The Byzantine Biblical Commentaries from the
Genizah: Rabbanite vs. Karaite”

RICHARD C. STEINER

At the end of 1994, Y. M. Ta-Shma 5"t invited me to join him in studying a pair
of commentaries (one on Ezekiel, the other on the Minor Prophets) preserved
on Genizah fragments found in Jerusalem and Cambridge. The fragments come
from a pair of scrolls, dated by experts to ca. 1000 C.E., of the type known as
“rotuli,” in which the writing is parallel to the seams. The text is written in He-
brew with Judeo-Greek glosses.

In 1995, I reported on some unusual features of the language of this text,
many of which Ta-Shma had pointed out to me when he first showed me the
portions that he had copied." A number of them have parallels in contemporary
Hebrew documents from Anatolia, but not in documents from southern Italy. In
1996, N. de Lange published the surviving 1445 lines of the text together with
fifteen other texts—all accompanied by high-quality photographs and an
English translation.” Both Ta-Shma and I have devoted review articles to this
edition.’ In 2003, I published a discussion of the theory of biblical redaction

*  The roots of this article are in a paper entitled “The Byzantine Commentary to Ezekiel and
Minor Prophets and its Place in the History of Biblical Exegesis,” read to the Talmud Ple-
nary Session of the Twelfth World Congress of Jewish Studies, Jerusalem, on July 31, 1997.
After expanding the paper, I asked Professor Japhet to read it and comment on it. Based on
her insightful comments, which I gratefully acknowledge, I decided to divide the paper into
three articles. One of them has already been published; see n. 4 below. It is a great pleasure
for me to publish this second article in a volume honoring this distinguished scholar.

1 The first results of my study were reported on March 13, 1995, in a lecture to the Academy
of the Hebrew Language, “190aran nmayn niomniw awy-mns Srpms wivea nwh marna”
A revised version of the lecture was subsequently published under the same title in
LeSonenu 59 (1995-96): 39-56.

2 N. R. M. de Lange, Greek Jewish Texts from the Cairo Genizah (Texte und Studien zum
Antiken Judentum 51; Tiibingen: Mohr [Siebeck], 1996); henceforth GJT.

3 R. C. Steiner, “Textual and Exegetical Notes to Nicholas de Lange, Greek Jewish Texts from
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that is one of the most striking characteristics of Byzantine exegesis.”

The Commentary on Ezekiel and the Commentary on the Minor Prophets
are formally distinct works. The former has a short colophon (. . .73p 58y pm),’
and the latter has a heading and short introduction (. . . owa 5nn3 :wy "0 150)
On the other hand, even though there are two scrolls, the transition comes
on the verso of the first scroll, and no blank lines have been left after the
colophon. This raises the question of the relationship between the two commen-
taries.

It has been assumed that the two commentaries have the same author—a
Byzantine Jew by the name of Reuel. In support of this assumption, we may
point to a number of shared stylistic features and ideas. For example, both
commentaries contain the idea that false prophets used to terrorize righteous
individuals with a specific oracle of doom. The formulation of the oracle,
perhaps inspired by Jer 28:16 (nn nnx niwn), differs by only one letter between
the two commentaries: in the Commentary on Ezekiel (Ezek 13:19), it reads ™
nRY w2 mnan onk; in the Commentary on the Minor Prophets (Zeph 3:4), we
find nxrn mawa sminn onr . Similarly, both commentaries (at Ezek 10:4 and
Zeph 1:9) gloss nan ‘threshold’ with mnan ‘opening’.® This parallel is
particularly instructive, because in the Commentary on Ezekiel, the author
seems to present the interpretation as his own original contribution.” In
my review of GJT, I discussed characteristic expressions found in both

the Cairo Genizah,” JOR 89 (1998): 155-69; Y. M. Ta-Shma, “m0ira-nmay Rpn nuwna
TN 10,1000 MW 230 ,N0vTR” Tarbiz 69 (2000): 247-56. Through my study of the texts in
GJT, since 1998, 1 have found more new readings and interpretations, some of which I have
included in this article.

4 R. C. Steiner, “A Jewish Theory of Biblical Redaction from Byzantium: Its Rabbinic Roots,
Its Diffusion and Its Encounter with the Muslim Doctrine of Falsification,” Jewish Studies,
an Internet Journal 2 (2003): 123—67.

5 It is not impossible that the last word is to be read "1"72p, even though there appears to be a
space after 72p. In that case, the name of our author is Reuel Obadiah.

6 At Ezek 10:4, de Lange writes: “miffan: it is not clear how this word is understood. . . .” The
source of his problem there is the difficulty of reading the last letter of nnan. De Lange’s
translation assumes that the word is jnan again, but the legs of the final n are visible in his
photograph. De Lange missed the point at Zeph 1:9 as well, taking nnan to mean ‘key’, i.e.,
nnan. The word intended is RN ‘opening’, as in Prov 8:6.

7  The formulation used for this purpose is not found elsewhere in the commentary: jnan 5y

man nnan 5y (o0)ImK BR Jnan K1 00 (7030 “On the nan of the Temple. What is (the
meaning of) nan? We say (the meaning is) ‘at the opening of the Temple.’” The phrase 1R
(om)mir is apparently equivalent to MR 2R in other medieval commentaries. Indeed, &
(7)mR is not totally impossible as a reading here, but it is unnecessary, since the authorial
“we” is found in *» Dw3a nna at the beginning of the Commentary on the Minor Prophets.
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commentaries, such as }(*)n (3)m52 Anna ‘in astonishment, i.e., yes’; and 1mr =
gmov ‘because’.® Such examples could easily be multiplied.

Of the other texts published in GJT, only three or four are Hebrew commen-
taries on the Bible in the strict sense. The Commentary on Genesis and Exodus
(de Lange’s “Scholia on the Pentateuch™) has around 230 preserved lines, ex-
tending from Gen 8:7 to Exod 34:26. The Commentary on Genesis and Joshua
(de Lange’s “Scholia on the Hexateuch™) has only around 90 preserved lines,
extending from Gen 6:14 to 28:17 (very fragmentary) and from Josh 11:16 to
13:8. The Commentary on I Kings has around 300 preserved lines, extending
from 1 Kgs 7:25 to 10:21. Finally, there is the work that de Lange calls
“Glosses on 1 Kings” comprising 56 lines and extending from 1 Kgs 6:20 to
8:37. Although it may technically count as a Hebrew commentary, the number
of Hebrew comments in it is very small. It consists mainly of Judeo-Greek
glosses, “hardly going beyond the format of a glossary.” I shall therefore have
nothing further to say about it.

k 3k 3k

Let us turn now to the question that is the subject of this article: Are the Byzan-
tine commentaries published in GJT Rabbanite or Karaite? For the Commen-
tary on Genesis and Exodus (henceforth CGE), the answer is obvious from the
following comments, cited here with parallels from Rabbinic literature:"’

CGE to Gen 37:24: 3 @ DappT DWNI KA 3 PR DN .DW 13 PR PR Iam
b. Sabb. 22a: a3 v DATPYI DWW HaR 13 PR D—D 1A PR

CGE to Gen 38:1: ()nRW =370 vnd inbmmn 79 a7 7In K00 nya
DORPAWD 1319031 195 ()T (MR (DD AR DR M D Pea an
Tanhuma (Warsaw) Wayyiggas 9: a0 PR NRA AT T ®07 0ya M
PYRIW 17T A 125 Dnb SRR DR 13703 125 DY TRY IYWaAw PIRA AT
Risiinstalia i unite 1720 Pyl s Ve el o o b B

CGE to Gen 38:15: .mn N3 Aus PN ANt ¥ .o 1noa ™
Gen. Rab. 85: 70T N3 ROW TV 7ma Anoa » and b nawnmm amin nxam

8 See Steiner, “Textual and Exegetical Notes,” 160, 164.
9 GJT,155.
10 1 have attempted to find the closest parallel for each.

245%



Richard C. Steiner

CGE to Gen 40:5: ()RR And .naxm apwnn amd 20 n .o obn inbnn
J7van ohn pamren wR Lanbw inbn wer 810 72 858 L(T)NR (1553 1050 v
b. Ber. 55b: 4an Hw umibn panso 1nthn 180 TR TNR Haw Tabn

CGE to Gen 41:43: .ouwa 771 .NNON3 IR .7IaR
Gen. Rab. 90: .0v3w3a 777 n2na a8 71aR b wpn

CGE to Exod 21:6: 1R T2 ROR MR 737 K81 3R OR MR p1 (VAR S
DN . DAY A KRS .ovTay (R 12 v pnww

b. Qidd. 22b: 1n 5p *oip nynww iR :"apn 0K PRaw 0MaR Yan PR mInws an
TR IRY A 75m ,0vTayd ovTay &Y or7ay Sxweua b Yo mnnRw nywa o
DRT—Ineys

The above collection of examples, which is not meant to be exhaustive, should
be sufficient to demonstrate that CGE is Rabbanite. Three of the comments
appear with the label wn or nmax in Rashi’s commentary (Gen 38:15, 40:5,
41:43); it is not likely that comments considered midrashic by Rashi would
have appealed to a Karaite exegete.

k 3k 3k

Concerning the Commentary on 1 Kings, de Lange writes:

There are various indications that the writer was an Arabic-speaker writ-
ing for Greek-speakers. Such commentaries are particularly associated
with Byzantine Karaites, such as Tobias ben Moses and Jacob ben Reu-
ben."

There are indeed many Arabisms in this text, only some of which are noted by
de Lange in GJT, e.g.

1. mn + imperfect in the sense of Arabic (83 ‘to be” + imperfect (4 verso line
8: wapr rn, 8 recto line 16: w1 mpne vi). 2

2. nn (alongside 1mmo) in the sense of Arabic upn ‘meaning’ (8 recto line
14: 2 7apm, 8 verso line 3)."

11 GJT, 127.

12 See A. Maman, “*®7pn 1wn (3 7 5w nmapn” (MA thesis, The Hebrew University of
Jerusalem, 1978), 105-7; idem, “pw5n wdws mRamA o 5" pwH oRpn,” LeSonenu
55(1990-91): 243 n. 128.

13 See Maman, “7aw 5w mapn,” 201. The form 1myn is distinctively Karaite, according to
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3y in the sense of Arabic i “is possible’ (7 verso line 16)."

" ampm in the sense of Arabic & 27px5R1 ‘the most plausible (opinion) is
that” (7 verso line 11).

5 5an (pwhn/nbnn) in the sense of Arabic *5y ypn ‘is used of” (5 verso lines
10-11, 19-20; 7 recto lines 78, 10; 7 verso lines 17—18).

non (without accompanying negation) in the sense of Arabic = ‘non-" (5
verso lines 11-12: [5r~]w nbw b [Sra]wr ).

= . ..oy in the sense of Arabic & . . . Tw ‘it is the opinion of . . . that’ (5
verso line 21: v ny).'°

As de Lange notes, in a Byzantine text such Arabisms are generally associated
with Karaites,'” and several of these features are known from the writings of
Tobias b. Moses.'® It is true that many of these Arabisms are also found in Tib-
bonid Hebrew, but the first two are unique to the Karaites."

The exegesis in this text points in the same direction, for it fits squarely into

the Karaite tradition. Take for example the bold expressions in the following
passage from the Commentary on 1 Kgs (8:8-31):

14

15
16
17

18
19
20

npa mwne a R t<<as>3w Ny Ty oipnn ma LA ove Ty ow e
733 TWR NvAa wIpn R NR un MO owTpn Gr)w 535 owann ondh ()nrw

M. H. Goshen-Gottstein, “rmanpn 5w nnyawn Dinnaw mMayn jwbn 5w nadwy nann”
(Ph.D. diss., The Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 1951), 223-24 n. 27, since Rabbanites
usually use 1y for Arabic nyn.

Cf. GJT, 149 n. I am indebted to A. Maman for this interpretation of 13y, which differs
from that of de Lange. See Maman, “57aw 5w nmapn,” 196; and idem, “5"mn b oowapn,”
241.

Cf. GJT, 142 n.

Cf. 3 DY used by Yeshu‘ah b. Yehudah (Goshen-Gottstein, “nn%m nvann,” 102).
According to Z. Ankori (Karaites in Byzantium: The Formative Years, 970-1100 [New
York: Columbia University Press, 1959], 118, 388), the Karaites were recent immigrants to
the Byzantine Empire, unlike most Byzantine Rabbanites.

See the references to Maman, “naw 5w niapn,” above.

I am indebted to Maman for this point.

Note that, throughout this article, << >> enclose letters added by me (on the assumption that
the scribe accidentally omitted them), while <> enclose signs inserted by the scribe. For the
emendation 1<<3>>3), see Steiner, “Textual and Exegetical Notes,” 158. In a letter dated
Nov. 4, 2000, E. Qimron cautiously notes the existence of a different possibility: that the
verb 1133 may have had a by-form 13 derived from the noun 1, itself a by-form of the Iranian
loanword 12 ‘treasury’. He points out that -1x appears with the meaning ‘treasury’ in Late
Aramaic and, according to Rabin, in the Damascus Covenant from the Geniza (11:3). This
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M3 R A nr &Y pym “lanaa rwn oad pr Gr)w Ton ™T 11 andw
S5anmb nndw nba qwraT apa POY 1w ca wn H1 85 awn pwna ()nRY
R A (VAR Y andw (YRR IR .omar A5wn Sarns awnn AT wRm
2 1aReAT L(ORWT 1A TIN2 TTowt (DARY RIT 1IAR 55Mpa 17120 1w 1 ()RRY
wr .oh-81 DW WR Sanpn SR war awmt ()22 Sy Tina T3 (pwnn 0w

PARA Y o9-R 2wy (N)RT DIARD YD . . . a0 YV ARAR pva o (oT)mN

5pa 821 (M0R 12 HY1.naps pwh s abea 8L L L awe 8D () (ima
22

LKA

They are there until this day (1 Kgs 8:8)—in this place until the time that
the ark was hidden away in the days of Josiah at the time when he said to
“the Levites, the teachers of all Israel, who were sacred to the Lord,
‘Place the holy ark in the Temple built by Solomon son of David, king of
Israel; it should not be carried about on your shoulders™ (2 Chr 35:3).
The cloud was filling the Temple of the Lord (8:10), just as it says con-
cerning the Tabernacle of Moses—“Moses was unable (to enter the Tent
of Meeting) because the cloud had settled on it” (Exod 40:35). And
when “Solomon finished praying, fire descended from the sky and ate up
the whole-offering and the sacrifices” (2 Chr 7:1). “Then Solomon said,
‘The Lord has said . . .”” (8:12)—What is it that he has said? That his
Glory should dwell in a thick cloud. They say that this is what it (means
when it) says, “I shall dwell in the midst of the children of Israel” (Exod
29:45, 1 Kgs 6:13). And we find that before the Tabernacle the Glory
was inside a thick cloud, as it is written, “Moses approached the thick
cloud where God was” (Exod 20:17). Some say (it is like), “For in the
cloud I appear above the cover” (Lev 16:2) . . . Is it true [etc.] that God
will dwell on earth (8:27)?—In astonishment, i.e., he will not do so . . .
And the oath shall come (8:31)—but (the word for) ‘ocath’ is feminine;
hence, it means “and the taker (lit., possessor) of the oath shall come.””

ingenious suggestion would require us to assume that Aaron b. Joseph substituted the more
common form in borrowing this comment (see below).

21 It would appear that the source of this comment (including the prooftext from Chronicles) is
either 2. Sota 13:1 or S. ‘Olam Rab. 24.

22 GJT, 14143 (5 recto 11-5 verso 9).

23 This translation of the Commentary on I Kings and the translations of the other texts from
GJT below are adapted from those of de Lange.
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They are remarkably similar to the comments on those verses in Mivhar Yesha-
rim, by the Karaite exegete Aaron b. Joseph Ha-Rofe (c. 1250-1320):

Sxwr w3 7Iina naowt a9k 1n L anbw 9nR IR L\RA BAw oY T mn ora T
L LT SR OR RIS Awn 5120 891 21001 1Naan SV ARAR pya o mn k™
2 mbr pp1aw 7" W R YA R LR &L L. antna (1) 2wn Dinra

Until this day (1 Kgs 8:8)—until the day that the ark was hidden away.
Then Solomon said (8:12)—that the Lord has said, “I shall dwell in the
midst of the children of Israel” (Exod 29:45, 1 Kgs 6:13). Some say, an
allusion: “For in the cloud I appear above the cover” (Lev 16:2). . .. Is it
true that God will dwell?—In astonishment. . . . And the oath shall come
(8:31)—the taker (lit., possessor) of the oath, the one upon whom the
court has imposed an oath, shall come.

The Byzantine Commentary on 1 Kings also has much in common with Yefet
b. Eli’s Commentary on Kings.” For example, the interpretation of 1 Kgs 8:31
nox& xa1 shared by the Byzantine commentary and Mivhar Yesharim was known
to Yefet as well: anxe 5p1 n%% 127 02 T8R MR 5po nra1Hpr o9 ndr 83158
noxoR “It says nvx 821 and not axa. It has been said that it means ‘the matter/
word of the oath (shall come).” And (alternatively) it has been said (that it
means), ‘the taker (lit., possessor) of the oath (shall come).”””*°

In the following cases, Yefet (cited first) and the Byzantine exegete say vir-
tually the same thing, except that the Byzantine is sometimes less succinct
and/or lucid:

24 Aaron b. Joseph, 0™ w* nan (Goslov [Eupatoria], 1834), 15a-b.

25 The latter commentary is preserved in fragmentary form in Ms. St. Petersburg, Russian Na-
tional Library Hebr.-Arab. 0158. A second, better preserved, manuscript of Yefet’s com-
mentary is found in London in the British Library; see G. Margoliouth, Catalogue of the
Hebrew and Samaritan Manuscripts in the British Museum (London: The British Museum,
1899-1935), no. 335. Although it is not identified as such by Margoliouth, it differs from
the other manuscript in only minor details. I transcribe the text of the London manuscript;
significant variants from Ms. St. Petersburg are inserted with a slash. It should be noted that
the pages of Ms. St. Petersburg are out of order.

26 Ms. London 335, f. 62a lines 11-12; Ms. St. Petersburg 0158, f. 152a last line—f. 152b lines
1-2.
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1 Kgs 8:2: 0nunKRn na2

17 DORDR RIN2 ARADKRE PIR IO DUNRT ip 3703 SR DAIR DD DUNR RARY

T o TROPNOR IR 5K 10 1 AOR 1A 5K ma pwnn SNAw IR fn
And as for oung, it has been said that they are Israel, as in the expression
“Oonuny, foundations of the earth” (Mic 6:2), and it (=the month of onny)
was called by this name, since Israel assemble in it at the House of God.
And (alternatively) it has been said, (and it was called by this name)
since the festivals are in it.

ARYAT .M v OR ana M wna arapy vaw obwn o (Gr)wr on ok nana
2 ()P 2 (@M)AIR W LPIR MO DURRAT (210)22 Dpnns 09N Sy ouneR
DMYR DY O YD DUMR WP RIPD DAY ' TRIN RAPY DTTIAN N RIN DUOTRA

®.om7am
In the month of ounk—They are Israel, the great ones of the world, who
would assemble in this month, in the festival (Sukkot), at the House of
the Lord. And we find oun's used of the great and strong in the expres-
sion “O ounr, foundations of the earth” (Mic 6:2). Others say that the
sense of the month of ourx is the month of the festivals; it calls the fes-
tivals of the Lord, which are holy convocations, ouny, since they are
precious and important days.

1 Kgs 8:8: 0™72m7 128N

YR RATOT0 IRE NN PIWOR A3 5K 07358 1395 12 TRIR 07730 197K HRp on

2,258 Ana o by
Then it says, “they extended the poles,” by which it means that they
pulled out the poles towards the east side until their tips were (level)
with the Ark on the west side.

DWAY D01 .AMAN YR DA 10WR PRI AR WY npa o .0vTan 1T
1AM TWRD 1T 10WT (AR)IW WONW NP DX A 17 AN DR oven v DmiR
5w DM W A 1D LR DRD SR 0v7a0 1wnt Tvin Sar SR pmRa Ram

0. mnn bR o7an nwn

27 Ms. London 335, f. 56b lines 14-16.
28 GJT, 139 (4 verso 7-13).

29 Ms. London 335, f. 57b lines 2-4.
30 GJT, 139 (5 recto 3-9).
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They extended the poles—because when they put the ark in its place,
they pulled the poles towards the east. Before they pulled them, (only)
half of each pole was towards the east, as was the custom when they
moved on, as it is said, “they shall put its poles in place” (Num 4:6).
When they encamped, the ark was brought into the Tent of Meeting, and
they pulled the poles towards the east side. So too was the practice in
Solomon’s Temple. They pulled the poles to the east. . . .

1 Kgs 8:66: D5nRY 125" . . . Opn R MHW 2w ora

DAAYaT DATTRIN CHR DRARIRIR 1T JARADR DPOR D IARIOR PPRYUR Hen Tpn

L. .e 00hK nit 8D WTR O MR o5 ORIN MR
Two send-offs took place: one on the eighth day which was their depar-
ture to their dwellings and tents around Jerusalem (and no further), be-
cause it was a holy day and travel was not possible in it. . . .

581 .0HAR SR 1251 3mana DR 1OW WD L(AR)1 opn nk nbw wawn ora
DOAR DRI AR PR DPAT DA YA M0 WwR Myt on omhnr
opa NR MSW WwnAwn ora (21N)32 WTIR RIPA OF R W0 OPA 0 .0

2 pagy wmnw or R . (R
On the eighth day, he sent off the people, etc—when he sent them off,
they blessed him “and went to their tents” (8:66). These tents were
sheets around the city attached to the wall, not the tents of their (home)
countries. Because this day was a holy convocation, as it is written, “on
the eighth day he sent off the people,” etc.; this was the eighth day of
solemn assembly.

1 Kgs 9:7: manwh

2 FoRanOR 9130 71 ATRYROR A5 10 10 nameH
nmw comes from the word for ‘repetition’ and that (=repetition) is the
way of narrative.

31 Ms. London 335, f. 71a lines 18-20.
32 GJT, 145 (6 recto 15-21).
33 Ms. London 335, f. 73b lines 3-4.
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34
35

36

37

38

mn3 12112 oMWY YN ™ MR I 12 DIWA D DAMAT MO W RN 1w

# (r)wd »wn
nmw is repetition® and narration of their affairs, that such and such has
befallen them: they will say that such and such has befallen so and so,
just as it befell Israel.

1 Kgs 10:1: xaw nabn

/ 2pR 1 A5 Axanx &R 51 25058 1 op ayr kaw nabnn ks Sp

30, 2pRON
It has been said that (xaw na%n) is the kingdom of Sheba, i.e., a party
from the kingdom. And (alternatively) it has been said that (xaw nabn) is
a woman, a queen, and that is more plausible / the most plausible.

nabn &0 2 2P Anbw nx moab Axa k2w nadnnn ATy DRI RIW NINDD

7 v anon A3 m
Raw naYn—i.e., a party from the kingdom of Sheba came to test Solo-
mon. But the most plausible is that it refers to a queen who possessed ex-
traordinary wisdom.

1 Kgs 8:56: 58w myh nman ina

HR IRWR IR 51 RTYROR 10 DIIRp HOR W SR 1Y annan [ W Aoy

3% DTphR HR IRWR D1 W PR
The expression “who gave nnun to his people Israel” refers to their
resting from the enemies. And (alternatively) it has been said that it
refers to the land of Israel. And (alternatively) it has been said, it refers
to the Sanctuary.

GJT, 147 (6 verso 16-18).

De Lange translates ‘substitution’, but the context requires that "i»w have the meaning of the
gal form of Mw, viz., ‘repeat’.

Ms. London 335, f. 79b lines 5-7; Ms. St. Petersburg 0158, f. 113b last two lines—f. 114a
line 1.

GJT, 149 (7 verso 9-12). De Lange does not stray far from the truth in calling this comment
“incoherent”; the parallel from Yefet’s commentary clarifies it considerably.

Ms. London 335, f. 69a lines 4-6; Ms. St. Petersburg 0158, f. 160b last line—161a lines 1-2.
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R nnnb o amp 1 (GORDW paR K00 ()RIR AR LY A (@MKWY Anun
n2Wwn 03 N3 ow 5 nSna ft SN oy o700 13 M D Anun KIpN WIpRn
DR DY 937w 102 VPWNT M2 MV AN A0 DIPAN A1 2 0P LINpN DY RIW

3 by moab 5y onawm (anna1 .oovra noad (PR)x (5)Y onawn 150 npna

nnun—some say (it refers to) the house of the Lord, but I say it is the
land of Israel, as in “Arise, o Lord, to your rest” (Ps 132:8). It is the
Sanctuary; it is called nnun because the Glory rests in it. This word is
also used as the word for (lit., noun of) ‘resting’, like namwn, which is an
abstract noun (lit., noun of accident).*” But my own view is that in this
context the meaning of nmn is ‘security’ — ‘strength and quietude” —
as He spoke to them, “If you observe my statutes, you shall dwell on the
land in security, in your land” (Lev 26:3, 26:5/25:18),*" and it is also
written, “you shall dwell in security on it” (Lev 25:19).

This last passage must be read in conjunction with another passage from the
Byzantine commentary:

39

40

41

42

2 1 5p1 i 5Y H1on awin mHA 1 .0awIn DIPH 9aPY .onaw 13y .<<pawin>>

GJT, 143 (5 verso 166 recto 3). Cf. p. 142: “These various comments on the word nmun
are particularly clumsily put together.” For mid nva de Lange reads nid 8i.

Hebrew 71pn, like Arabic ‘arad and English accident, is a conventional equivalent of the
Aristotelian term cuppepnkds. It refers to abstract nouns (cf. C. del Valle Rodriguez, Die
grammatikalische Terminologie der fruehen hebraeischen Grammatikern [Madrid: Consejo
superior de investigaciones cientificas, 1982], 252-53 s.v. mp), including verbal nouns.
Thus, Ibn Ezra speaks of n¥y 171331 7020 2 77pR KIN P17 127 DY UPKRY DV, see Sefer
Sahot (ed. G. H. Lippmann; Fiirth: Tsirndorfer, 1827), 35a. Ibn Tibbon, in his translation of
Ibn Janah’s grammar, uses it with reference to MY ‘purity’, Yo ‘wickedness’, 31
‘abundance’, 7R ‘speech’, 7inY ‘observance’, and 5Tix ‘greatness’; see Jonah Ibn Janah,
Le livre des parterres fleuris (ed. J. Derenbourg; Paris: Vieweg, 1886), 21 lines 1-6, 22
lines 2-11 = pan 1aR AT ™ 5w Mapn muana nRi ER e MY pan tao (ed. M.
Wilensky; Jerusalem: The Academy of the Hebrew Language, 1964), 31 line 22 to 32 line 4,
32 line 23 to 33 line 5. Jacob b. Reuben uses it in speaking of IR ‘entrance’ (Ezek 8:5),
etymologically an abstract verbal noun; see his commentary, "wyn 120, to Ezek 8:5 1831 in
Aaron b. Joseph, D" 1nan. According to R. Saadia Gaon, the arad noun category
consists of verbal nouns; see jik3 YD 21% DAY WS Ning KD pwhn nnanb pwra IR
(ed. A. Dotan; 587w maan apnh mwpn 3; Jerusalem: World Union of Jewish Studies,
1997), 345 line 78.

De Lange takes D283 as an exegetical gloss, but it is more likely that the word comes
from Lev 26:5. It is possible that the original text cited an abbreviated version of 26:3-5 fol-
lowed by 25:18-19.

GJT, 149 (7 verso 16-18). As de Lange notes, the lemma is omitted in the scroll.
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Dawn——‘their sitting’ is possible and ‘their place of sitting’ is possible,
because the word awin is used of both.

In these two passages, the author makes a rather distinctive linguistic observa-
tion that is virtually identical to an observation made in the Digdug of the
Karaite Yasuf ibn Nah: *

SRIPOR DOR Y0 TR apnbR oK Ypn TR Anun R obYR LAnun A nuad
Know that amin may be used as* the word for (lit., the noun of) ‘rest-
ing-place’ and it may be used as the word for (lit., noun of) ‘resting’.

HY Ypm SR W 2w O3 PyOR Y vpn pTin ma by Aotk . L.

* pymawn 3 s pinbx
... a word with the pattern of p7in (Ruth 2:1) may be used of an abstrac-
tion (= verbal noun, etc.), as in Sxw 23 2wt (Exod 12:40), and it may
be used of a place, as in o>'mawin 521 (Exod 12:20, etc.).

Both authors observe that a single noun with preformative m- can have both an
abstract interpretation referring to an action or state and a concrete one refer-
ring to a place.*® They give the same examples of this phenomenon: anun ‘rest;
resting-place’ and 2w ‘sitting, dwelling; sitting-place, dwelling-place’.*” And
they use the same terminology, e.g., *5p ypn=5p Hon, Pw=npn and most dis-
tinctively, 9pnbx Dor=nin ow.

43 G. Khan, The Early Karaite Tradition of Hebrew Grammatical Thought, Including a Criti-
cal Edition, Translation and Analysis of the Diqduq of Abii Ya'qub Yisuf ibn Nith on the
Hagiographa (Studies in Semitic Languages and Linguistics 32; Leiden: Brill, 2000), 169,
to 1 Chr 28:2.

44 Note that Ibn Niih has ypn in this passage, but the usual "> Ypn in the next passage. It
appears that the former means ‘used as’ while the latter means ‘used of”. In other words, Ibn
Niih seems to have a contrast between Pw95R "5y ypn “it is used of abstractions” and ppn
PIYOR DOR “it is used as an abstract noun.” The Hebrew text has 5 a1 in both.

45 Khan, Early Karaite Tradition, 451 to Ruth 2:1.

46 The same idea is found in a Judeo-Persian grammatical commentary on the Bible, a Karaite
work closely related to Tbn Nih’s Digdug. At Eccl 12:6 (912n), the author writes: “in several
places we have said that when mem is added to (letters of) substance, (the resulting form) is
a noun of place or a noun of abstraction”; G. Khan, Early Karaite Grammatical Texts
(SBLMasS 9; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2000), 286.

47 The same interpretations can be found in modern handbooks.
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Clearly the Byzantine Commentary to 1 Kings is a Karaite work. Can we

say more? The similarities to Mivhar Yesharim raise the possibility that our
Byzantine commentary is one of the long-winded, poorly translated commen-
taries that, according to Aaron’s introduction, he set out to revise:

S0P RIPAN WD 52 5™ 130an 12MIRA D IR VY RA L L L WITYR DA Y o
Sax oaynnb anRa TIR MW S TRt ran Kivnd RIpa AR ompab o Ty
Anan wapa wnd 5o TR M H1a0 TR NTIRA B0 oM NoTR WR DWIRa
PP DAMBD Y2 YITY D L L L PTIPTA A DY DwITD PRY MW napnT Jnne
DAMIIT DR NIWOR hwa pa v RY DR PNYRNT May pwh OR Iy pwdn

® . .owawn ompa

Only two factors motivated me . . . One was my observing that our
sages, may their memory be a blessing, made all their commentaries on
Scripture so long that the reader at times is unable to find what he wants.
And it seems to me that this manner is appropriate for the pampered, but
for people who have endured long exile and many troubles, how can one
tolerate this, and how can one (have time) to investigate any other field
of knowledge? The second factor was that their commentaries are not
(written in Hebrew that is) grammatical . . . for it is well known that their
books were translated from Arabic into Hebrew and that the one who
translated them was not well versed in both languages, (making) their
precious words seem flawed. . . .

According to the supercommentary of Abraham Firkowicz, the phrase pmnynn
omx “the one who translated them” is a reference to Tobias b. Moses.*’ This is
not unreasonable. Tobias was the leading Karaite translator, and Aaron gives
Tobias the title prnynn elsewhere in his commentaries.® Moreover, Tobias
himself apologizes for his grammatical mistakes:

48
49
50
51

T YRR PR D LAPN 1 A (DHWHa wiaw Renr DR IWRD 58 ()NR DnRY
513y (Mwh SR anma mmn Sxrpaw (HwHR 1 .Axw DR

Aaron b. Joseph, 0™ 7nan, 2a.
Aaron b. Joseph, o™w* 7nan, 2b.
Ankori, Karaites, 449 n. 237.
Ankori, Karaites, 418 n. 171.
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And you, my brothers, do not blame me if there be found in (my) lan-
guage confusion between masculine and feminine, for it is not due to in-
competence but rather an oversight, since I was translating (lit., writing)
from Arabic to Hebrew.

We have already seen that the Byzantine commentary contains a grammatical
mistake of Arabic origin that occurs frequently in the writings of Tobias: the
use of /o + imperfect instead of n + participle.™

In the colophon of Tobias’ single surviving biblical commentary, the unpub-
lished Osar Nehmad, he describes his use of Yefet’s commentary:

RI71 TANI TRIR MO0N 'R RIAW (507 AT NAND (R YaKn Sann taon a1 uN
an oby Mmoo 5" b ne (Mnbnmr 5™ Rwan 71T TR 3T 135 .00 370
53 L oaman (0)whsnnt npTa YA MaTn mynww

Ankori translates as follows:

I, Tobias the Scribe, a Mourner of the [Order of] “Mourners of Zion,”
have written this book, which is one of my books [or: one of the books
of] The Delightful Treasure. . . . It is [a commentary on] the Priestly
Lore [i.e.,, on Leviticus]. It contains the sayings of our Prince, the
Patriarch David [ben Bo‘az], of blessed memory, and of the Teacher, Ye-
feth [ben ‘All] Hallevl, blessed be his memory. To the [sayings of these
sages] I have added what I had heard of the pronouncements of
the Philosophers. . . and the Commentators [and] Interpreters [of Scrip-
ture]. ...

According to this passage, Tobias, who studied philosophy and exegesis at the
Karaite academy in Jerusalem founded by Ibn Nih, added comments from
these fields to the material that he took from Yefet and David. According to
Ankori, Tobias also added linguistic discussions and other material.*

This is a perfect description of the Byzantine commentary. Based on the
parallels discussed above, we may say that its comment on the word nnun has

52 Seeatn. 12 above.

53 Ankori, Karaites, 418 n. 171.

54  Ankori, Karaites, 418-20.

55 Ankori, Karaites, 421. For the possibility that he studied linguistics with Abt 1-Faraj Hariin,
see ibid., 50.
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two parts: (1) a list of three possible interpretations similar to a list found in
Yefet’'s Commentary on Kings and (2) the sentence nin ow 5 mSnn it Hian
translating the sentence axapS® oor ppn I found in Ibn Nih’s linguistic
commentary on the Hagiographa.

Another thing we can say about the author of the Byzantine commentary is
that he had first-hand knowledge of Jerusalem’s topography. That is why he is
puzzled by the fact that 1 Kgs 8:1 uses the verb nihynb in describing the trans-
fer of the Ark from Zion to the Temple:

anr .. a1 oyon Mk TRb ()RR &9 (@)W mHY &0 e myab (0K

7 (@9)wr Ox mhY ren inT

It says “to bring up”—even though Zion is higher than®® Jerusalem—and

not “to bring down.” They have said that the reason for this is . . . after
one’s descent from Zion, one ascends to Jerusalem.

By the Middle Ages, the name “Zion” had long since been transferred to the
western hill of Jerusalem. Our author knows that that hill is higher than the
Temple Mount and that there is a valley in between.” He must be one of the
Byzantines who came to study at the Karaite academy in Jerusalem before its
destruction in 1099. Based on the evidence cited above, we may identify him

with Tobias b. Moses.®’
k %k ok

The Commentary on Genesis and Joshua (henceforth CGJ) is very fragmen-
tary; hence, there are very few clues as to its author’s affiliation. According to
de Lange, the author (or copyist?) knew Arabic:

56 De Lange reads Tn&, which makes no sense here. The word follows a dittography, which de
Lange does not point out. These two factors account for de Lange’s sense that “the argument
does not read well here and the text may well be corrupt.”

57 GJT, 139 (4 verso 4-7).

58 The phrase -n 1% is apparently equivalent to ja 859 “higher than’ in Dan 6:3.

59 See, for example, the topographical map of Jerusalem in N. Avigad, Discovering Jerusalem
(Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1983), 25.

60 There may be another hint. In the aforementioned colophon (Ankori, Karaites, 418), Tobias
asks God to forgive his mistakes: n2VH DK 13 "NEAN &Y %3 M7 'WRA 2371 8OW SRWKR M
5 Sy nbor fin mnw oR1 .y n v K10 0 15-8 109 372 Swar O The last sen-
tence is very similar to the last sentence of a similar prayer found in the Byzantine commen-
tary (GJT, 137 [4 recto, caption 4]): *5 nbo* " snwsw ok 'nowy wr 523 nawb n5-x 5 oo
And in both prayers the first sentence contains the word n2105. Did Tobias use this word to
allude to his authorship? Did he cite 72105 *M>-& *5 M1t from Neh 5:19 and 13:31 because
of its similarity to 72105 *n5-& 131 in Neh 6:14?
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The pointing of the name “Baalbek” is surprising, and indicates an Ara-
bic rather than a Greek background. . . . As for the qubbuts under the fi-
nal kaf, Dr. Khan has suggested to me that, curious though it seems, it
may be an attempt to represent the Arabic case.®’

In my view, it is unlikely that the vocalization of the final kaf is an attempt to
represent the Arabic nominative case ending; the reading 7 seems more likely
than 7.° This pointing too may indicate an Arabic background. Many Judeo-
Arabic texts use 7 to represent Arabic final k (in contrast to 4).” Indeed, we
find Baalbek twice written 7252 in one manuscript of Yefet’s Commentary on
Kings.**

In any event, familiarity with the Arabic toponyms Baalbek and Rafah taken
together with Greek glosses may again point to a Karaite. More telling is the
identification of Baal-Gad with Baalbek in CGJ (to Josh 11:17). This identifi-
cation is made by Yefet as well. In his commentary to Josh 11:17, Yefet writes:
T35pRa ArTnb poox nHpar T Spa r Hpr “it has been said that Baal-Gad and
Baalath are two names for the city of Baalbek.”® So too in his commentary to
1 Kgs 9:18: 71 5pa xex oot 72593 'm nbpa 127 on “then it mentions Baalath,
which is Baalbek and is also called Baal-Gad.”®

The Rabbanites agree with this only in part. For them, Baalath is indeed
Baalbek, but Baal-Gad is Gebal. This is clearest in the twelfth-century trave-
logue of Benjamin of Tudela: . . . paabnan nnn T 5pa &0 58235 o uw owm
e na5 anbw nia awk mabn nypaa (nhya b"y) midya xem 7a5vab or ovn owns.
“Thence it is two days’ journey to Gebal (Gebela), which is Baal-Gad, at the
foot of Lebanon. . . . Thence it is half a day’s journey to Baalbec, which is
Baalath in the plains of Lebanon, and which Solomon built for the daughter
of Pharaoh.”® The identification of Baalath with Baalbek is also found in
the fourteenth-century Judeo-Arabic translation of the Former Prophets from

61 GJT, 120 21n.

62 The vocalization of the lamed also needs to be re-examined. De Lange reads 3, but to A.
Maman and to me, it looks more like 7 in the published photograph.

63 I Blau, o¥ran ' Sw mminn-nanyn et (2d ed; Jerusalem: The Hebrew University
Magnes Press, 1980), 47 n. 12.

64 Ms. London 335, f. 75b lines 7 and 15; cf. also 7573 and 7151 in line 16.

65 Ms. London, Margoliouth catalogue no. 277, f. 118b lines 9-10.

66 Ms. London 335, f. 75b line 7.

67 The Itinerary of Benjamin of Tudela (ed. M. N. Adler; London: Henry Frowde, 1907), §§27
and 48.
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Mardin, which renders n5pa with 7a%xa at 1 Kgs 9:18.° Baal-Gad and Baalath
also occur as toponyms in Hebrew letters from the Genizah, the former in a
well-known letter of Saadia Gaon. In publishing these letters, S. Schechter and
J. Mann relied on Benjamin of Tudela for the identification of the names.*

CGJ and Yefet’s commentary are also similar in their treatment of o' xa
in Josh 13:1. Yefet translates oanbx oxex 0 537 “he had entered into the days of
decrepitude””’ and CGJ glosses R1391 Ny T Har &5 WK qua mba 3 81 “he
had entered the days of physical decrepitude so that he could no longer come
and go.””!

These parallels are suggestive but far from conclusive. The identification of
Baal-Gad with Baalbek may well have been current in Jerusalem and/or Baal-
bek itself.”” Alternatively, it may also have occurred to both exegetes inde-
pendently, just as it occurred to a modern scholar.” Moreover, the commentar-

68 T ranpa oawrn owadb orpn ounnn (ed. Y. Avishur; Jerusalem: The Hebrew
University Magnes Press, 1995), 230.

69 S. Schechter, Saadyana (Cambridge: Deighton and Bell, 1903), 25 n. 1; J. Mann, The Jews
in Egypt and in Palestine under the Fatimid Caliphs (London: Oxford University Press,
1920-22), 1:246 n. 1, 2:323 n. 5.

70 Ms. London 277, f. 126a lines 11-12.

71 GJT, 121 (2 recto 7-8).

72 For the existence of a Jewish community in Baalbek in the ninth and tenth centuries, see K.
E. Schulze, The Jews of Lebanon (Brighton: Sussex Academic Press, 2001), 13; and A. F.
Naccach, “A Ninth Century A.D. Judeo-Aramaic Epitaph from Balbak,” Orientalia 58
(1989): 243-45.

73 O. Eissfeldt, “Die idltesten Bezeugungen von Baalbek als Kultstitte,” Forschungen und
Fortschritte 12 (1936): 51-53 = idem, Ras Schamra und Sanchunjaton (Halle: M. Nie-
meyer, 1939), 31-36. The phrase 113350 nypaa 72 5va (Josh 11:17, 12:7) led Eissfeldt (p. 52
= p. 35) to conclude that “Baalbek ist wahrscheinlich nichts anderes als ba'al bik'‘ah ‘Herr
der Ebene’.” However, Eissfeldt was unaware that Baalbek appears in the Mishnah (m.
Md'as. 5:8) as >33 5pa. The identification of *33 %y with Baalbek was made five centuries
ago by R. Obadiah Bertinoro, but his transcription of Baalbek (73 %3 according to a
manuscript reading) was corrupted in the printed editions of his Mishnah commentary; see
the notes to the commentary ad loc. in 3wnn 5w T *anan MKNDL ™MW DY DY mawn (ed.
N. Sacks; Jerusalem: Institute for the Complete Israeli Talmud, 1972-75), 1:246. Modern
scholars of rabbinic literature have rediscovered this identification, but have ignored its im-
plications for the etymology of the name Baalbek. Thus, A. Sammter (Die sechs Ordnungen
der Mischna [ed. E. Baneth, et al.; 2nd ed.; Wiesbaden: H. Kanel, 1927], 1:149 n. 13) writes
that *32 5p3 is “Baalbeck, einer Stadt zwischen dem Libanon und Antilibanon gelegen, wo
frither Heliopolis, dem Sonnengotte = 5pa geweiht, und auf einer Ebene = rppa stand.”
However, ™22 can hardly be derived from nppa. As recognized by S. Wild (Libanesische
Ortsnamen [Beirut: Franz Steiner, 1973]222-23), 32 5pais more likely to be a Canaanite
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ies disagree on the biblical name of Rafah = Raphia (which also had a Jewish
community in the eleventh century). For Yefet, the district of Rafah is Avvim
(Josh 13:3);™ for the Byzantine commentator, Rafah is Aphek (Josh 13:4). In
short, the author may have been a Karaite, but there is not enough evidence to
prove this.

& 3k 3k

The same criteria that prove that the Commentary on 1 Kings is Karaite create a
presumption that the Commentary on Ezekiel and Minor Prophets is not.
Reuel’s Hebrew is free of Arabic influence.” Aharon Maman, an authority on
Karaite Hebrew, agrees that it is not that of the Byzantine Karaites.”

Reuel’s exegesis contains no Karaite polemical themes, and even the non-
polemical exegesis is completely different from that of Karaites such as Daniel
Al-Qumisi, Yefet b. Eli, David Al-Fasi, and Jacob b. Reuben. Take, for exam-
ple, the word amnrin Ezek 8:17 pax 5% mmwn nr ombw oam. One of the
interpretations given to this word by Reuel is “their wind (gas) that they were
expelling towards the Temple of the Lord” and (at 8:16) “wind (gas) that they
were expelling from their bottoms.””” This is the interpretation of virtually all
Rabbanites (with the exception of Joseph Qara and Joseph Ibn Kaspi): Mena-

name meaning ‘Baal of weeping’; cf. the mourning for Hadad-rimmon = Baal in Zech 12:11
and the weeping for Tammuz in Ezek 8:14.

74 Ms. London 277, £. 127b line 9. This identification is no doubt derived from the targums to
Deut 2:23, which have the Avvim dwelling in M7 (Ongelos) or, in its Galilean Aramaic
form, P07 XA (Pseudo-Jonathan). For the Galilean Aramaic shift 4 > °, see E. Y.
Kutscher, Studies in Galilean Aramaic (trans. M. Sokoloff; Ramat Gan: Bar Tlan University,
1976), 70-78.

75 It is true that, in this commentary, we often find demonstrative adjectives preceding their
noun instead of following it, but this feature is not proof of Arabic influence. It is already
found in rabbinic Hebrew, where it is due to Aramaic influence; see M. H. Segal, 4 Gram-
mar of Mishnaic Grammar (Oxford: Clarendon, 1927), 201; M. Azar, mwnn (w5 ann
(Jerusalem: The Academy of the Hebrew Language, 1995), 212.

76 Personal communication.

77 TFor the time being, see Steiner, “nwh mna,” 54-56; I hope to publish a revised edition of
Reuel’s comments in my next article on Byzantine exegesis. At 8:16, Reuel writes: “Their
back(side)s were to the Temple of the Lord, and they broke wind towards the Temple of the
Lord.” Cf. the story told by Josephus in Jewish War 2.12.1 §224: “Thereupon one of the
soldiers [on the roof of the portico of the Temple], raising his robe, stooped in an indecent
attitude, so as to turn his backside to the Jews, and made a noise in keeping with his pos-
ture.” Contrast the version in Antiquities 20.5.3 §108.
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hem b. Sarug,”® Jonah Ibn Jandh,” Hananel b. Hushiel,** Judah Ibn Balam,*'
Rashi, Menahem b. Simeon, Isaiah of Trani, David Qimhi, etc. The Karaites,
on the other hand, do not even acknowledge the existence of this interpreta-
tion,* presumably because it is based on a midrash.*’ Reuel exhibits the influ-
ence of midrash in a number of places.

Another non-Karaite feature of Reuel’s Commentary on Ezekiel is that it
ends with chapter 39. Parallels are known only among Rabbanites. Another
Byzantine exegete, Isaiah of Trani, ends his commentary at the same point,
explaining that it will not be possible to comprehend Ezekiel’s description of
the Third Temple until it is actually built.** Joseph Qara’s Commentary on Eze-
kiel ends there as well. And what we have of Rabbenu Hananel’s Commentary
on Ezekiel begins with chapter 40 and bears the heading mawnn 10 wiva.* Ye-

78 Menahem b. Saruq, Mahberet (ed. A. Sdenz-Badillos; Granada: University of Granada
Press, 1986), 154* lines 23-25.

79 Jonah Ibn Janah, Kitab al-’usil (ed. A. Neubauer; Oxford: Clarendon, 1875), 197 lines 25—
29.

80 In his commentary to b. Baba Mesi ‘a 90a (as preserved in n¥2ipn nv'w), his gloss to nnn
reads: 7RI NNSWM NIV33 MmN MpMTY 2. The definition is also cited in the Aruch,
s.v. 10 and by Ibn Bal am (see next footnote).

81 Judah Ibn Bal ‘am, 58ptr* 2805 opba 1ar 77 ' wia (ed. M. Perez; Ramat-Gan: Bar-Tlan
University Press, 2000), 42.

82 Instead, they take 771 to mean ‘branch(es)’ (literal or figurative), based on the meaning of
the three other occurrences of N0 in the Bible (Num 13:23, Isa 17:10, and Ezek 15:2). See
Yefet’s commentary to Ezek 8:17, Ms. St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Hebr.-Arab.
13496, f. 42a, line 23—f. 42b, line 3; Jacob b. Reuben, "wpn 1av, ad loc. in Aaron b. Joseph,
o™ anan; David Al-Fasi, Kitab Jami ‘ al-Alfaz of David ben Abraham al-Fast (2 vols.; ed.
S. L. Skoss; New Haven: Yale University Press, 1936-45), 1:493 lines 69-71. The view of
Abi 1-Faraj Harin is less clear. In the seventh (lexical) section of the Mustamil, his third
meaning for the root 1 is “firewood gotten from the pruning of vines,” exemplified by
7t in Num 13:23, Isa 17:10, and Ezek 15:2; see Ms. London, British Library Or. 2592, f.
9a, lines 14-18. (I am indebted to Y. Dubitsky for sending me a photocopy of the entry.) Al-
though he does not mention the occurrence in Ezek 8:17, he does give the impression that he
knows only one meaning for mnr. Cf. also Theodotion 7O kAfjjLa ‘the vine-branch® and
Jerome sarmentum ‘twig (esp. of vine)’ in F. Field, Origenis Hexaplorum (Oxford: Claren-
don, 1875), 2:789-790. The interpretation ‘rod (for beating)’ belongs here as well; it is
found in the commentaries of Joseph Qara, Joseph Ibn Kaspi, and Reuel (first interpreta-
tion).

83  See Steiner, “pwh mana,” 55.

84 I am indebted to B. Richler for calling this to my attention.

85 5xun 5an (ed. 1. Hildesheimer; Berlin: H. Ttzkowski, 1876), 45, cf. xxvi.
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fet’s division of the book is different: part 3 of his commentary consists of
chapters 38-48.%

From a codicological and paleographic point of view, Reuel’s manuscript is
very similar to that of the Byzantine kefubba of 1022 from the town of
Mastaura in Asia Minor, published by Mann and other scholars and published
again in GJT.*” Ada Yardeni believes that the same scribe may have written the
two documents at different times in his life; Malachi Bet Arieh concurs.® If so,
that scribe must have been a Rabbanite, since the ketubba is Rabbanite; Karaite
ketubbot are quite different.*

k 3k 3k

In light of the above, it seems quite certain that Reuel is a Rabbanite. His
commentary and the Commentary on Genesis and Exodus appear to be the best
representatives of the native Byzantine Rabbanite tradition, relatively un-
touched by developments in the Islamic world. The Commentary on 1 Kings is
by a Karaite, probably Tobias b. Moses; the Commentary on Genesis and
Joshua may be Karaite as well.

86 In Ms. London, Margoliouth catalogue no. 286 (Yefet’s Commentary on Ezekiel), the colo-
phon for axn5& 19K “the second part” precedes chapter 38; see Margoliouth, Catalogue,
214. Similarly, in Ms. St. Petersburg, Russian National Library Hebr.-Arab. 1 3464, the
heading 581 28D 2*0an 11 AORAYR 19K “the third part of the commentary to the Book of
Ezekiel” appears at the beginning of chapter 38.

87 See Steiner, “pw5 nirna,” 43 n. 13.

88 Personal communications.

89 This was pointed out to me a number of years ago by Y. M. Felman; see now J. Olszowy-
Schlanger, Karaite Marriage Documents from the Cairo Geniza (Ftudes sur le judaisme
médiéval 20; Leiden: Brill, 1998).
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