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ATTENTIVE TO THECONTEXT: THE GENERICNAME OF GOD IN THE
CLASSIC JEWISH LEXICA AND GRAMMARS OF THEMIDDLE AGESN
A HISTORICAL AND THEOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVE
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Grammatical features of the geitename of Godo'nHRr) have been
examined i the Jewish literati who reakd thatChristian theologians
presented such featur@s prooffor their trinitarian conceptwhich,
from the Jewish point of viewvould compromise the principle of the
absolute unity of the Goélad.

Plural grammatical forms connectexlthe generic name of Godde.
Gen 1.26; 3.22) or to Go® very name!( (eg. Gen 117) were
interpreted in trinitarian terms by early Christian writevshereas the

1. As typified by Clement of Rome OConstitutiones apostolicaeO, 4R. J.
Migne (ed.), Patrologiae cursus completus...Seriesr@@éca (161 vols.; Paris:
Migne, 1857866), |, pp. 849%0 (V, VII); idem OHomilia XVIO, iMigne (ed.)PG,
1, pp. 37376 (XI); Barnabas, OEpitaacatholicad, ikligne (ed.),PG, II, pp. 733
44 (VBVI); Tertullian, OLiber adversusapeamO, in-BP. Migne(ed.), Patrologiae
cursus completus...Series Lati(220 vols.; ParisMigne, 1844%3), II, pp. 19194
(X11); idem OAdversus stcionem libri VOn Migne (ed.),PL, I, pp. 52023 (V,
VII); idem OLiber de resurrectione carnis®jigne (ed.),PL, Il, pp. 84649 (VD
VI); Ignatius of Antioch, OAd mthiochenosO, Migne (ed.),PG, V, pp. 899900
(II); Theophilus Antiochenus, OLibri tres adtélycumO, irMigne (ed.),PG, VI,
pp. 108182 (Il, 18); Justin Martyr, ODialogus cum Tryphonda2oO, iRG, VI,
pp. 61720 (62); Irenaeus, @xversus haeresesOMigne (ed.) PG, VII, p. 975 (IV,
Praefatio), pp. 1032 (IV, XX, 1), 1123 (V, |, 3); Origen, O@emtaria in
evangeliun secundum MtthaeumO, iMigne (ed.),PG, XIII, pp. 97980 (XII, 1).
Seealso Jules Lebretonl.es origines du dogme de lanite (Paris: Beauchesne,
1919, pp. 50712 (lll, VI, note B); Claus WestermannGenesis #11: A
Commentaryf@xcursus: The History of the Exegesis of Gen 22 (trans. John
J. Scullion;Minneapolis: Augsburg,984), pp. 14748; Robert McLachlan Wilson,
OThe Early History of the Exegesis of Gen. 1.86@ja Ritristica 1 (1957), pp.
420-37; Gregory T. Armstrog, Die Genesis in der alten Kirche: Die drei
KirchenvSte(TYbingen: MohSiebeck 1962).
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plain grammatical features of the generioneaof God (especially
plural charactastics thereof) have been utéid in Christian trinitarian
argumentation since the Middle Ages.

The ancient church fathers did not adduce the plural er(tlipgf
I"#$%é&s proof of the presence of the trinitarimmeept in the Hebrew
Bible, buttheywere rather confined to those plural formkted to the
Divine that were visible from the Septuagint, because, except for
Origen and Jerome, they did not know Hebrew. In Je@®rmase, his
epistle teatingonHR, which is studied later in the present paper, was
free of any triftarian claims and demonstratesgrious exegetical
engagemeny its author.

It is legitimate to construe the Jewish exposition of the generic name
of God, on the one hand, as an instrumenthef internal Jewish
elucidation of the sacred writings of Israghdon the other hand, as a
catalyst for the Christian and Jewish interaction. Although the practical
dimension of the monotheism of Second Temple Judaism is complex
and debatablgit is evident both from the Christian Scriptures and from
the Babylonian Talmud that the Jewish tradition of that time was
committed to fortifyng the he Godconcept Such a commitment
indicated that the Jewish sages would pay heed to the lexical and
grammatical éatures ofthe names of God, particularlgf God3
generic name, due to its nadlivine denotations, its plural ending and its
limited, yet attested, occurrence with plural grammatical forms. For
instance, comments made by Philo of Alexarfdimaplied that his

2. As exemplified by Peter AbelardIntroductio ad theologiamO Migne
(ed.), PL, CLXXVII, pp. 998-1000 (I, XllI); idem OTheologia christianaO, in
Migne (ed.), PL, CLXXVIII, pp. 1126-28 (I, lll); idem OEpitome theologiae
christianaeO, iNligne (ed.),PL, CLXXVIII, pp. 17051707 (IX); Peter Lombard,
Osntentiarum libri quatuor®, Migne (ed.),PL, CXCII, pp. 52728 (I, ll, 6);
Garnerius Lingonensis, OSermo XXilfesto ss. rinitatisO, inMigne (ed.), PL,
CCV, pp. 71617; Allain de Lille ODe fide catholica contra haereticos®ligne
(ed.),PL, CCX, pp. 403405 (lII, 1I).

3. See Larry W. HurtaddQne God, One Lord: Early Christian Devotion and
Ancient JewisiMonotheisn{Edinburgh:T. & T. Clark, 1998).

4. Philo of Alexandria ODe opificio mundi®, in Leopold Cohn and Paul
Wendland (eds.)Opera quae supersur{Z vols.; Berlin: Georg Reimer, 1895
1926), |, pp. 2485 (24); idem OLegum allegoriarum librBNIIO, in Cohn and
Wendland (eds.)Opera |, pp. 90 (Il, 1), 134 (lll, 31)ijdem ODe confusione
linguarumO, itCohn and Wendland (edsQpera I, pp. 26164 (3336); idem
OQuis rerum divinarum heres sit@,dhn and Wendland (edsQpera lII, pp. 37
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interest in the plural forms adjacent to the Divine, which were
preserved in thexX, was not polemical but rather philosophical and
exegetical. Thus, an internal Jewish need for an explanation of those
phenomena appears to be established historically.

Sanledrin 38 identified several plural forms linked to tiiZvine
(Gen 1.26; 11.7; 19.24; 35.7; Deut 4.7; 2 Sam 7.23; Dan 7.9) and
dismissed claims made Wlissenter®(!"#"$), which, from the Jewish
point of view, undermined or denied the absolute unity of the Godhead.
Ancient Judaism offered two complementary interpretations of such
forms.

First, the Jewish sages situated the plural forms connected to the
Divine agains the singular forms connected to the Divine in the
preceding or following verseand they perceived such plural forms as
a plural of majesty. Secondlythey could interpret such formas
denoting angels representing God the entire heavenly cou!"# )°
surrounding God. Although the concept of the heavenly retinue and the
concept of the divine courtroorbpth of which were common in the
ancient Middle East,occurred in the Tanakh and rose to prominence in
the ancient Jewish literature (Targumim, kéishim, Talmudimetc.)
and the classi Jewish commentaries, the madil &wish lexica and
grammars analyd in the present essay were mpoeoccupied with
those conceptahile expounding the generic name of God.

Despitethe uncertain identity of@issenerDand of proponents of
@wo powers in heavdli it is conceivable that the Babylonian Talmud

38 (RB); idem ODe fuga et inventioneOCwhn and Wendland (edsQpera I,
pp. 12426 (1314);idem ODe mutatione nominumOCohn and Wendland (eds.),
Opera llI, pp. 16163 (4); idem OPhilonis wpestionum et solutionum quae in
genesi: Sermo 10, duannes Baptista Aucher (edParalipomena anena(Venice:
Lazari, 1826), pp. 124 (XVEXIX); idem OPhilonis quaestionumO, pp334LIID

LIV).
5. Q1o in I"## 1"#$% (20 vols; Warsaw: Orgelbrand, 1888, XIlI, p.
38v [38Db].

6. This Hebrew term originated from Latidatnilia). As a matter of fact,
Greek or Latin loan words were tnanprecedented in the classabbinic literature.
See Samuel Kauss(ed.), Griechische und dteinische LehnwsSrter im Talmud,
Midrasch und Targun(2 vols.;Berlin: Calvary 189&09).

7. See AriMermelstein and Shalom E. Holgeds.),The Divine Courtroom in
Comparative Perspectivkeiden: Brill, 2015).

8. Adiel Schrener, OMidrash, Theology, and History: Two Powers in Heaven
Revisited®JSJ 39 (2008) pp. 23054; Robert Travers HerfordChristianity in
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fended off Christian or Gnostic propositions. Actually, in lightHaig.
14bP15a° it is possible that the Talmudic sages intended to counteract
certain tendenes, for instancetendencies to accord a sedvine
status to the intermediary ang®letatron, existing within the Jewish
community of that time.

Given tha the subject matter is immensand the Jewish and
Christian sources are ample, the present pagpefiocused on the
explanation of those features offered in the classic Jewish grammars
and lexica which were composed in or translated into HeBiiavihe
Middle Ages and which were typified by the works of Menahem ben
Saruq(pno 12 omIn), Jonah ibn Janaimyys " 1), Nathan ben Jehiel
of Rome(!"#$" "#$#!" I"#), Solomon Parhofpnaa I"#$ ) and David
Kimhi (!>m).1! Consequently, such an exposition is studied fram
hermeneutial and theological perspective.

Furthermore,the early sixteenthcentury Christian receptiéh of
these grammatical and lexical instruments comes under close scrutiny
granted that Christian Hebrew studies, which emerged in the early
sixteenth century, originated from Jewish Hebrew scholarship.
Indeed the Jewish communities scattered throughout the world retained
a proficiency in Hebrew even in thehirlwind of the early Middle

Talmud and Midrash{London: Willianms & Norgate, 1903), pp. 2636 (, B, ii);
idem Christianity, pp. 291303 (I, B, ii); Heinrich Graetz,Gnostizismus und
Judentum(Krotoschin: Monasch, 1846oriz FriedISnder,Der vorchristliche
jYdische Gnostizism&sttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1898).

9. Guar, in a2 I"'#$% VI, pp. 14b-15a.

10. The earliest Jewish Hebrew starship in Arabic was flourishing. See
Morris Jastrow, Abu Zakarijja Jahja ben Dawud Hajjug und seine zwei
grammatischen Schriften Yber die Verben mit schwachen Buchstaben und die
Verben mit DoppelbuchstabgiGiessen: Keller, 1885)l.eopold RosenakDie
Fortschritte der lebrSischen Sprachwissenschaft von Jehuda Chajjug bis David
Kimchi: X. bis XIII. JahrhundertBremen: Diercksennd Wichlein, 1898).

11. Other medeval grammars of Hebrew did not address this topic and
therefore ge not referred to in the @sent essay.

12. Later on, Christian Hebrew scholarship became more indepefidanits
Jewish medival roots.

13. Hermann Greive, ODieeltrSische Grammatik Johannes Reuchlins: De
rudimentis Hebraicis@AW90.3 (1978), pp. 39809.
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Ages, namelyshortly after the collapse of the Western Roman
Empirel*

In terms of the selection of passages the present papmstigates
those loci containing the genemame of God which were scrutinized
in the medeval Jewish lexica and grammars especially in cotore
with its nonrdivine denotations and in view of the Jewish concept of the
unity of the Godhead. Consequgntthe Jewish discourse on Gad
very name(!), which in the Hebrew Bible denoted sol¢he God of
Israel, does not fall within the compass of this study.

It is notable that the mesltal Jewish lexica and grammars in
guestion dealt only with selected bibligeassages. For instance, Exod.
21.6 (o'mbrn)'° was not invoked probably because tigist resembled
Exod 22.7-8 ("#$%and !"#$%# where the Targum Onkel$sand the
Mekhiltal” interpreted bothH"#$% and o'n5xn as judges. In fact, the
Babylonian Talmud?® kept using !"#$%&with reference to judges
especially discussing Exodust2R !® It seems that in certain passages
the interpretation of"#$%¢&as judge(s) could be accepted with ease
because it coincided with the Jewish assertion that&geheric name
reflected divine judgment, whereas @dvay name (!) reflected
divine grace’® Thus,onHR in its divine sense was said to portray God

14. Aron C. Sterk, OLatirRomaniotes: The Continuity of Jewish Commigst
in the Western Diaspora (4P000 ce)O,Melilah: Manchester Journal of Jewish
Studie® (2012), pp. 342

15. Following the Targum Onkelos, Rashi and all subsequent commentators
interpreted this term irExod. 21.6 as judges. Abraham Berlin@d.), Targum
Onkelos(2 vols.; Berlin: Kauffmann,188¥84), I, p. 83 (Exod. 21.6)dem (ed.),
Raschi: Der Kommentar des Salomo b. Isak Yber den Penta€tatkfurt am
Main: Kauffmann, 1905), p. 151 (Exod. 21.6)

16. Berliner,Targum I, p. 84 (Exod. 22.8)

17. Isaac Hirsch Weisgd.),Mechilta: Der Slteste halachische und hagadische
Kommentar zum zweiten Buch Mog¥#nna: Schlossberdl865), pp. 97v98v
(no. 15!"#$%&[Exod. 22.78]).

18. @'# K2, in*Haa mndn, X, pp. 84r84v (no. 84e84b); Sanh 2b, 3b and
4b.

19. B. Qam.56b.

20. Gnr’, in *5a3 mnbn, VI, p. 87r (no. 87a)Julius Theodor and Chanoch
Albeck (eds.)Bereschit Rabba mit kritischem Apparat undifoentar: Parascha
IEXLVII (Berlin: Poppelauer, 1912), B08 fo. 33nw1a [Gen. 8.]); Abraham ibn
Ezrg I"#$ mo1 80 "#$980 (Prague: Landau, 1833)p. 41v43v (XII). It appears
that Philo was iHacquainted with this distinction because he relieglgain the
LxX. Consequently, Philo reversed the distinction, supposingftdat(ombx)
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as the Judge, whilembx in its nondivine denotationsportrayed
human judges.

There were also oth@onspicuouwerses for plural forms related to
various name of God €.g.lsa 42.5 [onvin]) that were not included in
the medeval Jewish lexica and grammars but were examined in the
classic Jewish commentaries. In.l4a5 God(» &) was described by
a series of participles as the One who was creating,clsngt
spreading fort{!"#$%4&@&nd giving. All these participles were smgular
except for!"#$%&Mavid Kimhi opined that the presence @0in
"#$%&Mtade it plural which, in his view, was an indication of the
plural of majesty. Besides, he referrd Job 3510 ("wd) and toPs.
1492 (I"#$%&Where the plural forms of the suffixed participle
appertained to Gofl. Kimhi was right in observing that the plural
forms in Isa 425, Job 3510 andPs. 1492 stemmed fronm> verbs
("# and!"#), and therefore the process of suffixing left a similar
imprint on them. Nonetheless, modern scholars doubt whether such
suffixed formsasattested in Isa42.5 must be parsed as plufal.

Although @ntemporary scholarship recoges& the multifaceted
signification of God3 generic nam#& non-divine denotations of*Hx
are open to disputéand currently, they seem to be acosgtless
frequently than in medval Jewish Hebrew studies. In principle,
present research refrains from projecting the findings of modern
historicalcritical exegesis into the world of pogitical Jewish Hebrew
scholarship of the Middle Ages but rather ventures to explore the

highlighted the divine mercy and benevolence, willaos (!) reflected the divine
righteousness and governance. Philo, OQuisirdivinarumO, p. 38 (34). Se\N.
Dahl and Alan F. Segal, OPhilo and the Rabbis on the Names ofJS48Q,
(1978), pp. 128.

21 David Kimhi, @#$" 1"#°, in 1"#'$% "#$%& (11 vols.; Warsaw:
Schriftgiesser, 186879), IX, pp. 12324 (Isa. 42.5)

22. Wilhelm GeseniusHebrew Grammafted. Emil Kautzschand Arthur Ernest
Cowley, Oxford: ClarendoriPress, 1966), pp. 278} (¢ 93 ss), 399 (v 124.k)

23. Helmer Ringgren@®'#$%, TDNT, |, pp. 26784.

24. As exemplified byCyrus Herzl GordonQd'#$%in its Reputed Meaning of
ORulers, Judges@@l, 54.3 (1935), pp. 1394; Anne E. Draffkorn, Ollani/ElohimO,
JBL 76.3 (1957), pp. 2184; Murray J. Harris, OThe Translation of Elohim in Ps.
45.7-80TynBul 35 (1984), pp. 689; Michael S. Heiser, ODeuteronomy 32.8 and
the Sons of GodB®Sac158(2001) pp. 5274; Jan Joosten, OA Note on the Text of
Deuteronomy 32.897T57.4 (2007), pp. 5485.
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phenomenon of Jewish Hebrew studies in its own right and in its own
milieu.

Classic Jewish Grammars and Lexica

Since the literature on the origin of Jewish Hebrew subkhlF® is vast,

the present essay deals only with those grammars and tbsitteast

light upon the grammatical features of the generic name of God. In
Jewish Hebrew studid3avid Kimhi authored a gramma¥'§$s 1"# ),
which, by virtue of its comprehensiveness, proved to be of fundamental
importance?® As regards the Hebrew editions of that compendium, it
should be noted that the incomplete Hebrew text thereof was printed in
the bilingual edition prepared by @hristian grammariganAgazio
Guidaceri¢?” in 1540, while in 154846 a Jewish Hebrew schold&tlia
Bachur (I"#$ !"#$% annotated and published the complete Hebrew
original?® The critical edition of the Hebrew text was released in
18622°

25. Wilhelm Bacher,Abraham ibn Esra als GrammatikeEin Beitrag zur
Geschichte derdbrSischen Sprachwissensch&ftrasbourg: TrYbner, 18823tem
Die AnfSnge dehebrSischen Grammatii eipzig: Brockhaus, 1895)dem Die
hebrSische Sprachwissenschaft vom 10. bis zum 16. Jahrhyfidert Mayer,
1892); Shimeon Brisman,A History and Guide to Judaic Dictionaries and
ConcordancegHoboken: KTAV, 2000)franz Delizsch,Isagoge in grammaticam
et lexicographiam linguae HebraicadGrimma: Gebhardt, 1838)Michael
FriediSnderlbn Ezra Literature: Essays on the Writings of Abraham ibn Ezra
(London: Society of Helew Literature, 1877)L.udwig Geiger,Das Studium der
hebrSischen Sprache in Deutschland vom Ende des XV. bis zur Mitte des XVI.
Jahrhunders (Breslau: Schletter, 1870Villiam Horbury (ed.), Hebrew Study
from Ezra to Bet¥Yehuda(Edinburgh:T. & T. Clark, 1999);Yonatan Kolatch,
Masters of the Word: Traditiomdewish Bible Commentary from the First through
Tenth Centurie$2 vols.; Jersey City: KTAV, 20@2007), HI; Nicholas De Lange
(ed.), Hebrew Scholarship and the Medieval Worl@ambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2001).

26. For a case study of the sgguent Jewish reception of Kimhié€acy by an
early seventeentbentury Jewish scholar from Polant#$ !"#$ , seeStefan C.
Reif, OA Defense of David Qimhi®CA 44 (1973), pp. 21-P6.

27. David Kimhi, Liber Michlol grammatices linguae sanctged. andtrans.
Agazio Guidacerio; Paris: In Collegio Italorum, 1540).

28. DavidKimhi, 51%%an I"# (ed. Elia Bachur; Venice: Bomberg, 1548).

29. David Kimhi, 5%an 100 (ed. oayn nwn and xpapvon pny; Lyck:
Shxxvya, 1862).
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As far as the Lan renditions are concerned, Guidac&i@dition
contained a literal Latitranslation of the Hebrew tex$ante Pagnits
Latin version of Kimh@@ grammar was published in 152@&nd in
15493 In fact, by annotating, compiling and making his own €om
ments,Pagnini was able to produce a textbdl&tdrew uponKimhi@
compendium instead dkinga literal translation thereof.

A dictionary composed by Menahem ben S&ummn be counted
among the earliest extant Hebrew lexieritten in Hebrewbut in the
sixteenthcentury it was still circulating in manuscriporm. In the first
half of the eleventhcentury Jonah ibn Janah penned his lexicon in
Arabic,*® which Judah ibn Tibbo("#$%'# nmm) latertranslated into
Hebrew3*

A monumental Hebrew dictionar§mnyn !"# ) authored by Nathan
ben Jehiel dated back to thkeventhcentury. In thesixteenthcentury it
was published several tim&syhile in the second half of theneteenth
century the critical edition was prepared by Alexander Koluf
dictionary(qyn I'" I"# ) composed by Solomon Parhon dated from the

30. David Kimhi, Hebraicarum institutioum libri IV (ed. andtrans. Sante
Pagnini; Lyons: Ry1526).

31 Kimhi, Hebraicarum institutionum libri IMed. and trans. Sante Pagnini
Paris: Stephanus, 1549).

32. Menahem ben Sarud;#$ nnann (ed. Herschell Filipowski; London:
Hebrew Antiquarian Socigt 1854). SeeMenahem ben Saru§)Wsrterbuch von
Menachem ben Seruk nach einem Manuskript der KaisefBelglichen
Hofbibliothek zu Wien [...] herausgegeben von Simon DeutscH@axrEmanuel
Stern (ed.)Kochbe Jizchak: Eine SammlunebhnSischer AufsStzxegetischen und
poetichen Inhalts zur FSrderung deselrSischen Sprachstudiumk (Vienna:
Schmid uwd Busch, 1845), pp. -B2; Leopold Dukes, OLiteraturhistorische
Mitteilungen Yber die SitestenetirSischen Exegeten, Grammatiker und
LexikographenO, in dihrich Ewald and Leopold Dukes (edsBeitrSge zur
Geschichte der Sltesten Auslegung und SpracherkiSrung des Alten TestgBentes
vols.; Stuttgart Krabbe, 1844), II, pp. 1180 (I1V).

33. Jonah ibn Janafi;he Book of Hebrew Roofed. Adolf Neubauer; Oxfd:
ClarendorPress 1875).

34. Jonah ibn Janah,Sepher Hasdbraschim: WurzelwSrterbuch der
hebrSischen Sprachéed. Wilhelm Bacher; trans. Judah ibn Tibbon; Berlin:
Itzkowski, 1896).

35. Nathan ben Jehiel;'#$%!"# (Pesaro: Soncino, 1517; Venice: Bomberg,
1531; Venice: Bragadin, 15683; Basel: Waldkirch, 15%89).

36. Nathan ben JehieRlenus Aruch: TarguaTalmudiceMidrasch verbale et
reale lexicon(8 vols.;ed. Alexander Kohut; Vienna: BrSg, 188R), vols.1-8.
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twelfth century3” yet in the age of the @&ormation this work was still
circulating in manuscrigorm.

Kimhi@ lexicon (owwn =9av) was acclaimed as a lexical
breakthrough in Hebrew scholarshand itinfluenced major Hebreky
Latin dictionaries compiled by Christian Hebrew scholars in the first
half of the sixteenthcentury3® Kimhi@@ masterpiece was published in
Naples (149Ff and in Constantinople (151%). Those editions
presented the stark Hebrew teahd they are barely legible from the
contemporary point of view. Later, Kin@i dictionary was carefully
editedand released in Venice in 15#5* and in 154847 *2 Finally,
in 1847 Johann Heinrich Raphael Biesenthal and FYrchtegott Lebrecht
published theritical edition of the original text

Explanations by Menahem ben Saruq, Jonah ibn Janah, Nathan ben
Jehieland Solomon Parhon

Examining®x and15R, Menahem ben Sartftpbserved that to capture
their multifaceted signification, it would be advisablestody the use

of those terms in various contexts. It must be remembered#ause

of the lexicon formatMenahem subsumed various words (such as a

37. Solomon Parhonl.exicon Hebraicun(2 vds.; ed. Salomo Gottlieb Stern;
Pressburg, Bratislava: Schmid, 184d)p. 4v (s.v.!"# ).

38. Sebastian MYnsteBictionarium Hebraicum(Basel: Froben, 1523)dem
Dictionarium hebraicum exabbinorum commentariis collectu(Basel: Froben,
1525);idem Dictionarium kebraicum]...] ex rabinis praesertim exadicibus David
Kimhi auctum et locupletatur(Basel: Froben, 1535, 1539, 1548, 1564ante
Pagnini, Thesaurus linguae sanctagyons: Gryphius, 1529)jdem Thesaurus
linguae sanctae ex R. David Kimdhi$#% -ao (Paris: Stephanus, 1548phann
Reuchlin,Principium libri: De rudimentis HebraicigPforzheim: Anshelm, 1506);
FranciscoJimZnezde Cisneros andrnaldo Guillén de Brocay Vocabularium
hebraicum atque chaldaicum totius veteris Testaméflcala: In Academia
Complutensi, 1515).

39. David Kimhi, o'wawn a0 (Naples: Soncino, 1491).

40. David Kimhi, owawn 280 (Constantinople: Rikomin, 1513).

41. David Kimhi, owawn 280 (Venice: Bombergl54546).

42. David Kimhi, Thesaurus linguae sanctae sive wioarium Hebreum(ed.
Elia Bachur; Venice: Giustinian, 158%7).

43. David Kimhi, Radicum liber sive Hebraeum bibliorum lexic@d Johann
Heinrich Raphael Biesenthal and FYrchtegott Lebrecht; Berlin: Bethge, 1847).

44. Menahemben Saruq,nhann, pp. 2425 (s.v. "), 25 (s.v. "#3$). See
Menahem ben Saru@Wsrterbudd, pp.F (s.v.!").
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preposition, a demonstrative pronoun, a particle of negation or some
verbal and nominal forms) under thentry !" in his dictionary.
Although from a modern perspective his approach appears to be flawed,
it was typical of early Hebrew lexica.

Thus, Menahem began by listing passages (Géd; 3129 [!"! ];
Exod 15.11; Josh22.22; Ps.29.1, 501, 632; Prov.3.27) in which5x
communicated a sense of pow@f#) and strength(omR) with
reference to the LORD) or with reference to creatures. Indeed, his
propositions could be argued from the Ararfraand Gree# renditions
of those passages.

Menahem was aware that Gen 31.29 (I"#), Exod 24.1 ("), Ps.
2.5 ("#$% Prov. 84 ("#$% and Job 21-22 ("#), 526 (I"#) and
29.19 (I"#), !"# functioned as the suffixed or suffixed preposition.
His interpretation was supported by the Ararffaiand Gree#
translations of those verses. Consequently, in 1 Sa#7.10 he
interpreted!'# as synonymousvith !'# on account of a parallelism
between"#$% !"#and!"# v, and therefore resolved to explicatéas

45. Adolf BrYIl (ed.), Das samaritanische Targum zum Pentate(fetankfurt
am Main: Eras, 1875), pp. 17 (Gen. 17.1), 82 (Exod. 15.Hgrliner (ed.),
Targum |, p. 34 (Gen.31.29); Brian Walton (ed.), OTargumO, Biblia sacra
polyglotta (6 vols.; London: Roycroft, 16957), Ill, pp. 162 (Ps. 50:1), 180 (Ps.
63.2),326 (Prov. 3.27)

46. OAuctarium ad m@enis HexaplaO, in Frederick Fie{dd.), Origenis
Hexaplorum quae supensti Sve veterum interpretum Graecorum in totum Vetus
Testamentum fragmen(a vols.; Oxford: ClarendorPress, 1875), II, pp. 3 (Gen.
17.1 [Aquila]), 129 (Ps. 29.11xx 28.1), 172 (Ps. 5, Lxx 49.1 [Aquila,
Symmachus and Theodatif), 193 Ps. 63.2/.xx 62.2 [Aquila and Symmachus]);
Frederick Field (ed.), Origenis Hexaplorum quae supersuntiv& veterum
interpretum Graecorum in totum Vetus Testamentum fragn{@ntals.; Oxford:
ClarendonPress, 1875), |, pp. 107 (Exod. 15.11 [Symmach@8§9, (Josh. 222
[Aquila and Symmachus])

47. Berliner (ed.), Targum |, pp. 34 (Gen. 31.29), 86 (Exod. 24.BxYIl (ed.),
Das samaritanischd@argum pp. 37 (Gen. 31.29), 93 (Exod. 24.Walton (ed.),
OTargumO, llI, pp. 8 (Job 322), 12 (Job 5.26), 56 (Job 29.19), @&. 2.5), 336
(Prov. 8.4)

48. Henry BarclaySwete(ed.), The Old Testament in Gree&kccording to the
Septuagint(3 vols.; Cambridge: Cambridge University Pred887494), I, pp. 58
(Gen. 31.29)151 (Exod. 24.1)H, pp. 215 (Ps. 2.5%30 (Prov. 8.4), %6 (Job 3.21
22), 530 (Job 5.26), 572 (Job 29.19)
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5% (towards) which was vindicated by the Targ@mb)*® and by tle
LXX CEmi tiver).>°

Furthermore, Menahem noted that in G&A.8 (I"# ), Lev. 18.27
("#), Ezra 515 (") and 1Chron. 208 (!"), !'# was a form of a
demonstrative pronouti# .°! This was consistent with the Targufftic
and Gree® renditions of thosetexts, and in the case of the
Pentateuchal passagesrroborated by the Samaritan text as welh
2 Sam. 1316, 2 Kgs 3.13, 416, Ps. 1432 andProv. 3.28 and30.10
Menahem recogned & as a particle of negation. His recognitisn
principally substantiated bthe Greek versioddand by the Targurf
except for 25am.13.16 where the Targum resiop.>’

Besides, Menahem listed some verbal and nominal forms, which
were purported to be cognates mf, indicating that they were actually
derived from other roots, to tyieither from5x* in Hiphil (Gen.18.27-
31 ['noxin]; Exod. 2.21 [!"#$# 2 Kgs 5.23 [I"#$]; Hos. 5.11 [>xi1];
Job 628 [*"xin]) or from "'#'YLev. 5.1 [!I"# ]; Num. 5.23 [I"#$%; 1
Sam. 14.24; Hos. 4.2 [n9&]). Menaher® propositions, generally
speakinggcoincided with the Aramai and Gree®® renditions of those
texts

49. Paul de Lagardé€ed.), Prophetae chaldaicéLeipzig: Teubner, 1872), p.
104 [1 Sam. 27.10].

50. Swete(ed.),Old Testament in Gregk p. 603 (1 Sam. 27.10)

51. SeeWilhelm Gesenius,StudentOs Hebrew @nmar (ed. Emil Roediger;
trans. Benjamin Davg London: Asher, 1869), p. 93 (= 34)

52. Berliner (ed.), Targum |, pp. 1718 (Gen. 19.8), 131 (Lev. 18.27BrVYII
(ed.),Das samaritanisch&argum pp. 19 (Gen. 19.8),39 (Lev. 18.27)

53 Swete (ed.), Old Testament in Gregkl, pp. 29 (Gen. 19.8), 227 (Lev.
18.27);1l, pp. 43 (1 Chron. 20:8), 170 (Ezra [B] 5.15)

54. Benjamin Blayne (ed.), Pentateuchus Hebrae®amaritanus (Oxford:
ClarendorPress, 1790), pp. 40 (Gen. 19.8), 301 (Lev. 18.27)

55. Swete(ed.),Old Testament in Greek, pp. 746 (2 Kgs3.13), 748 (2 Kgp
4.16); I, pp. 406 (Ps142.2Lxx), 422 (Prov. 3.28), 464 (Prov. 30.10)

56. Lagarde(ed.),Prophetagpp. 188 (2 Kgs 3.13), 190 (2 Kgs 4.18Yalton
(ed.), OTargumO, Ill, pp. 3P8.(43.2),326 Prov. 3.28)390 (Prov. 30.10)

57. Lagarde(ed.),Prophetagp. 124 (2 Sam. 13.16)

58. BrYIl (ed.),Das samaritanisch&argum pp. 19 (Gen. 18.27, 31), 64 (Exod.
2.21), 120 (Lev. 5.1), 16INuUm. 5.23; Berliner (ed.), Targum I, pp. 17 (Gen.
18.27, 31),61 (Exod. 2.21), 112 (Lev. 5.1), 151 (Num. 5.28gngarde (ed.),
Prophetae pp. 83 (1 Sam. 14.24), 193 (2 Kgs 5.23), 436 (Hos. 4.237 (Hos.
5.11);Walton (ed.), OTargumO, I, p. 14 (Job 6.28)
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Menahem explicateti# in Joel 18 and5%x in Mic. 7.1 as wog!"#)
and lamentation(!"#). Additionally, he identified various forms and
cognates of the noumby in Isa.1.29 (I"#"$), 1.30 (n%x), 6.13 (""# and
15R) and 61.3 ("I#) and inDan. 4.8-11 (m>x) and 4.17-20 (I"#$!).
Apart fromlsa.61.3,° what Menahem propounded was anchored to the
Aramai®! and Gree¥ translations of those passages.

In Num. 1211 (u5xn), Isa. 19.13 (I"#!$), Jer. 4.22 (I"#9 and 5.4
(I"#!$) andProv. 2215 (I"#$) Menahem discovered various forms and
cognates of the vet3# in Niphal and regarded theas expressive of a
wild behavio ("##'$) or stupidity (mbav). Again, such an
interpretation concurred witthé Aramai€® and GreeX renditions of
thosetexts

Parsing">5x in Isa. 31.7, 5& in Jer. 14.14 and!!" in Job 134,
Menahem traced those forms back to the nbr signifying idols
(oavy).%° Moreover, inEccl. 6.6 and in Est7.4 he interpreted! '# as

59. Swete(ed.),Old Testament in Greek pp. 28 (Gen. 127, 31), 107 (Exod.
2.21), 194 (Lev. 5.1), 266NUm. 5.38), 571 ( Sam.14.29, 752 (2 Kg 5.23; II, p.
532 (Job 6.28)tll, pp. 4 (Hos. 4.2), 6 (Hos. 5.1%jeld (ed.), Origenis |, pp. 83
(Exod. 2.21 [Symmachus and Theodotion]), 661 (2 BR3[Symmahus]);idem
(ed.),Origenis Il, p. 945 (Hos. 4.2Aquila, Symmachus antheodotion))

60. See Lagardéed.),Prophetagp. 286 (Isa. 61.35wete(ed.),Old Testament
in Greek Ill, p. 212 (Isa. 61.3)Field (ed.),Origenis Il, p. 554 (Isa. 61.3Aquila,
Symmachus and Theodotion]jo the contrary, the Jewish exegetical tradition in
the Middle Ages espused MenahemOs interpretation (Stkraoth Gedoloth:
Isaiah[2 vols.; New York: Judaica Press, 2802], I, pp. 47879 [Isa. 61.3))

61. Lagarde(ed.),Prophetae pp. 226 (Isa. 1.29, 30), 231 (Isa. 6.13), 444 (Joel
1.8), 463 (Mic. 7.1)

62. Swete(ed.),Old Testament in Gregkll, pp. 36 (Mic. 7.1), 38 (Joel 1.8),
103 (Isa. 1.29, 30), 111 (Isa. 6.13), 526 (Dan-14.8xx), 527 (Dan. 4.8.1
[Theodotion]), 28 (Dan. 4.1720 Lxx), 529 (Dan. 4.1-20 [Theodotioh); Field
(ed.),Origenis II, pp. 44142 (Isa. 6.13 [SymmachP)s 997 (Mic. 7.1 Aquila and
Symmachup.

63. BrYIl (ed.), Das samaritanischdargum p. 171 (Num. 12.11)Berliner
(ed.), Targum |, p. 162(Num. 12.11);Lagarde(ed.), Prophetae pp. 242 (Isa.
19.13), 298 (Jer. 4.22; 5.4)alton (ed.), OTargumO, I, p. 370 (Prov. 22.15)

64. Swete(ed.), Old Testament in Greek, p. 282 (Num. 12.11)i, p. 458
(Prov. 22.15)jlll, pp. 134 (Isa. 19.13), 23Qer. 4.22), 233 (Jer. 5.45jeld (ed.),
Origenis Il, pp. 582 (Jer. 4.22 [Aquila and Theodoliprb83 (Jer. 5.4 [Aquila and
Theodotiorn).

65. As corroborated byagarde(ed.), Prophetae pp. 255 (Isa. 31.7), 312 (Jer.
14.14);Walton (ed.), OTargumO, pll 26 (Job 13.4)Swete(ed.),Old Testament in
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equivalent to the conjunctiom (if).%® Besides, Menahem equatB#
in Dan.4.10 andx in Dan. 7.5 with the demonstrative particten.®’

Finally, Menahem analgd !"#$ as denoting theORD in Hab. 3.3
and in Job 43°8 pointing out that the aforesmtioned noun (to be
more preae, the plural form theredf.e. o'mbx]) could also signify
leaders(sing. "#3$ ] or judges(sing.!""# as exemplified byExod. 4.16
(@mHRb), 22.8 ("#$%R and 22.27 (I"#$%% His interpretation was
attested in the Targufi while the Greek renditions of those ver8es
suggested the significatid®odlor even@od<y'*

Speaking oft"#$%&which Menahem treated as the plfFébrm of
I"#$, he argued thatn Gen.32.30-31 ("#$%% Ps.82.6 (I"#$%%and
Dan. 2.11 (Aramaig !"#" ), this appellation denoted angdls#$%&
given the context of those passages. His reading of them was congruous
with the Targunt? yet counter to the Greek translations of thigses/*

Greek Il, p. 542 (Job 13.4)I, pp. 157 (Isa. 31.7), 254 (Jer. 14.1&)eld (ed.),
Origenis I, pp. 24 (Job 13.44quila, Symmachus and Theodofjhr91 (Isa. 31.7
[Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotipn 60910 (Jer. 14.14 [Aquila and
Symmachup.

66. As corroborated byValton (ed.),OTargumd, Biblia sacra polyglottall, p.

20 (Est. 7.4);Walton (ed.), OTargumO, lIl, p. 410 (Eccl. 68)ete (ed.), Old
Testament in Greekl, p. 492 (Eccl. 6.6); yet idy Est. 7.4 in thexx (see p. 771
[Est. 7.4])

67. As corroborated bywete(ed.),Old Testament in Greekl, pp. 526 (Dan.
4.10 LxX), 527 (Dan. 4.10 [Theodotion]), 54®4n 7.5 Lxx), 547 (Dan. 7.5
[Theodotior)).

68. As corroborated by.agarde(ed.), Prophetae p. 469 (Hab. 3.3])Walton
(ed.), OTargumO, I, p. 20 (Job 9.83)ete(ed.), Old Testament in Greekl, p.
536 (Job 9.13)jll, p. 61 (Hab. 3.3);Field (ed.), Origenis Il, pp. 18 (Job 9.13
[Symmachup, 1007 (Hab. 3.34quila, Symmachus antheodotion).

69. Berliner (ed.), Targum I, pp. 63 (Exod. 4.16), 84 (Exod. 22.8), 85 (Exod.
22.27)

70. Swete(ed.),Old Testament in Greek, pp. 110 (Exod. 4.16), 147 (Exod.
22.8), 148 (Exod. 22.27)¥ield (ed.), Origenis I, p. 119 (Exod. 22.8Aquila,
Symmachus and Theodotidn

71. As regards Exod. 22.8, the Samaritan text sided with.xixe SeeBlayne
(ed.),Pentateuchus. 197 (Exod. 22:9).

72. Menahem treated this term as plural in terms of parsing but not necessarily
in terms of its denotation,hich could be either singular or plural, depending on the
use thereof in a specific context.

73. Berliner (ed.), Targum I, p. 36 (Gen. 32.331) in connection with Gen.
32.2829; Walton (ed.), OTargumO, Ill, p. 218 (Ps. &2 &nnection with Ps. 82.1
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where @odO or @od were preferred. As regard®an. 2.11,
Theodtion explicated"#$%as @od<X0eol), while theLxX translated it
as @n angeD (dyyehog).”® Subsequently, meeval Jewish exegesis
followed in Menaher® wake by interpretindg"'#$%in Dan. 2.11 as
angels’®

In his lexicon Jonah ibn Jan@tscrutinizd m>x and !"#$%&which
he considered to be the plural form !6#$. First Jonah maintained
that in Hab. 3.3 (I"#$) and inJosh.24.19 ("#$%§& the true God was
signified by those appellations, wherea®eut.31.16 (I"#$%%° and in
Hab. 1.11 (""#$),”° the apellations denoted idol(s). According to
Jonah, in Hebrew the plural was prone to intensifyargl thereforgit
might be either expressive of glory (God) or indicative of disgrace
(idols).

Furthermore, Jonah remarked thaEixod.22.27 and inGen.6.2-4%°
o'moR meant leaders of various softther "#$%&0or o'r*w1) or the
nobility (I"#"$%. In hisview, 2 Chron. 15.3 (I"#$%%' communicated
that for the timebeing whenlsrael would be tempted to exchange the

74. Swete(ed.),Old Testament in Greek p. 62 (Gen. 32.331) in connection
with Gen. 3228-29. Se Field(ed.),Origenis I, p. 48 (Gen. 32.289 [Aquila and
Symmachu; Swete(ed.), Old Testament in Greehl, p. 323 (Ps81.6 LxX) in
connection withPs. 82.181.1LxX). In case of Ps. 82.B{.1LXX), it appears that
Symmachus sided with thexx, wheras Aquila sided with the Targuniiéld
[ed.], Origenis II, p. 234 Ps. 82.11.xx 81.1).

75. Swete(ed.), Old Testament in Greekll, pp. 504 (Dan. 2.1 LxX), 505
(Dan. 2.11 [Theodotidi.

76. As collated inMikraoth Gedoloth: Daniel, Ezra, Nehemighew Yoik:
Judaica Press, 1991), p. 14 (Dan. 2.11)

77. Jonah ibn JanalBook of Hebrew Roagtp. 49 6.v.!"#$); idem Sepher p.
32 5.V.!"#9$).

78. As corrolorated byBerliner (ed.), Targum |, p. 234 (Deut. 31.16Swete
(ed.),Old Testament in Gregk p. 408 (Deut. 31.16)

79. As corroborated by agarde(ed.),Prophetagp. 467 (Hab. 1.11)

80. As corroborated by the Targumim (Targ Onkelos and Samaritanrgam
to be precise) and by Symmachug&deek versionBerliner (ed.), Targum |, p. 6
(Gen. 6.24); BrYIl (ed.),Das samaritanisch@argum pp. 67 (Gen. 6.24); Field
(ed.), Origenis I, p. 22 (Gen. 6:2 [Symmachug. The LxX explicated sons of
I"#$%g@&on the one hand, as angels of God (Gen. 6.2), and, on the other hand, as
sons of God (Gen. 6.4%ee Swetéed.),Old Testament in Greek p. 9 (Gen. 6.2
4).

81. As corroborated bypwete(ed.),Old Testament in GreeK, p. 84 (2 Chron.
15.3);Field (ed.) Origenis I, p. 741 (2 Chron. 15.3 [Symmachus
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true teachingnmin) about the true God for ¢éhfalse one, whildan.
11.38-39 (nHR)® treated a foreign religiowith its foreign god.

The sixteenthcentury edition® of the lexicon authored by Nathan
ben Jehiel were usually less comprehensive than the critical etition
which was intended to embraa# historical materials pertinent to the
edifice of 1. Discussingsen.6.2, Nathan cited the grand Midrash on
the Book of Genesig!"# nwx11),2 according to which asecond
century sage Simeon bar Yoch@i!"# ) interpreted!"#$%&#32 as
Gons of juge(o1™T), condemning anyone who would dare to speak
of Gons of Go®(I"#$! !"#) in the literal sense as if thedRD could
sire.

Nathanthenreferred to the grand Midrash on the Book of Leviticus
(727 &pn),28 which claimed that some Gentiles wouldmture to call
their kings@odgX!""#$! ). Furthermorehe ascertained that in Aramaic
o8 might denote the true Godén. 2.20; 328 [LxX 3.95]),%" an
unspecified (generic) deityD@an. 6.7-8, 138 or even idol(s) Dan.
2.11895.4;%0 Jer.10.11%).

82. Greek versions of Dan. 11.3® were susceptible of various interpretations.
Swete(ed.), Old Testament in Greekll, pp. 57672 (Dan. 11.389); Field (ed.),
Origenis Il, 932 (Dan. 11.389).

83. Nathan ben Jehiel!"# (Pesaro: Soncino, 1517), 8s.\{. n8); (Venice:
Bomberg, 1531), 10r; (Venice: Bragadin, 18562), 7v; (Basel: Waldkirch, 1588
99), 7v.

84. Nathan ben JehieRlenus(8 vols.; Vienna: Brsg, 187892), I, p. 87 6.v.
I"#).

85. Theodor and Aleck (eds.)Bereschit pp. 24748 (no. 26!"#$ [Gen. 6.2).

86. '# !"#$%wn0, in"#$! 1" I'#$ I"#$ I"# (Leipzig: Wienbrack, 1864),
p. 354 0. 33!"#$ [Lev. 25.106.2).

87. As corroborated by the Greek versior®wete (ed.), Old Testament in
Greek IIl, pp. 504 (Dan. 2.20xx), 505 (Dan. 2.20 [Theodotipn 524 (Dan. 3.28
951Lxx), 525(Dan. 3.2895 [Theodotiol).

88. As corroborated by the Greek versior®wete (ed.), Old Testament in
Greek lll, pp. 54@42 (Dan. 6.78 LXX), 54143 (Dan. 6.78 [Theodoton]), 542
(Dan. 6.13.xx), 543 (Dan. 6.13Theodotion).

89. In Dan. 2.11 Theodotion read OgodsO, whereastiiead @nangelO.

90. As corroborated by the Greek versior®wete (ed.), Old Testament in
Greek Ill, pp. 534 (Dan. 5.4xx), 535 (Dan. 5.4 [T@odotion).

91. As corroborated by the Targum and by the: Lagarde(ed.), Prophetae
p. 306 (Jer. 10.118wete(ed.),Old Testament in GreeKl, p. 245 (Jer. 10.11)
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In his dictionary Solomon Parh&h began with Hab. 3.3 and
subsequently studied the grammatical features of the generic name of
God. Citing Josh24.19, in which!"#$%&vas modified by a plural form
of an adjective(!"#$%),>®> Parhon declared that the aforementioned
plural form did not change the singular denotation"g%%&evident
from the context.

Similarly, he pointed tder.10.10, where!"#$%&vas modified by a
plural form of an adjectivé!""#),°* noticing that!""# !"#$%&and the
@ternal kin@ (1"#$ !"#) were parallel in that verse. Thus, in his
opinion, the singulat"# would necessitate the singular denotation of
I"#$%d8&nodified by!"'#.

Parhon remarked thatlthough inDeut. 4.7 o'mbx was modified by
a plural form of an adjectiv@"#$%),%° o2 p "#$%&vas in the same
verse equated witkby virtue of the prepositioh), God@ very name
(1), which is absolutely singular. As regardsSam. 7.23, Parhon
argued that in Zam.7.23 I"#$%é&as the subject of a plural form of a
verb ("#$)% was referred to by a@rgjular form of a pronominal suffix
on a preposition!").

From Parhof8 perspective, plural forms connected to the generic
name of God did not undermine the absolute singularity ot d®D
but rather reflected his divine glofynas "#3). Exploring themulti-
faceted use of'#$%4&vithin the Tanakh, Parhon observed thaExod.
22.19-20 o'mbx denoted idol(s§! while in Exod.22.27 o'mibx signified

92. ParhonlLexicon Il, 4v (s.v.HR).

93. The Targum and thiexx used a singular forraof an adjectiveSeelLagarde
(ed.),Prophetaep. 32 (Josh. 24.198wete(ed.),Old Testament in Gregk p. 473
(Josh. 24.19)

94. The Targum and the Greek version (Theodotion) transtatads singular.
Lagarde(ed.), Prophetae p. 306 (Jer. 10.10Field (ed.), Origenis II, p. 598 (Jer.
10.10)

95. Both the Targum and the Greek versions rendét&#% as singular.
Berliner (ed.), Targum I, p. 199 (Deut. 4.7)Swete(ed.),Old Testament in Greek
[, p. 348 (Deut. 4.7)ield (ed.),Origenis I, p. 20 (Deut. 4.7)

96. In 1 Chron. 17.21 we encounter the text parallel to 2 Sam. 7.23 but with the
singular brm of the same ver@d"# $which could imply either that in the tradition
of the Book of Chronicles the plural form of the véidn) attestedn 2 Sam. 7.23
was regarde as equal to the singular oe#$6r that the Chroniclesradition
found the aforementioned plural form challenging and refined it accordingly.

97. The Greek renditions and the Targum explicdté®%é&s the idol(s)See
Swee (ed.), Old Testament in GreeK, p. 148 (Exod. 22.190); Field (ed.),
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judges(!"#"'$.%8 Accordingly, inGen.6.2 and 64 Parhon interpretet!#
o'mbRn as@ons of leadeX!"#"1"# ).

Finally, Parhon tackleddan. 11.38-39 and 2Chron. 15.3. In his
opinion, the former was about a foreign religion and about a foreign
god, whereas the latter described Israel without a propagiowe
knowledge and observance.

David Kimhi® Dictionay and Grammar

Although Kimhi@ dictionary was a landmark in Hebrew lexicography
andan instrument indispensable to mature Hebrew scholarship, it drew
on the lexical legacy established earlier by Menahem, Jonah, Nathan
and Parhon.
Working on!"# , Kimhi®® beganwith Hab. 3.3, and later stated that
in Josh.24.19 ("#$%&x mHR) and inPs.136.2 (oihrn "#$#),1° the
true God was referred to despite the fact that in terms of paf&i$§o&
should be classified as the plural formo$x, while in Hab. 1.11 the
singular form(i.e.!"#3$) denoted a disgraceful reliance upon an idol.
Citing the examplkeof Exod.22.27 and 2Chron.15.3, Kimhi argued
that "#$%&ould also denote leadgf$#$%4& in the wide sense of that
term as exemplified bisa.1.26. Accordingto Kimhi, in Gen.6.2-4 and
Job 16, Gons ofo'mHy’ denoted leader§n™i) and the nobility
(I"#"$%.

Origenis |, p. 119 Exod. 22.1920 [Aquila, Symmachus and Theodofjhn
Berliner(ed.), Targum I, p. 85 (Exod. 22.120).

98. In this instance, an evident parallelism betwe&$%&and Jnya "#$
fortified ParhonOs argument.

99. Kimhi, Radicum p. 17 6.v. I"#); idem !"#3$#% !"# (Venice: Bomberg,
154916),p. 30 6.v.!"# ); idem Thesaurusp. 29 6.v.!"# ).

100. The Lxx and the Targum expounded that phrase literally (Oto God of
godsQ)presuming the Hebrew superlative construction (meaning Oto the true God
who is above all false godsO), whilediaval Jewish exegesis interpretéd$%&#
as angels (meaning Oto God of afydisespective of the explanation B#$%&#
the Jewish exp@®rs agreed thaht noun in the construct stqt&#$) denoted the
true God.SeeSwete(ed.), Old Testament in Greehl, p. 397 (Ps. 136.2135.2
[LxX]; Walton (ed.), OTargumO, Ill, p. 300 (Ps. 136.2). As collatstikinoth
Gedoloth: Psalmg3 vols.;New York: Judaica, 20@R004), III, p. 506 (Ps. 136.2)

101 TheLxx and the Targum interpreted Oson8##$%8as GodOs angeRee
Swete(ed.),Old Testament in Greekl, p. 520 (Job 1.6)Walton (ed.), OTargumO,
lll, p. 2 (Job 1.6)
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Granted that in Sam.7.23 "#$%&vas the subject of a plural form of
a verb (12%51), Kimhi was inclined to interpret'#$%&as messengers
(plausibly angels) or prophets whom theRD used as his instruments
for delivering his people from captivity in Egypt.

To substantiate his statement, Kimhi, on the one hand, referred to
Num. 20.16, which read that th& ORD sent an angel to deliver his
people from Egypt. In addition, Kimhi mentioned that such an
interpretation was mirrored in the Targd®Awhich assigned the action
of delivering Israel from captivity in Egypt to angels coming from the
LORD@ throne and representing hifA.

Nonetheless, it should be ted that commenting upddum. 20.16,
Rashi (I " )19 cleaved to the generic signification 8#$ (i.e. a
messenger) and thus identified tt@RD@ messenger, who brought the
Israelites out of Egypt, with Moses. Similarly, the Samaritan Tattjum
to Num. 20.16 stated that the ORD sent his agenf!"#$) to carry out
this task. As a matter of fact, the appellat@gen®(!"#$) is generic
enough to denotahuman or angelic deputy.

On the other hand, Kimhi admitted that irs@8m.7.23 !"#$%é&night
signify Mosesas an archetype of all prophets provided that in the
Hebrew Bible Moses was depicted as a prophetHesel2.14), while
in Exod.4.16 Moses was described 88$%4é&n relation to Aaronand
in Exod.7.11in relation to Pharaol®

In his comprehensive gramar Kimhit®” explored the grammatical
features of the generic name of God, discussing the category of the
plural number as far as verageconcerned. While expounding a plural

102 Lagarde(ed.),Prophetagp. 117 (2 Sam. 7.23Jo the contrary, in 2 Sam.
7.23 theLxXx explicatedn mbr asé feés (Swete [ed.,]Old Testament in Greek p.

625 [2 Sam.7.23)).

103 The function of the angel of the LORD as GodOs agent of deliverance was
underscored irGen. 48.16 which Christian exegesis was determined to expound
christologically. See Martin Luther, OVorlesungen Yber 1. Mose voBIEES, in
Werke: Kritische Gesamtausgali4 vols.; Weimar: BShlau, 18828928, XLIV,
pp. 696702 (Gen. 48.1436).

104. Beitliner (ed.),Raschj p. 320 (Num. 20.16)

105. BrYIl (ed.),Das samaritanisch&argum p. 182 Num. 20.16)

106. The Targum to Exod. 4.16 and 7.1 interpreted>x as a leader/rulet" );
Berliner(ed.), Targum I, pp. 63 (Exod. 4.16), 66 (Exod. 7.1)

107. David Kimhi, !"'#$ 1"# (Lyck: %oxxvyn, 1862), 7r ["#$%&m1pT "#

V), 11v-12r ("#$%&"## I"# , XI); idem !"#$ I"# (Venice: Bomberg, 1543
46), 3v, 5ridem Liber, pp. 5356,89-92 (misprinted as 0620).
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form of a verb inGen.1.26 (I"#$ ) attributed to the generic name of
God, Kimhi aserted that the use of plural verbal forms in the context of
(self)deliberation was evidenced in the Tanakh, for instance Sar.
16.20 (I"#$ ).108

Kimhi gave an accourf his renowned father, Josepti#$ !"#9,
who noticed that Gd8 creative commandswards the four elements
and towards all creatures except for human beings were articulated in
the singular as typified bgen. 1.11 (I"#$ ), 1.20 (""#$% and 1.24
(I"#3$), whereas ithecase of humankind a plural form of a vérh#$ )
was used.

In JoseptKimhi® opinion, God creatdamanityin the image of the
Qipper sphe®(!"#$"%4&'n the sense that supremespirit (Rady "#)
was given to human beings, wherdashuman body!"# was formed
in the image of th&lower spher®(!"#$%&%'on the stulation that a
supremespirit symbolizd the upper $gere, vhile human corporeality
symbolizdthe lower sphere.

Joseph KimhB exposition ofGen.1.26 dd not eventuate from the
Neoplatoniccontempt for corporeality but rather reflected a typical
Jewishproposition that human beings could be viewed as the union
(fusion) of the material dimension and the immaterial one. Thus, every
single human being wouldmbrace the intangible (symbdi by a
spirit) common to God and to angels, and the tangible conimati
inanimate and animate creatures.

Notwithstanding the Jewish affirmation of the corpore#fiitpf the
world as Go@® perect and definitive design, medial'® Jewish

108 Both the Targum and thexx retained the pl@al form (I"#$) in 2 Sam.
16.20.SeelLagarde(ed.), Prophetae pp. 12930 (2 Sam. 16.20)Swete(ed.), Old
Testament in Gregk, p. 646 2 Sam.16.20.

109 For instance, commenting upon Gen. 4.1, Abraham S$Eba !"#3$%)
emphasied that sexual intercourswithin marriage should be regarded as
completely pure and holy on account of GodOs commandment to reproduce which
was articulated in Genesis 1. Consequently, such intercourse was to be construed as
a means of sanctifying human beings. According to Shlsaffirmation of human
corporeality and sexuality based on Scripture was denied by the mainstream of
Greek philosophywhich, in his opinion, treated sexual urge as a sort of disgrace.
Saba considereitie commandment to multiply to be of paramount ingaré and
to be endowed with holiness, which would equip human beings for life eternal.
Abraham Saba@'#$%& !"# O, inl"#$ 1"l# I"'# (Warsaw: !"#$%&&879), p. 18
(Gen. 4.1) See Gary Anderson, OCelibacy or Consummation in the Garden?
Reflections on Earljewish and Christian Interpretations of the Garden of EdenO,
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exegesis was reluctant to admit that humankind could be construed as
created in Go@ very image flamely in the image of God alone)
because such an interpretation might bridge the ontological gap
between the Creator and the creatures which was cherishedian Ju
ism1t

The Targumim, for instance, tended to insulate ubeD from the
realm ofthe creatures and thus attempted to circumvent the situation in
which the very Creator would be thought of as the direct object of
human action. For this purpose, the Targumim were constantly
introducing theLORD@ word (I"#$#) as the instrument mediating
between the intangible and the tangible especially in the context of
creative operations engaging the Transcendence. This approach
coincided with thePhilonian concept ofAéyos, and it could even be
traced back to the late strata of the biblical litemat@.g. Job 28 or
Prov.3.19; 8), which recorded the idea of divinasdom(!"#$ , codia)
emerging in the Hellenistic Judaism of that time.

Therefore, Joseph Kimhi assumed thatliberating upon his
anticipated action of creating humankind, God direcdt us make
E ® on the one hand, towards the angels surrounding him and
participating in the immaterial sphere together with hamd on the
other hand, towards whatever had been created in material terms prior
to the creation of humankind. Consequenthg twofold (immaterid
material) audience receiving G8dcommand would correspond to the
twofold nature of human beinggho comprisea supremespirit and the

HTR 82.2 (1989), pp. 1248; James A. Diamond, ONahmanides and Rashi on the
One Flesh of Conjugal Union: Lovemaking versus DuiiR 102.2 (2009), pp.
193224.

110. Ancient Judaism felt free topound GodOmage in human beings or even
human beings as GodOs imayehe literal sense. Alon Goshen Gottstein, OThe
Body as Image of God in Rabbinic LiteraturéJR 87.2 (1994), pp. 1795.
Nonetheless, it is incontrovertible that the foundationKiofihiOs exposition of
Gen. 1.2627 could be traced back to the grand Midrash on the Book of Genesis.
SeeTheodor and Albeck (edsBgereschit pp. 5465 (ho. 8!"#$ [Gen. 1.2627)).

111 This ontological divide appertained only to the relationship betwken t
Creator and creatures as far as creation was concerned. Judaism did not perceive
God as alien to humankind or as detachedhfhis people, but rather eulog@zthe
LorDOs benevolence towards and compassion uponvigtiablreflected the divine
favor thateven extended beyond the covenant pe@se!"#! !"# I"#$ (Mantua:

[s.n.], 1562), 8r, 1920r, 21r, 23v, 25v, 2729r, 31r, 46v47v, 49v, 69y 114r.
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body. This twofold nature figuratively speaking, reflected both the
heavens and the earth.

Both Joseph Kimhi an®avid Kimhi avowed that the plural form of
the verb assigned to God @Gen.1.26 could be understood as the plural
of majesty (I"#$! !"#9%). Consequently, Kimhi cited the example of
Dan. 2.36 (I"#$) where although Daniel was speaking ofrself, he
described his own action by means of a plural form of a ¥érb.

Moreover, Kimhi asserted that plural grammatical forms might be
applicable to singular phenomena for the sake of emphasis (see the
plural of majesty), whereas singular grammaticaim®rcould denote
plural phenomena or could convey a collective sgfise "#). To
illustrate the latter proposition, Kimhi cdesome collective nouns,
namely singular forms of nouns which were used collectively in the
following passagesGen. 32.5-6 (I"#$ and !"#); Exod. 4.20 (I"#$),
5.21 (" and a7n), 8.2 (y7ia%) and 8.13-14 (pi2); Lev. 215 (I"# and
"# ), 2211 (I"# ); Num. 3.50 (I"#$); Judg 21.16 (I"# ); 1 Sam.119
(I"#); 1424 (I"#); 2 Kgs 7.10 (I"#$ andow); Isa. 232 (I"# ); Ezek
7.19(1"# ); andPs.5.10 (I"#$and ).

Therefore, Kimhi concluded thain Hebrew singular grammatical
forms might denote plural phenomena or geneonocepts without
compromising thelarity of languagewhich, in his view, rested on the
use of words in a given context.

Furthermore, Kimhi contended that plural forms!8f$ should be
viewed as the plural of majesty. Thus, bothsurffixed Gen. 4230
[""#$PA'& 1 Kgs 16.24 [378];114 Isa. 19.4 [I"#$9%'19) and suffixed Exod.

112 The plural form of the verll"#$) was preserved in the Greek renditions.
Swete(ed.),Old Testamet in Greek Ill, pp. 508 (Dan. 2.36xx), 509 (Dan. 2.36
[Theodotior)).

113 The factthat !"#$%&s appositive to a singularin, and that!"#$%&sthe
subject of singular verb®aT and!"#), lent credence to the singular signification of
"#$% granted that!"#$%&is the construct state thereof. In addition, such an
interpretation of Gen. 42.30 was supported by the Targumim (Targum Onkelos and
Samaritan Targum, to be exact) and byltke. SeeBerliner (ed.), Targum I, pp.
48-49 (Gen. 42.30)BrYll (ed.), Das samaritanisch@argum p. 52 (Gen. 42.30);
Swete(ed.),0ld Testament in Greek p. 84 (Gen. 42.30)

114 Obviously, Shemer depicteas "#$%(!"#$%68&the construct state thereof)
was a single person. This reading of 1 Kgs 16.24 was madrm the Targum and
in the LxX. SeelLagarde(ed.), Prophetage p. 173 (1 Kgs 16.24%5wete(ed.),Old
Testament in Greek, p. 720 (1 Kgs 16.24)
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21.4 ["#3Y&)(plural forms of"#$were meant to highlight a human
divine lordship or a splendalue to a sigle person.

Delving into this subject, Kimhi ascertained that a plural forri#s$
bearing any pronominal suffix might be used emphatically with
reference to the creatures, whereas the plural formaherith the
suffix of the firstperson singulavocdized with I"# (I"#$pA&uld be
synonymousto God3 very name. According to Kimhi, to denote a
creature, a plural form d¥#$with the suffix of the firsjpperson mgular
would have to be vocakd with!"# (I"#$p@& evidenced iGen.19.2,
where inlight of the context!"#$%a8ioted angefs’

Besides, Kimhi remarked thah Judg 6.15, Gideon, supposing that
he was speaking to theORD, called an angel'#$%b&cause in the
narrative both the ORD and the angel of theORD were inextricably
intertwined. As a matter of fact, Kimhi presumed tladthough Gideon
imagined that he was talking to God, he was actually referring to the
angel of theLORD, because in the Targyn&Gideon was pictured as
conversing with the. ORD@ angel*® and as calling hintny maste®
("#'#R11°% The same reasoning is mirrored in several Masoretic
manuscripts of the Scriptutbatreplaced "#$%igh !"#$%a85uming that
the latter would be a more correct form to address an &igel.

From Kimhi® perspective, an emphatic use of therall number
reached its climax in the plural form pfix bearing the suffix of the

115 As parallel to a singuldf# and as modified by a singular adject{V&t ),
the plural form(!"#$% mug denote a single person in the aforementioned verse.

116. SinceryTr was the subject of a singular veit¥), it should be considered
singular which was attested in th&x and in the Targumim (namely Targum
Onkelos and Samaritan Targundee Swetded.), Old Testament in Greek, p.
144 (Exod. 21.4)Berliner (ed.), Targum I, p. 83(Exod. 21.4);BrYIl (ed.), Das
samaritanisch&@argum p. 89 (Exod. 21.4)

117. Both Targum Onkelos andxx interpreted!"#$%& Omy masters/lordsO
which confirmed Kimhi®observationSeeBerliner (ed.), Targum 1, p. 17 (Gen.
19.2); Swete(ed.),Old Testament in Greek p. 28 (Gen. 19.2)

118 Lagarde(ed.), Prophetae p. 42 (Judg. 6.245). The LxX reads likewise.
Swete(ed.),0ld Testament in Greek p. 491 (Judg..64-15).

119 Consult the vocaled text of the Targum contained in the Second Rabbinic
Bible: Jacob ben Hayyinf!"'# !" I"#$) (ed.), I"#"$%!"#$%& (4 vols.; Venice:
Bomberg, 152825), II, n.p. (Judg. 6.15)

120. Giovanni Bernardo De RossiScholia critica n VT. libros: Seu
supplementa ad varias sacri textus lectio{farma: Ex [Rgio Typographeo,
1798), p. 37 (Judg. 6.15)
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first-person singular and pointed witt¥ (I"#$fo&hich glorified the
absolute lordship othe single and indivisible God. To buttress his
argument, Kimhi listed adddnal passages in which the plural number
was applied emphatically either to th@eRD for the sake of his glory or
to the creatures.

Thus, inlsa. 425 (opp!l) and 545 (I"#$%&0d !"#!") Kimhi
identified plural forms of suffixed participlébatwere referring to the
LORD. This phenomenon he explicated as the plural of majésty.
Similarly, in Job 3510 a plural form of a suffixed particip(¢!'!") was
appositive to God and was maodified by the following singular participle
(""#), which would entdithe singular reading off!'!"1?2 In Ps. 1492
Kimhi discovered a plural form of a suffixed particighe!!") that
referred to thecORD mentioned previouslyRs. 149.1).12% In addition,
Kimhi pointed to a plural form of an adjectivg" I''"#$that was
modifying the generic name of GadJosh 24.19.

Examining the emphatic use of the plural apart from the Divine,
Kimhi observed that irExod. 22.10-11 a suffixed plural form obya
("#8H¥vhich denoted a human owner, must be interpreted as singular
because it functioned as the subject of a singular (&#b).124

Furthermore, Kimhi noticed that in Judg25 a plural form of an
adjective(!" #8'") was connected to a singular noit¥ Pgoverned by
a preposition(!). The Targun?® and the Greek trarsions?® viewed
I"#$as the construct state, whild#8t!" as a substantivadjective

121 The Targum and the Greek versions interpreted the aforementioned
participles as singular. Lagar@d.),Prophetae pp. 267 (Isa. 2.5),279 (Isa. 54.5);
Swete(ed.),Old Testament in GreeKl, pp. 178 (Isa. 42.5), 201 (Isa. 54.5)jeld
(ed.),Origenis I, p. 536 (Isa. 54.5 [Aquila and Symmac]us

122 Such an approach was mirrored in thex and in the TargumSee Swete
(ed.),0ld Testament in GreeK, p. 586 (Job 35.10)Valton (ed.), OTargumO, llI, p.
72 (Job 35.10)

123 KimhiOs insights were substantiated by Ltke, while the Targum was
elusive in this respecBee Swetded.), Old Testament in Greehl, p. 414 (Ps.
149.2):Walton (ed.), OTargumO, IlI, p. 316 (Ps. 149.2)

124, Such an exposition was attested in the Targumim (i.e. Targum Onkelos and
Samaritan Targum) and in th&Xx. Berliner(ed.), Targum |, p. 84 (Exod. 22.20
11); BrYIl (ed.), Das samaritanisch@argum p. 9 (Exod. 22.1611); Swete(ed.),

Old Testament in Greek 147 Exod.22.1011).

125 Lagarde(ed.),Prophetagp. 41 (Judg. 5.25)

126. Swete(ed.), Old Testament in Greek, p. 488 (Judg. 5.25Field (ed.),
Origenis I, p. 416 (Judg. 5.25 [Theodotign
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(meaning@nh a bow! of [for] the might{). Nevertheless, iExod.15.10

and inPs.934 and 13618 !"#"$%modified plural nounsnstead of
being a substantivadjective Therefore, it seems thEt#&I!" could also

be parsed as a plural form of an adjective qualifying a singular noun
(I"# Pin the absolute staté’ Following the Targumic rendition, Kimhi
presumed that this cup had to be reserved for the m{g#tis%&who
were worthy of drinking out of it. Speaking B#$, it should be noted
that the plural form of that adjectiy&#"$% would modify the generic
name of God in an idiomatic expressi@mod God)!"#"$%l"#$%R 28

Elucidating Ezek. 46.6, Kimhi registeed a plural form of an
adjective(!'#$'¥H modifying either! I or I'#I/1"#!" 1" This passage is
susceptibleof various grammatical interpretations because bdthnd
qp!" could be construed as collective nouns. In fact, some Masoretic
manuscripts entained a singular form of the adjecti¢é#$).1%° The
Targunt® interpreted!'#$'# as a substantive adjective synonymous
with o'nbw mentioned irLev. 3.1 and 36, while ! "#!"was interpreteds
a collective noun. On the other hand, in th& ! "was pereived as a
singular noun modified by a singular adjective standing!f8%'#,
while I'#!" 1"was perceiveds appositive tb "

From the grammatical point of view, it is arguable thaEznek.46.6
the plural form of the adjectiv@'#$'H) was usedwice for the sake of
emphasis because at the end of that verseram (!"#}avhich is
singular or collective, was qualified by the plural form of the same
adjective(!'#3$'H).

SinceNum. 28.11 stipulated that two young bulls must be offered on
accoum of the new moon, Kimhi suggested that the plural form of the
adjective(!"#$'¥H might indicate that"#" !I"was to be viewed not as
appositive td " but rather as another sacrificial animal. In this instance,
Ezek.46.6 would imply that two perfed "#$'#) young bulls(! " and
I'#!" [becausd "#!" " wasex definitione! "#!']) were to be sacrificed on
that festival. Nonetheless, his interpretation would require a conjunction
(N, linking ! "and!"#" ", which is missing from the text.

127. The form '#$¥%ould be classified either as the absolute state or as the
construct state.

128 Dunash ben Labraf!"#$ !" !"#$), Criticae vocum recensioneged.
Herschell FilipowskiLondon: Hebrew Anguarian Society, 1855), p. 20 (no. 91)

129 De Ressi, Variae lectiones Veteris Testame(i vols.; Parma: Ex Regio
Typographeo, 17&88), I, p. 166 (Ezek. 46.6)

130 Lagarde(ed.),Prophetagp. 429 (Ezek. 46.6)
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Kimhi glanced atEzek. 45.18 according to which one young bull
('™, depicted ag'#!" " and qualified ag"#d', should be sacrificed on
the first of Nissan. IrEzek. 4518 !'#" II" must be acknowledged as
appositive to! a due toapn connecting! 2 and 7pa !!", whereas the
singular form of the adjectivéa'np) would give a singular flawoto
I 5,131 Thus, Kimhi tried to solve this difficulty, surmising théttwo
young bulls could not be found, then one young bull might be sacrificed
to celebrate the nemoon.

Actually, Kimhi himself traced back such an explanation to the
Rabbinic sages of ol@ !''"), and commenting upokzek.46.6,1%? he
expandedon this subject and disclosed the source of that explanation
which was identified earlier by Rashi in his acoentary on that
verset*3Both Rashi and Kimhi referred den 45aas their sourc&**

Christian Reception

The Hebrew lexica compiled by Christian Hebrew scholars in Latin
could be divided into two categories. Consequently, concise dic
tionaries were recapitaling only highlights of the classic Jewish
lexicography embodied in Kim@ masterpiece, while comprehensive
dictionaries ventured to reproduce the Jewish lexical treasury grounded
in Kimhi and supplemented with references toltkg and the Vulgate.

As far as the generic name of God iswcerned, the Alcala lexicon
(i.e. a dictionary contained in the Complutensian Poly§)otand
Reuchlir® lexicort®® must be classified as conciexica eventhough
relying completely on Kimi legacy. Similarly, all MYnei®
dictionarie$®’ should be considered concisexica but anchored to

131 The Targum and the Greek versions spoke of one youngSadlLagarde
(ed.),Prophete p. 429 (Ezek. 45.185wete(ed.),Old Testament in Greekl, p.
488 (Ezek. 45.18¥-ield (ed.),Origenis Il, p. 892 (Ezek. 45.18 [Symmachus])

132 Contained inMikraoth Gedoloth: Ezekie{2 vols.; New York: Judaica,
2000),11, p. 409 (Ezek. 46.6)

133 See above.

134. @'#$%noon0jn I"## 1"#$%(Warsaw: Orgelbrand, 1862XV, p. 45r (No.
45a)

135 De Cisnerosmndde BrocarVocabulariumpp. 5e5v (s.v.!I" ; 1"#).

136. Reuchlin, Principium, p. 55 6.v. I"#3$%§& (see an expanded version
thereof);idem Lexicon HebraicuniBasel: Petrus, 1537), pp.-83 (5.v.!"#$).

137. MYnster,Dictionarium (Basel: Froben, 1523), p. 28.Y. "#$%% idem
Dictionarium (Basel: Froben, 1525), C8s.y. !"#3$); idem Dictionarium (Basel:
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Kimhi@ magnumopus'3® On the other hand, the original version of
Pagnin@ lexicort®® could be labelled as comprehensivdexicon
while the abridged version theré®fpublished later waeo ipsoa
conciselexicon None of those dictionaries put any trinitarian construc
tion on the generic name of God.

To the contrary, Pagni@ Latin version of Kimi8 grammat*! in
which the content of the Hebrew original was meticulously arranged
and eyanded, made triniten claims typical of the meelal Christian
theology and exegesis. Pagnini alleged that accordinGeo. 1.1
@odO(dii) (o'mbR) created the universe, while Jost.19 invoked
Goly god€Xdii sanct) (o*wiTp 'dR). For Pagnini, thos@odwere
a token of the Trinity. As a matter of fact, the literal translation of that
section of Kimh@ grammal*2 made by Guidacerio ih540 was free of
trinitarian interpolations.

Both the Alcala lexicolf® and Reuchli® lexicort** referred to
Jerom& lettet*® concerning various names of God in the Hebrew
Bible, which was known to the mexlial exegete¥® In the afore
mentioned letter Jeromesserted that in Hebrew'mbx, which he
romanizd as &loim® was @f the common numbér(communis
numer) because this noucould denote one God or manydg,
depending on the contexterome comparesich grammatical features
of ombr to those of the Hebrew noueaven®(onw), which he

Froben, 1535), C7rs(v. mHR); (Basé: Froben, 1539), D2D2v; (Basel: Froben,
1548), D2¢D2v; (Basel: Froben, 1564), D22v.

138 Actually, MYnster also compiled an Aramaic dictionary in whiehwsnbs
entry appeared to be independent of the Jewish scholarship examined in the present
paper but the quality of that entry was medioci®ee MYnster Dictionarium
Chaldaicum(Basel: Froben, 1527), p. 26.¢.!"#! ).

139 SantePagnini,ThesaurugLyons: Gryphius, 1529), pp. 882 (S.v.!"# ).

140 SantePagnini,ThesaurugParis: Stephanus, 1548),42 6.v.!"# ).

141 David Kimhi, Hebraicarum(Lyons: Ry, 1526), pp. #36 (ll, IV); (Paris:
Stephanus, 1549), pp. 780 (Il, IV).

142 Kimbhi, Liber, pp. 8992.

143 De Cisnerosmndde BrocarVocabularium5v (s.v.!"# ).

144. Reuchlin,Principium, p. 55 §.v. "#$%%

145. Jerome OEpistola XXV ad eamdem Marcellam de decem nominibus DeiO,
in PL, XXII, pp. 429 30.

146. As exemplified byRabanus Maurus, OCommentariorum in Genesim libri
quatuorQ, iPL, CVII, pp. 51112 (Gen. 6.12). Luther eferred to this epistl as
well. Cf. Luther, OOperationes in Psaimos (E81%0, iWA V, p. 184 Ps. 512).
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romanizd as@amaing) and to those of the Latin names of three cities:
(' hebaé(®fjfai), Athenad Abivar) andGalonad

Describing grammatical features b#$%®&Jerome resorted to the
technical term@ommon numb&which in the ancienLatin grammar
appertained to the dual number or to such nouns which could be parsed
either as singular or as plurad.g. species facies res dies fluctus
tempu$.**’ Thus, @pecied) for instance might be parsed either as
Nominative, Singular, Femininer as NominativéAccusative,Plural,
Feminine,which was caused by the Latin system of declensions (see
thefifth declension).

In his epistle Jerome brought forward various arguments to illustrate
the grammatical features of#$%®&making, however, no trinitarian
claims. Actually, Jeron® propositions were idiosyncratic from the
grammatical perspective, yet his point was valid. Although some nouns
like 0'hebaé) @thenad®and Galonaéin Latin, and!"#$% and &"($%
in Greekand o'nw in Hebrew could be parsed either as plural or as
dual, they clearly denoted singular phenomena. Therefore, for Jerome,
it was not unusual to find that in Hebremwmbx might signify either
God or gods.

Conclusion

An explanation of the grammatictgatures of the generic name of God
offered in the classic Jewish lexica and grammars was substantial,
comprehensive and contextual. Jewish scholars examined the issue in
etymological, lexical and syntactical terms, presupposing that a diligent
student ofthe Hebrew language and of the Hebrew Scriptures must be
attentive to the context. Furthermore, while interpreting the Tanakh,
Jewish literati consulted authoritative Targumim and tended to follow
the Targumic reading.

Christian Hebrew scholarship, whigbaslaunched in thewumn of
the Middle Ages, arose from Jewish Hebrew scholarship. Therefore,
studying the grammatical featuresmfbx, Christian Hebrew scholars
of the first half of thesixteenthcentury relied on the Jewish legacy,
additionally draving on theLxX and the Vulgate. Unlike mesial
Christian theologians, those Christian scholars, who in the first half of

147. Cledonius, OArsO Gmammatici Latini(7 vols.;ed. Heimich; Keil Leipzig:
Teubner, 185280), V, p. 10 (De nomine)Pompeius, OCommentum Artis DonatiO,
in Grammaici Latini, V, pp. 165 (De numeris), 174 (De numeris quasi retractando)
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the sixteenthcentury were translating Jewish lexica and grammars into
Latin, did not discredit the findings of the Jewish divinesrather put
a trinitarian construction o¥i#$%é&s a sort of a Christian addendum.

Despite their noflewish background, these scholars had a fair
command of Hebrew and only occasionally struggled to understand
Hebrew textghatthey were processing. Guidacerio, for instance, failed
to explicatean acronym(!"'")4 and misconceived"#$ ,1*° though
Pagnini was able to manage béth.

Luthei® remark®! about the grammatical features of the generic
name of God and his trinitarian argumentation related to them
demonstrated his familiarity with the Chresti Hebrew studies of that
time which stemmed from the Jewish Hebrew scholarship. That
scholaship eventuated from a lorgganding mastery of Hebrew which
was characteristic of the Jewish tradition and which is vital to the
Jewish identity.

148 Kimbhi, Liber, p. 92.

149 Kimbhi, Liber, p. 89.

150 David Kimhi, Hebraicarum(Paris: Stephanus, 1549), pp-80.

151 Luther, OOperationes Psalmos (15H1521)0, p. 186 (Ps. 5.1&jem
OVorlesungen Yber Jesaias £53300, ilWA XXXI/II, pp. 70-71 (Isa. 9.6)jdem
OVorlesungen Yber 1. Mose von £83850, inVA XLII, pp. 605607 (Gen. 17.1);
idem OVorlesungen Yber 1. Mose von E&3850, iWA XLII, pp. 1013 (Gen.
1.2); idem, OVorlesungen Yber 1. Mose von £83850, iWA XLIII, pp. 12829
(Gen. 20.1413), 199200 (Gen. 21.334): idem OVorlesungen Yber 1. Mose von
153915450, itWA XLIV, pp. 3840 (Gen. 31.2@0), 104106 (Gen. 32.228),
18486 (Gen. 35.&7), 509510 Gen. 42.2984); idem Vorlesung Yber den
HebrSerbrief nach der Vatikanischen Handschgft. Enanuel Hirsch and Hanns
RYckert; Berlin W. de Gruyter, 1929), pp. 148} (Heb. 2.7);idem ODie drei
Symbola oder Bekenntnisse des Glaubens Christi (15384 ih, pp. 26283;
idem OVon den letzten Worten Davids (1543)®AnLIV, pp. 4546.



