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REDAK AS EXEGETE AND GRAMMARIAN

WITH SPECIAL REFERENCE TO

HIS COMMENTARY ON

HOSEA

CHAPTER ONE -- LIFE OF REDAK.

We find
however, that in 1232 he was already an old man.
he was ten years of age. From the fact that he never quotes his father

(my teacher) but rather (my master my father) we may therefore con-as
elude that tie did not study under him. He did, however, apply the term

'IL~I to his brother Moses, from whim it appears that he received most

of his education.

of whose knowledge comes from oral teaching, he owed much of his attain-

He studied all the grammars and commentaries which were available to him.
From these sources he drew much material which was later to serve him as

"They (the Kimhis) were not mere transcribersintellectual sustenance.
or compilers, but natural interpreters and expositors, teachers by nature

We are unaware of the exact date of Redak's birth.
1)

His father died when

braced a

"Yet it must be remembered that Redak learned more from 
2)

books than from writers". "Unlike most Jewish learned men the best part

ments to his own reading, which was of a very wide nature and which em-
3) large proportion of Hebrew literature up to the twelfth century."
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as well as by profession.

He gathered and
in a systematic manner arranged all that he clearly understood. He was

("A gleaner of theself as a 

(From the word Kemah - "corn ground small1').

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

I

no original writer.

T/lpn "inr Li v-w U|..
ears of corn that fall from the reaper*s sickle").

Especially is this true of Redak in whom the 
4) 

didactic talents of the family reached their highest."

In the introduction to his Miklol hd regards iim-

From this is to be a ex-

He scaled the heights 
of grammar, philology and exegesis and was, therefore, honored withlhe 

saying from Pirke Aboth yX DZ)p jTf QJj .

In Arabic speaking circles this name was pronounced "Kamhi".



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 nor did
he hurry to set up rules to suit his own reasoning, but rather learned
very much from his predecessors and adopted the method of pursuing the
proper method of investigating the smallest detail and then applied the
simple rules whic h had the support of many noteworthy examples. "Kimhi
did not possess the strong originality, the deep perception hor the

By omitting Ibn Ezra, we may readily say that Kimhi among
all the commentators serves as the best example of correct exegesis.

He created nothing new, neither did he discover
rules hitherto unknown but delve deeply into the foundation of the
language nor did he speak of the spirit of the Jew hovering over the
language} he merely spoke concerning all that he found through the
aid of his simple reasoning, in the earlier books. His method was like
that of the grammarians of the Middle Ages, empirical or inductive.

Hie grammar is not presented and described scientifically but he rather

planation of the true process of the language. "A method of reducing

3

Maimonides was in the field of philosophy, Kimhi was in the study of 
7) 

the Hebrew Language.

He shows more firmness than the latter representatives of the school

presents a description of the language forms and offers a proper ex-

of Rashi, when he disregards the homiletical interpretation, for to
6)

him the natural interpretation alone is the true method. What

sharpness of Ibn Ezra, yet he possessed other important qualities. He
5)

is free from the philosophical prejudices of Ibn Ezra".
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language to the fundamental rules and principles, and whose process is

He became 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 chaos, by bringing their work together into a clear and
methodic presentations. He sought out the individual language appear-

resorted to the utilization of the dialect which often served to shed.I
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-

of their many idioms, are indeed a veritable storehouse of wordscause

explanation of the words and forms or indirectly through free

"His fine critical instinct and thorough sympathy with

the

ing and
He greatly utilizes rare Hebrew wordsmany good

for his explanations.and forms

1

19) 
forward by previous writers'.'

ances and showed how they may be elucidated and supplemented. "He often

Also through them whether they directly con-

He also uses the Aramaic and Arabic,'1' , .
Lt'1 if

and language explanations.
tainjan

interpretations, they nevertheless hint in a very fine way to grammatical
9)

bbservations."

bound up with philosophical criticism of grammar and raised to the status 
8) of a science was yet far from him and his time."

Hebrew language usually led him to adopt the best of the views put 
Pj"That whick1 makes him especially outstand-

valuable is the complete method of his presentation and also the
11)

definitions he offers."
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although he considers the Hebrew language aa 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

He expresses the opinion of the Talmud 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 eras and failed to notice etc. He

is at times diffuse and repeats himself in different words. This is

easily overlook this fault as he readily redeems himself through his

beautiful style. "He (Redak) arranged and prepared

filled with the finest food, and all who came after him ate of his

two principles---- dissemination and unification.

time made their works superfluous and

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

a table for us

until the nineteenth century.^

In all his undertakings he was dominated and governed by

"So successful was

the Targum of the Prophets, yet seldomly used the targum of the Heg- 
12) 

iography."

bread and drank of his wine and crowned him king over all the scholars 
13)

of language."

he, that while he popularized and made current the views of his pre-
14)

decessors", "he ate the same

due to the fact that he thinks he did not make himself clear. We can
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TRADITIONALISM

Redak is governed by the spirit of Traditionalism. If we

The Jews of France during that periodfor his being
looked with askance toward every science, and therefore the study of

He who dared to treat any work critically,grammar was no exception.

heretic. Therefore, to expect such martyrdom from the strict be­
liever Kinhi would be expecting too much. The nature of the man may

i

I see no reason
for not mentioning these books. It is his duty to accept or reject,

to praise or condemn these books, but let them be mentioned and be

made known. The following comments of his, which I carefully selected

from his commentary, will furnish

to his traditionalism.

1»7 He believes that an angel of God smote the army of

ZJXB2X5»5 Commenting upon

presence from them and shall return to the heaven which is my place of
glory. Such a comment betrays the theology of Redak, i.e. he believed

6

Assyria and saved Judah from the hands of Senacherib.

us with many statements pertaining

a traditionalist.

, he says it means, I shall remove My divine

was running the risk of being excommunicated or being denounced as a

also have a

consider the time end place of Redak, we will then understand the reason

great deal to do with this method.
"He does not mention (in his writings) the Raraite books so that no 

' 16)
difficulty or misunderstanding may enter his books."

Redak was a timid man.
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the heaven to be the divine resting place.
He makes the comment that all is known to God and when7j2

* the people receive their punishment they will recognize the fact that
I (God) know everything and that I reward them accordingly. Re dak,
we here see, believer that God keeps a strict account of our deeds,
and rewards or punishes us accordingly. Joseph Karo and Ibn Ezra offer
the same interpretation.
7*6

He saysi_

He also

rip .
8»6

I Kings 12t28, that Israel 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.

He quotes his father who believed in a material reward and10112

TO/)he ascribes Mosaic origin
to the vowels. .1 ■(

U

INFLUENCE ON CHRISTIAN WRITERS.

believed that mental activity does not cause one to become fatigued  

yr mWryjZL
Redak follows the traditional interpretation as explained in

The tremendous influence of Redak was not only felt on

He errs in believing that the heart is the organ of thought. 

n mm to Kin iSr?

punishment} Redak, evidently had the same belief. In his Miklol P.73a,
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His works became a veritableChristian.

teenth century it
studied from Reuchlin's grammar which

The Latin Bibles

ex­

egesis and these in return were

The

James* Bible of 1611 — were directly influenced by him.Special attention!
paid by them to the Hebrew text of those passages which contain thewas

comments of Redak. "In 1506 the humanist Reuchlin wrote the first Hebrew

Christian scholar, and his teachers

Sebastian Munster and Paulwere Jacob Jehiel Loans and Obadiah Sforno.

Luther’s knbwledge of Hebrew was
Redak’s Sepher Miklol.

fountain source of

teenth century did not profit by the Sepher Miklol, but in the six- 
17) 

influenced Reuchlin and his contemporaries profoundly.

the earlier English versions.

translations of the Authorized Version --  the King

Jewish scholars but also on
Chrietian informatiSn. Scholars during the thir-

was based almost entirely upon 

of Pragninus (1528) and Munster (1534-35) were influenced by his 

indirectly instrumental in influencing

grammar and dictionary produced by a

Fagius were the pupils of Elias Levita (1469-1548), a versatile man 
. 18) (6- 

who became the link between Kimhi and the Christian Hebraists." Redak’s
S' /

influence may b e traced in every line of the Anglican translation. (1611)



CHAPTER THREE — WORKS

His first contribution, which is his magnum opus is the
Miklol, "Book of Completing" or "Summing Up" which is a-combination of

He refers to his Uiklol in
his commentary to Hosea three times (4»13, 6;1, 8»2). There are no
references to his dictionary. Latir this work was divided into two

the first under the title "The Book of Roots".distinct parts;

In this monumental work he "summarized the previousgrammatical part.

philology. The
second part of the Miklol deals with the Hebrew vocabulary, and its

value is as significant as the first. Redak's philological endeavors

did not meet with as much success as one would hope, especially so
since he does not compare kindred roots in the various Semitic
dialects according to the work of a modern lexicographer.

Kimhi'e aim was to shorten and render complete the
labours of R. Judah Hayyuj and Jonah ibn Janah (Abulwalid). Kimhi
claims with reason that he not only simplified and condensed
grammatical principles, but that he has for the first time enabled
students to dispense with the use of books written in Arabic, and

9

I

translated with more or less accuracy and elegance from that language 
21) 

to Hebrew.

centuries of scientific study and research into Hebrew grammar and 
20) 

In Biblical exegesis he performed the same feat."

a grammar and a dictionary of the Bible.

"The title "Book of Roots was probably modelled on, if not borrowed 
19) 

from Ibn Janah." The title Miklol was retained only for the first or
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Redak first wrote on the Hagiographa, then on the prophets
This procedure was due to his custom ofand finally on the Pentateuch.

rising according to the degree of holiness. Of the Pentateuch, we
possess only the part which embraces the Book of Genesis.

He also wrote a small work, entitled Et Sopher. It is a
book that includes the rules pertaining to the writing of a scroll by

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

Genesis were written after the year for it is the year when

Samuel ibn Tibbon translated Maimonides' Moreh. By this translation

the book became known throughout the cities of the ProvencB. It was
then (after translation) that Redak also first learned of its ex-

j

is no doubt that there is an additional value in this book over the
22)

Miklol for Redak wrote this after having written the Miklol."

are certain of the fact that his commentaries to the Prophets and

istence ( for he (Redak) mentions this book in his commentaries-

a scribe. Et Sopher ~)^)1D 13V divided into three parts ‘TVWr~l

"ivwn 'TipJ2 WD navuk. "Although 
mostof this material was already explained in his Miklol, yet there



CHAPTER FOUR -- RELATION TO HIS SOURCES.

I

TARGUM JONATHAN

The Targum is cited in almost three fifths of
careful study of the text, he thenthe verses in Hosea.

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 accepts

most critical and independent manner
The numerous citations of Targum Jonathan by Redak may be

characterised as follows*

quotes and comments

place Redak adds (8,11) 
1*2 Quotes T. J. and agrees with him.
1,3
upon his interpretation of 

Plis derived from the
word
1*4 Quotes Targum Jonathan and relies upon his interpretation

11

Quotes Targum Jonathan at the end of the verse and comments 

nJ. vn UK iyi
and says(Redak) that he ( Targum Jonathan) by the word means 
end, finish, and the meaning of the word 

 (role of figs).

Redak accepts Targum Jonathan, disagrees
largum JSnathan, merely cites Targum Jonathan, relies on him/u. .. ,'T"

follows his interpretation, accepts only part of Targum Jonathan,

After making a

the Targum in a

on Targum Jonathan, differs with Targum Jonathan,

"Redak quotes the Targum more copiously than any other 
23) 

Biblical commentator."

relies upon Targum Jonathan by quoting his interpretations and in one
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in.lt/n] for Targumof the words

In the following verse (1:8), I offer my own criticism of
Redak.
1:8
he cites Ibn Ezra (Abraham).

Ezra, for by so doing there would have been no break in the comment, for
Targum Jonathan's has nothing to do with Ibn Ezra's, for Targum Jonathan \ >>£

k says they continued to sin.
Cites Targum Jonathan who makes a literal translation.2:1
Cites Targum Jonathan and follows his interpretation when2:2

Redak says, they will go up from the land of exile to their own land.
Cites Targum Jonathan who like Redak says, after many days,2:2

he will assemble them.
2:3

Quotes Targum Jonathan from whom we can clearly see that2:4
his (Redak) interpretation, pertaining to Israel’s indifference to God's

ways, was taken.
Quotes Targum Jonathan— yert unlike other places where2:11

Redak merely quotes him and lets it go at that, here he comments upon

pD'Miri py ■‘-it?.
Quotes Targum Jonathan although he contributes nothing.

cr6 pw ovyrn A 
tjy pt •Jonathan says:

Targum Jonathan's interpretation and also interprets the meaning of 
as meaning removal (Gen. 31I16).

J,
Redak cites Targum Jonathan at the end of the verse after

It is RSdak’s method to cite Targum -f

Jonathan at end, yet he should have quoted Targum Jonathan before Ibn

in.lt/n
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Redak's -a2:25
comment on

I (God) shall establish in the land for them a Holy House.
Quotes Targum Jonathan who translates the word3:2

usual way and does not relate it with the words 
{fifteen)
3«4
315
meaning goodness.
4:2
differs from his own.
4:12
lation and interprets the words.

Commenting on "neither go ye up to Beth Aven," Redak relies4:15
upon Targum Jonathan to substantiate his interpretation that Beth Aven
is really Beth el, for Targum Jonathan says, and go not up to Beth El.

Here also Redak is influenced by Targum Jonathan. Redak5:1
comments on reason for Mizpah and Tabor because they are lofty mountains.

Targum Jonathan says>.

5:15
Redak praises Targum Jonathan for his interpretation and adds8:11

\m n Tf •
Follows Targum Jonathan verbatim.8:14

VinnRedak offers same interpretation as Targum Jonathan

Follows Targum Jonathan who differs with the text's trans- 

"my people who consult an image of wood."

Vlu.

niUas

a

'f
IDJin the

y~7?C22.
the land and

Quotes Targum Jonathan and differs with him. Redak's
’’S pTiyTVlis. they will be as numerous as the seed of

they will once again be a nation. Targum Jonathan says,
4e,X r

Quotes Targum Jonathan and utilizes his interpretation.,
Accepts Targun Jonathan's interpretation of  

'D”5 71WP .
Quotes Targum Jonathan twic e although his interpretation

r‘ ' '
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9:6 Cites Targum Jonathan who differs with him on meaning
mm wiw . Targum Jonathan says, it means beasts, whileof

Redak says they are thorns.

Here also Targum Jonathan differs with Redak.10:7 Targum

DPTTl {foam) and RedakJonathan says,

says it means bark (

10:9
the extent of saying_
10:7
of the word
ua.

"His critical use of the Targum can be seen by his frequent

comments on it, but especially by his making the important observation

IBN EZRA.

Of the Spanish school, Ibn Ezra is the only author that

gum as

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

jv niiirn win .
It is interesting to notice that regarding the interpretation .

.. CCA-’

TlDIM Redak does not follow Targum Jonathan as he us-
Rashi follows Targum Jonathan and interprets the word to <'"■*'« ’ V

has the meaning of
V 7,-7 ).// >

Redak disagrees with Targum Jonathan's interpretation to
HUH*)

that the translator appeared to have had a different reading from that 
24)

of the Masoretic text.” "He calls attention to paraphrases of the Tar-
25) 

not being in accordance with the accepted vocalization."

W* T'1"""
II

mean repentance ( /7-27'?7j~l).
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We find him quoted by name eleven times. Theany other author.
1:8, 2:17, 4:13, 5110, 6:2, 6:3, 7:9,following are the references:

(10:2) as additional comments. Ibn Ezra, however, is utilized without

the first chapter (1:8). Commenting upon 
a fter the ten tribes were exiled, the tribes in exile bore children

called them
according to the opinion of Ibn Ezra , despite the peace and security

This likewise must have been the view ofof the Spanish "golden" era.
Redak.
1:9

Redak seldom does pass up versealready explained, meaning Ibn Ezra's.
without commenting upon it.
the complete dependence and faith Redak had in Ibn Ezra.
6:3

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

being named very frequently, and he is the source of Kimhi inat least 
26) 

forty-nine other instances."

We find Redak quoting Ibn Ezra in the very beginning of

.Ibn Ezra says that

o i
I E c-f

Redak out of sheer respect to hie father quotes him first

Redak makes no comment whatsoever and merely says, rClTi

} * \

as a possible explanation;

-pAA**^*

.•f-U

and then quotes Ibn Ezra whose view was a part of his own philosophy
! A. iAa t

(CI 1

/■e

10:12, 11:7, 11:9, 11:10,"and is mentioned five times anonymously, 
as (2:2). rejecting his interpretation; U 1U7T9 (6:11),

VT (5:1, 13:14) and____ 21.

who remained there and did not return to their land, therefore he
W-Zk.’ Wa see that Palestine played a large role

This, therefore, sheds much light upon
C'&LOftU/ M'-' L .

W , . >»-« i
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773^-7J , Ibn Ezra says, that only through a
gradual increase of knowledge can one reach God, the ultimate know-

This great emphasis upon the acquisition of knowledge isledge.
characteristic of Ibn Ezra.

It is clearly to be seen from these verses that Redak12:4-7
followed Ibn Ezra.

Ill

RASHI

He also cites him anonymously.in Hosea. Throughout the section

devoted to his exegesis, I have shown how Rashi has bean utilized

without being cited.

istic of hie exegesis:
4:12
"some say” that

which is of wood.
8:13

mir. It refers to^those
sacrifices that they roast ( WW ) before Me on the altar,

27) 
five times

Although Redak in no way relies upon Rashi as he does upon 
Targum Jonathan and Ibn Ezra, yot we find him te quot/^Rashi

I here quote a few of Rashi's comment

VP (Cohen says it is Rashi)Redak says,

V his counsel and staff refer to an idol I f

Redak quotes the entire comment of Rashi on

s which are character-
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what do I need them, let them slaughter them and eat them for I do

been good would it have read with a Sheva

He rejects it because it requires a differentwritten with a patah.

vocalization.

11:7 Rashi

naiiyrto come frominterprets the meaning of
Redak says, that in no place do we find the word(repentance).

same
interpretation as Redak "and was taken from him" (Cohen).

IV

SAADYA

Of this num­

ber,
and in the
on none
2:3

Saadya alone quoted.2:13
Rashi and Targum Jonathan quoted.Saadya,2:17

Saadya and others quoted, anonymously,2:19
Saadya, Rashi and Targum Jonathan quoted.3:2

of these does he make any comment.

Saadya and Targum Jonathan quoted.

28)
We find Redak quoting Saadya fourteen times.

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

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

not wish them." Redak agrees that Rashi's interpretation would have
but it is

to have any other than a derogatory meaning. Ibn Ezra has the
*

He quotes Rashi and rejects his interpretation.
'mwh.
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Rabbis, Targum Jonathan and Saadya quoted. (It is inter-3:5
esting to note that in this case Redak differs from his usual pro­
cedure by quoting Targum Jonathan last.).

Saadya and Targum Jonathan quoted/4:2
Saadya alone quoted.4:10
Rashi, Saadya, Joseph Kimhi and Abraham Ibn Ezra quoted.5:10

(SeeTargum Jonathan, Saadya and Joseph Kimhi quoted.6<9
my comment on 3:5).

Saadya and Targum Jonathan qubted.8:9
Saadya and Targum Jonathan quoted.10:6
Saadya, Targum Jonathan and Abraham Ibn Ezra quoted.11:9
Joseph Kimhi, Saadya and Rabbis quoted.12:5
In the light of the previous observations, we may be

In a few of
£

Targum Jonathan with it (for his reliance upon Targum Jonathan was
great) and in the others are also to be found Rashi, Abr. Ibn Exra,

Joseph Kimhi and the Rabbis.

are
This

therefore, sheds much light upon the nature of Redak's reliance upon
Saadya.

I

30)
Of the fourteen times that Redak quotes Saadya,nine

31) 32)

justified in saying that wherever Saadya is quoted, Redak found it 
very little need for^uoting many other commentators.

these-verses the name of Saadya alone stands, and in a few that of

on exegesis, three are on the meaning of a word, one is a 
33)

Gimatriya and one deals with accentuation (verse divisions).
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V

JOSEPH KIMHI

Indirectly, Joseph commanded a great influence upon
David learned very little from his father for thehis son, David.

latter died when David was about ten years old. The son learned

We are indebted to R. Joseph formuch from his father’s books.

followed by modern Hebrew grammarians.

(7,
equal to that

of the Latin alphabet was crowned with success. In each case he
claimed that there were five primary sounds, viz., a, e, i, o, u,
and these with the corresponding short sounds form the whole vowel

"This system may not b e completely satisfactory in itssystem.
application to a Semitic language, but it is undoubtedly superior to

science to the soil of

books supplied him (David)
with abundant grammatical information. It must also be said, that
the method of arranging nouns, which Redak so well does, was
learned from him. (Joseph).

19

34) 
three primary vowel sounds."

He was the first to compile
He made a careful study of the Europeana complete Hebrew grammar.

languages and his attempt to present our vowel system as

successful transplanter of Judeo Arabic 
35)

Christian Europe." His tsAfeer's

introducing the system of 10ng and short vowels which are still

■ ■ ■', {- •

the confusing system of earlier grammarians, such as Ibn Ezra, who
are misled by the analogy of Arabic and recognize in Hebrew only » ■/**

It may be said of him (Joseph) that he was "the first r
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R. Joseph is quoted by name, in Hosea by Redak, twenty-
"The attitude of R.

attitude of respect and reverence,

2:2

his interpretation from R. Joseph.

he therefore, called

Israel Jezreel (
the nations.
2:7

refer to the nations (Assyria and Egypt) with whom Israel had signed
a covenant, but rather to the planets which supplied them with food.
2:8

literal
meaning of a word. R. Joseph says, that the word"thornB" should not

This he does by intro­
ducing the word
2:12 In this verse he quotes his father and accredits him with

Although disagreeing with his father, yet he quotes him.
Commenting upon ‘HPlX’ , R. Joseph says it does not

five times though he seldomly agrees with him.
David toward his father, however, may be described as being similar

long time and now I shall re-assemble them;
 ) because the Lord planted them among

purpose in quoting his father since he (Redak) wished to accredit 
his father with the fact that he does not always accept the

to his relation to the Rabbis, an
and therefore frequent quotation, but little actual dependence and

36)
utilization of the source of his interpretations."

be taken literally but rather figuratively.

)9 >O .

From this verse, we see that Redak most likely received 
Commenting on i>w pr •o

R. Joseph says, they (Israel) were scattered among the nations for a

The same applies tothis verse. Redak has a specific
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refer to thehis interpretation of the word sum.

4:12

He (R. Joseph) says, they are comparable to the blind whose staffetc."

shows him the way, and his cane which are his false prophets.

Although differing with his father, yet he quotes him.4:14

1‘~V~19~I is derived from the wordR. Joseph says, that the word
(mule), i.e., the people are comparable to mules. After having quoted
his father, he then quotes others 

concerning the6:3 R. Joseph's comment on

me nt

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 many 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 JANAH

Of the authors of the Spanish school none, except Ibn

nyrj 
7

achievement of knowledge can in no way compare to the brilliant state-

as the number twenty-five.

Here Redak quotes a lengthy comment of his father on 

19 i^y'i w.
people ask counsel at their stock, and their staff declareth unto them

in this verse by Ibn Ezra. Redak, if wishing to show his respect
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Ezra, are mentioned.
Ibn Jan ah twice 8:3, 10:12 and Hayyuj once 14:8.mously. Despite the

failure

source.

the most eminent of all grammarians.
through the translations of Judah ibn Tibbon.
8:13 Redak quotes Ibn Janah anonymously by merely saying

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

10:12 Quotes Ibn Janah anonymously.

VII

ARUK

Redak quotes the author of the Arui only once (7:11).

ation. Commenting upon the word
he says that its meaning is that of a woman who weeps and is in mourning.

He (Redak) not only quotes him there, but offers his complete explan- 
\s nn~'TLV °f the Targum Jonathan,

on the part of Redak to mention these masters of his, yet it is
well known that they occupy a

especially influenced him greatly either directly or
sources of his exegesis."

We find Ibn Janah and Hayyuj mentioned anony-

significant place as "one of the main 
may

Of these two scholars, we/say that Ibn Janah
indirectly through & A '

Ibn Ezra whose comments can readily be traced to Ibn Janah as their
Redak was greatly indebted to the celebrated Ibn Janah

(Abuwalid) whom he follows almost blindly.

■

k 'l

Redak considers him to be . ,,
He learned from Ibn Janah «

_ •* J
( ,■ ctoo . I €|
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‘nrrwHe compared the word withthe Arabic which utilizes the word
to describe a woman who weeps and cuts (lacerates) her face*

VIII

TARGUM JERUSHALMI

This citation shows that Redak completely relies uponentire book.

IX

TARGUM ONKELOS

Redak could easily have dispensed with this citation, inas muchas
this statement is duplicated in Targum Jonathan.

39)
Targum Onkelos is cited only once in the entire book.

337)
We find the Targum Jerushalmi quoted only once in the

this citation to bear out his own explanation of the word ‘
'>yK ivj'pzjSto mean "cut down". He Cites the Targum Jerushalmi 

for the words p-’/y' IDnS .



CHAPTER FIVE — EXEGESIS

3

and

appears to

are to be noticed
pretations.

and literal interpretations. To advance the

24

Though largely independent in his exegesis, yet, there 
are many passages where the influence of other exegetes, especially 
Ibn Ezra and Rashi

The reader of Redak will also notice the presence of 
Midrashic interpretations

consent to the fact that they form 
for this

His clear exposition, derived from a keen 
insight of the Hebrew language, is based upon his knowledge of 
Philology. Being equipped with a sense of critical observation, 
he often notices a word, or even a letter, which warrants comment, 

thereby serves as a source for his exegesis.

as the sources of his inter-

an integral part of his exegesis, 
>»ay be explained in the light of the great emphasis he 

placed upon rational

As one reads the text, there is much that 
the reader to be clear and self-evident and therefore any ex- 
planation would seem superfluous and would involve the risk of 
only confusing matters, yet Redak in a method which is so character­
istic of him, comments upon them and adds lustre and color to the 
text, thereby, making it all the more rich and appealing.

and gimatriyos. We can hardly give our

The exegesis of Redak may be characterized as being 
literal, rational and based upon an exact and grammatical con­
struction of the text.
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contrary would label him as being inconsistent in his style.
Midrash and gimatriyos were then highly in rogue and

Redak either unconsciously resorted to them or understood^ their
value to the people and therefore included them in his exegesis in
order to make his writings appealing to many of his day.

I shall resort to the same procedure, in dealing with
I have done in discussing the other characteristics

of his writings, i.e. to mention some of his comments, the purpose
of which is to enable us to comprehend the exact nature of his
exegesis.
1:6 Commenting upon the word 

and destroy their land;

them away to the land of their enemies.

Redak seldom conpares one word to another without citing

the verse.
2:2 Commenting upon
Gods which are not living, and even the living among them, the planets,

but He is alive without any cause. Though the meaning of the words
commented upon are quite evident, yet his philosophical insight con­

appealing.
cerning the Prime Cause and his comment upon it makes his exegesis more

his exegesis as

Si'C "02. he says, now they are making

are living only through the cause of the One who makes them alive,

of P,4 CT) -P he says

this means, I shall bring the enemy upon them who will exile them
or the word has the same connotation 

( 40)
}X~IF1 , that is, I shall carryas O-TIljC and is similar to
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2:2

fine interpretation

Ejra. The latter holds that
,o what the appointing of a headinto exile.

t
CoDD

also adds that the words
would have been more correct o say,
Palestine is higher than any other country and one who comes to the
land will have to go up and he who leaves it will have to go down.
2:13 Redak here defines two apparent similar words. Whereas

2:17
TVTyiJ of he says,Commenting upon word

comfort.
2:20
word which is due to his careful study of each word. The word 

from "bow" and "sword", he already mentioned. (If 

referred to war, why specify "bow" and "sword" when the term

already includes them?).

>-

implies seasBn 
/ i 42)

rjri implies feasting and rejoicing the word 
(seasons), 3.)V/X IV/Zib 

’43) 7
J (set time).

since the prophet mentions the word "vine" when he speaks of
44)

chastisement, he also mentions the word "vine" when he speaks of

rm

Tn this verse, Redak shows keen insight and offers a

Redak inquires as

(set time), or

Here again Redak offers a clever interpretation of a

^7) has to do with those going into exile, and
H [/J ]jyl are incorrect. It ■ —( 

1X^7, for

refers to war but may also fefer to the other weapons of war aside

rv)r&)

41)
or time and is similar to y-i -

Redak accounts for the repetition of certain words.

of a word and disagrees outrightly with Ibn
7Z) 76 V 7 refers to the going
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Redak here resorts to a midrashic interpretation. He2:21
comments on the fact that the word "betrothed" is written three times.
Each refers to one of the three exiles of Israel--  Egypt, Babylon

Every time they emerged from an exile, itand the present exile.
The first betrothal, when he tookwas as though God betrothed them.

them forth from Egypt, was not a permanent one, for they were later
In contrast to it, he therefore said, "I will betroth theeexiled.

unto me forever, etc, etc."

D~’Z) 12277 -T7X TljyK he says that God2 >23 Commenting upon
will respond to the heavens and it will be as though the heavens ask.
whether rain shall be given as it is their custom, and I (God) shall
answer them and be willing that they be given rain as it is the

custom i. e. rains of blessing, and that is what he means by 
my wish shall be given them.
3:1 Redak says, after prophet completed comfort, he then
resorted to rebuke' it seems that he errs here. Is it not usually
rebuke and then comfort!
3:2

mentators who offered a different interpretation. Although failing

Jonathan's explanation to comment upon the words 

on

also be noted that he fails to mention the names of tte other com-

yo=> -ivy nwnn..
The reason for fifteen is, because God will redeem her (Israel)

Here we have a typical example of a gimatriya. It may

to mention the name of Targum Jonathan, yet he utilizes Targum
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the fifteenth of Nisan.
hy saying

3t2

five;
together amount to fourty-five days.

lengthy and inter-312

Commenting
on the word

deceived the Torah. They were like horses and mules devoid of under­
standing and engaged in all sorts of work, hut after they received
the Torah, their eyes were opened and the spirit of intelligence rested
upon them.
3«4

esting comment can be made by Redak upon a single word.
TVffi he says that it refers to feed for beasts^ for 

most of the people who left Egypt were comparable to beasts, until they

He also adds another comment, anonyn>ously> 
and7127 7’J ~yy7 "through the merit of Abraham, Isaac, /

Jacob and the twelve tribes" which account for the number fifteen.
The following is another gimatriyo, which is a bit more 

involved than the preceding. Utilizing Targum'Jonathan’s statement 

that the fifteen refers to the fifteenth of Nisan when the children

fine example how aThe following is a

Redak's undependence in exegesis extends even to the 
i

freedom of dividing sentences thereby dividing its meaning. Commenting

and there received the Torah, for is equal to thirty
(Seah) and is equal to fifteen, together they amount to fourty-

the fifteen days remaining in Nisan and thirty in Iyar which

of Israel were redeemed from Egypt, Redak adds his own comment by 
saying that ~yj~)3>7 7/)lFI refer to the number of days it took 
them since they left Egypt until they came to the wilderness of Sinai



I

29

upon
to God and
4:2 Rashi, Joseph Karo, Abraham Ibn Ezra and others offer the
same comment as Redak yet he fails to acknowledge this fact*
4:4 Redak’s great knowledge of the Bible enabled him to divorce

i
words from their setting and transfer them to an entirely different
setting thereby giving them an altogether new meaning. He says it is

D3 A) 73 refers to the company of Korahpossible that

4:10
verse ten with verse eleven.

Commenting upon word he says, it refers to the month5:7
of Tamuz when the city was entered and the month Ab when it was destroyed.
6:3

and

If we say that Assyria

must interpret the word 

He adds a vav and writes it thus --- 
 means early rain.

819

 of

45) |
[~)lp who disputed and protested against the priesthood.

Redak, here, entirely ignores the verse division and joins

, the word Z^r.applie8

71 J. applies to the worship of idolatry.

Here Redak enlightens us with the full meaning of the word 

________ by n 'J . /
is,geographically speaking, on a lower level than Palestine, then we

/A'to mean departing as y 7ft 77.4/746

 and if you wish to interpret the words^7X77 777/7

a ctually going up to Palestine then we have the meaning of 

Redak differs with the general interpretation of the word 
,as meaning "to water" but rather considers it to be a noun.

rrm Wyibzjo

as
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and 

9:1
"It Is possible that he

borrowed
rare interpretation and Redak is9:5
He takes the wordin this comment*almost alone

the

Commenting upon10:9

was
Once

in
and

10:14
■>2J y J. (written with

He comments upbn the following words 12:4

words.
is in the womb, it lacks the necessary strength to grasp with one of

similar to that
it from them."

freedom to eat, not so while ploughing.
He calls our attention to defective spelling of the word

the tribes).

and informs us of

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

)7Z)/Z7k7 Redak adds ITZ)/ Oil}'J TUTT'.7 /
interpretation and it was from him that this"Ibn Ezra offers same 

49) 
taken."

to the day of 
48) 

rashim."

10 til
meaning of apparent similar words.

izpn he says, during threshing, ( ) the animal has the

of Rashi and Ibn Ezra.
47)

this interpretation. "The designation ci as referring
destruction is found neither in the Talmud nor Mid­

day of destruction.
"The designation of 

‘7/73 to mean
Jacob b Reuben, as Cohen points out, offers

a yod which stands for the plural i,e.

the physiological difficulty involved in these

again have a

^70977 and he cites, Gen. 49:4, Job, 5:26, Ps. 102:25.

Here, we azain have a case where Redak's comment is

again Redak calls our attention to the difference

Commenting upon the words 

The following is a
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th. heel of anotherits limbs, and therefore for an embryo to grasp

-/

FIGURATIVE INTERPRETATION

There are places in the book of Hosea where Redak def­
initely calls our attention to the fact that certain words should

I make mention ofnot be taken literally but rather figuratively.
a few of these, although not abundantly to be found, in order to
illustrate my previous statement.
1»5 The word 

This he

The word in1:6

1:8 The words . are taken figur­

atively and mean, a period of weakness, during the days of Zekariah and
Shalom also during the reign of Menahem ben Gedi who ruled for ten years,
for it was during his reign that Pul, king of Assyria, invaded the

country, and also in the days of Pikhaya, his son, who ruled for two

years until Pekah b. Remalya arose and ruled firmly for twenty years,
and arose against Judah and killed 120,000 in one day, (these numbers

undoubtedly hyperbolic); he also laid seige to Jerusalem togetherare

________ sypn yr’ -ij-iryi .
~rL>n i ~Tiy nnrn > he says

<

refers to Zekariah and Shalom who were as weak as females.

he takes to denote strength and power.
deduces from Targum Jonathan 

child is considered to be a great wonder.

I
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It is concerning him that he utilizes the
proverb

II

KNOWLEDGE OF HISTORY

Of the very few references to history found in the cotnment-

8t9 After commenting upon the word
clarify its meaning in the light of the fact that Palestine is

of history as an explanation of the term
incident of Menahem offering Pul, king of Assyria a thousand pieces
of silver and Menahem went up (in Palestine) to the place where Pul
was encamped, for in Palestine proper he says we know there are

marked topographical differences.

upon his knowledge of history in aiding him in his exegesis.

1Z>V and attempting to

geographically higher than Assyria, he then resorts to the facts

7A and that is, the

with Rezin king of Aram.
J)21 7DJ17., and concerning his generation it is said

’Z) X .3'5 , for concerning him it is said, he did evil in the
f 7

eyes of God, he did not turn from the sine of Jeroboam.

ary, the following may well serve as a good example of Redak’s reliance
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III

KNOWLEDGE OF ARABIC

Different views are held as to whether Redak knew Arabic.

was

Doctor Israel Friedlaender said,
that Kimhi knew Arabic but his acquaintance with the language was

limited to mere expressions and words, yet did not know its grammar

The works of the Arabic grammariansand read it with difficulty.

(David Hayyuj, the "first grammarian" and Jonah Ibn Janah the

"greatest of Medieval Hebraists")wer^made known to him through

translations or from the mouths of others. Quite a number of

derivations from the Arabic are to be found in his works which offer

resorts to the aramaic idiom.
13^3- for the word He quotes the Arabic word4:13

three from Ibn Janah, one directly"Quotes Arabic in four places:

13:5 Quotes Arabic through his father whom he says drew from

(4113), and two (4il4), (13:15) through his father, the fourth, 
52)

(7til) is from the Aruk."

Ibn Janah. "My fatheS brought proof for this word from the Arabic

rich material for the Hebrew lexicographer. He compares the Arabic 
to the Hebrew form and wheh dissatisfied with the Hebrew he then

"Geiger, Tauber and Schiller-Szinessy are of the opinion that he 
50)

unacquainted with this language." "Poznanski and Eppenstein say that
51) 

he was well versed in the languagd."
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IV

Evidently he

Two of these Loazim are not his own
He makes no acknowledgement

of the fact that he takes them from Rashi.

him to explain his interpretations.
54)

but Rashi*s, the third, is his own.

LOAZIM

which for the word is

that the root is .

i.e. dry."

53) 
Redak cites only three Loazim in Hosea.

places little importance upon the citation of foreign words in aiding

Ibn Janah says



CHAPTER SIX -- KN07AEDGE OF GRAMMAR

grammatical knowledge, which enabled him to bring together the

often unsystematic and disorganized results of his predecessors

into a systematic whole• His works are looked upon as the dev­

elopment of the Hebrew grammar of the tenth to the thirteenth

"The period of Kimhi's life and activity falls at thS

clftse of the "golden" age of Hebrew literature, an age especially

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

Nearly three centuries had passed since the scientific study of

Hebrew, begum by R. Saadya Gaon, and brought to its fruition by

the great researches of R1 Judah Hayyuj and R. Jonah ibn Janah,

and grammatical works. But all this literary development, with

Of the scholars who prededed Redak, R. Judah Hayyuj
and R. Honah ibn Janah played the greatest role in influencing

Although he does not mention the names of Hayyuj andhis works.
ibn Janah and are only cited anonymously, R. Jonah ibn Janah in

and 10il2, and R- Judah Hayyuj in 14:8, yet Redak greatly8:3

35

55) 
century."

few exceptions, was in Arabic, and was therefore, confined to 
56)"

countries where that language was spoken."

"Redak possessed an all embracing and fundamental

an age which had produced a number of new Biblical commentaries
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On the same page, he
defines his purpose for writing his Miklol. He says, if one wishes
to learn the science of grammar, he will become weary studying the
numerous books written by the many scholars and will therefore find
it necessary to study them all his life. Since one must know when
letters are extraneous and when they are missing, he should be very
careful in the matter pertaining to his explanations, his letters

Our rabbis, he says, commandedand poetry. that one must always
teach his pupil by means of a short and precise method. The books
which should, be studied are those of R. Judah and R. Jonah, although
their books are quite far from the status of being perfect. Re dak

named this 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
understand the method of grammar and find in it everything to be known
concerning this knowledge.

In the entire ground work of his grammatical works,
Kimhi presents himself in the light of a compilator, "yet he is far
removed from committing plagiarism, for he expressly mentions in his

"Despite his

honesty, yet at times he had concealed the sources whence he drew.
This shows that he had imbibed much of the works of others into his

57) 
acknowledges their importance in his Miklol.

introduction that he had compiled the scattered statements of the 
58) 

early grammarians and wished to correct the errors."
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grammatical

Despite the above mentioned reasons of Tauber, I hardly believe them

acceptable for I cann&t see how he failed to mention his sources when

the works of the other of -the Other commentators were before him and

which he could have consulted for references* In discussing the gram­

matical standpoint of Redak, I shall point out places where not only

the influence of other writers are felt, but even to the extent of

including words, expressions and comments which are the products of

Redak often has the tendency to fail to acknowledge the .

If this tendency is purposive, thencontributions of other scholars.

certain amount of scholarly integrity.

I

ffR AMMAR

Commenting upon

R.

Jonah and Abraham ibn Ezra also say it is derived from this root.
, Redak says it is similar3i5 Commenting on word 

~|~TnSsU> in the future tense, for as it stands, one wouldto

take it to be in the imperative.

conscience or else was informed by others and therefore 
59') 

did not believe it necessary to make the name of the author known."

□ . he says it is

derived from the toot This is not original with Redak.

he may be accused of lacking a

their pens.
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13V<1 Redak says it isCommenting upon4110
verb and thereby disagrees with Ibn Ezra. Though Redak's reliance

Ibn Ezra is very evident, yet the former's independence andupon

Commenting upon word4:13

of

Here again Redak shows his independence of judgement.4:18 He
differs with Rashi and Joseph Karo who say
to invite, and with R. Jonah who says it comes from the root.

1171 isand the meaning of
who says it comes from the root
says it is from the root 
5:15 Redak often comments upon an apparent strange construction
of a verb. Being a carefyl observer and critical student, he therefore

spelling. Commenting upon the word 

the first num is similar to the nun of 
added in the future in the
6:1 Commenting on construction of the verb 

there are many verbs which take a double kamatz and he refers to hie

UpX (they liked) and with ibn Parhon
61)

li~lX but Redak in his Miklol

■

! dagash in the beth and says it is similar to the word DP.V in^I 
Here, also, he disagrees with Ibn Ezra whoChronicle, 33:22. Here, also, ne aisagrees wun j.on iizra who says 

it has the force of causation (Hiphil), but rather has the force

intensity, both here as well as other places as mentioned in his
60)

Miklol.

which has
a double kamatz, although it is in the perfect tense, Redak says that

an intransitive

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

he says that 

which is often tv­
case of plurals.

reliance upon his own judgement is often noticed.

IDP-V-1 he calls our attention to

up means 
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form >atah it returns to a kamatz at an ethnah or at

a different text.I
6»1 Redak's independence of opinion in matters pertaining to

Commenting on word verb tenses is here revealed.
Ibn Ezra

and Rashia ■

the past tense.
8i5 The word

the ZL

*

ii
>

VERB SYNTAX

J Being a keen student of the Hebrew language and a fine

>

62) 
Miklol.

*

offer such an

I am at loss in understanding how Redak can

say it is in the present tense and Joseph Karo says it is in

illustrious predecessor, but had his opponents in the scholars of 
Rashi, Joseph Karo, Ezra and Jacob b. Reuben who considered it 
’to be a transitive verb.

There, he says, that there words are derived from the root 

with a

, he says it 
is an apocopated form of 77J-’ and is in the future tense.

Z11L he 8ayB i® 311 intransitive verb and has 
_and he cites the passage Ql'jVJO [~IJ fr’.TH

the end of a sentence.
explanation when the word *713 in the text is neither

at an ethnah nor at the end of a sentence. However, he may have had

same meaning as
63) f-^X,

’U/3 J . He has a supporter in the scholar of R. Jonah his
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stylist, proper syntax was therefore of utmost importance to him.

A typical example of Redak's comments on syntax may be seen in the

following sentence.

14:3 should read 

or 

cites

7
.njipjri mion ii

in

SENTENCE SYNTAX

Redak comments upon the apparent syntactical difficulty8:10
is missing.of the sentence.

He deals with this

makes no attempt to shed some light upon the question as to why the

▼av is missing.

It is as though it were written 
64) 

matter in his Miklol.

■ - iiy

~121p DI# D/P/7 should read OpZ).

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

jC^n ]iy
He

it is interesting to read the following words on page 89 b of his

Mikibi. nmin pho J. p^.iyn pS?
lip. ir pv jiSz) // i/pwn w
nry nuc w idiwh nSarw y#

VKW -~)rm Tti?y 7fH TnrmKP. rcntn

The vav of DP|# of 

There Ee merely cites additional examples, but
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J

13t9

the custbm of the language to so speak.

IV

SPELLING

says that the yod takesCommenting upon word 6«9
the place of a heh of j~~pn which is the infinitive. He calls our

2WHe calls our attention to the spelling of the word9tl2
‘^705. with a _samah.it should be writtenand says

Here, as in the previous comment, ((t!2), he merely calls9«15
our attention to the vocalization of the word 

The word ‘l*~?fi7he says ie like10i4

makes the same comment. It is interesting to note that in 12il2 Re dak

says, 
nm heCommenting upon the spelling of the wordIO16

, and the nun is added.says it is like 
Here, Redak not only comments upon the spelling of a word10 J10

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

is "IO-1 and is in the kal. The dagash in the samahword 

I

i

^0^ with a zereh/ 

JTnty). Joseph Karo

offers no explanation of this fact.

jg~i -frn , w •■□□].

and says that although one beth would have been sufficient, yet it is
He comments upon the double beth of the verse 

attention to the fact that the yod and heh are interchangeable but 
65) 

This is cited in his Miklol.
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This is similar
to 

10:12

with a heh (

wthe imperative of

1117

chirik under the aleph takes the place of the heh of 

It is

is here
I feel that additional

information should have been given, such as the fact that, "the original

13:3

the ayin.

Commenting on word

a 

And with a

chirik it is 

72)
X112? 73 in hie Miklol he says it is

66)

13:13

such as 

He calls our attention to the spelling of the word 1~l‘VOs /
and says that it is as though it were written with a patah under 

71)
In his Miklol he says, 

P
Commenting upon the word 

mentioned as though it. belonged to a

yod or vav in all forms which end with the third radical gives place 
70)

to heh as a vowel letter, which represents the closing vowel."

 etc.

DTirT) and in the construct state it is

takes the place of the missifg yod of the peh aleph.

PT? p/jc
The word 1® a hiphil imperative and should be written
’1~~1 ). The heh is dropped as is the custom in

indeed both unfortunate and surprising that the only comment he makes 
69) (

on this word in his Mikloi, is the fact that the root TIP33 

A.

’I-!), and is similar to 

he says that the

- - • • t ,
67) 68)

the third radical, and he quotes Deuteronomy and II Samuel.

form and the mem is written either with a patah or chirik,
^,3^73 , a/nz) ,

nrgfi Dikaia.
njIBJ. ~T^20‘l IU3WDI« Here again it was his duty to explain why

the ayin takes a zeceh.
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writtan with a pat ah and the men with a chirik, like /~)2M etc.

14»1

14«8
Commenting upon the word.is, words that are spelled defectively,

V

(tcZecX 'Tv-AtO''1ETYMOLOGY 4-

7112 Redak is independent in his opinion as to the etymology
C

□‘nW. Whereas, he says, it comes fromof the word
JU

The same comment reappears in verse 15

I see no need for repeating this explanation, exceptof this chapter.

for the fact that in verse 15, he is more clear.

1 9:4 Commenting upon the word 

9:7

bind), Rashi, Joseph Karo, Ibn Ezra and others consider it to come 
from *~)0h (chastisement).

I U U - 
many more

~IPX (to

he says it is an ad-

XT w 
 He citesJOp JIj’CLJn

DpAD). He cites
he says the kaf preceding the word is missing.

75) ( pop nxunj), hnA in" nau? a1? (
76)

examples in his Miklol to substantiate his statement.

jective, while Ibn E^ra says it is a noun.

D-612? he says is a noun like 

Although here Redak says that the is written with a 

sheva alone, however, in his Miklol, he says i~l J7/jna DI2Z;Vn

p-vwj rn^ jVawa. *21*01 x-wa.
Redak often notices the omission of certain letters, that
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these nouns together with many more, under

form,

12i7

will imply 80)
his first statement,

221 etc.assumes such as a mem,

VI

MASSORAH

This applied not

In connection with his grammatical system, he gathered with great

many rare codices of

only to the letters and words, but also to the vowels to which in 

his Miklol p. 73a, he ascribes Mosaic origin 011/1^5 DO J *111? X”

He presents

There he points out the various meanings which the beth ' ' 
(for sake off,

Commenting upon
in place of a lamed, and the word 

Being a traditionalist, 
he does not deviate from the Massoretic's tent.

chirik because of the resh.
the letter beth of the word 

instead of 
nk

82) 
his Miklol.

we can readily understand why

the heading
ization in certain words, although they come under the SlV'l 

78) 79) / .
such as the words and 0)1)3 Jl il',yo(> _. The

zereh replaces the j

knowledge the Massoretic texts. He compared

he says that it serves
02.11VO (repentance). He cites examples to substantiate 

iw n# 80) 
-----------  -~I, 81)I

_____QU DTrTj IDO instead of 

this entire matter in a very detailed manner in

77)
In hie Miklol, he places

He also accounts for the variation in vocal
■ •• '>

nm/ji iTy-fr-.
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In this manner

VII

ACCENTS

"For him (Redak) accents had only a grammatical

We may clearly see from his re­
marks on page 54b and page 55a of his liiklol about the

By ignoring the verse-division, which he does by follow-development .

Of the ten, two are found in Hosea. The

II Chronicles 30:18, Jeremiah 17:11,ten verses are as follows :

Hosea 12:11, Jermiah 10:18, Hosea 4:10, Deuteronomy 4:9, Numbers 35;14,

Ezekiel 41:21, Haggai, 2:5, Job 17:5.

Page,,

which belong together, he shows his independence
85)

Kimhi refers to only one.

on the former page and on the latter

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

they were preserved and often consulted.

In Hosea 12:12, he lays down the rule 

"TipD y mt rrfan.
do not always follow the accents."

84)
ing Saadya, who holds that there are ten verse-pairs in the Bible 

of the accents.
86)

Biblical Exegesis.
significance, in order to establish the tone of the dagash, for he 

83) 
neglects the nature of the accent in his scientific investigations.

"Interpretations of Bible passages

Redak does not consider accents to be binding on

whose origin and existence very little is known.
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VIII

LEXICOGRAPHY

Redak's commentary on Hosea contains a wealth of Lex-
In detecting the finest distinctions andicographical material.

similarities between words exhibiting a superficial similarity, he

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

free from definite blemishes.
1x2 R-
word 

88)
t*i

2x1 Commenting on

cannot be measured than surely they

The term

^5073 (counting) can

■bittin this verse,

< 
d

only apply to stars.

The following words of his occur

for adding the word

2x1

11.0 .There is no necessity

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

pi W j'K 
-530?^ (number) apply to sand and the term

190~’ th he says, if they

cannot be counted and similarly
m*1X3 (measure) and

The letter ^1 of the word 

He cites passages where the same word occurs. 
87) - 8V , n m n nn

I ( Y 89)
JI 111# IS bjC .15 .
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>1210 andsine e
The word I 4:14 He

then cites the verse prating
fool shall fall."

It is interesting tothe verse whence the word 

(his teacher) made the same comment in Proverbs on word 

Roots," root
4:16

Re dakto many sheep and he quotes
completely overlooks the fact that Rashi there makes the identical
comment, yet he gives his father credit for this explanation. I

5:4
andits meaning is
9:4
10:9
and similarly
10:12
11:1-0

Hefear.
He discusses its forma noun.12:15

I

quotes I Samuel 16:4, to bear him out.
he says is

note that Redak fails to mention the fact that his brother Moses

Tiby have the same meaning.

It is to be noted that he seldom-fails to quote
<z| ' ■'

appears.

12)210 though in the singular yet refers to the collective, 
< 92)

pippi "iik/ •’b ■>rr7 .

However, the source for both of these comments is Janah’s ’’Book of 
.91) unb .

has the same meaning as  

Dub'1 CPJW a

'iVaO. .atOatc.

njQ\Sz.

nnnb7 , Redak says it means to move or shake without

93) prro

n y1V , _7
^OD means

hardly believe such bias to be excusable. 
p.-rbSvn he says is similar to  

i~~lnil'll (permission).
 CTylAS Redak says means dry ( u'Wl4 ).

Commenting upbn T~ll^y he says it is similar to 

'myV and 

more than
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which add

12/^1 nW pru. He calls this word aI

94)
in his Miklol in section D7W/7 under nouns

a letter at their beginning ~l 9 0 )J Pll/X h# 

l>193n form.
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