ﬁ;‘fné ’ b pn | nal"Ts 1)) instead of

TIS. He presents this entire matter in a very detailed manner in

82)
hie Miklol. There he points out the various meaninges which the beth

assumes such as a mem, j_u._p (for sake of], 'Ty(utn) etc.

VI
MASSORAH

Being & traditionalist, we can readily understand why

he does not deviate from the Massoretic's text. This applied not

only to the letters and words, but also to the vowels to which in
his Miklol p. 73a, he ascribes Kosaic origin J0N) nﬂﬂ)&‘ N Wx.

In connection with his grammatical system, he gathered with great

knowledge the Massoretic texte. He compared many rare codices of
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whose origin and existence very little is known. In this manner

they were preserved and often consulted.
VIl

ACCENTS

Redak does not conmsider accents to be binding on

Biblical Exegesis. "“For him (Redak) accents had only a gramsmtical
significance, in order to establish the tone of the dagash, for he
neglects the nature of the accent in his scientific investigttgilu.
In Hosea 123112, he laye down the rule 4 M (.'-D v

1Q¥1 1 {l. "Interpretations of Bible passages
do not always follow the accents."” We may clearly see from his re~
marks ¢n page 54b and page 55a of his Miklol about the __;jx?;:lzjexr)
on the fcrmer page and D“ﬁ}?w on the latter page,

that he condiders the accents and punctuation to be of a later

development. By ignoring the verse~division, which he does by follow=
84)

ing Saadya, who holds that there are ten verse-pairs in the Bible

which belong together, he shows his independsnce of the accents.

85) 86)
0f the ten, two are found in Hosea. Kimhi refers to only one. The

ten verses are as follows ¢ II Chkrémicles 30118, Jeremieh 17:ll,

Hosea 12111, Jermish 10318, Hosea 4110, Deu%eronomy 419, Numbers 35;1/,

Ezekiel 41321, Haggai, 235, Job 17s5.
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VIII

LEXICOGRAPHY

Redak's commentary on Hosea contains a wealth of Lex~-
icographical material. In detecting the finest distinctions and
similarities between words exhibiting & superficial similarity, he

revesls a profound mastery of the Hebrew tongue. Being completely
at home in the entire bible, he finds it quite easy to draw analogies
from any biblicel book im order to substantiate his statements.

Even though one must be superlative in hies praise of
Redak's lexicography, it must nevertheless be said that it is not

free from definite blemishes.

132 The letter _ L of the word ;.;mm:\. is similar to
word _SJ_E_. He cites passages where the same word occurs.
D oW wn“f’ M S hm'_?a)
3 ST ow e ad,
211 Commenting on 'Jsg“_ﬁ'(:-w my g;_‘g_ he says, if they
cennot be measured tham surely they cannot be counted and similarly
n 'R . The term ___ )3 ™)) (measure) and

"1807) (number) apply to sand and the term _ )90Y)(counting) cen

only apply to stars.
211 The following words of his oecur in this verse, S2an

({
;:]*2";7 N0 .There is no necessity for adding the word 112“2
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ginc o 710 and __ 77"/ have the same meaning.
il

4114 The word ( 3-7-1("" has the same meaning as SWT. He
%0
then cites the verse 13_‘1!:!" D*how ‘:‘HH y"and a pratimg

fool shall fall." It is to be noted that he seldom fails to quote

the verse whence the word _ appears. It is interesting to
note that Redak fails to mention the fact that his brother Moses
(his teacher) made the same comment in Proverbs on word LJ:I‘D"‘.

However, the source for both of these comments is Janah's "Book of

91)
Roots,"™ root u:lb é
4115 WD though in the singular yet refers to the collective,

92)
to many sheep and he gquotes AN W "‘3 1] _+ Redak

completely overlooks the fact that Rashi there makes the identical
comment, yet he gives his father credit for this explanmation. I

hardly believe such bias to be excusable.
93

514 QD“JE)VD e .RlJ he says is similar to N0 1) ;)l
/ ' '

andite meaning is _ NN DAYV (permission).
914 —D'?“ 5 Redak says means dry (__J W2 ).
10:9 Commenting upen '.'1'152'_‘ he says it is similar to o (D'ly

and similarly h}y_'nk ’ '-"1]/9? and _ WD, 23 etc.

10212 30!‘1 means more than al F} -

11:1 0 17707 _, Redak says it means to move or shake without

fear. He quotes I Samuel 1634, to bear Lim out.

12115 D™D he says is & noun. He discusses its form
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94)

in his Miklol in section _ 3 1IN /1] ,7)‘5‘7; T 1V 12 under nouns

which add a letter at their beginning 090 NX S
PWEN1 NI ON1. He calls thds word a ,(31 9\ form.
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