From France to Provence: Rabbi Joseph Bekhor Shor’s Influence on Radak’s Commentary on the Pentateuch
Introduction
In this article I wish to examine whether Rabbi David Kimhi (Radak, Provence circa 1160–1235) was familiar with the commentary on the Pentateuch written by Rabbi Joseph Bekhor Shor (Rivash, Northern France, circa 1130-1200). It is commonly assumed that, apart from Rashi, the commentaries of the northern French exegetes did not reach Radak in Provence. For example, Abraham Geiger claims “Radak did not know the works of French [exegetes] apart from Rashi’s commentaries. It was his practice to mention everything done before him and not to oppose them; this is only because he neither saw nor knew their books.” Some have, however, pointed to affinities/connections between Radak and the French rabbis/exegetes.[footnoteRef:2] Regardless, whether Radak read Rivash’s commentary has yet to be examined.[footnoteRef:3] The answer to this question can help us understand which works served as the basis of Radak’s commentary and thought and may also shed light on the extent to which Rivash’s commentaries on the Pentateuch were disseminated in Europe. 	Comment by Avraham Kallenbach: האם שני התאריכים משוערים  או רק אחד? [2:  Abraham Geiger, Collection of Articles, ed. Samuel Poznanski (Hebrew; Warsaw: Levin Epstein, 1910) 200. Geiger’s assumption was adopted by Cohen. See The Commentary of Rabbi David Kimhi on Hosea, Ed. Harry Cohen (New York: Columbia University Press, 1966) xxxv. Talmage tended to believe that Radak was not exposed to the exegetes of Northern France—with the exception of Rashi—though he did not provide a definitive, unambiguous answer to this question. See Frank E. Talmage, David Kimhi: the Man and the Commentaries (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1975) 73, 212, n. 159. Jacobs has concluded that Radak was not exposed to Rashbam’s Commentary on the Pentateuch. See Jonathan Jacobs, “Was Radak Familiar with Rashbam’s Commentary on the Torah?” (Hebrew), Shnaton - an Annual for Biblical and Ancient Near Eastern Studies 20 (2010) 117-135.]  [3:  Radak mentions French Sages a number of times in his commentary to Judges 12:6. Viezel has suggested that he was influenced by exegetes belonging to the school of Rashbam. See Eran Viezel, “The Composition of the Bible in the Writings of R. David Kimhi” (Hebrew), Jewish Studies 50 (2014) 52–53. See also Naomi Grunhaus, The Challenge of Received Tradition: Dilemmas of Interpretation in Radak’s Biblical Commentaries (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012) 6.] 

The present discussion is based on a set of criteria—developed elsewhere—for examining relationships between biblical exegetes.[footnoteRef:4] A potential point of contact between Rivash and Radak is their respective commentaries on Genesis; I have, therefore, systematically compared the interpretations offered by the two exegetes in these works. Whenever the two offer identical or similar interpretations, I have examined other works which could potentially serve as Radak’s source: the writings of Saadia Gaon (the Egron as well as his commentary and translation of Genesis),[footnoteRef:5] the Risallah of R. Judah Ibn Quraish,[footnoteRef:6] the Mahberet of Menahem ben Saruq,[footnoteRef:7] the responsa of Dunash ben Labrat,[footnoteRef:8] the writings of R. Jonah Ibn Janah (Sefer ha-Shorashim and Sefer ha-Riqma)[footnoteRef:9] and the commentaries of Rashi, Ibn Ezra, and Rashbam on Genesis.[footnoteRef:10] Cases in which Radak’s interpretation can be attributed to one of the aforementioned sources have been omitted from discussion.[footnoteRef:11] 	Comment by Avraham Kallenbach: Egron? Agron? [4:  Jonathan Jacobs, “Was Ramban Familiar with Rashbam’s Commentary on the Torah?” (Hebrew), Madaei-Hayahadut 46 (2009) 85-108]  [5:  Se’adya Ga’on, Ha’egron - Kitab Usul Al-Shi’r Al-’Ibrani, ed. Nehemya Allony (Hebrew; Jerusalem: Hebrew Language Academy, 1969); Saadya’s Commentary on Genesis, ed. Moshe Zucker (Hebrew; New York: The Jewish Theology Seminary of America, 1984). It seems that Radak knew Arabic though he was not well-versed enough in it to read commentaries written in it.  On different views in the literature on this subject see the overviews of Yehiel Zeitkin, The Characteristics of Biblical Exegesis in the Works of Peshat Commentators of the Maimonidean School of Provence in the 13h and 14th Centuries (Ph.d), (Hebrew; Ramat Gan: Bar-ILan University, 2011) 34; Ayelet Seidler, The Exegetical Method of Rabbi David Kimhi (Radak) Based mainly upon his Commentary on the Books of Samuel and Isaiah (Ph.d), (Hebrew; Ramat Gan: Bar-ILan University, 2003) 3 n. 15.]  [6:  Judah ben Quraysh, The Risala, ed. Dan Becker (Tel-Aviv: Tel-Aviv University, 1984)]  [7:  Menahem Ben Saruq Mahberet, Angel Saenz-Badillos (ed.) (Granada: University of Granada, 1986)]  [8:  Teshubot de Dunas Ben Labrat, Angel, Saenz-Badillos (ed.) (Granada: University of Granada, 1980)]  [9:  Jonah Ibn Janah, Sefer Ha-Shorashim, Trans. Jehudah Ibn Tibbon, ed. Wilhelm Bacher (Berlin: Mekize Nirdamim, 1896); Jonah Ibn Janah,  Sefer Ha-Riqmah, Ed. M. Vilensky (Jerusalem: Hebrew Language Academy, 1964)]  [10: Excerpts from medieval commentators brought in this article have been translated based on the texts appearing in Mikra’ot Gedolot ‘Haketer’, Genesis part 1–2, Ed. Menachem Cohen (Jerusalem: Bar Ilan University, 1997). ]  [11: As mentioned, according to Jacobs, Radak was not familiar with Rashbam’s Commentary on the Pentateuch.  Therefore, in any case which Radak, Rivash and Rashbam provide the same interpretation, it should be assumed that Radak’s source was Rivash and not Rashbam.] 

An Examination of Geographical-Cultural Connections
A preliminary analysis of whether or not Radak could have read Rivash’s commentaries requires the elucidation of three subjects: 1) the contacts between Jewish communities in Northern France and those in Provence, 2) the principles of Radak’s approach to his exegetical predecessors 3) and a chronology of the composition of his commentaries. 
1) The close connections between the Jewish communities in Northern France and those in Provence are well known. Situated between Spain and Northern France, Provence was for many years subject to the influences of these two large Jewish centers.[footnoteRef:12] For example, R. Joseph Kimhi, Radak’s father, expressed his admiration for Rashi and his grandson, Rabbi Jacob Tam, frequently recounting their praises.[footnoteRef:13] Interestingly, Rabbi Tam was Rivash’s main teacher.[footnoteRef:14] Therefore the possibility of Rivash’s writings reaching Provence should not be discounted.  [12: For a general overview of the Jewish community in Provence see Talmage, David Kimhi, 1–4; Binyamin Z. Benedict, “On the History of the Torah Centre in Provence” (Hebrew), Tarbiz 22 (1951) 85–109. For a discussion of Provence as an intermediary between France and Spain see, for example: I. Twersky, “Aspects of the Social and the Cultural History of Provencal Jewry”, Journal of World History 11 (1968) 185–207 Ta-Shma expressed reservations about some of Twersky’s conclusions on this subject. See Israel M. Ta-Shma, Studies in Medieval Rabbinic Literature, Part 2: Spain (Hebrew; Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, 2004) 120–121. For a discussion of the contacts between Northern France and Provence see Thalmage, David Kimhi, 72. ]  [13:  R. Joseph Kimchi, Sefer Ha-Galui, ed. Henry J. Mathews (Berlin: Mekize Nirdamim, 1887) 2–3]  [14:  Jonathan Jacobs, Bekhor Shoro Hadar Lo - R. Joseph Bekhor Shor between Continuity and Innovation (Hebrew; Jerusalem: Magnes, 2017) 2 and n. 4–5.] 

2) In the introduction to his first work, Sefer Mikhlol, Radak expresses a desire to summarize the literature of the scholars who preceded him.[footnoteRef:15] While it is true that Radak is referring in this specific instance to the grammarians who preceded him, it seems that this aspiration holds equally true for his biblical commentaries. As Tzvi Hirsch Cohen put it: “The many authors mentioned by Kimhi are almost a complete list of the scholars who flourished in the preceding centuries.”[footnoteRef:16]  [15:  David Kimhi, Sefer Mikhlol, ed. Issac Rittenberg (Lyck: Zvi Hirsch Petzall, 1862) 1]  [16:  Cohen, Kimhi on Hosea, xvii. In his introduction, Cohen counts almost 60 authors whose writing were used by Radak in his commentary on the Pentateuch and his grammatical works.  See ibid., xx–xxvi. See also Geiger, Articles, 231; Moshe Z. Segal, The Exegesis of the Bible (Hebrew; Jerusalem: Kieyat Sefer, 1952) 88–89; Ezra Zion Melamed, Bible Commentators (Hebrew; Jerusalem: Magnes, 1978) 775–778; Grunhaus, The Challenge, 7.] 

3) It is unclear when exactly Rivash composed his commentary on the Pentateuch, though it was certainly near the end of the twelfth century.[footnoteRef:17] We know that Radak began to write his commentary on the Pentateuch at the age of fifty. Of his commentaries, the one on Genesis was, it seems, written last—in the fourth decade of the thirteenth century[footnoteRef:18] and forty to fifty years after Rivash completed his own commentary. This timespan means that it was theoretically possible, chronologically speaking, for Rivash’s commentary to reach Radak. 	Comment by Avraham Kallenbach: Added for clarity [17:  For a discussion of the different views regarding the birth year of Rivash see Jacobs, Bekhor Shoro, 1 n. 2. ]  [18:  For the chronological order of Radak’s biblical commentaries see Geiger, Articles, 239–241; Louis Finkelstein, The Commentary of David Kimhi on Isaiah (New York: AMS Press, 1966) xciv–xcvi; Talmage, David Kimhi, 58–59. ] 

Explicit References
Rivash is mentioned by Radak explicitly only once, in his interpretation of Genesis 45:24: 
“Be certain not to tirgezu on the way,” Bekhor Shor interpreted this [=tirgezu] as an expression of fear; Rashbam interpreted it as an expression of worry and fear; and Rabbi Jonah, near the beginning of his Shaarei Tzedek, interpreted it as “regret”; do not fight with one another over my sale, saying to each other “you were responsible for the sale of our brother!” 	Comment by Avraham Kallenbach: קצת קשה לתרגם כאשר זה עצם הדיון. לכן השארתי כמו שהוא ונתתי לראשונים לדבר עבורך. 
אל תרגזו בדרך – בכור שור פירש לשון פחד; ורשב"ם פירש לשון דאגה ויראה; והרב רבי יונה פירש 'צער' בשערי צדק שלו קרוב לראשיתו אל תתקוטטו זה עם זה על מכירתי, לאמר אחד לחבירו אתה גרמת מכירת אחינו. 	Comment by Avraham Kallenbach: לא הייתי בטוח כיצד אתה רוצה שנערוך את העברית לצד האנגלית. לכן השארתי כמו שהוא וסימנתי בסגול. אם יש לך העדפה מסוימת אני אשמח לערוך את העברית בצורה יותר אסטטית. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Here two interpretations of the obscure word tirgezu are offered: Rivash and Rashbam interpret it as fear, Rabbi Jonah as regret. Rashbam and Rivash in their respective interpretations of this verse indeed mention fear of thieves as a possible interpretation and an interpretation similar to the one attributed here to Rabbi Jonah indeed appears in his book Shaarei Teshuva.[footnoteRef:19] This, it would seem, proves that Radak was familiar with Rivash’s commentary. However, this information should be treated with caution.	Comment by Avraham Kallenbach: או אולי Rabbenu Jonah  או Rabbi Jonah Gerondi? 	Comment by Avraham Kallenbach: צער. הבנתי כ"חרטה" אבל אולי הוא מתכוון "כאב"? [19:  Rabbeinu Yonah ben Avraham of Gerona, The Gates of Repentance (Jerusalem: Feldheim, 1967) 6] 

Five manuscripts of Radak’s commentary on Genesis are extant. Two of them conclude in the middle of Genesis excluding the passage in question.[footnoteRef:20] Two others attest to a different reading which only includes the concluding sentence:  [20:  Muenchen - Bayerische Staatsbibliothek, Cod. hebr. 28 (F1614) reaches the end of pericope Vayetze; Paris - Bibliotheque Nationale heb. 194 (F4177) reaches the end of pericope Toldot. ] 

“Do not tirgezu on the road — do not fight with each other about my sale, saying to each other you caused the sale of our brother” 
אל תרגזו בדרך אל תתקוטטו זה עם זה על מכירתי, לאמר אחד לחבירו אתה גרמת מכירת אחינו. 
 In this reading, the interpretations cited in the names of Rivash and Rashbam are omitted as is the attribution of the interpretation to Rabbi Jonah.[footnoteRef:21] The references of Rivash, Rashbam and Rabbi Jonah in fact only appear in one of the five manuscript (Ms. Paris 193).[footnoteRef:22] It therefore seems, that the last sentence represents Radak’s original text and the only interpretation he provided for this verse (presumably following Rashi—see below).[footnoteRef:23] It appears that a student or copyist decided to add a marginal note including other interpretations which was interpolated into the text of Ms. Paris 193.[footnoteRef:24] This was the manuscript used by the first printers of Radak’s commentary (in 1842) and from there the reading made its way into subsequent printings.  [21:  Paris - Alliance Israelite Universelle H 134 H (F3394); Moscow - Russian State Library, Ms. Guenzburg 495 (F47563).]  [22:  Paris - Bibliotheque Nationale heb. 193 (F4176). In this manuscript the last word is “מכירתו” (his sale) as opposed to “מכירת אחינו” (the sale of our brother). [I would recommend transliterating these]]  [23: It should be noted, that the manuscript includes period marks in three places: after Rivash’s interpretation, after Rashbam’s interpretation, and in-between the word “le-reishito” (the conclusion of Rabbi Jonah’s interpretation) and the phrase “lo-tirgezu” which opens the concluding sentence.  ]  [24: It seems that Ms. Paris 193 was available to Rabbi Shlomo ben Melekh (early sixteenth century) who cites Radak’s interpretation as well as the addendum. See Solomon Ibn Melekh, Mikhlol Yofi  (Amsterdam: David Tartas, 1684) 14b, as noted already by Geiger, Articles, 176. ] 

This information gleaned from a review of the extant manuscripts is supported by additional considerations. Geiger maintained that the entire passage represented a scribal addition, citing three arguments to this effect: First, it is the only mention of a French exegete in Radak’s commentary (with the exception of Rashi). Second, Radak was one of the participants in the great controversy over Maimonides’ writings, severely criticizing Rabbi Jonah Gerondi’s opposition to Maimonides. In light of this rivalry, Geiger maintains that it is unlikely that Radak would cite Rabbi Jonah. Finally, Geiger argues, Radak could not have read the contents of Rabbi Jonah’s Shaarei Teshuva which were composed after his death.[footnoteRef:25] [25:  Geiger, Articles, 174–176. Cohen also considered this passage a scribal addition. See Cohen, Kimhi on Hosea, xx n. 8. Pozansky [spelling?], however, considered the passage authentic, see Geiger, Articles, 176 n. 1. Melamed cites mentions of Rivash and Rabbi Joseph Kara in his list of Radak’s sources and it seems that he considered the references here authentic. See Melamed, Bible Commentators, 776.] 

The last two arguments apply only to the mention of Rabbi Jonah of Gerondi and the second is regardless not definitive. Radak was certainly one of Maimonides’ supporters in the great controversy, and later in his life, in 1232, he would even travel to Toledo to aid Maimonides’ supporters in their struggle against his detractors, including Rabbi Jonah.[footnoteRef:26] That being said, it is not impossible, that Radak could separate between the dispute over Maimonides’ writings and Rabbi Jonah’s biblical interpretations. Geiger’s final claim also lacks basis. While Rabbi Jonah was younger than Radak (he was born at the end of the twelfth century) it is not clear when he composed Shaarei Teshuva. In any case, these arguments are not relevant to Rivash’s relationship to Radak because the writings of Rivash were circulated, as mentioned, many years before Radak wrote his own commentary on Genesis. [26: The circumstances of this polemic have been discussed extensively by scholars. See, for example D.J. Silver, Maimonidean Criticism and Maimonidean Controversy 1180–1240 (Leiden: Brill, 1965); For a discussion of Radak’s journey to Spain in the context of the polemic see Frank E. Talmage, “David Kimhi and the Rationalist Tradition”, HUCA 39 (1968) 177–218.] 

Geiger’s first claim, however, that throughout Radak’s commentary on Genesis, Rivash and Rashbam are only mentioned once is significant and casts doubt on the reliability of the reference.[footnoteRef:27] I wish to add three further considerations to Geiger’s argument: first, the order in which the scholars are cited in the passage is peculiar: first Rivash, a student of Rashbam[footnoteRef:28] and only afterwards Rashbam himself. As their interpretations are identical it is not clear why the younger student would be mentioned before his more senior teacher. Second, an identical interpretation to that of Rabbi Jonah already appears in Rashi ad locum. Radak was very familiar with Rashi’s commentary and used it frequently in his commentary on Genesis.[footnoteRef:29] It is, therefore, unclear why Radak would, in this case, choose to cite Rabbi Jonah specifically over Rashi. Finally, we should note that all three interpretations are presented in the passage with no more than a few words — “an expression of fear” (Rivash); “an expression of concern” (Rashbam); “regret” (Rabbi Jonah). Only afterwards does a more extensive elucidation of the interpretation attributed to Rabbi Jonah appear. Were the passage uniform and authentic, it is not clear why Rabbi Jonah’s interpretation would be the only one to merit elaboration.  [27: This is, however, not a decisive argument. For example, Radak himself is mentioned with his full name by Nahmanides only once in the latter’s commentary (Gen. 35:16) and no one has questioned the reliability of this citation.]  [28: For a discussion of the relationship between Rivash and Rashbam see Jacobs, Bekhor Shoro, 114–140.]  [29: For a discussion of Radak’s relationship to Rashi see Naomi Grunhaus, “The Dependence of Rabbi David Kimhi (Radak) on Rashi in his Quotation of Midrashic Traditions”, JQR 93 (2003) 415–430.] 

In summary, while we cannot accept Geiger’s claim that the passage is, in its entirety, a late interpolation, it should be assumed that the references to Radak and Rabbi Jonah are. Radak himself originally only wrote the sentence which currently concludes the passage and without providing attribution.	Comment by Avraham Kallenbach: Added for clarity
Unattributed References
I have found in one place an interpretation—cited anonymously (“he who says”; “he who interprets”) which is common to both Radak and Rivash: in Genesis 14:20 on the words “and he gave to him a tithe from all.” It is not clear from the verse who gave what to whom. Radak offers two possibilities for the identity of the one doing the tithing:	Comment by Avraham Kallenbach: הסתמכתי על התרגום הישן של JPS שהיא יותר מילולית מהחדשה ולכן, לדעתי המתאים ביותר למאמר על נושא פרשנות.
The exegetes have explained that Abraham gave Melchizedek a tithe of the cattle and assets which he had liberated, for he [=Melchizedek] was a priest to the Almighty on High. But my father explained that Melchizedek gave him Abraham the tithe according to the law […] The interpretation is correct, because according to the interpreters it is strange how Abram could give to Melchizedek that which belonged to the King of Sodom. Did he want nothing for himself but only to give to others? This is impossible. 
המפרשים פרשו כי אברהם נתן למלכי צדק מעשר מהמקנה והרכוש אשר הציל, לפי שהיה כהן לאל עליון ואדני אבי ז"ל פירש כי מלכי צדק נתן לאברהם בדברו המעשר מן הדין [...] ואדני אבי ז"ל פירש כי מלכי צדק נתן לאברהם בדברו המעשר מן הדין [...] ונכון הוא הפירוש, כי יש לתמוה לדעת המפרשים, איך היה נותן אברם משל מלך סדם למלכי צדק? 
Who are the “exegetes” whom Radak mentions? We know of three exegetes who address this question. Rashi explains: “Abraham gave him a tenth of all that was his, because he [=Melchizedek] was a priest.” "ויתן לו אברהם מעשר מכל אשר לו, לפי שהיה כהן" However, while similar to Radak’s interpretation, it is not identical. Rashi maintains that Abraham gave Melchizedek a tithe from his own personal property. By contrast, according to the interpretation cited by Radak, Abraham gave the tithe from the spoils of war. Rashi’s interpretation leaves no room for Radak’s counterargument and he is, therefore, not a suitable candidate for the “exegetes” referred to here. Ibn Ezra is also not a suitable candidate. He writes “And Abraham brought out the tithe for the honor of God, and found no none worthy of receiving it besides Melchizedek,” "ואברהם הוציא המעשר לכבוד השם, ולא מצא אדם ראוי לתתו לו כמלכי צדק" and it is not clear from his comment from what Abraham gave the tithe. Finally, Rivash writes “And he gave him a tenth of all—from the spoils and prey, for he was a priest to the Almighty on High.” "ויתן מעשר מכל - מכל השבי והמלקוח, לפי שהיה כהן לאל עליון" Rivash states explicitly that the tithe was taken from the spoils of war. This may be precisely the position that Radak criticizes at the end of his interpretation. 	Comment by Avraham Kallenbach: Added for clarity	Comment by Avraham Kallenbach: Added for clarity
Linguistic traces	Comment by Avraham Kallenbach: זכרי לשון
I have found more than one hundred interpretations shared by Rivash and Radak which appear in none of the commentaries which preceded them. In many cases, it is possible to identify linguistic traces, that is, identical formulations, words and phrases shared by both exegetes. Below are 20 examples.
	Source
	Rivash 
	Radak 

	1:18
	ולמשול ביום ובלילה - כלומר זה ביום וזה בלילה
	ולמשל ביום ובלילה - זה ביום וזה בלילה

	2:14
	הוא פרת - הידוע לכם שהוא בתחומי ארץ ישראל
	הוא פרת - הוא הידוע בגבול ארץ ישראל

	2:24
	והיו לבשר אחד - כי כמו גוף אחד הוא
	והיו לבשר אחד - כלומר כמו בשר אחד וגוף אחד

	3:3
	מכל עץ הגן נאכל - וטובה עשה לנו שלא מנע ממנו רק עץ הדעת לטובתנו, פן נמות […] כי סם המות הוא
	ותאמר […] לטובתנו מנעו ממנו, שלא נמות. אולי בטבע העץ שפריו ממית האוכל ממנו.

	12:2
	ואגדלה שמך - שיצא שמך וטבעך והייתה נודע וניכר לכל 
	ואגדלה שמך - שיהיה שמך נודע בגוים לרוב ברכתך וליושר מעשיך והצלחתך

	15:8
	אין לומר ששאל אות להקדוש ברוך הוא, שכבר האמין […] אלא במה אדע כי אירשנה - כלומר יודע אני שאירשנה, אלא במה אירשנה? באיזה זמן ובאיזה דור ומתי יהיה […] וכן כאן על ידי מה ובאיזה עיניין תבא הירושה?
	ופירוש במה אדע - כי הוא לא נסתפק לו אם יירשוה בניו, שהרי אמר "והאמין בה'", אלא נסתפק לו אם יירשוה לעולם […] ושאל באיזה ענין ידע הירושה, איך תהיה?

	17:7
	ויפול - נפילתו להשתחוויה מוכיחים שהאמין, כי דרך הודאה הוא שמח וצוחק והודה והשתחווה
	ויפול - כמו שפירשנו למעלה דרך הודיה והשתחויה על מה שאמר לו מענין שרה. ויצחק - שמח בלבו

	18:5
	ויאמרו כן תעשה כאשר דברת - לתת לנו פת לחם ולא תטרח על סעודה אחרת
	כאשר דברת - פת לחם לבד, לא תטריח עצמך לדבר אחר

	18:9
	ויאמרו אליו איה שרה אשתך - לפי שרצו לבשרה, כי האחד בא לבשר את שרה
	איה שרה אשתך - […] ולפי שהיו רוצים לבשרה שאלו עליה

	19:22
	על כן קרא שמה צוער - כי עד שם היה שמה בלע
	שם העיר צוער - כי בלע היה שמה מתחלה

	20:5
	הלא הוא אמר - כלומר לא סמכתי על אדם עד שאמר לי הוא לעצמי […] בתום לבבי ובנקיון כפי - אין בידי חמס, ולא בלבבי מחשבה רעה
	הלא הוא אמר לי - כששאלתיו עליה, כי לא סמכתי על שאלת עבדי […] בתם לבבי - כי לא היה לבי לרעה

	21:7
	מי מלל לאברהם - כלומר מי היה אומר לאברהם שאירע דבר זה, שהניקה בנים שרה? לא היה אדם שיאמר לו כך 
	מי מלל לאברהם - שהניקה בנים שרה? דבר חדוש כזה מי היה אומר לו, לולי כי האל עשה עמו פלא

	24:1
	וה' בירך וגו' - ולא היה חסר דבר, רק לבקש אשה לבנו
	וה' בירך את אברהם בכל - לא חסר דבר, ולא היה לו דבר צורך בעולם הזה אלא להשיא לבנו יצחק אשה הראויה לו

	26:1
	אל אבימלך - שהיה בברית עם אביו
	וילך יצחק - לפי שהיה ברית בין אברהם אביו ובין אבימלך 

	29:5
	בן נחור - לפי שהיה נחור בעל שם וניכר ונודע לכל יותר מבתואל
	בן נחור - וזכר אבי אביו ולא זכר אביו, כי נחור היה ידוע ובעל השם ונכבד יותר מבתואל

	37:11
	ואביו עצמו שגער בו שמר הדבר ושם הדברים על לבו
	שמר את הדבר - אע"פ שגער בו חשש לחלום ושמרו בלבו

	37:24
	אין בו מים - שלא רצו להשליכו בבור שיש בו מים, דאם כן היו ממיתים אותו בידים
	אין בו מים - כי אם היה בו מים היה טובע במים והרי הוא כאלו הרגוהו בידים

	41:9
	את חטאי […] ואעפ"י שאין דרך להזכיר חטאו לפני מי שחטא לו, אני מזכיר לעשות רצון המלך
	את חטאי - אע"פ שאינו מן המוסר להזכיר אדם חטאיו שחטא אל המלך לפניו, אחר שעברה עת הסליחה, עתה אני מזכיר אותם לצורך המלך

	42:37
	את שני בני תמית […] ולכך אמר בכור זה שוטה הוא!
	את שני בני[…] ואמר ראובן דבר סכלות שיעקב ימית בניו, אמר לו בכור שוטה! 

	47:19
	גם אנחנו גם אדמתנו - כי אדמה שאין בה בני אדם הרי היא מתה
	גם אנחנו גם אדמתנו - שהאדמה שהיא שוממה, היא כמו מתה



It would be appropriate to address each of the cases presented here in detail, proving that these interpretations are unique and sometimes represent polemical responses to the interpretations of their predecessors. However, my goal here is to simply demonstrate the existence of numerous almost ad verbatim citations of Rivash by Radak. 
Unique Shared Interpretations
As mentioned, I have found more than one hundred interpretations shared by Rivash and Radak which do not appear in the commentaries of their predecessors. A discussion of each case is beyond the scope of the present article, and in some cases, these may not be evidence of Radak’s familiarity with Rivash but simply the consequence of their shared interpretive method which could yield similar results. Below I will briefly discuss twenty interpretations shared by Rivash and Radak, which bolster our assumption that their appearance in Radak’s commentary should be attributed to direct influence.[footnoteRef:30] [30: For further examples see Gen. 4:15; 6:21; 12: 1; 12:4; 12:6; 12:10; 12:17; 13:6-7; 13:10; 13:14-15; 14:13; 15:3; 15:9; 15:11; 16:5; 17:18; 18:7; 20:7; 20:16; 21:12; 21:14; 21:15; 21:33; 23:1; 24:2; 24:14; 24:49-49; 25:16; 25:19; 26:12; 26:24; 27:15; 28:11; 29:1; 29:23-25; 29:30; 29:31, 30:38; 31:1-2; 31:7; 31:10; 31:25; 31:28; 31:35; 31:39; 31:40; 31:54; 32:21; 33:1; 35:6; 37:23; 38:5; 38:23; 41:7; 41:14; 41:45; 46:28; 46:29; 47:9; 48:19-20.
] 

1. In Gen. 3:23, Adam is exiled from the Garden of Eden and condemned “to till the ground from whence he was taken.” Interpreters disagree over the meaning of the words “from whence he was taken.” Both Radak and Rivash explain that Adam was originally created outside of the Garden of Eden and therefore, after his exile, was returned to his original location.
2. Gen. 8:11 recounts that the dove sent by Noah returned with “an olive leaf taraf in her mouth.” Both interpreters render the verb taraf almost identically:
	Rivash 
	Radak 

	Taraf in her mouth — [that is,] it was clear that it had been plucked and removed from its tree, as opposed to being found on the surface of the water. 
טרף בפיה - שנכר היה בה שטרפה ונתקה מן העץ ולא מצאה על פני המים
	Taraf — [that is,] Noah could [clearly] realize that it had been plucked and broken off of an olive tree
as opposed to being on the surface of the water.
טרף - כי הכיר בו נח כי טרפתו ושברתו מהזית ולא שמצאתו על פני המים



3. The two exegetes offer the same argument for God lifting the prohibition on eating animal flesh after the flood: were it not for Noah, the animals would not have been saved. Therefore, he may do with them as he sees fit (Rivash, Gen. 9:3; Radak, Gen. 1:29; 9:4). 
4. In Gen. 17:2, God says to Abram “And I will make My covenant between Me and thee, and will multiply thee exceedingly.” The two interpreters address the connections between the two halves of the verse and explain that Abram was concerned that circumcision would have a negative impact on his ability to produce children. God, therefore, reassures him that his offspring will be great in number. 
5. The identity of the revelation described in Gen. 18:1: “And the LORD appeared unto him by the terebinths of Mamre” is the subject of dispute among exegetes. Both Radak and Rivash (in their commentaries on verse 1 and verse 17) explain that verse 1 is referring to the divine revelation described later verse 17, arguing that verses 2–16 represent a parenthetical comment. 
6. The residents of Sodom demand that Lot bring out the two men “that we may know them” (19:5). Rashi, Rashbam and Ibn Ezra have explained that “knowledge” in this context has a sexual connotation. Rivash also accepts this suggestion, but only after offering an alternative “they were only requesting they be brought forth in order to know if they were spies, evil men or thieves.” Radak accepts Rivash’s fist suggestion: “‘that we may know them’— who they are and why as foreigners did they not fear to come to our city.”
7. The two exegetes both explain why Lot’s wife was turned into a pillar of salt (19:26) when Gomorrah was, according to the verse, only stricken with fire and brimstone. They both offer the same explanation: the brimstone came also with salt. They both adduce proof for this from the same verse in Deuteronomy “and that the whole land thereof is brimstone, and salt, and a burning” (29:22).	Comment by Avraham Kallenbach: Why Gomorrah specifically? Maybe just write Sodom?
8. Biblical exegetes have raised the question why Abraham’s servant gave Rebecca a nose ring and two bracelets before determining her identity (24:22–23) Both Rivash and Radak maintain that the servant first asked her Rebecca who she was and only then gave her the jewelry. 
9. According to Gen. 25:21, Isaac prayed “for [lenokhah] his wife.” The meaning of this expression has been the subject of dispute among exegetes. Rivash and Radak both provide the same explanation: Isaac was not concerned for his own wellbeing; God’s had already promised him offspring, whether it be from Rebecca or another wife. He therefore, prayed to God, because he wanted his offspring to be borne by Rebecca and not by another.
10. God promises Jacob “for I will not leave thee, until I have done that which I have spoken to thee of” (28:15). The promise could be understood to imply that God will leave Jacob, after its terms have been fulfilled. To address this textual difficulty, both exegetes argue that the promise applies to Jacob and his offspring for all eternity and that there is, therefore, no possibility of Jacob being abandoned by God. 
11. Gen. 31:33 states: “And Laban went into Jacob’s tent, and into Leah’s tent, and into the tent of the two maid-servants; but he found them not. And he went out of Leah’s tent, and entered into Rachel’s tent.” It is unclear what Laban did after he left Leah’s tent—did he enter the tent of the other matriarchs (as described earlier in the verse) or enter Rachel’s tent (as described at the verse’s end)? Both Radak and Rivash accept the second option and interpret the problematic verse in identical fashions:
	Rivash 
	Radak 

	And because [the verse] needed to explain at length how he was in Rachel’s tent and how he did not find them [=his gods], even though they were there, it was left until the end [of the verse].
 ובשביל שהיה לו להאריך באהל רחל ולפרש איך היה שלא מצאם שם, שהרי שם היו, הניחו לאחרונה
	And because he spent time there and exchanged words with her at length, it was written at the end [of the verse].
 ולפי שנתעכב שם ורבו הדברים בינו ובינה, כתבו באחרונה


12. The account of Esau’s departure from the Land of Canaan for Seir is described in Gen. 36:6–8. It elicits the following question: why in earlier passages (32:4; 34:14, 16) is Esau described as a permanent resident of Seir when he had not yet left Canaan? Rivash and Radak are the only exegetes to contend with this textual difficulty and it is very possible that Radak was prompted to ask this question after reading Rivash’s comments on the verse. The two offer different solutions: Rivash (36:1) suggests that Esau had two homes: one with his wives Adah and Basemath in Canaan, the other in Seir with his wife Aholibamah. Radak (32:4; 33:14), however, explains that Esau never moved to Seir and only lived there temporarily. 
13. As mentioned, Esau chose to move to Seir. The reasons for this move are explained in the verse “and went into a land away from his brother Jacob. For their property was too great for them to dwell together.” (36:6–7) Despite this explanation, both interpreters chose to add information absent Scripture to explain Esau’s actions:
	Rivash 
	Radak 

	For he knew that the blessing of Abraham had been bestowed upon Jacob, [i.e., that he] and his offspring would inherit the Land of Canaan. 
כי ידע כי ברכת אברהם נתנה ליעקב ולזרעו לירש את ארץ כנען
	For he knew from the blessings which his father [bestowed] upon Jacob, that the land of Canaan would [belong to] the offspring of Jacob. 
כי ידע מברכות אביו שברך את יעקב כי ארץ כנען תהיה לזרע יעקב


14. Both interpreters provide identical explanations for Tamar’s death sentence by immolation (38:24):
	Rivash 
	Radak 

	For so long as she was awaiting for levirate marriage she was considered a married woman 
כי כל זמן שהיתה שומרת יבם היו מחשבין אותה כאשת איש
	For according to their practices of levirate marriage, a woman awaiting levirate marriage was [considered] akin to a married woman 
כי לפי מה שהיו נוהגים היבום, היתה להם שומרת יבם כאילו היא אשת איש


15. Joseph interprets the dream of the Pharaoh’s chief baker as follows: “within yet three days shall Pharaoh lift up thy head from off thee and shall hang thee on a tree; and the birds shall eat thy flesh from off thee” (40:19). The first and last detail in Joseph’s interpretation—the chief baker’s head and the birds devouring his flesh—appear clearly in the original dream “and the birds did eat them out of the basket upon my head” (40:17). However, how did Joseph know that the chief baker’s death was to be by hanging? Both exegetes explain that Joseph based this on the fact that the dream depicted birds and not animals and only birds can eat flesh hanging on a tree:	Comment by Avraham Kallenbach: במקור שר המשקים. אבל כנראה מדובר בטעות. 
	Rivash 
	Radak 

	He knew that he [=Pharaoh] would hang him and that he would be eaten by birds not animals. 
ידע כי יתלה אותו ויאכלוהו העופות ולא חיות
	And the birds will eat the flesh which is hanged and not buried.
 והעוף יאכל בשר הנתלה שאינו נקבר


16. After Joseph reveals his identity to his brothers the verse states “And the report thereof was heard in Pharaoh’s house, saying: ‘Joseph’s brethren are come’; and it pleased Pharaoh well, and his servants” (45:16). The verse does not explain why Pharaoh and his servants approved of this news. Rivash (at length) and Radak (briefly) explain that previously the Egyptians had been concerned that Joseph was descended from a lowly family. They were therefore pleased to learn that he had an honorable pedigree and belonged to world-renowned progeny of Abraham.
17. When Jacob descended to Egypt, Scripture states “And Israel took his journey with all that he had, and came to Beer-Sheba, and offered sacrifices unto the God of his father Isaac” (46:1). All exegetes have sought to explain why Isaac is mentioned here but not Abraham. Rivash and Radak explain that Isaac also wished to descend to Egypt to escape famine, but was prevented from doing so by God (26:2). Therefore, Jacob wished to inquire whether the God who had prevented his father from descending to Egypt, would do the same in his case.
18. After Joseph and Jacob meet, Scripture states: “And he [=Jacob] said: ‘Swear unto me.’ And he swore unto him. And Israel bowed down upon the bed’s head.” The exegetes have offered a number of explanations for Jacob bowing as described at the end of the verse. Rivash and Radak both explain that Jacob was thanking God because of Joseph’s agreement to fulfill his father’s wishes and bury him the land of Canaan.
19. Both exegetes explicitly ask why Jacob (49:13–14) and Moses (Deut. 33:18) bless Zebulun before Issachar, even though Issachar was born first. Rivash writes “I do not know why Zebulun is mentioned before Issachar,” leaving the question unanswered. Radak raises the same question: “until this point they have been mentioned in order of their births. Now Zebulun is mentioned before Issachar [even though] Issachar was born before Zebulun.” Radak provides an answer based on a rabbinic homily. 
20. Jacob blesses Dan as follows: “Dan shall judge his people, as one of the tribes of Israel.” Exegetes have expressed confusion regarding the meaning of this blessing: surely all the tribes are “tribes of Israel”? Rivash and Radak provide the same answer: “tribes of Israel” refers exclusively to the children of Lea and Rachel. Jacob blesses Dan that although the son of a maidservant, he too will enjoy the status of the son of a full-fledged wife. 
Implicit Polemics
A connection between exegetes can sometimes be ascertained when the latter directs a polemical stab at the interpretation of his predecessor. In a sense every alternative interpretation represents an implicit polemic against anything written before it. Therefore, this criterion should be used with care, and should only be applied in cases where the implicit polemic includes some reference to the earlier interpretation. We have seen one example of an implicit polemic above in Radak’s interpretation of Gen. 14:20. Below we present three further examples: 
1. Gen. 13:11–12 recounts how Lot parted ways with Abraham choosing to live in the Jordan plane. Afterwards Scripture states “Now the men of Sodom were wicked and sinners against the LORD exceedingly.” Many interpreters have sought to explain the purpose of this verse which seems to be out of context. Rivash and Radak both propose the same explanation: the verse is emphasizing that Lot ought to have examined the Jordan plane for two things: location and the deeds of its inhabitants. However, they reach opposite conclusions regarding what this teaches us about Lot’s character. Radak’s interpretation represents an implicit polemic against Rivash’s view. Rivash writes “that is, Lot examined the land but not its inhabitants. Therefore, in the end, he was stricken [with the punishment] of leaving there with his daughters with nothing. For one who chooses a place to live must examine the land and its inhabitants” (13:10). According to this interpretation, Lot chose the Jordan plane because of its fertility but failed to examine the character of his future neighbors for which he was punished. Radak, however, writes: “even though they were wicked and sinners, he feared not the men of the place, for the place was good in his eyes. And he was so strong in faith and uprightness that he did not learn from their ways” (13:12). Radak agrees with Rivash that Lot chose the Jordan valley because of its ideal location, ignoring the deeds of his future neighbors. However, Radak and Rivash differ in two respects—first, according to Radak, Lot was aware of the wicked deeds of the Sodomites; second, in his opinion Lot was not punished for his decision to live there, regardless. 
2. Gen. 22:20 “It was told to Abraham, saying: ‘Behold, Milcah, she also hath borne children unto thy brother Nahor.” Rivash focuses on the words “she also”: “it seems that she too was barren and then remembered [by God].”"נראה שאף היא היתה עקרה ונפקדה" Rivash adds a detail unmentioned in the text: the barrenness of Milcah. Radak writes “it seems that she had ceased to give birth like Sarah, but was not barren like her” "ידמה שעמדה מלדת כמו שרה, אלא שלא היתה עקרה כמוה" It appears that Radak mentions the possibility that Milcah was barren—a detail not appearing in Scripture—to refute Rivash’s interpretation. 
3. Gen. 27:41: “And Esau said in his heart: ‘Let the days of mourning for my father be at hand; then will I slay my brother Jacob.’” Rivash offers two interpretations of this verse. The first he cites as “some interpret” (a reference to Rashi’s commentary): Esau wished to kill Jacob only after Isaac’s death. Rivash rejects this interpretation for several reasons and offers in its stead an original interpretation “the day will come when my father shall mourn over him, for I shall slay Jacob.” יקרבו ימים שיהא אבי אבל עליו, כי אהרגה את יעקב Radak first suggests the interpretation rejected by Rivash. He then writes “for in my father’s lifetime I would not do so as not to cause my father sorrow in his old age” כי בחיי אבי לא אעשה כדי שלא אגרום לאבי שיבה רעה It seems that Radak took the trouble to mention this interpretation and reject it is because it had been proposed by Rivash. 
Polysemy in the Interpretation of Peshat
If it is true that Radak was familiar with Rivash’s commentary, we can point to another way in which the former was influenced by the latter—not simply in terms of specific interpretation, as we have discussed until this point, but also in terms of exegetical methodology. As discussed by Jacobs, early exegetes assumed that only one interpretation could constitute the peshat-meaning of Scripture. Jacobs has demonstrated that Rivash was the first exegete to believe that there could be more than one correct peshat interpretation. In his commentary, this principle appears in explicit statements as well as in hundreds of cases in which two possible peshat explanations are given.[footnoteRef:31] Grossman has shown that Radak also maintained that polysemy in regard to interpreting the peshat, and his commentary includes explicit statements to this effect as well as many dual interpretations of peshat.[footnoteRef:32] I believe that Radak was following the groundbreaking approach of Rivash. Below I will bring one example, in which, I believe we can see Rivash’s direct influence on Radak.  [31: On this see Jacobs, Bekhor Shoro, 185–210.]  [32: See Jonathan Grossman, “Radak’s Approach to Ambiguity in the Bible”, Ed Robberechts (ed.), Jews in Marseilles, Aix-Marseille Universite (forthcoming).] 

In response to Isaac’s question “but where is the lamb for a burnt-offering?” Abraham answers “God will provide Himself the lamb [ha-she la-olah] for a burnt-offering, my son” (Gen. 22:7–8). The syntactical ambiguity of Abraham’s use of the words “haseh leolah” lends itself to at least two possible interpretations. The lamb can be understood as the object of “God will provide” (“God will provide a lamb”). Alternatively, it can be read as the predicate of the word “my son” at the end of the verse (“my son is [the] lamb”). Rivash writes “my son — as an object. He spoke with two meanings: he told him the truth as he thought it to be, as if he said ‘my son, the Holy One Blessed is He will provide a lamb.” כלומר את בני. אמר לו עניין על שתי משמעות, שאמר לו האמת לפי סברתו, משמע כאומר בני, הקדוש ברוך הוא יראה לו השה בני.According to Rivash, Abraham intentionally uttered a sentence with two possible meanings: Abraham himself sought to say one thing, but Isaac was able to understand from his words something completely different.[footnoteRef:33] Radak offers an identical interpretation to this verse: “He gave an answer that a person could understand in two ways: the first, that ‘my son’ could be a direct address, i.e., ‘here I am, my son,’ meaning, ‘my son, God will provide a lamb’ that is, he knows who will be the lamb and will summon it unto us. The second — God will provide a lamb for the burnt offering, who is the lamb? It is my son.” ענה לו מענה שיוכל אדם להבינו לשני פנים: האחד - שיהיה 'בני' "תשובת הקריאה כמו 'הנני בני' כלומר בני, אלהים יראה לו השה, כלומר הוא יודע מי יהיה השה והוא יזמיננו לנו. השני - אלהים יראה לו השה לעולה, ומי היא השה. The identical content and formulation strengthens our assumption that Radak was influenced by Rivash’s interpretation.  [33: Rivash’s interpretation is different than the midrash appearing in Bereishit Rabba and that of Rashi; see Jacobs, Bekhor Shoro, 200. ] 

Discussion and Conclusions
The similarities between Rivash and Radak’s interpretations in so many cases support the assumption that Radak read Rivash’s commentary and used it in his own commentary even though he never referenced it by name. This conclusion should be treated carefully and should be qualified for two reasons. 
1. It is possible that in some cases Radak was influenced not by Rivash but rather by other commentaries that are no longer extant. For example, in Gen. 25:34, Rivash cites in the name of “some say” (yesh omrim) the original interpretation that Jacob bought the birthright from Esau; the food he gave him was to ratify the sale.[footnoteRef:34] Radak also mentions this interpretation but in the name of his father Rabbi Joseph Kimhi. Another example is Gen. 46:27 which states “all the souls of the house of Jacob, that came into Egypt, were seventy.” The problem with this statement is that a full count of the people mentioned in this passage yields sixty-nine souls not seventy. Rivash (46:27) offers the interpretation of the Sages alongside an alternative interpretation—the number seventy includes Jacob. Radak also suggests the interpretation of the Sages as well as the interpretation of Rivash. However, he attributes these to Ibn Ezra and his father and not to Rivash. Rabbi Joseph Kimhi’s commentary on the Pentateuch has not survived and it is possible that many other interpretations which Radak shares with Rivash should be attributed not to Radak’s familiarity with Rivash’s commentary but rather to the influence of his father’s commentary even when this is not stated explicitly. [footnoteRef:35] 	Comment by Avraham Kallenbach: במקור "מכר" [34: The original source of the interpretation is Rashbam’s commentary which, as mentioned, Radak was not familiar with.  ]  [35: It should also be noted that the possibility of the influence of Byzantine commentaries on Radak and Rivash, such as Rabbi Tuvia Eliezer’s Lekah Tov and Menahem Ben Shlomo’s Sehel Tov, has yet to be studied. ] 

2. All the shared interpretations we have discussed are not cited in the name of an anonymous commentator but are rather presented as the independent interpretations of Radak. It should be recalled that Radak and Rivash were very similar: both were interpreters of the peshat and both possessed a developed literary consciousness. It is probable that two interpreters with a similar exegetical methodology would produce similar results. If this is the case, it may be that many shared interpretations are the result of a similar exegetical methodology and need not be attributed to a direct connection between the two exegetes.
This, as well as the fact that Rivash is never mentioned explicitly in Radak’s commentary, casts doubt on Radak’s familiarity with Rivash. That being said, the great number of specific and original interpretations shared by them, the numerous linguistic traces appearing in those interpretations, and the close connections which prevailed between France and Provence, are, in my opinion enough of a basis for the maintaining that Radak was familiar with Rivash’s commentaries. [footnoteRef:36]  [36: In this respect, Rivash’s commentary was different than that of his teacher Rashbam, the latter’s commentary never leaving the boundaries of France and Germany.  On the limited dissemination of Rashbam’s commentaries see Jonathan Jacobs, “Why was Rashbam’s Commentary Not Widely Disseminated? – A Re-Examination” (Hebrew), Beit Mikra 62 (2017) 41–79 ] 

If this is so, why did Radak never mention Rivash even in cases when he drew upon his interpretations? The answer is that medieval interpreters would systematically cite interpretations available to them without explicitly citing their source. Radak did the same, provoking the ire of other earlier exegetes such as Zacharia ben Isaac and Don Isaac Abarbanel.[footnoteRef:37] Seidler notes that Rashi and Ibn Ezra are mentioned often in Radak’s commentary, but usually only when he opposes them or offers an alternative interpretation; when adopting their views instead offering an alternative he does not mention them by name.[footnoteRef:38] Talmage writes similarly about Radak’s commentary on Proverbs “Radak often cites explanations of other interpreters, but almost always without attribution,”[footnoteRef:39] Zeitkin writes the same thing about Radak’s commentary on Psalms.[footnoteRef:40] Radak did likewise when adopting Rivash’s interpretation without mentioning their provenance.  [37:  See Cohen, Kimhi on Hosea, xvi.]  [38:  Seidler, The Exegetical Method, 3.]  [39:  The Commentaries on Proverbs of the Kimhi Family, ed. Frank Talmage (Hebrew; Jerusalem: Magnes, 1990) 38 n. 128.]  [40:  Yehiel Zeitkin, The Fundamental Questions in the Book of Psalms in Radak’s eyes (M.A.) (Hebrew; Bar Ilan University, 2006) 17–18. See also Cohen, Kimhi on Hosea, xvii.] 

The conclusion of this study is that Rivash’s commentaries reached Radak when he wrote his commentary on Gensesis and were used by him comprehensively and significantly. This conclusion strengthens the assumption noted above about the close contact between French and Provencal Jewry, as well as demonstrating the general popularity of Rivash’s commentary on the Pentateuch. Just a few decades after their composition, Rivash’s works left the boundaries of France, making inroads into other Jewish centers such as Provence.[footnoteRef:41]  [41:  Rivash’s commentary was also extant in Spain, Germany, France [=Ashkenaz] and the Land of Israel.  See Jacobs, Bekhor Shoro, 266–286, 294–295.] 
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