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Qimhi’s Sefer ha-Shorashim: A Didactic Tool

Judith Kogel*
IRHT-CNRS

EL SErer Ha-Sorasiy DE DAVID QUIMHI: UNA HERRAMIENTA DIDACTICA.— Menos de
cuarenta afios después de que Judd ibn Tibbon tradujera al hebreo el Kitab al-Usil de
Ibn Yanih, David Quimhi se apresté a elaborar un nuevo diccionario de raices hebreas
conocido como Séfer ha-Sorasim. La obra alcanzé gran éxito y, en consecuencia, eclipsé
el trabajo de su predecesor quien, en cualquier caso, habia servido de modelo a Quimbhi.
Una investigacion preliminar basada en aquellas raices encabezadas por las letras fer y
sdmej constituye una muestra representativa para el conocimiento de la historia del texto:
primero, porque permite entender mejor los motivos de Quimhi para llevar a cabo un
nuevo diccionario; y después, porque el analisis de este corpus, relativamente pequefio,
nos da pistas para entender el acercamiento lexicoldgico de Quimbhi a la raiz del hebreo y
su estrategia a la hora de organizar cada entrada del diccionario.

PaLaBrAS crave: Lexicografia hebrea medieval; David Quimhi; Ibn Yanah;
herramientas diddcticas; lexicograffa latina; minimalismo del significado; reglas
nemotécnicas.

Less than forty years after Judah ibn Tibbon translated Ibn Janah’s Kitab al-Usil into
Hebrew, David Qimbhi availed himself to write a new dictionary of Hebrew roots, known
as Sefer ha-Shorashim. This book achieved great success and consequently overshadowed
the work of his predecessor which nevertheless served as a model to Qimhi. A preliminary
research based on the roots starting by the letter fer and samek seems to constitute a
representative sample for the history of the text. First of all, it allows to better grasp
Qimhi’s motivation for writing a new dictionary. Further, the analysis of this relatively
small corpus gives us clues to understand Qimhi’s lexicological approach to the Hebrew
root and his strategy in the organization of each entry.

Keyworps: Medieval Hebrew lexicography; David Qimhi; Ibn Janah; Didactic tools,
Latin Lexicography, Meaning-minimalism; Mnemonic devices.
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232 JUDITH KOGEL

1. INTRODUCTION

The Hebrew lexicographical works composed in the Middle
Ages were the outcome of a lengthy process, which probably had its
inception in the Masoretic lists of words prepared for scribes to ensure
the accuracy of the biblical text. Although we can discern evolution
over the centuries from elementary lists, which reveal great interest in
words derived from the same root and in homonyms, ' to more elaborate
ones organized alphabetically, it is impossible to deny the influence
of Arabic linguistic books on the development of Hebrew grammar in
general, and on Hebrew lexicography in particular. The most famous
medieval dictionary is David Qimhi’s Sefer ha-Shorashim, which
was completed in Narbonne (Provence) in the early thirteenth century
(1210).” This dictionary attained impressive popularity among Jews and

' They were ordered according to their appearance in the biblical text. On the
evolution from Masoretic lists to dictionaries, see A. DoTaN, The Awakening of Word
Lore: From the Masora to the Beginnings of Hebrew Lexicography (Jerusalem 2005 [in
Hebrew]). Notwithstanding Saadya Gaon’s introduction to the ‘Egron whichis cited there
(p. 12), Dotan claims that Hebrew lexicography was solely the outcome of internal
evolution. In this introduction, Saadya explicitly mentions a booklet he saw aimed at
helping people speak Arabic correctly, which prompted him to compose the 'Egron
to help Jews better understand the masoret [probably the Bible, here]. Dotan claims
that the booklet was not and could not have been a dictionary and that Saadya Gaon
only borrowed the didactic idea. Although the idea that lists were the prelude to
the development of dictionaries is an assumption shared by Latin researchers (see
e.g. O. WEeners, “Lexicography in the Middle Ages,” Viator 20 [1989] pp. 139-
153), we are missing some steps in the evolution from lists to dictionaries of roots
arranged alphabetically, as is Menahem ben Saruq’s. See also J. MARTINEZ DELGADO,
“Caracterizacién general de la lexicografia hebrea andalusi,” Revista de la Sociedad
Espaiiola de Linguistica 38:2 (2008) pp. 103-128, and “Lexicographical Arrangement
of Masoretic Material,” Journal of Semitic Studies 54:2 (2009) pp. 333-363.

2 Sefer ha-Shorashim was printed three times before 1500: first in Rome (between
1469 and 1472) by Obadiah (b. Moses?), Manasseh, and Benjamin of Rome, and then
twice in Naples by Azriel ben Joseph Ashkenazi Gunzenhauser (1490), and by Joshua
Solomon Soncino (1491). During the sixteenth century, one edition was produced by
Samuel Rikomin and Astruc de Toulon in Constantinople (1513), and another by Gershom
Soncino in Salonika (<1530), but the most famous are the Venetian ones: the Bomberg
edition of 1529, a second Bomberg edition dated 1546, and the Guistiniani edition dated
1547. The most recent edition of Sefer ha-Shorashim was published in 1847: D. QuvHI,
Sefer ha-Shorashim, eds. J. H. BIeseNTHAL and F. S. LEBrecHT (Berlin 1847).
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QIMHI’S SEFER HA-SHORASHIM: A DIDACTIC TOOL 233

almost completely supplanted the works of earlier grammarians. For
this preliminary study of Sefer ha-Shorashim, the roots starting with
the letters tet and samek, and the first entries of the dictionary, were
chosen as a representative sample for the history of the text. First of
all, this allows us to better grasp Qimhi’s motivation for writing a new
dictionary less than forty years after Judah ibn Tibbon translated Ibn
Janah’s Kitab al-Tangih. Further, the analysis of this relatively small
corpus facilitates our understanding of Qimhi’s lexicological approach
to the Hebrew root and the underlying organizational strategy of each
entry. Through comparison of Qimhi’s dictionary with that of Ibn Janah,
this paper considers two points: Qimhi’s educational objectives and the
lexicographic thought underpinning Sefer ha-Shorashim.

2. SCIENTIFIC-THEORETICAL DESCRIPTION VS. PEDAGOGICAL TOOL'

Modeled on Jonah ibn Janah’s Kitab al-Tangth (first half of
the eleventh century), Qimhi’s Mikhlol is composed of two parts,
a grammar (Heleq ha-Diqdug), which is commonly called Mikhlol,
and a dictionary now entitled Sefer ha-Shorashim (Heleq ha-
‘Inyan).” This second part, dedicated to the lexicon, orders the roots
alphabetically, thus allowing the convenient grouping of all biblical
Hebrew words. Although it is possible to identify significant excerpts
from Ibn Janah’s work in Sefer ha-Shorashim,” and although it

3 The expression is borrowed from J. OLszZowY-SCHLANGER, “The Science of Language
among Medieval Jews,” in Science in Medieval Jewish Cultures, ed. G. FREUDENTHAL
(New York 2011) pp. 359-424: 369-370.

4 The title of Kitab al-Tangth’s second part, Kitab al-Usiil, was translated by
Judah Ibn Tibbon as Sefer ha-Shorashim. This translation may have influenced the
appellation assigned to Qimhi’s work. See ABULWALID MERWAN IBN GANAH, Sepher
Haschoraschim [hereafter JANAH, Shorashim], trans. Judah IeN TiBBON, ed. W. BACHER
(Berlin 1896).

5 Since the ordering of the entries is different in those two dictionaries, as we
shall demonstrate, we can only rely on short phrases which were borrowed from
Ibn Janah’s Hebrew translation and rearranged by David Qimhi. First, the meaning
of the root is often expressed in the same words (e.g. root yav — NYpwI NP YN,
root NIV — N1y YD or Nat PIy). Now and then, Ibn Janah’s explanation is clearly
summarized in a few words: e.g. in the root yav, Ibn Janah’s dictionary has 70"
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234 JUDITH KOGEL

exhibits similarities to his predecessor’s dictionary, the works differ
significantly not only in content but also in form.

Ibn Janah’s Kitab al-usiil was intended for scholars, as stated in the
introduction where the author describes the potential reader as al-nazir ft
‘ilm al-luga, “one who examines carefully the science of langage,” while
Qimhi employed the term 7090 / talmid, a student.” Ibn Janah’s readers
were already well versed in the Hebrew language and could check the
details for a correct interpretation of the Bible in other grammatical works
in their possession. This is illustrated by the following quotation in which
he refers to Hayyuj’s work, Kitab al-Af ‘al Dhawat al-Mithlayn (“The
Book of Geminate Verbs™).

9902 991 9320 NYI DNAT NN DIV YNOY 3117 .1919570 NI NYTH
LR RbVal

Dalet and geminate bet. Causing the lips of sleepers to speak (Song of
Sol. 7:10); their bad reports (Gen. 37:2), already mentioned in the Book
of Geminate Verbs.

If the early grammars of the “formative” period (until the late eleventh
century) were not pedagogical tools and did not aim to facilitate the study
of the Hebrew language,’ the structured architecture of the later Hebrew
grammars served didactic purposes. David Qimhi himself provides a
glimpse of why he undertook the writing of Mikhlol."

(OMIN DMLY PRY MDY NIYIV DM) PHN 127¥2,ANT MYV NN INYIL DN NYID — the
brackets indicate that these words were not in the Arabic text and were added by Ibn
Tibbon (see ed. BACHER, p. xLi); Qimhi writes ¥29X 9 NPYM HINYIL IR NYID 10N
DMN XY W) DMIN DNN W T DY DY ,aNT NIYIAL.

¢ Judah Ibn Tibbon translated literally pwon nnona yynn. Janadn [Hebrew],
Shorashim, p. 1.

7 David Quvui, Sefer Mikhlol, ed. 1. RittenBerG (Lyck 622 [1862], repr. Jerusalem
1966) f. 1r.

8 JANAH, Shorashim, p. 103.

° Qimbhi is thus referring to Hayyuj’s and Janah’s works: 1390 £0>127 ©n2 vww 97yN)
12 PINNN DION MMPHRI DN Y TIVW NN DNYA THON THDW TNNY Now, “although there
is much unnecessary information, the learner should study what he needs without it; in

some places, what he needs is lacking.” Rittenberg’s edition has 15 7810 y» but Paris,
BNF Hébreu 1226 and Hébreu 1228, etc. have yo pasnn.

10 Quvn, Mikhlol, f. 1r.
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2V 1 NYON PITRT 12 21930 NN D 0N 190 v DRI [...]
T INDN PN IMN TNOY DX PRINY HPI RIPY 1D NINP 11T
[..] Y5 PyTRT9 1990w NN 9312 DNY PINN

[...]1Icalled it The Book of Entirety for I intend to include therein suc-
cinctly the grammar and the lexicography of the [Hebrew] language and
to make it easy for the student to learn and to understand its paths, ma-
king readily accessible what they need for grammar and lexicography

[...1"

Clearly, David Qimhi had an educational objective in mind: he wanted
to take a didactic approach to the science of the Hebrew language. Accor-
dingly, in writing Sefer ha-Shorashim, his goal was not to innovate but
to organize the linguistic knowledge of Hebrew lexicography in a fresh
manner; as he himself stated in the introduction to Mikhlol, he had no
other ambition than to be a “gleaner who follows the harvesters.”" One
of the questions treated in this article relates to how this reorganization
reflects Qimhi’s didactic purpose.

3. SEFER HA-SHORASHIM: A PEDAGOGICAL TOOL

In planning a dictionary, lexicographers must define the categories of
users for whom their dictionary is designed, which will determine the
types of questions to which they provide answers. They must choose lem-
mas and, in the case of this particular type of dictionary, their choices are
determined by linguistic knowledge. They must decide on the different
classes of information they will include and use a metalanguage that is
accessible to their readers. The result is a text formed of paragraphs that
possess a repeated structure and, indeed, this is one of the most striking
features of Qimhi’s work.

! This passage was cited in English translation by F. E. TALMAGE, David Kimhi: The
Man and the Commentaries (Cambridge 1975) p. 57.

12.QmvuI, Mikhlol, . 1r: >NNS 98120 >INN Y9N ,A8PN NN DAY VPYND NN
0127 8PY oPMapya, “1 come thus like the gleaner after the reaper, following the
footsteps of my predecessors, but abridging their material” (TALMAGE, David Kimhi, pp.
56-57).
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236 JUDITH KOGEL

1. The first step of the process is the selection of lemmas or en-
tries. Here I exemplify a difference between Ibn Janah and Qimbhi,
which reflects the debate concerning identification of the root of cer-
tain words, by citing their entries for the first word mentioned in both
dictionaries, >ana. Ibn Janah created two entries, one with the head-
word an and a second one with 22x,"” whereas Qimhi’s entry included
all the words mentioned by his predecessor in these two entries under
the same root: 1aN.

Ibn Janah:

NUTN NNY DIPNY ,DNIN RYT I DN 2INT MINID .HANY 9HRN
INNY DIPNA NIV NN ORI NI 1IN NTIY IINIY 19D AN 1D D) XIPI
AN NYTY 10N TURD YN NYIN DIPNY DININ WM

Alef and bet: To look at be-’ibé of the valley (Song of Sol. 6:11). That
is the grass of the valley, and the place where the grass grows is also
called ’eb, as Scripture states: While still be-’ibo -— in his greenness, and
not cut down (Job 8:12), I mean the place where it grows. And in Arabic,
a pasture is called ’abi, as is lawn.

David Qimhi:

,N21957 1720 PIDNY WITN (N> 1 WD) HMN dana MINIY 23N
NDINY Y19 (2> N 2PNR) QORI NI JaND VT 12T 5NN INYD WD)
[...] ¥2» QUPI AN PITYVW INY2

2aN. To look at be-’ibé of the valley (Song of Sol. 6:11). There is a
dages because the geminated bet is omitted. And this means “the trees of
the valley.” It is the same as While still beé-’ibo -— in his stem, * and not
cut down (Job 8:12). This means that the papyrus in stem [ ‘es], not yet cut
down, will become dry [...]

13 For Ibn Janah, the word ax, ‘father,” has a triliteral root, probably Nax, just as NN
comes from the root MNN: NN )TOND THON TON DY NIM OXI AN NI WIYNN DY 10N
(and belonging to this root is probably father and mother and it is a noun whose third
radical is missing just as it is missing in [the word] N, ‘brother’). This point is mentioned
by D. BECKER, “Grammatical Thought: Influence of the Medieval Arabic Grammatical
Tradition,” in Encyclopedia of Hebrew Language and Linguistics, ed. G. Knan (Leiden
2013) vol. 2, pp. 113-128: 119.

4 The translation is here purposefully different and matches Qimhi’s explanation.
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QIMHI’S SEFER HA-SHORASHIM: A DIDACTIC TOOL 237

Ibn Janah did not take the dages in the bet into consideration and had
difficulty identifying the root of the word »ax / ’ibé. His final choice was
probably influenced by Arabic usage. In the same entry, Ibn Janah quotes
another meaning for the word »an / ’ibé, “fruits,” but immediately rejects
it for exegetical reasons.” Qimhi also mentions this option at the very end
of the entry, using wording very similar to that of Ibn Ezra," who sug-
gests another triliteral root, 23N, in his commentary:

NYIN 2N VIV )71 PIOND WIT 2397 ININ AN DIVIN W)
19 DNIN L) PIDNI DNIND 1T ,(V T INOT) NIV AAIN) NN
NDN

And some interpret be-’ibé ha-nahal, as a fruit, and the dages comes
to replace the missing nun, and its root is 2N, from the Aramaic we-
‘inbeh sagi’, the fruits were in abundance (Dan. 4:9); and similarly, it ap-

, 17

pears in the Targum without nun, where “fruit” is rendered 82> / ’iba’.

Clearly Qimhi favours the incorporation of »an / ’ibé into the root 22N,
but he does not reject this possibility, introducing it with the words v
w19, “and some interpret.”

15 JANAH, Shorashim, p. 9: TPRPIND PYHY NNTI SNIN 1192 HNIN AN WPV N wN
NI N NNIAN NN NP2 DRI TN I IIIRY 1ND) .7PIN PIDD XD) 179 DN K9 DIINNY
D19IN ININ 9N NN WINT 7PN KD 319 KINY YINNRY 0D 1PN 19N D90, “and someone
explained at »ax — be-’ibé of the valley (Song of Sol. 6:11), ‘at the fruits of the valley’
and drew an analogy with the Aramaic which renders [the expression] nor will their fruit
fail (Ezek. 47:12) as nor will their max — ’ibeh cease. And what we said suits the text
better because it says afterwards (Song of Sol., ad loc.) if the vines had budded or the
pomegranates were in bloom; and if it means, as they said, “fruit,” it would not have
detailed if the vines had budded or the pomegranates were in bloom.”

16 IeN EzrA, Song of Sol. 6:11: XY 1IN WY 19) X)W MYINY 19D YN 192 1 - %N
NNONP AN I D2AN I 121200 RONYW DR W1 GO, “beé-"ibé as at the fruits of the valley,
as the fruits were in abundance (Dan. 4:9). And similarly While still in his greenness, and
not cut down (Job 8:12) and some say that it is the early fruits and they derive it from *aBiB
and ’aB.

17 L. KoeHLER and W. BAUMGARTNER, The Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old
Testament (Leiden 1994) 1: 2: “an”—*support for 2ax (Leslau 9) and not 25x (Zimmern
55, KBL)”. See also Elijah Levita, Meturgeman, ed. P. Facius (Isnae [Isny] 1541) f.
1r: 12 OW ) 2N YIWA RYNHN KIN OXINNT M9 PYY Yax, “but the term “fruit” which is
rendered 'iba’ by the Targum, you will find it under the root ’NB since it belongs there.”

SEFARAD, vol. 76:2, julio-diciembre 2016, pags. 231-250. 1ssn: 0037-0894. doi: 10.3989/sefarad.016.008



238 JUDITH KOGEL

Although the difference between the two lexicographers concerning
the choice of the root has more to do with the state of science than with
pedagogy, Qimhi favors the memorization of the meaning of »an /’ibé
by making connections with previous knowledge. Indeed, he introduces
the entry with a grammatical remark which has two goals: to explain the
presence of a dages$ in the letter ber and to establish a semantic link with
the next word to be listed, 202N/ “abib, “stalks of wheat” (Lv 2:14), which
his pupils probably know, since it frequently occurs in the prayers. For
Qimbhi, the word an is a generic word, meaning “tree” which designates
trees, as well as papyrus (Job 8:12) and wheat. He tells it explicitly in this
entry: “every plant which grows on a stem is designated by the term ‘es
[="abib]” / xy WY1 XIP> NP NYY W 12T YO,

2. Like any lexicographer, Qimhi had to establish a taxonomy of the
classes of information he would introduce in response to his readers’
questions. These responses, which always appear in the same order, fol-
low the parts of speech — verbs, nouns and particles — and use the same
formulation. In general, first to be mentioned are occurrences of verbs
which usually follow the order of the binyanim, as we know it, the only
difference being the existence of the po ‘el which is a pi ‘el of the gemina-
tes (verbs with a duplicated second radical). Then Qimbhi lists the to’ar, a
subclass of the ‘verbal noun’,” and the different morphological patterns
of the noun which appear in the Bible. As he states in Mikhlol, and this
also applies somewhat to Sefer ha-Shorashim too, Qimhi does not diffe-
rentiate between the different classes of nouns; for he believes that the
reader will understand them by himself, but he does detail morphological
patterns, plurals, and inflections.” Qimhi always proceeds step by step

18 David Qimbhi divides the noun in two parts, Sem davar and Sem ha-po ‘al, of which
§em ha-to’ar is a subclass. Sem davar is an “object noun,” in fact a primitive noun or a
noun for which no verbal stem is extant (903 ,WN ,NWN JIN). Sem ha-po‘al is either a
“deverbal noun” (yiyn¥ deriving from ynw) or a “verbal noun” which serves as a basis for
verbal formations (P78 ,y¢) ,090). Sem ha-to’ar is an “adjective noun,” either an agent
noun (799 ,72y) or a term used substantively (Sem ‘esem) to indicate intensity or quality
(MmN ,mM1% 19101 ,07N). See Qvul, Mikhlol, ff. 140v-142v; W. CroMsky, David Kimhi’s
Hebrew Grammar (mikhlol) (New York 1952) p. 218.

19 Qmvur, Mikhlol, f. 142v: 710X »> ©9PWN Sy DNMIN ONXINL DI YWAINY MINT PN)
T2 MMIND NN IPY 1D 2192 DM POND YINK XY 73D .01 YWY NIN D) 2D Pann DY
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QIMHI’S SEFER HA-SHORASHIM: A DIDACTIC TOOL 239

when describing the additional elements whose adjunction allows noun
formation. What characterizes Qimhi’s works is the attention he pays to
morphology in his dictionary; he is interested not in theory, in logical
categories, but in practice. Each entry not only regroups the words of the
same root, but also underscores the elaboration of morphological structu-
res by noting the various elements added to a derivational base.

2002 290Y7TY 1NN WYIP 201H 070 NAIDIND Ty v [...] 220
[...] M20n XM MAPI NYHA NIDPM .0 NP ©DNN) 220) YK

230 [...] And another noun with the adjunction of a mem, he carved
in [mesav] the perimeter (1 Kings 6:29); and [the same] with pronominal
suffixes, while the king was in [bi-mé&sibo] his surroundings (Song of Sol.
1:12), the head of [mé&-si-bay | those who surround me (Ps. 140:10). And the
plural in feminine form And lightning, in [mésibot] circles (Job 37:12) [...]

3. The third point I would like to briefly develop in this part concerns
the terminology used by Qimbhi in his dictionary. Although I have not
yet arrived at a complete list of the metalinguistic terms that appear in
Sefer ha-Shorashim, it seems to be very limited. Moreover, when he had
the choice between various synonyms, Qimhi always favoured the most
explicit, simple and straightforward technical term, the one that uses
imagery to describe the morphological structure of the word. This is, in
my view, the case for the names of the different binyanim. Indeed, Qimhi
preferred the periphrastic expressions already present in Ibn Janah’s
dictionary and rejected the designations pi ‘el and pu ‘al, hif ‘il and hof al.”

NINY P2 919 OV NINY P2 THR DPYNI P AWK ONIN DXIIPY ,DNINYNN MNYN Yopvn
TR ONAX RN OV NIV Pa 127 0w, “I do not intend to distinguish between them when
I examine the different patterns, since I rely on the reader to understand it by himself (it
is indeed not difficult to differentiate between them); therefore, in most cases, I will not
differentiate between them since my desire is to teach you the different patterns, their
plural and flexions and when they will have the same form, I will examine them together,
whether it is a Sem po‘al, a Sem davar or a Sem to’ar.”

2 Y his introduction to Sa‘ar ha-pe ‘alim in Sefer Mikhlol, Qimhi lists the different
binyanim as follows: the first column is binyan gal which the foundation of the verbs and
is so called because there is no letter added to the fundamental letters except for those
needed for the conjugation of the second, the third and the first persons as well as for the
masculine and feminine plural ... the second column is called binyan nif‘al ... the third
column is called binyan pi ‘el ha-dagus but also nosaf since there is an additional mem in
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240 JUDITH KOGEL

He tends to use ha-po‘al ha-kaved (root n'1) for pi‘el, she-lo’ nizkar
po ‘alo me-ha-dagus for pu ‘al (root ¥av), ha-po ‘al ha-kaved ha-nosaf for
hif‘il, she-lo’ nizkar po ‘alo me-ha-nosaf for hof“al (root yav).

Nevertheless, when quoting his father or another author, Qimhi does
not modify their metalanguage and we therefore frequently find two sy-
nonyms in the same entry: the one he has used throughout his book; the
other found in the quoted excerpt. For the root N, for example, two tech-
nical terms or expressions designate the same binyan: ha-po ‘al ha-kaved
ha-nosaf which is David Qimhi’s terminology in Sefer ha-Shorashim,
and hif’il which appears in a comment emanating from his father’s work:

qONN TA97 HYINN AT VAWM DP¥9N 1120 NI D73 YAN VTN NYT
[...] X Paya NN

And according to my father, blessed be his memory, it belongs to binyan
hif’il and according to the morphological norm, it should be wa-yéyaddu.
And ha-po ‘al ha-kaved ha-nosaf is employed for another mea-ning [...]

Although the appellation of the different binyanim was not his
invention,” one clearly sees Qimhi’s didactic intentions in using them;
he is the first to organize the entries of his dictionary according to the
various modifications and additions of affixes to the root, a pheno-
menon that clearly corresponds to the different names of the binyanim:
ha-po ‘al ha-kaved (because of the presence of the dages), ha-po ‘al ha-
kaved ha-nosaf (because of the presence of a supplementary — nosaf —
letter). The introduction of the binyanim in the lexicographic works was
not systematic. In Ibn Janah’s Kitab al-'Usil, for example, which is
organized according to the different meanings of the root, the binyanim
are rarely indicated. They were however introduced in the Qitsur Sho-

the present participle ... and the fourth column built on it is called binyan pu ‘al whose
agent is not mentioned ... and the fifth column is called binyan hifil ha-nosaf because
there is an additional element in the whole binyan ... and the sixth column built on it
is called binyan hof‘al ... and it also has a supplementary element ... and the seventh
column is called binyan po ‘el ha-nosaf or ha-kaved since it is heavy because of the
additional element ... and the eighth column is built on it and it is called binyan hitpa ‘el
... (Qmvur, Mikhlol, f. 2r).

2 See e.g. L. Prus, Die Grammatikalische Terminologie Des Abraham Ibn Esra
(Basel 1950) pp. 35-36.
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rashim”, an abridged version of Ibn Janah’s dictionary, which mentions
for each meaning the corresponding binyanim. It is not surprising since
this work too was, in my opinion, intended as a didactic tool.

To conclude this first part, I would like to reiterate that Qimhi’s Sefer
ha-Shorashim is clearly a didactic text. It seems to reflect a constant dia-
logue with a virtual student (and perhaps not so virtual, but one based on
actual teaching),” resulting in a text which is nothing other than a compi-
lation of all the answers to the questions asked by these virtual interlocu-
tors. Every detail is thought out: lemma, structure, and terminology; this
was an educational tool that allowed the dissemination, all over Europe,
of Hebrew grammatical thought in non-Arabic speaking, and probably
less scholarly, Jewish communities.

This development corresponds to a wider phenomenon: the production
of linguistics books for a broader circle than just scholars. In the case of
Latin lexicography, for example, during the eleventh century Papias wrote
a dictionary Elementarium doctrinae rudimentum (completed c. 1053),
whose conception and organization overshadowed the oldest glossaries
(Liber glossarum, etc.). Such a book, which reflects true lexicological
thought, propounded by the author in the preface, met the needs of his time:
a growing number of people from all social milieus wanted to learn how
to write Latin for practical reasons,” and they needed an easily consultable
dictionary that facilitated mastery of a large number of words. To achieve
his goal, Papias introduced the derivatio method that was employed for

22 This abridged dictionary was composed according to Judah Ibn Tibbon’s translation
of Ibn Janah’s Kitab al-'Usil and was probably written before Qimhi’s work. See
J. KoGEL, “La diffusion inattendue du Dictionnaire hébreu de Provence édité par Angel
Séenz Badillos,” Revue des études juives 175:1-2 (2016) pp. 47-66; A. SAENZ-BADILLOS
(ed.), Un Diccionario hebreo de Provenza (Siglo X1II) (Granada 1987).

2 According to Qimhi’s own testimony, he was a teacher of Talmud (QmHi,
Shorashim, p. 420). Let us examine for example the root 2y0. Qimhi quotes two
occurrences for the gal, then one for the po ‘al ha-kaved (ha-nosaf). He pursues with the
“adjective noun” and the noun, with and without the Aeh. He finishes by explaining that
“one must say that fov with a holem is an “adjective noun,” while tov with a Sureq is
an “object noun” and they are identical whether they are in absolute or construct case.”
The text itself does not mention any students who could have been asking a question.
However, the last phrase seems to be an answer for the following possible question:
how can I distinguish between “adjective noun” and “object noun”?

2 A. MARINONI, “Du glossaire au dictionnaire,” Quadrivium 9 (1968) pp. 127-141: 132.
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grammar.” The objective, as Olga Weijers has explained,” was to expli-
cate words according to their origin and their mutual relationship out of the
conviction that all of them, except for the primitive ones, are derived from
one or more other words. The introduction of the derivatio method pro-
foundly changed the practice of lexicography: Hugucio (Italy, second half
of the 12th century) made the derivation method his leading principle and
organized the Medieval Latin vocabulary in families around one basic term
or root. The result was not very practical because locating a word in such
a book was not easy.” Despite the later addition of indexes listing all the
words alphabetically with references to the part of the work where they can
be found,” this type of organization was soon abandoned for a more clas-
sical list of words in alphabetical order. An important change nevertheless
occurred and the entries henceforth included grammatical elements, mainly
borrowed from the derivatio method.

Although Qimhi’s Shorashim ensues from an internal evolution in He-
brew lexicography, we cannot discount the possible influence of Latin
didactic works on this scholar. It has already been suggested that David’s
elder brother, Moses Qimhi, was aware of Latin grammars from which

% In Late Antiquity and in the early Middle Ages, the partial reliance on the question
of the origin of words for their explanation was best illustrated by the etymologia method;
it attempted “to yield up the words’ ‘true sense’ ... and indeed something of the intrinsic
character of the thing named by the word” (S. A. BARNEY et al. [trans.], The Etymologies
of Isidore of Seville [Cambridge 2006] p. 11 [http://site.ebrary.com/id/10130374]), or
as Isidore of Seville puts it, “when you have seen whence a word has originated, you
understand its force more quickly” (ISIDORE, Etymologia, 1:29:1-2; ISIDoRE and BARNEY, p.
55). The idea that the name may be indicative of the character and destiny of its bearer was
current among the ancient Greeks and Hebrews, and is already found in the Bible. In the
mid-twelfth century, the derivatio, which was a method close to etymologia that consisted
in compiling words of the same root, progressively replaced etymologia in the study of the
origins of words. See O. WEUERS, Dictionnaires et répertoires au moyen dge. Une étude
du vocabulaire (Turnhout 1991) p. 76.

% 0. WEuERS, “Les dictionnaires et autres répertoires,” in Méthodes et instruments
du travail intellectuel au moyen dge, ed. O. WEnERs (Turnhout 1990) pp. 197-208: 198;
WEUERS, Dictionnaires et répertoires au moyen dge, p. 75; WELERS, “Lexicography in the
Middle Ages,” p. 143.

27 One must add that some principles used by Hugucio relied on pure fantasy (WENERS,
“Lexicography in the Middle Ages,” p. 149).

8 WEnERs, “Les dictionnaires et autres répertoires,” p. 143.
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he probably borrowed tables of paradigms for his Mahalakh® in order
to answer the practical need for educational tools.” Although a similar
trend can be observed in the Karaite grammars, already in the classical
period, where “comprehensive scholarly grammars ... were followed by
pedagogical grammars (second half of the eleventh century) intended to
teach Biblical Hebrew to beginning students,” it seems hard to consider
that they influenced the Provengal school of grammar.”

4. SEFER HA-SHORASHIM: A STEP TOWARDS MEANING-MINIMALISM

Beyond a didactic approach, one can also discern Qimhi’s ideologi-
cal attitude toward the semantic aspect of words in Sefer ha-Shorashim.
Strikingly, whenever possible, Qimhi seeks to reduce the plurality of
meanings to a single semantic root which can be described as the com-
mon denominator; at the same time, he also tries to avoid comparative
philology and turns to classical traditional texts.”

In his article, “Saadia vs. Rashi: On the Shift from Meaning-maxig
malism to Meaning-minimalism in Medieval Biblical Lexicology,” pu-
blished in 1998,” Richard Steiner demonstrated how different Saadia and
Rashi’s lexicological approaches were. Saadia, under the influence of
Arab lexicographers, thought that words have many meanings, whereas

1. ELpar, “The Technique of Exemplary Paradigms used in Moses Kimhi’s
Grammar” [in Hebrew], in Gideon Goldenberg Festschrift, ed. M. BAR-ASHER (=
Massorot 9-11 [1997]) pp. 203-205, and “Mahalakh Shevile ha-Da’at by R. Moses Kimhi:
the First Pedagogical Grammar of Hebrew,” in Proceedings of the 11" World Hebrew
Union (1994) pp. 27-33.

%0 J.-P. RotHscHILD, “Les étapes d’une appropriation : Donat ancien, Donats
vernaculaires médiévaux et deux versions successives du Donat hébreu Re’shit ha-leqah,”
Helmantica 158-159 (2001) pp. 229-274.

3I'N. Vibro, “The Karaite Tool-kit for Teaching Hebrew Grammar,” Journal of
Jewish Studies 64:1 (2013) pp. 98-118: 99.

32 Among recent articles on the subject, see M. KanaN, “Homonymy vs. Polysemy in
Medieval Hebrew Lexicography: Between David Qimhi’s Sefer ha-Shorashim and Yonah
ibn Janah’s Kitab al- 'Usil,” LeSonenu 77:2-3-4 (2015 [in Hebrew]) pp. 223-240.

33 R. STEINER, “Saadia vs. Rashi: On the Shift from Meaning-maximalism to Meaning-
minimalism in Medieval Biblical Lexicology,” Jewish Quarterly Review, n.s., 88 (1998)
pp- 213-258.
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Rashi held that they often have one basic meaning. Rashi’s approach is
chiefly rooted in rabbinic literature, since the tannaitic definitions found
in the Talmud and Midrash (89N ... YW DIPN 91 ... PN, ‘X means none
other than Y at every place’ [Sifre Bemidbar 99]) clearly indicate that
a word retains the same meaning in different contexts. This shift from
meaning-maximalism to meaning-minimalism is not specific to Ash-
kenazi linguistic thought; indeed, it also occurred, but more gradually,
in Spain and Provence, “proceeding in small steps from Menahem ben
Saruq to Ibn Janah to Abraham ibn Ezra and David Qimhi to Joseph ibn
Kaspi.”” In the particular case of Ibn Janah to Qimbhi, this phenomenon
goes hand in hand with a significant reduction in vernacular glosses in
Arabic and increased quotations of rabbinic texts. Let us examine some
entries, Nav and ANV, first in Ibn Janah’s work and then in Qimhi’s.

Ibn Janah:

YO MAL TNV 0N IN INIVY .NYNN XY NNV NN NN NVH
.N2T YD NALVH 1IAD 1ON .INAVY NYD DNV IV .NAVY YAV . T)
DI .)9M NIV NIV OIY SNNAV YN NNV NN NNV NNV

212195 MINAVOY MNPIY .PYHYN NN PV AR NAVN

Tet. Bet. Het. You slaughtered [tabahéta]without pity (Lam. 2:21);
and slaughters it [u-tévaho] or sells it (Exod. 21:37); your ox shall be
slaughtered [tavuah] before your eyes (Deut. 28:31); led to the slaughter
[la-tevah] (Jer. 11:19); the chief butcher [ha-tabahim] (Gen. 37:36);
like a lamb that is led to the slaughter [la-tevah] (Isa. 53:7); prepare
slaughter [matbeah] for his sons (Isa. 14:21), all of them [in the meaning
of] slaughtering; she has cooked the meat of her beast [tivéhah] (Prov.
9:2); and the meat of my beast [tivehati] that I have cooked for my shea-
rers (1 Sam. 25:11); cook the meat of the beast [u-tévoah] and make
ready (Gen. 43:16); the cook [ha-tabah] took up the leg and what was on
it (1 Sam. 9:24); to be perfumers and cooks [u-lé-tabahot] (1 Sam. 8:13),
all of them [meaning] cooking.

The division of the entry corresponds to the different meanings of the
root, slaughtering (nav195) and cooking (5yw3a 195), whether the occur-
rences are verbs, adjective noun,” or nouns. Some of these occurrences

3 STEINER, “Saadia vs. Rashi,” p. 215.

3 See note 18.
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could in fact be classified differently, namely o>navn 9w, an expression
that can be rendered either as “chief butcher,” “captain of the guard,” or
“head chef.” In the first three quotations for the second meaning, the root
TBH (nav) appears twice, as a verb and as a noun. Because there is no
ambiguity concerning the meaning of Nnav, “butchery” or “meat of the
beast,” which implies that the animal has already been slaughtered, Ibn
Janah choose to translate the verb as “cooking.”

The organization of Qimbhi’s dictionary is totally different: what pre-
vails is the classification according to parts of speech and morphological
patterns. The author lists the different binyanim in which the verbs are
conjugated, followed by some examples, and arranges the nouns accor-
ding to the presence of various elements, preformatives, suffixes, or spe-
cific vowels. The polysemous meanings of a root tend to disappear before
the common denominator as identified by Qimbhi.

David Qimhi:

,N20 N2V .TYPYD MV TNV 1IN X INVY ,NYNN KDY NNV .HAL
PAY .DON2LN W L[DYM PV NR] N2V O IRNM .MAVY HaP
,NN2V NNV .1V HNDI 93P NAVLY [RY] (NY)D DY .1MIN2V N
1IN LINN /YN 1IN YNNIV TWN NNV NINY NNV ,NAPIN NN
277 WY 191 .21v2a PIYD 0NN PoN MY ) INYAY PIY B9 N2V MY
TVINMY 7720 WD HYWAND DININY ,2IYN )WY DMIN DT DIWIMNN

.NAT PIYIVIAN BYI 2D, TNN PNONYT 299 529y 75 aya

TBH. You slaughtered [tabahéta] without pity (Lam. 2:21); and
slaughters it [u-tevaho] or sells it (Exod. 21:37); your ox shall be
slaughtered [tavuah] before your eyes (Deut. 28:31); slaughter an ani-
mal [u-tévoah] and make it ready (Gen. 43:16); led to the slaughter [li-
tevoah] (Jer. 11:19). And the adjective noun: the cook [ha-tabah] took
up [the leg and what was on it] (1 Sam. 9:24); the captain of the guard
[ha-tabahim] (Gen. 37:36); to be perfumers and cooks [u-lé-tabahot] (1
Sam. 8:13). And the noun: like a lamb that is led to the slaughter [la-
tevah] (Isa. 53:7) with a segol under the fet; she has slaughtered her
beasts [tivehah] (Prov. 9:2), and with the feminine ending he, as sheep
for the slaughter [tivéhah]” (Ps. 44:23); and my meat [tivehati] that |
have killed for my shearers (1 Sam. 25:11); and another pattern: pre-

3 Literally butchery, as noted by E. DHORME, La Bible, II ([Paris] 1962) n. 10 ad loc.
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pare slaughter [matbeah] for his sons (Isa. 14:21), all of them have the
meaning of slaughtering. And R. Jonah [Ibn Janah] has classified some
of them as meaning cooking and so did the majority of the exegetes who
compared them to Arabic, since the person who cooks the meat is called
7av [in Arabic] and the Hebrew het corresponds to the Arabic kaf. And in
my opinion, it is not necessary, since they can all be interpreted as related
to slaughtering.

This entry’s final sentence is particularly interesting and constitutes
none other than a methodological statement. Although one can divide
the occurrences of the words into two groups, Qimhi favours one core
meaning “slaughtering” since “they can all be interpreted as related to
slaughtering.” He also acknowledges the motivation of the exegetes who
based their interpretation on the Arabic term for cook. Although he does
not mention him, Qimhi probably knew Abraham Ibn Ezra’s explanation
and criticism of Ibn Janah’s classification as reflected in his commentary
on Dan. 2:14:

NIV NN I RXNAV 27 1N PN ONYT 297 NYI9 DY DXNALN IV 1PV
PRIN DNV 27 1D NPIN TONRD DAYV NV YIONN VITPN WA
DYLM NI D27 JNYD MIAVY DAV NON WA NN NIVPY P *T
IMNI OTR PN I 1971 NIV MV D HYIAN IRYNY 11U 19D NN
MLMY PN DIVIN Y NMNILYY MNPIY 1D DIINNL INY VMY N
DYPYNN WY DNIN NN 7PN DXIND IV YD 7Y NIV D) DN
NDY DYWIANN W NINY 012N N2 TOND DNY 2D ONINN 7Y 1PN

... AMDN M11 DNV

Potiphar, the chief of Pharaoh’s fabahim; in my opinion this cannot be
the same as rav tabahia’ since the biblical word fabah can be understood
as having two different meanings; the first is murdering as in rav fabahim
(2 Kings 25:8 and alii) and the proof is that he went to kill, and it is the
case for like a gentle lamb [li-tévoah] led to the slaughter (Jer. 11:19); like
a lamb [la-tevah] (Isa. 53:7) and numerous other cases; and the second
meaning resembles the Arabic, like cook the meat of the beast [u-tevoah]
and make ready (Gen. 43:16), since there was no sheep slaughterer at that
time in Egypt, or like fo be perfumers and [u-le-tabahot] cooks (1 Sam.
8:13), since women do not slaughter; this is also the case for [ha-tabah]
the cook took up [the leg and what was on it] (1 Sam. 9:24) and since the
chief baker was baking the bread and the chief cupbearer was his friend,
therefore I said that the king placed them in a friendly house, of the chief
cook, and did not place them in the prison (Gen. 40:2) ...
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As a Talmud teacher, Qimhi could neither ignore the Talmudic usage
of this root in bKetub 3b — mav N2V, “his meat for the feast is ready [for
cooking]” —, in bBer 56a — N5 XYY NNav, “you shall prepare and not
eat,” etc.” The question that arises is whether Qimhi deliberately chose
to highlight a single meaning for ideological or for pedagogical reasons.

It will probably not be possible to answer this question but what seems
obvious to me is that Qimhi was an outstanding teacher who understood
how to help his students remember a great number of biblical words, in-

cluding hapax legomena, as we shall see in the next example, entry 91n©
SHR.

2°20 220 TON MY ,ININD 22T 122D N9 YT KDY XNIN IN IIND
DMPYYN 2D .7IND NND X2 2220 DNINT .NINN 2170 VPN ION)
NN 220 NXINY 299 IMD DNN XIAPI PRYN NINY . PNMNIDH INNON)
NN HPYNY LT NIND D27 DPX OV [...] AW THIN DHN MININD
NODINA [...] DN IND YIM 90 INDN INX HPWN [...] NHNNI NIND
2520 2520 HNY NINY PRN IV NN RIPI 1D) .07 INDNM 070
PNNY IWONY NP 1IN, NINDY ITY,XYT INNNX NINDY N ,NIMD
5Y Y73 1M INRY 1D .NIMD NRIPI T THN DINIDN T2

.17IND DY YD NIT INIPY NNX 1IN NOTY NIMD) 1T P10

They saharu through the land and had no knowledge (Jer. 14:18), that
is they circulated. My heart throbs (Ps. 38:11), in other words it was going
round and round and was unsettled because of distress. And the Aramaic
translation of [he led me] around around (Ezek. 37:2) is sehor séhor and of
he turned away from them (Gen. 42:24) is we-istéhar mi-lewatehon. And
this is the reason why the merchant is called soker, because he continuously
circulates through the lands, back and forth [...] And the noun the trade of
many isles were under your dependence (Ezek. 27:15); and another [noun]
pattern her merchandise and her wages (Isa. 23:18); and another [noun]
pattern the gain of the silver (Prov. 3:14), the merchant of the nations (Isa.
23:3) [...]; and with the adjunction of a mem, the business [mishar] of the
merchants (1 Kings 10:15). And this is the reason why (deriving from this
meaning) the shield which is completely round is called sohera, his truth is
a shield and a round buckler [soherd] (Ps. 91:4), rodela [in the vernacular];”
mother of pearl and soharet (Esth. 1:6), a precious stone, and it is possible

37 See M. Jastrow, A Dictionary of the Targumim, the Talmud Babli and Yerushalmi,
and the Midrashic Literature (New York 1950) vol. 1, p. 516.

3 Provencal word for ‘shield” derived from the Latin rotula, ‘wheel’.
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that it was kept permanently in the hands of the merchants and therefore it
is called soharet. As our rabbis of blessed memory said regarding [the ex-
pression] dar we-soharet, this is a precious stone which granted remission
of taxes to all who dealt with merchandise (bMeg 12b).39

For this root, Ibn Janah hesitated between three or four meanings.
For the last one, n9no, Ibn Janah quoted an Arabic translation: 12 w19
ND9DI9 »29y2; Qimhi did not take into account the Arabic equivalent
but offered a popular etymology which finds support in a Talmudic quo-
tation. And this is another feature of Qimhi’s lexicological approach:
the tendency, whenever possible, to avoid recourse to an Arabic equiva-
lent, as was true for the first example mentioned at the beginning of this
article, »ana.

Once again it is difficult to decide if Qimhi’s method was intended to
offer mnemonic devices to learners who could memorize the meanings of
various words by connecting them to a single root and by establishing, in
some way, a parallel between the morphological and semantic derivations.
This method of minimizing the number of meanings whenever possible and,
consequently, giving weight to an underlying meaning, as for soharet, is
situated in the continuity of the Talmudic approach, as Steiner has already
indicated. This was also Rashi’s attitude. Was Qimhi influenced by Rashi’s
approach or do the same causes produce the same effects? As we know,
Qimhi was well versed in Talmud and composed his grammatical books
while he was engaged in his principal occupation, the teaching of Talmud.

One can also ask if homonyms have a place in Qimhi’s linguistic
thought. The case of three words attributed by Kaspi to the same semantic
field may provide some indication, although the present article does not
strive to provide a definitive answer. As Aslanov has pointed out,” Kaspi
notes that the words 750 / heled, Yy / ‘olam and 5an / tevel have a close

¥ Curiously, David Qimhi merges two Talmudic interpretations, that of Shmuel
(“there is a precious stone ...”") and that of R. Ishmael (“he gave a remission of taxes
[déror] to all who dealt in merchandise [séhord]”), a discussion which also appears in
Yalqut Shimoni, Esther 247.

4 Joseph Kaspi (1279-1340?) was a philosopher, a biblical commentator and a
grammarian, born in Provence. C. AsrLanov, Le provencgal des Juifs et [‘hébreu en
Provence: le dictionnaire Sarsot ha-kesef de Joseph Caspi (Paris 2001) p. 169.
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meaning,” but what about his predecessors? It seems quite clear that for
Ibn Janah, 09y has a temporal meaning (> 95 / kol yémé)"” and 5an a
spatial one, although he does not provide an equivalent for this last root,
for which he only cites two occurrences, Job 34:13 and Ps. 9:9.” For the
root 9N, he seems to hesitate between a temporal and a spatial mean-
ing: Ibn Janah explains the word »19n (Ps. 39:6) as »»n% / zemani, “my
lifetime,” whereas the expression Ton »awy (Ps. 49:2) is equated with
WO OWIN [ ansé ha-yisuv, “inhabitants of the world” and 75nn o NN
(Ps. 17:14) with o9yn »vaxn / me-ansé ha- ‘olam, “from the men of the
world.”™

For Qimhi, these three terms Yan, oYy and 79n have distinct mea-
nings. 79N has a temporal meaning,” and Qimhi quotes five occurrences
which he systematically explains to clarify his position (Ps. 17:14; 19:6;
89:48; 49:2; Job 11:17). Namely, he opposes Ibn Janah’s interpretation
of the expression 75N »awy and explains it as signifying y930 >vix / ansé
ha-zéman, “the men of the time,” whose meaning is not evident. Does the
locution 211 >wIN mean “mortal”? The term 05y is equated with 001
D21 or 27 ¥ / zéman rav, “a long time,”* whereas the word Yan is
explained as 2N MNIN 935 Y95 oW / Sem kélal lekol ’arsot ha-yisuv,
“a general word for all the inhabited countries of the world.”" By relying
on this example, it is possible to assume that Qimhi probably believed

41 Kaspi also considers the root 5Tn as a belonging to same semantic field, as he
explains in this very entry: D2y 195 029 MNWA XIPI NI YD) NN 02PN 3 TN NI HIN
951195 5N DY NN DN .DWWIN PP 1D INNNY THR D) T AOI ToM DTN Ham
NN TOOM TYN W)Y, “we will explain here that this world and all its significations are
denoted by different names, like ‘olam, tevel, hedel and heled, etc. and each of these terms
designates its species and its close significations. What the term hedel designates is the
world of absence (77¥n), corruption (79an), and deprivation (N©*9N).”

42 JaNAH, Shorashim, p. 372. Ibn Janah stresses through a few examples that ooy
signifies “all the days” 01 93, namely in the verse 055 y1ay (Exod. 21:6), “he will be
his servant for all his days,” either those of the servant or of the master. This is also how
he understands the verse M2 Ton 09y (Ps. 89:3), 010 95 N8N, “that is all the days.”

43 JANAH, Shorashim, p. 540.
* JANAH, Shorashim, p. 154.
4 Qmvut, Shorashim, p. 105.
4 Qumui, Shorashim, p. 268.
47 Qimut, Shorashim, p. 409.
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that if different words originating from the same root share a common
denominator, those originating from different roots must have a different
meaning, a hypothesis which still needs to be confirmed.

5. CONCLUSION

Qimhi was not an innovator in grammatical or lexicographical re-
search but was an ingenious compiler of the knowledge of his day. His
main aim was not originality but to achieve accessibility, by producing
practical instruments for the study of the Hebrew language. Indeed, his
dictionary, a model didactic work, easy to consult, with a clear structure,
became a reference work for study of the Hebrew Bible for hundreds
of years, first, among Jews, until the mid-sixteenth century, and among
Christian humanists, from the early Renaissance. Qimhi was the first au-
thor to introduce the derivation method into a Hebrew lexicographical
work, and by so doing, he stressed the existence of a shared semantic
root for families of words. As any dictionary, Sefer ha-Shorashim is also
underpinned by an ideological attitude that it will in turn help to perpetu-
ate. While seeking the underlying meaning, the core-meaning (the com-
mon denominator) of the Hebrew roots, this work conveys the image of
a traditional man who favors pseudo-linguistic teachings to be found in
rabbinical literature and puts aside, as much as possible, the elements
exogenous to Jewish tradition (comparative philology).
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