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Introduction 

David Kimhi is one of the popular commentators on 

the Bible. He views himself unpretentiously as a simple 

teaoher. His importance, in a sense, rests more on his 

pedagogic skill than on his thinking. Kim.hi draws freely 

upon his predecessors. He is imbued with the teachings of 

the Jewish rationalists and is well acquainted with the 

works of Saadia, Ibn Daud, Rashi, Ibn Ezra, ~d Maimonides . 

Most of the biblical commentaries of his time reflect the 

midrashic or homiletic approach. The philosophical 

approach to biblical exegesis is more congenial to Kimhi. 

He prefers to consider the obvious meaning of the text. 

The Book of Genesis, dealing as it does with such 

themes as God, creation, the nature of man, the problem of 

good and evil, etc., lends itself especi ally to scientific 

treatment. Here Kimhi is afforded an opportunity to apply 

the store of philosophical knowledge he has accumulated. 

The importance of his commentary on Genesis rests precisely 

on the tact that K.imhi is not an obscure philosopher writing 

for a limited audience. Instead, he writes for the common 

people and his Genesis commentary serves as a pedagogic 

means o! introducing the Jewish masses to philosophic sub jects 

which had hitherto been closed to them. 

~be intent of this study then is to examine K.imhi's 

commentary on Genesis in depth; to dis cern this new p~..ilosophic 
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approach, to analyze it in light of the established schools 

of Jewish philosophy, and to indicate, wherever possible, 

any innovations that the author makes. 



Chapter I 

Historical Background 

Biblical. commentaries were written to help the 

student arrive at a f\1.ller comprehension of the text and 

1 

its implications. In turn, by eram1n1ng the methods and 

viewpoints by which the commentators deal with the biblical 

text, we can open a window on the world in which they lived. 

Each coDDDentator will have something unique to offer and 

thus will give us particular insight into his time. Ho one 

offers a more comprehensive view of the situation of late 

twelfth and early thirteenth century Jewry th.an does Rabbi 

David ben Joseph limhi. In his writings we observe the in­

ternal struggle within the Jewish community between the 

forces of reason and science on the one hand, and the forces 

of traditional religion on the other. In hie encyclopedic 

approach, Kimhi la_ys out for us all that has come before him 

and all that exists in his own world, side by side. Al.though 

he often adds his own opinions, he nevertheless conveys to 

us in an objective manner a broad compendium of views held 

by his contemporaries. 

In addition to the quantitative scope of hie writings, 

their clear and lucid style is worthy of note. Apparently 

hie purpose is not to appeal to an exclusive audience, but, 

on the contrary, to make his material accessible to the 

masses. He is a teacher whose priorities are to approach 

his subject with enthusiasm and integrity; to penetrate i~ 
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as deeply as possible, and most important, to convey hie 

learning to others, regardless ot their training, in the 

most d1.rect and efficient way. 

One can more readily understand Kimhi's love ot 

scholarship and teaching when his background and family are 

coDsidered. The family origins are traced to Spain. 1 Ximhi's 

tather, Rabbi Joseph ben Isaac K1rnb1 (known by the acronym 

RJ.IaM,1105-1170), 2 was forced to flee Spain and move north 

into the section of southern France known as Provence. His 

!light was occasioned by the persecutions resulting trom the 

Almohade invasion and conquest of Andalusia, which began 

about 1143 and ended with the fall of Cordova in 1148. 3 

Many Jews moved to Christian Spa.in \fbere Toledo became the 

new center for Jewish learning. 4 However, some scholars 

tound new homes !'urther north in Catalonia, which was ad­

jacent to ProTence. Indeed, in the early twelfth century, 

sections o! Provence came under Spanish control and were 

annexed to Catalonia. 5 This annexation made for closer 

relations between the Provencal schools and the academies 

ot Barcelona, 6 

It was under these oircWD8tances that, in the late 

114o•s, Joseph Kimhi settled in Narbonne, the leading ac­

ademic center of Provence. Narbonne was famous as a city 

of scholars and writers. 7 It is probable that Joseph X1mhi 

llTed the ll.!e ot a scholar and teacher ot modest means 1n 



that city until bis death in 1170. 8 He was among the first 

to bring the in:!luenee of Spanish Jewry to Provence. The 

Jews of Spain were dev-oted primarily tu philological and 

philosophical studies; the Jews o~ France were concerned 

with the Talmud and rabbinic disciplines. 9 At that ti.me . 
the Jews of Provence and especially Narbonne were not well 

acquainted with Hispano-Judaic culture and scholarship. 

They were rather under the in:fluence of the talmudic academ­

ies of northern France and their devotion to midrashic ex­

egesis. Narbonne had been the home of Mosheh HaDarshan. who 

was given to long discourses based on aggadic sources. He 

did much to popularize a mode of interpretation in accordance 

with the dex:ash as opposed to the peshat• 10 Thie was a 

factor with which David Kimhi would later have to contend 

in tempering bis scientific, rationalist approach to script­

ural analysis. 11 

Because until the middle of the twelfth century the 

Jevs of Provence had been ruled by the Carolingian dynasty. 

their cultural and spiritual life followed the Franco-German 

mode. 12 In the area of scholarship this meant a de-rotion 

to the Talmud and the midrashim, al.most to the exclusion of 

all elae.13 

In addition to their being located in a geographic-

ally central position, between the cultural centers of Spain, 

Italy, and Franco-Germany, 14 the Jews o~ southern Fra:lce 
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enjoyed more security than did their brethren in the north. 

Many of the Provencal Jews were moneylenders; others were 

involved in agriculture, especially in viticulture. 15 In 

the mid-fourteenth century the Jewish community ~bered 

fifteen thousand. 16 

!fhe Hispanic intluence was more readily accepted in 

Provence than in the smaller, less cosmopolitan areas to the 

north, where any change or secular intrusion was viewed as 

a danger to the Jewish way of life. In the north the people 

derived spiritual solace from the study of the traditional. 

teachings and aggadic sources. Yitzhak Baer takes note of 

this: 

The talmudical academies which they CRashi 
and the Tosaphists) had founded were able 
to give the Jews of the small communities 
o! Europe farther north a more homog~neous 
education and to inspire them with a more 
harmonious spirit than was possible in the 
south , so f'Ull. of conflicts and contra-17 dictions . 

This difference manifested itself in its most extreme form 

in the cont.roversy between the Maimonists and anti-Maimonists 

in 1232, 1n which David K.imhi played an important role in 

defending Maimonides. 

Joseph Kimhi's works deal with both grammar and 

exegesis. In his major gran=atical work, Sefer Haz11ckaron, 

he makes several important contributions to Hebrew linguis­

tics, especially in the area of vocal.i~ation. 18 Be diTided 

the vowels into !ive short and five long forms: 19 



As he followed the Sephardi pronoun­
ciation, he arranged them thus: long: 
A,O, I, E,(EI) u, and correspondingly 
short: A(patach), o, I, E, u. He 
gained three vowels short O(kametz 
katan), the short I(chirik katan)which 
is not followed by Yod, and Kubutz , 20 short U, represented by three dots. 

5 

He also recognized the l?i&,l and hofa1 as separate and distinct 

conjugations. 21 RllaM wrote another book, Sefer Hagal,ui, 

which deals with the debates and differences between Menachem 

ben Aruk and Dunash ben Labrat over Menachem'a Machberet , the 

first Hebre~ d1ctionary. It is also a reaction to Rabbenu 
22 fam's handling of the controversy in his Sefer Haha.lfra'ot. 

Joseph Kjmbi also wrote a polemical work called Sefer Rabrit 

which refuted Christian attacks against the Jews. The book, 

in dialogue form, contrasts the views of the "believer" 

(ma•amin) and the aheretic" (mJJ:l). It deals speci!ical.ly 

with the connection of usury and the Jews; it also challenges 

the Christian doctrines of original sin, incarnation, and it 

protests againot negative references by Christians to Jewish 

morality and the manner in which Christians interpret the 

Bible. 23 Joseph Kimhi wrote commentaries on the Torah , 

Prophets, Proverbs, and Job. David Kimhi utilizes some of 

them in his commentaries. 24 

Joseph Ximhi had two sons, Mosbeh and David. Plosheh, 

the elder, is kno'flll by the acronym ReMaK. Be also wrote on 

grammar and exegesis, but never attained to his father's or 

his younger brother's scholarly eminence. Mosbeh is believed 
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to have heen born in 1130 and to have died in 1190. 25 

His works include commentaries on the books of Proverbs, 

Ezra, and Nehemiah, which are attributed erroneously to 

Abraham ibn Ezra, 26 as well as a text book on grammar en• 

titled §hey11ei Hada' at. 27 Mosheh Kimbi's importance lies 

in the fact that he was responsible for rearing and educat­

ing David, since the~r father died when David was still a 

child. Indeed, Cohen notes that David never refers to his 

father aa "zor teacher,n but rather restricts this term of 

honor to his brother. 

The sources indicate that David Kim.hi, laiown more 

commonly by the acronym ReDaK, read widely as a youth and 

vas well schooled in Talmud, grammar, and exeges13. 29 We 

know very 11 ttle about his personal life. It is highly 
30 

probable that he taught Talmud to the young in order to earn 

some income by which he could f'u.rther his own studies. We 

have no evidence for any writings which can be attributed 

to ReDaK before he reached the age of forty. 31 

R.eDaX was also known as David Hasephard.1, referring 

to his Hispanic ancestry. 32 In the French language he was 

known as Maistre Petit (corn ground fine) 1n a play on the 

root kema,h. 33 As his reputation grew, a play on words in­

volving the phrase in Avot 3:21 was applied to him; 

~1in l'K nDF l'R DK, that is to say, without K1mh1 there 

would be no true Torah learned or taught. 34 
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K1mbi'a first literary work was Sefer Mikhlol, a 

two part grammatical-lexicographical treatise which appeared 

in 1205. !rhe first section, called Releg Hadikd\ijc, is pat­

terned largely on the works of the ten~h century Spanish 

philologists HaJ'Y'Uj and lbn Jan.ah. His father's influence 

is a1so evident here. 35 K1.mb.1 deals most comprehensively 

vi.th the verb, providing complete tables of conjugations, in 

addition to a ful1 discussion of vocalization. 36 The book, 

vhich is written in a very lucid style, represents a sel­

ective summary of al1 grammatical principles known up to 

that time. The second part, called Helek Ha'iBy;an and also 

Sefer Ha§horasbim is lexicographical; it has its origins in 

an earlier work of the same name by Ibn Janah. 37 Waxman 

stresses the originality of Kimhi's treatise in that it 

includes all forms of the verb and its derivatives, in ad­

dition to nouns and adjectives. 38 ReDaK also adds remarks 

ot an exegetical nature on those verses in the Bible where 

the specific root mentioned appears. 39 Kim.hi -writes in 

Rebrew rather than Arabic, in order to meet the needs of the 

average reader. 40 

K1mhi 1 a ll, Sopher is a manual for those engaged in 

copying the Bible. It deals with rules of punctu.ation, voc­

alization, accents, and matters o~ masoretic interest. 41 

In the field of biblical exegesis ReDak began with 

a commentary o~ Chronicles, in response to a request made 
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of him by one of his father's students. He telt that he 

was !1111ng a gap in the exegetical literature by emphas­

izing the pes!lat. 42 By the term peohat he understands the 

simple and literal meaning of the text. Exegetical works 

which followed were devoted to Psalms , the Prophetic books, 

and Genesis, in that order. 43 He al.so wrote allegorical, 

philosophical commentaries on the Hexaerneron in Genesis and 

on the first chapter of Ezekiel. 44 These di!f'ored from 

ReDaK's other commentaries in that they dealt with the 

Ma'aseh Dereshith and ~a'aseh Merkayah 45 in a most spec­

ulative and non-scientific manner. 

There is some question as to whether ReDaK wrote 

commentaries on the other four books of the Torah. While 

there is no doubt that he makes exegetical reference to 

passages in these books in his other writings, e.g., the 

M1kh1o1, it is likely that he did not actually write com­

plete oommentariea on these books as he did tor Genesis~ 46 

It has been conjectured that they were indeed written and 

that the manuscripts were somehow lost; however, this does 

not seem probable, given the popularity and immediate 

acclaim which ReDaK's other exegetical works received. 47 

Lauding Ki mhi , Shelomoh Ibn Mclekh wrote in his JUkhlol ~ 

that there were no commentaries by limhi on the last :tour 

books of the Torah, the :Five ~1egillot, Proverbs, Job, Daniel. 

and Ezra. 48 Geiger advances the theory that ReDaX started 

with the least holy and pro~essed to the most holy in 



writing his commentaries. The reason for completing 

Bereshith last was w11p~ n1?y7 ,,, • 49 In reality, 

it is difficult to determine the precise order in which 

the commentaries were written from the references made 

in the text, because most of them were revised in Re.DaX's 

lifetime. 50 

In general, al.l of the biblical commentaries 
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are marked by a simple, relaxed, non-technical style. ReDaK 

explains everything step by step. Ho is concerned with 

historical continuity and perspective; 51perhaps he reflects 

the influence ot Moses Ibn G'ikatilla of Cordova. 52 He 

remains faith.fUl to the text, displaying a very high regard 

for the masorah; often he cites several T2 rgwnim in order 

to determine the correct reading. 53 He consulted many manu­

scripts; often he travelled about collecting them in order 

to insure ~aithl'ulness to the masorah.54 In order to be 

certain he interpreted both the kerei and ketiy .where they 

differ. 55 

ReDaK is usually careful to cite his sources pro­

perly.56 !hey include other biblical passages, the T2 rgµm1p, 

Geonic materials, philologic works of the Judaeo-Arabic 

tradition, Talmudic and Rabbinic sources, and the philosoph­

ical Writing of the R.aHBaM and his disciples. Baker and 

Hicholson in their introduction mention that Kjmb1 cites 

over one hundred and !ifty different works. 57 Geiger lists 



some o~ the more important influences: 

b.liaphtali 
b.Asher 
Joseph b.Gurion 
El.dad HaDani 
Asaf HaRof eh 
Ali b.Yehudah HaNazir 

Geom 
Rav Saadia Gaon 
Rav Amram Gaon 
Mar P.av Haf etz Gaon 
Rav Sherira Gaon 
Rav Hai Gaon 
Rav Shmuel b. Hophni Ga.on 

eica 
~Yehuda b. Kerish 

R. Yitzhak b. Shelomo 
R. Da.nash b. La.brat 
R. Nissim 

Spain 
Mena.chem b. Saruk 
R. Yehuda Hayyuj 
R. Yitzhak b. Shaul 
R. Yonah b.Janah 
R. Shmuel HaNagid 
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Spain 
R. Solomon b. Gabirol 
R. Btiliya b. Pakuda 
R. Yitzhak Giyat 
R. Mc,ahes G'ikatilla 
R. Yehudah b.Bil.aam 
R. Yakov b. Eliezer 
R. Yitzhak b. Beniste 
R. Mosheh b. Ezra 
R. Yehuda Hal.evi 
R. Josenh b. Tzaddik 
R. Abraham b. Ezra 
R. Abraham Ha.Levi 
R. Mosb(:h b. Maimon 

Ita1y 
R. liathan 

~rthem ~_i:»~~ 
R. Shelomoh b. Yitzhaki 

Proyence. 
R. Abraham b.Hiyya 
R. Joseph Kimh.1 
R. Mosbeh Kimhi 
R. Shmuel b. Tibbon 

58 

While we will deal more comprehensively with the 

distinctions which ReDaK draws between peshat and derash in 

the chapter on textual analysis, a few general statements are 

in order here. I! -.re speak of peehat as the literal meaning 

of the text, ReDaK always favors the peshat over the derash. 

However, he does not exclude midrashic and rabbinic interpret­

ations from his commentaries. If Ibn Ezra is to be the model 

of strict adherence to the peshat from a scientific and lin­

guistic point of view; and Rash! is the model ot a freer 

approach to peshat, which relied heavily on rabbinic and 



11 

other homiletic sources; then ReDaX must take his place 

on the spectrum between the two. 59 He does not combine 

the two approaches, but rather sets them dc':lll side by side, 

offering the reader either alternative. 60 He often favors 

the more ].j;teral interpretation and then suggests that 

others :find the d~rash more acceptable. He does this out 

o! respect !or the Rabbis and tradition. Although his 

utilization of misirashi@ varies greatly, he feels an oblig­

ation to bring thee to the attention of his students. !bis 

is consistent with his thorough and encyclopedic approach 

to scholarship and bis acce!>tance of tradition. 61 More 

specific instances of how ReDaK !'unctions as an exegete wiJ.l. 

be included in the following chapters which deal with his 

commentary on Genesis. 

foward the end of his life ReDaK becomes involved in 

the Ma1.monidean controversy of 1232. He defends RaMBaM against 

the attacks of the traditionalists of northern France and 

their allies to the south in Spain. Provence becomes the 

heart of the pro-Maimonidean movement. The more trad.1 tional 

Jews accuse Maimonides and his followers of heresy, because 

of their re1ianoe upon philoeoph,y, science, and secular 

learning. Among the staunchest critics of the Maimonists is 

Judah ilfakbar o! Toledo, who is ruthless 1n his attacks 

both on RaMBaM and ReDaK, often resorting to the most Tile 

personal insults. 62 The correspondence between Al~akhar and 
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K1mh1 is instructive on two counts. First, it shows the 

commitment on the part of ReDaK to RaMBaM and the philo­

sophical rationalism for which he stands, and, second, the· 

nature of the correspondence sheds light on the character 

of ReDaK. Despite the verbal abuse heaped upon him, he 

remains humble, polite, and even-tempered. The following 

examples taken from the correspondence between Al.fakhar and 

X.imhi illustrate this: 

rll!akhar to ReDaX:') God rebuke you, you 
~atan ••• David the petty one. Whence come 
you wandering in the land and travelling 
its length and breadth, provoking quarrel 63 and strife ••• 

DeDaK to Al!akhari') ••• I have written this 
brief not to you, the prince and the noble, 
the wise and learned sage, R. Judah the 
Physician ••• I would have fain seen your 64 esteemed face and exulted in your company ••• 

I shall not cease to speak to you, if you 
have showered words u~on me, I said that 
it is good to hear the rebuke of a sage 
and to obey him in that in which the Lord 
is With h1m •••• You wrote, "May God rebuke 
you 0 Satan! " while I say, "May God 
rebuke Satan and him who hates the Lord 
and embraces and chooses Satan and hates 
his enemies. 0 If you have called me small, 
I am indeed small and contemptible in my 65 ow. sight ••• 

As a result of the clarity and precision with which 

he writes, many of the Christian scholars in the fifteenth 

and sixteenth centuries use ReDa.K as a source of information 

for deal.ing with Hebrew grammar and scriptures. The MikhJol 

directly influences Johannes Reuchlin' e dictionary, 
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~ Rµd imentis Hebraicis. 66 In his German translation of 

the Bible, Luther makes use o~ Reuch1in'e work, and in turn. 

Luther 1.n:t'luences the Geneva and King Jamee "tersions. 67 

The importance o~ ReDaK is to be at·, ributed not so 

much to his origjnaljty, but rather to his method of select­

ion and arrangement o~ materials. Both as grammarian and as 

exegete he culls the most important works existing at the 

time and through his pedagogic skill not only preserves the 

teachings o~ centuries, but often improves upon them. His 

exegetical and grammatical works complement one another . 68 

He embodies in his exegesis trends of both the Spanish and 

Franco-German schools . His work is always guided by reason, 

moderation, and the search for the true meaning of a verse 

in context. In the following chapters I hope to demonstrate 

these e1ements in his commentary on Bereshith. 
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Chapter II 

Rational Elements 

18 

Rationalism. as a school in Jewish thought. begins 

in the Middle Agee as a response to both Christian and Islamic 

culture and philosophy. 1 Jewish thinkers. who championed 

the Bible as the ultimate authority tor religious truth, 

found themselves hard pressed to justify reTelation in philo­

sophic terms. Jewish philosophy drew heavily upon Islamic 

K.alam and came intc contact with Beoplatoni&11 through Arabic 

translation. 2 Aristotelianism was mediated to them through 

such Arabic philosophers as al-Farabi, Avicenna, and Averroes. 3 

One of the early challenges by the Islamic philosophers 

. torcecl Jewish thinkers to re-examine the entire problem of 

anthropomorphism. 4 The Parsecs questioned biblical passages 

which they found contrary to reason. 5 ~e atmosphere was 

completely conducive to open discussion. 6 In Bagdad, thinkers 

ot various religions agreed to conduct their discussions ... , 

solely on the basis of reason rather than revealed authority. 

Such conditions also fostered a rationalistic xetormation 

vi.thin Islamic philosop~ and gave birth to the Mu'tazilites, 

lllho now challenged the Kalam. 7 !he Mu'tazilites placed 

Islam on a philosophic foundation by seeking to prove the 

existence and unity of God and bJ" providing rational proof 

tor the necessity ot revelation. Medieval. Jewish philo~ophera 

were great}7'i:ntluenced by the Mu'tazilite school. 



19 

Isaac Israeli, of the ninth century, and Saadia, of 

the tenth century are the earliest Jewish rationalists. fhe~ 

undertook to prove that God's law cannot be changed, since 

it rests on the unalterable nature of the divine will. 8 

Hiwi of Ballch (second hall o:! the ~th centur;r) 

wrote a work highly critical of the Bible. Be sought to 

rationalize the miracles of the crossing of the Red Sea and 

the manna. He attacked biblical anthropomorphism and quest­

ioned God's omnipotence, or.aU.science, and ethics. 9 JCaraisa, 

in its attack upon Rabbinic halakhah, provided a fresh 

impulese for reexamination of the Bible in a rationalistic 

spirit. 

fhe medieval Jewish thinkers were greatly interested 

in creation. 10 The biblical doctrine of creatio ~ nihilo 

was rationalized as creation from a primar;y, pre-existent 

matter which sometimes was also identified with the primary 

elements of either water or air. 

Saadia, who !Undamentally followed the Kalam school 

but with Mu1 tazilite revision, formulated for future Jewish 

th.1nkers the relationship between reason and revelation. 11 

Reason is the common denominator of all religions, and the 

content of revelation is identical with it. Saadia felt 

this to be true not only with regard to the metap~aical 

truths imparted by revelation, but also with relation to its 

moral content. Be considered revelation to be beneficial for 
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those lacking in intellectual power; it al.so serves as a 

check by which philosophy can test its conclusions. Inst ead 

of viewing philosophy as antagonistic to religion, Saadia 

believes that philosophy discerns truths which are already 

known through revelation. The rational person therefore is 

the religious person. Rationalism had to oppose the literal 

interpretation of Scripture when it seemed to be offensive 

to reason. Saadia extendes this principle also to the 

theological realm and holds that the belief in the existence 

of God is also subject to rational proofs. 

In a similar vein, Joseph ben Abraham al-Basir (early 

eleventh century) accepted the miracles of the prophets 

only when he could first determine through reason that the 

being who sent them intended our good and was not a deceptive 

spirit. Even more radically than Saadia, al-Basir sought to 

prove the superiority of reason over revelation. 12 

Beoplatonism was first introduced into Jewish circles 

by Isaac ben Solomon Israeli (ca. 850-950). 13 However, as 

with the teachings of Aristotle , Neoplatonism was accomodated 

to biblical thought. Thus the biblical idea of creation was 

combined with the Neoplatonic concept of emanation, which 

held that things emanate by degrees from higher substances 

of which the highest is the intellect, created by God Himself. 14 

According to this view the soul is part of the process of 

emanation and is considered to be a substance which ie 



independent of the body. The individual. puman soul 

ultimately joins the upper soul and rises to a level of 

pure spirit, if man conducts himself' morally-. 1 ~ 
lbn Ezra (ca. 1092-1167) is considered the last 
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of the Jewish Neoplatonists. 16 lbn Ezra.'s theology is 

heavily tinged with pantheism; God is the primeTal. force 

that permeates the entire world and from whom all other 

powers f'low. Ibn Ezra understands all intelligible sub­

stances to be composed of both matter and form. His tend­

ency toward psntheiiJm also led him to interpret the 

immortality of the sotil as a return of the soul to its 

natural source. 17 
By the middle of the twelfth century Aristotelianism 

had replaced Neoplatonism as the dominant in:!luenoe on 

Jewish thought. This change can already be noticed in the 

writings of Ibn Ezra, but the first real work which represents 

Jewish Aristotelianism is Abraham lbn Daud' s Eml1nah Ramah• 
18 

!he Neoplatonic conoept of emanation that extends al.so to 

matter was abandoned and God was viewed as the ultimate 

source of form which may shape matter, but othe~se the two 

vere quite distinct. God is highest thought. In line with 

this new thinking the soul was no longer viewed as having 

emanated from the universal soul, but was rather viewed aa 

'the form of the body. Individual immortality was attributed 

to the thinking part of the soul. lbn Daud held that the 



22 

human intellect is merely potential insofar as it has 

the capacity to know. When we acquire knowledge, our 

potential intellect becomes an "active intellect• and by 

further knowledge, an 11acquired intellect." The transition 

from potentiality to acutality presupposes a moving principle 

which brings us to the idea of an "active intellect." 19 

Maimonides (1135-1 240) is the most forceful syn­

thesizer of Aristotelianism and biblical r evelation. 2° For 

Maimonides, religious faith is really a form of knowledge, 

but this knowledge is limited. We cannot understand the 

essence of God, nor can we understand the world beyond the 

senses. Thus man 's reason is limited to the comprehension 

o~ the earthly sphere in which he lives. 21 Wherever a 

religious event lends itself to natural interpretation, 

Maimonides adopts it. This attitude manife~ts itoel.! in 

his view on miracles. Having negated the Aristoteli~.n 

system of necessity, Maimonides allowed for the possibility 

of miracles, but sought to explain them as far as possible 

naturalistically by claiming that miracles had been implanted 

in nature at the time of creation. 22 Those miracles in the 

Bible which do not lend themselves to naturalistic explic­

ation and which are especially offensive to reason are 

interpreted by him allegorically or as figments of the 

prophet's imagination. 23 

Since for Maimonides philosophic knowledge WM real.ly 
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supreme, he considered the various laws of the Torah ae a 

means for teaching philosophic truths. He therefore sought 

to give rational explanations for the various commandments. 

Some commandments, such as the Sabbath, lend themselves 

readily to rational. explication, while others, such as the 

dietary laws , are explained by him historically as a means 

of fighting paganism. 24 

Ki mbi, as will be seen below, adopts in the main 

the Maimonidean position on the questions discu.esed above. 

However, he is not always consistent: elements of both 

Neoplatoniem as well as Aristotelian.ism can be found in his 

commentaries. 

aiin ?y nn,,n o'n?K nin' ?9'1 K~sl 
K?w ,,~ ,,;y noi,n nin' ''9ni • •• s 1~'1 

'9 ?y 9Ki l'n1y;10 nnK innyl lK~ •'l,, 
01Rn W'l,, R;~ nt nK niwy? 7Kn ;~,,~ 

n910 ?Kn n~Y' ~?w y1 y;~n nnpJ lK~J 
nl'K noiinn n79n1 n910 ,,,1 l'K~ D1yDl 

C1Kn D,,, D'l, 0'0Y9 '~ W11'h) n910 
inlir:i 

2:21 And the Lord God caused a deep sleep 
to fall upon the man and he slept: •• • God 
caused sleen to fall unon him in order 
that he might not feel. any pain when He 
took out one of hie ribs. Even though 
God was able to do this without man's 
feeling pain when He removed the rib,.know 
that God does not perform a miracle in a 
place where there is no need of a miracle . 
The causing of sleep to fall is not a 
miracle nor a novelty because man falls 
asleep many times. 
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' 
Ximh.1 is careful to indicate that the term no,,n , usually 

translated as ttdeep sleep," must not be understood in a:ny 

supernatural sense. He agrees both with the Targum, which 

renders it ann1 ,"sleep," and with Ibn Ezra, whc considers 

it to be the deepest form of sleep,2~ but nevertheless 

still natural. The general tenor of this comment suggests 

that Kimh.i is willing to concede only grudgingly that 

miracles do occur. Yet we lmow from many of his other coo­

ments that he does not deny outright the possibility of mir­

acles. Howev~r, it is not always clear what exactly Kimh.i 

means by miracle. In general. he seems to understand miracles 

as phenomena that are part of the natural order of the 

universe and which do not tend to contradict the laws o! 

nature. Kimhi's attempt here at rationalizing the deep sleep 

that came upon Adam as a natural phenomenon deals with the 

problem of miracles in a very narrow and technical sense. Fo·r 

it is clearly not only the nature of ilO,,n that determines 

the miraculous ele.ment here, but rather that God occasioned 

it at a particular time, and that God, be1ng totally non­

physical was nevertheless able to r emove Adam's rib. These 

more philosophical objections were not beyond Kimh1 1 s area 

of concern and the fact that he chooses to ignore them here 

indicates his select1ve approach to problems. 

nw1 i~K ni•n n'n ~~o 0111 i•n vn1n1 K:l 
WnliT n,'D• l'JY ,, ?1 ~0; ~· &D~n;K iTliT' 

a•~lK W'l ••• n~ lO ,,, il'iT DKl ~'" l'K ~~K~ 



n•Kni n•K~ JD, ,,l~XJ K~R ,l, K~ ;nln "J 
-mi? nx, nr 'J n,,,, wnln nir"D,J n,'Jn 
nif'D,l n?Kn D',l1n nwKn l,lnw pini nrt 
l'ln 1'K wnJn nit'll, i1l'ln nw~~ CK 1111 
Kin lllnJ~ nll ?JJ li,rni •• • 1nwKn nlYD 

ll nioJ? n91D ,,, 7y wnln 11J1 "'"~ 
1P'Yn Kini ?11~ ,no1 ntl W'~ ••• n~Kn 

• •• Y1lli1 "l'lZ>? 

~= 1 Now the serpent \·ras more subtle than 
any beast of the field which the Lord God 
had made: One must ask concerning the 
matter of the snake's speaking to the 
woman, how did it happen and whether or 
not it was a miracle ••• There are those 
who say that the snake did not speak, but 
rather by hissing he hinted to the woma..~ 
and the woman understood the hint of the 
snake and knew that this is what he meant 
to say. This is far fetched that the 
woman would understand these things in 
hints, and further, if the woman understood 
the hints of the snake, how did he under­
stand the answer of the woman? •••• The 
most likely of all that we have written 
is that the speech of the snake was by 
means of a miracle in order to test the 
woman •••• There is a great mystery here 
which is hidden and that is the object 
of study for those who understand science ••• 
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I.imhi's sense of the natural is obviously outraged by the 

idea of animal speech. While he could have explained the 

serpent's speech as hissing, he opts not to choose this 

technicality. He was too much the honest rationalist to 

interpret something as natural which is inherently contrary 

to the laws of nature. There is a reasonable dividing line 

beyond which Kimhi does not step. Th.is also helps to explain 

his rejection of Ibn Ezra's explanation that the serpent 

did indeed have human speech and originally walked erect. 
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If that were so, argues Kjmhi, why then was not the serpent 

separated from all the other animals, but is still classed 

with them? 

When all rational explanations fail, K.imhi often 

falls back on a miracle. The 3peech of the serpent cannot 

be explained in terms of the n?ll but must be sought in the 

• Such esoteric meanings constitute a basis !or Kimhi's 

system of rational explanations. While his interpretation 

is tantamount to a concession that animal speech is inex­

plicable, he yet seeks to salvage something of r eason from 

this entire episode by suggesting that the miracle served 

only as a means to achieve the higher rational end of testing 

the woman. 

nllnj inwR?i ciK? a~n?R nin~ 
ftlln:ln 7Kn i1WJ 1'K ?iKw? l'R 

1WK n1'1Ji1 ?jD ,,,l K?~ nr 
l~1J11 nl~ ?Mn '~ nr ?~? 1'1l 

WJ'' l Kj 1.>. 
:DWJ?'l 11}' 
PR 'j i17Ki1 
J 'Ki••• .inJ 

n1n1'Jn lZlj 

~:21 And the Lord God made for Adam and 
his wife garments of skins and clothed 
them: There is no need to ask how God 
made these garments, for this is no great­
er miracle than any of Ria other acts 
of creation •••• And all this (various 
midrashic explanationfi) is unnecessary 
for God commanded and it was created, 
~ust as were the tablets. 

Kim.bi's inconsistency can be discerned by comparing this with 

his commentary on 2:21. In the earlier passage he does not 

question how God is able to remove Adam's rib, yet here he 

feels compelled to explain the wordWY 7 1 with reference to 
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D" n'nc • His explanation of w1 .. i 1a s.ildlar to his rendering 

of .,) • i.e., creation by command. While Kimhi call s it 

a miracle, he does not give us any further details ,preferring 

this vagueness to some of the midrashic renderings which he 

consider s tar-fetched. Having dealt with the problem of 

at,) as equivalent to nwy in the matter of creation, and 

having explained t he terms to his satisfaction as being con­

sistent with r eason, Kimhi now applies his interpretation of 

nw1 to God's making pf the garments and sees this in r ational 

terms . While Ki.mhi does use t he term "miracle" her e , it should 

be remembered t hat for him miracles are built into the process 

of creation :f'ro!!l its very beginning . 

l'~K K) 11•p ~K ~1n7 ,~K9 1 Oa1 
>,non? c1Kn ? Ji' K7 'J 1Y'1ln? ,,l1n 
l'l ~? Q't'tl?l D1K "l l 'l ' l1 7Jl 1JQO 

! 

4:9 And God said to Cain: The revela tion 
came to announce t o him that man is not 
able to hide from Hi m, and that all the 
affairs of man are known to Him. 

Kimhi, like Rashi~6understood vnt\ ?li1 'it as not a r eal 

question. For if the question were to be taken literally it 

would imply that God is not omniscient, and Kimhi insisted, 

following Maimonides , upon the Divine omniscience. 

PlK ,, Df snlK l'~' nln' Ol'l 10:1 
1n1K nJ"' in~" K7W 1))~ Pf'D , ,~,;~ 1)7) 

• ~;,. lK11D ?J 

4:15 And He placed a sign upon Cain: He 
placed a Gign upon his lieart, that is to 
say, He imbued Cain with courage so that 



he would not be afraid that everyone 
who meets him would strike him ••• 
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It is not obvious that Kimhi rationalizes more in one 

instance than in another. To place a sign upon Cain is not 

different, after all, .from making clothes for Adam and Eve. 

Yet Kimhi chooses to understand the sign figuratively, "Re 

gave Cain courage." One could speculate that limh.i was 

unwilling to assume that a miracle was done for a murderer. 

0 7 n?K nic1J ~1N D,n?K R,) Dl,J R:n 
ii?~ nio1J. 1M,J~ a1,J w,,3 :iniK n~y 

••• 1J lnlw nli 7 ?Yn n~WlJ iK,J 

5:1 In the day that God created man in the 
image of God did He make him: The explan­
ation i s that on the day that He created 
him He created him in the image of an angel, 
with a higher soul which He gave him ••• 

The Jewish Arietotelians like Abraham Ibn Daud and Maimonides, 

whom Kimhi followed, adopted in the main Aristotle's view 

that a succession of ten intelligences emanated from God. 

These intelligences are identified with the angels in the Bible. 

The Active Intellect which was connected in particular with 

the human faculty of reason emanated from one of these intel­

ligences. Kimhi may therefore be implying here mor~ than the 

obvious avoidance of an anthropomorphism, when, falling back 

on the Neoplatonic theory of emanation, he substitutes an angel 

for God. The "higher soul" may mean for him, in this case, 

that man was created as a rational being. (Cf. 3:22) 



sDK,li1 Dl'l D1K DDW nK K,9 .. , Jin 
D1K n~Jl ,DR~ 1~:> 01K OK,~ DK,Jn Ol'J 
JmnJ ~,, 01K i~n .. ~ DK,J 1=>~ ':> 1lD7~J 

,DK Di17 lt' .,, . ~::> C1K mnpl ilet:~;11 ,,~, 
D77 ,Jn DWll 11,7 1 ,DR~ 1D:> 01K i109l 

K'i1 D1Ki1 nDCU ':> ilDiKJ ,,l\ D"'lil ,t\ln> 
,1~i1 ':> 11' i1D1KD p~n 1J~ K?K ill1'7Y 

JlC 1nK C1Ki1 1~' DK 1J'D? i1D1KD K,lJ 
l"'K:>1 i1D1KD 1?1:> l?'K:> K1i1 'iil ilD, ~il 

• 7 l l"?.Y p?n 1l PK 

5:2 And He called their name Adam on the 
day that He created them: On the day 
that He created them He called them Adam 
as it is written, "Let us make man in 
our i mage ," because for this did He 
create them; that they be man and not 
beast or fowl, o.nd the woman was called 
man because it is written, 11They Will 
rule." And by name He divided them 
from the rest of the living things whtch 
are on the earth. For the soul of man 
is one of the hiGhest level, except that 
part of it is frora the earth, because 
the body is created from the earth . There­
fore if man inclines toward earthinesR , 
then he is as if he were entirely from 
the earth and as if there were nothing 
of the higher level in him. 

29 

Kimhi follows Maimonides and the Aristotelians in his view 

o! the soul. Man's soul is not material, nor is it a mere 

quality of the body; it is r ather a substantial. entity. Kimhi 

appears to be rejecting the pure Platonic view that the soul. 

is totally psychical. Man•s soul. is comprised of the 

earthly and heavenly elements, and human activities are there­

:rore psycho-physical. and not purely psychical. Yet Kimhi 

partially adopts Plato's view that the body serves as an 

instrument for the soul. 

• 
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The "higher soul" ot which Kimh.1 speaks is therefore 

given to man 1n potentia along with the lower instincts . 

Man's .functioning as a higher being is not guaranteed, but 

i s something that he actively chooses to do and he is aided 

in his choice by his faculty of reason. 

~:7 And the eyes of both of them were opened: 
The eyes of their hearts and this is what 
was meant when it was written, "and they 
knew, " and not"and they saw. 11 

Kimh.1 follows Rash! here. 27 True knowledge is based not on 

sense perceptions, through sight, but on an appreciation of 

the Active Intellect which is connected with the universal 

intelligences and which man internalizes in his "heart" 

through the faculty of reason. The elevation of sense exp­

erience to higher levels of conceptual thought is accomplished 

through the Active Intellect. 

,DK sa,n;Kn 1n1 K n~; '~ 1ll'&1 i~an 
a;1 1nn'D nYl lK~ x;i n?n K? ,~ lll'K1 

K;K l'D' '~nl D1D'~ ,,,, 'll nyil n;y 
K;l 17 O'D11~ D',nK~ 1D~ Dill ,~~K' 

np; 1DK 1 lll'Kl 1i1l rm~ 1Y 1l ,,,l,il 
;K inia n;yni iw~l np? ioi?~ D'n?a ini~ 

•• • IP l 1 '?Jil 

5:24 And he was not, for God took him: it 
is written,"And he was not," because he was 
not sick and felt no pain at the time of 
his death. It did not occur to those of 
his generation that he would die halfway 
through his life, rather that he would 
lengthen CTtis life1 like the others who 
resembled him, and they did not sense 1 t 



until he died. This is the meaning of 
"he was not ," that is to say, that He took 
his soul and r aised it up to the heavens. 

;1 

Like Rashi 28 and Ibn Ezra, 29 Kimhi understood lll'Ki 

r ationally, 1·~·• that Enoch simply died. What needs to be 

clarified here is what Ki mhi meant by 1n1K il'~ni 1wgl np' 

D'll'?Yn '?K , for we do not possess a clear statement on 

his view of the i mmortality of the soul . The Aristotelians 

held that as a result of the Active Intellect's operating 

within man, a new intellect, the Acquired I ntellect, is 

developed within him . It is this Acquired Intellect alone 

that constitutes the immortal part of man; it is nurtured 

by intellectual activity . Averroes held that the individuality 

of the Acquired Intellect lasts only so l ong as the body lives . 

When man dies his Acquired Intellect is absorbed by the 

universal Active Intellect that eY..ists for the entire human 

species . According to this view there is, of course, no per­

sonal i mmor tality . This, in essence, is also the I'laimonidean 

position. Gersonides accepted the idea of the Active Intellect 

but continued t o hold on to the belief in its individuation 

and thus he remained a proponent of personal immortality. 

Kimhi ' s use of D' l1 ''' suggests that he veers toward Maimonides 

on this question. 

D'~»iWil 'll cD,il?Kil 'll lK,'l ltl 
D'K,Pl on '~ nll'1Di1 'l'illDl D''?1,li11 

••• D'i1'1K 

-



6:2 And the sons of God saw: The sons of 
judges, prominent men and leaders of the 
countries, for they were called "Elohim"••• 

32 

Along with other Jewish commentators such as the Targumiat, 

Raahi and Ibn Ezra, Kimhi avoids taking D'n'nt literally. 

While Kimhi operates with the Neoplatonic concept of emanations, 

he clearly limits himself to the realm of the non-corporeal . 

This vestige from pre-Israelitic mythology was obviously 

offensive to him as it was to the other commentators. 

1R1P'l D'~Jyn an D'7,Dln :D,7,Dln 1:1 
11non llin onlK nMiin 71D'W ayoni a,?,~l 

• D1K 'll ,KW n10D i~n O'Mlll on 1WK~ n?nJl 

6:4 The Nephilim: The Nephilim were de­
ecendents of Anak; they were called NeFhilim 
because he who sees them falls down out 
of great surprise and fright since they 
are much greater in stature than the r est 
of mankind. 

The Nephilim, as hinted in Ibn Ezra, 30 were probably the 

fallen sons of God. Kimhi prefers the more rational ex­

planation of Ibn Ezra and understands them to have been of 

gigantic stature , inviting awe. 

ll n'n p1J1 inl 17nnn D'n?K nK cai 
i?~wD ?11l n~ "'" nri 1ow? ,,l,, ?ll 

D'YW, ?w ,,,l "'" K1n ,J lYJC ;y ,Jln~w 
i11lnn 11l? aini on't~o~ i~? K71 a~oDni 

• 'nm n11JYJ 

6:9 Noah walked with God: Noah was 
attached to Him and all his ways were for 
His name. This was due to the great 
strength of his intellect, that he was 
able to overcome his nature, because he 
lived in a generation of evil and violent 
people and did not learn from their actions; 
he was utteriy alone in the worship of God. 

-



1ann ~1;~ "'" ?K? 'J a ' ' 1~nD 11~ 
!nWK ;, nJ 'll? nixw Kini l'nixD ,lJ DK 
0,9l "''' nix K? ,,,~Kl lllnJW 1DJ W'M 

l?KJ D1Kl ?JW lnlW 'D1 "''' ni1~ ?Jwn 
a1in nWY'• 0Dnn1 ,, iJ1 ?J ?1 1n1x ,,,,o 1'0~D K1n1 ?Jwn 1llJ Kln ,,ln'1 

• ll lW' 1 D'11Ji1 

20:6 From sinning against me: Because the 
sin was lmown to God if he transgressed 
His commandments, and it was He who had 
commanded the sons of Noah concerning 
adultery as we have written, and even if 
He did not command it specifically, the 
intellect teaches this prohibition. By 
implanting reason in man, God, as it were, 
commanded him against doing every evil 
thing . The violence which a man does to 
his neighbor is contrary to reason; it 
destroys the order of the world and its 
tranquility. 

The figurative interpretation of 

goes beyond asserting Noah 's loyalty and faithf'ulness to 

God. It suggests in addition that for man to be able to draw 

close to God, he must be able to develop his higher intellect. 

By implication we can deduce from this comment that God 's 

knowledge is equivalent to the supreme , universal, intellect 

and that man, through the refinement of his own intellectual 

powers is able to communicate with God and approach Him on 

a common ••wave length." Here Kimhi differs somewhat with 

Maimonides , who holds that God's knowledge is totally 

different from that of man. Kimhi is much close~ to the 

position of Gersonidea. 

Kimhi agrees with Maimonides in equating the power 

of intellect with moral discernment. This concept was 

' 
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propounded by the early Jewish philosophers; it is 

emphasized by Saadia, who believed that most moral and 

ethical precepts could be deduced :from reason and wisdom. 

Wisdom lays down that bloodshed must be 
prevented among human beings , for if it 
were allowed people would annihilate each 
other. That would mean, apart from the 
pain suffered, a frustration of the pur-
pose which the Wise (todJ intended to 
achieve through them. Homicide cuts 
them off from the attainment of any pur-
pose Ile created and employs them for •••• 
Wisdom further i mposes t he prohibition of 
theft; for if it were permitted some people 
would rely on their ability to steal some 
other peoples• property, and would not do 
any productive work nor amass wealth. 31 

Kitnbi then suggests that this interconnection between man's 

intellect and his moral sense provides each person with a 

kind of built-in moral compass which makes it possible for 

him to choose good over evil, independently of what the rest 

of society does. In this there i s the very strong insinuation 

that the responsibility for man 's moral behavior derives not 

only from the written laws, but ultimately from the divinely 

given intellect. For even the laws cannot escape man's 

rational scrutiny. Thus the murder of Abel occur~ be:fore the 

promulgation of an explicit prohibition against killing. 

K.imhi's position would be that Cain was nevertheless culpable 

because this is something that he should have recognized 

as evil on the strength of hie own intellect. 

,,, ~J llJi 9 lK all1 'llJJ nt~i ,,,D 
.~D'lJ• nl'JJDK DlJO 



9:14 And when I bring a cloud: I will 
bring a cloud by intermediary agents 
whom I have commanded. 

,jfW n?N : T1Nn1 D'DWil n11?1n n?a ,.~ 
T1Kni o,Dwn n1,?1n en 'j n' w~1J nWYDl 

K1l'1 1~KW 1Dj ?jil ilW~ ? NilW '~ ?J ,K 
ani D,JJDK ,,, ,, 'lK ilWY ain ,,,, 

• T1Ki11 D'Z:)llln 

2:4 These are the generation of heaven 
and earth: Those which are mentioned in 
the saga of creation, for they are the 
productions of the heaven and the earth. 
Even though God made everything , as it 
is written, "And He created and He made," 
He operated through intermediaries; 
namely, the heavens and the earth. 
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The nl'YlDN nilo constitute part of the system of inter­

mediari es intended to r emove God f r om direct involvement 

wi th physical phenomena. While such intermediaries my be 

angels , it si also possible that they are simply causes which 

respond to God ' s connnand. Kimhi related this to God's 

omnipotence. As the Ruler of the Universe everything is 

under His control , both animate and inanimate, and everything 

is r esponsive to His command . In 2:4 we see that these 

D~~lDK include the heavens and the earth. 

i11ll ?11o n il'n 'W ,R, sD'DWl 1WK11 1iK' 
i'lllll 1D1?j D'OWl n111Jll n1?111 D'11 lDj 

• 1' lKil 
~ a1po 1l? il'il, OK 1Dl?j sDW ll? ilWYll 

llnD ina ?j? c~ il'il' 1'Yi1 nKrl n1~1 
1'Jn nK 11jf' 1'Yn 'lllD f1n Kl' DNW 

. i1''11 lU"l 

11:4 And its head in the heavens: That is 
to say, that the tower will be high , as in 
11Great citi es and fortresses up .to the 
heavens . " that is to say, high in the air. 



And let us make a name: That is to say, 
that if there will be a high place in this 
city, there will be a ne.me for every one 
of us, for if someone goes out beyond the 
border of the city he will remember the 
city and return to it. 
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Kimhi'e rationalization of "heaven" is in conformance with 

his overall insistence upon the distance between man and God. 

Man is earthbound and God is transcendent. Communication 

between the two is never to be physical, but only through 

the means of the Active Intellect. Even while subocribing to 

a modified form of the system of emanation, which throu~ 

gradations allows for contact with God, Kimhi is nevertheless 

offended by any suggestion of direct approach, which he 

considers as an infringement on the concept of God's 

non-physical character. 

Tfte text is not explicit as to the nature of the sin 

committed by the people who bu!lt the tower of Babel. The 

traditional. commentaries have generally understood it to be 

a challenge to God in some way. Kirnhi's rational interpretation 

is novel and understands the height of the tower in a positive 

rather than negative sense. 

,,, '~ ,,~K~ K~1 a ,,, 1l1 ?J l's~' 
iny,J wgwg ny,g1 ~w9~ ,,,, •••• n'n n,~~ 

K'n •'K nw• KDW Jwni D'Y~ln n?~ 1'n nn? 
•••• nD•n i? '1Z>Knw ,,, n~ ~K•l 

12:17 Because of Sarah: And they will not 
say that this happened by chance •••• 
According to the l)eshat Pharoah searched 
in his mind why thes e plagues were occur­
ring and he thought perhaps she is married 
He asked Sarai to tell him the truth •••• 

' 



Kimhi tends to avoid those mediocre interpretat1ons which 

either burden the imagination or are baaed on the supernatural. 

The Tanbuma comments: "For the angel who executes plagues 

says,'This is because of Sarai.•n Kimhi prefers the more 

natural explanation that Pharoah himself could deduce the 

cause of his difficulties. 

Kimhi is not offended here by the use of plagues as 

the means of divine interpretation, because they are not 

unusual phenomena. The miracle is not the plagues themselves , 

but r a ther their timing. Kimhi would probably put this in 

the category of n!>'U>• His ambivalence with r egard to miracles 

manifests itself in supernatural occurrell.ces and those 

events which contradict the established order of the universe. 

(Of . also 18:23 where Kim.hi :renders Wl'1 as an approach to 

a place in order to avoid the suggestion that Abraham and God 

were facing one another as might two people holding a con­

versation.) 

1W,'9 ~.,, 7lK·••iDi17 K7 T1Kl l'si~ 
l'lD:> D'1lDl 1'i1 D'l0 1WY1 D"Kntm "~ 

• • • n"i1 1:>i i1DI' ,,, l'll'1 lyJ' 1DKW 1•,-:. 

15:13 In a land not their own: ••• But the 
sages explained that they were in Egypt 
for 210 years, as may be deduced from the 
numerical value of ni ~o down:Jwhich 
Jacob said to his s ons, Go down there," 
and so it was •••• (AeDaK computes the num­
ber of years by compiling the dates from 
the birth of Jacob to the time of the 
ExodusJ 

-



Ximhi 1 s computation of the events in the Patriarchal 

narratives which leads him to the conclusion that the 

Israelites spent only 240 years in Egypt as opposed to the 

biblical figure ot 430, is ind.icative of a new scientific 

and analytical method in exegesis. While the results of 

this new approach hardly seem revolutionary in our time, 

it must nevertheless be seen as a forerunner of a more 

critical form of interpretation. 

,.Kl 1n1o~n• ,nK . •17D'lK -il>K'l ,,~ 
'l9D ,, ,DK'W 7KW nw1 1'1~ a7 ,~ nw1 

in1n, a1K~ iw~M '• ,~ na, nD nr nw1 ;m 
.DJD X;l ,~, n1WJ~ 

20:10 Abimelech said: After they had 
apprehended him ("Abrah~ in that which 
he ll.ad done.'-t for what he tlid \·1as no~just, 
he l/Lbimelc.cy asked that he [Abraham 
tell him why he had done this, and w at 
he expected, for it is impossible for a 
man such as Abraham to do something 
without a reason. 

Kimhi does not attempt to exculpate Abraham, as does the 

Midrash. Instead, Kimhi's reliance upon reason as the source 

of right behavior will not allow even Abraham to escape from 

guilt. Abraham's reputation can be saved here only at the 

price of asserting the principle that the end sometimes 

does justify the means. 

an~ nl'& n,'DKn1 aD'D'l D'Dn DK l~1• 
-man Dn''• &1l'W n11 'll Dl'& ,, W'DD 

an~ '1Da ,,,.j anl "'" ~•n 111, a~a n1~a 

1:22 Th~ waters and the seas: The recit­
ation LO! the command to the fish and 
other animals to be f'ruitfUl and multipl.~ 

' 



was not really for them, because they 
were not rational beings that the word 
of the Lord should come to them , rather, 
the will of God was in them as if He had 
spoken to them. 
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Kimhi veers away from the supernatural and pref ere instead a 

figurative or poetic interpretation wheuever the incident is 

grossly offensive to reason, g.a., that animals have an under­

standing of speech. However, it is compatibl e with reason 

that the will of the Creator should be comprehended by all 

Bis creatures, so that they will conform to His desires for 

t hem. Since all of nature i s really an expression of the 

Divine Will, K.imhi ' s point is simply that the animals acted 

in accord with natural law which was established by God . 

D'W11'an 10~? aD'l 9 ?K O,l9 K?il? 
~11'n ilf 1l1 l? »'il n1,~WA WJ?W 1lW,'9~ 

D'l9 WZ>l.> T,Pil:l lillC,1 1:\?l.> Klil'l' p:rn11 int~ 
'J ni,nR D,DY9 l' il~, R?O ilZ> 0'l9 7M 
il?X l 1'K ilDn Q'l ~ ?~ C'l9 O'il?K '"' ~, 
1K?Dil i1 K,Z> l ~l.) 1ni ~,w ,,nK llOD lW9l 

• • • .1RD i1,1l 
n1,nK nitno l p iz>K K'n ilt> :"W9 l ?1Jnl 

"U)K i1K1Jli1 ilK,Z>:l il'il ?~ilW iJ W19' '9~1 
nKril ilN1)lil ~n, il~ ill>? D'l9 ?K D'l9 
1K?Dil DY il~JZ> ilJ i1QYW 1Y 1? n1K1J~ 

•••• li1Y1 DY W'R ilWY' , WN j 1~Y FJNll ~K,Z>J 

32 : 31 Face to face : AccordinB to one of 
the explanations which we have given that 
be took on corporeal form this was a 
new thin~ A~ter he (jaco-5] understood 
that he [the oar\] was an angel , he saw in 
reality, face to face what he had not 
seen at other t i mes . For I have seen the 
Lord face to face. You should wonder how 
his life was spared after he saw Him in 
r eality, for the appearance of the angel 
is quite awesome •••• 



And my life is spared: This he did not 
say after other visions , and according to 
what we have explained, that everything 
took place in the prophetic vision. Be 
said '~ face to face" because this prophecy 
was so clear to him that he acted with 
the angel in the vision and wrestled with 
him as would one man vith another •••• 

Surprisingly, Kimhi does not attempt to offer a non-literal 

explanation here. What is puzzling is tha.t Kimhi should feel 

that it is a new thing for an angel to take on corporeal form. 

For, in fact, this is how most of the angels appear in the 

Bible. We should note especially the case of Abraham and the 

three angels. In the beginning the text speaks of them as 

D'~lK n•~• and it is only later as the events unravel that 

Abr::i.ham discovers that they were in reality angels . (Cf. also 

Judges 13. ff. where the nln' 1K~~ is seen by Manca.h 's wife 

as an D'n~~ ~'R. For the inconsistency withi.n Kimhi ' s 

commentary cf. 32: 35. 32 However, the suggestion that man 

may in fact see God "face to face" is offensive to Kimhi . 

Even though the entire episode occurred in a prophetic vision , 

he still feels impelled to explain "face to face" figuratively 

as "clear." 

nn'n niw '~ ,Do an,?J niw 'nni ~.a, 
DJ ~Kn n~yw o~ ,,, ~' ~, n,~, R7i n,?, 

,,,, n1~,, niyy nn'n 'J Ol 11n~ Ol cni~K 
•••• n,7'o~ D'Jfn nl ~n,nw 

11:30 And Sarah was barren: It is told 
that Sarah was barren and was bale to give 
birth only be means of a miracle which God 
performed for Abr aham, a miracle within a 
miracle - for she was barren yet gave birth, 
and furthermore that she was ninety years 
old and gave birth •••• 

-
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Kimhi's approach to miracles is to rationalize those miracles 

that l end themselves t o naturalistic explanations. It is not 

al.ways clear where he draws the line of incredulity. 

Generally, he accepts the t extual version cf a miracle when 

he feels that it goes so far beyond the line of reason that 

he could not possibly explain it in any rational way. This 

ambivalence on his part leaves us with the clear impression 

that while he accepts miracles, he nevertheless seeks to 

minimize them whenever possible. It would therefore appear 

from this comment that barreness and old age were considered 

by Kimhi sufficiently outside the natural order for him to 

put them in t he category of "miracle." 

"' 1 i1"tci1 D'1J1i1 ,nae 'i1' i &1:0 •••• 
i1"0)1' D1'~ 1 D' l 'D~D Dl'KI 1''1 D'l'DKD 

D"11i1 Jl, C'l'DKD 0'"'"Ki11 D'D1In n,lJY 
D'P"lnW K"I i1'11 ~0l1 1l'l1 i11n> D,lnl 

•••• 11Z>Kl "~ ,,, 'j D'"lZ>l KI n1llni1 ~, 11'"' 

22 : 1 After these things: (Concerning the 
Torahl ••• There are those who believe and 
those who do not believe, and from the 
day that idolatry was abandoned most ot 
the world believes in the Torah of M0 sheh 
Rabbenu and in its stories, but they_ 
differ with us on the commandments, which 
some hold to be symbolic •••• 

Kimhi accepts the Maimonidean view that those who haTe g1TeD. 

up idolatry are the spiritual heirs or Judaiam. !he ract 

that so many people in the world have accepted the eeemrtial 

teachings of the Torah bears out the raith 'that Abraba 

showed . 

' 



i'lli1' ;uni · •••• •,''' :i1l il1i1' i1li1l i'in::> 
Dl1~i1 il'il'l J~l1' ?y 1K D'1lOi1 7y 1'?Y JJl 
D,,,,, 1=> inKl n?nn D'?lY 0)101 1?'::>Wil? 

nin1nn1 n?yo) no~o Klil~ D1Ri1 niio?nn '9" 
nKrn nin1nn i:i ~10 noD? n?11u7~ ~~n 

·~ 1'•rn 0'1111n nJ.ill:-t lyY' m< 'P::>t7i1? iln'illr 
n,1:l il'ilW '~71 D7 l13DK .,,, ?y K'ilW1 K'il 

~::>:l ?l~D' ?l1J.il J.~illDil 'Jl ilT 1) ilK,il 
•••~ny;) ill ,' ,WK:> i1li1lili1 illQD1 

28:13 And behold the Lord stood beside him: 
And behold the Lord stood beside him on the 
ladder, or by Jacob, and the reason w~s to 
enlighten hi m. The reason that they first 
go up and then go down is according to the 
learning pr ocess of man which is from the 
lower to the higher, and Providence which 
ie from above to below. The final end of 
this Providence is to enlighten Jacob as 
to the Providence of the world, how i+. 
operates and that it is carried out by 
intermediaries and because fleeing, God 
illustrated this to him, and that as 
great Leader, He rules over all and changes 
Providence as he will please according to 
the moment in time •••• 
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K.imhi reacts here to a symbolic interpretation. The angels 

as intermediaries can take on many forms . They may serve as 

intellects, personal agents, or learning concepts and facts. 

This is a good example of Kimhi 's use of the ,nDl to advance 

a rational explanation. 

The avoidance of anthropomorphisms in the Bible is 

to be f ound already in the Targwn and is traceable to the 

earliest commentators. Maimonides has provided us with the 

classical formulation against attributing human character­

istics to God. The following passages indicate that Kimhi 

remains scrupulously loyal to the Maimonidean position and 

the school of the rationalists in this regard. 

-



alll i7nnc D'n?K illn' ;,, nK llU>W'l ns1 
71p nM YDW lll i?nnc D1K i1'i1W ,,,l ••• 

D'j?nnc -mi? n,n lRD~'l ,DK~ in~1 C'il?K 
1lKX1.) 'j illn' ?1p ;y 1?nnD DYD 'j 11jJi1l 

••••17' WOlj n?lp ilj'?il li~~ 'l 

3:8 And they heard t he voice of God 
walking in the garden: ••• while man was 
still walking in the garden, he heard 
the voice of God and since it is written, 
hand they heard," it should have been 
written "walking·." However, it is 
correct for t he r eason that "walking" 
refers to the voice of God. For we have 
found that kol is used with a verb of 
motion: "The sound thereof shall go like 
the serpent's.n 

n~ aD1Nn nK nwy 'j nin, onl'1 1s1 
'j D1K 'll 11w?l n,in n,l, cnl'1 -mK~ 

l'K 9j Dnlnn? Rl~ D1K K~ nDKil ,,, ,, 
.11Jn'1 n?yn, 1l ygn ~ '1JW 

l'K 9 j ?we ,,, lJ Ol ilf ,,~, 7R lXYn'1 
K?1 11llY K71 nnc~ K? DZ>Kn 111l l'l~? 

• nio7 n"IZ:>1.> n1nw' 

6:6 And God r epented that He made man: 
How.is it written "and He repented?" 
The Torah speaks in the language of men, 
because in t ruth He is not a man to 
repent, because there i s no ccange in 
the will of God. 

And he was sad a t heart: This also is 
figurative, for in truth He does not 
experience either happiness or sadness. 
He does not change from one mood to 
another. 

17ai nn~w 1~a snl nR o~n;K ,~f'l ain 
,nK K1i1 11,~f 11w7 ~~ 11lD7 l'lS; 11,~r 
l'Jn? oiK 'lJ 1i~?l n11n nil"I K;K nn~•~ 

• • • .D9 JD1Wi1 

8:1 And God remembered Noah: God has no 
forgetfulness nor memory,memory naturally 
follows forgetfulness, but rather the 
Torah speaks in the language of man in 
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order to enable the listeners to understand •••• 

-



n,1n n,l, ann'ln n,, na n1n' n,,, 1~1n 
•••• a1n 'IWD ,,,, D1• 11•'1~ 

8:21 And God smelled a pleasant smell: 
f he Torah speaks in the language of man 
and this is figurative •••• 

11•'1~ n,1n n,l, a'D',l na •n-,:ar1 ,~.a 
.111l, RO~ 'l97 nn~w 1•• ,, aia 'll 

9:15 And I will remember ~y covenant: 
fhe Torah speaks in the language of man 
because God does not forget. 

DWl .,,l 1K'IDn ,~ 1n1n• "1D&'1 lsK'I 
1'l11K 11w7J in1n•'I~ ,,l, "1DK1 1'l11K 

• ,l1D a1n 1'1'•~ 

31:; And the Lord said: For the angel 
is called by the name of His master 
and he related the words of his mission 
in the language of his master, as if Be 
were speaking. 

,, 'Dln~ ,J~ •'' 'D,1l ,.K l'a&'I 
,~ ,l1D K1n 1'1'K~ 1'l,R 11•7l ,l1' ia'IDn 

• 'la'I ac'IK 1K7D'I ,,l •'I l,,, 
;1:1; Where you vowed to me: I have 
already written that the angel will 
speak in the language of his master 
as if He were speaking, because Jacob 
did not vow to the angel, but rather 
to God. 

K.imhi also focuses on the question of the rational 

and non-rational commandments: 

a1~n '1~'1 7'1~ 1'n1,1n1 •nipn 'D1JD n11~ 
JlWl W' Dl n1DD,1~D Dl'KWl D1D019Dn .,,.n 

D'D,n'I K'11C n'lll Dl!>Je 1'•• nl 'll 11D:SlW D1JD 
'"" 10 ,la1 17'Kn nl~,n1 nn~l DJl,n an1 

a1:snn .,,, 'l'I~ 'n1sn -ma1 'nirn -ma i~••'J 
nWJ aisn nil l'l1 1'l l'l l'll l'l n1''1~•n 

• RWJJI K~l1 

' 
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26: 5 My commandments, my l aws , my ordin­
ances: 1his includes all the commandments , 
those which are obvious t o the mind and 
those which are not obvious . There are 
certain com.L1andments among t he s even 
commandments of the sons of Noah , t he 
reasons for which were revealed only t o 
the w!se : t hese are t he :prohibitions 
against the interbreeding of animals , 
grafting of trees , and rthe tearine of ciJ 
limb from a l i ving thi ng . Therefor e He 
said, "My ordinan.ces , 11 He said, 11Ny 
commandments , " which include all rational 
commandments whether t hey are of the 
heart , the hand , or t he mouth , positive · 
or negative commandments . 
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Kimhi , in the r ationalist tradition of Saadia and Maimonides , 

divides t he commandments into the r ational mitzvot and the 

non- rationa l hukot . Ho\·1ever, in this comment he further 

subdi vi des the mit?.VOt into DH.:>01l!)ZJ and n1Zl01 1:>1.l U~K. 

He does not however gi v e us a clue as t o what he means by 

t hat or what are the cr i t eria by which we could determine 

which are which. Since K.imhi does not deal with the sub j ect 

el sewher e, we can only ae r:mme that he i s following Mai moni des . 

Maimonides maintains that reason could only t el l us which of 

t he collllllandment s are t rue or false , but not right or wr ong . 33 

The mor al el ement in the laws Maimonides terms nU>O,l!HJ • 34 

11~Pll ,DR K71 i 1JJ7 cnJ ,~ ~ n11~ 11j 
.?Kn DK ~j Y1' K? i J7? 11 0D nJ , J 1 'j 19j 

1lY DK ~o nn 1 171 n'n 7K7 'j :'? lCnD 
1Dj W~K n~K ,, Ml ' lJ? n11w ~lttl 1 1 ni1D 

n,1D )j; n o,~l n1 ?y ni1 N? ,,, ~~ , 1lJnj~ 

?j ?1 in1 x i ?~j ci~J 7Jw 1nJo 'Dl n1 ?J 
1lJj Kln ,,Jn? D1 Kn ttWY'W 0Dnn1 y, 1J1 

• 1l1W'l o?iyn ,,,~o 1'D9D Kini ?jwn 

' 
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20: 6 I know that in the uprightness of 
your heart: And He did not say "in t he 
cleanness of your hands," for this thing 
is related to the heart , and only God 
Cwou1clJ lmow. 
From sinning against me: Because the a.i.n 
was known to God if he transgressed His 
commandments , and it was He who had com­
manded the sons of Noah concerning adult­
ery as we have written, and even i f He 
did not col'!lllland it specifically, the 
intellect teaches this prohibition. By 
implanting reason in man, God , as it were, 
commanded him against doing every evil 
thing . The violence which a man does to 
his neighbor is contrary to reason ; it 
destroys the order of the world and its 
tranquility. 

It i s difficult precisely to determine Kimhi's position 

on the laws . Ris ideas are not presented in a well l aid 
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out philosophical system, but rather in sporadic comments . 

These do not always appear to be i'u.lly consistent: so that 

we can only come away with a general impression that Kimhi 

did make a distinction between the rational and non- r ational 

laws . Thus in this comment he seems to be in greater sympathy 

with Saad.ia, rather than Naimonides , in maintaining that 

reason unaided by revelation can arrive at moral law. Reason 

becomes the ultimate detert!linant for man ' s conduct and 

obligates man as t'ully as specifically revealed commandments . 

Like Caadia and Maimonides , Kimhi believes that al l the biblical 

l aws can be understood rationally, even if the reasons under­

l ying them are not always obvious to us . Apparent irrationality 

stems from our imperfect knowledge . 

-
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1n11 1J'~;, •••• n',J niK? n'nl K'sf' 
~, "''' nl,JYn l1,W ' 9 ' ,JK 1n1Kl ?Kn 

R?l nl'DnJn n11Kntt WK, KlnW ,g, ,,, 
,nlDl K?R Nl~' ,WK ;j ?1JJ? nonJJ "'"' 

• nKi~,, , y,r ,,Kwn?i i? 

17:11 And it was for a s i gn of the cov­
enant: •••• And therefore God commanded 
him to set the sign on this very organ 
because most tra.~sgressions will be com­
mitted by means of it , because it is the 
focus of the animal desires . When a man 
is about to sin, he wil l see the sign on 
his flesh and he will refrain from com­
mitting the sin and not be like an animal 
which copulat es at r andom, but rather he 
will restrict himself to that which is 
permitted to him in order to propagate 
and for t he sake of health. 
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Circumcision ( as with laws which designate certain days to 

be holier than others) is not readily explicabl e in terms 

of reason. Kimhi simply speculates on why this particular 

rite was sel ected as the s i gn of the covenant . The male 

genital organ symbolized man's ability to .function on the 

level of the beast. The covenant, of course , r epresents man ' s 

contractual agreement with God to abstain from such behavior. 

1h1K 1W19 aD'D'n n~ ~XD ,OK 1Ja1? 
RlD D',lDnn nK 1n1~1J 1DKW inti D'11~ 
no niK,; n1 01on ?y ,,onn J'J,,W inyiJ 

n,ionn DY oion J'J,n , ~ ,,g Kl'l cnn Kl' 
~-1, 1'1Z>R1 n119 1K ,,~ Kl' D'J'Dn 'lWO ' j ,J, iinn 1'JK1 "'010 1DM nllDP l'lfK ?::> 
nwy nti 010 1'J~ i n11on 1Z>K n1?11 l l'ltRW 

D'K1Jli1 K,J 11Jn' ?Kn ,J ?Rn 11x, ,~lj 
• D,R?::>il ,OK 1J9 91 U,Z>? imt '1::> D,nll:ri11 

56:24 Who found the hot spr ings: They 
explain i t as mules . And so it is 
written - while he was shepherding the 
asses it occurred to him to mate the 
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ass With a maie to see what the off­
spring would be . The result was a mule. 
Or, he mated a horse with a female ass, 
because from those two soecies issues a 
male or female mule. The Rabbis said ; 
uEvery mule whose cars are small,ci~ dam 
was a horse and hls sire an ass; every 
mule whose ears are large, his dam w~~s 
an ass and his sire was a horse ." And 
he did this against the will of God, for 
God created the creatures and the plant s 
each accordins to its own specie . There­
fore He forbade interbreeding. 
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Interbreeding generally falls into the cateeory of an ordinance 

for which the Torah gives no explanation. Kimhi suggests here 

that to improve on God ' s work is somehow an affront to Him. 

He seems to be echoing the commonly expressed attitude that 

that which is natural is divine and therefore good. 

P1D9l l~J 1JTJn nt in7JK? n'n' DJ? KJ:K 
ft?i ?1~Dn inK iy 7 iJK7 iwJn on? 1' nn R?1 

1'l9? J11'1 ,,;l n'nw 'D? ,,,~, n~? 'nY1' 
~KW iny ?,in? 1'nY n1i n1,n? ,,ny ?1Jnn 
l'~W onJ inillY ,;n i? ann? 'lll~i D''nn 

.oiKn lJW ?J n'1l ?J 1J~ n9pD nftJpn 

1:29 It Cfleed bearing vegetatioii} will 
be for you for food : That which is men­
tioned here in this verse. And He did not 
allow them to eat meat until after the 
flood, I do not know why. Perhaps because 
God knew that the deluge would come and 
that Noah would save the other living 
creatures, and God decided to give them 
to Noah as compensation for his labor, 
since God does not deprive any crature . 
of its rightful due, and certainly not man. 

,.~ ~j Dj? 'nnJW '9 ?y ~K , ,wJ 1K is~ 
1D1 Rlnw 1W9l DY in1• 1?jKn K? ?JK~ WD, 

'D ,,y Klttl W~ln DY 1Wl~~ 1D1 ?J i n i?j 
it ljW in1?J~n 1j ,nKi 1nin~ rn 011y K?• 

n11Ji i?JK71 '"~ lD ,~J iinn? nl',TJK ,,, 
nonJJ niow '9' n1? ,wln i~nn 1J'9? ~~ 

I 
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,~ nl'nl DDlK D1'tni1'1 ~1Yl1 WZ>,l, i1'Rl'I 
1D~'~R'1 l'll in~K'1D'1 l'l 1K,~l O,Kn ,,,~~ 

,,., nl ,,~·Dl7::>11t~J QD'tZ>i1'1 ,n'li1 K'1W K~K 
• Dill n,DW 

9:4 But meat: Even though I allow you to 
eat all flesh that moves, you shall not 
eat it with its soul which is its blood, 
that is to say, all the time that the 
neeh is still alive and has a soul. But 
first you sacrifice it and then you may 
eat it. For it is very cruel to cut 
flesh from a living animal and eat it. It 
appears therefore that He permitted meat 
to Noah, because he toiled with the beasts 
and ani~.als and crawling things and .fowl 
to keep them alive on the ark, because 
they were created for the needs of man, 
whether to work for him or for his food, 
except that he was not permitted to kill 
them and eat them until Noah, because he 
toiled for them. 

Initially Kimhi admits to ignorance as to why the eating 
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of animal flesh becomes permissible for man. However, this 

does not stop him from speculating on some of the reasons. 

While this could easily be explained in line with hie earlier 

expressed attitudes that the entire world was created for 

man's sake, Kimhi brings in the additional factor of toil to 

indicate that man must do something active to merit this 

privilege. 

' 
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Chapter I II 

Prophecy 

Kimhi deals with the concept of prophecy in great 

detail, as do many of the medieval Jewish philosophers . 

Important issues are not only the essence of prophecy and 

the various stages of prophecy, but also the personal 

attributes necessary in order to become a prophet . The med­

ieval discussions are based to a large extent on the 

Aristoteljan view of prophecy. This view includes the 

necessity of God's action and the indirect transmission of 

prophecy by means of the Active Intellect. Moreover,the 

prophet must maintain the highest level of moral and intellect­

ual virtue, with the intellectual virtues r eigning supreme. 

Finally, it is indicated that t here is no precise formula 

for those who aspire to prophecy, i mplying an element of 

grace i n the process of divine selection. 1 

Saadi a , who may be termed the first r eal J ewish 

philosopher who sought to reconci le Greek philosophy with 

Judaism, did not fully subscribe to the premise t hat one 

could become a prophet by training and by possession of 

reasoned qualities . The initiative, for Saadia, rested with 

God and not with man. The prophets were not angels, but 

ordinary men who wer e given special powers for a limited 

time by God, to prove that He had sent them and to command 

the people ' s attention-



If however, the prophets are men like 
ourselves and we find that they are 
doing things which we are actually -
powerless to do and which are entirely 
the work of the Creator, it becomes 
evident to us that they are sent by His 
word. Knowing as I do that His wisdom 
is above every'hl1ing, I nevertheless 
venture to declare that the reason why he 
left them in every r espect in the same 
condition as the res~ of man.kind, and 
yet at the same time made them different 
by enabling them to do things which all 
other men are powerless to do, was to 
verify His sign and to establish His. 
prophecy. I declare that for this reason 
also, He did not cause them to perform 
miracles continually or to know the hidden 
thing continually lest the people should 
think that they are possessed of a pec­
uliar quality to which this power is due, 
but He made them do this at certain periods 
and to have such knowledge at certain 
appointed times. In this way it became 
clear that this originated from the 2 Creator and not from them. 
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While reason plays a major role in Saadia' a thought 

he is nevertheless unwilling to claim that it is seli'­

sufficient. Prophecy is not to be displaced by reason but 

it to serve, on the contrary, as a check on it. 

(Some say)that men do not need prophets, 
and that their reason is sufficient to 
guide them aright according to their 
innate cognition of good and evil •••• 
Mankind is fundamentally in need of the 
prophets, not solely on account of the 
revelational laws , because their practice 
cannot be complete unless the prophets. 
show us how to perform them •••• (~.~., 
prayer, rules of marriage, property, etc.J 
So the prophets presented us with an 
equitable decision on every sinBl c point 
relating to these matters •••• If we had 
had to rely on our own judgr.imn:t-:: in these 

~~---------------------ill 



mat ters , we should have opposed each 
other and never agreed on anything. 3 
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The supernatural origin of prophecy, according to 

Saadia , does not exclude reason altogether . His view i s 

a compromise in line with his rationalist position, namely, 

that just as prophecy is needed to verify our reason, so 

reason is to serve as a check on prophecy . Saania maintains 

that prophetic signs and miracles produced i n support of 

doctrines which are contrary to reason cannot be accepted as 

evidence for their truth. For "no miracle can prove the 

rationally i mpossible . " 4 He further asserts : 

So it is with everyone who clail!ls to be 
a prophet . If he t ells us "My Lord com­
mands you to fast today , 11 'd<? asJ: him for 
a sign of his prophecy and if we s ee it, 
we beleive it and shall f .J.s t . But if he 
says "My Lord commands you to cori:ni t 
adultery and to steal, '1 • • .. . we shall not -· 
~ him for a sign because he brings us 
a message which neither r eason nor trad- 5 i tion can sanction. 

Halevi' s view of prophecy accords with that of 

Saadia' s to the extent that both trace its origin to God . 

Halevi rejects the Artstotelian view that prophecy represents 

the highest developed stage of man ' s natural powers . Prophecy 

for him is not dependent upon t he perfection of man 's intel­

lect , but has to do with a special "inner s ense" 6 where an 

individual experiences the presence of God. Prophecy is 

existential in nature; it has to do with devotion and with 

pious acts. It ie therefore essentially t he religious per son 

--
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raised to a higher degree who qualifies to be a prophet. 

While for the Aristotelians prophecy is mediated through 
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the Active Intellect, for Halevi it comes through sensual 

manifestations. For Balevi prophecy is hereditary; only a 

born Jew can be a true prophet. Just as a certain spot ~ 

be especially suitable for certain plantings, so is Palestine 

the moat suitable place to receive prophecy. Whatever 

prophecies were received outside of Palestine were given 

with reference to Pale~t1ne. It stands to reason that 

according to this view Israel must serve as an intermediary 

in order for other nations to approach God. 

In contrast to Halevi, Maimonides is much closer to 

the Greek position. To him prophecy is mediated through the 

Active Intellect. He believes that the devel opment of one's 

rational powers, his imagination, and morals to the fullest 

degree is a necessary prerequisite to prophecy. While this 

makes one eligible to be a prophet, it is no guarantee that 

one must therefore automatically become a prophet. The final 

choice rests with God who can withold prophecy from anyone 

even though he be qualified. This ultimate dependence on 

God brings Mallmonides close to the traditional views of both 

Saadia and Halevi, but unlike them he assigns to God a negative 

role. Maimonides classifies prophets into eleven degrees 

and recognizes various levels o! prophecy. True dreams and 

visions are likely to come whe~ the senses are a t rest and 

I 
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when the intellect is at its sharpest . For Maimonides the 

difference between dream and vision is in degree and not 

kind. Whether it is stated explicitly or not , prophecy in 

the Bible always comes through an angel and in a dream or 

vision. However, when there i s no angel and only a voice is 

heard , this is not to be considered true prophecy. In line 

with his rational outlook Maimonides believes that the 

primary function of the prophet is to teach the people to 

follow the law of Noses ; in this capacity he is to use both 

his intellect and i magination to employ language and parables 

that would appeal to t he masses . : . 
For an understanding of Kimhi ' s views on prophecy 

we shall now examine the following passages from his commentary 

on Genesis: 

1'll DlW 1W~K sl7 ll ?Kl nl ~- "1Z>K'1 nae 
•••• l'll7 11.>K'W Ol~ "U>K 11 D'K'll 1'n 

9:8 And He said to Noah and his sons: It 
is possible that his sons also were pro­
phets , or He said to Noah that he should 
tell his sons •••• 

'"'''n 01~nl 17D'lK ?K D7 n?k Kl'l lsJ 
Kl' D7P'1~n 11lJ7 'J ll7l "lllKl 1J1 
•••• nKlll ?~ oi?nl n1DlMnD D'Wll? 

20: 3 And God came to Abimelech in a dream 
at night: And so it is said of Laban -
for in honor of the righteous will He come 
to gentiles in a dream of prophecy •••• 

17D'll ,. Kl~ 1DJ iD'n7K Kl'l 1Jaa7 
lPJ' 11lJ~ 1l77 Kl lJ PO!' ,llJ? • 

31: 24 And God came: Just as .He came to 
Abimel ech for Isaac 's sake , so He came to 
Laban for Jacob's sake. 

-
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Kimhi attempts to deal here with the problem o! whether it 

is possible for a non-Israelite to be a true prophet. As 

was noted earlier, Halevi strongly maintains that true 

prophecy i s hereditary with the Israelites and, in tact, 

can be received only on the soil of Palestine. Halevi 

even goes so far as to exclude the convert from becoming a 

prophet. 7 Maimonides, while not quite as outspoken on the 

subject as Halevi, does seem to agree. The most that he would 

grant the gentiles is a kind of inferior level of prophecy. 8 

Kimhi here agrees with Ibn Ezra that Noah. was indeed 

a prophet. It could be that Kimhi feels it justifiable to 

consider Noah a prophet because he antedates the Hebrew people. 

There is also the other possibility that Noah's righteousness 

plays a significant role for Kimhi . For while he must accept 

the explicit biblical statement that God spoke to both Boah 

and his sons, Kimhi yet observes that the sons might have 

received their message from Noah and not directly from God. 

Kimhi may well have been troubled by the fact that no rightecnaa 

deeds were ascribed to the sons and that consequent~ th97 

were lacking in merit. This would tend to suggest to h1a 

that moral perfection is requisite for prophecy. Ia tla1ll 

Kimhi would seem closer to Halevi's position than to,.._ 

of Maimonides, who gives a h~gher priority to intelleo 

attainment , though be does not exclude moral pertecttfll. 



While Kimhi generally accepts the views of Halevi 

and Haimonidas that prophecy is limited to the Hebrew people , 

he seems to go somewhat beyond them in suggesting that 

gentiles may be eligible to r eceive prophecy when this is 

for the benefit of Israel. Thus Abl.melech and Laban received 

prophecies not because of their own merit, but rather because 

of I saac and Jacob . Since neither Abimelech or L~ban could 

be considered "righteous , •1 we would have to conclude that, 

when a non-Israelite is utilized as an instrument for pr ophecy, 

no special pre-requisites are required . Thus Kimhi here 

differs with Maimonides and Halevi in terms of "intellectual" 

and "existential" qualifications that they posit as pre­

requisites to prophecy. In this particular instance , Kimhi 

is much closer to the positian"of Saadia , who , with regard to 

prophecy, places the initiative primarily with God . 

It is also possible, though Kimhi is not explicit, 

that he considers the dreams experienced by gentiles to be 

inferior in quality to those through which true prophecy is 

received. Thus he writes : 

11in~n 1R1JD nrn oi?nn ia?n,, ~ar? 
,wy i nR l lD~ l l' lN o~ n1,n1 OD~n ,~ 

.• nlni?nni i~y inK l' nW 1'nM en D'J~i~ 
nini?n 1DJ n1'0l ?~D ,,, 1~JW D'J~lO 

oi?ni ny1~ 01~ni nsi Kn l np~on c1,n1 ,o,, 
1nDKnn~ WR1' lJ 11111 oi?ni ,llij1~l 

nKiJJnD ~111 p?n cnJ n'n 'J 11,n~n '~~ 
1'1JY ,,,l, ~Kn nKO ,,n, • 

37 :9 And he dreamed: This dream. The 
interpretation is cl ear that the sun 
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and moon are his father and mother, and 
the eleven stars are his brothers. The 
dreams which were mentioned, that came 
in the form of a syinbol or riddle, such 
as the dreams of Joseph, the dreams of 
the cup-bearer and the baker, the dream 
of Pharoah, the dream of Nebuchadnezzar, 
and the dream of Gideon ben Yoash, came 
true according to the interpretation 
because they were mostly prophecies and 
they were from God for the needs of his 
servants. 

a1~nn1 •••• a11a1n ~' io' nln1 11KD 
~la~n 1DK• 1D~ nKlll n101~ ?1 DID "'" 

, •• ~ 01~nn D''1nl 'Jl J1Kn ~' l11 •1F'l 
?~~ "'" 111n9n 1K1lD a17nn1 ,Dl' ing 

1n1D9'1 ,,~ l'D~n hDJn n1lKW K?~ l'JD 
•••• l11n~n ,,, ~' n?11l? n~J'1 

41:1 _And behold he stood by the Nile: 
• ••• And the dream [of Pharoah] was from 
God in a form resembling prophecy, as it 
is written, "And a great famine will occur 
in t he land." The dr eam came true as 
Joseph had interpreted. The dream was 
clear and the solution was patent to all 
who understood, but t he wisdom of the 
sages (of Egypt] was nullified in order 
that he [Joseph) could solve it. As a 
result of his interpretation he rose to 
greatness •••• 
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Kimhi does not clearly delineate for us the gradations in 

the quality of dreams. It may be deduced from these comments 

that he considers some dreams to be of a higher level than 

others. Pharoah's dream in 41:1 is described by him as 

nKlll niD,~ • implying that it was not quite equal to prophecy 

itself. Kimhi's explication that "the dream was clear and 

the sol~tion patent to all who understood" suggests that no 

special prophetic gifts or insi~hts were required to interpret 

I 
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it and that it was more like a normal ~eam . By contrast 

Kimhi points out that the dreams in 37 :9 "came in the form 

of a symbol or riddle" and were true dreams which came from 

God. There i s a strong hint expr essed here that the dream 

that is more esoteric and symbolic is of superior prophetic 

quality . Yet Kimhi is neither clear nor consistent on this 

point for he allows that Phaxoah, his cup- bearer and baker. 

as well as Nebuchadnezzar are eligible to receive full 

prophetic dreams . The only clue that we ar e given that 

Pharoah's dream (41:1) was somewhat infer ior is that it was 

patently clear to all who possessed understanding . Kimhi 

thus seems to su5gest that the nature of prophetic knowledge 

is hidden and different from rational knowledge. This view 

differs somewhat from his predecessors . He leaves us at a 

loss as to how to distinguish dreams as nKilJand nK ill niDi~. 

Although Saadia does insist that prophecy nnlst be consonant 

with reason, he nowhere sugg~ ste that its veracity is to be 

tested by its complexity. Maimonides implies that the message 

of the prophecy is clear and is intended to be used to 

admonish the masses to follow the teachings of the Torah . It 

is the prophet himself, who , by use of his imagination, is 

expected to use par ables and symbols to convey his prophecy 

to the people. 

'll n7, nii 1DKW i nK :inJ1l,, r~ .r~ 

nDW 'J DY'1i n? iD '1yn N)K i nJ1l ni~ "' ,~ 
1J i1nc i lion n,,, nn~~ ni ?Jc~n i ino iJ~ 

1~1)1 ~i i rn ni 1 ,,,, nnir 

-
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27:27 And he [ I saac) blessed him(J acob]: 
After he said , 11Behold the smell of my son 
is as the smell of the field , 11 and he 
blessed him, but prior to that he a'lllowiced 
t hat the fo od and the meal had made him 
happy, and so ~he Holy Spir it was uuon him 
and he blessed him. • 

,Di• 1~~ nrm lDJ nn7 nw ain1, 'nn1 r~sno 
"'17 ~; ~K1ll n1i nr 'j l"mK ~·r,, iJ? l~71 

nKllln n1i J7K 7 l ,01' Kl7~ Dl '~ l l~D­
lll ni1~ll yo•• Jl 7 Jl nno~ 1l llZ> «?K ni1w 

•••• nKlll nii l' ?K n11n 

45: 27 And his [ J acob 1sJ spirit revived : 
For he had been as a dead man , as it was 
said , 11 And his heart became weak. " The 
Sages said that this was the snirit of 
prophecy which left him on t he.day that 
Joseph l eft, for the spirit of prophecy 
does not prevail without happiness . 
When he ( \f acobJ heard the news about his 
son, the spirit of prophecy r eturned to 
him. 

The assertion that ?J•~ the intellect - is a requisite 
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part of prophecy indicates that Kimhi in this respect followed 

Maimonides rather than Halevi . By claiming that prophecy is 

possible only in time of happiness and when the prophet is 

f ree of material preoccupations, Kimhi is suggesting that 

prophecy is subject to historical circumstances . He further­

more insinuates that human conditioning has a role to pl ay 

in bringing down the spirit of prophecy. Man may help 

induce the prophetic spir it by placing himself in a preparatory 

state ; wher e , through the removal of sadness and material 

concerns , he makes himself receptive. Thus Kimhi tends to 

assign a good part of the initiative to man, though he does 

-
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not necessarily deny that the ultimate source is God. 

God' s role would then be mostly negati ve in withhol ding 

prophecy even when man ' s pr eparations had fulfi l led the 

basic pre- requisites . Somew~at surprising , in the light 
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of the textual evidence , i s Kimhi ' s contention that the spirit 

of prophecy is withheld when happiness is l acking . The 

propheti c spiri t often manif ests i tself preci sely when one 

is in danger and in dire s traits , and generall y comes with 

a suddenness. 

nl K, Dl lj ,~K K?W nD • '~'l ?11n1 K?il? 
n R1lln n K"U>l n~n ?jn~ i1 ~,D~ 7 9?1 n1-uiK 

n Ktn nRill n nn, n w no? D'Jg ?K D'l~ 1DK 
i~?Dn 01 nayD nl n~1~ iy 1? n1~ 1lD 

inJ1 ov ~' K n~y~ 1 WK) lDY PlKl1 nR1Dl 
nKllll 1ZlRW 1Dj D7 l D ?K D7 l~ "ltlX 1)7 D? 

-m~ l ~ D~l 9 ? K D' Jg nw~ ? K n1n' ~ ,l,, n!m 
nK"Uln nn' n~ ' 9? oJ oy n l n' 1l1 D' l g l D'l' 

lj Dl 1 DK 1 C'P1l1 n1? 1p l n1~ 1 :m 1 n?1i1 
nKllln nK1ZJl n' n~ '~ ? y ~K l ' ;DJ ? 11n1 

• WDD " '" l?' ~J 1l1 1l 1~:1 nln 

32 : 31 And my life is spared: This he did 
not say after other visions , and according 
to what we have explained , that everything 
took place in the prophetic vision . He 
said "face to face 11 because this prophecy 
was so clear t o him that he acted with 
the angel in the vi sion and w:::-estled with 
him as would one man with another . 
Therefore he said "face to face . " As wae 
said in the prophecy of Noses , "face to 
face . " Scripture says "Face to face G-od 
spoke with you," because the vision was 
so great and clear with thunder and light­
ning. He also said : "And my life is 
spared," because thi s was a great miracle 
t hat I wrestled with an angel and my life 
was saved . Even though this was in a 
prophetic vision , behold , the thing renains 
with me as if it r eally happened . 

-
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i1fi1 i11rJz::>n ?:>l • 0 •• 21:rn •p:::a JJ.'1 1JJl'1 
'D ;, ,~ ci?n:::a n~llli1 n~,Dl i1'"' ,~9K 

~~n nKD nr 1? i1'i1 T'Pi1l 1 ?11 i~11 KlD~ 
1DlWnDl:no1~ n'n~ '9? n1G'1 nr ll ni,n? 

1llJ niD ?Rn lz::>J nwy iwi n1no:::an nn:> ,nK 
i1'i1W '9 '' ~R 'J 1Dlll no19 nl'i1? nio 

Konn Ol,1' RZ>W Jtnw K'1K 1:::a? ?:>J ?ttl nD1l 
,, i1'i1 K? n1nDli1 i1DJ i nK lJ '9 '~ ~~ 

'nK D'DY9 i1DJ 1~,? ?1 i ay? '10?1 1 i11i1? 
nz::>~ 1? n1nnwn?1 n?111 nn Jz::> i? n1?w?1 
a?11n i1Tl ?Ki1 ,, c?~l RDn i1Tll D'?>Y9 
'1Z>Rn nxin DKl in:::a~nz::> WJ1J 191ll n~?i 

,, "'" K?l "1JD T'Pi1l "'" i1fi1 i1 ~YDi1 'J 
"U>KlW 1DJ i1'i1 K?l 1? i1D1lW 1J? l1'D1 U7K 

lJ "\Dl? '1Jll1 \1Y1 l 1~?Dll YW1i1' 1R7~l 
n1'i1' '11J' i1'i1 nr ?J 'J 01?1 Di11lR 'JK?Dl 
,,l K?l 110K 'R l J'lll i1'i1 n r ?lK ll'D1l 

nn1nn ,,, ?1 inyw? nl'D~l ir:::a?• '1Z>Kl 1J'9? 
nr 'J 1?11 i1'i1l l PY' ,,, ,Jl >ll' li1T1 

• WDZ> i1Y ' ll il' i1 

32 : 26 He touched the hollow of his thigh : 
It i s possible that this entire incident 
occurred in a prophetic vision in a dream , 
even though he found himself li:npi ng when 
he awoke . This was a sif¥1 to him from 
God because he was vaci lla tine in his mind 
after God had made several nror::iises to him. 
Measure for r.ieasure he was physically lame , 
for even though he trusted in God with all 
his he?rt , he thought perhaps he might 
commit a sin . After several pro~ses he 
should not have t hought or worried about 
Esau, nor called him 0 my brother" several 
times , nor sent him a great tribute , nor 
bowed to him several times , This was his 
sin and God puni shed him in this world by 
afflict ing his body in punishment for his 
thoughts . And , if you like , you can say 
that this incident took 'Olace whil e he was 
fully awake and nothing happened to him, 
rather it was his imagination alone and it 
di d.not take place , as it was said concerning 
the angel of Joshua and the angel of Gideon 
and we can also say the same concerning the 
angels of Abrahan1 and Lot, and it was possible 
that all this was his i nasination. However, 
this was with !'.! physical t ouch, which is 

-



impossible without physical cont~ct. 
Therefore let us say that the Divine 
Spirit took 011 corporeal form for the 
moment by mea~s of-a miracle , and it was 
this which touched the hollow of J acob' s 
thigh. He was limpi ne because this was a 
real touch. 
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According to ~aimonides the viaion ranks higtler than the 

dream and takes place while the prophet is in a waking state. 

Kimhi essentially shares this view. It is possible for the 

vision to be so clear as to be almost indistinguishabl e from 

reality . 

Kimhi offers several explanations for Jacob ' s limp. 

The first is in l ine with his general rationalistic approach 

and holds that Jacob 's meetin{; with the angel was not real , 

but rather in a prophetic vision. He suggests that the sense 

of reality can be heightened to such a degree t hat one may 

indeed be left with a physical i mpedi ment. Such psychosomatic 

phenomena are certainly not u.nlc'lown . In the second explanation 

Kimhi seeks to separate Jacob' s limping entirely from a:n.y 

contact with the angel . Instead he pursued the more traditional 

path a..~d attributed the limp simply to God ' s punishment for 

Jacob's l ack of f aith. Finally, in his third ~xplanation, 

in order to account for the physical effect upon J~cob , Kimhi 

resorts to the miraculous in asserting that the Divine Spirit 

assw:nes physical form. In this las t atteopt , Kimhi appears 

to be inconsistent with his o~n general positions that s eek 

to r <:it.i onaJ j.ze the oiraculous and veer away froo anthropomorphisms . 

j 

----



~ln' 'lg? ,; n9101n :n1n1 'lg? rsfj 
lPJ' ;w 1l'l D'lJn? '~j Kin ,D~ R7~ nc 

n1n' 'l9? 'j l'JK nj1l Kln ?111 ,l, 
n~iln nJl 11 ?1 niinr nKlJll ini ? J n1nn 

• li1:l1l't 

27 :7 Before the Lord : She ( RPbecca.} 
added this in order to convince Jac~b 
that his father' s blessin~ was an im­
portant thing - for you will be before 
the Lord, that is to s ay, before tC.e · ,. · 
spirit of prophecy which will be uuon 
him at the time of the blessing . · 

11rn l'lYn 'Jl •••• il?no D' lW tl7 1 l's b~ 
K1PW:> innKl~ nKlll n 11) ll 'JK JPY ' iu~ 

.nKllln inn~inw '~J inR 7J7 i nR i l'JJ? 

49 :1 2 And his t eeth white with r:iilk: 
And this entire matter Jacob related 
by means of the spirit of prophecy 
which came upon him when he called his 
sons and spoke to each one as the 
prophecy had instructe<l him. 

K1i1 ?Kn n~YDW ,~, a?Kl lo 1K7un l DsnD 
?Kn~ D'"''~ on O' JR,~nl o~Y~C R ,,, ,, 

•••• on1 wy~ l'Dn7 i o-m1w? 1'1lJ ;~ 

48:15 The angel who redeems : Because 
divine action is carri ed out by inter­
mediaries , z.nd the angels are sent by 
God to protect His servants and prosper 
them in their deeds . 

ob 

In Maimonides ' classification of prophecy into eleven levels , 

thewiipi1 nii - the Holy Spirit - is on the second level and 

therefore rated low as true prophecy . While Kim.hi does not 

off er us a step by s~ep classifi cation of the levels of 

pr ophecy , it is quite clear that in the main he accepts 

lfa.L't!onides ' view . Kimhi tends to equate the it11?:1 n11 

(Holy Spirit) with ti1e nzti :un n1 1 (spirit of prophecy) . 
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It is cl ear from his language in these comments that he con­

siders the nKl~l n n1, as an inatrll!Ilent of prophecy. As indic­

ated in Kimhi' s comments on 48: 15, God 's work on earth is 

carried out be intermediaries. Along \'Ti th the :mgel3 • He 

also employs the Holy Spirit and the Prophetic Spirit to 

carry out his purposes . Halevi defines the Q11pn n1, as a 

"subtl e spiritual substance11 9 from which God's will constructs 

spiritual fo rms which appear to the prophets during their 

prophetic experience . This 0 subtle spiritual subs tance" 

acts on the analogy of sunlight upon the cl ouds which produces 

the colors of the r ainbow. 10 

Kimhi does not dwell on the nature of the w11pn 01, 

as does Halevi, but leaves it vague . However , i ts inferior 

status as a form of prophecy can be deduced from t1Je fact that 

Kimhi shares with Maimonides the view that prophecy manifests 

itself through the Active Intellect . Whil e ~~aimonides 

i nsist s on moral perfection as a prerequisi~ t o prophecy , 

he makes intel lectual perfection the more i~portant qualificati on. 

According to this view one reaches the highest state of 

prophecy as his senses r ecede into the background and his 

intellect rises to the fore. In the textual r efer ences ci ted 

here it is obvious that both Rebecca and Jacob are in full 

possession of their senses and for this reason were probably 

not exp~riencing the highest l evel of prophecy. 



i1'it i1?nm.> '=> •••• silll1Ri1 W'K nJ 'Jn'l :lsc 
••• ~l~1~~ io~ l'l l ?R l 1D~~ lll~ lllY ,1Jii1 

'DJ 1nJ1 Y1 n1'i1" 1'nY Y1f ,~ 7Ki1 i1K1l 
• i n??p iD ''~Dll i1'i1 K'Jl ,~ 1?'1~7 nl 

~: 20 And Hoah , m:tn of the soil, bPg~: 
.4. • • For from the begirming the word 
tGod 1 s word1 was wi th him as he snc,ke . 
and Was Vii th hiG Sons as We have explained 
•••• When God s aw t hat the future of the 
seed of Canaan was to be evil , He assigned 
Noah to curse him, for he [ Hoah] was a 
prophet and his curse would be enduring. 

ni~i'Jnn~ i~J :O'J1n9 O'i17K? ~'Jn nia 
Dl1' nY i1 , , nK1ll1 01K 'l J O''"' ~ 1i11 ,,~ 

l'Ji17 0 1K 'J ) 7'JW' Q O 'l11n~ i1 ,,, 1J 
ini~ KX D' K? DK~ Oll 1n~l n101?nn '1Ji 

~?oJ? n101?nn l 'i1' n101?n 

40:8 Are not the i nterpretations God' s : 
Just as the dreams are His and He causes 
mall to drc~ and ohows him the future , 
so the interpretations are Hit::i , in order 
that Re mny enli~'hten man that he may 
understand the m~. tter s of dreams and 
their intcroret ations . For i f be does 
not find an- interpret er of dreams , they 
will be in vain . 

hl1J Di1'1 ,~Kl •••• : l<,y , 1 l9K m~ Ks DZ> 
onp1 7Dl ~ ' oni K G1P' 1~ dll nsp i1Kllli1 

• Oil' :i' 11' os i1Dn??JJ . c nn?litl Er' 1 

49:1 That which wil l hR~pen: And he told 
them wi t!1 the spirit of pr ophecy a little 
of what will happen to t hem , concerning 
their divi sion and t heir succe$ses in war 
with their enemies . 

b8 

The role of the prophet is perceived here by Kimhi in various 

ways . The prophet could simply be a means for conveying clear 

information from God about the future . This could happen 

e) ther by the propi1et 1 s actually seeing an image or hearing 
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words directly. This, according to the Maimonidean cl as­

sifications , appr oached the highest forms of prophecy. It 

is also possible , however , that what the prophet r eceived is 

not direct information, but merely the key to unlock the 

secr ets of dreams which harbor the content of true prophecy. 

(Cf. 40 :8) It is thus evident that Kimhi must have considered 

wisdom to be an i mportant prerequisite for the prophet. 

Wisdom, according to Ki.mhi , distinguishes the Hebrew prophet 

from the pagan "wise man," magician, or professional dream 

interpreter. The l atter operate within a realm of wisdom 

that is outside the sphere of the divine ; their powers of 

magic and interpretation are part of their own skill by which 

they hope to manipulate and control their deit ies. In the 

case of the Hebrew prophet , however , while he employs similar 

media, ~·&•• dreams, it i s made abundantl y cl ear that both 

the dream and its interpretation stem not from the prophet 

but f rom God. This is in harmony with both Halevi and 

J.laimonides who contend that God acts with free will and not 

out of necessity. In other word , God is not subject to mani­

pulation, but quite the opposite , He will Himself utilize 

certain intermediary means by which to guide the destinies 

of men. 

I n addition to the above, the prophet could be utilized 

as a means for effecting God ' s punishment. (Cf. 9:20) Agai n 

we note that the curse in itself does not possess any magical 
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powers, but is r ealized only it verbalized by the prophet. 

There is the strong suggestion that the prophet is endowed 

with special mystica1 powers that der ive from God. 

a1D'Dn7 n'n D11l 9 ) 7•1 101,n anJ KaA9 
011p1 011J K1n1J nKtn nai~n n•ii WD~n 

nw~• nKllll 1nKin 0110 ilil 1DJ 1l1W 
~' ~-, niw 1~n~ 1W'l onl1 ;11ln D'Ja~D 
l• n~'nn 7~ in1~w~ ;Kn i? inK ,lJ~ 99 
i111 1l7l 1l1n prn7 n'7W ,,, ~' ,,,l, 

'B 71 , Kl 1K;Dn 'gn n1n11 nir Rnn~ ,,J 
~1P YD•' D'DJD n1"1?ll n'n ,;,J nrn 1J1nr 

D1K"\1Jl 1l'K1W 10~ K'lln DJ Klnw 'D 11l1n 
1K1 K1 'DJ 1'n 11K D'VlKn 1 1DIW ~K'l~ 

1R1l'1 an''' n;Dl n11,1 n11n ;lK nKi~ n nK 
1)'971 11Df 1R,Qn ; l p 'J nt~ nK1l RlUnl 

nna nn'n n11n nK1lln1 ;1yn 1n1K; i1in 
• ;nK~ nn'n~J ni~w niw1 7n1n 

18 :1 In t he heat of the day: He ( Abrahani] 
was napping due to the great warmth of t he 
sun and he saw this vision whil e he was 
sleeping. Before He CGoaJ spoke with him 
concerning the matter of Sodom, He showed 

· him three angel s in a prophecy . The most 
prominent of them br ought the news t hat 
Sarah would give birth. Even though God 
had already t ol d him when he commanded him 
concerning the circumcisi on, He again told 
him by means of an emissary i n order to 
strengt hen the matter in his heart , and 
furthermore, that Sarah might hear i t from 
the mout h of t he aneel . Even though the 
entire episode occurred i n a vision , there 
are t imes when someone who is with t he 
prophet will hear the spoken voice . As 
we have seen i n t he vision of Daniel, as 
it is writ t en: "And the people who wer e 
with me di d not see the vision, but a great 
trembling f ell upon them and t hey f l ed into 
hiding." It is apparent from t hi s that 
they heard t he voice of the angel and t here­
fore tremblerl a t t hat same voice . Thi s 
prophecy occur~cd at the entr ance of the 
t ent and Sarah heard i t while she was i n 
the tent. 



D'~l~ i? no1l 'j aniiK 1nnw'i lan' 
u9' 1nj n'n~ oniJK 'J ?•ri iioRi D'?iil 
1J )j n1 n• w11 1 9 D' WlKj 1? ioiJ nNiJll 

D'JK?on n1Kio 1'n K?~ ,, nJ ?'111 n9' 1nJ 
n 1 n1 01? D'Wl Rn "''R1 10J K?K l'J' ~l R11l 

••••D'jK70J 17 101l ~, 1nJ 

18: 2 And he bowed to the ground: For they 
appeared to him as prominent men. The Sages 
said that they appear ed to hi m as men . for 
his power of prophecy was great . The 
expl anatj on is that his power [ of prophecy] 
was so strong and he was so experi enced in 
i t that the appearances of the angels did 
not seem to him extraor dinary , rather it 
was like seeing men . They ~neared as 
angels to Lot , whose power Lof prophecy) 
was poor •••• 

( I 

Kimhi seems to be basing himself here on the last four stages 

of the Maimonidean classification of the levels of prophecy, 

namely , when a prophet sees an i mage , hears words , s ees a man 

speaking , or sees and angel speaking. 11 Abraham and Sarah 

ar e both i nvolved in this prophetic experience , but according 

to Kimhi they perceive it on different l evels4 Sarah was 

standing in t he door of the tent and probably heard only words 

without either seeing an image or the angel speaking . Ki.mhi 

therefor e suggests that it is possibl e for two or more people 

to be exposed to the same vision or prophecy and that not 

everyone present will have the identical experience or r eceive 

the message with the eame directness. Sarah's medium is clearly 

i nferior or less complete than that of Abraham, This idea 

is expressed already by Haimonide s , who , in reference to the 

r evelation at Ifount Sinai , contends that the people were 



merely eyewitnesses to a prophetic experience which directly 

affected only Moses. Kimhi furthermore advances the view that 

being i1K1lll '1,1,- "schooled in prophecy" - acts to diminish 

the sense of awe and may therefore result in two different 

perceptions depending on the individual involved. Thus, to 

Abraham the angels appear as mere men because of his expertise 

in prophecy, but to Lot, whose prophetic perceptions were 

weaker, they appear as angels. 

On the basis of this sampling of Kimhi's comments it 

appears that his view of prophecy constitutes a conflate of 

Saadia, Halevi, and Maimonides, with a strong bent toward the 

last. While in the main, following Maimonides in seeing 

various gradations in the levels of prophecy and maintaining 

the importance of intellectual perfection as a qualification 

to be a prophet, Kimhi yet gives due emphasis to the moral 

prerequisites so characteristic of Halevi. Kimh1 is not at 

all times rigidly consistent with regard to his general 

scientific and rational outlook or even with reference to 

prophecy itself. Thus we see that he allows the possibility 

for the divine to assume physical form. In the case of 

prophecy he agrees that it is mediated through the intellect, 

clearly implying a stage of preparation on the part of man. 

Yet Kimhi also allows that a man may be selected by God through 

no merit of his own and for non-intellectual reasons. His 

view of the term m\·111l11 n1i implies the involvement of 
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sensory facultiee; , although he holds this to be of a lower 

level of prophecy . K.imhi ' s position on prophecy must thus 

be seen as a compromi se. 
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Chapter IV 

Providence 

75 

The doctrine of providence, namely, that God extends 

his care and protection to every individual, constitutes a 

pillar of biblical thought. God's noting the acts of man 

also i mplies that He rewards or punishes them accordingly. 

This reward ann punishment helps to establish justice in the 

world. Medieval Jewish rationalists were deeply concerned 

with this subject because it was connected with such basic 

philosophic problems as the power of God, divine knowledge, 

and determinism. Thus Saadia maintains that God's prek:nowledge 

does not mean that all future events are already determined. 

He asserts that there is an essential difference between man•s 

knowledge, which is derived from the senses, and God's know­

ledge which is based on Himself. Later, Ibn Daud strongly 

opposes determinism and opts !or man's freedom of choice, 

arguing that God's ignorance of man's choice does not imply 

any defect in Him. The Jewish rationalists generally seek to 

find a synthesis between Greek philosophy as represented by 

Neoplatonism and Aristotelianism on the one hand, and the 

Bible's posit~on on the other hand. The attempt is reflected 

in the very terminology that Jewish medieval philosophy has 

to create for this purpose, namely, ninJD , which refers to 

univ~rsal providence dealing with the natural order of things 

and nn1wn, which has to do with individual providence. !he 



results of this effort to synthesize seemingly opposite 

positions are not always successful and at times appear 

artificial and inconsistent. 
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The Neoplatonists believe that in the te1·.cestrial 

world there exists only general providence excep~ for those 

men who enjoy particular divine protection. According to 

the Neoplatonist emanationist theory , God is the primeval 

power responsible for the many other separate powers . A chain 

connection ertends from God to the lower levels of the reality 

of the senses . God's concern has to do only with the causal 

interconnections of these powers . 

Aristotelianism equates providence with the natural 

purpo~iveness of the world and limits it t o the general order 

of things . Maimonides basically accepts the Aristoteli an view; 

he holds that for the subhuman world only general providence 

exists. J.laimonides seeks,however, to reconcile his philosophic 

views with the biblical position and therefore admits that 

of all the creatures only man enjoys individual providence. 

J.Jan becomes worthy of special attention because he is able 

to link up with the divine through his gift of knowledge . 

God's protection manifests itself in his warnings to man of 

impending dangers, and man is then abl e to talce the necessary 

protective steps . In this way Maimonides avoids equating 

providence with divine interference with nature. Providence 

i s then interpreted naturalisticall y as having to do wi t h man's 



inner life and is made contingent on intellectual r ather 

than on ethical considerations. 

11 

In the main Kimhi adopt s Maimonides ' position. He 

does , however, discuss the possitility of providP.ncP for ar..imals 

when their acti ons affect humans , and he tends to assign a 

special providence to the Jewish people, especially when they 

are in their own land • 

•••• sDllJ ?Ji T,Kn1 D'D~n 1?J'1 Ks J 
l'R ,,,k, 1RJD1 'v~n D1'J D~1 J 1i?}ll1 

,K, ru>1D ,,, ?y 1~91~ D',J1n K?R win ?) 
n'WK1Jn 'D' ng~J D'1J1n n~,,ll lj '9 ?y 

Dnl oinnn? 1K DYJO D'Jn? DYlOJ ?Rn DO 
1J1 1lDtl inK ?J iwinn1w D'~'n cni ~l Yl~ 

ay n"Jpn nlnn ' KJn 11n1' 'l1 i oR ,,DK 
l~'' l'nji Knn ?Ri~' 'l9? yi~l xn' ~ D'n 

lDY nlnnw ' Kln? 1l n'R' 1yl n1Jn? D'n 
n1nn i J ?l D'n oy K? iry?~ ll n' D1' ,"K 

n'~K,J ' D' nw~J R1Jl, nD ?J DY K?K n•lrn 
'n'1l DKll ,j, D'D~ 10l ,,, 'lR i•nn 
"1l~n nK n~D 'J9? Y,r' ~ D'n n~·'R'11 

D'l11Yn nK '"'11 YW1n' 'JD? 11CY ' ~ D1'n1 
P'ln K ?~ i1~n nK '"'11 in'7K nK 17J?j' ; 
i?~ n1'1Kn nK 'D'll "'1tY1 ? N• 'D "'lln~ 

nR K'r'W l1n nR 'n'1S ?K'l1 n~ 1P'1' 
• D'n91Dn ,K~? 1Jl nll' 

2:1 The heavens and the earth and all 
their host were finished •••• And they 
all were finished on the sixth day and 
from here on there was nothing new , ex­
cept for those things which were done 
by a miracle . And even so in the creation 
of the things durin~ the six days of the 
beginning, <Tod put it on their nature to 
set their nature aside , or to ta.lee on a 
different nature in those same days in 
which everyone is changed in his time . 
And thus they said, Rabbi Yohanan said 
that God made a condition with the sea 
that it would pa~t before Israel , as it 



is written : "And the sea returned to its 
strength in the morning ," according to the 
condition that ( GoaJ made With it. Raobi 
Jeremiah ben El iezer said that not only 
with the sea did God make conditions , but 
r ather wi·ch everything which was created 
in the s ix days of creation,as it is wri~ten : 
"I, my hands , s tretched out the heavens 
and I hav·e comma11ded all their hosts ." J 
commanded that the sea part before Hoses, 
that th e sun and moon s tand still before 
J oshua. I commanded t he r avens to nrovide 
for Eli jah, I commanded the flame that . it 
not damare Hananiah, i·ii shael , and Azariah. 
I commanded the lions that t hey not harm 
Daniel , I commanded t he fish that i t vomit 
up Yonah, and so on for the r es t of the 
miracles. 
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It follows, according to Kimhi , that as God' s chosen people 

the Jews are the r ecipients of God ' s providence in a way that 

the gentil es are not . This is based not so much on historical 

considerations, but it i s rather built into the natural order 

of things . Thus a kind of cont-ractual agreement was worked 

out with nature and the animal kingdom to cooperate in extend­

ing providence to the Jewish people . In effect, Kimhi asserts 

that God uses natlU'al phenomena as intermediaries to carry 

out His will. 

While the 3entiles as a species are not entitled to 

God's providence , this does not mean that an individual 

gentile who possesses merit may not r eceive God's protection. 

On the other hand , a Jew may be deprived of providence if he 

lacks in merit . 

-



nrn iiDon n 9 ni •••• •DP' D'hJlW ') 1)11 
DhlWnD D11 ~ll n110~ nntn D1PD ,~ ,,,,n~ 
D'J,~ n,,, D9liD~ liD ~Dil D'linnnl ~-n 

.inlU> ini 9 1nK~ 19K ,,,ID D'DJ91 

4:24 For he [ Cain] wi ll be avenged seven­
fold: •••• And t his story comes to inform 
(us) that f r om ancient times the faith 
of man was in the providence of God over 
mortals , t hat He r ewarded the good with 
good and t he evil with evil, and at times 
He i s more gr acious to one than another. 
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Ki mhi foll ows the Maimonidean view that proT14ence ia extended 

to the individual in direct proportion to hie spiritual 

devel opment, whi ch includes both intellectual an4 !IJOral qualities. 

Conversel y , provi dence i s reduced as one Teera a~ teom such 

spirituality. Thi s, of course , implies that prori.4ence is 

cl osely t ied to t he i dea of justice and is 'baaec1 on the con-

cept of r eward and punishment. 

i'n• 11') ,,,, • ••• aimnl 1J D,llD 111 
n1Dnln D'~1)' 1'n •~ em1an 'J• ~' .... 

D91D '1' ~JO DK ~JJn~ D1a1'111 •1'8111 
1'Dn1 l'Dn ~' -~· DR'~ ~·· Dla911 1••1 

•••• 1n1,, ~' n1~ a1s ,,,. aDDJ 9" 

6:7 From man to beast: •••• An4 ~6 
since the waters were upon the eartll 
the animals, beasts and birdll coiacl aaimr 
themselves only by means ot a ld.ziaole, 
since divine providence does not 8*llil 
to them [individuallyl, but onlJ" 
species, and the species was · l&Ot ii .. fOi.f' 
since He commanded Noah CODO'!\l'"'f 
preservation •••• 

While d.ivine providence does not extemltti~ .. 1'91111119!1 

individually, they are yet nb~eot ti1£1111BI 

punishment. Thus Kimhi states that~-.Mb.i 
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animals probably r eceive their due for their past sins and 

that animals are sub ject to r eward and punishment insofar 

as their actions touch human beings either for good or bad . 

,~,~ s1',1Jl~ 91 D1Kn l? ,J, 'J iJsn 
11' 'J 1'1lPlU -iDKl lnJ ,XllW '~? 11' 

"U' ll P K '=> J io 11' D"T1i' c11tl tnn yin 
•••• ~YD DYn lnlP'l ~1l'~ 1 Y ,,, ~J llO 
'nOJnl 'n'K1 lj 'J Y1 D1Kn 11'~ 1 1'Jl 

Kln n~l'l~n JlO '97 1'11 lJ ~J 1n1 K ~1l? 
,,OlK K7 1)'9' ,~K 'lD 1 0R K? D~ ll1J goin 

• ,n,~J 1 WKJ l1llJl 'n ?J ~K DlJn? 

8 : 21 For the nature of man •s heart is evil 
from his youth : They called it "nature11 

(yetser) because man is created Cnots~J7l 
wi i;h i i; , because the evil inclina1:;ion is 
in man before the good inclination. He 
has no good inclination in actuality 
until he matures and little by little 
acquires it •••• And since the nature of 
man i s evi.1.· , for t hus I have se~n in ~Y 
wisdom to create him, because it must be 
so according to the reality of existence . 
He sins greatly unless he is one in a 
thousand , theref ore , I will not cont inue 
to strike at all living things because of 
him, as I had done . 

God ' s providence i s directed only to man for his own sa.~e . 

The animals are under His providence as speci es , but only 

instrumentally for the benefit of man. Kimhi seems to be 

el aborating on the basic theme expressed in the story of 

creation: everything which is brought into being during the 

first five days is solely for the benefit of man, who is 

formed last . Simil arly , in the story of the flood the world 

is destroyed only because of man •s evil ways . Although the 

Bible indica tes , "All flesh had corrupted its way upon the earth," 

• 
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it is clear that t he narrative intends to emphasize man' s 

wi ckedness . Providence is extended to the animals, according 

to Kitnhi , and indirectly also to man, simply because man is 

by nature an habitual sinner and either God must exterminate 

all l iving things or tolerate man's imperfect con~ition. 

o~?swn nl,~l ?«n nnlonJ sn1n7 ,,,, n:M7 
l 71Jl ~ lJ1 n,,,, 11v? nrn 17 l1' llnJn nJJ, 

n7~wn~ K7n 111J~ ~l• n,,,7~ 'D? 01,0 
• a,11nnn~ 

11: 5 And God descended : Scrioture terms 
divine providence with regard to mortals 
a s ye,..idah , "descending , 11 and it was thus 
in Sodom, because God ' s descent \·1as in 
order to oversee the lower beings . 

Kimhi believes that man ' s soul contains higher and lower 

el ements . When man seeks moral perfection and develops his 

intellectual powers he comes to resemble the angels andJ.to 

become God- like. On the other hand man ' s turning earthward 

puts him in the class of the animals and for all intents and 

purposes he forfeits God ' s providence . Since the Sodomites , 

by indulging their sensuous passions , had become morally 

corrupt , Kimhi suggests that God began to treat them like 

animals and that His descent on Sodom had to do with a 

different kind of providence , namely that of the animal species . 

nrn1 •••• iD'11Dil in1K 1K1' 'J n~ni J'sl' 
••• 1n'olnW ?K~ nnoln ?y i oo ~?1 on1la ,ng 
~,., lJ1 ~Kn nnoJn inK lJ' )K lPJ~ in~ 1~1 

Olil ~y illJO D1Plll 11ll0~ K?W P'1l ?J~ 
•••• ?:>'17 ,!PK iT ? iJnn ?:JJ 1011 11Jl0'71 

-



12 : 12 And it shall come to uass when the 
Egyptians see you : •••• And because of t his 
Abraham was afraid and did not rely on the 
promise which God made to him ••• and so 
J acob fe ared after the promise of the Lord , 
and so i t is fitting that every righteous 
man in a dangerous situation shoul d n~t 
r ely on a miracle and should take care of 
himself by all clever means which he c::..n. •••• 

I' ~Ji l~i in1~1l :i1~l Kl~ lD 1,Jl? 
in?on nJi~n n~n~ 1N?on Kl K?i 11'l 1nl i? 

J'11n? nr 1 ,,l ~? nn?wi nnlDn l'Jn~ iy 
a? p,1x n,", 1?' 9K n,1 nyl Kinw o7ln 'J 
,~K ?ll l D31 nR 11DW, H?K OJn ?y 11~0' 
nn? n?& n? D'1li n~?~? iD1J , , J,, ?lJ' 

nOl'1 ?K? ll7 D~ W' ?~n ?y1 n~n?D?l 110D 
• nG7Y' Klill 1~ 

32:14 Of t hat which he had: Of his property , 
and so "And all that he had he nut in his 
hand ,-" and the axgel who was t he- answer to 
his prayer did not cone until he had pre­
pared a gift and sent it befor e h.3111 . This 
is to malrn icnown t hat a :nan in time of 
trouble, even t hough he be riC}ltecus , 
should t ake care of hi mself in every way 
possible and prepare himself for three 
things : for prayer , to eive money , and for 
war . A..'lld ior eYery-=lung he should put his 
faith iu God and trust in Him and He will 
do it . 

82 

These comments are inconsistent with Kimhi ' s strong b~lief 

in God ' s omnipotence and r eadiness to use miraculous action 

in behalf of his faithful . The comments tend to suggest that 

God's providence cannot be depended u:pon in real emergencieso 

This can hardly be Kimhi ' s real position. While these 

comments su&gest an active role for man, his over all view 

tends to favor a more passive roleo 



,D'l~ nt 'IJ lDJll •••• sD'Dn 1'1J'1 1DaKJ 
~-l DDl'1 lillKll' DK n1117 a,K 'lill~ l'IW 
nn J'1ln7 lJ 01 lnJJ1 l1D7 n~inan D'W'• 
n;ll an,la nnaw7 'J in• 'ln1'1 7Kn nw11 

• n1N'1!> nll DJ1 nZ>J i1WJ1 D' 'DJ9 1K'IZ>il 

21:15 And the water was finished: All 
this is written to teach that man shoW..d 
not fear troubles if they come to him, 
but he should trust in God that He will 
set things right in the end. It is also 
written t o inform [usl what God does for 
those \·1ho love Him, because for the sake 
ot Ahraham's handmaid the angel appeared 
twice and performed miracles for her and 
her son. 

Kimhi's view here contrasts with his comments above, but 
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it is a truer representation of his position. As a strong 

advocate of the reward and punishment concept he believes 

that God's providence to man rests on a~ Jll:.2. .21!2 basis. 

Therefore , when one finds himself in trouble he can rely upon 

previous acts of virtue in order to claim his right to 

deliverance . 

Dl DSlW 11ilW -m1'1J •T11il 'n'IKl ls,J 
DI 'J l1Wnn K'll Dill O'll~l D'J1nnnn ,, 

lJ 'J i11y ,,9, K'IW nJ1l~n ;, ,,lJn 
,,,, "'" sin 'J yiKn 'il'la Kln 'J "''' 

•••• 11llJl ill 

-
24:3 And God of the earth: That is to say 
that He is also judge over the lower beings 
and watches over them. Do not think that 
if you violate your oath, your sin will 
not be punished, for He will do so b~cause 
He is God of the earth just as He is God 
of Heaven. But when Abraham said of 
himself, "The Lord, God of Heaven, who has 
taken man," it was not necessary for 
him to say fu2.9. .Qi~ earth, because he 
knew this by himself . 
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In line with the comment abo,re ( 21 :15) this is an example 

of how providence manifest itself negatively. For Ki.P..lhi, 

the various biblical citations referring t o providence both 

positi vely and negatively arc clear proofs !or God ' s justice 

upon earth. 

1n11l n'n '~1K :nin' ,,,R K1'1 l:1J 
'S~ Jyin 'lDO ,,lK "''~ l DJ no',10 n,,, 

t9; Pl11Kn 1M;D 1nl' ?111 Yll ~ o; W'W 
,,lDi~un ''~K n7ll 1J'g' nniM nr~D inl n~ 

• • • • D~ n1,1J 

26 : 2 And the Lord appeared to him: Perhaps 
it was in hi s ( Isaac ' sJ mind to go down to 

. Egypt as his f ather hau done because of 
the f amine, for t here was there a great 
abundance , more t han in the other lands 
because the river irriGated it . Therefore 
God revealed himself to him and prevented 
him from going down there •••• 

nwy lDY Dl 'J ~'11n? aPOI ' ~n,, JtMJ 
nntn K?i nirY nn'n i naK 'J n?i,1 nl i~ ?Kn 
ll n'n ~i n 'J OJ , , , ?y o~ 'J ni ?? n'1 M1 

•?~ D',WY iy n1oy1 nnr7wJ nJ~ D'Yl1~ 
ninD~n ni, n? ?Rn nKD nl'O nn1n i ni?, 

.. ~01~ n'n ?Kn~ o?iyn 'll? niMin? niirY 
.Dl onDY nwyi pn1'i cn1JK nM 

25 : 20 And behold Isaac : This i s to make 
known that God did a great kindness for 
him ( I saacJ also , because his wife was 
barren and \·1as not fit t o bear children , 
unless it was by a miracle. Because he 
was f or'U' years old. when he took her 
f as wifeJ yet she did not give birth 
ror twenty years . And God was the cau!3e 
that the matriarchs were barren - in 
order to show the world that God loved 
Abraham and Isaac and performed miracles 
for them. 

There are occasions when God manipulate~ man or situations in 

or.der to make His providence manifest . Kirnhi 1s roint here iR 



that providence is evidence for man ' s faith in God as well 

as proof of Hie justice. Thus we have occasions , such ae the 

hardening of PharoG.h's heart , which are intended to di splay 

God' s might and inspire faith in Him. In 25 : 20 w~ cee how 

God can manipulate for a posi tive cause . The ethi!;al and 

moral questions in terms of human suffering and using man 

instrumentally are beyond Kimhi ' s purview and should not 

disturb us . 

Kin~ ' O? n?,?w1 nion l'l~ 1?111 oaK? 
n~D n'n 1J'9? 1 ni1JG'll ,,?noi ' " , ~ ?111 

1=>1 1 n11J~:> l lt1n J l i n1"T?1' P n1 ?t<n 
: "'~l inKD 'J ,JJ'11n7 oi?nl ?Kn 'lK1il 

n'l~O ?in ' => K1PD ,,, N?l illil ,~,il 
• an? l'Cil?l Dil'~~lY 1'D D?'lil? l' K1'J 

31 : 9 And He took: A matter of removal and 
negation , because He took me away and 
chan~d my wa.ges . Ther efore , this was 
( doneJ by God and the lar~e number of new­
born cattle were my wages . A.lld so God 
showeu me in a dream to inform Me that 
this thing will be from Him and not by 
accident, because God watches over those 
who fear Him, in order to save them from 
their oppressors and to make them prosper . 

,,9on ?:> n'ni •••• ini?~~l ilJ Dn'? Kna? 
,,~ 1?,1n? P'1~? ?Kn nn1wn ':> Y'iin? ntn 

•••• i? 7~1 1 K?W yri 

30:41 That they might conceive near the 
r ods: •••• And this whole erisode is to 
inform (usl that there is divine pro­
vidence for the righteous to rescue him 
from the evil man , so t hat the scoundrel 
cannot prevai l against the righteous . 

God will not shrink from using even trickery in behalf of 

his f::ti thful . For Kimhi! God•~ providence is all pe!."Vasive 
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and nothing happens to man unless He wills it. To assume 

otherwise would be tantamount to admitting that God ' s 

omnipotence is not complete and th~t man has a source for 

protectiou other than God. 

••••OI J ~ prn ~ii'9 a'1W ?K 'lK Kaf' 
n1,ai nl?T l n,py inoN~ '9 ?1 ,K i ? 1DK 
•J in) ~i?ni lyf nnK , J ~Ki ,,,, n'1K1 

ii~ 1irn nJ w, ?nnw ,~ ?y ~Kl nnK c•1 ll 
n1?1nni ~Jo~i ' 10 ?• ' lK 'J ?jn nxln 'lK 

•••• n11~ i~~J ni1 ~7i ni ~y? '1'll Kin ~1'D 

17:1 I am a God of mi~ht: The eY.:Dlanation 
of this is strong, a conqueror •••• A..~d He 
said to him: Even though your wife is 
l)arren and old and not f i t to bear child­
ren, and even though you are old and weak 
because you are ninety- nine years ol d, 
and even thoueh your virility is reduced , 
I am still the conqueror of all because 
I ara a God of strength , and nature and 
reproduction come from me , it is in Hy 
hands to do and to change that which I 
please •••• 

D'1TlDn 0'1J1n ' 1J1 nln'~ K?g'n 1's"' 
1'K c no nOjli R?~Ji D' r lKn 'l'Yl 0'K?9l 
?j 'J 1 J 1 K?~, K? nin'n ? J R n1,n? ?iJ' 

nS1' ~j YlOn ii ~n?i D'K1Jll n i ~y? ~~,~ 1l, 
.1l1 1J OO K?~' K? '~ 

18 :1 4 Is there anything too ~iraculous 
for the Lord? : These strange things were 
miraculous i n the eyes of the people . 
How i t was posoible for then to occur was 
wonderful and hidden from them , but 
nothing is too miracul ous for the Lord , 
for He is able to do everything with 
his creations , andin reverse nature as 
He pleases , because nothing is too mir­
aculous for Hirn . 

I t is clear that for Kimhi , God' s providence i s a coefficient 

of Hie aboolute might and rule . Kimhi seeks to enhance His 
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omni potence by an unreserved endor sement of Hi s miraculous 

power . Kimhi appears to take a position on mir acl es in 18:1 4 

which , for him, may be seen as somewhat extreme . He generally 

tends to offer a rationalistic interpretation for thos e 

miracles which require a reversal of the natural o~der. 

However, it may be that God ' s omnipot ence talces a higher 

priority in his system of thought and as a result he was 

willing to use hyperbole with regard to miracles . 

n~n nT '1:>1 • •• • : i11'K1 ?1 l llt' P1'1 "' i n:> 
llln:>w l~J T, Ki1 nK l'll i W,''O lD' D?i n1K? 

01111:> T,Kl ,~, Di1'l~ ' :> pnl 'l, a i1,lRl 
i1l 1~ i1 n 1K DWl K' i1 i1 1lKi1 nr~ lP~~ i1li1 ' :> 
nitn ;,l i ? '~Rl i:>i1? nn i x np?1 'D l ' ~ l 

lllW:> nlTD OW i1ll 1 i1Kl 0 lJ i1l 'li1~ 1D:>1 
Dl PD? K,~, 111l nn i o l'Kl i?Cl i1l l li1 D1~l 

1D ' J0i11 i1 l1 WK1l ,, , ,~, i1'i1W ?K n'l Rinn 
anilK~ 1J1 , , , ?y on?ir i o i ~nn ' ~JM 

D' ll l 1 ni ,Kln n, , ~nl J l n:>~ l DJ ~n1 , ?i 
'WlK l ? l onl i1K1 DK1 1D ?in D~ 'l ninl f Di1 
'JK ' K'll ll ' n'WDl 1Yln ?K 10KW 1Dl f1Ki1 • ,,,n 
28 : 18 And he poured oil on its ( the 
atone ' s1 top: •••• llnd all this ( the an­
nointing of the rock with oil] was for 
a sign and for a syrr.bol that his sons 
would inherit the land as we have written 
about Abraham and Isaac , because both of 
them did as they pleased in t he land . ?or 
behold Jacob took the stone and erected 
it as a monument and no one took it for 
his needs , not even the owner. of the field. 
And he found it just as he had set i t up 
and built c>.n al tar there on his return , 
as a man who builds his own and no one 
protes ted . He called the place Bethel, 
its name was originally Luz and the local 
inhabitants and others beside agreed with 
him. And so it was with Abrah~m and I saac 
as it i s written about the digging oi the 
wells and the building of the altars . 



because God placed respect and love for 
them in the hearts of the inhabitants of 
the land, as it is said, "Do "not touch 
my anointed and do not do evil to my 
prophets." 
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God's providence may take nany forms and may range f rom direct 

intervention, whether for reward or punishment, to more subtle 

expressions . A not uncommon means is to cause someone to find 

favor in the sight of others . Thus tbe Hebrews were made 

likeable to the Egyptians s o that they would lend them their 

belongings . 

,,,,~ ~J~ 1nl ioi?J il'1' n~ ~~~ 1' :n~ 
n~n n~JD 'J n11~ no noJnJ l ?J~l n;' , ~~J 
nj1J) 1op n'n' Kin 'j n~llll nKii 1lJJ n 
~JW i11l n~lD WK1 ~9 ll'0' lnll n 'n DK 'j 

.a?iyn , ,, ~ in lJ nTJ n 'n 

48:1 4 He enlightened his hands : That is 
to say that lie gave i:he power of i ntellect 
to his hands , as if he did \that he did 
by reason and wisdom. ?or i<anasseh was 
the eldest , and he ( Jacob] eaw in a 
prophetic viaion that Eanasseh ' s was to 
be the lesser blessing . For i f he put 
his right hand on the head of Nanasseh , 
then what reason [intellect] wasri nvolved 
in this? Such is the way of the world. 

Here , Kimhi provides us with yet another mea~s of God 's pro-

~vidence , namely, the use of the powers of the intellect . ·while 

man 's intellectual powers are usually developed by himself 

and be is in control of them, nevertheless , i n e~trordinary 

situations God may intervene and cause man to use these powers 

in an unusual manner . 
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· :in:> nr'n • •• • ipn~P lPT ':> 'il' i Ks T:> 
nipo io''O ~Kn ,J ytiin? n1n ,,9Di1 

••••1nD~nJ nKiii nD '~J nrn 0?11J D'~'1ln 

27:1 And behold when Isaac grew ol d: 
~eference to his loss of s i ghtJ And for 
t.nis the story is written to mal:e kno\·m. 
that God afflicts some of the righteous 
in this world , according to what is fitting 
in His wisdom. 

Oi1J 919 'J ,~,o nny :~l ynI'l loai:> 
1DJ i11'Yi1 DR1J oia i11~DJ 111J ?"l' 

~Kn llliJ i11yD 111) i1'i1 1?1:> i1~YDi11 
•••• 0'l1 U7 ?Kil l'UD 'J Y'11i1? 

24 : 62 And Isaac ca.":le : Now ( the story] tells 
that I saac riet thetrl on the road by chance , 
before thei1· comin.g into t he city, just as 
all of this action t ook place by way of 
chance , according t o the will of God. And 
this is to make J:nown that God does good 
to the good . 

o:;, 

Kirnhi , like his predecesso~s , is faced with explaining the 

dilemma of why the righteous suffer . He affirms his faith 

positively that God causes the good to prosper and he displays 

equally strong faith that there is a reason for the suffering 

of the righteous . In the latter case he follows Naimonides 

and suggests that man cannot know God's reasons , since Elis 

knowledge is different from ours . Beginning , however, with 

the premise that God is absolutely just, it becomes unthinkable 

for Kimhi that God would ever be guilty of an injustice . 

,,,,n? nrn ,, ~ Ott ?Ji ••• J11 WK KS' K'z' 
•'K iJl' nJJ ~,, 11Jn ' ow? nKi?Di ri~n 'J 

,,, i~KJ nr? nl nJ i n10 f1 Ktt nlJ7~ ?oJi 
'l'YJ ,~, 10K7 il ' nnll ,~K~ lD) l'l'YJ 

.•. l,Y l'Nl nJ1Dtl ?R Kln 'J On'~YQ 1 97 ?Jnl 



10:11 Ashur went out: This entire story 
comes to inform tus] that the l and and 
its full.1less belongs t o God. Not by 
strength will a man become mighty. He 
takes the kingship of the l and from one 
and bives it to another as it is right 
in His eyes. as it is said, 11And I will 
give to him who is right in my eyes." 
and everything is according to their deeds • 
for He is a ~od of faith and not iniquity. 

'1~i • .-•• ai1'111li1 ,"Jil IC"i1 • • • i1'U"l :l'a" 
Wl:>• 'B ;, ,K "' lllDJW lZ>J i1Ji1 ,190i1 

Di1'~' lJ~Dl n1'11,1 nl, .. , illll n1JiK ,,WK 
'J'ID D'K,Pli1 D~'D Dlnp? l, lDfl ,llK 17D 
l'tlll ,Jl,Jllll liR?l ll 111'1l 1~1iD '1ll 

l=>l 01D 'J7D i1:>l?~ i1 D1'D Dln~; 1~ .. ,nKl 
1"11i1'1 D'Z>'il '1:> niS11Ci1 '1:> Oil 1=> ·1?0'1 171'JZ> 

• J1Ki11 i1Jl'1Z>~ i11i1"7 ":> 

10:1 2 Ninevch ••• the ereat city: •••• And 
this entire story is as we have written, 
because even though Ashur conquered the 
lands and built great cities and ruled 
over t hem as King of Ashur, after a long 
time those call ed the Kings of Babylon 
took them from him, Herodach Baladan ben 
Baladan, and Nebuchadnezzar and his sons, 
afterwards t he Kings of Persia took the 
kingship of from him, and so on from king 
to king. Thus it was wi th all the l ands , 
for all time to inform us t hat the ki ngship 
of the earth belongs to God. 

nrn ,,9on n'i11 ••• t'lJl~n ~lll •n'l D'•' 
nin~wn ll=>W"W n'n 7Kn 111i '~ ,,,,n; 

~-n ninl ~K,W•7 'tj "DIP Kl~' D~ 'lJl:>n 
K'1W '1K,W' ii11'1 lYlJ 'll nllf"W K7K 

D'D,~ n10'1 yiKn l W'? DRlll '1K1~ " 1:>,Dl' - · 
DlWl"D '1aiw' nn1R lKlD' K7M D"nl Dlll71 
D'nll an'1 innDlnl ,DK• 1~:> lio 7:> nK'1D 
D'llln n1,lll nK7D • ., , wa l10 '~ D"K7D 

.DJDl ., ,,. D'nll D'l'J,~ nlxn K) ,,K 

10:19 And the border of the Canaanites was : 
•••• And this story is to make lalown that 
it was the will of God that the Canaanite 
f amilies dwell there until the end of their 
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time came, because God had chosen [ i;he 
l and] for I srael , except that the Canaal'lites 
should settle it for the needs of I srael , 
so that the Israelites would not have to 
settle the land when they came, nor plant 
vineyards , nor build houses , but rather 
that the Israelites would find [ the lanaJ 
settled and full of goodness as i t \·:as said 
in Hi s promise to them: "Hous es full of all 
good thincs which you did not fill , wells 
dug which you did not dig , ano vineyards 
and olive trees which you did not plant . " 

l'nw ,y,Kn 'JW' ,,nn ,,Y~ 'll n7R ~ ; ,~ 
-~1n1 ,~, 'JJ 1KJW 011p n?nnD fiKn 'J~,, . 

nin,7 ,~ J'11n? nrn i19on n,n, ,,n,, 
0 0 •• nr? nllPll nf~ n?~ ll nKl701 XiRn -

36:20 These are the sons of Seir , the 
Horite , i nhabitants of the l and : They 
were the inhabitants of the l and f'ro~ 
the beginning , before t he sons of Esau 
and their descendents came . And this 
entire episode \·Jas to f'Jake known t hat 
the land and its fullness belongs to 
God, He takes it f rom t his one and gives 
it to that one •••• 

~, 

Kimhi's main thrust in these passages i s that God ' s providence 

extends also to the land of Israel. He is intent on showing 

that Israel 1 s right to the land rests not only on conquest, 

but on God ' s will . As the absolute owner of the worl d, God 

has a right to assi gn the land to whomever He p:l:~ases . Because 

he willed Israel to dwell in the land He has promised her 

His special providential care . There is a very strong im­

plication in Kimhi's comments that providence for the Jewish 

people is stron,ger in the land of Israel than elsewhere . 
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Chapter V 

Ethics and The Dignity of Man 

Jewish philosphers insist that ethics is rooted both 

iJ1 revelation and in reason. Saadia even maintains that 

reason is a more reliable guide for ethics than is ~evelation . 

On ethical matters Saadia negates even miracles should they 

be in conflict with the dictates of reason. By implication 

we may deduce for this that the ethical commandments which 

are equated with re~son are held to be superior to the ritual 

precepts which are based primarily on revelation. Since , 

however, revelation is to be tested by reason , it becomes 

evident that the ethical precepts constitute the main th.rust 

of revelation. The purpose of the ethical l ife is man's 

satisfaction of his needs and the development of his powers 

to the highest degree . 

While the traditional biblical view i s th.at ethics 

have their origin in God and are imparted to the Jew th::.,ough 

the Torah , the rationalists maintain thq.t the differentiation 

between good and evil can be comprehended by reason . This 

ethical sense is ascribed to an inner impulse and consciousness 

which is concerned with the good itself and has nothing to 

do with. reward or punishment. This autonomy of moral con­

sciousness is especially championed by the Karaite thinkers . 

In the realm of ethics both Ueoplatoni~m and 

Aristotelianism converge in their prarrmatic effect and t ake 
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on a religious character not far different from the Bible ' s 

position. The Neoplatonic i dea call s upon man to climb the 

emanationist ladder back up to hie higher, purer state by 

freeing himself of moral depravity that keeps him chained 

down. Aristotelianism calls fpr :a similar rejection of 

sensuality and moral corruption, but on t he basis of reason. 

These rational ap~roaches to ethics mesh with the traditional 

Jewish position which holds t hat man' s happiness in the future 

world depends on his living the ethical life . However, it 

should nevertheless be pointed out that according to Aristotel­

ianism, the moral life serves only as a means to achievin~ 

the intellectual end , for immortality is based on the level 

of knowledge r eached. 

For 'Maimonides , ethical perfection is linked to 

social utility and seems to diminish with man ' s estrangement 

from society . However, he gives emphasis to the Aristotelian 

view by maintainill,3 that man needs others in order to assert 

his true essence and struggle a~ainst his passions . Eth.lea 

help a man to free himself from his senses . 

Kimhi ' s position on ethics partakes of both Neoplatonism 

and Aristotelianism. He considers ethical and moral behavior 

as man ' s greatest ·ciefense against descending to the lower 

animal levels . 



'1D , nl' nDJ nn;y s'iw illJni laf~ 

n??roi nnlR nJo nn'nt , , 9K 119J nJ n1J11 
K? , n' l ~~ nn1J1 7iJo? n~lJ' nn'n K?i nnlK 
Dl1' CO n1'~' N?1 ,O,~il n1'D' iltl i11~ illill 

111lJ ,, n? 1nD Di11l~• '~ ,, ~K 'J ,OlD M~ 
n'1 ,,,~, 

nK 11l7D? n7 7 1K1 i17 i1 a1'l'1l Jlon n'1 , ~, 
WDll nl1'00 nl 'D R?l ilnlJY? ~,, l1llJ? i11' 

nDJ in?lJ' ?J nl Oj? D1K? ,,~, l'K 'J illl~ 
n71J' nyJ n?,nn n ill Kl no DJnn 1DR1 ,,, nnn~ 

l DJ ~~n 'l'Yl )lU il'il ~? ,,~ nnwyi nDi 
,., lJ 'm illiP }ltli:I 'J 1lil 'nt 1R'11Ji1 , DKI' 

'1WD YlD M7 01)Kl il'lJ nnn i1J1J i1'1 l' ~ill 
ai?w 0 1WD l 'l'Jl ,, il'il~ '9 ,, ~K nnllY?D 

n11n n1Jrn? nii nl lnJJj ,,~,on 1J?1 n'l 
n1y1n r'nin?i 01K? niJ10 • 

16: 6 And Sarai e..fflicted : She did too 
much with her ( abused her) and she made 
her serve with rieor . I t i s possible 
t hat she [ Sarai) struck her ( Eac:a1;J and 
cnrsed her and she ( He.gar') was no ::.oneer 
able t o tolerate it ~.mi she fled . And 
Sarai did not b~have in this mat ter in 
an ethic:ll fashion, nor accordi ng to a 
pious sta!l.dard~ I t was not ethical 
because even though Abraham yielded his 
prerogative to her , a~d said to her, 
Do with her \'That is good. i n your eyes : 
it was incwnbent upon her to withdraw 
out of respect for hi m, and not to 
afflict her ( Ragai) • This ,.,as not a 
measure of pi ety , nor a s i gn of a good 
soul , because it is not fitting for 
a man to do all that he ca"l ( abuse) with 
sornethins ( or so~eone) which is under 
his control. The sage said : "How !'leasant 
is fore i veness v1he:i one wields power . 
What Sarai did was not good in the eyes 
of the Lord , as the an gel said to Hagar, 
"For the Lord heard your affliction ," and 
Re answer ed. her with a bl essing in place 
of her affliction. And Abraham aid not 
prevent Sarai from afflictins her, even 
though it was evil i n his eyes , because 
of domestic peace . And so t he story was 
written in the Torah to establish good 
attributes f or man ancl t o put the evil 
attributes at a distance . 
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The traditional commentaries often find themselves engaging 

in tortuous reasoning in order to justify behavior on the 

part of bil>lical worthies , which from our vi ewpoint might 

be considered unethical. The Patriarchs and litatriarchs 

especially are often excused . Seforno 1 is able to justify 

Sarah in this case . Uahmanides, who is Jr...uown for his systemati c 

approach to the biblical text , does , hov1ever, charge Sarah with 

guilt. 2 Kimhi manifests a clear sense of right and wrong 

and does not hesitate to apply it even t o Sarah . Having ex­

pressed his condemnation of Sarah , he ncvP.rtheless finds a 

didactic value i n the episode : it serves as a means for 

inculcating proper h\l!llan attributes, even if this must be done 

by negative example . 

'J ,,,,n~ iin nK'J nni xa al',nni i~:D Y 
,,Kwn~ K~K 1l11 J n J K~ 'J ,~~ JJ~~ 190' K~ . ,,, 

19 : 36 And they (Lot 1 s daughter s] conceived: 
They conceived from that single act of 
intercourse to inform (us1 that they did 
not continue to lie wi tn him ( LoiJ because 
their intention was only to perpetuate 
[Lot ' s] seed. 

The biblical intent of this aetiological tale is obviously to 

cast an unf'avorable aspersion on Israel's traditional enemie~ 

-Moab and Ammon , as children of incest. The Bible itself 

hints only faintly at its own condemnation by indicating that 

Lot had to be gotten drunlt and that the result of the union 

with his daughters was Moab and Ammon . The traditional 
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commentators are divided in their view of Lot's daughters. ; 

Unlike Nal'unanides, who sought to clear Lot's daughters by 

indicating that w1der the Jfoahide dispensation Lot was per-

mi tted to sleep with them , 4 Kimhi 's approach i ::; more direct. 

He is candid in recognizing the incestuous union as a sin, 

but at the same time seeks to mitigate it in view of the 

extraordinary circumstances . They did indeed sin , but not more 

than they had to . For Kimhi , t he higher end (to perpetuate 

the line) jus tifies the means (incest) . 

J ' 11n? n1n ,, ~on n'ni.
0 
•• a1T' l OJanl 

n~ n ~ J i ny~ ni ?pi i~y nir, ng i J FY ' n?PD 
a?iyn li JYD :ini K n' n N?~ JFY ' n?ya i l,l ,l 
OD1 "ll DD ni ns ''~Jn l'K~ D'W19 lDl9? ;~:i~ 

i n,lJJ n, ' lDJ ~.,~ , , \ nl ~?u llDD YlDf 
- 1n0Jna1 in?yoa nr Ol i'nK n ' n~ lJ~ ? J i 

W' K? i olY? t'Jnv i 1J n,01 noo 1n'? K?f 
J1,Dl D' '" 111l T~n ll' K"I T n i ~ l ~ ,, 

?Jtt' "I 1 ' 1'SD 1tiil 7QJ'W '19 1 ZH7 x? l n l ,l,l 
nTJl l r lnD Kt~W D' 01Yil ' ' ~Jn ?K JKnl 

~i ono? 1R ,, ~Y7 l n"l l "V) l K nrl Kl l 'Jll 

25 : 29 And he ( Jacob) cooked (pottage): 
•••• ThiG story was to make known the 
high character of J acob and t he fickle­
ness of Esau and his foolishness and 
t hat he was a glutton. The character of 
J acob consist ed in his not caring for 
the pleasures of tile world , because he 
cooked f or himsel:' beons , and there is 
no dish more common ti1ru1 that . That he 
withheld it ( the food) from him (Es au1 
and did not give i t to hL~, except for 
t he sale of his birthright and all the 
more so because he was his brother, this 
also is part of his high character and 
wisdom, not to give what one has bothered 
over and prepared for oneself to a 
shallow, wan to 1 nan , who does !i·:>t desire 
t he pati1 of l ife and who , because of his 
great gluttony could not hold back until 



he cooked t what he had caught1 from his 
buntine , but rather lusted after t he bean 
pottage which he found prepar ed . Because 
of this and thinEs like it it i s said : 
110ne may give to the rich , yet will want 
come. " 
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Kimhi =may be speaking out of t he context of his own time which 

1equates the man of moderati on and of s i mple appetite with the 

ethical person . The birthright was 1ouch too precious to have 

been entrusted to a gluttonous and reckless Esau. Again , in 

view of t he stakes i nvolved , Jacob ' ~ behavior i s not only 

justified but i mperative . Ki mhi' s ethics seem to be based 

on the practical consideration of choosing the l esser evil 

or t he higher good. 

•'1 •••• 2 ~niJ O~JW 1J~ 11JYK n~s~J 
nn~ ,,,~ niK~ D'P ' 1ln nl11 JW i nK ?1~w~ 

DnlllJ l'R~ 11'J tt9 1 nQK , OR C'1'T no l'n 
nn' nn'n~ '9~ ?n1J in J 1l'J K lPY'l niKn? 

1nl ' 111K l l~l oy1 nn1 D' l ~ Y l~ nJ i l9 1 11<1.> 
~ni l OJ n9' nn' n u~a ' 9~ nn11on nK? 1? 
n~' n~~n~ ~9? nJi o? onlll J 'J i~ i? ~,, 

an11 1J nn'n D'lJ n1 J 1 n? '1J1 n1Rnn n111yn 
nlllnl D' lln l'n '~ ,,, ~ 1 y 1 ani ~n i11y? 

n111n 'J i1y1 on~ 0 1 0 1, 1' n 'l n~10 n9' 
n'nnw niixn l~W ?J oi~ tt J? nn~~n nKln 
1'"U i '1'Dn n~ i nnD~ n' nn~ 1'Dn l'l9? 

1? l nl; i p?nJ i ) ~71YJ nu~ n' n' a i KnW 
lDJ nn, n~K ~'11? l'D ?D O 'n?~n '~?Kn 
a'no; ,,n ,~ D'P'1l n ,K~7 i ni~~ ? n;y; 

.DD1 DJ D1lJ C1 1'?1D1 o~?nJ 

29:18 I wil l serve you seven years for 
Rachel: .... One must asl: fii nce if the 
intention of the richteoua f or a woman 
was for the pur pose of offs~rins , why 
did they search for a beautiful wooan, 
since their i ntention was not s e>..\lal 
desire? Jacob, our fat!!e!'. chose R<:> chel 
because she wa:; very pre:t~Y . and he 

• 



worked for her for seven years . He com­
plained to Laba~ after he eave him Leah 
instead , because she was not as pretty as 
Rachel . It muct be said tnat tnel.r intent­
ion was for t he good because the beautiful 
woman arouses desir e , and in order to pro­
duce man:,1 children i t was their i ':'l.tentiun 
to stir :.their desire , nnd r.ioreovcr, in order 
that the sons a.ltd dau5hters be attractive 
like themselves . Further, because the 
pleasant form rejoice~ th e heart , especially 
the form that i s al ways before i t , for the 
joy of the heart in it (.beauty) is eternal . 
I t is necessary that nan be content in 
his world with his "Oorti on which th~ Lord 
gave him . For God order s for the righteous 
a beautiful wife , as He did for t he patriarchs 
and the res t of the right eo1lG men , so th~t 
they will be happy with t l1eir portions 
and e ive birth to childr en like themselves . 
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The sexual ethic voiced here by Kimh.i may a~ain be reflective 

of hi::: time and background . Sex!for the sake .of sex was 

frowned upon. Although both the Bible and the Talmud speak 

of the wife's conjueal rights with the implication that it 

is necessary to eatisfy normal sexual needs , K.imhi , however , 

views sex as an activity in which the righteous indulge 

merely in order to propagate the r ace • 

• , D, 1l l'D~n K?~ 'D' :lrY 7 7 i n,, i?aK? 
n,n i? i~n i? , DK ~ , ~~ ' ~ ?y 9K i , ,~~ n~ 

.ioion 111D n 10 i o1y y iJD? ll?? i? 

31: 36 And Jacob was angry : Because he 
tLaban] did not believe him and searched 
his thines , even though he (Jacob) had 
said to him , "Deter mine for yourself! " 
Laban shciu ld have held himself bac':{ from 
( doing) this , out of a moral Rense . 

For Kirn1i , t he iol D 111 is possessed by every human bei ngo 

I t is a moral orientati on which deri Yes f rori1 the Active Intellect; 



it stems from man ' s innate wi sdom. 

Jn~11 •••• sn?~n D'1l1n inK 'n'1 rs~'1 
nip1 DK1 D'1J1n nJo y11in? nrn ,,gon 

J 1 11n? 1) Ol ln~li ?KJ n~l' n1yD·ai~ oiK? 
mt W1:2)'} 1.lDD O'lK 1D?'W' 1 ,~,, "~ i nri: 

n1n1w 'D n'n' no1J~ 'D? nl1DK iiD~?i i111 
• '1l 1yV'' M'11 

39 :7 And it crune to rass after t hese 
t hings : And this story ( of Joseph ' s 
rise to power as a-result of all tne 
chance incidents) is t o make known 
the reason for the tnings . If anything 
\mtowar d shoultl happen to ~an . he should 
trust in God . I t was also written to 
make lmown Joseph 1 s r ighteo\1sness and 
that man should learn fro1'1 it t o con­
quer his instincts and to keep faith 
wd.th the one who trusts , whoever ne !!lay 
be , and will not deny Him. 
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The subduing of one's instincts in Iimhi 1s thought has to do 

with developi.nl:; the "higher soul . 11 By induleing in sensuaJ.ity 

man becomes debased and s in.ks to the le,rel of the ani I!lals . 

Nan has the f r eedom and obligation to make t he proper choices . 

Dy so doine man becomes eligible for God ' s providence . Ethical 

behavior is therefore understood by Kimhi as the way in 

which man rises to a higher l €vel of existence ant! manifests 

t he Active Intellect . Such ethical behavior affects not only 

the level of one ' s existence , but also bri~s one more 

concrete r ewards . Kimhi here is of course not being original , 

but reflects the traditional reward ai1d punishment attitude. 

nli1p K,il, CODY, il'ilW l f1~n lO'DJK':TD 
T1Ki1 lO'DJ io~a i o J n7,o ni x ,~RJ , , ,1; 

' S ~Y ,R an? 1n1J n ' ~ K? i ni~i K?l 'J 
nyi~ l m>~ ,,nw C' 10R' nn? n1Q1 i ? n'n~ 

niw, N?l 1nil n'il K? 1' n~? D' 1lD ?J? l11K 
101D 1110 i1Y19 
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47: 11 In the best of the land: That was 
Raamses, which is close to Goshen, as 
Pharoah had commanded. As it was said, 
"in the best of the land.•• For without 
his :Pharoah' s'] permission he [Joseph) 
could not have given {.:i. t) to them, eve.n 
though he had permission to give to others. 
A1thoueh Pharoah had placed him as master 
over all Egypt, he would not give tit) to 
his brothers without the permission of 
Pharoah, from an ethical standpoint. 

One is impressed with Kimhi's sense of right and wrong. 
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The welfare of society depends upon proper and well ordered 

human relationships . Kimhi's point heT~ is that Joseph's 

ethical sensitivities were so finely honed that he would 

not grant a favor to hie own brothers, though to do so was 

well within the scope of the authority granted him by Pharoah. 

l'lJ Jl a11lJ ~Jn ,JJn Kl ~K lan' 
RDn'J ,,lJn a'J ion n~Pll lz:t~ nlnn1 ilWPl 

''7Ja ,,,on• ,y 1',lnl nn1 ,~~D 1'),, 
1n1nn'1 D1K i1n'7'W ~1:> ntil ii~on '7~ Jn~11 

a1n 1on n1'1,~11 1Dnl1 np~:sl nl'"\Jil 01 
'1~ Di1'7 Dl~J'71 D1J)~ 1n'l'1 D'n,,K O'l)it'7 

DI ilDZ>ll nnWz:tll D''1l1il TIJ'n1J Dil':>1J 
• ln'll ll '"' 

18:3 Please t.n3)do not turn away from 
your servant: The use of "please" (ne) 
means request and entreat ,as "I ask of 
you," not to pass on ar..d continue your 
journey away from me, you and your friends , 
until you will have r efreshed yourselves 
with me. This entir e story was written 
so that man should learn how to behave 
with people, with justice and kindness , 
without e){!>ectation of reward, in enter­
taining guests in his home , honor ing 
them and meeting al.l their needs , with 
wa~lil.ng the feet, with a meal, and with 
a bed if they are lodging the night 
in his house . 



" ... , ... ~ . ...... . - aJD7 aJD ,D. 1D'D OYD Kl RP' 1•"' 
• .,01Dil ,,,D 1 '!>l 1n:1'1l 

18:4 Let a little water be brought: He 
said i!; J.ittle in order to mini mize in 
his speech what he had volunteered. He 
did this out of an ethical consideration. 

D'P'ixn• lKjD aan7 D9 n?Kl nan' 
D1WJ7 ,, ~, ljl nl,n D'WiY1 01D D',D1R 

1lDD 01K ~1D7'W ,,, nfn ,,gon JTijl ,j,~7 
,.,,, •• an7 nD ,D• onilK nln 'j r,~ ,,, 

D'D ~,D ,DK• 1Dj an7 ~- K71 cn7 nj,nll 
.u~i,!>W lDJ 

18:5 And I will take a bit of bread: it 
is from here that we l earn that t he 
righteous say little and do much, and so 
it is fitting to do. Therefore the story 
was written in or der that man l earn from 
it the proper way - for Abraham said 
~ mor sel Qi bread , whose explanation is 
2 piece .2i bre2d , and he did not say 
A~ .Q1 bread , just as he said ~ little 
water, as we have explained. 

'J ani77 1an7w7 DD1 17in on,lK1 rein' 
,.,g,Wj ,,;a Kln n,1K n177 c,~ ,,, lj 

••• .f,R ,,, 1lDD D1K 1D7'W lDjl 1J'!>7 llDD 

18:16 And Abraham went with them to send 
them off: To accompnay them, because this 
is the proper way,to accompany a guest 
when he departs . Therefore it is written, 
so that man will l earn from it the proper 
way •••• 

-~ n~'' n'nw ' D~ inn~D en~ WY'1 lie' 
n•J K7a D'7JRD 1Pn71 nilT7 ,Rl!> ,, n'n 

,, 1l'n~' K7W ni1D en~ neKi nnwn en? 
inti 1Pn ninol lin? ?lj'' noi pJJn r~nnw 

1pn7 ~iJ'f nD Rln n,iK7 l'Jn7 T,K ,,,o 
nin1?1 7i~K7 ,,,J, ,,,, Kin ,j n,nDl 

• ntn ,,g,on JDJl 1j'97 
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19:3 And he made them a meal: Because it 
was at night, there was no spare time to 
kill an animal and to prepare various diehes. 
He made for them a meal and baked matzot 
!or them so that they need not wait for 
the dough to rise. What he was able to 
prepare in a hurry, he made. This is the 
polite way to prepare for a guest ,.,ho comes, 
whatever it is possible to do in a hurry, 
because he is tired and must eat and drink. 
Therefore this story is written. 

,,,9ll i nniK 1n~wa ,n1 anyl, cpni RC:1, 
lDt '~ ll~,~ ,,, l'K '~ nlJ,, nDp nJDD 
~l,J D'l?Dn 1J~'l JJl,n JJ,,,, n,,,~n 

,,, llnJn 11iD? ,,g~)l T,K ,,, ll'• nr 
• a .. l,~Dn nlDD ,,,~JI ,, nlJ, K~ 'J T,K 

24:61 And Rebecca arose: After they sent 
her off arul'departed from her, she got up 
and rode, because it is not proper, '"hen 
a group is accompanying, for the rider 
to ride and the others to go on foot . 
This is not the polite way . In this 
story Scripture t eaches us the polite 
way because she did not ride Wltil those 
accompanying her had departed from her. 
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The exercise of justice and kindness achieves a dual purpose 

in Kirnhi's thought: (a) it permits the person involved to 

rise to a higher l evel of existence since these moral qualities 

are prerequisites for achieving the nl1'7Jn •~l ; and (b). 

it helps to create a peaceful society. His concern for 

proper conduct extends beyond the pyramidal structure of 

social strata in a society and has to do with lateral 

relationships among peers as well. 

,~ oDn '~' 1'n Dn'nl~,n aoan ''' naoD 
n~ KDn DJW CK DJW '0lK 7J ll1n l'1J K?W 

n?111 nlJOJ 'n'J nKl 'nlK i~wi a?i' lKnn 
D'lln 7J innn n'nW ?~n '~n, ,,,, 

• 



49:5 Weapons of violence: Their swords 
were weapons of violence, because 
unlawfully they killed all the people of 
Shcchem. If ShccheM[ t he individual) . 
elnned, how did everyone sin? They 
( Si meon and Levy) placed me and rny house 
in great danger , wer e it not for t he 
mercy of God whos e terror was unon the 
nations . • 
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The violence of Simeon and Levy is generally condemned on all 

sides . The condemnation, however , is based on various levels 

of wrongdoing. In the Bibl e,Jacob r eproves his sons for 

their act and complai ns tha t t hey have now put him in great 

dan~er . Ibn Ezra states , " ••• because of the violence they 

(Simeon o.nd Levy) cornnittcd; that , after they Dade a covenant 

with the men of Shechem, they slew them through deceit ." 

Kimhi r eveals here a finer ethical sensitivity i n pointing 

to a more basi c wrong , namely , collective puni shment . 

•••• 

i mt i j:> '1 i1R'1 nKl'O MZ)1 •••• :JPY' K)'1 lD1'1 
iJiJ 11~ K? lrY'' ' ~' nKr ~n~y ,o,Dn ,,,~ 

,,,~ n'n R? l '1ni n~J ? lj11' i ? iit n' n1 
D~ 0ljJ1 10K nninx O')D nK? llK' llnW 101Dn 

30: 16 And J acob came : •••• And how was it 
that Leah went out to meet him, she did 
this out of an ethical consideration. 
J acob did not know of the matter and was 
goi ng , as was his way , 1.o Rachel ' s tent 
and it would not have been ethical of 
Leah if she had taken him out of the tent 
or her sister after he had entered there •••• 

Kimhi's ethical sensitivit y is broad and all-encompassing , 

covering the gamut of human behavior. It is also deep , ana 

subtle , showing psychological ins i ght . Had Jacob been 

permitted to enter Rachel ' s tent first , any number of 

-
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embarassing situations could have arisen. There could have 

been open str ife; J acob might have been forced to make a 

choice in the presence of two women; Rachel would have felt 

deep hurt . There is , however, also the subtle hlut that 

by meeting Jacob alone , Leah is able , through her !'eminine 

ways , to entice Jacob and yet preserve her dignity . In 

Rachel ' s tent her jealousy and sexual desire would have been 

brought out into the open all too blatently, Ki mhi ' s comment 

shows that he was conscious of the delicacy of the situati on . 

~K11l in~l tD1K il~Yl D' il~N i DR'i ,) 2K 
yiRn K' lin D'Dn i1i~ ' riKn ~1rin ,DR n~~ 
niinKl J)1i Z) n ain~ oiRn n~ RiiJ? ~l~, , 

lK1J 1ii1:>?i oiarn n?yc?i c,K i1wY l 1 i':>1c 
1111Yl 1N1JJ il D~ 'K,ll ?J~ ,,,,il, nJ1 inKJ 

D1K ~IJ ntt K1P'1.... 071) 'Jy 111K lilD!U 1 
lDW •1Pl iW? 1' OK1 ilD~~ilD nip? Kin D1Kl 

n11 K7K ilD7KilD Dil 0'1n~il O'' " " Dl , ,n D1R 
KlillJ 10) D7 'n '711 1~~D 1D~J 1?7 1Jil? 
D'1nRn D''nn '' ,1111 111J ~no ?~J i~ 

1111 l'Rl cg1ll on1i noiltZl en '' a,~,,, 
R1P D'DIJil 1n 1n11~ D1K ? J R il1J1N? On'? 

on? l'K' D'l1' ''" D''nD 17'1Jil? 01N lnlK 
Dl' KI cniK ,~,, 1111 1J'Kl ~D,KD , ,, p?n 

aniK 17"9K ~?K D''Jnii o;,, on~ n1~1l 
l'Kl ;;~ ilD1KD c g 11 1'~ ,,l ,,,J Do~ 

110' on ,) D''~1K anw n1i10, YJ, RD 01101 
n"Jpn R1JW,, i ?non ''Yl ,,p na i o~ '~' Dn 

D1K 1~1y C1llnnnnl D1l1'7Yn~ 01Nil nK 
iin o1K c7 oan 1n iniiw ' 0 ?1 ~~ -i.oi ? ' 
inl' n 0~1 il1J1 KJ iJw101 noi~n l~ 1 ~1l 

1?K i:i ,~~ l'''' i1? no' K7 1 i n 1J1n 1 

n'n'I ,,, il'D?IJ 
a 1 ''J:>IPl Wl.>ntv" Ir 

i1Z>1KJ ~1itl *\ll 
11'l ":> 1l''7K 

• ,,R 'lO ,nK 
u~Yl nz>? 1Dl'J) i1Jn 1D1~ 
nit?)WJ WDnW' W 1l? nD11 
1l11Yl i ? n'n'W n:> n '~' 
nip nioin? 7)1' n~ ,, ox 



1 : 26 And God sair:1 , Let us eiake man: 
Concernine the rest of the lower creations 
He said , "Let the earth put forth grass , 11 

"Let the waters sware ,n 11Let the earth 
give forth , " and when Ee came to create 
man, who is composed of other ele!!!ents, 
He said, 11Let us make mM," and for the 
exal tation of man and in h i s honor He 
cr eated him l ast , to I.Jake known that all 
t he lower creations were created for his 
sake . He lilaced man as 11a.ster over all 
of t hem •••• And lie called their na:rne Adam , 
and Adam was t ake!1. fron the ground. (a6am:1..~) 
Such beine the case why was his name called 
Adam? Are not t11~ other li vine things from 
t he ground also? Rathei~ , Be \•:c:inted to 
distingui sh him by r.e 211s of his nane from 
the r est of the living creatw·es , j~st as 
h e was distinguisned fro!':l them in spirit 
and in body . For the other living things 
are known to be from t he ground , both in 
their spirits and thei r bodies, and there 
is no need to ascribe them to the grnu.nd . 
However , man , whose spirit is from iieaven , 
He cRlled Adam, to di ~ti!!guish hio f::om the 
upper forms of life wi'iC'h have no part at 
all from the earth . There ie no nee<i to 
say that they are incorporeal, b2cause the:t 
are totally spiritual. Even those w110 do 
have cor poreal f o~m , t:if)ir bodies arc not 
of the four elenents which are earthly . 
They are of a fi fth ele::iient a s the natural 
philosophers denonstrated . And when God 
created mflll from the upper and lower elements , 
He called him Ad2.0 , tha~ is to say , even 
though hi s spiri t is from the heavens , he 
i s Adam: his body is from the earth mid 
his dwelling place is on t he earth , and 
there are his exis tence and his culture . 
Only one is a thousand among rnen will 
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incline toward the higher level that is in him • .• 

In our imae;e : That is to say , why make him 
i n our i~aga? , in o~der that he be like us 
in that he uses t he intellect •••• That he 
wi ll make us e of his intellect according 
to the potentiality which· is still in his 
body , though he i s of the earth . If he · 
wants to , he wil hP. able slightly t o become 
like us because "the choice will be his . 



Kimhi is intent on demonstrating the uniqueness of ~an 

among all of God's other creatures . NAA ' s dignity is to 
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be found in that uniqueness . For Kimhi, however , man is not 

simply a higher form of animal. The difference is not solely 

in degree , but in essence . Thus in 2:18 Rilnhi remarks : 

D' '"i1 a~,, ~ ,i1 ,K~Zl ,,,,lil~ ;m i · , n .iJ :> •••• 
l1l~ K1ll D1K1 i1 lPl1 i:>T 1K,ll D~1J ,:> 

~1l1D Kin~ in~ l11 l:>7 1 oixn nli b? ilT n,n 
•••• in,111 11llnl D"'Oi1 1 \<WD 

For hi~ : •••• He separated him (hdamJ from 
the rest of the living creat ures , for they 
were all created male and f emale , but Adam 
was created by himself. Thi s vr~s for man ' s 
benefit and honor , as he is s ~:n.aratcd from 
the rest of the living t hings in form 
and in basic substance •••• 

Nan ' s very name , Adam , is to indicate the dietinction . Unlike 

the animals , only man combines within hi.mself both th"' lower 

and upper elements . 

Kimhi' s comment on unun:> un?~l s trongly i f.'l!)lies 

that man' s ideal purpose i s to l ive i n the world of pure 

intellect. This, however , i s possible only fo~ the e.ngels . 

Man's earthly component, also represented by Eve , is a kind 

of concession to make it poss ible for him to live i n the 

material world . This total 11otherness11 of man is also 

indicated for Kimhi by the very sequencP of c!'eation . Man i s 

the crowning 3lory of creation. 

~K1ll ~J ') ,~,,.,, aD'tl nl1l ,~, .. , ,~SK 

1e1n n~n'l.Y1 c·rn;i iny::: t{">:< i1n:u tt? ittlD 
i1'i1 K7 1) R"> OKti' Dil,'7Y ?C'1ll i 'l ?Z> 1 ?:> W' J 

• lK,J ' Z> , .. :> .,Ii "D 'J~l7i1 o'nyJ 



1 : 26 A.lld they will rule over the fish 
of the sea: To make known that all the 
lower creations were created only for 
man and that he , by means of his intellect, 
wi l l be kine and ruler over them . For 
i f it were not so there woul d be no one 
in the l ower world who knew who creatcn 
him. 

D1'l iOH1Jn D1'J D1K ODW nK K1~'1 Jan 
1l0,~l C1R n~Jl 1D~~ i DJ D1~ OR1p DK1ln 

,,,, nDnl K?i D1K ,, n ,w DR1J ,j, 'j 
nwyJ ,DK cn,J ~ ?g '~ 01~ n~1pJ nQK~l 
,K~ 0?'1ln UWll 111, l 1D~W iD~ 01K 

nl1''Y •'n 01Kn nn~l 'j no~Kl ;w~ D''nn 
K1ll ~11n 'j lY' noi:oJ y?n ll~ x?K 

,,n noi~n YlO 1n~ 1WD~ DK ,j, ~, n~1KD 
.'ll'?Y y'n ll l'K ~ ? 'XJ Klu 

5:2 And He called their names Aci.am on 
the day t~ey were created: On the day 
that they were created He called. them 
Adam as it is said , "Let U :> !.:ake man in 
our image ; 11 for ti1is ru. .... pose He cre~ted 
them , that they would be me.n and not 
beast nor bi rd ; and t he wo:nan was called 
man because He said co~ce!"l".ine botn of 
them , 11Let U !J mel~e man, 11 as it says: 
"Let them rule . " Ee distin~.iisbed t hem in 
name fron the resi; of the lii;ing beings 
on earth . Han has a hieher (.lcvel1 ~oul , 
but there is a part in it whic:ri i s of 
t he earth , because the body is created 
from the ee-.rth , therefore, if man allo'\:1s 
himsel f to be drawn in the direction of 
his earthly nature , he will be as if he 
were entirely of the earth , ~s if there 
i s not a higher element in him. 
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Kj mhi i s careful to indicate that man' s rule over the lower 

creatures i s based not merely on a divine edict , but derives 

from the superior quality of man , namely , his intellect . 

Man ' s authority and dignity are therefore innate by vi!"tt~e 

of his intellect . However, man has to constantly \·!ork at 

-
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mer i t ing this superiority by exercising choices which will 

develop his intel l ectual powers . When man descends to the 

sensual level , he forfeits this pr ivileged position and 

becomes equal t o the lower creatures. Man ' s earthly component 

therefore serves a ;; a perennial warning to him that he can 

fall from his exalted position . 

rnD1Kn l D ,~, D1Kn nK D7 n? R nin' 11''1 r:~ 
1'n nl110'« YJ1KW , g ,, 9K 19Jn 1JT 

' K1JlJ ni' X'n 1 ? '1 Ki ng ' ~' 1J ni J iiyD 
Dttl '9 ?y ,K i p,yn en D'D ' tt 'R1J J Ji nWl'n 

D'DJ cni ' n 1J' ~? i l J 0 1 nii i o' n ,X~D 
Kitt 1J' ~' 11io' ,~'Yn Ki n , , , Kn 9i yJ1 

) 'll\:l " ' 
D1K n ~ll 'J nJ~ nJ iODn 1D 1Di?J •T1Kn lD 

K' n in1i ~1 O' '" '?JJ ix=D ' Pl i x in Rln 
tt9i p r nDi FJ i?in Rln 1J' g? n11 i ~J n io?~n 

i Dinn' ' ~' nr 'J ~'11 lJ ~oi ' cJnn JnJl 
D' Ki 1 iJ Mg lDJ D'~ iln 1~~ l 'J P11 1T i ?~ 

1JfJ n ?yn l JDD nJ n~Jn i r i1 1yJ 1 J n lDO nK 
11JY Kl n lDWn D~ lJ ~~ lDWn n iJT ? 10 ' 
~W ' i FJ K? i nn 1 ivo llDD n? iv n Jn?~n 

2 :7 And God fashioned man out of the 
dust of the earth : The dust is ment ioned 
here even thou.gb. the !our elements were 
i ntermineled in him, becaus e it ( the dus c1 
i s the major ele~ent in the making of 
land creatures . For water creatures , 
water is the pr i mal eJement , even though 
they are also made f rom the other 
element~ . Therefor e their life is i n the 
wate . Concerninc birds , the air ia ~he 
major element therefore they f ly in the 
air . ,. 

From the eart h : That is to say , f rom the 
best in it , because the body of man i s a 
fi gure more pure than the rest of l iving 
thincs and his f orrn is the most perfect 
of all fori'lls , the ref ore he wal ks with 
an erect postur e . The sage 1 Jose11h ben 
Tzadik, wrote that this is because his 
sub.stance is purer anci more ref ine<i t han 

-



the r est of the bodies , just as we see · 
the oil of a lic;ht which is still pure , 
its flame r ises in a straieht l ine re­
flecting the ( quality) of the oil ; is it 
not so that if the oil is not nur~ the 
flame rises up misshapen and not in a 
straight line? 
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So intent is Kimhi on indicatL~g the superiority. of man, that 

while he con.cedes , by necessityt that man was created f r om 

the earth , he nevertheless goes out of his way to indi cate 

t hat the basic substance that man does share with the animals 

is yet somewhat differ ent and better where man is concerned . 

1~ iDai D1 Nn K,l~ 1il'Ji •••• :,3 '1 C'sl 
~ ,, ?1fD'W 'UlK? l'l~? DX 'Jn onl ?1 112l ' ~ 
?~in ~~ 97 1l1~ a n lK nNi , n' n~ il'.l ~ a? iJ 
~9J onJ 11n1n DMJn '97 n l l'.lW an? N1~'~, 

• o? i J ?y 1n l, 1l ?Ril ~nl ~ lnl'.l J n 

2:19 And He created : And since He created 
man and said to him that he would rule 
over them ( the ani mals) He brought them 
before man to say that he would rnle over 
all of thern as he saw them , a~ a slaYe 
before a master, and that he should call 
them nrunes according to the nature eiven 
to them by means of his wisdom, which 
God gave him more than to an.y other being. 

Man ' s superiority and dignity is to be indicated in JTlore 

than a purely theoretical sense . It manifests itself in 

the sense that man practices imitatio £&. Kimhi a lludes 

to this many t i mes in making reference to man ' s development 

of his intellect an.d moral qualities , all of whi ch he saw 

as ref1ective of God. Here t however, Kimhi gives us a mor e 

concr ete example by showing that man is given the dienified 

role of being a partner w.;. th God in the process of creation . 
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The animals are purposely left unnamed by God so that man 

may complete this task. 

1JJl Kln '~ acittn nK n•' o~n?K 0?1l 110 
10?ll 1R,l ?Rnw ,, O'?D7n D~K,Jln ?jD 

,K,'W D'R,Jln , Kl? ~' 'j'9' ,, 1n1 ?J~J 
lD?ll 1911 n'OW' K? l'nK nK ~'K Dli ll ~D 

1JJln ?Kn nQyD n'n~n i1li1 li1l,i1' OK ' j 

l n'nwn Nli11 i~?ll iniK n~¥ Kin oi?DWJ ,., , , ~,o nN ?oJ? ?Kn 1llJ nJ n~y nlil 
D1K? n1w1 n'n K) D1Kn 10 D ' O lO~J 

Kln• nDllJ 011 n1 ? ?Kn n11~ iy on,n;n? 
D1 N? a,~nil ? ?Nil n11D 1'11 n' o ~nil l D nine 

2WY ?J nK OJ? ' nnl i1li1 1~KW 1DJ nin?i 
n 11w 1DJ 1Non? 01Kn 01 iie;? ?Rn nii l'' 

c~on 'e? nn' D ~1JY7 D''1K1J nr i n;o n,1nJ 
n?nn 1c?1 n'nwn Klil~ ' D? i? '1R1j ~o i n ? J 
'j~, D'il?K 0?1 l 'K nJnl ?Kn 0 1l D ?y ,,JYJ 

1'l11K Dl ID 1JYi1 ,lDO 'Q ,lfl' '' 1llY7 
n1 ~D KlnlJ ljW ?J Konn inlK YlD' l ?JW Ol 

• l 11Ki1 

9:6 For in the imag~ of God He made him: 
For he is honored above all the lo\·1er 
creati ons because God made him i n His 
i.ruage wi th the intellect which Ee gave i1im. 
Therefore it is incu_r:1bent upon the rest 
of the creations to resuect him and a:so 
man ( should respect) nis brother and not 
destroy his form or his i mage , for if he 
kills him , he is destroying the work of 
God , the most honored among the lower 
beings . God has made man in His i Mage and 
if man destroys another man , this is done 
against God to nullify ni s works . Even 
the most insignificant of r!'len , man did 
not have permission to destroy even before 
God corr~anded roa..h . Concerning plant life , 
which is a l esser form than animal life , 
the cor.t~andment of God was necessary to 
all ow Adam and Eve to eat them, as it is 
said; 11 Behold , I give to you all matter 
of grass ," and so did God command to spill 
man ' s blood f or his sin, ns He cora~anoed 
in the Torah of Moses . And this for those 
deservi~g of capital puniGhment according 
to their sins ; ev~ry sinner must receive 



the punishment he deserves bec~use he 
destroyed HiB image first i n his trans­
gression of God ' s commandments . :Behold , 
there is no i mage of God and intellect 
in the trnnsgress or , because t he intellect 
decrees that the servant observe the com­
mand of his master , ai~o , his reason will 
hold him back from sin, all t he more so 
when i t i s a conunand of his I·!aster . 
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Kimhi ' s comment here has very interesting iwplications that 

go far beyond imbuing man with a special worth and dignity. 

I t insinuates moral and legal considerations as well , which 

underly the Judaic view of l aw. An offense against man 

becomes si~ultaneously a~ offense also against God . This 

becomes especially evident in moral and crimi~al cases . The 

t aking of a l ife unlawfully must r esult in death for the 

killer. No compensation i s allowed because life belongs to 

God , and there can be no human substitute . Likewi se i n the 

case of a woman who commits adultery , even if the husband 

shoul d wish to for give her , he may not do so , for in profaning 

hers el.f she has also profaned God' s image . Final f orgiveness 

r ests with God a..'1d not with the husband . What may t herefore 

appear as undue severity in Judaic law actually r eflects a 

higher view of man ' s basic worth and dignity . 

-
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Notes for Chapter V 

1 Seforno , Genesis 16: 6 nrJn K7i n1Jyi ~r.> K~nw ,,Jn~ ,,~ 
• n,:u mt ,,Y 

In order tnat she u.~derstand that she [ Hagar) is enslaved 
and should not again insult her mistress . 

2 Ra~ban, Genesis 16:6 10'ln J D,lN ali nrn '1lYJ llOK nR~n 
p ni~y7 

• 
Our matriarch commi tted a sin through this op!)ression and 
also Abra"l in allowine her t o do this . 

3 lbn Ezra, Genesis 19 :31 n?nnl nnal n,nK n~~ 17 nny~~ lJ"y 
.oY~il ?ilr.>~ T,~~ ?JJ n'n n',~l, ~~ ~ ~ 1l~~ ni lJni 

It is possible that he had another wife and she had died 
earlier and the daughter s thoueht t hat "';he fi:re and brim­
stone \·1as all over the worl d as in the case of t he flood 
of waters. 

Ramban, Genes is 19 : 31 i11il' 1?'>1ii· a1n? i<?l • • • , ,Z>K '~ 
01 ll ,~ lOlK RW' ' Dil'lR? 1~K? 11, R71 niylll ,,n i1li1 1 

.1n::i::i -.nir.> 
For they said ••• not in vain did God nave us - and t hey wer e 
modest and did not want t o reques t fron t heir fat her t hat 
he marry them, for a Ho:illite may oa.rry his daughter . 

4 Rashi, Genesis 19:33 
• 111iH>ll~ 

But the older one who cormnenced with t he act of whor i ng 
the verse makes nublic her act by stating explicitl y ( that 
she slept wi t h her fatherJ. 
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Chapter VI 

Conclusion 

The foregoing analysis of Kimhi ' s commentary on 

Genesis has shown that he approaches the biblical text wi t h 

a scientific spirit . Wherever possible , Kimhi seeks to inter­

pret Scripture in accord with reason . He r eveals a strong pre­

judice against the mir aculous ans only grudgingly concedes the 

possibility of miracles when all other rational e>-.'"Jllanations 

fail him. Thus he seeks to explain away animal speech a11d other 

phenomena which are offensive to reason e.nd go counter to the 

laws of nature . He is more tolerant of those mir aculous events 

which are normative to nature and depend on special timing 

such as the deep s l eep of Adam and the plaguing of Abi melech . 

Kimhi also r ejects all allusions "Go anthropomorphism: I n order 

to avoid the direct contact of Go1 and man, he introduces 

"intermediaries" , who at times may take on the form of angels . 

Yet , despite his general scientific and philosophic approach , 

Kimhi is forced at times t o be dogmatic , as when he suggests 

t hat God 's word was capable of bringing forth creati on. At other 

times he is inconsistent with his own view of the separation 

of the spiritual from the material , as when he has God 

placing a phys )cal sien on Cain. These exceptions do not con­

s titute a strain for Kimhi , for following Maimonides be was 

able to r ationali ze 'that such miracl es were written into nature 

at the time of creation. 
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Kimhi further follows Maimonides in equating 

morality with intellect . This led him to assert that man •s mor al 

behavior is based not only on written l aws but on an inner 

rational sense . 

Kimhi' s position with r egard to understanding the l aws 

of Scripture is essentially s imilar to that of Saadia and 

J.1P..imonides . Be operates with the basic assumption that all 

laws have valid reasons behind them; in some cases the reasons 

are obvious to us , in others they are not . This, however, 

does not keep him from speculating about the underlying 

r ationale even when he i s not certain . 

With regard to prophecy, Kimhi ' s position i s by no 

means original , but does tend to be unique insofar as he does 

not duplicate exactly the views of any one of his predecessor s , 

but forms a conflate of all of them. Thus , Kimhi adapts in part 

Maimonides ' view t hat equates prophecy with intellectual 

attainment , but tends more in the direction of Halevi ' s 

position t hat also t akes into consideration per sonal pei t'J 

and moral traite . While Kimhi agrees with Halevi and Naimonide:; 

that :prophecy is limited to the Hebrew people , he nevertheless 

extends it also to gentiles when it concerns th Jewish people . 

In the final analysis , Kimhi adopts neither Maimonides ' nor 

Halevi' s 9ositions but accords more wi t h the views of Saaaia 

who holds that prophecy is initiated primarily by God. While 

admitting prophecy ' s ultimate divine origin ,Kimhi yet discen1ed 

various gradations oi pro;ihecy as it filtered through dreams 
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and visions . In accordance with his general theological 

position which emphasi zes the distance between man and God , 

Kimhi interposes the n>a.h hakodesh ;md the ruah ha.nevu?..h as 

instruments of prophecy. Man becomes ~ore receptive to 

prophecy when he diminishes his senouality. 

Providence , according to Kinili i , is extended only to 
-

the J~wish people , but does not automatically include t he 

individual Jew, who might l ack merit . On the other hand, 

a gentile may be eligibl e for it under exce~tional circumstances 

when the Jewish people is involved. This is also true f or 

animals, who ordinarily receive providential care only as 

species . In Kimhi ' s view even the very land of Israel merits 

a special providence . The quality of providence received by 

an indivi dual varies proportionately with his intel lectual and 

moral quaJ.i ties. Thus Kimhi 1 s treatment of providence ties 

in directly with the concept of reward and punishment, which 

in turn i nplies that providence is a coefficient of God ' s 

justice and absolute might . For Kitn.ii , God's providence can 

manifest itself in any number of ways , including acts of omission 

as well as comi 0 sion, direct intervention as well as the use 

of inter:nediaries , and when need be, also acts of trickery . 

Kimhi reveals an absolute faith in Gos ' s justice and p1·ovidence 

even \'/hen this involves him in the moral dilenuna of why the 

just suffer . Here he follows Maimonides in asserting th<lt 

there must be a just c~'!Se whieh escapes our limited knowledge. 

-
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The special providential care that man enjoys is 

related to man's superiority over the other creatures, as is 

set forth in the first chapters of Genesis. For Kimhi , 

the distinction between man and animal is based not on 

degree , but on essence . Nan is to exist in the state of 

intellect and to give emphasis to his higher humanity by 

negating those parts of himself that tend toward animalistic 

sensuality. The ultimate dignity and uniqueness ascribed 

to man apart from the rest of t he animal kingdom has t o do 

with the fact that only man is capable of making moral choices 

and acting in imitatio ~. 

In questions of ethics Kimhi' s ar,proach is direct 

and uncompromising. He possesses a clear sense of right 

and wrone and states hi s position forthrightly even if he 

must condemn the actions of people to whom the Bible is 

sympathetic. For Kimhi the ethical instinct is not something 

that man derives from his outside environment , but represents 

an innate, intuitive quality . The de:rech musar, ethical 

behavior, is to be valued beyond its social consequences; 

it represents a means whereby man develops a "higher soul" 

and therefore fulfills himself as a higher being. 

Kimhi's commentary, because of its popular and easy 

style , mu.st have familiarized his readers with pliilosophic 

and theological questions which had been considered the 

private domain of schol ars. It embod)..es K.irr.hi's creed; 
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it is didactic in a practical way, teaching the reader to 

live in accordance with the precepts of Torah. Thus, Kimhi's 

objectives in writing the commentary were realized. 
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