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ABSTRACT This article discusses the outlook of Judeo-Persian Karaite authors on Rabban-
ite law and rabbinic literature based on an exegetical corpus written in Early Judeo-Persian
from the eleventh century, which mostly remains in manuscript form. A close examina-
tion of this corpus demonstrates the authors’ complex attitude towards their contemporary
Rabbanites and early Jewish literature. By relying on the teachings of the Karaite commu-
nity of Jerusalem (the “Mourners of Zion”), the corpus’ authors criticize certain Rabbanite
views and concepts, while still accepting other parts of the rabbinic tradition which did
not challenge their ideology. In so doing, the authors establish themselves as part of the
Karaite exegetical tradition, and, more broadly, of the Jewish intellectual world.

KEYWORDS polemics, calendar, Bible exegesis, Karaites, Rabbanites, Early Judeo-
Persian, Judeo-Arabic

Introduction

Among the extant Early Judeo-Persian (henceforth, EJP) writings (Shaked 1985, 2003, 2009;
Paul 2013), a group of nine manuscripts stands out. These manuscripts apparently hail from
the Karaite synagogue of Dar Simha in Cairo and are currently held at the Russian National
Library (henceforth, RNL; Evr. Arab. 1682, 4605, 4607-4611) and the British Library (hence-
forth, BL; Or. 2459-2460). A meticulous examination of the manuscripts, including their re-
organization according to physical features and content, shows that they contain eleven works
on selections from the Pentateuch and Prophets.! The examination also reveals that the works

1 In the article, I use the following abbreviations for these works (the order of the manuscripts in parentheses
is based on my suggested reconstruction of the works): MS A (commentary on Ezek. 1-39; RNL Evr. Arab.
1 1682); MS B (commentary on selected portions of the Prophets; RNL Evr. Arab. I 4608, RNL Evr. Arab.
14611, BL Or. 2460, fols. 1-18, RNL Evr. Arab. I 4605, fols. 4 and 4a, BL Or. 2460, fols. 19-33, RNL Evr.
Arab. I 4609 RNL Evr. Arab. I 4607, fol. 2); MS C (commentary on Is. 11:10-12:1; RNL Evr. Arab. I 4610);
MS D (commentary on Gen. 1:1-4:10; RNL Evr. Arab. I 4605, fols. 1-2, RNL Evr. Arab. I 4607, fol. 1, RNL
Evr. Arab. I 4605, fols. 3, 5-26); MS E/1 (commentary on Num. 8:12-12:16; BL Or. 2459, fols. 1r-32v);
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were copied by the same group of scribes during the eleventh to twelfth centuries. Moreover,
it is quite likely that these commentaries were composed in a Karaite exegetical circle whose
members were well-versed in Arabic and had strong literary ties to the famous “Mourners of
Zion,” the Karaite community of Jerusalem during the ninth to the eleventh centuries (Haim
2018, 163-70, 2021).

The provenance of the manuscripts is unclear. Although their last location was the Karaite
synagogue Dar Simha in Cairo, they may have been brought to the eastern Mediterranean by
immigrants from the Persian-speaking world (Haim 2018, 168). However, in view of the liter-
ary ties to the “Mourners of Zion,” it is possible that the EJP exegetical corpus was composed
by immigrants from Iran to the eastern Mediterranean, where they encountered the vast liter-
ature of the Karaites of Jerusalem. Its provenance notwithstanding, the EJP exegetical corpus
presents a hitherto little-known perspective on the literary heritage of Persian-speaking Jew-
ish communities during the first centuries of Islam, and places it in the broader intellectual
environment of the Jewish world. It is particularly instructive for understanding how Persian-
speaking Karaites perceived the Rabbanites of their age.

In general, criticism against the Rabbanites is not prevalent in the EJP corpus. This stands
in clear contrast to early Karaite authors, such as Daniel al-Qiimisi (fl. late ninth to early
tenth centuries; Ben-Shammai 1985, 51-54) and Salmon ben Yeruhim (fl. mid-tenth century;
Davidson 1934), whose works are replete with criticism of Rabbanite customs, practices, and
beliefs. The EJP commentaries were composed in a later period, namely the late tenth and
eleventh centuries, when anti-Rabbanite sentiment was less present in Karaite exegesis (e.g.,
Polliack and Schlossberg 2009, 34-40). For example, unlike al-Qtimisi, the EJP authors sel-
dom use designations of the Jewish leadership in exile, which reflect the authors’ negative
attitude towards it (Haim 2021, 42-49). Moreover, the anti-Rabbanite polemic in the EJP
exegetical corpus is limited to certain themes that stood at the heart of the conflict between
the Rabbanites and Karaites. As shown below, this is particularly apparent in MS D.

While some EJP authors express their utter rejection of Rabbanite law and doctrine, others
rely on rabbinic materials in their works, as do other Karaite authors of the tenth and eleventh
centuries. Although the main bone of contention between the Rabbanites and Karaites was
the authority of the Oral Torah (Cook 1987; Ben-Shammai 1992; Frank 2007; Polliack 2006,
2016),> Karaite sages did not reject the rabbinic tradition entirely. Karaite exegesis relied on
rabbinic and Rabbanite literature (Ben-Shammai 1985). In their exegetical discussions, these
sages refer to rabbinic sources and embed rabbinic opinions quite often (Tirosh-Becker 2011,
2:15-42; Khan 2000b, 3—4; Polliack and Schlossberg 2009, 84-88; Zawanowska 2012, 94-95).
This habit is best summarized by Polliack’s statement regarding the presence of rabbinic texts
in Judeo-Arabic Karaite works: “When these sources offered conceptions, methodologies or
interpretations that appeared to the Karaites as logically sound or contextually based they

MS E/2 (commentary on Hos. 2; BL Or. 2459, fols. 33r—63r); MS E/3 (treatise on Proverbs; BL Or. 2459,
fols. 64v-70r); MS E/4 (glossary of words from the first chapters of Genesis; BL Or. 2459, fols. 70v-71v);
MS E/5 (sermon on Is. 40:1; BL Or. 2459, fols. 72v-75r); MS E/6 (sermon on the Ten Commandments; BL
Or. 2459, fols. 75v-80r); MS E/7 (commentary on Ex. 1:1-4:17; BL Or. 2459, fols. 80v-123v).

2 Significantly, the authority of the Oral Torah is not mentioned in the discussed corpus. The absence of any
reference to this major point of dispute may be merely coincidental, as the corpus consists of fragmentary
manuscripts. It is worth noting that the rejection of the Oral Torah is discussed once in a Karaite commen-
tary on Deuteronomy 33 preserved in the RNL (Evr. Arab. I 4606). The paleographical and orthographical
features of this manuscript suggest that it was copied in the thirteenth or fourteenth century, i.e., during
the Ilkhanid period. Albeit quite late, it is possible that this manuscript is a copy of an earlier work linked
to our EJP exegetical corpus. Further study is required in order to determine this.
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were quite capable of adopting and developing them even further, as an intellectual source
for their own reasoning and argumentation” (Polliack 2003, 365-66).

Moreover, in one particular instance, the author of MS C expresses his hope for the end
of the “envy and rancor” (7" 70M; hasad wa-kin)> between the Karaites and the Rabbanites.
This passage is integrated into the discussion of Isaiah 11:13,* predicting the end of hostility
between the Ten Tribes of Israel and the tribe of Judah:®

Then Ephraim’s envy shall cease (Is. 11:13) ... Know that from that time when Jer-
oboam, son of Nebat, rose up, enmity befell between these Ten Tribes and Judah.
And envy always existed for that (reason, namely) that Judah was the greatest in
rank. The Ten Tribes were envious of them for that (reason) which existed. And
also, these envy and rancor that exist in exile between the [Karaite]s and between
the Rabbanites shall be removed. All shall return to Judah together, for the king-
ship is from Judah, as Ezekiel explained in the chapter Take a stick (Ezek. 37:16).°

After providing the historical background for the hostility between the Ten Tribes and
Judah, the author of MS C notes that like them, the Rabbanites and Karaites would resolve
their differences in the messianic future. They all would return to Judah with the Davidic
messiah, as described in Ezekiel’s prophecy (37:15-28).” The conciliatory approach of the
author may be explained by the fact that MS C concerns a prophetic text, which is not the
typical platform for Karaite-Rabbanite disputes. Rather, the EJP authors often state that the
prophetic texts, and the commentaries thereof, aim at providing comfort for the Jews in exile.
At the same time, the assumed date of composition of the EJP commentaries, ca. the eleventh
century, should be considered as well.

The main aim of this paper is to demonstrate the complex attitude towards the Rabbanites
and rabbinic literature as reflected in the different EJP commentaries. Through the intro-
duction and discussion of unpublished manuscript materials, I attempt to show that like their
fellow Karaites who wrote in Judeo-Arabic, the EJP authors criticized certain Rabbanite views
and concepts, while still accepting other parts of the rabbinic tradition.

3 This study is based on texts written in different languages and scripts and therefore contains different
systems of transliteration. The transliteration of (Judeo-)Arabic and (Judeo-)Persian words follows the
system of the Deutsche-Morgenlandische Gesellschaft (DMG), except that the Arabic definite article al- is
retained in all cases and that no difference between Persian and Arabic is made in transliterating &, 3, 2,
4, and they are rendered according to the transliteration for Arabic. Transliteration of biblical Hebrew is
according to the system of Brill’s Handbook of Jewish Languages, except that seghol and hateph seghol are
transliterated as -e- and -é-, respectively. Post-biblical Hebrew is transliterated according to the system
of Brill’s Handbook of Jewish Languages for post-biblical Hebrew. See Kahn and Rubin (2016, XVII-XVIII).
Hebrew text appearing in passages in Judeo-Arabic and Judeo-Persian is given in boldface type.

4 Then Ephraim’s envy shall cease and Judah’s harassment shall end; Ephraim shall not envy Judah, and Judah
shall not harass Ephraim. Unless stated otherwise, English translations of the biblical text are according to
the New Jewish Publication Society of America Tanakh (henceforth, NJPS).

5 Graphic signs used in this article: 1) Square brackets indicate lacunas in the manuscript, in which partly

legible letters, words, or phrases are suggested. 2) Round brackets indicate complementary suggestions for

the translation of letters, words, or phrases not written in the original text. 3) Passages written above the
line or glosses in the margins of the original manuscript are given in superscript.

For the EJP text, see Appendix, I.

7 The prophecy is broadly discussed in MS A, where the Karaites and Rabbanites are not mentioned. See
Gindin (2007, 1:245-249; trans. ibid., 2:425-431).
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Reliance on Rabbinic Sources in the EJP Corpus

Like Karaite authors who wrote in Judeo-Arabic, the authors of the EJP exegetical corpus
occasionally embed exegetical opinions originating in rabbinic works, particularly the Mishna,
Tosefta and aggadic midrashim. With very few exceptions, the rabbinic opinions are cited
anonymously and occasionally attributed to the “sages” (JN2'5"D, ‘eliman; sg. 050 (%elim),
from Arabic ‘alim), the “Rabbis” (or “Rabbanites”; 7327, rabbanan),® or to “people” (in MS A;
TIRMITD, marduman-i), making it difficult to trace the specific rabbinic sources used by the
authors.

Significantly, rabbinic language and texts were employed by the EJP authors to justify their
interpretation of unclear words and phrases in the biblical text. This may be exemplified by
the following passage concerning the phrase hissapek nohustek (Ezek. 16:36) in MS A:°

______

and others said that it is “anklet.” And we have not seen that this kind (of thing)
is called nahoset. Another manner (of interpretation) — they said that nahoset is
“self.” That is, you threw your human body until they did that kind of prohibited
(things) to you. And its meaning is idolatry. And those people who interpret nahoset
as “body” say that in the rabbinic language they call the body of a thing nahéset,
as they said in the Mishna: The vermin touched the bottom of an oven, and they said
its meaning is the body of the oven, that is the body of the floor of the oven.'’
(Translation based on Gindin 2007, 2:153)

The author supports the opinion that the noun nahoset should be interpreted as “self” (dat)
and “body” (tan), while rejecting the interpretation “anklet” (paSaringan)'' or “emission of
semen” (Sikabat zera®). This is evident in the translation section, where the word nahustek is
rendered as “your body” (tan-i tu).'? In order to strengthen his argument, the author provides
a short mishnaic excerpt containing the phrase nahosto Sel tannur, which he understands as
“the body of the floor of the oven.” As indicated by Gindin, the precise excerpt does not exist
in the Mishna, and the author may have referred to the following phrase from tractate Kelim:
If a vermin is found beneath the bottom of an oven, (the oven remains) pure (M5 RXMIW YW
QIR 1IN0 SW 1IN, has-seres sén-nimsa lomata min-nahosto Sel tannur tahor; Kelim 9:3; Gindin
2007, 2:153, n283).

Like other commentators on the book of Ezekiel, Karaites and Rabbanites alike, the author
of MS A embeds the mishnaic expression nahosto Sel tannur into the discussion of the phrase

8 The translation of the term rabbanan depends on the context. When appearing together with the EJP term
“Karaites” (N7 or JXRD, garr@’an]; see, e.g., RNL Evr. Arab. 1 4610, fol. 1v:34-35), it should be translated
as “Rabbanites”; however, when preceding a passage probably originating in rabbinic literature, it is more
likely that the term refers to the rabbinic sages, as in the EJP phrase 18327115 or 192711215 (Iugat-i rabbanan;
“rabbinic language”).

9 Thus said the Lord God: Because of your brazen effrontery, offering your nakedness to your lovers for harlotry —
just like the blood of your children, which you gave to all your abominable fetishes.

10  For the EJP text, see Appendix, II

11 For further discussion of this form, see Appendix.

12 Gindin (2007), vol. 1, p. 107: 82 11 7IRLAW TR 7772 TIRDIWRI A 730 7TR 00 TR IRTID M M ]'113
IRWIR RD "IRT "2 "2 IR 0 IRT0D RO ]131 W RTTWT RN RAT RIRT D IROO1T RIR 0 RTRTY (Cunin
guft adonay h"adah gada-yi rihta amadan-i tan-i tu wa-askara karda amad Sarmgah-i tu pa wahariha-yi tu aba
diistan-i tu wa-aba hama butiha-yi zistiha-yi tu wa-¢un hiintha-yi pusaran-i tu an ki bi-dadi pa isan).
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lical and mishnaic texts in his commentary. In view of the widespread usage of the mishnaic
phrase in this context, the author of MS A did not feel obligated to turn to a copy of the
Mishna. Instead, he quoted the phrase from memory.

An interesting parallel to the passage from MS A is given in Kitab al-Diqduq, a grammatical
commentary composed by the Karaite grammarian and exegete Abii Ya‘qiib Yisuf ibn Niih
(fl. second half of the tenth-early eleventh centuries):'*

Because of your brazen effrontery (Ezek. 16:36). There are those who interpreted
(it) “the pouring of your fetter,” that is “the pouring of your anklet.” This is an
improbable interpretation, for it is not the people’s custom to make their anklets
from copper.

And nahustek was interpreted “you yourself,” that is “your body.” And the native
speakers used (it) in their writings. When they wanted to say “the very same thing,”
they would say the “nahoset of so-and-so,” as we found them writing nehoset ha-
tannur (i.e., “the oven itself”).'”

Ibn Niih presents two interpretations for the word nahustek: “anklet” and “self,” whose
meaning is extended to “body.” He rejects the meaning “anklet” in favor of “body,” based
on the expression nahoset ha-tannur attested in the writings of the native speakers (ahl al-
luga), which refers here to the people of the Mishna. Similarly, the author of MS A rejects
the meaning “anklet” (pafaringan) and supports the meaning “body” (tan), which he extracts
from the Arabic dhat. Based on this instance and others,'® it seems that the author of MS A
consulted Ibn Niih’s works, particularly the Digdugq, directly, in order to solve grammatical
difficulties. The preference for grammatical analysis over polemics in Ibn Niih’s Digduq (Khan
2000b, 139-40) is apparent in this EJP commentary.

The term “rabbinic language” (lugat-i rabbanan; lit., “the language of the Rabbis”) appearing
in the discussion of Ezekiel 16:36 in MS A provides yet another piece of evidence corroborating
the use of rabbinic materials or terms in the EJP exegetical corpus. Judeo-Arabic Karaite
authors commonly integrate rabbinic terms and expressions (Tirosh-Becker 2011, 2:1:145-
147). Likewise, we occasionally find rabbinic terms and expressions in the EJP text in order
to explain the language of the Scriptures, introduced by the term “rabbinic language.” In
MS B, the term appears once in relation to the phrase and give strength to your bones (wa-
‘asmotekd yahdlis; Is. 58:11):'7 “In rabbinic language, they say hillus ‘asamot,”® which should
be understood as “bolstering of the bones.” An expression analogous to the term “rabbinic

13 See, e.g., Yefet ben ‘Eli’s rendering of the phrase hissapek nohusték, referring to vaginal discharge: “the
pouring of the water of your pudendum” (&3 <l Sla) [insifak ma’ fargiki]; BL Or. 2549, fol. 235r:4).
Further on, Yefet states that “(the word) nahustek means ‘your pudendum,’ which derives from the Rabbis’
saying nohosteh do-tannura. Its interpretation is ‘the hole of the oven’” (.}l Jg .o 3iy S Gl
5l B oty |ygids azds [mohustek farguki yasuqqu min qawl al-rabbanin nahosteh da-tannura tafsiruhu
tagb al-tanniir]; BL Or. 2549, fol. 235r:11-13).

14 On the Digdugq and its author, see Khan (2000Db).

15 For the Judeo-Arabic text, see Appendix, III.

16 The relationship between MS A and Ibn Nih’s Digduq will be discussed elsewhere. For a discussion of
another grammatical commentary in EJP and its connection to Ibn Nih’s Digdug, see Khan (2000a, 241-
331).

17 The Lord will guide you always; He will slake your thirst in parched places and give strength to your bones. You
shall be like a watered garden, like a spring whose waters do not fail.

18 BL Or. 2460, fol. 21r:4: 73121 DIMXY 11971 18327 NNY XD (pa lugat-i rabbanan hillus ‘asamot giiyand).
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language” is the “language of the Sages” (laSon hakamim), found in MS D and employed in
relation to the creation of the seas on the third day: “And it is that great sea which is located
in the four sides of the world, and it is called in the language of the Sages ‘ocean’.”'’

The integration of rabbinic materials for non-polemical purposes is particularly typical of
MS B. Its author usually integrates this material in a succinct manner, as it appears, for exam-
ple, in the discussion of the sacrificial work in the Temple. The author begins by enumerating
the seven priests (iméman; sg. imém, from Arabic imam) who offered sacrifices to God prior to
the establishment of the Tabernacle. According to the author, “The third priest was Shem, son
of Noah, and he offered a sacrifice before God, as he said, And he was a priest of God Most High
(Gen. 14:18).”7%° However, the latter description refers to Melchizedek, the king of Salem, and
not to Shem. The author relies here on the identification of Shem with Melchizedek attested
in the Palestinian Targumim (Neofiti, Pseudo-Jonathan and the Fragment Targum; Hayward
1996, 72-74), as well as in rabbinic literature (e.g., BT, Nedarim 32b; Leviticus Rabba 25:6
(Margulies 1953-1960, 3:580)). The author seems to adopt the identification of Shem with
Melchizedek without hesitation, although other Karaite exegetes, such as Yefet ben ‘Eli, offer
it as a possibility.?!

Rabbinic materials, particularly aggadic midrashim, were also integrated into the EJP texts
in order to arouse interest among the readers and enrich the exegetical discussion of a specific
verse or a group thereof. This is quite discernible in the first part of MS B (the commentaries
on Jer. 1-2 and the historical narrative), which concerns the sins of the people of Judah
and the subsequent destruction of the Temple. An interesting case of the use of midrashim
is the occurrence of two different versions of the same midrashic tale, which is attested in
the Palestinian Talmud and later sources (PT, Ta‘anit 69b; Lamentations Rabba 2:4 (Vilna
ed., 1924, 42-43); Midrash Tanhuma, Yitro:5 (Warsaw ed., 1875, p. 94)).2? The tale tells
of 80,000 apprentice priests who fled from the Babylonians to the Ishmaelites. Thirsty from
the long journey, the priests asked the Ishmaelites for water. The Ishmaelites brought them
salty food and skins that seemed to be filled with water. After eating the food, the priests put
the skins to their mouths only to find out that they were filled with air, not water, and they
choked. Many sources connect this tale to Isaiah’s prophecy on Arabia, which begins with the
phrase The oracle concerning Arabia (massa ba-‘rab; Is. 21:13-17).

By contrast, the two versions in MS B diverge from the known ones and are not associated
with Isaiah’s prophecy on Arabia. The first version appears in the discussion of Jeremiah
2:25:%

And your throat from thirst (Jer. 2:25) — that is, your throat from thirst. That is,
you will walk thirsty and hungry, and no one will give you drops of water, as he
said: Assuredly, my people will suffer exile for not giving heed, its multitude victims of
hunger and its masses parched with thirst (Is. 5:13).

19 RNL Evr. Arab. I 4605, fol. 8r:25-26: D'TJ:P:'T& oo "'1\05 KD RIRT N0 "D OORY M0 T RD ININD AR TR IR
72" (wa-i an diryah-i buzurg-i pa cahar siiy-i ‘alam ki hast wa-t-ra pa lason hakamim ’oqyanos giiyand).

20 RNL Evr. Arab. I 4607, fol. 2r:24-25:5%5 173 R D22 ]TE MY T2 YD 12T T = oY o0"'R 010
1199 (siyum imém $em ben noah biid wa-qurban pis burd pis-i ’adonay &un guft wa-hil koheén la-’el ‘elyon).

21  Zawanowska (2012), p. 56*: JRITOR "2 1"582nbR TR IR 73 12 OW 7138 120" (wa-yumkin annahu $em ben
noah aw ahad al-mufaddalin fi al-zaman).

22 Saadiah Gaon also mentions this midrash when commenting on Is. 21:13. See Ratzaby (1993, 176, trans-
lation in 1993, 278).

23 Jer. 2:25: Save your feet from going bare, and your throat from thirst. But you say, “It is no use. No, I love the
strangers, and after them I must go.”
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And the Rabbis’® say that they would take many people, prepare salty food and
place (the people) in the desert. Those Israelite captives said: “We are thirsty.”
These enemies blew up empty skins and placed them far away. They said: “Behold,
those are skins of water!” They ate the salty (food). They went to the skins. All
were empty. And he said about this: (They) lay in wait for us in the wilderness (Lam.
4:19). And Isaiah said: Your sons lie in a swoon at the corner of ¢ street — like an
antelope, etc. (Is. 51:20).%°

According to the author, the Israelites did not heed Jeremiah’s warnings. The latter’s
prophecy was consequently realized, namely that the Israelites would walk hungry and thirsty,
and not be given water by anyone. A proof-text from Isaiah is provided (Is. 5:13) describing the
hunger and thirst that the Israelites experienced in exile. The author then embeds a passage
attributed to “the Rabbis,” relating the death of many Israelites from thirst. The Ishmaelites
mentioned in rabbinic sources are replaced with a very general and vague term — “the en-
emies.” In addition, there is no hint as to when the event took place. However, it can be
assumed that the author refers here to the destruction of the First Temple, since the passage
appears in the first section of MS B, which concerns the last days of the kingdom of Judah.
Furthermore, rather than linking the tale to the prophecy on Arabia by Isaiah (Is. 21:13-17),
the author integrates verses from Lamentations (Lam. 4:19) and Isaiah (Is. 51:20) conveying
similar notions.

The second version describes one of the tragedies that befell the Jews during the destruction
of the Second Temple. In this case, the Ishmaelites are replaced by the Romans led by the
Emperors Titus and Vespasian. No biblical verses are attached to this passage:

That (i.e., the destruction) of the Second Temple (was) even®® worse. Titus and
Vespasian did (it). Know that they took out many people from among the Israelites
and said: “We are taking you to a (certain) place.” One day (has passed), two days
(have passed, and they became) hungry and thirsty. At that time, they were in
the desert. (The Romans) put before (them) empty skins blown-up with air and
prepared salty food. They said: “Eat!” The Israelites said: “We are thirsty.” Then
they said: “Behold, water! Full water skins (are) placed (there).” They ate the salty
food. When they went to the skins, they saw (that) the skins (were) empty. They
cried and many of them died of thirst.?’

Each of the two versions given above refers to a different period. While the first one, ap-
pearing in the commentary on Jer. 2:25, refers to the death of many Israelites following the
destruction of the First Temple, the second describes their suffering after the destruction of
the Second Temple. The use of the same tale in two different contexts demonstrates how the
author of MS B saw no problem in embedding rabbinic literature into his work. Moreover, he
fashioned this material according to his own intentions, while omitting or changing details
existing in rabbinic literature.

The paraphrases of midrashic materials are accompanied by Hebrew quotations that are
reminiscent of those known to us from rabbinic sources. For example, the commentary on
Is. 57:14-58:14 in MS B is preceded by a short Hebrew passage titled “Ten things are called

24 The word was deleted, possibly by a later reader of the text.
25 For the EJP text, see Appendix, IV.

26 Lit., “also.”

27 For the EJP text, see Appendix, V.
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precious in the Bible” (XR7Pn2 0P IRTPI 07127 1Y, ‘asara dabarim niqra’u yaqarim bam-
migra; BL Or. 2460, fol. 17v:7-18). This passage is attested in Leviticus Rabba (2:1 (Margulies
1953-1960, 1:34-35) and later midrashic compilations (e.g., Midrash Tehillim 116:5 (Buber
1891, 139a); Midrash Samuel 8:7 (Buber 1893, 71-72)). Whereas different versions of the
passage above are attested in rabbinic literature, I was unable to find parallels in several
cases, such as the following one explaining the name Jeremiah:

And theRabbis?® said: Why was he called Jeremiah? Because in his days, the
people of Israel were disobeying (mamrim) the Lord. Another interpretation: They
shall raise (yarimu) their hand against the Lord.*’

While the rabbinic origin of these explanations is clearly stated in the passage, they differ
from the one given in Ecclesiastes Rabba 1:1: “Why was he called Jeremiah? Because the
Temple became a waste (erimi’a, from Greek épnuia) in his days” (Hirshman (2016), 6: iny)
TRMI™R TN D2 W) 1MW 0w Y ATMNT 1L 8P2; lama nigra $amo yirmiyahu? ‘al Sem
Se-be-yamav na‘asa bet ha-miqdas erimi’a) and are unattested in extant sources.

Rejection of Rabbanite Views

As shown above, rabbinic sources were used to support certain arguments and interpretations
offered by the EJP authors. However, the latter also criticized Rabbanite beliefs and practices
in specific places. This is particularly visible in MS D, where several opinions ascribed to
the Rabbanites are rejected. For example, the author of MS D rejects the Rabbanites’ opinion
that the sun and moon were created during the daytime of the fourth day of creation, and
not during the previous evening (RNL Evr. Arab. I 4605, fol. 11r:32-34). Another Rabbanite
opinion opposed by the author is that the world was created on the twenty-seventh of Elul
and that the beginning of Tishrei occurred on the fourth day.*° According to the author, the
world was created in Nissan (RNL Evr. Arab. I 4605, fols. 6r:9-15, 11v:9-10).3! In addition,
the fourth day of creation cannot be the first day of Tishrei, as this stands in stark contrast to
the postponement rules of the Rabbanites’ calendar (RNL Evr. Arab. I 4605, fol. 11v:2-4).

In some cases, rabbinic statements are used in order to attack the Rabbanite opponents
of MS D’s author. A consummate example in this regard is the reference to Saadiah Gaon’s
opinion that the lights of the fourth day were created from the light of the first day (Zucker
1984, 116, translation in 1984, 229). Saadiah’s opinion is refuted by a rabbinic statement
that the first light was concealed by God, which is attested in many rabbinic sources (e.g.,
BT, Hagiga 12a; Genesis Rabba 3:6 and 42:3 (Theodor and Albeck 1965, 3:1:21-22 and 405,
respectively)). Thus, Saadiah is portrayed as transgressing the ways of his predecessors:

And Fayyiimi, the head of the academy, said that He divided that light of the First
Day into three (parts), and created from them the sun, moon, and stars. And we

28 The word was deleted, possibly by a later reader of the text.

29 For the EJP text, see Appendix, VI.

30  Most manuscripts of Leviticus Rabba 29:1 indicate the twenty-fifth of Elul as the day on which the world
was created. However, one manuscript (BL, Add. MS 27,169) has the twenty-seventh of Elul as the first
day of creation. See Margulies (1953-1960, 3:668).

31 Similarly, the Babylonian Talmud (Rosh ha-shana, 10b-11b) presents a discussion of the month in which
the world was created, i.e., in Tishrei or Nissan. According to R. Eliezer, the world was created in Tishrei,
while R. Joshua, like the author of MS D, asserts that it was created in Nissan.
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wondered at him, for how did he (dare) transgress the saying of all his Sages?
For all his Sages said that He concealed that light for the righteous ones in the
future. It (is) more correct (to follow) the following: These lights were created
from nothing.>?

Notwithstanding the occasional references to these opinions, the major criticism against
the Rabbanites, especially Saadiah Gaon, appears in connection with the interpretation of
the phrase they shall serve as signs for the set times (Gen. 1:14)® and its ramification for the
Jewish calendar. Saadiah Gaon attributes the phrase to the day and night in his commentary
on Genesis (Zucker 1984, 36-37, translation in 1984, 227-28) and Kitab al-tamyiz (Zucker
1984, 436, translation in 1984, 441-42). Like his Karaite predecessors and contemporaries,
the author of MS D objects to Saadiah’s interpretation. Instead, he asserts that the phrase
refers to the lights of the fourth day, particularly to the moon, which is used to indicate the
beginning of a new month. Therefore, he writes: “And likewise, the moon separates between
one month and the other by its appearance in the west. And these set times (are) the times
of the beginning of the month, for the separation between the beginning of the next month
and the (end of the) previous one occurs by their appearance.”®* In order to corroborate his
argument, the author elaborates on the role of the moon in fixing the holy days.

He begins by describing the three methods of determining the new moon among the Jews: 1)
the sod ha-‘bbur (lit., “secret of intercalation”) of the Rabbanites; 2) the theory of conjunction
(or milad/molad, lit., “birth”), according to which the new moon occurs at the moment when
the moon passes between the sun and the earth;* 3) lunar sighting. The affiliation of the
author of MS D with the proponents of lunar sighting is reflected in his arguments against the
two other calculation-based methods.

The author of MS D dedicates most of the discussion to arguing against the Rabbanites and
their calendar calculation. His arguments are quite common in early Karaite works written in
Hebrew and Judeo-Arabic, such as Salmon ben Yeruhim’s “The Book of the Wars of the Lord”
(Sefer milhamot ha-shem; Davidson 1934, 51-77) or the discussion against the proponents of
intercalation in al-Qirqisani’s Kitab al-anwar wal-maraqib (Nemoy 1939-1945, 4:804-814).
The Hebrew term <bbur (lit., “intercalation”) may refer either to the addition of an extra day
to a month or of an extra month to the year. However, it might also designate the calculation
methods of the Rabbanites, within which the intercalation of a month or a year is applied.*®
In a similar context, the tenth-century Karaite commentator Sahl ben Masliah explains that
the calculation (hisab) of the Rabbanites is commonly known as ‘bbur, although its literal
sense (fi al-haqiqa) is the addition of an extra month to a leap year. Sahl notes the origin of
the term: it is borrowed (musta‘ar) from the noun “pregnancy.”37

The ‘ibbur of the Rabbanites, namely their calendar calculation, is tied to the postponement
rules (Heb. dohiyyot), which are meant to ensure that the Jewish holidays should not occur
on certain days of the week. This connection is attested in earlier Karaite sources, such as
al-Qirqisani’s Kitab al-anwar wal-maragqib. In the first article (magala), al-Qirgisani writes that
the Rabbanites adopted the “‘ibbur based on the maxim: ‘Not on the second, fourth or sixth,’

32 For the EJP text, see Appendix, VII.

33 God said, “Let there be lights in the expanse of the sky to separate day from night; they shall serve as signs for the
set times-the days and the years.”

34  RNL Evr. Arab. I 4605, fol. 9v:17-20: 7"87 271212 KD IR TR TIRT™T KD TR TR IR RI1D KT 20N 173780
R RIR RO M0 IR IRW™R T RD 712 07 RT3 92 8D M0 RIP1 070 (wa-haméunin mang juda kund

[34]
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for which there is no reason to make it obligatory” (Nemoy 1939-1945, 1:23; translation in
Chiesa and Lockwood 1984, 116).%8

The author of MS D first addresses the issue of their meticulous astronomical calculations
(Shaked 2003, 203-4). He notes that God did not command the Rabbanites’ careful calcula-
tions in order to determine the beginning of the month. The Rabbanites, who may determine
the beginning of the month at any hour of the day, disobey God’s command to fix it at the
evening time, like His orders to eat unleavened bread and observe the Day of Atonement
(Shaked 2003, 203-4).

The author continues his attack on the Rabbanites, focusing on Saadiah Gaon. Thus, the
Gbbur was not passed on from Moses to the Israelites, as claimed by Saadiah. All the required
calendrical calculations are already stated in the Torah. If the calculation rules presented by
Saadiah and other Rabbanites had been given by Moses, the Torah would have included them
(Shaked 2003, 203-4).

The author then refutes the view that the ‘ibbur was given by Moses. He moves on to the
post-biblical period, during which the Sages also practiced eye-witnessing of the new moon
rather than calculations:

Furthermore, in the Mishna and in the Talmud there are arguments written con-
cerning the moon. It is a wonder of Fayyiimi that he presents the Sages and their ut-
terances as deceitful. He is guilty of (the offence expressed by the words): “Anyone
who transgresses against the words of the Sages is liable to the death penalty.”*’
How did he (dare) say that the Gbbur is a tradition from Moses? All the early Sages
after Malachi observed (the month) according to the moon, as it is written in the
Mishna, in the chapter of Rosh ha-Shana tractate. And (there is also mention of)
those five mountains on which they would see the moon: Har ha-Mishha, Sartava,
Agrifna, Horon and Bet Biltay (cf. Mishna, Rosh ha-Shana 2:4).%°

In this passage, the author refers to the first chapters of Rosh ha-Shana tractate (up to 3:1)
indicating how the mishnaic Sages, i.e., those who lived after the time of the last biblical
prophet Malachi, determined the time of the beginning of the month on the basis of the
appearance of the new moon. He then adds that the new moon was sighted on top of the five

miyan-i mah wa-mah pa didar amadan-i i1 pa ma‘arab wa-in mo‘ddim wagqtiha-yi sar-i mah ki juda hami buwad
pa didar-i iSan miyan-i sar-i mah-i dya wa-rawa).

35 For a detailed discussion of Jewish groups and individuals advocating the theory of conjunction, see Vidro
(2021b, 165-73).

36 I thank David Sklare for drawing my attention to this matter.

37  RNL Evr. Arab. 1 1166, fols. 4r:25-4v:4: 18 "5 7120 775 D821 RUOK 172 7770 COR 2IROMOR K175 RE TP
5MoR COR 112 IRVMON OOR T 7T07235K MIDHR "D TOR TRT TRH 0O 17 MR PPN "2 M2 (wa-qad
sara li-hada al-hisab ism mashir bayna al-‘Gmma wa-qala lahu ‘ibbur ‘ald anna ‘bbur fi al-haqiqa innama
huwa ism li-Sahr za’id alladhi fi al-sana al-kabisa wa-huwa ism musta‘ar min ism al-haml).

38 The same idea is reiterated in the seventh article of Kitab al-anwar wal-maragqib. In the first chapter (bab) of
this article, al-Qirqgisani introduces the different views in the nation (umma) regarding the determination
of the new month. He notes that the Rabbanites turned from eye-witnessing of the crescent to the Gbbur,
which is founded on the maxim: “Passover does not occur on Monday, Wednesday or Friday.” See Vidro
(2021a, 18%, 21*, 32*-35%*). The eleventh chapter, concerning the proponents of the bbur (ashab al-ibbur),
elaborates on the Rabbanites’ calendrical principles and the refutations thereof. See Nemoy (1939-1945,
4:804-814).

39 Translation in Shaked (2003, 203-4) with further modifications by Shaul Shaked (personal communica-
tion).

40 My translation. For the EJP text, see Appendix, VIIL
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mountains mentioned in the passage. However, the known versions of the Mishna clearly state
that on the top of these mountains, bonfires were lighted in order to announce the appearance
of the new moon (2:2-4).

The next argument against the Rabbanites deals with the rules of postponements (dohiyyot),
which prohibit the occurrence of certain Jewish holidays on certain days of the week. Here,
too, the author demonstrates the Rabbanites’ unfaithfulness to the sayings of their early rab-
binic Sages by providing two mishnaic quotations contradicting these rules:

And (as for) these (rules of postponement, namely) Monday-Wednesday-Friday,
and Tuesday-Thursday-Saturday, and Sunday-Wednesday-Friday, and Sunday-
Tuesday-Friday — then Yishaq Nappaha ruled (it), for it is written in the Mishna:
The bones and the tendons (and what is left over) must be burned on the sixteenth (of
Nissan); If the sixteenth should come out on Shabbat, they must be burned on the seven-
teenth (Mishna, Pesahim 7:10). In the section of the Passover (sacrifice), they said
(that) the bones and the tendons, the bones and the veins shall be burned, (namely)
those of the Passover (sacrifice), on the sixteenth day. If the sixteenth day occurs
on the Sabbath, they shall be burned on the seventeenth day. So, when the six-
teenth day occurs on the Sabbath, is the day of the time of the Passover (sacrifice)
not Friday? So, (how) could the Sages of the Mishna say what he (i.e., Yishaq
Nappaha) said: The (first day) of Passover shall not occur on Monday, Wednesday or
Friday, (namely) on Monday, Wednesday (and) Friday, the (first day of) Passover
does not occur?

And again, they said: The (seventh) day of the willow falls on Shabbat (Mishna, Sukka
4:3), (namely) the day of the willow that occurs on the Sabbath. It is the seventh
day of the Tabernacle (i.e., of the Feast of Tabernacles). Is the day of the begin-
ning of the month of Tishrei not Sunday (when the day of the willow occurs on
Sabbath)? How do you say: The (first day) of Rosh ha-Shana shall not occur on Sun-
day, Wednesday and Saturday, (namely) on Sunday, Wednesday (and) Friday, the
beginning of the month of Tishrei does not occur?*!

According to the Mishna, the sixteenth of the month of Nissan — the day when the leftovers
of the Passover sacrifice are burnt — could fall on Saturday. Therefore, during mishnaic times,
the first day of Passover (the fifteenth of Nissan) could have occurred on Friday. This stands in
clear contrast to the postponement rules (dahiyyot) set by the Talmudic sage Yishaq Nappaha,
according to which Passover cannot occur on Monday, Wednesday or Friday. According to
the second quotation in the passage, Hosha‘ana Rabba (“the Day of the Willow”) may occur
on Saturday. This leads the author to the conclusion that Rosh ha-Shana could fall on Sunday,
in contradiction to another postponement rule saying that Rosh ha-Shana cannot occur on
Sunday, Wednesday or Friday.

The long discussion is concluded by returning to Saadiah. Based on the examples from the
Torah and the Mishna concerning the eye-witnessing of the new moon, he doubts Saadiah’s
claim that calendrical calculations begin with the First Man. The author presents the chain
of transmission of the “secret of the Gbbur” and concludes with a reference to the relevant
chapters in his book of precepts:

So how did Fayytimi say that this calculation is from the First Man, (by saying

41 For the EJP text, see Appendix, IX.
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that) This is the record of Adam’s line (Gen. 5:1) concerns the (secret of the) Gbbur?
He said: Adam handed (the secret of the Gbbur) to Enoch, and Enoch handed to
Noah, and Noah to Shem, and Shem to Abraham, and Abraham to Isaac, and Isaac
to Jacob, and Jacob to the Tribes, and Kehath to Amram, and Amram to Moses,
and Moses to Israel.*?

I cannot interpret at length here, for much confusion has been undergone regard-
ing the words of Fayytimi. And I explained about Fayytimi in those twelve chapters
that (are) in the book of precepts in favor of (eye-witnessing) the moon and against
the Gbbur.*® This by itself is enough for all (concerning the words of the verse) as
signs and as set times (Gen. 1:14).**

It is worth noting that earlier in this passage, the author states that Saadiah regards the
Gbbur as a heritage from Moses. Interestingly, al-Qirqisani notes that Saadiah changed his
mind regarding the source of Gbbur: At first, he asserted that the Gbbur was a heritage from
Adam, but later on, he said that it was a heritage from Moses (Nemoy 1939-1945, 1:117).
As for the chain of transmission given by the author of MS D, I have not managed to find it
in Saadiah’s extant works.*> However, it somewhat resembles the chain given in the eighth
chapter of the midrashic treatise Pirqe de-Rabbi Eli‘ezer, which was probably composed in
the early Islamic period (Pirqe de-Rabbi Eli‘ezer 8 (Luria 1852, 18a-20b)). According to the
midrashic account, the “secret of the Gbbur” was given to Moses and Aaron through divine
revelation, and not through Kehath and Amram, as stated in MS D.

The author concludes this polemical discussion by referring the reader to his book of pre-
cepts, where he further opposes Saadiah’s views on the calendar. Although this legal work
was not preserved, it is plausible to assume that the author refutes other arguments made by
the Rabbanites on an array of legal and doctrinal issues. At any rate, the reference to EJP
legal works in MS D demonstrates the vast literary production of Karaite Jews who wrote in
Judeo-Persian, and their view of themselves as part and parcel of the Karaite tradition.

Conclusion

To sum up, the EJP exegetical corpus is a valuable source for the intellectual history of Persian-
speaking Jewry, which sheds light on the attitude of EJP Karaite authors towards Rabbanite

42 Although refuting the Rabbanites’ view that the “secret of the ibbur” was passed on from the First Man
onwards, the author of MS D asserts that God commanded the First Man to determine the new moon by
observation: “And likewise, He informed him of the beginning of the months, (saying): ‘The new moon
that you see, know that that month is completed and another month began’.” (RNL Evr. Arab. I 4605,
fol. 10v:16-18:712 ORI TRD IR "2 IRT "2 [M]W") "2 213 238D "2 RITIRG "0 '7:1'|3 RD RTIR T2 TR 7] 80
AR 2T 18D, wa-hamdéunif[n] dgah kard d-rd pa qibal-i sar-i mahiha ki mang-i nawg ki nis[i] bi-dan ki an
mah tamam biid wa-mah-i digar amad).

43 Lit., “concerning the support for (eye-witnessing) the moon and defeating/rejecting the Gbbur.” It is worth
noting that the EJP verb 1702w (Sikastan; “to break; defeat”) may be a loan translation of the Arabic verb
kasara and the Hebrew verb sabar. When referring to a certain argument or opinion in polemical contexts,
the Arabic verb may appear in the sense of “annul, refute.” See Blau (2006, 595; s.v. “kasara”).

44 For the EJP text, see Appendix, X.

45 According to David Sklare (personal communication), this chain of transmission does not seem to appear
in the known fragments of Saadiah’s Kitab al-tamyiz, most of which remains unpublished. At the same time,
Saadiah asserts that Gbbur is a tradition from the prophets. In another place, he writes that Noah employed
calendrical calculations while in the ark.
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law and rabbinic literature. While early Karaites of Iranian origin, as exemplified by the writ-
ings of Daniel al-Qtimisi, held a staunch polemical stance against the Rabbanites, including
the utter rejection of the rabbinic tradition, the eleventh-century authors of the EJP exeget-
ical corpus criticized their Rabbanite opponents only when encountering themes and verses
which stood at the heart of the dispute between the two groups. The polemical discourse in
the EJP corpus is narrowed down to specific, mostly legal, subjects. This is particularly appar-
ent in MS D, whose author dedicates an elaborate discussion to refuting the calculation-based
calendar of the Rabbanites.

At the same time, the EJP authors were open to exegetical opinions, including those from
rabbinic sources. Like their Judeo-Arabic counterparts, the EJP authors opposed the authority
of the Oral Torah, not its content. This allowed them to select rabbinic materials that did not
contradict their ideology and tradition. Consequently, they relied on rabbinic language to jus-
tify their interpretation of biblical words and phrases and grammatical analysis, as shown by
the example from MS A. In addition, the author of MS B augmented his exegetical discussions
by embedding aggadic midrashim. In some cases, he fashioned these midrashim according to
his own needs.

The limited criticism of specific Rabbanite views in the EJP corpus should be attributed
to the authors’ strong literary ties to Judeo-Arabic Karaite authors from Jerusalem. The EJP
authors relied on the teachings of the Karaite center in Jerusalem, which is apparent in the
astonishing resemblance between MS A and Ibn Niih’s Digdug, and the arguments against the
Rabbanite calendar in MS D. During the late tenth and eleventh centuries, al-Qtimisi’s all-
out attack against Rabbanite institutions and doctrines was toned down in Karaite exegesis
hailing from the Karaite center in Jerusalem.

Like the study of other aspects of the EJP exegetical corpus, the investigation of the atti-
tude towards the Rabbanites shows how the corpus authors shared a similar worldview to
the Jerusalem Karaites and regarded themselves as part and parcel of the Karaite exegetical
tradition.

APPENDIX: Excerpts from the EJP Exegetical Corpus

1021 (30) @Y7 "D OPY IR TR D TINT M2 L. (29) ... 0MDR DRIP 0 ... (26) (1]
TOM KW TN D2 TI0Y 1R R[] (31) TRODR TTIR TIRIMWIT 70D 2R ¥
TOMT IRWIR 2R O02W (33) TIWY T2 1NW TN D207 8D 1D T2 KD (32) N
(35) TN 11193 RD MO "2 7721 TOM IR TTIRT T2 72 R[] (34) TN INWR 2R TINURT
TR 11259 72 73772 IR[2AR] (36) 7T RIR TITRD KA TI2 02 R 1327 IR NP

TR PY 75 P 589 [R2] (37) [OR]PITY T2 MW 1% T2 AT

(RNL Evr. Arab. 14610, fol. 2v:26-37)

(26) ... sara gin’at ’eprayim ... (29) ... bi-danid ki az an waqt ki yarob‘am (30)
[be] n nabat abar hizid dusmanadi andar uftad (31) [m]iyan-i in ‘asara Sabatim
wa-yahuda wa-hamiSa hasad an (32) ra biid ki pa martabat yashuda bistarin biidi
‘asara (33) Sobatim abar i$an hasad dastandi abar ian an (34) [r]a ki biid wa-aniz
in hasad wa-kin ki hast pa galut miyan-i (35) [qarra’a]n wa-miyan-i rabbanan juda
bi-buwad hama pa yak-i aba yshuda (36) [ab]az gardand ki mulkat az yahuda
buwad ¢un Sarh kard yehezq[el] (37) [pa] fasl-i gah 1aka ‘@s *ehad.
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TIMDII IR LTITII A DT N2IW 2R TN IR TN TR e (11
AR DT "D TINDIA 127 R TR TTIRID DAY YD 0TI RIRI TR 0T 137ARD
TN N T30 737D 72 0 RIR ORI RI RITA IR RO TOIAR "D 0 W0 90T 00
T 7927 1215 R 73 7372 AT T3 T 77090 0 73R A D RmT R Nom 1
TIODI N IV 1IN SW WMDY DID T KD T2 118 TIIRID 0T gy R

T30 IR 3 AT I "I FDA 710 30 7D

(Gindin 2007, 1:107)

VW= -

wa-guftan-i hissapek nahusték. marduman-i nahusték abar Sikobat zera‘ Sarh
kardand. wa-digaran guftand paBaringan® hast: wa-in giina na didim ki naho3et
h"“anda amad: wa-giina-1 digar guftand ki nahoSet dat hast: ya‘ni tan-i ti bi-
abgasti ta an giina na bayast aba tu bi-kardand wa-ma‘ni-yi @ ‘aboda zara hast. wa-
an marduman ki nahoSet abar tan tafsir hami kunand hami guyand ki pa lugat-i
rabbanan tan-i ¢iz nahoS$et hami h"anand ¢un guftand pa miSna. naga‘ has-Seres
bi-nahosto Sel tannur wa-ma‘ni-yi @i guftand ki tan-i tanniir hast ya‘ni tan-i zami-
yi an tannir.

TORIDIARWIIN "IV (24) TR TRDOIN 10D 1 ORIOR 12 IO TRWT W7 ... (23) [I]
T 10D TPY 0N 079 IR 1YY (25) ORIVR B/ 12 079 18D T2 70an M
WOR TIRT 19107 1TRIN RTIR 07202 "2 155K 5K 15HUN0R TP (26) 7372 10T TR

1IN WM 1202 OTRITA K™D 3158 nwm 11Hpr (1)

(RNL Evr. Arab. 11756, fols. 78r:23-78v:1)

(23) ... ya‘an hissapek nahusteék. min al-nas man fassara insifak qaydiki (24)
ya‘ni inkisaf halhaliki wa-huwa tafsir ba‘id li-anna laysa min rasm al-nas (25)
ya‘maliin halahilahum nuhas. wa-qad fussira nahustéek datiki ya‘ni badaniki (26)
wa-qad ista‘mali ahl al-luga fi kutubihim ida aradi yagqila dat al-Say’ (1) yaqiliin
nahoset paloni kama wajadnahum yaktubtin nahoset hat-tannur.

BRI DT DT TR M7 DY ORIV TR RO 1D IDT IN0RD T L. (13) [IV]
FST RO TR 1AM 207 1 1IR3 0T 2520 0w 752125 191 IR TINTRI 28 (14)
TINDII IRIRTD RD TITRTIN TITID N0 TRYY TIT2 W 0w PHI "3 T3 0 (15)
TINDMAT "2 KT 27 KT IRIWIT TR OO RIVO RDW TID 0D ORI RIT N (16)
TINDT KT MO L7I0 R TITD AR KT TDIRT 2 TINDI TR 2T (17)
R 120w 1291Y N33 N2 DY .15 1278 12T 0D R TR TITI2 20 (18) R

i Rmo mean 53

(BL Or. 2460, fol. 16r:13-18)

(13) ... t-goronék mis-sim’a. ya‘ni gulii-yi tu ra az tiSnayi. ya‘ni rawi tiSna wa-
gursa wa-kas nuqat-i (14) ab na dihand ¢un guft 1akén gala ‘ammi mib-bali da‘at

46

New Persian: pawarangan/pa@’awrangan/pa’awrangan. Since the second consonant is represented by the
letter bet with an upper horizontal stroke, it should probably be pronounced as a voiced bilabial [B], or

even labiodental [v].
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i-kobodo moté ra‘ab wa-himono sihé sama: wa-rabbanan’’ (15) hami giiyand
ki halg-1 ‘azim hami burdand ta‘am siir kardand wa-nihadand pa biyaban guftand
(16) an wardagan-i isra’ilan ki h"ad ima tiSna him in duSmanan higiha-yi tig ra
bi-damistand (17) wa-diir bi-nihadand guftand ki hanka higiha-yi ab. h"ardand an
stir. stiy-i higiha raftand hama (18) tig budand wa-in ra guft bam-midbar ’arabi
lanii. wa-yiSa‘ayahu guft banayik ‘ullopii $akabii ba-ros kol hiisot koto wa-
g(omer).

7172 "D IRT'2 T7ITND DUKRTODORY DWW (20) N T2 IR DIMT MIRD IR (19) [V]
2717 737 R RDIW O MT ORI RD D TN (21) '['7&7(27' ™R R0 "P'?:J TIT2R
TITRTII IR 2N TN0MAT RTD CTITI2IRIRD (22) RD 0PI IR LTIWM RO 1T
D TINDIANRG O IR TINA ]'7&7?17" 1712 2 70 TN (23) 73773 710 RiTTADM
TITT RTIND 2 RD TINDT 1IN M0 RTVIRDY TITAD TIRTI D (24) RTD 2R KT

DRITN RD IRWMW TR RO TITAIMD TINOTAA 2N (25) RTNAD

(BL Or. 2460, fol. 10r:19-25)

(19) an-i hana-yi duyum aniz bad tar: (20) Titus va-Aspasiyanus kardand: bi-dan
ki birtin awardand halg-i bisyar az isra’ilan (21) wa-guftand ki pa g§a-’1 hami barim

$uma ra yaki riiz du riiz gursa®® wa-tina. wa-an waqt pa (22) biyaban budand.

higiha-yi damista-yi tig barawar nihadand wa-ta‘miha siir kardand (23) guftand
ki bi-h“arit.*’ isra’ilan guftand tisna him. ta guftand ki ha ab higiha (24) purr
nihada-& h"ardand ta‘d@miha-yi stir ¢un raftand pa bun higiha didand higiha-yi
(25) tig giryistand wa-murdand bisyar az iSan pa tiSnayi.

SR NTY 1 1AW Hrapa 70T 1w (40) RIP] pialpliolie bleiahb! . (39) VI
20T (41) WM RT oY 1T TN

(BL Or. 2460, fol. 17r:39-41)

(39) ... wa-rabbanan’® guftand ki lama niqra (40) $oamo yirmiya bisabil Se-bé-
yamav hayu ‘adat yisra’el mamrim hayu ‘im >adonay. d(abar) a(her) yarimu
(41) yadam ba-’adonay:

TRY I RD 7O RT WRT D1 IR IR D (24) D21 72 DR DR 1D L. (23) [V
DT (26) 118 73 IR TR R RDW TR 2IDT TDR IRITORT 1IN (25) IRCDR IRU'NR
MO RD T2 IRTID IR IR D TINDII (27) W DNADM RDT D INWNMD 00N R INP i

TITOR RTDR T R TR MMTIND R D N0TT IR KD (28) T MO KD 0PN

(RNL Evr. Arab. I 4605, fol. 9r:23-28)

(23) ... wa-fayytmi ra’s al-matiba guft (24) ki an *or yom riSon ra bahsid pa sih

47
48
49
50

The word was deleted, possibly by a later reader of the text.
New Persian: gurusna.

On the second-plural ending -yt, see Paul (2013, sec. 142).
The word was deleted, possibly by a later reader of the text.
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wa-az i§an aftab (25) wa-mang wa-astaragan afrid wa-‘agab amad ima ra az 4 ki
¢un (26) gudist abar qawl-i hama hakamim-i h"istan ki hama hakamim-i @ (27)
guftand ki an ’or panhan kardi pa siiy-i saddiqim pa siiy-i ‘atid (28) pa an drustari
ki in ma’orot az na-¢iz afrida amadand.

D3 DO N2 2IRD M0 KD RN (15) 700 KDY TIWD KD "D 1IN ... (14) [VI]
(17) 727077 52 712 I8 128 T IRYR TOIPI 0WIT T2 10T 18 (16) 1D D TR iy
LD 072N KM e (18) TR NOM 719320 712 "2 M2 NS TR 27 oI 12T Yy
TTIWT LR ROD0N P2 RD D07 TN TN 8D (19) 118 TINWRT 23N KD TORON 0D
727 1791 (21) RIDTINT K2V TTWAT T 2IRE TTITIT IR 2R DRI (20) 7N

Ayl

(RNL Evr. Arab. 14605, fol. 10r:14-21)

(14) ... wa-aniz ki pa miSna wa-talmud (15) huggatiha pa siiy-i mang nibiSta
hast pas ‘agab az fayyiimi ki (16) ¢un driizan kard hakamim wa-qawl-i i$an wa-ii
abar an biid kol ha-‘ober (17) ‘al dibare hakamim hayyab mita: ¢un guft ki
‘ibbur qabbala hast az (18) moshe: wa-hama hakamim-i pi$ pas-i mal’aki pa
mang dastand ¢un (19) pa mis$na nibiita hast pa pereq massekta ro$ has-sana:
wa-an pang (20) kithiha ki abar @i didandi mang har ham-misha wa-sartaba woe-
’agripna (21) wa-horon u-bet biltay:

T2 T KD "D MDY (22) PR IR 0D YR IR TN T2 1w L (21) [IX]
RD WY YW 1D N2W2 MY WY "R D WY (23) w3 127D 071 MRk
0D IR TR K210 (25) KT RTIRIDND DT BRI TIND 10D TP (24)
RIT 712 02w 37 110 D 02 7 110 RD TR (26) TN210 T2 2R 3T 70 AR 3 T RD
RO 773 (28) MM L TINDIA N TIWA INTIINTID 0D T2 WY 1171 (27) MO TN 17
DTS SAw 727Y 01 TIND TRANI (29) MO T2 RI N2w I N2w T 02w 3 10 .no2 172
\WR RGO 117 RIT T2 7210 227 T T2 N2w (30) U117 T2 127w U1 nawa
R) N2 1 12w T 02w 7 (32) 117 1w o8R0 TTR 8D 1D 12 mn E 2 naw T 31)

W0 TIRD M0 712

(RNL Evr. Arab. I 4605, fol. 10r:21-32)

(21) ... wa-in bd”w wa-gh”z wa-’d”w wa-g”w pas nihad yishaq (22) nappaha
S$isSa ‘asar lihyot bas-Sabbat yisarofu bas-Sib‘a ‘asar: pa (23) qissat-i (24) pesah
guftand ha-‘asamot wa-hag-gidim sutuh“aniha wa-ragiha (25) siihta ayad an-i
pesah pa riiz-i $anzdahum agar riiz-i $anzdahum $abbat biid siihta (26) ayad pa
riiz-i hafdahum pas ki riiz-i $anzdahum $abbat biid ha-na riiz-i mo‘ed pesah (27)
riiz-i §iSi biid: pas h¥adawandan-i mi$na in guftand ¢un hami (28) giiyad lo bd”w
pesah. riiz-i du-Sanba ¢ahar-sanba adina na btid pesah: (29) wa-abaz guftand yom
‘araba Se-hal lihyot ba-Sabbat riiz-i ‘araba ki riiz-i (30) $Sabbat biid riiz-i haftum-
i sukka btid ha-na riiz-i sar-i mah-i tiSre (31) riiz-i yak-Sanba biid ¢un hami giiyi
ki lo °’d”w ros has-Sana riiz-i (32) yak-sanba ¢ahar-Ssanba adina na biid sar-i mah-i
tiSre:
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(34) D150 12D 177 10T JIWRTT DT IR 20T 1R 1D M1 121 (33) R oD ... (32) [X]
OmIaRd owy .owh mn (35) MY on UM LIRS 00 OIR D91 00T M2 DR
(37) M mwnb oy b DT 0WawH 2PN (36) 2pYH Prst prxth oTnaN
D3R MW DTI0 TR'02 73 (1) [177]2 DIERIN TR IRTT 77020 TR ORI 51
712D TODW 23NN T2 NP 2R MINN 120 KD "3 (2) 0PN 37 IR KDY 11D 1120 TR

D705 NIMIRYD 177771 DO 02 R RAT 712 1D AR 0170 (3) 1w

(RNL Evr. Arab. I 4605, fols. 10r:32-10v:3)

(32) ... pas ¢un (33) guft fayytimi ki in hiséb az adam ha-riSon hast ze séper
tolodot (34) ’adam: ‘ibbur hast: guft adam masar la-hanok. wa-hanok masar
la-noah (35) wo-noah lo-Sem. wa-Sem la-’abraham wa-’abraham ls-yishaq
wo-yishaq le-ya‘aqob (36) woa-ya‘aqob las-$obatim u-gahat lo-‘amram wo-
‘amram la-moSe u-mosSe (37) li-qahal yisra’el. wa-idar tafsir-i daraz na hami
tawanum k[ardan] (1) ki bisyar swd®! gudist abar in sah"an-i fayyiimi wa-pa an
duwazdah paragim (2) ki pa sefer misvot abar qgawwiyat®? kardan-i mang wa-
Sikastan-i ‘ibbur Sarh (3) kardum abar fayytimi: h"'ad hama ra bas hast wa-hayi
lo-0tot i-la-mo‘adim

Acknowledgments

This article relies on my findings regarding the EJP manuscripts from the British Library and
the National Library of Russia. These manuscripts were studied as part of my Ph.D. disserta-
tion on EJP Bible exegesis. I would like to express my gratitude to Shaul Shaked and Julia
Rubanovich, my dissertation supervisors, for going over the text at different stages of its
writing. My thanks also go to Nadia Vidro and the anonymous reviewers for their valuable
comments.

The article is based on a presentation at the workshop “Jewish Encounters in the Persianate
World from the Sassanians to the Qajjars” (21-22 January 2020).

References

Ben-Shammai, Haggai. 1985. “Karaite Exegetes and Their Rabbanite Environment [Hebrew].”
In Proceedings of the Ninth World Congress of Jewish Studies, August 4-12, 1985, 43-58.
Jerusalem: World Union of Jewish Studies.

. 1992. “The Karaite Controversy: Scripture and Tradition in Early Karaism.” In Reli-
gionsgesprdche im Mittelalter, edited by Bernard Lewis and Friedrich Niewohner, 11-26.
Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

Blau, Joshua. 2006. A Dictionary of Mediaeval Judaeo-Arabic Texts. Jerusalem: The Israel
Academy of Sciences and Humanities.

Buber, Salomon, ed. 1891. Midrasch Tehilim (Schocher Tob): Sammlung Agadischer Abhandlun-
gen tiber die 150 Psalmen. Vilnius: Romm.

51 The word may be related to Arabic sad‘a (“calamity, misfortune”). Alternatively, the word may be a mis-
spelling of Arabic sawda@’ (“melancholy, sorrow”).

52 To my knowledge, the form, which is derived from the Arabic root g-w-y, is not attested in Persian lexicog-
raphy.

[85]



HAIM Entangled Religions 13.3 (2022)

, ed. 1893. Midrash Shemuel: Agadische abhandlung iiber das Buch Samuel. Krakow: J.
Fischer.

Chiesa, Bruno, and Wilfrid Lockwood. 1984. On Jewish Sects and Christianity. Frankfurt a. M.:
P. Lang.

Cook, Michael. 1987. “‘Anan and Islam: The Origins of Karaite Scripturalism.” Jerusalem Stud-
ies in Arabic and Islam 9: 161-82.

Davidson, Israel, ed. 1934. The Book of the Wars of the Lord, Containing the Polemics of the
Karaite Salmon ben Yeruhim Against Saadia Gaon [Hebrew]. New York: The Jewish The-
ological Seminary of America.

Frank, Daniel. 2007. “The Limits of Karaite Scripturalism: Problems in Narrative Exegesis.”
In A Word Fitly Spoken: Studies in Medieval Exegesis of the Hebrew Bible and the Qur’an.
Presented to Haggai Ben-Shammai, edited by Meir M. Bar-Asher et al., 41-82. Jerusalem:
Ben-Zvi Institute.

Gindin, Thamar E., ed. 2007. The Early Judaeo-Persian Tafsirs of Ezekiel: Text, Translation, Com-
mentary. Vol. I: Text. Vol. II: Translation. Vienna: Verlag der Osterreichischen Akademie
der Wissenschaften.

Haim, Ofir. 2018. “Polemical Aspects in an Early Judeo-Persian Bible Exegesis: The Commen-
tary on the Story of Hannah (RNL Yevr.-Arab. I 4608).” Entangled Religions. Interdisci-
plinary Journal for the Study of Religious Contact and Transfer 6: 162-200.

. 2021. “The Early Judeo-Persian Manuscripts in the British Library and in the National
Library of Russia: A Unified Textual Corpus?” Intellectual History of the Islamicate World
9 (1-2): 29-61.

Hayward, Robert. 1996. “Shem, Melchizedek, and Concern with Christianity in the Penta-
teuchal Targumim.” In Targumic and Cognate Studies: Essays in Honour of Martin Mc-
Namara, edited by Kevin J. Cathcart and Michael Maher, 67-80. Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press.

Hirshman, Marc, ed. 2016. Midrash Kohelet Rabbah 1-6: Critical Edition Based on Manuscripts
and Genizah Fragments, with an Introduction, References, Variant Readings and Commentary.
Jerusalem: The Midrash Project of the Schechter Institute of Jewish Studies.

Kahn, Lily, and Aaron D. Rubin, eds. 2016. Handbook of Jewish Languages. Leiden: E. J. Brill.

Khan, Geoffrey, ed. 2000a. Early Karaite Grammatical Texts. Atlanta: Society of Biblical Liter-
ature.

, ed. 2000b. The Early Karaite Tradition of Hebrew Grammatical Thought. Including a
Critical Edition, Translation and Analysis of the Diqduq of ’Abii Ya‘qub Yiisuf ibn Nith on
the Hagiographa. Leiden: E. J. Brill.

Luria, David, ed. 1852. Pirqe de-Rabbi Eli‘ezer, with the commentary of R. David Luria (RaDa”L).
Warsaw: Bamberg.

Margulies, Mordechai, ed. 1953-1960. Midrash Wayyikra Rabbah: A Critical Edition Based on
Manuscripts and Genizah Fragments with Variants and Notes. Jerusalem: Ministry of Edu-
cation.

Nemoy, Leon, ed. 1939-1945. Kitab al-Anwar wal-Maragqib: Code of Karaite Law by Ya‘qiib al-
Qirqgisani (Second Quarter of the Tenth Century). New York: Alexander Kohut Memorial
Foundation.

Paul, Ludwig. 2013. A Grammar of Early Judaeo-Persian. Wiesbaden: Reichert.

Polliack, Meira. 2003. Karaite Judaism: A Guide to Its History and Literary Sources. Leiden: E. J.
Brill.




HAIM Entangled Religions 13.3 (2022)

. 2006. “Rethinking Karaism: Between Judaism and Islam.” AJS Review 30 (1): 67-93.

. 2016. “Deconstructing the Dual Torah: A Jewish Response to the Muslim Model of
Scripture.” In Interpreting Scriptures in Judaism, Christianity and Islam: Overlapping In-
quiries, edited by Mordechai Z. Cohen and Adele Berlin, 113-29. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Polliack, Meira, and Eliezer Schlossberg, eds. 2009. Yefet ben ‘Eli’s Commentary on Hosea:
Annotated Edition, Hebrew Translation and Introduction [Hebrew]. Ramat Gan: Bar-Ilan
University Press.

Ratzaby, Yehuda, ed. 1993. Sa‘adia’s Translation and Commentary on Isaiah (Kitab al-Istislah)
[Hebrew]. Kiryat Ono: Mekhon Mishnat ha-Rambam.

Shaked, Shaul. 1985. “Aspects of the Early Heritage of Persian Jews [Hebrew].” Pe‘amim 32:
22-37.

. 2003. “Early Judaeo-Persian Texts, with Notes on a Commentary to Genesis.” In Per-

sian Origins — Early Judaeo-Persian and the Emergence of New Persian. Collected Papers of the

Symposium, Gottingen 1999, edited by Ludwig Paul, 195-219. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

. 2009. “Classification of Linguistic Features in Early Judeo-Persian Texts.” In Exegisti
Monumenta: Festschrift in Honour of Nicholas Sims-Williams, edited by Werner Sunder-
mann, Almut Hintze, and Francois de Blois, 449-61. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz.

Theodor, Julius, and Chanoch Albeck, eds. 1965. Midrash Bereshit Rabba: Critical Edition with
Notes and Commentary. Vol. 3. Jerusalem: Wahrmann.

Tirosh-Becker, Ofra. 2011. Rabbinic Excerpts in Medieval Karaite Literature [Hebrew]. Vol. 2.
Jerusalem: The Bialik Institute / The Hebrew University.

Vidro, Nadia. 2021a. “Al-Qirqgisani’s Account of Historical Jewish Calendars and Its Depen-
dence on the Commentary on Genesis by Sa‘adya Gaon: A Study of Kitab al-Anwar VII.1.”
Ginzei Qedem 17: 11-49.

. 2021b. “Non-Rabbanite Jewish Calendars in the Works of Jacob al-Qirgisani and
Saadia Gaon.” Aleph: Historical Studies in Science and Judaism 21 (1): 149-87.

Zawanowska, Marzena, ed. 2012. The Arabic Translation and Commentary of Yefet ben ‘Eli the
Karaite on the Abraham Narratives (Genesis 11:10-25:18). Leiden: E. J. Brill.

Zucker, Moshe, ed. 1984. Saadya’s Commentary on Genesis [Hebrew]. New York: The Jewish
Theological Seminary of America.




	Introduction
	Reliance on Rabbinic Sources in the EJP Corpus
	Rejection of Rabbanite Views
	Conclusion
	APPENDIX: Excerpts from the EJP Exegetical Corpus
	Acknowledgments
	References

