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A JEWISH THEORY OF BIBLICAL REDACTION
FROM BYZANTIUM: ITSRABBINIC ROOTS, ITS
DIFFUSION AND ITSENCOUNTER WITH THE
MUSLIM DOCTRINE OF FALSIFICATION’
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During the past decade, it has become clear that the standard account
of the rise of medieval Jewish biblical exegesisisincomplete, because
it does not reckon with the contribution of the Jews of Byzantium.
Nicholas de Lange has made it possible to study this contribution by
publishing a number of fragmentary biblical commentaries from the
Cairo Genizah, some Rabbanite and some Karaite! The two
Rabbanite commentaries—the Commentary on Genesis and Exodus

" This article is expanded from one section of a paper entitled “The
Byzantine Commentary to Ezekiel and Minor Prophets and Its Place in the
History of Biblical Exegesis’ read to the Tamud Plenary Session of the
Twelfth World Congress of Jewish Studies, Jerusalem, on July 31, 1997. | am
greatly indebted to D. Berger, M. Cohen, E. Greenstein, S. Japhet, A. Koller, J.
Kugel, S. Z. Leiman, L. Moscovitz, M. T. Novick, B. Septimus, U. Simon, H.
Soloveitchik and |I. M. Ta-Shma for their valuable comments on this article at
various stages of its development. They are not responsible for the errors that
remain.

" Bernard Revel Graduate School, Y eshiva University.

! See Nicholas de Lange, Greek Jewish Texts from the Cairo Genizah
(TUbingen, 1996). Seealso |. M. Ta-Shma, 2°20 ,717p N*LIr2-N12Y RIPH NIYID
71137 12,1000 naw, Tarbiz 69 (2000) 247-256 and my  9Xpr°% wi7°92 1w mbna
LIPAN NPV MR Wy-"1n2, LeSonenu 59 (1995-1996) 39-56; “ Textual
and Exegetical Notes to Nicholas de Lange, Greek Jewish Texts from the Cairo
Genizah,” JOQR 89 (1998) 155-169; and “ The Byzantine Biblical Commentaries
from the Genizah: Rabbanite vs. Karaite,” forthcoming.
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124 Richard C. Steiner

(de Lange's “ Scholia on the Pentateuch”) and Reuel’s commentary on
Ezekiel and Minor Prophets—seem at first glance to have little in
common beyond Greek glosses and an early date.? The latter is a
peshat, commentary, while the former is heavily influenced by
Rabbinic midrash. However, closer examination reveals that they have
one striking characteristic in common: both mention the editor of the
biblica book upon which they are commenting.® In part 1 of this
article, | shall attempt to show that the Byzantine Rabbanites had a
rudimentary theory concerning the work of these editors, a theory
which was rooted in Palestinian sources (especially Avot de-Rabbi
Natan) and which spread to Germany and Northern France. In part 2, |
shall deal with Provence and Spain, arguing that the theory was
transformed in the former but rejected in the latter under the pressure
of Muslim polemics.

1. Palestine, Byzantium, Ger many and Northern France
For the purposes of this discussion, | shall define a biblical editor as
one who produces a biblical book mainly from a preexisting source or
sources, whether written or oral, whether originating from a prophet or
not.* Reuel uses the term 1770 to refer to such an editor, and he
attributes three anomalies in the Book of Ezekiel to him. In treating
two of them, Reuel presents the sadran as editing a single source; in
dealing with the third, he portrays him as dealing with multiple,
divergent sources. We shall discuss these two activities separately.

2 An expert paleographer who glanced at photographs of the Commentary
on Genesis and Exodus thinks that the manuscript predates Rashi, but this will
have to be studied further. The fragments that contain Reuel’s commentary
have been dated by experts to the tenth (or early eleventh) century on both
codicologica and paleographic grounds; see my nw mina, 40.

3 This subject is discussed briefly in my pw> mrna, 51-54, and in Ta
Shma, x7pn nawno, 250.

“ This definition includes many types of editors, e.g., the text critic, the
compiler, and even the author who incorporates large amounts of archival
material, etc. into his work. We shall call an editor of the last type an “author-
editor.” Whether or not U. Simon’s “author-narrator” (see below) was viewed
as an author-editor in the Middle Ages depends on the book and perhaps on the
exegete, as well. Both Judges and Ezra have an author-narrator, but medieval
exegetes were probably lesslikely to view him as an author-editor in the case of
Judges. It should be noted, however, that medieval exegetes frequently use the
same term for authors and editors. We shall, therefore, include the author-
narrator in our discussions of terminology.
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A Jewish Theory of Biblica Redaction from Byzantium 125

Editing a single sour ce

An important task of the sadran was to regulate the flow of
information to the audience, to decide on the order of presentation. A
sadran working with a preexisting text might attempt to clarify it by
inserting information that would be helpful to the reader at a given
point. Reuel assumes that this information was aready present in the
text, and that the sadran merely repeated it at an earlier point for the
reader’ s convenience, in anticipation of a question.

One such comment isfound at Ezek 8:5: y» &2 i (R)3pn Hnd
moynh IR JATem MR b o1 “that image of zeal in the approach—
From here the sadran learned of it and mentioned it above.” Reuel’s
concern is the relative clause in 8:3: mipni AxIpa Hno 2w ow K. He
feels that that relative clause was not in the sadran’s source but was
added by him based on the information given two verses later. A
similar comment is found at Ezek 10:8: 27nR) 77 X7 202 2717 1991
noynh “from here he (the sadran) learned well what they (the cherubs)
were like, and mentioned them above.” Although the sadran is not
actually mentioned here, the language of this comment is so similar to
the first that there can be little doubt about the subject of this sentence.
Here again, Reuel feels that the detailed description of the cherubs in
1:8-21 was not written by Ezekiel but was added by the sadran,
apparently for the benefit of the curious reader, based on the
information given in 10:8-17. Reuel’ s view, then, is that the author of
Ezekiel left temporary lacunae in the reader’ s knowledge and that the
sadran filled them with information found later in the book.

The problem in Ezek 8:5 that Reuel hopes to solve by this strategy
appears to be literary in nature. How is it possible for Ezekiel to
describe the location of a gate in terms of the location of the xipn 910
when the latter is introduced only later, in verse 5 ( qww% 1ox¥n 73m
TR22 717 ARIPn 9o nama)? The presentative particle nam “and 10” in
that verse indicates that this was a new sight for Ezekiel:® hence, in

> Cf. Rashbam to Gen 29:25: ."71m" 9mIX 72710 Y71 K9W 72723—AR? X7 7Im
o1°n 1m0 “and lo, it was Leah—For a thing not known previously it says
‘and lo.” So too ‘and lo, it was a dream’”; and o5w; mpoin 190, ed. J. Gellis
(Jerusalem, 1982-) 3. 41 to Gen 26:8: X1 "man" WKW DIPn 29—pnxn Py 7Im
TNRIPY KXY RT3 LAY RO 73T M0 30 C1d% ¥ XYW D27 “and lo, Iseac was
dallying—Wherever it says ‘1o, it is a thing (someone) did not know before,
like ‘and lo, it was Leah,” and ‘and lo, he is coming towards you' (Exod 4:14)”;
ibid., 3. 129 to Gen 29:2: 3 7Ny 7V 1277 Y7 XY """ KRIWw 2pn H3—aRa 7am
IRY X0 73 qpaa “and lo, a well—Wherever it says ‘1o, (someone) did not
know the thing until now, like ‘in the morning, lo, it was Leah.””
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126 Richard C. Steiner

Reuel’s view, Ezekiel could not have used it as a known reference
point in a relative clause two verses earlier. It must be an editorial
interpolation into Ezekiel’ s first-person narrative.

Reud’s difficulty with Ezek 10:8ff is, at least in part, its
redundancy: it parallels the detailed description of the cherubsin 1:8ff.
This is not the only place that Reuel and other medieval exegetes
invoke the sadran to account for redundancy in the Bible, but, as we
shall see below, it was more common to assume in such cases that the
sadran was working with two sources.

Another Byzantine, R. Tobiah b. Eliezer of Castoria, invokes the
sadran in his Midrash Legah Tov (c. 1100) when faced with a literary
problem at Gen 42:34:

7°017% WINT? WO J7A%7 7000 PART DRI A 0P 22°NR DR IR
AR KD OTW LPIVA ZPR TOAY 9L ,0Ipn 902 ATART 02T YV
® 39mon PRI NXY 077ARY 19990 21,1000 IR DX 79vnb

And bring your youngest brother to me ... and you shall traffic
in the land. (This is) to teach you that it is necessary to
expound (and) to add to the narrative’ in every place, since the
sadran abbreviates, for he (Joseph) did not say above (in the
sadran’s narrative) “and you shall traffic in the land” and (yet)
they reported to their father (that he said) “and you shall traffic
in the land.”

Here too the sadran, presumably Moses, regulates the flow of
information, deciding whether or not to provide the reader with
information now that will not be needed until later (when the time
comes to persuade Jacob). In this case, the decision is negative. He
abbreviates (yavn 2xpn); he leaves a temporary lacuna in the reader’s
knowledge by failing to provide a full report of an event or

® Tobiah b. Eliezer, 2w np> w1n, ed. S. Buber (Vilna, 1880) 1. 210-211. |
am indebted to Ta-Shma for caling this source to my attention. Another
Byzantine usage shared by Reuel and Tobiah is pwnwn in the sense of “are used
interchangeably.” Buber’s introduction (p. 30) lists many occurrences, e.g., 'v
o mpwn o 0% apwy ma pwnwn 'm “* and i are used interchangeably as (in the
expression) apwy (Isa 38:14), whose interpretation is apwn ‘desire’” Reuel
writes: 1157 [NoY L300 oy M MRNw ma pwnwn D ' “h- and k- are used
interchangeably as in the expression like people, like priest, whose
interpretation is ‘like the people is the priest’”; see my “Textual and Exegetical
Notes,” 161.

" The expression 7737 is equivalent to 7737,
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A Jewish Theory of Biblica Redaction from Byzantium 127

conversation at the point of its occurrence in the story. He assumes
that the reader will be prepared to deduce the missing details later,
from subsequent events, and not be puzzled by the discrepancies.

R. Tobiah's sadran, unlike Reuel’s, does not fedl that it is hisjob
to pamper the reader. He leaves lacunae for the reader to fill with the
assistance of the darshan/parshan. He creates “discontinuities
between the order of narration and the order of occurrence,” to use M.
Sternberg's phrase.® The term 1170 could not be more appropriate. As
for R. Tobiah's darshan/parshan, he employs the exegetical technique
described as iR 2pna wasnaY IMpRa wannn 1RY 127 “a thing not
clearly expressed in its place but clearly expressed in another place” in
Mishnat Rabbi Eliezer, even if the latter work gives examples that
cannot be attributed to a single sadran (e.g., Chronicles filling a
lacunain the Torah).’

R. Menahem b. Solomon invokes the sadran in five placesin his
Midrash Sekhel Tov (1139).% In two of these places, his sadran is an
author-narrator: 177077 M9°0 7—ny1 v “and Pharaoh awoke—thisis
the narration of the sadran” (Gen 41:4) and 177077 127 128—117 017 7Y
“to this day—these are the words of the sadran” (Gen 47:26). In the
others, heis an editor. In telling the story of Isaac’s wells, the sadran,
In accordance with the principle of 702 amRe 7P PR “there is no
chronological ordering (lit., early and late) in the Torah,”** decides not
to interrupt the flow of the narrative with dialogue: n1&27 970 00
TonPaR "Ma7 whom 2nnn 2"nRY L1 “he finishes the entire series of
wells and (only) then makes a (fresh) start, setting forth the words of
Abimelech” (Gen 26:32). In dealing with the eight kings of Edom who
preceded Saul, the sadran is guided by considerations of atheological
nature. Instead of mentioning each Edomite king in his proper place in
the historical narrative of the Israelites, he decides to gather al of
them together in one place in order to dispose of them quickly: 1anm
127 Hyn opPo wpm jana v 0o v75 170 11707 “the sadran put them
together in order to finish off the matter of the straw and stubble,
removing them from the grain” (Gen 36:31). Thus, the sadran had a
good reason for creating this puzzling anachronism. The fifth
reference to the sadran in Midrash Sekhel Tov is from Midrash Legah

8 M. Sternberg, The Poetics of Biblical Narrative (Bloomington, IN, 1985)
237.

¥ M o vy WY wATH IR TR 20 nwn, ed. H. G. Enelow (New York,
1933) 30.

19 Menahem b. Solomon, 21 9ow WA, ed. S. Buber (Berlin, 1900).

1|0 hiswords: 71102 ImRM 270 W RO.
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128 Richard C. Steiner

Tov, but its formulation makes the relationship of the darshan/parshan
to the sadran a bit clearer: 127 %y 7201791 W79 112 2712035 MW Wow 1991
T TAR QPR R PV RPY 17707 77 00,300 20D Dpn 22 1IN DA
v gom “From here (we learn) that the mighty
(darshanimy/parshanim) have license to expound and to add to the
words of narrative in every place, since the practice of the sadran isto
abbreviate and then, in another place, to repeat and add new things’
(Gen 42:34). To R. Menahem, evidence that biblical dialogue has been
abbreviated by the sadran justifies the midrashic practice of putting
words into the mouths of biblical protagonists. Indeed, Midrash Sekhel
Tov includes dozens of examples of this practice, introduced by the
WOrds 17nR/7nR/7nR 2.

Another medieval author who attributes abbreviatory activity to a
sadran is Zedekiah b. Abraham Anau of Rome. In his Shibbolei ha-
Leget (c. 1250), he argues that the sadran of the Passover Haggadah
did not do violence to the biblical text when he made % ' nwy 1 Mava
o xnn onkxa (Exod 13:8) the answer to the wicked son’s question, nn
0o% nxia on7avn (Exod 12:26). In fact, he says, the answer to the
wicked son has two parts, tied together by the phrase nxri 77257 and
the resumptive introduction 2»&> X177 012 71357 n7am (Exod 13:8). The
first part is "= % xm noo nar (Exod 12:26), but since that part is
irrelevant to the character of the wicked son, the sadran decided to
omit it:

7712 PRY "NOD 127 anARY" YW 120 NYRWA 21007 1787 TN R
K?1°% % ' WY AT 72y2 2001 Mwha Ixp 72007 v nig 72WwN
207,10

The sadran did not need to write, in (the answer to) the
guestion of the wicked son, “You shall say ‘it is the passover
sacrifice’” (Exod 12:26), because this contains no response
appropriate to his wickedness. Therefore, he abbreviated
its/his language and wrote (only), “‘Because of this, the Lord
acted on my behalf’ (Exod 13:8)—on my behalf and not on his
behalf,” and that was sufficient.

In this case, unlike the others we have considered, we actually possess
the preexisting text used by the sadran,; it isthe biblical text itself.

12 Zedekiah b. Abraham Anau, o>ws vpbi 22w, ed. S. Buber (Vilna, 1886)
189.
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A Jewish Theory of Biblica Redaction from Byzantium 129

Northern French exegetes, too, mention biblical editors on
occasion.’® Rashbam refers to them in his commentary to Ecclesiastes,
at the beginning (1:2) and the end (12:8):*

NI DX 92 NPIR JAR KD .0°927 927 .09ap 0127 990 MIRIpR Y
AW NIND 22127 70w

These two verses, “The words of Koheleth” and “Vanity of
vanities” were composed not by Koheleth but by the one who
put the words into their current order.

X271 IR 1R 1TINT0 WK ININY L7907 2PWI WOV 0093 92
D9mp[a] 9K 09927 927 12 1AMIT 22WE 0127 90 '

Vanity of vanities—Now the book is completed. Those that
edited it composed (what comes) from here on, saying:
“Everything that goes on in the world is vanity of vanities, said
Koheleth.”

Similarly, R. Eliezer of Beaugency finds an editorial interpolation
at the beginning of Ezekidl:

IN2IND DRPIM 9727 17 RY—7Y0 M0 73 (L) DO9-K NIRTA ARIN)
DRI M 130 ,70AY 13WID° 1190 PV 997 WD RY MW ARY N
7°0377 7M° 1°727 22 2NOW 9107 AR ... I¥PH 710 a7 PvY, "N 0ok

A9971 MIRIPR *1w32 TX°PY QNOW N wWIoh

“l saw visions of God (...) and lo, a stormy wind” (1:1, 4)—
This is all Ezekiel said originally; he did not even give his
name, since it is mentioned in the body of the work below, viz.
“Ezekiel shall be a portent for you” (24:24), and he relied on
this (later mention) in abbreviating (at the beginning).... But
the scribe who put all of his words together went on to make
explicit in these two verses (1:2-3) what he left unsaid and
abbreviated.

13 See R. Harris, nonx 1ox >mwao S¥x Xpnd D™y mynn, Shnaton 12
(2000) 289-310.

4 See S, Japhet and R. B. Salters, The Commentary of R. Samuel Ben Meir
Rashbam on Qoheleth (Jerusalem-Leiden, 1985) 93, 213 and the discussion on
pp. 34-35.
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130 Richard C. Steiner

Here too we see an editor involved in regulating the flow of
information, an editor who, like Reuel’s sadran, is not satisfied with
the presentation of the original author, Ezekiel. The latter, like the
Legah Tov's sadran, leaves a temporary lacuna, relying on the reader
to fill it in later. The editor, who feels that the name of a prophetic
author is not a candidate for gapping, overrules the author’s decision.
However, instead of supplying the missing information in a heading
before Ezekiel’ s opening sentence, the editor insertsit in the middle of
that sentence. Since his insertion breaks the nexus between 117 and
the verb that governs it, sixaxy,™ he is obliged to insert an additional
word, XX, at the beginning of verse 4, as a resumptive repetition.

R. Eliezer's analysis builds on the work of Rashi. Rashi had
demonstrated that verses 2-3 “are not the words of Ezekidl,” and he
had attributed them to wipn mn. Was Rashi using that traditional
term™ to refer to a divinely inspired scribe—one of the men of the
Great Assembly who “wrote” the Book of Ezekiel according to b. B.
Bat. 15a?*’ If so, the difference between Rashi and Eliezer of
Beaugency is mainly terminological; however, thisis not certain. In a
more general sense, R. Eliezer may be following in the footsteps of
Rashbam. According to the latter, Moses did not leave temporary
lacunae in narratives, his practice was to provide all necessary
information in advance.® Thus, in the view of Rashbam, Moses felt

15 Cf. Gen 41:22, Ezek 1:15, etc.

18 w7pn mn isthe earliest term for the biblical narrator, appearing aready in
m. Sot. 9:6. The biblical passage in question is Deut 21:7-8: X7 117> 191K 123
TAY 2792 %P1 27 10N PRI T 00T WK DRAWS TRV 93 IR XY 111 17 070 DR 700w
077 on? 7921 HRws. On this the Mishnah comments: 1951 921? 0°5™ 177 XY
009 9IN°1 077,790 NWYNW K INWaAn wIR MmN XYXR '070 077 “They were not
supposed to say, ‘and they will be absolved of the bloodguilt’; rather the Holy
Spirit informs them: ‘When you do this, you will be absolved of the
bloodguilt.”” See also t. Sot. 9:2-9, discussed by U. Simon, Four Approaches to
the Book of Psalms: From Saadiah Gaon to Abraham Ibn Ezra (Albany, 1991)
108 n. 75. Rashi continues this tradition in his commentaries to Gen 2:24, 37:22
and Ezek 1:1 but not Judg 5:31, where he uses the term 29077 an3.

7 According to Rashi’s Talmud commentary ad loc., among the men of
the Great Assembly who wrote the Book of Ezekiel there were prophets:
Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, etc. Ezekiel did not write down his own
prophecies because he was in exile.

18 See the appendix entitled “literary anticipation” in M. |. Lockshin, Rabbi
Samuel Ben Meir's Commentary on Genesis (Lewiston, NY, 1989) 400-421
and the literature (medieval and modern) cited there. In several places in his
Torah commentary (e.g., Gen 1.5, 37:2, Deut 2:5), Rashbam attributes the
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A Jewish Theory of Biblica Redaction from Byzantium 131

that a person trying to understand why Noah cursed Canaan (Gen
9:25-27) should not have to wait until Gen 10:6 to find out the
relationship between Canaan and Ham, and so he supplied that
information at 9:18 (and 9:22). Similarly, in the view of R. Eliezer, the
scribe who put al of Ezekiel’s words together felt that the reader of
the book should not have to wait until 24:24 to find out the identity of
the author. Of course, the cases are different in many ways, but there
Is enough similarity between them to suggest that R. Eliezer may have
been inspired by Rashbam.

It is also worth noting that one anonymous early French exegete
refers to Ezra' s role as editor of the Bible in explaining how a poem
about Babylon (Psa 137 %21 nmmm %v) came to be included in a
collection of David's psalms:

1N IR L9225 19AwD 1w N°22 ,0K 0D ,MT AR ROV ... R
"MRW 77 77011 ,7907 73T 03 2ND ,0°7907 75 2N 222n RV 39YWwO)
'?17 %199 11125%Y YN PR X027 ON—D1TR C12R 70T L
2¥ MR Pnw 1anh 9o AT ORI Hw Inhon By maww ,DITRG
N2 °AYY WO 'RIW ,TO9R2 MR 0°727 1R 1UIVA AW 222 M0
9902 12ND KAV AT N2T7 IRD TV ... A 01D Mavn HY 03 01N

1951w n2aa 2 wh 1%y 1Mom 00N

It appears ... that David did not compose it (Psa 137), but
rather Jeremiah composed it in the Second Temple period (sic)
when they were exiled to Babylonia. And when Ezra went up
(to the Land of Israel) from Babylonia and wrote (=edited) all
of the (biblical) books, he wrote this book as well and added
this (work) that Jeremiah composed ... “Remember, O Lord,
against the Edomites” (Psa 137:7)—Jeremiah the prophet
brought a claim before the Lord against the Edomites, who
rejoiced over Israel’s downfall. And from this you can see that
Jeremiah composed “By the Rivers of Babylon,” since in
Lamentations (4:21) he says something similar: “Rejoice and
exult, Daughter of Edom ... to you too the cup shall pass, etc.”
... Up to here (is what) Jeremiah composed, and Ezra wrote it
into the Book of Psalms, and handed it over to the Levites to
sing in the Second Temple.

practice to Moses.
191, M. Ta-Shma, 0»r27-"m°2 TOWR2 XIpnT NMP2 9y 1[wn in X2 XIpnT
Thp WD 1112°7 190 (won, ed. S. Japhet (Jerusalem, 1994) 457-459.
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132 Richard C. Steiner

Let us now examine more closely the terminology employed in
Northern France and Germany. In Rashbam’s comment to Eccl 12:8,
we find the verb 270 with a book as its object. Something similar is
found in R. Joseph Bekhor Shor’ s description of Moses' activity:

DR 0% 77°0 DAY TR0—5HRIWY D DR Wn 12T WK 0°7277 79K
32,7709 X1 RIAW 770 072 710w NINPH aMK 13 7971 ... 00N
.TINI MNP MINIPR 7N

These are the words that Moses spoke to all Israel—Right
before his death he edited the Torah for them ... and for that
reason he lists those places in which the Torah that he wishes
to edit was given, for the Torah was given (piecemeal) at one
place after another.?”

And R. Judah b. Kalonymus of Speyer, in his encyclopedia of tannaim
and amoraim, refers to himself asa707.

One could argue that this literary use of 170, attested also in works
of Moses Qimhi and Abarbanel,?? does not represent any semantic
change (being nothing more than an application of the verb to the
arranging of books), but it seems more likely that we have here a new
meaning, “to edit.” As noted by Y. Elman, this meaning appears to be
unknown before the Middle Ages:

The verb sadder, “to arrange,” which in medieval times came
to be used in the sense of “to edit,” is in classical Rabbinic
literature ... employed in regard to ritual order, including the
“arranging” and recitation of passages of the Pentateuch or of
Rabbinic texts. This meaning seems to be the import of the oft-
cited self-description of the fourth-generation Amora, R.
Nahman b. Yitzhak, as a sadrana, an “arranger” (Pesahim

2 Harris, my7n, 303. To Harris discussion, we may add that the
expression man1 nmipn mmpn 70 aludes to the view that [an1 a%°an 7%°% 770
“the Torah was given one scroll at atime” (b. Git. 60a) and, thus, that Moses
had to compile the material revealed at each place. Note, however, that the
terms used by Bekhor Shor for the author-narrator are 1oon %va (at Gen 32:21
and 35:20) and am>i (at Gen 1:26, unless this is a later insertion) rather than
15017 7707 or the like; Harris, my7in, 303-304.

2! See the introduction to Judah b. Kaonymus, 2°xmx1 o°xin o, ed. J.
L. Fishman Maimon (Jerusalem, 1963) 7-8. | am indebted to H. Soloveitchik
for this reference.

%2 See below.
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A Jewish Theory of Biblica Redaction from Byzantium 133

108b)—*“1 am not a sage (hakima) not a prophet (hoza’a) but a
transmitter (gamrana) and an arranger (sadrana) [of
traditions].” Despite various attempts, this statement does not
refer to any large-scale arranging or editing, or even small-
scale editing in written form....

When the term sadder is employed in regard to texts, as
opposed to material objects (ritual objects, beams, and so on),
it refers to oral recitation or, in the case of schoolchildren, the
reading of those texts that was carried out “in the presence of”
ateacher or other authority....

While both terms, sadder and ‘arakh, eventually came to
include various nuances of editing, this development did not
take place until the medieval period.®

It is therefore possible that the use of the verb 270 in the sense of
“edit” is a Byzantine innovation,* just as the use of the noun 1770 in
the sense of “editor” is a Byzantine innovation.? If so, the use of this
term would be evidence of Byzantine influence, direct or indirect.
Thus, Rashbam’s phrase 7w mn> 227277 17°0w MK may well be a
paraphrase of the term j770. He may have encountered that term in
Midrash Legah Tov and/or Midrash Sekhel 7Tov.?® Rashbam, in turn,

2 Y. Elman, “Orality and the Redaction of the Babylonian Tamud,” Oral
Tradition 14 (1999) 66-67. See also S. Z. Havlin, 70°> 'n°>nooa annna' 5y
79772 MIDPNY APPNT N W 2w NRDA 9379 Y ar cnTnhna mMaooa 2pnn
M12% e, (I am indebted to A. Koller for the former reference and to L.
Moscovitz for the latter.) The use of 170 in the sense of “edit” must be
distinguished from an earlier literary sense of 170. Thus, the Palestinian Talmud
(y. Meg. 1.1, 70b; y. Pes. 4.1, 30d) attributes a halachic decision to nx 270w *»
mwnn; here the meaning of the verb seems closer to “compose” than to “edit.”
This use may go back ultimately to BH expressions like o1 77y (Job 32:14)
and vown 77y (Job 13:18). So too the examples cited by G. Brin (1» nvwas M20n
N2y °amd o»RIp 2w Noona Xapni, Bet Mikra 171 [2002] 312-313 n. 16)
from the commentary to Ezra (4:8) attributed to Rashi: 7°7 owm—avw Sva o
T2 DI PITI? RIPAT 1T 1Y ... —KID0 WA 12NN T8 0°127 DY) o
1997—RIAR 120D ....2M0 A0 1O TR 'R 1D T 2T oW Y T2 ontIw
...(9%2w 9"¥) PRIV NTIND TR MY IWRD NOART 1200 Cwae 00 omeaw. Rehum
and Shimshai are not the editor and author, respectively. Rehum is the
chancellor who composes the letter (based on the instructions of his superior)
and dictates it to Shimshai.

?* Ta-Shma compares Galilean Aramaic 170, which sometimes has the
meaning “gather”; see hisx1pn nuw-s, 250 and the source cited therein n. 9.

% See my b mrna, 51-54.

% Rashbam cites the former by name at Gen 41:10. According to Buber
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may be responsible in part for Bekhor Shor’s use of the verb 170 in the
sense of “edit.” Indirect Byzantine influence cannot be automatically
assumed for authors such as Eliezer of Beaugency who speak of
editorial interpolations without using this term. On the other hand,
Eliezer of Beaugency’s connections to Rashbam are well known.?’ It
Is thus possible that Eliezer too should be viewed as a link in a chain
of tradition going back to the Byzantines.

Before concluding this section, we should note that the sadran of
the Rabbanites has a partial paralel in the mudawwin posited by the
Karaite Yefet b. Eli.”® The Arabic term mudawwin refers to a person
who collects the writings (especially the poems) of a single author
(into adivan). In Psalms and Ecclesiastes, Y efet’s mudawwin has the
“function ... of an editor, collecting and classifying the material,
arranging it and adding on his own headings and colophons.”® In
Hosea, the mudawwin is a “compiler-editor ... responsible for the
selection process in which some prophecies were put down in writing
and recorded ... while others were left out.”* In addition to selection
of the material, he is also responsible for “its internal arrangement,
and the placing of the book within a wider collection.”® In the
historical books, the mudawwin is *an author-narrator, responsible for
everything that is not the direct speech of one of the characters, and

(introduction to 2w np% waTn, 30), there is another citation at Gen 36:12, but if
so, Rashbam had a different version than we do; see my “Textual and
Exegetical Notes,” 157 n. 10. For evidence that he used Midrash Sekhel Tov as
well, see M. Lockshin, 210 %aw w7 9% 77107 2"awan wins np 1, Proceedings of
the Eleventh World Congress of Jewish Studies, Division A, Hebrew section
(Jerusalem, 1994) 135-142. Little is known about the author of this work, R.
Menahem b. Solomon, and | am not assuming that he was a Byzantine.
However, he was strongly influenced by Midrash Leqah Tov; see Buber's
introduction to 21 ow waTn 1. XXXII and Lockshin, a"awa3 v npor, 135.
As such he was a conduit of Byzantine influence.

'S, Poznanski, Kommentar zu Ezechiel und den XII kleinen Propheten
von Eliezer au Beaugency (Warsaw, 1913) CXXiX, CXXXV-CXXXVi.

28 | am indebted to H. Ben-Shammai for calling this to my attention and for
directing me to Simon’ s discussion.

%% Simon, Four Approaches, 91.

%M. Polliack and E. Schlossberg, “Historical-Literary, Rhetorica and
Redactional Methods of Interpretation in Yefet ben *Eli’s Introduction to the
Minor Prophets,” in Exegesis and Grammar in Medieval Karaite Texts, ed. G.
Khan (Oxford, 2001) 29. | am indebted to A. Koller for this reference.

31 polliack and Schlossberg, “Methods of Interpretation,” 28.
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for even more than that.”* Like the sadran of Midrash Legah Tov,
Yefet's mudawwin leaves temporary lacunae on occasion: “The
mudawwin did not relate Joab’s words to the Tekoite woman in full,
relying on the woman’ s account to the king....”*

Editing divergent sources

The second role which Reuel assigns to the sadran is of
exceptional importance for locating him in the history of biblical
exegesis. It can be seen in his comment to Ezek 35:6:

o7 (W)X DY °3 IR 7 1% N2 AR TR 707 K¥[A] 290 2
07 XY OX D°9-R * OXI IR 0 19° ()N 7°[7] KA 9021 ()7
¥ 197 o1 (n)xw

The sadran found two manuscripts. In one was written:
“Therefore, as | live, | shall give you over to blood and blood
shall pursue you”; and in the other manuscript was written:
“Therefore, as | live, says the Lord God, surely blood you hate
and blood shall pursue you.”

Here the editor of Ezekiel is portrayed as working from two
manuscripts which have different versions of the same sentence. The
editor decides to preserve both of them, creating what S. Talmon has
called conflate readings or double readings.®> These double readings
are quite apparent in Ezek 35:6: nXiw 07 XY OX 977 07 TWYR 077 °D
7977 7). There are two occurrences of the phrase 7977 o7 in this
oath, each introduced by its own oath particle.® A modern textual
critic would stress the fact that the Septuagint doesn't have the
repetition, but there is no evidence that Reuel was aware of that.

Reuel’s approach in this second example has deep roots in
Palestinian rabbinic sources. The most important source is a well-
known baraita in the Palestinian Talmud (y. Taan. 4.2, 68a):

%2 Simon, Four Approaches, 91.

% Simon, Four Approaches, 92. Note the expression “rely on,” used also
by R. Eliezer of Beaugency in the passage cited above.

% De Lange, Greek Jewish Texts, 227 (15a fragment i, verso 62-64), Ezek
35:6.

% See S, Tamon, “Double Readings in the Massoretic Text,” Textus 1
(1960) 144-184; idem, “Conflate Readings (OT),” 1DB Supplement, 170-173.

% Abarbanel noticed this problem too and attempted to solve it by
portraying the second half as the core of the oath (myawn ap*w), and the first
half as merely a statement (1ay 12712).
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DOIW P ... 2MND D°IWAY ... 2IND IRXA AR 7TV IRXD 22790 A
IR PO

They found three manuscripts in the Temple court: in one was
written ... and in two was written.... They accepted the
(reading of the) two and rejected the (reading of the) single
one.

The baraita occurs in other rabbinic sources, including Avot de-
Rabbi Natan (version B, chap. 46):

....D2IWT DR NPT IART DR P02 ... 77TV IRXNI 0090 A

Three manuscripts were found in the Temple court ... They
rejected the (reading of the) single one and accepted the
(reading of the) two....

The versions of the Sfre and Masekhet Soferim aso begin 2°790 '
ATYa wen.’

In the standard versions of this baraita, quoted above, there is no
hint as to the identity of the editors;, however, Ta-Shma has found
citations with x71v instead of 71v2.%® Two of these are found in the
commentary to Chronicles attributed to Rashi (1 Chr 7:13): wa9n>
ROTY R3IN 29990 '3 05w noan oaowa; (1 Chr 8:29): moa wasnw nmn
KTV KX 29990 '3 nowry nvan.®? Another is found in Codex Munich 5

3" For discussions of thetext, see S. Z. Havlin, :01™ * 5y 3 211 %0 ¥ 7y137
2" 999021 77N 10T S MPAT 23772 P9 iN PR 010 L. DIV DWW RN
*poMav, ed. E. Fleischer et a. (Jerusalem, 2001) 244-245 and the literature cited
there. | am indebted to L. Moscovitz for this reference.

8 See ynw-xn '9179 NWE in My Pwh M3, 52-53. One is reminded of the
variation between 771vn 902 and &7y o902 in Moed Q. 3.4. For a recent
discussion of the latter, see Y. S. Spiegel, *1avn 2907 m77n2 o1y (Ramat-
Gan, 1996) 25-27. | amindebted to L. Moscovitz for this reference.

% According to J.-N. Epstein, “L’ auteur du commentaire des Chroniques,”
REJ 58 (1909) 189-199 (= nrnw mnwba1 Tmoni miooa ompnn, ed. E. Z.
Melamed [Jerusalem, 1983] 1. 278-285), the author of the commentary is
Samuel b. Kalonymus he-Hasid of Speyer. The expression *»n>w1 noon is
difficult. The same term occurs in *"w2 M70, ed. S. Buber and J. Freimann
(Berlin, 1911) 158, where the editors emend it to "n>uw1 7700, i.e, tractate
Megilla of the Palestinian Talmud. In the standard text, the baraita is found
only in tractate Ta' aniyyot, but the Ashkenazi text may have been different; see,
for example, Y. Sussmann, *11owx *"no—nowy 7w, Kobez Al Yad 12 (22)
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(dated 1233), in the commentary to Chronicles attributed to Joseph
Qara (1 Chr 3:22): @™20 's Rxn XMY w1 Tmona wen pw.® In
addition to these witnesses to the Palestinian Tamud, there is a
manuicript of Avot de-Rabbi Natan that reads sms2 Ixxm1 2920 '»
RTY.

Reuel’s comment is a logical extension of this baraita. He
assumed that the cases mentioned in the baraita were just the tip of
the iceberg. In his view, there must have been other cases where the
editor had an even number of sources and could not simply reject the
minority reading. In such cases, he would have to be conservative
rather than eclectic; he would have to preserve both readings in some
fashion.

What about cases where the two sources are identical except that
one of them has what textual critics call a“plus,” i.e., aword or words
missing in the other? The creation of double readings is hardly an
appropriate solution in such cases.

Here the Byzantines built on another well-known passage from
Avot de-Rabbi Natan about the editing of the Bible. | am referring to
Ezra' s soliloquy at the end of the “list of the Points’:

aNTw 91 7P RN PRI DY 19 L. aTna MTpl aawy
DTPAR IRX DR 9107 .00W2 2R IRX DR NI ... 20R Dwoapows
MR 70 ROR 1997 NPNIRG PO DY TIP3 7YY L Nak2 2°YIn 100 00wl
072V SNTR°1 12212 IR MR IN2ND [An%[ RN WIDR X120 OR KXY

22 375y 1PMTIPI YO 1A ANIK NAN3 790 [*5] (19) IR ORY

(1993-1994) 3-120. On the other hand, if "»>w n?n is comparable to the
term 5w 9, it could refer to a scroll of part of the Palestinian Tamud that
had made its way to Speyer, perhaps from Byzantium. R. Eliezer b. Joel ha-
Levi (Ravya) speaks of a x7owa 1w "no>wh; see n'"axn 7oo, ed. V. Aptowitzer
(Berlin, 1913) 2. 256 and Y. Sussmann, 7707 %W [0NE-NM0NY TIN9-NT0n
D°OPW NI0M SHOWIT DW TPMIRADI M0 in ar cnPTnRbng N1N902 opnn
M0 IRWY MW 221mw N 91 oy (Jerusalem, 1983) 14 n. 11, where the
phrase appears as X™owaw p1 7w, (I am indebted to S. Z. Leiman for the
latter reference.)

40 Codex Munich 5, col. 17. For this commentary, its author, and its far-
reaching use of the baraita, see |. M. Ta-Shma, 5 1211 52w 077 727 W1 in
0°°72¥77 7°7 °2n2 MmPxn? Nonn ot (Jerusalem, 1996), 135-141. If the author was
a student of the author of the commentary attributed to Rashi (ibid., p. 1381. 7,
revising Epstein’ sthesis), this citation is not an independent witness.

“1MS Neveh Shalom, f. 45, cited in an>w 770, ed. M. Kasher (Jerusalem,
1927-) 19. 254 note to §29.

2| cite version B (chap. 37) from jn1 *277 max noon, ed. S. Schechter
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Ten dotted expressions® in the Torah: ... “And he fell on his
neck and kissed him” (Gen 37:4). (The word ipw) is dotted,
(because) you might think he kissed him out of love. “To
pasture their father's flock at Shechem” (Gen 37:12). You
might think they really pastured them.... Why are all these
letters dotted?** This is what Ezra said: “If Elijah comes and
says ‘Why did you write (them)? | will say to him, ‘I have
dotted them’; but if he tells me, ‘Y ou have written well,” | will
remove the dots from them.”

Ezra's explanation of the puncta extraordinaria® implies that
they express doubt about the correctness of the text. Such use of dots

(Vienna, 1887) 97-98. For poon °111, version A (chap. 34) has mavx, but this
should read 7°2vx; cf. the citation in o>wn moon 2. 124.

43S, Lieberman (Hellenism in Jewish Palestine [New York, 1962], 43)
trandates “ten dots,” adding in a footnote: “From the context it is obvious that
the Rabbis meant to say: ten dotted places.” This assumes that mmp1 is an
ordinary noun here (cf. 17mmp1 in the last sentence), but it is simpler to assume
that it is a passive participle (cf. mp1 in the second sentence and 77377 NR PYon
iny. Pes. 9.2, 36d, cited below) used as a noun.

“ Literally: “Why is it pointed on all these letters,” an impersonal passive
construction like that in Song 8:8 172 727 “she shall be spoken for (lit., it shall
be spoken about her),” etc.; cf. my “Ancient Hebrew” in The Semitic
Languages, ed. Robert Hetzron (London, 1997) 160. Failure to recognize this
construction may be at the root of suggestions to vocalize 73p1 instead of 73p3;
cf. Butin, Ten Nequdoth, 40.

“ According to M. Kister (mawno1 [9™y nou n1 M7 oMaxa oy
[Jerusdlem, 1998] 159-160), this explanation originaly followed the
homiletical interpretations of the ten dotted expressions, as an aternative to
them. He notes that this state is not preserved in either version. In version A,
Ezra' s explanation relates solely to the dotted letters in Deut 29:28, which lack
a homiletical interpretation; cf. Aruch (abwn 77y, ed. A. Kohut [Vienna, 1878-
1892] 5. 377), Mahzor Vitri (7mnaw 12°27% v nn, ed. S. Horovits [Jerusalem,
1963] 685), and Numbers Rabba (cited below). In version B (chap. 37; naon
101 °277 May, 98), Ezra’ s explanation is separated from the discussion of the ten
dotted expressions by a discussion of the suspended nun in Judg 18:30: X"
12 WA 027 MK L. L0 awn 2 X9 20 Awan 12 90 "Iwan 12 owa 32 i
X127 °nY% ampnn Py e DRI 1MAa R0 aTny vex. “Similarly it says: ‘and
Jonathan son of Gershom son of Manasseh.” Was he redly the son of
Manasseh? He was the son of Moses! ... R. Simeon son of Eleazar said: ‘In the
future this nun will be uprooted from its place.’” | am indebted to J. Kugel and
L. Moscovitz for the reference to Kister’ s work.
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is known from the Qumran scrolls.*® A similar explanation of the
Masoretic puncta extraordinaria is rejected aready in an anonymous
Greek note to Gen 33:4, anote that is usually ascribed to Origen: “The
word pwn is dotted,”” in every Hebrew Bible, not in order (to
indicate) that it is not to be read; rather, through this the wickedness of
Esau is hinted at by the Bible: he kissed Jacob deceitfully.”*

The text-critical view of the points on 1pw™ is presented more
fully in the Commentary on Genesis and Exodus (at Gen 33:4):

AMR REBY 12 N0 T BB RIA RAPY MR W N7PWN Y TP 1Y
191 ,J0WD T 20¥1 PIODT PR AREIN DX TP 199—13 'ND 797 R’
9 pmpan 9o

Why is wipw dotted? Some say that Ezra found a manuscript
in which (the word) was written and another in which it was
not written, and so he dotted it, and if you take it (the word)
out, the verse is not detached from its plain meaning. And so it
iswith all of the dotted words (in Scripture).

According to this comment, the doubt that led Ezra to put dots over
|etters arose from a conflict between two manuscripts.™ The use of the
phrase 150 X¥»n X1y suggests that one statement from Avot de-Rabbi
Natan about Ezra's editorial activities has been interpreted and
reformulated in the light of the other.

The author of the commentary introduces the text-critical
interpretation with "% v “some say.” One is reminded of the
presentation of Ezra s soliloquy in Numbers Rabba (3. 13):

IR AR 0193 aNOWY (0% MR 27vaw 1Y SY1 1101271 19 DY TPl aab
K2 OR RV MR 7O ROR 2701 0D R .MION0IT DX 209 VOTIR

% See S, Talmon, “Prolegomenon,” in R. Butin, The Ten Nequdoth of the
Torah (New York, 1969) XVIII-XXV.

" The precise meaning of tepiéotictar here may be “surrounded by dots.”
For the placing of puncta extraordinaria both above and below the letters in
some Qumran scrolls (and the term nunom 75w vHy 7p1), see Talmon,
“Prolegomenon,” X XI11-XXIII.

“8 See Origenis Hexaplorum, ed. F. Field (Oxford, 1875) 1. 49; Lieberman,
Hellenism, 45; D. Weiss Halivni, Peshat and Derash: Plain and Applied
Meaning in Rabbinic Exegesis (New Y ork, 1991) 146.

49 De Lange, Greek Jewish Texts, 95 (3 recto 11-13); cf. I. M. Ta-Shma,
Xpn nawnd, 250.

%0 Cf. Butin, Ten Nequdoth, 113-117.
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779° 9% AR R ;07°9Y SNTRI 122 17 AR IR N2ND 7A7 RN ITOR
9997 1P NITIPI PINAR 720 Nand

Why are (the letters of) 111271 1% and the ‘ayin of 7v dotted?
He said to them: “You have taken care of the overt acts, so |
will make known to you the concealed acts, as well.” And
some say: Why are they dotted? This is what Ezra said: “If
Elijah comes and says ‘Why did you write them? | will say, ‘I
have dotted them’; but if he tells me, ‘Y ou have written well,’
| will erase the dots from them.”

D. Weiss Halivni notes that, from the words o> mx w, “it is clear
that we are dealing with two distinct and disparate opinions.”** The
text-critical interpretation of the points in Deut 29:28 stands in
opposition to the homiletical interpretation.> Rabbinic interpretations
of the puncta extraordinaria, including most of those in Avot de-Rabbi
Natan itself, are normally homiletical, at least in non-legal passages.
They agree with the Greek note quoted above in taking the dots as
expressing doubt not about the correctness of the text but about its
literal truth or about the sincerity of the action it describes.>®

Some have thought that the text-critical interpretation of the
puncta extraordinaria is attested in a later Byzantine source.
Concerning the dotted letters in Deut 29:28, R. Tobiah b. Eliezer
writes: o’k 17°K2 o°7Ip1 “dotted, as if they were not present (in the
text).”> Taken out of context, this sounds like a statement that “the
points are meant to annul the words.”>®> However, a glance a the
context is sufficient to show that R. Tobiah is not engaged in text
criticism; he is explaining a midrashic statement cited from b. Sanh.
43b. He uses a word meaning “as if” ("°x3 or the like), a hallmark of
what we may call the “pseudo-text-critical” approach. Thus in Tosefot
Rosh (at b. Sanh. 43b) we find: ... 7nyT 7% %1 NR2 LAY TP 937
11°12771 117 M233T1 MNN0IT ROK 11°2-R % 2n21 8 R nvab “... for every

*1 Weiss Halivni, Peshat and Derash, 140.

*2 |n the view of J. Fraenkel (w17nm a7 217 [Tel-Aviv, 1996] 53-55),
the homiletical interpretation is tannaitic, while the text-critical interpretation is
amoraic.

%3 See A. Shinan, 3moyn MTpIRa 2¥5na By 5" MW7 M2 MTp Wy in
TR AIW5 P27 190 Pwn "R12 XIpnaa, ed. S. Japhet (Jerusalem, 1994) 198-214.
For a different formulation, see Lieberman, Hellenism, 45-46; Weiss Halivni,
Peshat and Derash, 138-141, 144-148.

> Tobiah b. Eliezer, 21 np> wn, 5. 101.

% Tamon, “Prologemon,” XVIII.
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point serves to exclude and to tell you that in the future it will be as if
‘belong to the Lord our God’ were not written but only ‘the concealed
acts and the overt acts belong to us and to our children.””*® In
Northern French sources, we find Aramaic phrases meaning “as if
they were not present” used of the dotted letters: 7on*>7 1813, 181D
o X272 7 x0T 80, Other sources dispense with “asif.” Rashi
often writes that the dots serve vyn? “to exclude,” adding in one place:
Romn 72°N K> 7vn0 ynwnT “i.e., delete this word/letter from here.”®
And already iny. Pes. 9.2, 36d we find:

JITIPIT DR PRORY 2N27 DR WNT DX A7 PY 727 2noaw aywa
....AN27 DR PYOM ATIPIT DR WNT DR 2ND7 DY 727 aMpInY aywa
SR 7T PR PN WK LTIP1 "ApInnaw R

When the undotted letters are more numerous than the dotted
ones, you expound the undotted ones and remove the dotted
ones. And when the dotted letters are more numerous than the
undotted ones, you expound the dotted ones and remove the
undotted ones.... (Only) the he of 10 is dotted (so you
expound masculine 1) the man is far away, not the road.

The two cases we have looked at involve short stretches of text—a
sentence and a word. What would Ezra do if he found two versions of
a long passage that differed at many points? This problem arose in
Chronicles, especially in chapters 8-11. We do not possess any
Byzantine commentaries to that book, but we can reconstruct their
approach with the help of other commentaries to Chronicles.

The fullest picture is provided by the commentary to Chronicles
attributed to Rashi.

DAY "2 7210 DER 12 9K D2 TV T WO LIP3 CaR 12w YA
(2 v) OPAY2 ONTINR2 WK DNWRIT 2°AWPT NWID 23 LT 7902
778 2°N27 RV 7902 10 M3 (> ©) 27 YT 0097 1) DY
29950 '3 YW NN 02 WO N (0 X Pnm1) A1TR0 WK
77297 INZR 39Y .D°IWA 0727 1P TART D27 1702 ... RTY NXR

% See myaw P70 WK Moo, ed. S. Wilman (New Y ork, 1975) 37.

> Tosafot to Nazir 23a.

%8 See mian 7"a P 20 7N w1 s, ed. C. B. Chavel (Jerusalem, 1981)
447.

%9 See vxoumd 070 'Y AN WY, ed. |. S. Lange (Jerusalem, 1981) 43.

% See his commentary to b. Sanh. 43b, Men. 87b, and (with the addition)
Pes. 93Db.
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20217 MWPY BEMT MR T IR 'R ORIRIRWS PO M0
2IRYD NW 2IN5Y TIRIT W3 AR 12WC 11V 12D NI INZRIWD)
DY T 29P0M MR RER DONWRIT 222WNT 191 LTI (0 170 PRY

... 19D02Y IN22 RYAYD IW ¥IAND AT

The father of Gibeon dwelt in Gibeon (1 Chr 8:29). This
passage, up to “All these were the sons of Azel” (8:38) is
written twice in this book.®* Furthermore, the passage “the first
to settle on their property in their towns” (1 Chr 9:2) and the
passage “of the priests: Jedaiah, Jehoiarib, Jachin” (1 Chr
9:10) have a parallel in the Book of Ezra, where it is written,
“these are the heads of the province” (Neh 11:3). And thisis
what it explains at the end of the scroll / tractate Megilla® of
the Palestinian Talmud: “Ezra found three manuscripts ... They
rejected (the reading of) the single manuscript and accepted
(the reading of) the two manuscripts.” Similarly, they found
many geneal ogical manuscripts. When there were three or five,
they rejected the minority (reading) and accepted the majority
(reading). When there were pairs (even numbers of
manuscripts), as in the case of “the father of Gibeon dwelt in
Gibeon,” it was necessary to write the passage twice, since the
genealogies were not identical. And similarly with “the first to
settle on their property in their towns,” he found pairs differing
one from the other, and so he wrote the passage twice, here
and in his book.

Here we have a clear statement of the distinction between the
baraita’s case of 0190 '3 and Reuel’s case of o*1o0 2. It is only the
latter case, where no mgjority is possible, that yields double readings.

The case of o™o0 2 is aso mentioned in the commentary
attributed to the disciples of Saadia Gaon, which seems to have been
written in Kairouan or elsewhere in North Africa in the tenth or
eleventh century:®

SO 74 Tah la ki >F Sk hin B (D M AR 'm Mch fn I T e P R i [ i 7 OO = 4 74 i n )
W 1977 RWT W WA D°IOR 212 PO IR (T R 7OT1) RITY 1902
(1°21a% 9"X) 70T K2 OR IR DIPna T an 1990 00190 2

®1 1 Chr 8:29-38 and 9:35-44.

%2 For these two possibilities, see n. 39 above.

63 See i PTYD YTRLIN RS ORYM R 127 9y WD, ed. R. Kirchheim
(Frankfurt am Main, 1874) 29. The commentary mentions the people of
Kairouan and the debate between Ibn Quraysh and Yir’am the Magdielite.
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2975% '3 DOININ R MWIARY LDI1DOW 77 992 1770 DR IXPR MR DIPn2
... IJR2Y IN2 2021 19707 NXR

And in Jerusalem dwelt some of the Judahites and some of the
Benjaminites and some of the Ephraimites and Manassehites
(1 Chr 9:3) ... In the Book of Ezra® it doesn’t mention the
Ephraimites and Manassehites, for that is the way of these two
books: what they have already mentioned in one place, they
abbreviate as much as they can when they come to mention it
in another place. But the easterners say, “The sadran found
two manuscripts (with different versions), and he wrote one
here and one there.”

Here the approach is attributed to the nam *wik “easterners,” a
term which normaly refers to the Babylonians in contrast to the
Palestinians. In this context, however, that interpretation would seem
to be very unlikely. After all, the phrase 177077 X3 0°790 '2 goes back
ultimately to a baraita attested in Palestinian, but not Babylonian,
sources. Two other possibilities come to mind. In the Islamic empire,
the “east-west” (masrig-magrib) split is between Asia and North
Africa, the Maghreb. Since this commentary originates in North
Africa, the term nm *wax could refer to the Jews of Palestine.®® The
other possibility would be to assume that the author was one of the
many Jews who came to Kairouan from southern Itay, i.e., the
western half of the Byzantine empire.?® If so, nm in this passage may
be the Byzantine Hebrew equivaent of the term “Anatolia,” which is
derived from the Greek word for “east.”®’

In any event, it must be emphasized that the author does not agree
with the approach of the nam wir. In his view, the differences
between the paralel texts in Chronicles and Nehemiah are quite
deliberate. As for the repetition of 7wax »ar 1w nwaxa in Chronicles
itself, it is not an attempt to preserve a divergent text found in another

%4 Neh 11:4 112 *13m 777 %237 12w 29w

® Cf. the term mm 32 in 3"o7 y..797 wiT mawn 190, ed. R. Schroter
(Breslau, 1866) 31.

% The phrase 212 “well” found in the comment to 2 Chr 36:13 (w9 71X
W2 ROW wHon X1 2w3a) could point in this direction, if it is not due to a
copyist. The expression is used by Reuel and other Byzantine authors; it
appears also in Ashkenaz but not until the middle of the twelfth century. See
my nw Mrn3, 48-51.

" Thisideais based on acomment by Ta-Shma.
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source, but a resumptive repetition needed to continue the interrupted
narrative about Saul:

TWYR 9 DY DIRW wYR poDY APOTW 99—7IWaR JaR 12W° 1A
17272 PODY DONWRI 2°2WT PV 7901 922 MYA DOIIWRIT 2OVaws
73 INNPAY ANTANY YIRW HW Iy 00N awIDn ANy 2nnn 10b
IV 0NW AN PIAAR TN WK TIT D02 NI2YAY 1101V NN TR0nR

%8 panx 973 PRI

The father of Gibeon dwelt in Gibeon (1 Chr 9:35)—Since it
interrupted the story of Saul and skipped to the story of the
first tribes and the Babylonian exile and related the affairs of
the first to settle and interrupted with their happenings, it now
starts the section and relates the affairs of Saul—his lineage
and his death—in order to juxtapose his death and his affairs
to the dynasty of David, that ruled after him, and whatever it
omitted in the first account it mentions now.

Since the notion of resumptive repetition goes back to Saadia's
commentary on Genesis,” it would seem that our author sides with the
Gaon against the Pal estinian-Byzantine school.

It is clear from the sources already examined that only the case of
0190 2 is applicable to the double readings of Chronicles. However,
the commentary to Chronicles attributed to Joseph Qara in Codex
Munich 5 blurs the distinction between o790 '2 and 290 . It
frequently takes the formula o»1o0 ") from the baraita, even though it
Is speaking of Ezra's preservation of double readings. Thus, at 1 Chr
9:1 wefind:

29750 '3 2IRR SR 3 NEP ONRINI 79332 DRNY 2NN 31705 MIN)
77T 9902 IND 1NN T OX T 7209 SN2 a1 19 AT P17 P R
0 RT3 919902 1P NaND NanY NHIYY RIW M)

And |, the sadran, was with them in the Exile and | found
some of their genealogy in three manuscripts that were not

8 See oomi1 937 Yy Wiy, 31.

% See mwx12Y 1IR3 7Y0 20 WD, ed. M. Zucker (New York, 1984) 409-
410; cf. p. 192.

" Ta-Shma, 01 127 w1, 138-139, cited from Codex Munich 5, col. 35
(col. 44 according to Y. Berger). Y. Berger informs me that there are many
additional examples of xx» o790 '3 in chap. 9 (cols. 44-48). | am indebted to
him for checking the accuracy of the citations from this manuscript.
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identical. Whatever | was able to combine, | wrote here in this
book, and whatever | was not able to combine, | wrote in my
book, Ezra.

Sotooat1lChr11:11;

™ [1%91 TX9=] 121 19 2031 KX 0700 WHW 11707 M0 W

One may answer that the sadran found three manuscripts and
wrote (their readings) here and there.

Elsewhere it uses a more neutral formula: xx»w o»oo7 2awa (1 Chr
11:26), x¥nw 0™oo7 *101 (1 Chr 21:5).7

When and how did this Byzantine mode of exegesis reach
Germany and Northern France? Did Rashi know of it? Was it
transmitted by his student, R. Shemaiah? The latter knew Greek and
was familiar with Byzantine coins and the customs of Byzantine
Jewry; he may have come from southern Italy.” The commentary to
Ezra-Nehemiah attributed to Rashi can perhaps shed some light on

> Codex Munich 5, col. 62.

2 Ta-Shma, o1 *127 w7, 139, cited from Codex Munich 5, cols. 69 and
117 (126 according to Y. Berger). For the second example, Ta-Shma gives the
reading X¥nw 90 'a7 Cn, but Y. Berger (A Critical Edition of the
Commentary of Rabbi David Kimhi to Chronicles with Analytic Introduction,
Trandation and Supercommentary” [Ph. D. diss.,, Yeshiva University, 2003]
110 [Hebrew section]) reads xgnw o007 *19%. In an e-mail communication
(Oct. 11, 2002), Berger writes: “Looking at the ms, | see the alternatives are
either o>voon *19m or o>von "2 "%, | think my reading is right: what could be
read as a1 is a the end of aline, and | read it as a 11 (rather than a partialy
rubbed out 2) followed by a mostly rubbed out o (rather than a geresh). It is
thus an unfinished o*1907, which the scribe, asis his policy, rewrote on the next
line. Considerations are as follows. The rubbed out part of theo is discernible if
one looks carefully; the proposed geresh is too low for this ms; the rubbed out
part of the proposed 2 would have to be entirely not discernible on my printout;
and in similar cases the author, following the rabbinic source on the matter,
writes '3 (for three om90) rather than '2 even when he is speaking of a
contradiction between two readings that are both represented by biblical texts.”

B A. Grossman, D wa PwY WD) WA YR M in 237 27 9217 90
X113, ed. M. Bar-Asher (Jerusalem, 1992) 1. 37. Rashi may have learned
Aquila's interpretation of 0?2 (Amos 7:14) from R. Shemaiah; see my
Sockmen from Tekoa, Sycomores from Sheba: A Sudy of Amos Occupations
(Washington DC, 2003) 24 (to appear in the Catholic Biblical Quarterly
Monograph Series).
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these questions. According to A. Grossman, it was probably based on
a commentary written by Rashi, with revisons and additions by
students.” At Neh 7:7, the commentary mentions the numerical
differences between the two versions of the list of returnees in Ezra-
Nehemiah:

QW MAWR oy 221197 27 2°AYD 1927 MN2AWT ...—222177 OV X127
MN2AWNA RIPAT PIPT R AT 721D 77 2O100 QIRW WO DOHYD 9Vn
a7 DY A AR DApa 92 AR INe®Y INe® MW 5907 DaR 70 b

....72 72 N1PYIDA NAWR2 PTPT XYY 507 anID 710 HHo0

Who came with Zerubbabel—... These figures at times agree
with the figures above (Ezra 2), but there are times that they
do not agree with each other. Scripture was not so precise with
the figures, but the total is equal here and there, as it says “the
sum of the entire community (was 42,360)” (Ezr 2:64 and Neh
7:66). The writer of the book relied on (the accuracy of) this
total, and was not so precise with the individual figures....

This discussion is similar to the others we have seen in two
respects. it speaks of an author-editor who included two different
versions of arecord in hisbook, and it uses a variant of the phrase x>
2. Here, however, we are not told explicitly that the different
versions stem from two manuscripts found by the author-editor, and it
is difficult to know what to infer from the verb qno. In addition, the
term for the author-editor is not 377057 or the like but 29077 2n12. This
term is not as common as one might imagine. A search for the phrase
7907 and in four CD-ROMs (Maagarim of the Academy of the
Hebrew Language; Bar-llan Judaic Library; The Torah CD-ROM
Library; and oonwx o"w 2w opn of Otsar Haposkim) turns up only
one other medieval occurrence: Rashi’s commentary to Judg 5:31.7
Thus, there is no reason to doubt that Rashi wrote this comment, but it
isfar from clear what role he attributed to the 15057 2m> in Judges.

It has been suggested that the statement 2°950 '2 2K 77 MWIR
17707 X¥» in the commentary attributed to the disciples of R. Saadia

™ A. Grossman, onwx1 nanx *non (Jerusalem, 1995) 183.

> The two occurrences are noted by Brin, n»wa 1121, 310. Brin (loc. cit.)
also notes two occurrences of aman used by Radag. | have encountered an>
100 with reference to the author-editor of Kings in Joseph Ibn Kaspi, oo 1now,
ed. H. Kasher (Jerusalem, 1996) 130. The Bar-llan Judaic Library shows
something similar in a responsum of R. Simeon b. Zemah Duran (j2°0 ,& pon
0 nR "7 2vp), where the X1y 790 2m12 is contrasted with the ov5%7» 250 ano.
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Gaon is the source of the statement 2°790 '3 5w NP2 W2 WO
X1y X¥n in the commentary attributed to Rashi.”® In my opinion, there
are too many differences between these two statements to assume
direct influence. The suggestion that “notre commentateur parait avoir
confondu les i *wix avec le Yerouschalmi”’’ is an attempt to
explain away one of these differences, but it seems forced. One result
of our investigation is that it is no longer necessary or possible to
assume such confusion. It is now clear that pseudo-Rashi’s citation
from the Palestinian Tamud is a genuine variant, which he could not
have concocted out of the statement in the commentary attributed to
the disciples of R. Saadia Gaon.

In Ashkenaz, the idea that Ezra found divergent genealogical
sources was particularly long-lived. We find it cited in its traditional
formulation as late as the eighteenth century by R. Aryeh Leib
Gunzberg, the author of Sha’ agat Aryeh:

O SN2NOW MO RIRW QDD 7R 2007 0727 POV RMIPT O™
,7°21 7191 77297 MPN0 w0 23 ;170 PY R M7 0w (02) (@)wn
101,32 'N 5027 15 Nx% 'R 502 U0 XY 'OY (8@73’).7 (>12)TMm

8 >Ny 10 R¥W

One may answer that Ezra copied Chronicles from several
manuscripts that he found, as | wrote there. Because of this,
the genealogy of the generations is not in order; moreover
there are contradictions both internally and between
Chronicles and the Book of Ezra. For in one manuscript he
found one thing and in another manuscript he found another,
and he copied (each) just as he found (it).

We see, then, that Palestinian and Byzantine exegetes developed a
rudimentary theory concerning the redaction of the Bible. They were
particularly fascinated by the question of what the editor did when
faced with conflicting sources, whether different versions of a
genealogical list to be included in biblical books authored by him or
textual variants in biblical books authored by his predecessors. In

® Epstein, “L’auteur,” 199 (= o™pnn, 1. 285).

7 1bid., n. 3.

8 See xMAPN "7 111 "My ,X11 NODA HY DORISA ,TPIR NARW Y39 IR M1123 I90.
| am indebted to S. Cohen for calling my attention to this passage and to S. Z.
Leiman for referring me to M. Breuer, 79X nakw 5y2 5w m7wni n7n, Megadim
2 (1987) 9-22. Breuer was unaware that the views expressed in this passage are
based on earlier sources.
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Germany and Northern France, the theory was adopted by a number of
exegetes, especially in commentaries on the Book of Chronicles.

2. Provence and Spain

Provence

The terminology of the Byzantine redaction theory is not common
in Provence. | know of only one apparent occurrence of 970 in the
sense of “edit” with a book asits object. It is found in Moses Qimhi’s
commentary (attributed to Ibn Ezra) to Ezra 4:8:

LADDIT RYT0RY DI NNA [T 7K1 AWKRD .K11D

xn10—"as we shall say”; this is said by the scribe and the
editors (sic) [of] the book.

The younger brother of this exegete, David (Radaqg), uses nannn,
75071 1ann, and 191077 for the compiler-editor of Psalms; he uses anmar,
9707, and 97 7ann for the author-narrators of Joshua and Samuel.”
Similarly, Joseph Ibn Kaspi refers to the author-narrator of Kings as
9071 2.2

Outside of the area of terminology, the picture is somewhat
different. Radag's well-known explanation of the ketib-gere has
severa thingsin common with the Byzantine theory:

RT1,°921 2300 12 172202 RDY 1R IR 7R KDY 12097 A9RT Mt
NN RPN YT 2901 170201 207907 7R A1WRIT M9A2 0D
2 502 NpYnR IRER Swch Mg VTIOY ARITAT NOIS SWIN)
DY ONYT 0w XYW DIPR2Y .ONYT DY 21757 MR 22 199 ,0ORAI0
1202 I ,0°1927 1203 XY 7IN22 120D IR 1T RDY AR 120D ,717020

8 ma1pan TRy PIman AR

™ See Brin, nrwo Ma'n, 310-312 (adding 907 "amm in 1 Sam 1:11) and
see further below. Note, however, that in Radag’s comment on =1y jax7 in 1
Sam 4:1, 037 M2173 MRIpn gives the reading a1 ik 2o instead of amom
71 anR. In aletter dated May 22, 2003, U. Simon argues for the reading 21nom
based on the context.

80 See n. 75 above.

8L Cf. anw~% 7mna nx ~7im &Y in Radag’ s commentary to 2 Kgs 22:8.

8 Radag’'s commentary to 2 Sam 15:21. Cf. the parallel passage in the
introduction to his commentary to Former Prophets. For other explanations of
ketib-gere, see my “Ketiv-Kere or Polyphony: The - Distinction According
to the Masoretes, the Rabbis, Jerome, Qirgisani, and Hai Gaon” in Sudies in
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As for these words, which are written but not read or read but
not written, as well as that which is written and read
(differently), it seemsthat in the first exile books were lost and
moved around, and the scholars who knew Scripture died, and
the men of the Great Assembly who restored the Torah to its
original state found disagreement among the extant
manuscripts, and they followed the majority in (dealing with)
them, in accordance with their understanding. And in places
where their understanding did not attain clarity, they wrote one
thing but did not point it, or they wrote it outside but not
inside, or they wrote one thing inside (in the text) and another
outside (in the margin).

R. Menahem Meiri’s paraphrase of this passage, in the
introduction to his Qiryat Sefer, is very instructive. Following the
words 2117 Ik 072 1D “and they followed the majority in (dealing
with) them,” he inserts: 290 3" " P39 02910 'ona 2" ARY 1)
TORT DR PV 27 WP L T2 e “as the Rabbis said in chapter 6
of tractate Soferim: ‘Three manuscripts were found in the Temple
court ... They accepted the (reading of the) two and reected the
(reading of the) single one.’”® Clearly, he connected the words 135
20 R an2 with the baraita we have been discussing. Similarly,
Simon writes:

It is true that | have not found in Radaq's writings an explicit
reference to the account of “three manuscripts were found in
the Temple court” ... but it seems that this is the basis both for
his conjecture concerning the existence of textual variation
that was resolved according to the majority reading and also
for his distinction between uncertainties that were cleared up
and rectified in the body of the text and those that were not
resolved (perhaps because the number of manuscripts was
evenly balanced) and were preserved in the form of masoretic
notes.®

Hebrew and Jewish Languages Presented to Shelomo Morag, ed. M. Bar-Asher
(Jerusalem, 1996) *151-*179.

8 Menahem Meiri, 290 nmp, ed. M. Hershler (Jerusalem, 1956) 14.
Another important insertion by Meiri is "R 1172 217 R¥21 X7 WK, i.e, the
case of even numbers of manuscripts, which Radag neglected to mention. See
Havlin, 7vaonn, 246-247.

8 U. Simon, xpni non mManvan nbrwS mwss snw—p"T ¥"axa, Bar-llan 6
(1968) 196. Cf. Havlin, nva3:1, 246: “This baraita certainly underlies Radaq's
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There may well be other connections between Radaq' s discussion
and the baraita. It is probable that Radag knew the reading 2°750 '
X7ty X3¥n from the commentary to Chronicles attributed to Rashi, for it
Is generally agreed that Radaq used that commentary in preparing his
own commentary to that book.?> Radaq does not refer directly to Ezra
in his discussion of the ketib-gere, but he does mention the men of the
Great Assembly, a group that he presumably viewed as led by Ezra.
That is certainly the way other medievals viewed the men of the Great
Assembly. Rambam speaks of noi> *wik 2°RpI7 07 RV HW W7 N2
791731.%° Ramban refers to a2 nomd wak w7 o (xav=) xon¥
Jonah b. Abraham Gerondi comments: noi1d “WwWiRD 7N0n 2°X°2N
MNP0 R X 917372 Mahzor Vitri issimilar: wax® 7170n ooxean
VI 9221 INIPA D227 I9VW ROV RIT—TTY 137 192°R) 791737 D01
W3 37 7m0

Thus, one suspects that the words 77077 1AW 321737 NOID “WIR
0°7902 NP IREH MYy may be Radag's expansion of  Xxn 090 '
X1y, That suspicion is strengthened by two medieval paraphrases of
Radag' s expansion. Oneis by Maharal:

712 2YBO7 12b3 KXW BIOT KUY °D 1NOT NPT QYD 23 MK W
TARY @352 AR 3IND POI0OM O AWK IO ND T IO N
%0 »aman

Some have said that the reason for (discrepancies between)
what is read and what is written is that Ezra the scribe found
the manuscripts in disarray—in one was written one thing and

words.”

% See Epstein, “L’auteur,” 194 n. 4 (= o™pnn 1. 282, n. 35) and Y. Kidl,
o1 27 90 (Jerusalem, 1986) 2. 94-95 (appendix). | am indebted to Y.
Berger for these references.

% | ntroduction to Mishneh Torah.

87 See 1"an7n nuwn oy 0"anna> NMenn 9o, ed. C. B. Chavel (Jerusalem,
1981) 47.

8 See miax noon By Tan a1 s, ed. M. S, Kaiser (Kasher) and
Y. Y. Blecherowitz (Jerusalem, 1969) 1 (Avot 1:1).

8 See ammw A7 w1 e, ed. S, Horovits (Jerusalem, 1963) 463; cf.
Neh 7.7 and Tg. Cant 7:3.

% judah Loewe b. Bezalel (Maharal of Prague), x> naxan 190, ed. J. D.
Hartman (Jerusalem, 2000) 1021. For the attribution to Radag, see the editor’s
notes ad loc. Maharal is far from sympathetic to Radaq’ s explanation.
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in another was written another—and when he was in doubt he
wrote one inside and the other outside.

The other, pointed out by Ta-Shma® is in Meiri’s commentary to
Nedarim 37b:

7¥n RHYR 7277 KRYY 2°9910 O KD PP KYY 120027 12000 KDY PP
1177 1X7) 0772 IPOPOY RATY %2 IRIRIW 2°7I0° IR N3N0 MPUHD
ooy

Words which are read but not written or written but not read
came from the mouth of scribes only on account of doubts and
minuses or pluses that were found in Ezra's days. They were
uncertain about them and wanted to point them out.

It appears that Radag altered the traditional formula in order to
alude to a well-known Talmudic statement attributing a kind of text-
restoration to the men of the Great Assembly: >wiR 11/ 1aw 8Ip1 onb
TAWYH ATy Innw 2021730 noid “Why were they called the men
of the Great Assembly? Because they restored the crown/greatness to
itsoriginal state.”

In any event, the role that Radaqg assigns to the men of the Great
Assembly is reminiscent of that which the Palestinian-Byzantine-
Ashkenazic school assigns to Ezra. There is a difference, however:
instead of double readings Radaq speaks of *9p1 21n3; instead of words
with dotted letters he speaks of 2°n2 X7 >9p1 1P ¥91 2°n3; instead of x>
1X21, he speaks of 0°192n and yinan. The significance of this difference
will be discussed below.

Additional evidence of Radag’'s dependence on this school is
found in his commentary to 1 Chr 1:7:%

D°177) 7°PNDT C1w2 2°n2 “WRI2 7902 ANWRI w2 2IN0—00ITM
D°2ND17 @A B0 2°KINM Jand2 2°2p WM n"HTaw Cob
IR W02 2ORIP AW WA 0T 2ORIP 1AW WO 2O1NTRT 29002

%1 See |. M. Ta-Shma, o790 7905 (7°"2n22) NP2 ek e, Tarbiz 66
(1997) 421.

%2 See b. Yoma 69b, y. Ber. 7.3, 1lc, etc. Radag's awareness of the
Talmudic expression is demonstrated by his use of a very similar expression in
his commentary to Ezek 21:32: mw> nvyn 7awin. | am indebted to M. T.
Novick for this point.

% | am indebted to M. J. Bernstein for this reference.

http://www.biu.ac.il/JS/JSI J/2-2003/Stei ner . pdf




152 Richard C. Steiner

|pea 2053 o9 w21 N"HTa o7R "33 Y93 HMy) C19v nnwn
aw 937w YONITY NN T Y502 ans1 MNP NNN2 NOWRYA
N7 W' N2 191 w2 RPN D'DT72 RMP T OXY ,IIR
71721 1""912 ARYMIPT 7INWN 197 .0"972 PRIWTY w02 HRIVI 197 .0"HTa

....JN2°n22 0°217p 1w Y

And Rodanim—Written with an initial resh but in the Book of
Genesisit is written with two dalet’s, Dodanim (Gen 10:4), for
dalet and resh are similar in writing, and some of those who
looked at the geneal ogical manuscripts written in ancient times
read with a dalet and some read with a resh, and the names
remained in popular speech with dalet and with resh.
Accordingly, it was written in the Book of Genesis with one of
the readings and in this book with the other to make it known
that they are the same name, even though one reads dalet and
the other reads resh. The same goes for Riblah with resh (2
Kgs 25:7) and Diblah with dalet (Ezek 6:14) and for Reuel
with resh (Num 2:14) and Deuel with dalet (Num 1:14). And
similarly the reading varies between waw and yod because
they are similar in writing....

The idea that the Bible preserves the variant readings of pre-
biblical genealogical sources is, as we have seen, found in several
commentaries on Chronicles, and the expression n° wx-H2 1502 202
NINR2 717 9902 2n51 MIRIPan nnX2 looks like an expansion of &> ano1
1R21. Here, however, the variant forms are not copied directly from the
genealogical texts themselves; they are transcriptions of popular oral
forms which, in turn, are derived from those texts. In this way, what
was originally a misreading is transformed by popular usage into a
legitimate, albeit later, linguistic variant.® In his commentary to Gen
10:4, Radaq attributes the idea of recording the later variant to Ezra,
the author of Chronicles:

aND RYY WP M0 IANRAY 059 ,0"972 IR 11020 Awn) ..—D01TT
L.0™N2 W 09T 2RIP WO RYR 0°21037 47 0 00 Ynia w0l

And Dodanim—Moses our master wrote it with a dalet
because the Holy Spirit came to him, while Ezra wrote it with
a resh to make known that they are the same ones mentioned

% This is the reading of most manuscripts, according to Y. Berger,
“Critical Edition,” 8 (Hebrew section).
% | am indebted to D. Berger for thisidea.
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(in the Torah) with some people reading (their name) with
dalet and some with resh....

Ezra's role is not quite the same here as it is in the Palestinian-
Byzantine-Ashkenazic tradition. The uncertainty that causes Ezra to
record a variant form is not his own, nor does it pertain to the question
of correctness. The only such uncertainty that Radaq attributes to Ezra
concerns textual variants identified as such by the Masoretes. 2°n>
P, M 89 03, and 2°na &1 1p. % In other words, far from bei ng a
“pioneer of lower criticism,”®” Radaq's views are actually less radical
than those of his predecessors® Radagq knew the Palestinian-
Byzantine-Ashkenazic tradition from the commentary to Chronicles
attributed to Rashi, but he felt the need to alter it, in both form and
content.

Spain

We find little or no awareness of the Byzantine theory and its
characteristic terminology among Andalusian Jews. In Christian
Spain, at the end of the Middle Ages, we do find 270 in the sense of
“edit” with a book as its object. In Abarbanel’s commentary to
Maimonides Guide, he writes. 1n1pTa MY HRIDW 1902 IR SNWID 19N
27ORT TIT N AMRDWT MKW 27PM2°ON2 TTIANAT DAY 297N (90 178
anm avntem aeen R “therefore | explained in the Book of Samuel
that David, in his old age, edited the Book of Psams to guide those
who seclude themselves in their prayers, and that after its completion,
David, having edited (lit., who edited) that book and those psalms,
died”® In Muslim Spain, however, examples of this usage are

% There is no mention of such uncertainty in Radag’s treatment of 1 Chr
9:2,9:35, 11:11 or 21:5 asthereisin the commentaries cited above.

9 50 Simon, P"771 ¥"axa, XXXII (English abstract).

% | am indebted to D. Berger for the ideas in this paragraph.

%Y. Elman, “The Book of Deuteronomy as Revelation: Nahmanides and
Abarbanel” in Hazon Nahum: Sudies in Jewish Law, Thought, and History
Presented to Dr. Norman Lamm, ed. Y. Elman and J. S. Gurock (New Y ork,
1997) 242. The incomplete reference in n. 59 isto nyaIR Qv ... 03121 77 1OO
ORI12NAR L, WPwIR 7,2 ow ,o7eR 1" owne (Warsaw, 1872) 80b. (I am indebted
to S. Z. Leiman for his help with this reference.) The original explanation, in
the commentary to 2 Sam 22:1, uses a different verb for “edit”: ... a"»an oo
YR 2NN MPONT PIDY 70 TTIANAT NATITY 1R 9102 DOWT POV T8 7T 2R
mre.... “... King David—peace be upon him—edited the Book of Psalms at the
end of his days to guide those who seclude themselves and to set out before
them the prayers and supplications they should say....” Note that 2ar cannot be
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difficult to find.'® Instead, we encounter 1an “put together” used as an
equivalent of Arabic a%x, both in the sense of “compile, edit” and in
the sense of “compose”.*® Thus, in the first recension of |bn Ezra's
introduction to his Psalms commentary, after using nan five times in

the sense of “compose,”** he writes:

5" DAINAW AR W2 TNX PR 2BOF T = OB W RN
103 335 7 ,3m1m2m 791737 NBID SWIN 0 1PNV

The second inquiry: Who edited this book? There is no need to
reply; inasmuch as the Sages have handed down (the tradition)
that the men of the Great Assembly edited it, that is enough for
us.

In addition to his linguistic usage, it is worth noting how quickly
Ibn Ezra disposes of the question of editing. This “inquiry” (2pnn)
takes up less than two lines in Simon’ s edition, whereas the other three
“inquiries’ in the introduction take up 43 lines, 14 lines, and 64 lines,
respectively. Was Ibn Ezra uncomfortable dealing with this subject?
In the rest of this discussion, | shall deal exclusively with Ibn Ezra,
leaving it for others to investigate other Andalusian Jews.

The editorial role that 1bn Ezra assigns to Ezra and the men of the
Great Assembly appears to have been quite limited. He never invokes
them to account for anachronisms. Thus, concerning Psa 106:47, Ibn
Ezrawrites:

3109 DOUDIWIT SN2 707 VNWAT T 3D 0°IXN ONINN TR 1AR—IYWI
D MR TR DO .OMAT 1A AP MAIR RIT 9 DY DR 0127 Ton 0
X1 WIPT M2 027 MNWAT T 00 21V 1123 2222 707 wan T
DO2OWAT WY Y YRS 927 WRD 1YW 1M 212 WY DY 12T

72777 '3 1vnn aab

taken here in the sense of “compose” (since Abarbanel goes on to explain that
David composed the psalms in his early years) and that 170 cannot be taken in
the sense of “edit.” In both versions, the specific act of editing to which the
verbs refer is compiling; see further below.

190 | 'must stress that | am speaking of 170 in the sense of “edit” with a
book—not sections of a book—as its object. The expression N w57 270197 in
Ibn Ezra slong commentary to Exod 6:28 is not an example of this usage.

101 | am indebted to B. Septimus for this point.

192 Simon, Four Approaches, 313-315 |1. 45, 50, 52, 61, 68.

193 Simon, Four Approaches, 315 II. 80-81.
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Save us—One of the Egyptian scholars has said that this poet
was in the days of the judges, before the Israelites had a king;
that is why it says “and gather us from the nations.” And one
scholar has said that this poet was in Babylonia. In my
opinion, the correct (explanation) is that this poet spoke with
divine inspiration (of the future), speaking in the words of***
our exiles, “save us,” just as Isaiah spoke in the words of the

wise: “Why, Lord, do you make us stray from your ways?”

Ibn Ezra's solution to the problem of anachronism is very
different from that of the anonymous early French exegete quoted
above. According to the latter, Psa 137 (%22 nma %v) is late, but
everyone involved with it—both the author (Jeremiah) and the editor
who included it in the Book of Psalms (Ezra)—was divinely inspired.
For Ibn Ezra, on the other hand, the plea o7 11 %231 is not a sign of
|ateness, and, thus, there is no need to invoke Jeremiah or Ezra to
account for it.

Another term from the Byzantine tradition that finds no echo in
the writings of Ibn Ezrais o*moo xxn. Thisis hardly surprising, given
Ibn Ezra's approach to the Masoretic text. According to Simon, that
approach was characterized by “rigid acceptance of the hallowed text”
and “minimal interest” in textual variation.'®® Unlike Radag, “Ibn Ezra
did not see in Ketib and Qere a textual phenomenon, regarding them
as mere lexical or stylistic variations.”'® Again unlike Radag, he
“amost completely ignored the variants reflected in Targum Jonathan,
assuming the deviation to be ... only Midrashic in nature.” X’ His view
of the differences between paralel texts is aso very different from
that of Radag. |bn Ezra regjects the view that some of these differences
aretextual variants due to graphic similarity:

01717 2°177 19 5¥ ,20912 21T WM 0TI DYA MY DMK
108 vowna TR QTRY MW W DOW NYT 9991 ORI ORIYT

194 For this use of 1w v, see Simon, Four Approaches, 110 n. 86, 193-
198, 209. It is also attested in Ibn Ezra’' s commentaries to Num 21:30; Mic 7:1,
7:18; Hab 1:1, 1:12, 3:15; Psa 42:1, 44:5, 66:13, 73:2, 82:8, 85:5, 89:48, 90:10,
102:1, 102:24, 118:23, 126:4, 129:1, 132:14, and 137:1.

105 Simon, p"7m v"axn, XXXI1 and XXX (English abstract).

196 Simon, p"7M v"ax, XXX.

197 Simon, p"7 v"ax, XXXI.

108 Simon, p"771 ¥"axn, 208. He comes close to abandoning this position in
his commentary to Eccl 5:1, in attacking the rhymes of Qillir: X" 7121 nao oxy
ORIVT IREA °2 AR 097 aY W 727 10 AR 2N912 MR aMnT DT M2ava n'n oy
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Some say that the graphic similarity between dalet and resh is
the reason for Dodanim ~ Rodanim (Gen 10:4, 1 Chr 1:7),
Deuel ~ Reuel (Num 1:14, 2:14). In my opinion, they are two
(different) names for one person, as was the norm....

Ibn Ezra also rejects the rabbinic tradition concerning the eighteen
“corrections of the scribes’ (290 *1p°n), labeling it 7or° »27 “the
opinion of asingle individual.” *®

Ibn Ezra's discussions of the verse division are particularly
revealing. In his commentary to Est 9:27, he writes: p°0571 191077 RTY
opoon “Ezra the scribe introduced the verse division (lit., separated
the verses).” Elsewhere, he attributes the verse division and other
features of the Masoretic text to the men of the Great Assembly,
whom he describes in glowing terms:

2INA 9D IR2AY ,ADITAT D012 CWIAR ... DY 77121 7000 M L' M A
"y IV D0 YOI OPINR O°RAT 1TAD QYL 20WA 1°7 07 23 ... NN
,0°PI0D) P27 2YMINDY 2IN0M 22NIWAT 2239 ,RIPAT MRY
202 oY WWN 000X TN 2FCNIAPYA R¥I 1D DY ;WD 19 2010V

10 sepmn swins

The spirit of the Lord, the spirit of wisdom and understanding,
rested upon ... the men of the Great Assembly to explain every
mystery of the commandments.... They were also conveyers of
sense™ and taught all who came after them the meaning of
every matter through the biblical accents, the rulers and the
servants,™? the closed and the open, and the attached and the

17 2T xR “if the reason for rhyming (lit., joining) he and /et is that
their appearance is similar in writing, then let him rhyme resh and dalet,
especialy since we find Deuel ~ Reuel, Dodanim ~ Rodanim.” However, one
should not deduce too much from areductio ad absurdemin a polemical text.

109 Simon, p"71 ¥"axn, 227-228. For lbn Ezra's use of this label to dismiss
rabbinic traditions, see Y. Maori, :X7pnh ¥"axR w12 "°n° 12T nann myawn Yy
2" w7 ¥R Hw onh, Shnaton 13 (2002) 201-246 esp. 222-223.

10 Simon, p"1 v"axn, 224.

LA pun on x1pni nvy, using the language of Prov 26:16.

Y2 This metaphorical pair probably refers here to the disjunctive and
conjunctive accents, explaining the preceding phrase (“the biblical accents’)
despite the intervening waw. The same pair is used to distinguish the seven
vowel signs from the shewa sign. There is no need to break up the pair by
taking the first term as referring to the vowels and the second as referring to the
servile letters, as does Simon, p"7 ¥"ar", 224. In his letter of May 22, 2003,
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separated, and they served as eyes to the blind. For that reason,
we go in their footsteps and follow them closely and rely on
them in all biblical commentaries.

Heis quite vociferous in defending the honor of the verse division and
the person responsible for it:

TR0 AT AANKR CNYT S5 CIRY ... PPN DR 2°YLR 0°20 DOwIDn WO
X7 2209177 °2 HHOY 19107 RTY RIT OK 9D ORI ,P 0027 AYD PR 9173
DIPHA OXR °2 P05 XY XN 722 1K 1737 90,0100 200 Enx sl

LOIRT

There are many exegetes who declare the versifier to be in
error.... And |, according to my understanding, am greatly
amazed at this, how (it is possible to believe that) the versifier
erred, especialy if he is Ezra the scribe™* The fact is that
there was no one as wise as the versifier after him, for we see
that, throughout the Bible, he never made a verse division in
an unsuitable place.

To sum up: Ibn Ezra stresses the sublime, divinely inspired
wisdom of Ezra and his Great Assembly, while minimizing their role
as editors. He rgjects the concept of o>790 Np°n, and he avoids topics
related to textual variation. The last of these characteristics has been
well explained by F. E. Talmage:

Ibn Ezra's utter confidence in the Tiberian tradition prevented
him from giving much consideration to the “microscopic
variations’ [exhibited by the biblical manuscripts of his
time].... It was inevitable that this itinerant scholar would see
such in histravelsin “ Spain, France, and across the sea” but he
pays them scant attention.... R. Abraham too spent much of his
career in Muslim Spain, where the Jews were frequently
accused of tampering with the biblical text for the purpose of
obliterating alleged references to Mohammed.*

Simon accepts this interpretation and suggests that the misleading waw be
deleted.

113 Simon, p"1 v"ax", 226.

114 Rather than one of the other men of the Great Assembly.

Y E E. Tadmage, David Kimhi: The Man and His Commentaries
(Cambridge, MA, 1975) 86.
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A. Mondschein has given a similar explanation to lbn Ezra's
rejection of the “corrections of the scribes’:

It islikely that Ibn Ezra’s reservations about the assumption of
“corrections of the scribes’ ... are also grounded in fear of
providing indirect aid to the Muslim claim that the Bible was
falsified by the Jews.... Simon ... interpreted this differently,
but he too hints there at the danger that Ibn Ezra saw in this
assumption.™®

In my view, all of the aforementioned characteristics and more are
related to the Muslim claim that Ezra falsified the Torah.**" | suggest
that Ibn Ezra was deeply affected by this claim, which was current in
Andalusia in his youth, and that he continued to be influenced by it,
perhaps only on a subliminal level, when he wrote his commentaries
in Christian Europe. In the remainder of this article, | shall briefly
trace the history of this Muslim polemical claim and its influence on
Jews and Karaitesin Muslim lands, including Andalusia.

One of the earliest reflections of the negative Muslim view of
Ezra is found in a Christian polemical text inserted into Ghevond's
Armenian history. The text purports to be the reply of the Byzantine
Emperor Leo |1l to an anti-Christian letter from the Umayyad Caliph
‘Umar |l early in the eighth century, but is usually considered a work
of the late ninth or early tenth century, even if it has a historical
kernel.™® Leo’s characterization of Ezrais very similar to I1bn Ezra's
descriptions of Ezraand his Great Assembly:

You pretend that the Testament was composed by human
genius, and | know that you attack the second edition that
Esdras composed. Yet this man possessed the grace of the
Holy Spirit, and all that he composed has the cachet of
infallibility, as is proved by the fact that when all the people,
delivered from captivity, came back to Jerusalem, bringing

118 A, Mondschein, m»unean n7ma "w9a v 9X ¥R S oy, Te' uda
8 (1992) 149-150 n. 56. | am indebted to M. Cohen for this reference, which
agrees with a conclusion | reached independently. For the use of o910 1p°n as
aweapon in religious polemics, see below.

Y This is not the place to dea with Ibn Ezra's use of the expression
17 2ownm (cf. Amos 5:13) in his commentary to Gen 12:6, but | suspect that
it may be related in some way to the same Muslim claim.

118 A, Jeffery, “Ghevond’s Text of the Correspondence Between ‘Umar
and Leo I11,” Harvard Theological Review 37 (1944) 273-276.
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with them the Testament, there was seen the marvellous work
of God, for when it was compared with the edition of Esdras,
this was found completely in conformity with the latter.**

In this passage, we see two conflicting versions of a legend about
Ezra's restoration of the Torah after it was lost—burned and/or
forgotten—in the time of Nebuchadnezzar. Both versions go back
ultimately to IV Ezra, an apocalyptic work of the late first century
C.E. However, Leo’s version is more faithful to that source, for in IV
Ezra 14.20-22, Ezra says to the Lord:

For behold, | will go, as you have commanded me, and | will
reprove the people who are now living; but who will warn
those who will be born hereafter? For the world lies in
darkness, and its inhabitants are without light. For your Law
has been burned and so no one knows the things which have
been done or will be done by you. If then | have found favor
before you, send the Holy Spirit to me, and | will write
everything that has happened in the world from the beginning,
the things which were written in your Law, that men may be
able to find thezgath, and that those who wish to live in the last
days may live.!

Ezra's prayer is answered and he dictates the 24 books of the Hebrew
Bible plus another 70 books of esoteric wisdom.

It is difficult to overstate the impact of this story on religious
polemics throughout the ages. The notion that Ezra’ s restoration of the
lost Scriptures was divinely inspired was accepted by Christians but
rejected by their opponents, such as Porphyry and the Jewish-
Christian authors of the Pseudo-Clementines.’** The Muslims, thanks
to an Arabic trandlation of 1V Ezra, originally accepted the divine
inspiration of Ezra's restoration.** However, Muslim polemicists had

119 Jeffery, “Ghevond's Text,” 289-290.

1208, M. Metzger, “The Fourth Book of Ezra ... A New Translation and
Introduction” in J. H. Charlesworth, The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha
(Garden City, NY, 1983) 1.554.

121 C. Houtman, “Ezra and the Law: Observations on the Supposed
Relation Between Ezra and the Pentateuch,” in Remembering All the Way
(Oudtestamentische Studién, 21; Leiden, 1981) 91-93; H. Lazarus-Y afeh,
Intertwined Worlds (Princeton, NJ, 1992) 62-63.

122 See A. Drint, “The Mount Sinai Version of IV Ezra. Text, Trandation
and Introduction” (Ph. D. diss., Rijksuniversiteit Groningen, 1995) 51-64, 416-
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a powerful incentive to change that and give teeth to the Quranic
charge that the Jews had falsified the Bible by removing references to
Muhammad.

The process of knocking Ezra off his pedestal in the Muslim
world was not completed until the eleventh century, but by the tenth
century the handwriting was already on the wall. The letter to which
Leo allegedly responded hints at Ezra's fallibility without mentioning
him by name.’”® Abi Nasr Mutahhar ibn Tahir al-Magdisi writes in
his Book of Creation and History (ca. 966) that, after Ezrarestored the
Torah without changing so much as a letter, he handed it over to one
of hisdisciples. Al-Maqgdist adds: “They claim that it was this disciple
who corrupted [the text], adding to it and distorting it.”*** In the first
half of the tenth century, the Karaite Ya qub a-Qirqgisant turns this
emerging polemical weapon of the Muslims against the Rabbanites.
According to him, the Muslim polemicists of his time were already
using the story of the burning of the Torah from IV Ezra, while
omitting any mention of Ezra' srole:

Further, they (the Rabbanites) assert that the Torah which isin
the hands of the people is not the Torah which Moses—on
whom be peace—brought, but was composed by Ezra, for they
say that the Torah brought by Moses perished and was lost and
disappeared. This amounts to the destruction of the whole
religion. Were the Muslims to learn of this, they would need
nothing else with which to revile and confute us, for some of
their theologians argue against us saying: “Your Torah is not
the Torah brought by Moses.”** Against one who makes this
clam, we proclam that he is lying out of a desire to
contradict, and that they are reduced to this because they have
nothing to say and need an argument. But were they to
discover this teaching of the Rabbanites—may God forgive

435; M. Ayoub, “‘Uzayr in the Qur'an and Muslim Tradition” in Sudies in
Islamic and Judaic Traditions, ed. W. M. Brinner and S. D. Ricks (Atlanta,
GA, 1986) 10-11.

123 Jeffery, “Ghevond's Text,” 277.

124 C. Adang, Muslim Writers on Judaism and the Hebrew Bible (Leiden,
1996) 233; cf. T. Pulcini, Exegesis as Polemical Discourse: Ibn Hazm on
Jewish and Christian Scriptures (Atlanta, GA, 1998) 39. | am indebted to R.
Harris for the latter reference.

125 This Muslim claim is repeated virtually verbatim in Kitab al-’ anwar
[11.15.7, with the following addition: “because Nebuchadnezzar burned that
one, and this one was composed afterwards.”
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them—the field would be open to them and they would need
nothing else.?

Al-Qirgisani repeats this alegation against the Rabbanites in a
number of places (e.g., 11.18.6, 11.22.2). It is not completely clear what
Rabbinic statement(s) he has in mind. We can rule out the Rabbinic
references to o>1910 Pp°n, which Al-Qirgisani takes to mean that Ezra
and Nehemiah changed the original text of the Bible in eighteen
places;®” that is clearly a distinct (and, indeed, seemingly
inconsistent) charge® Nemoy and Chiesa-Lockwood assume,
following Harkavy, that Al-Qirgisant is alluding to b. Suk. 20a
770 222 XY TRy SRwn amn amonwaws. If this assumption is
correct, Al-Qirgisani has fabricated an accusation against the
Rabbanites by taking the Talmud's statement about Ezra out of
context and, perhaps, reinterpreting 70°.*° Read in context, that

126 B, Chiesa and W. Lockwood, Ya' qizb al-Qirgisani on Jewish Sects and
Chrigtianity (Frankfurt am Main, 1984) 105-106. This trandation is more
faithful to the Arabic original (Kitab al-’anwar, 1.3.3) than that of L. Nemoy,
“Al-Qirgisani’s Account of the Jewish Sects and Christianity,” HUCA 7 (1930)
331-332.

2" This view of the o= 1p°n agrees with that of some schools of
Masoretes; see C. D. Ginsburg, Introduction to the Massoretico-critical Edition
of the Hebrew Bible (London, 1897) 350-351; n9ox1 n9ox, ed. S. Frensdorff
(Hannover, 1864) 113 (list 168).

28 This is clear both in 11.18.6-7 (where the charges are presented
separately) and in 11.22.2. G. Khan (“Al-Qirgisani’s Opinions Concerning the
Text of the Bible and Parallel Muslim Attitudes Towards the Text of the
Qur'an,” JOQR 81 [1990] 61-62) appears to blur this distinction in his summary:
“Al-Qirgisani then deals with the claim of the Rabbanites that the present text
of the Torah is not the one which was produced by Moses but is a later version
written by Ezra (11.18.6). The Rabbanites support this doctrine by the eighteen
‘corrections of the scribes’ (tiggune soferim).” So too Adang, Muslim Writers,
246: “ Al-Qirgisani rebuts the Rabbanite claim that the current text of the Torah
Is not the one produced by Moses, but is alater version written by Ezra, who is
said to have changed the original text in eighteen places.”

129 Nemoy, “Al-Qirgisani’s Account,” 331 n. 45; Chiesa and Lockwood,
Ya'qub al-Qirgisanz, 162 n. 14. For a citation of this talmudic passage in a
polemical work, see below.

130 |n theory, it is possible to assume that Al-Qirgisani was familiar with
this statement from a secondary source, written or oral, and that he never saw it
in context; however, the many accurate quotations from Rabbinic texts in his
book would seem to show that he had firsthand knowledge of the original
sources. As for 707, the fact that Al-Qirgisani repeatedly uses the Arabic word
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statement says that Ezra is one of a series of Babylonian scholars who
reestablished—not composed—the Torah in the Land of Isradl:

9V nONWN A0 .A70°) 9227 ROIY a9Y YRR TN InonwIwd
J1170°) 17121 KOO 92719 ANaNW 770 .A70° 29227 997

When Torah was forgotten in Israel, Ezra went up from
Babylonia and (re)established it. When it was forgotten again,
Hillel the Babylonian went up and (re)established it. When it
was forgotten aqain, R. Hiyya and his sons went up and
(re)established it.™*

By publishing this charge in a language that Muslims could
understand, Al-Qirgisani may well have been instrumental in bringing
about what he professed to fear.**

In the eleventh century, Ezra' s star reached its nadir in the Muslim
world. ‘Abd a-Malik a-Juwaini (1028-1085) tries to show that Ezra
had a motive to make changesin the Torah:

So there was only one doer of this deed, either Ezra himself or,
if one puts it after Ezra, whoever it was who recopied Ezra's
copy. More, an alteration on his part was possible from the
fact that he was eager to see his power extended and by the
fact that he was not credited with that kind of impeccability
which would have prevented his commission of either light or
serious faults.... And anyone who knows well the chronicles of
world history and has followed their extraordinary
developments finds there that men greater than Ezra have been
moved by the love of power to act senselessly, rejecting the
bonds of reason and religion.*®

for “compose,” 778, in his allegation suggests the possibility that he took 70> in
this passage to mean “compose” instead of “(re)establish.” The former is a
medieval meaning well known from Rashi; see I. Avinery, *"w1 %31 (new
enlarged edition; Jerusalem, 1979) 554.

131 The specific halakhot that were reestablished by Hillel (b. Pes. 66a) and
R. Hiyya (not R. Hai, as reported in Chiesa and Lockwood, Ya'qib al-
Qirgisani, 162 n. 14!) are in the realm of Oral Law, far removed from textual
guestions. The same goes for the specific halakhot to which the cliche owow
170" 11m appliesin b. Yoma 80a and Suk. 44a.

132 A ccording to Adang (Muslim Writers, 246), Ibn Hazm's claim that the
Jews themselves admit that Ezra made changes to the text may be areferenceto
Al-Qirgisant’ s discussion; cf. also Pulcini, Exegesis, 44.

13 See F. E. Peters, A Reader on Classical Islam (Princeton, NJ, 1994)
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‘AlTibn Ahmad ibn Hazm al-Andalusi (ca. 994-1064) was an even
harsher critic of Ezra. Ibn Hazm's magor polemical work is Al-
fisallfas| fr al-milal wa-lI-ahwa’ wa-I-nihal, part of which is a Treatise
on obvious contradictions and evident lies in the book which the Jews
call the Torah and in the rest of their books and in the four Gospels,
through which it may be ascertained that they have been corrupted
and altered and that they are different from what God, mighty and
exalted, revealed.’ In this treatise, Ibn Hazm’s vilification of Ezrais
largely by implication, perhaps to avoid giving offense to more
traditional Muslims or giving an opening to Jews. In some places, he
writes that the author of the new Torah, written after the return from
exile, was a heretic, liar, ignoramus, and scoffer, who deliberately
corrupted and falsified the Torah; in other places, he writes that Ezra
was the author of the new Torah.!® Little is left to the reader's
Imagination.

Lazarus-Yafeh has argued that such accusations against Ezra
affected a number of Jews of Andalusian origin. The clearest case
involves a contemporary of Ibn Ezra, Abraham Ibn Da’ad of Toledo,
who mentions the charge and responds to it:

2 MR T IRIT—NDPMINT 37N 2NDY DA X2 XYW 17031 73
WHR VAT RDY L 200000 2021R POR vaweah oo PRI 2avn
136 .a19 M1 RATY 5 0917 oww n 0wn

162-163. For the Arabic original and a French trandation of this passage, see
M. Allard, Textes apol ogétiques de Juwaini (Beirut, 1968) 46-49. | am indebted
to B. Septimus for these references.

13 See C. Adang, I1slam frente a Judaismo: La polémica de Ibn Hazm de
Cordoba (Madrid, 1994) 68-71; Adang, Muslim Wkiters, 65, 237-248; Pulcini,
Exegesis, 9-11, 90-95.

135 | azarus-Yafeh, Intertwined Worlds, 67-68; Adang, Muslim Writers,
245-246.

1% Y. Lazarus-Yafeh, *om>n 200m Hw 12 ety—~xny, Tarbiz 55 (1986)
377. Cf. also M. Schreiner, “Zur Geschichte der Polemik zwischen Juden und
Muhammedanern,” ZDMG 42 (1888) 630-631, reprinted in M. Schreiner,
Gesammelte Schriften, ed. M. Perlmann (Hildesheim, 1983) 114-115; N. Roth,
“Forgery and Abrogation of the Torah: A Theme in Mudsim and Christian
Polemic in Spain,” PAAJR 54 (1987) 208-209. (I am indebted to D. Berger for
the latter reference.) Maimonides is less relevant to our discussion, because he
does not mention Ezra in referring to the Muslim charge of falsification in his
Epistle to Yemen and in one responsum (no. 149). | shall therefore not discuss
claims that he was influenced by this charge.
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Let us assume that Ezra came from Babylonia and wrote the
altered Torah—how is it that the people acknowledged the
truth of it to him?"’" And how is it that those near and far
agreed to obey it? ... And we have never heard of anyone
casting aspersions on Ezra or the like.

Even the Jews of Christian Spain eventually became aware of 1bn
Hazm'’s charges, and no less a figure than Rashba felt the need to
write a treatise quoting and answering a few of them.® Rashba

3" Hardly “why did the people thank him for it,” as in Lazarus-Yafeh,
Intertwined Worlds, 71.

138 | am indebted to M. Cohen for calling this to my attention. The treatise
was published under the name 121 mn71 5y 1anw HRynw 5y ki in J. Perles, R.
Salomo b. Abraham b. Adereth: Sein Leben und seine Schriften (Breslau, 1863)
X-72. It was republished in X"awan mawn, ed. H. Z. Dimitrovsky (Jerusalem,
1990-) 1/1. 115-158; x"awan mawnm moxw 190 (5 vols,; Jerusalem, 2000) 5/1
(=part 9). 140-161; and again (!) in 5/2 (=part 10). 212-227. (I am indebted to
E. Hurvitz and S. Z. Leiman for the references to these republications.) The
anonymous Muslim polemicist quoted in the treatise was conclusively
identified with Ibn Hazm by M. Schreiner, “Die apologetische Schrift des
Salomo b. Adret gegen einen Muhammedaner,” ZDMG 48 (1894) 39-42,
reprinted in Schreiner, Gesammelte Schriften, 271-274. (Cf. M. Perlmann, “The
Medieval Polemics Between Islam and Judaism” in Religion in a Religious
Age, ed. S. D. Goitein [Cambridge, MA, 1974] 121; Roth, “Forgery and
Abrogation,” 222-225.) Schreiner (“Die apologetische Schrift,” 42 =
Gesammelte Schriften, 274) discovered that one of the Muslim polemical
passages in Rashba's treatise is a literal Hebrew trandation of an Arabic
passage found in Ibn Hazm's Al-fisal/fasl. He aso attempted (“Die
apologetische Schrift,” 41 = Gesammelte Schriften, 273) to find an Arabic
parallel in Al-fisal/fasl for a Hebrew sentence that reads: 12 mx»w o'7n om
TPRAWY TINT 1A AN 9-RT OW RN 92 pan TITY ONvan TN W 12 K 12 1PUR?
79902 77N (0w PUY) 7w wrwRe 12 oo rar vank (Perles, R Salomo, v
Dimitrovsky, mawn, 1/1. 130). Here he was less successful; however, a close
parald is found in another work by Ibn Hazm, The Refutation of lbn al-
Naghrila. For the sake of comparison, | cite it from the modern Hebrew
trandation of H. Shemesh (o1 728 7am7 DR 2°7219R JaR RO 79X in 090
m7m o7 oY ooom, ed. H. Lazarus-Y afeh [Jerusalem, 1996] 115): o1 om
097 (NPWW) APDOIY MINKR DR 212 93 HY o0 WK LT N°an TR, PWR 12 TMRITY
X o7 .D°ORT MAY DR 72 WY L9000 99K Maw DR TYINT 12 P0R ,000aWn R
... AN DR AW LR 12 200K L, 1NR TR iR 00 ov7in. Note, however,
that the Hebrew sentence in question is part of a larger passage that does not
follow the rest of the Arabic passage as closely. Do Rashba's citations of 1bn
Hazm come from a single work that we no longer possess? If so, they might
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suggests that Ibn Hazm distorted the meaning of b. Suk. 20a
31 71707 923n R 79V PR a0 amonwawd. As we have already
seen, Harkavy made a similar claim concerning Al-Qirgisan.

There is evidence that Ibn Ezra too was aware of lbn Hazm’s
polemic. In his short commentary to Exod 13:18, Ibn Ezra writes:

P90 1OV LRI T D27 MIRD WAnn TR 1YY WA L —D0Inm
DOINIR DAY L,ORYAW? A0 OV 12 WMIRY WET 137 07 .5 793P 1K)
WYY DR (VTP HUX) 1TOPW 00707 Awnm 2Wwann 1on PR
aun av 9937 993 17 73T L20WY 120 09797 9K NMIRD WW 201w

..DWIM

owan—... And the midrash (according to which the word
means) that (only) one in 500 (of the Israelite population) went
up (out of Egypt) is the opinion of a single individual, and is
disputed, and is not (based on) tradition at all. We have
enough grief (already) with the Muslim scholars, who say:
“How isit possible that, from fifty-five malesin 210 years, six
hundred thousand males aged twenty and above should be
begotten, and four times that number with women and children
included...?’

The question that Ibn Ezra attributes to the Muslim scholars is very
similar to a question asked by Ibn Hazm in arguing that the Torah was
falsified (by Ezra):

How is it possible that, from the procreation of only fifty-one
men'® in a period of only 217 years, more than two million
peopl e should be begotten?'*

shed light on a controversy surrounding a work by 1bn Hazm entitled Exposure
of the Alteration of the Torah and the Gospel by Jews and Christians; see
Pulcini, Exegesis, 10-11 n. 8 and Adang, Muslim Writers, 6.

1% Perles, R. Salomo, T-tv; Dimitrovsky, mawn, 1/1. 140-141; mbxw
X"awan mawm 5/1 (=part 9). 152-154; or 5/2 (=part 10). 121-122.

1490 1bn Hazm's total is smaller than Ibn Ezra' s because he does not count
the four great grandsons of Jacob who came to Egypt with Jacob, according to
Gen 46:12,17.

14« Ali ibn Ahmad ibn Hazm, Kitab al-fisal/fas! f7 al-milal wa-l-ahwa’ wa-
|-nihal (Cairo, 1899-1903) 1. 173 Il. 22-24. In summarizing this passage,
Pulcini (Exegesis, 79) writes. “the total number of Jacob’s descendants (i.e.,
including female and younger males) by this time would have approached two
million.” However, Ibn Hazm's expression is "azyadu min ’alfay 'alfi 'insan
“more than two million people.” When Ibn Hazm (173 1. 25 - 174 11. 1-2) states
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Ibn Ezra's subsequent discussion includes the phrases 1in2wn “and
our answer,” T 1% 122w R “then they answered us further,” and ox
MW umR “we too answered,” indicating that he is reporting an
actual debate in which he was personally involved.

Ibn Ezra's use of the phrase 7om> 127 here is adso of interest,
because he uses virtually the same phrase in rgecting the rabbinic
tradition concerning the eighteen “corrections of the scribes.”** It is
easy to see how that tradition could have breathed new life into the
falsification canard.'*® Ibn Ezra may well have been worried about
that possibility,*** and rightly so. The “corrections of the scribes’ did
become a polemical issue in Spain in the thirteenth century, and
Rashba was forced to deal with it in a second treatise.X* However, it
was not a Muslim who raised it but a Christian, Raymond Martini.'*
In so doing, he revived a Karaite polemical issue from the time of Al-
Qirgisani.

In view of this evidence, we may be justified in viewing other
statements of Ibn Ezra as reactions to Ibn Hazm. We have seen, for
example, that Ibn Ezra stresses the divinely inspired wisdom of the
men of the Great Assembly and declares himself “amazed at ... how (it
IS possible to believe that) the versifier erred, especially if he is Ezra
the scribe.” This may be a reaction to Ibn Hazm, who writes that the

that to the total of 603,000 adult males one must add a like number of male
children and then a like number of women, he apparently means that one must
add 1,206,000 females (adults and children) to the previous total of 1,206,000
males (adults and children).

142 See n. 109 above.

%3 No explicit reference to this tradition by Muslim polemicists has been
cited by scholars. Adang (Muslim Writers, 246) believes that there is an implicit
reference: “lbn Hazm states that the Jews themselves admit that Ezra made
changes to the text, probably areference to the Tigqune Soferim....”

144 See at n. 116 above.

1% For the Hebrew text of the passage, see Perles, R. Salomo, 79-2%;
Dimitrovsky, mawn, 1/1. 176-184; or X"2w1 mawnm moXw 9o, 5/2 (=part 10).
333-335.

16 See |. M. Resnick, “The Falsification of Scripture and Medieval
Christian and Jewish Polemics,” Medieval Encounters 2 (1996) 373-375 and
the references cited there. The identification of Rashba s opponent was made
by Perles, who cited Martini’s discussion of the “corrections of the scribes’
(Perles, R. Salomo, 72-12 n. 2).
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Jews “admit ... that Ezra, who wrote (the Torah) for them from his
memory after it was lost, was only a scribe ... and not a prophet.”**

Clearly Ibn Ezra was sensitive to the Muslim charge of
falsification;**® he discusses one aspect of it explicitly. We do not find
similar, overt reactions to the Byzantine theory of redaction in his
writings. If he had encounters with it, in the Legah Tov (which he
mentions in the introduction to his Torah commentary) or in his
travels, he did not feel the need to reject it explicitly.

It is striking that a theory of redaction took root in Ashkenaz but
not in Sepharad. The counterintuitive nature of this finding makes an
appeal to polemical factors all the more necessary.

147 |azarus-Y afeh, Intertwined Worlds, 68.

148 For additional examples of Ibn Ezra's sensitivity to Muslim polemics,
see Mondschein, ¥"axn 5w orh, 147-150 and add 1bn Ezra' s comment to Gen
2:11. (That comment, as noted by U. Simon in his letter of May 22, 2003,
suggests that Ibn Ezra viewed himself as less influenced by such polemics than
R. Saadia Gaon.) Following Simon, Mondschein (¥"ax11 5w or?, 149) notes
that this sensitivity is only one manifestation of 1bn Ezra s failure to cut histies
to Mudlim Spain after leaving it. Cf. also M. Orfali, »xu=7m°0 0mom ¥"axn,
Te' uda 8 (1992) 193-205.
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