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Abstract

In the following article, the authors present a critical edition of ms. T-S H 10.175.
This manuscript is written in a medieval Oriental hand and contains continuous,
lemmatic piyyut commentary. To the best of the authors’ knowledge, it is the only
such manuscript to be found in the Genizah. All of the pyyutim commented on
in the manuscript (to the extent that these are identifiable) were composed by the
Classical payyetan Eleazar be-rabbi Qillir. In the edition, the commentary text is
transcribed and punctuated, lemmas are marked as such, and the piyyutim that are
commented on are identified, along with the biblical and midrashic sources that
the commentary employs. The commentary text is analyzed, with special stress
on the hermeneutic technique that informs its composition. Together with this
analysis, the authors provide an overview of the evidence for piyyut commentary
that may be gleaned from the Genizah manuscripts.
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Introduction

From the point of view of documentation, the origins of Jewish exe-
gesis are essentially coeval with those of Jewish literature itself, with
the Bible alrcady giving clear cvidence of the attempt to interpret
certain texts contained within it. From these beginnings, exegesis, in
one guise or another, accompanies all of the major stages of ancient
and medieval Jewish literature. It should therefore come as no surprise
that the Genizah contains clear evidence of exegetical activity whose
focus is the liturgical piyyut literature that makes up such a significant
proportion of its litecrary remains. The phenomenon itself requires
no special explanation beyond the desire of learned Jews to achieve
a more profound understanding of their own literary heritage.

In the present article, we present a pgyyut commentary text from
the Genizah: T-S H 10.175. The text i1s analyzed and an annotated
critical edition is provided. As an accompaniment to the analysis of
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the text, we summarize and review other evidence for piyyut com-
mentary provided by the Genizah materials.

The manuscript in question is written in an Oriental square
script, indicating that it was copied in the East during the period
that saw the production of those manuscripts that belong to the
Classical Genizah (ca. eleventh—thirteenth centuries). To the best of
our knowledge, this renders the manuscript unique in the Genizah,
insofar as no other Oriental manuscript providing continuous pyyut
commentary and datable to the Classical Genizah period has been
discovered. Admittedly, this fact is somewhat surprising, since if
piyyut exegesis and the production of continuous commentary were
engaged in by the communities that produced the documents of
the Classical Genizah, as seems to be indicated by our text, one
would have expected to find more ample traces of such activity
in the Genizah manuscripts. On the other hand, there does not
appear to be any justification, rooted either in the paleographical
characteristics of the manuscript or the structure and formulation
of the commentary text itself, for suggesting an alternative cultural
sphere—such as, e.g., Byzantium—as the origin of our text.!

T he Manuscript

T-S H 10.175 1s a bi-folio whose two leaves are not continuous.
Moreover, due to the unique nature of the text that it contains, it
is impossible to estimate how much material is missing between the
two leaves. Except for a section to be discussed below, both leaves
contain continuous commentary on piyyutim that are arranged
in accordance with the Jewish liturgical cycle, which begins with
Passover. The following is an itemized list of the material that is
treated in the manuscript (the numbers correspond to the number-
ing of sub-sections in the critical edition provided below):

Folio 1
o Shivata for Passover: prin IR qwr 5 (1)
* Dew shata: ™T'm 1p1aKk nyTa (2-6)
* Piyyut for Shavuot (7)

! Such an origin cannot be ruled out, but given the data before us, there is no
reason for suggesting it other than the uniqueness of the data itself.
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Folio 2

* OQinot for the Ninth of Av: 72X ,0W 1N TP 7IRK )70 DAY
151 AR HAR POR DR NOWR 1R NORAN (8-13)

» Catena (14)

* Qedushta for Rosh Hashana: 7mipa or 5n nx (15-16)

Several aspects of this list require comment. First, all of the piyyutim
that can be identified were composed by the Classical payyetan
Eleazar be-rabbi Qillir (fl. early seventh century).? The peyyut that we
have not succeeded in identifying on the basis of the surviving, iden-
tifiable lemmas is clearly composed for Shavuot, as may be estab-
lished both on the basis of its disposition within the commentary
text, i.e., after the section treating the piyyutim for Passover, as well as
the preserved content, in particular the lemma and comment
(N, ’an) mar o™n oI (WAL ], which clearly refer to the
well-attested topos of the quaking of Mt. Sinai at the time of the
giving of the Torah. The preserved lemmas do not correspond to
the known Shavuot gedushta’ot of Qillir, all of which have been pub-
lished.® Neither do they correspond to the single Qillirian Shavuot
shivata that has been published to date.* It is, however, possible that
they stem from one of the several Qillirian shwatot for Shavuot that
are attested in the Genizah and have not yet been edited. In any
case, the piyyutim treated in the preserved portion of our commen-
tary text are either exclusively or almost exclusively Qillirian. It is
also perhaps worth noting that of the identified Qillirian piyyutim,
most are attested in the Ashkenazic liturgical tradition. The excep-
tions are: the Passover shivata prin axH 9wr 9, attested only in

2 Qillir’s influence on the poetic liturgy on the Eastern communities that produced
the bulk of the Genizah materials is enormous, as may easily be judged by the thou-
sands of Genizah manuscripts containing his compositions for the entire liturgical
cycle of festivals, fasts, and special Sabbaths. Some of these compositions are unique
to the Genizah, while others are attested in the rite-books of the various European
liturgical rites, especially Ashkenaz, Rome and Byzantium. The poet's influence on
these rites is undiminished, both in terms of the number of his compositions that
they preserve, as well as in terms of the imitation that these compositions have
engendered. For an overview of Qillirian poetry in the rites of Europe, see Leopold
Zunz, Literaturgeschichte der Synagogalen Poesie (Berlin: Louis Gerschel, 1865), 29-64.

* Shulamit Elizur, Rabbi Elazar be-rabbi Kallir—kedushia’ol le-yom mattan lorah
(Jerusalem: Mekize Nirdamim, 2000).

* The shivata D278 NMVR D7PR R for Shavuot and Havdalah: see Ezra
Fleischer, “Shivatot-havdalah eres-yisre’elyiot,” Tarbis 36 (1967): 350—57.
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Genizah manuscripts, and the gina ¥°% 728 "9nR, attested both in
the Genizah as well as in the Roman and Byzantine rites.

Second, there is no reason to think that the series of piyyutim that
arc treated in the text represents a full, organic liturgical program.
At the very least, such a program would have contained a gedushia
for the Morning Service of Passover (together with material for the
seventh day). It is far more likely, therefore, that the choice of texts
to be commented on is dictated by the scholarly interests of the
composer/compiler.

Third, as already mentioned, not all of the material contained in
the manuscript is pyyut commentary in the strict sense, viz. a string
of lemmas drawn from the text of particular piyyutim, each of which
is followed by an interpretive comment of some sort. Between the
qinot for the Ninth of Av and the gedushta for Rosh Hashana 1s situ-
ated a catena of nine biblical verses. Fach verse constitutes a lemma,
which is followed by a midrash on that particular verse. Item 7 in
the catena constitutes an exception; in this case, the quoted midrash
relates to the book of Ruth in its entirety, and it is probably for this
reason that it is quoted as a free-standing item, not being preceded
by a verse-lemma. We cannot identify the principle underlying
the choice and ordering of the verses comprising this textual unit.
However, given the fact that it is embedded in a running piyyut com-
mentary, it is tempting to suggest that these verses are alluded to in
a particular piyyut, and that the textual unit before us therefore rep-
resents material for an intended commentary on this piyyut.

The Commentary Text—mHermeneutic Assumptions and Techniques

By analyzing the contents of the commentary text, it is possible to
arrive at a reasonably clear understanding of the basic hermeneutic
aims of its composer/compiler and the exegetical techniques that
he employs in their realization. To begin with, the entire undertak-
ing is animated by the assumption that the piyyutim are difficult to
understand, and that their meaning may be elucidated with the help
of exegesis. At the same time, the aim is clearly to elucidate their
plain-sense, exoteric meaning; no attempt is made to address any
potential esoteric aspect, be it apocalyptic, mystical or otherwise.’

> The surviving commentary text does not preserve commentary on a sillug. It
is possible that had such a commentary been preserved, it would have treated the
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In fact, the commentary text betrays no consciousness whatsoever of
any such esoteric meaning contained in the pzyyutim. The difficulty
in understanding the piyyutim, therefore, may be qualified as the dif-
ficulty encountered in understanding the language that they employ
in treating the topics that they are understood to treat. These top-
ics may be subsumed under two categories: 1) theology, and 2) the
history of the Jewish people as given in the Bible (together with a
limited number of post-biblical sources) and reflected in the aggadic
midrash. Both categories are, in turn, relevant only to the extent
that they find expression within the framework of the Jewish liturgi-
cal cycle.

Given such a qualification, we may proceed to enumerate the fac-
tors assumed to be responsible for the difficulty of the piyyut texts:
1) unusual words, or unusual forms of otherwise common words;
2) an elliptical syntax, in which elements necessary for the proper
comprehension of the syntactical unit are elided; 3) metonymic epi-
thets used to refer to personages, culturally significant objects, and
so forth; 4) references to biblical texts or midrashim, usually oblique,
a knowledge of which is indispensable for the proper understanding
of a given narration. In this list, items 1 and 2 refer to the basic
linguistic categories of morphology, lexicon and syntax. Items 3 and
4, on the other hand, relate to the question of reference, which in
turn depends on a specific assemblage of underlying texts, both
biblical and midrashic. The exegetical techniques employed in the
commentary text correspond to these factors, their purpose being
to “undo” the difficulties in understanding that they cause. These
techniques are: 1) glossing of words; 2) paraphrasing of a given
pyyut text (including the supplying of elided material); 3) glossing of
epithets; 4) elucidation of a biblical verse or midrash underlying a
given piyyut text. Before we turn to a detailed examination of each
of these techniques, we must first describe a number of salient fea-
tures pertaining to the commentary text as a whole.

hekhalot themes frequently appearing towards the ends of sillugim. However, even
in such a case, it is not at all certain that the commentary would have addresses
the truly esoteric (i.e., theurgic, magical) aspects of the hekhalot corpus, as many of
the cosmographic and angelological elements that are most commonly attested in
stllugim find expression in the exoteric, midrashic literature.
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The Commentary Text—General Features

As already mentioned above, the commentary text is organized in
accordance with a lemmatic structure: i.e., a relatively short string
of piyyut text serves as a lemma, which is followed in turn by a
comment. However, the use of lemmas shows a number of irregu-
larities. To begin with, a lemma may stand alone, without being
followed by a comment: 1:15, 26.° Furthermore, within a lemma,
text may be elided without this fact being indicated as such: e.g, the
lemma Y278 1993 D [YSNR M9 (1:65—66), corresponds to the
poyyut text AYIIN a1 // 7YIIR Np1a0 72 / ApyaaRk moid. This
phenomenon also occurs in 3:7-8.

Whereas the two features noted above pertain to the lemma struc-
ture as such, a further feature pertains to the relationship between
the lemma and the comment. To begin with, the basic “lemma:
comment” structure may be modified, with part of the lemma
being incorporated at the end of the comment. In such cases, the
comment may be said to be parenthetical, interrupting the flow of
the lemma. The following is a particularly clear example of this
usage. The piyyut text D0 TPA 1IN* NOOA NINAN is commented on
thus: NINNYT onoan NR UMY 1oan 29ya Y [oRT DR
51 =3 mm WRIN 012 “On the morrow of the Passover
they implore: On the eve of the Passover the Paschal sacrifice is
offered and on the morrow, on the first day, they implore for dew”
(5:10). In this case, the transition from comment back to lemma is
facilitated by the repetition of the lemma word 123" “they implore”
within the comment. For other examples, see 1:33—34, 36; 2:4, 5;
4:16-17 (?); 6:17, 19; 11:29, 45.

This feature may be modified slightly, with the end-lemma being
syntactically incorporated directly into the comment. Thus, for
example, the piyyut text *MP1 WA 193 / MO MR 211 receives the
following comment: 2D™NA1 TTI2 AYINW DTRD 0™ 7R 2N

¢ The references are to the critical edition given at the end of the article. In the
structure “1:2,” 1 refers to the number of the subsection within the commentary
text, and 2 to the line number of the lemma within that subsection. The line
numbers in our edition are based on the lineation of each piyyut as it is published
in the edition that is indicated at the head of each subsection. In the citations
above, the text is graphically simplified by removing transcriptional sigla. For the
full transcriptional apparatus, the text in the edition is to be consulted.
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W3 753w TP “And as one who abandons the [right] path
He chastised me: as a man who loses the way and is tormented
till his flesh be worn out” (11:5). It is clear that the commentary
text W32 192w T directly reflects the piyyut text ™wa 0%, with
the necessary adjustment having been made so as to incorporate
it seamlessly into the syntactic framework of the comment. This
feature is apparently also attested in 8:8—11. In a further modifica-
tion of this technique, an underlying piyyut text may be divided into
two parts, the first part showing up as a lemma, while the second is
expressed in the form of a comment. Thus, for example, the piyyut
text 7IPART 79202 18 commented on as follows: AMRNA [TOENTD
“When it was abrogated: [i.c.,] the desire” (9:13). In this case,
the biblical fapax legomonon 3VAR (Qoh. 12:5) is interpreted as refer-
ring to the love between God and Israel. Further examples of this
phenomenon occur at 1:33-34;7 13:16.

It is significant that the commentary text never explicitly identifies
its hypo-texts (i.e., those texts that serve as sources of commentary)
by means of textual tags. This is especially obvious in the case of
scriptural citations, for which a plethora of citation formulas arc
available in rabbinic literature (215122, IARIY, etc.). It is reasonable
to suppose that in such cases those for whom the commentary was
intended were expected to be able to identify the scriptural citations
as such. This guess is perhaps further reinforced by the fact that in
a number of cases, a lemma that clearly depends on an underlying
biblical text is not provided with a comment identifying the latter.
Presumably, this dependence was supposed to be obvious. See, for
example I¥RITIAI 7T 551 N5 (1:40), where the comment does
not specify that the source of the epithet is 12 550 oW nNSa1 TR
nw (Isa. 14:12). For similar cases, in which the biblical source of an
epithet is not indicated, see 1:75; 2:1. In 1:33—34, a biblical locution

7 This case is somewhat complicated. The piyyut lines are / DRMIA NoIN Ao
onavay mMaa / ommwa mar // ommyn nvana. These receive the following
comment: PAW DNSIN 1IN 55 a1 . UK PR IR DAY DNITIWN N33
DN9"2Y "M22 onMMwD MR NN “In looking upon their adultery: For
[the Egyptians’ wives] used to say, ‘We are not whoring.’ But on this night, their
shame was uncovered, namely, that they had been whoring The fathers, when
they saw the first-born of their sin.” The last line of the poyyut is quoted at
the end of the lemma. The first hemistich of the first line (@NMA NN AYY) is
not expressed as a lemma, but rather clearly underlies the comment onaan nbna.
In the present case, it appears that this piyyut material is not cited in the lemma
on account of the fact that it serves as an independent lemma for the comment
preceding the one under discussion here.
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underlying a piyyut locution is not identified (the text is quoted in
note 7; the source of DMMPNA NVIANA is DAPNYPN 5}] 012N ]}JD5 [Hab.
2:15]). It must be pointed out, however, that this feature is not con-
sistent, as in other cases the biblical hypo-text is identified, though
not explicitly marked as such.

In the case of midrashic texts, the significance of the absence of
identifying tags is not quite so clear-cut, as it is never the case that
the text of a midrash that is cited in the commentary corresponds
precisely to the text of the same midrash as attested in a given
collection (in the form in which it is known to us). It is not clear,
therefore, whether the author/complier of the commentary text
cites midrashim from some concrete, underlying written collection
or whether perhaps he cites them approximately, from memory.
A related uncertainty applies to those cases where the midrashim
cited in the commentary text have no known parallel whatsoever
in the midrashic corpus that has come down to us. In these cases,
it is impossible to know whether such midrashim existed in written
form in the author/compiler’s time (and were available to him), or
whether perhaps he made them up ad foc in response to the piyyut
text before him.

The only tag that is attested in the commentary text is 750 W9
(1:43), used to mark the Talmudic Babylonian Aramaic source of a
gloss. As will be seen below, this is not the only case in which a piyyut
word is glossed on the basis of an Aramaic etymology, though it is
the only case in which the dialect in question is TBA.

A further outstanding feature of the commentary text is its highly
selective, incidental nature. It may be called a running commentary
in the sense that (allowing for the exceptions mentioned above) it
consists of a string of “lemma: comment” pairs, the lemmas being
drawn sequentially from an internally coherent group of piyyut texts.
However, it is inconceivable the author/compiler systematically
lemmatized all the elements in this group of texts. In many places,
extensive lengths of piyyut text are left entirely without comment.
In fact, of the textual material contained in the pyyutim selected for
commentary in the commentary text before us, by far the greater
proportion is not commented on at all. Furthermore, the nature
of the preserved comments leaves no doubt with regard to the fact
that much of the piyyut material that is skipped over in the com-
mentary is, from the point of view of the author/compiler, just as
much in need of explication as the material that is provided with
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commentary. Such a situation naturally suggests the question of
the criterion in accordance with which piyyut texts are selected for
commentary. Unfortunately, no clear answer may be given to this
question. However, we may venture to point out that some of the
(shorter, simpler) comments found in our text find typological paral-
lels in marginal glosses that are attested in a number of Genizah
piyyut manuscripts (see below). Accordingly, it is possible that our
text 1s based on a culling of such glosses from piyyut manuscripts.
Other (longer, more complex) comments may then have been added
on an ad hoc basis. Whatever the merits of this suggestion, the inci-
dental nature of the coverage provided by the commentary text
must be stressed.

Finally, we must note that one comment contained in out text
gives a fixed date, which in turn provides a terminus post quem for the
composition/compilation of the whole. The comment is found in
the subsection devoted to the gina D'AW 3N TP ATIRK, and it gives
the number of years after the destruction of the Temple (in 70) as
882: mw 27ann .1 129N (9:4; quoted in full below). On the basis
of this information, we arrive at a date of 952 for the composition
of the comment. Such a date, or one slightly later, is plausible for
the text as a whole.

The Commentary Text—~Exegetical Techniques

Returning now to the four exegetical techniques adumbrated
above, let us examine each one in detail. The first, and most basic,
technique is glossing. In its simplest form, it specifies a one-to-one
relationship between the lemma and the comment/gloss. Glossing
can be applied to words in general or to epithets, in which case the
gloss uncovers the metonymy on which the epithet rests. At present,
we are concerned with glosses of the first kind. The following are
examples of the simplest variety, in which a word that is presum-
ably felt to be archaic and/or poetic is glossed by means of the
unmarked, prose equivalent: 00185 :mon‘v (1:12); DaAM el
o 0N (1:33); o omon n AP AP (3:12). Further examples
may be found in 4:1; 5:20; 6:19; 8:19 (?); 9:12 (?), 14; 11:4, 65;
13:31; 16:3. The same simple glossing technique may be employed
in the case of biblical hapax legomena: 291 NANS 27T NITARI)
(10:9). For a similar case, see 9:13 (the underlying lemma is 721"aR;
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scc above). The lemma may be Aramaic: 732w ARR* TR (9:13;
the subject 13"2W is supplied by the glossator [see below]). The gloss,
moreover, may take the form of an explicit definition: m"&‘? 12
xin nabwn pwh o LM (6:6).

In a slightly more complex version of this glossing technique, a
specific biblical word/usage may be cited as a proof-text for the sug-
gested gloss: (1,07 "W*) 0NN DRI (T2 1252 (1:97). Yor further
examples, see 5:13 (cf. also 6:28); 9:10; 10:15. In a variation, the
gloss itself may be dispensed with. In such cases, the juxtaposition
of the lemma with the biblical word is presumably considered suf-
ficient to suggest the proper interpretation: :\7723 TR A7H 11°WD12
(M ,3 27w) oS 17am (11:36). See also 1:22/23; 3:9 (?); 4:24; 10:45.
The same variation may apply to biblical hapax legomena: 13*WTA2
(77,8 'AW) 012931 N2 (11:55; the implied gloss assumes the inter-
changeability of /4e and /e).

In a number of cases, the gloss simply involves a morphologi-
cal change, in which the marked morphology of the pyyut word is
replaced by the unmarked equivalent: nupr 7Y :RWPT T (3:13);
7300 D™D anan (DM (10:44). In one case, the unmarked equiv-
alent in the comment is represented by a specific biblical usage:
(1,8 n2M) ATWA WY DD (10:43).

Occasionally, the lemma is not glossed but rather etymologized.
Thus, for example: 8177 71707 WY JBO7° 5 o B (6:30). See also
6:5. In two cases, the suggested etymology is based on Aramaic:
Tinbn Y .0HMa MLR DM 23D (1:43); (Hw1 703 Mawb
KRN550M MO LRI TAR 2T Y01 70 (5:20).

Turning now to the glossing of epithets, we once again find cases
of the minimal one-to-onc technique: I¥NRITNAI M 551 nbeio
(1:40); HRw* o8 1 72 7 QYD (2:1). For further examples, see
1:65—66; 6:4, 17; 8:12; 10:21 (1277 »7217); 11:26, 27 (™pr 127);
11:70 (?); 13:14 (?), 15, 16 (the underlying lemma is D Wwy3a "WwHwa
Y2, see above). The simple gloss may be accompanied by a bib-
lical proof-text: ,J2 "PM) APY* *N"™M2 NR NN .apy° A D3N ijb
(An (6:7). See also 1:45 (the gloss further specifying that the epithet
refers to X and not to Y). Furthermore, the gloss may be dispensed
with, such that the proof-text is juxtaposed directly to the lemma:
(0 ;12 W) b Noo FPY IR MIPMD (3:6). Sce also 2:1.

In yet other cases, the role of the specific proof-text may be
played by a common-sense explanation: XMW DOWI I 710N 51
1121 (6:17). See also 1:80; 6:79. In a variation on this type, the
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epithet may be explained by means of supplying an elided element
(see below). In the one attested case, the gloss itself has been dis-
pensed with: N"137 nMona D013 (1:81; the implied referent is
Israel).

Up until now, we have analyzed those techniques that are rooted
in a one-to-one glossing relationship between a simple, syntactically
unitary lemma and its comment. Below, we examine cases in which
the lemma and comment are syntactically complex, both involv-
ing more than one element. These usages frequently incorporate
techniques from among those that we have analyzed above. Let us
begin with the simplest cases, in which the comment consists of a
paraphrase of a piyyut text. Such cases are the complex equivalent
of the simple glossing examined above. Thus, for example Q%2 717
PMAEA RN N8N D5 DKM 182 “Seashore, as he dis-
played the sight of his dew-covered buds: when he brought
of his fruit” (6:31; the element 07 7N, an epithet for Zevulun, is
not included in the paraphrase). Additional cases of paraphrasing
may be seen in 1:27; 6:73. The paraphrase may include glossed
epithets: W NR 8wl 55 Ara oanaR (M Y20 78 “And Rock
wedded Hill: On this night, Abraham married Sarah” (1:75).
See also 6:21, 27. On occasion, it supplies elements in addition
to those that are directly reflected in the piyyut text, as a means of
clarification. The supplied material may be a grammatical element
(or elements) of the sentence, which is in effect treated as having
been elided from it in the piyput text: Mwna AyIa PHT WRID PO
WX RITY “Chased the head: Pharaoh chased Moses, who was
the head/chief” (1:39). Alternately, the supplied material may be
syntactically independent of the sentence, its purpose being to flesh
out the meaning of the pipput text: Hp AR 22 T 5y 1M
PYWIN KR 0 DAN TRKR N OKR .0W3a 720 115 W IR 0102 Non
“They renounced the unique first-born: They overlooked
the plague of the firstborn, saying ‘We have several sons. If one
of them dies, why should we worry?’” (1:35). Further examples
falling within this range of possibilities may be seen in 1:11, 36;
6:5, 81; 11:66; 12:24; 13:16. In other instances, the paraphrase is
dispensed with, with the result that the gloss consists exclusively
of a supplied element: WIpNA n'aa 1IN N2 “When
I was wedded: in the Temple” (9:13). For further examples, sev-
eral of which also employ the interrupted lemma structure (see

above), see 2:3, 4, 5; 11:29, 45; 15:2, 12.
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Finally, in a unique instance, the supplied material simply con-
sists of a transposed element from the poetic text itself. Thus, the
poetic text 11OR 9 733 "3 / 121N *HY 12 OMF 1AW receives the
following comment: 728 78207 5p 15y =33 *> “For heavy
upon it: upon His shores, is His anger” (11:38; on the basis
of the lemma one may conclude that the commentator’s text read
MY instead of "9V, as in our published text). Before us therefore is
a case of an interrupted lemma (see above), with the interrupting
comment consisting of transposed poetic text.

In addition to paraphrasing, the commentary on many occasions
consists of an explanation of the lemma by means of identifying
the text, biblical or midrashic, which underlies it (i.e., to which it
refers). We will first examine cases in which the underlying text is
biblical. The most basic sort of comment in this category is one that
simply identifies the biblical text constituting the basis for a piyyut
locution: (¥ ,2* 'AW) MY 0ab oTA 7 IRD MRV 0713 (1:21). See
also 1:27 (where the identification refers to the piyyut text in the line
following the one quoted in the lemma). A more complex type is
one in which an explanation relies on the identification of a biblical
key-word (or phrase): PWNn D290 NMGHA :O™N2 AMRT 1aRS
717 DTPW 0MINan 2 MON “From between the appearance of
the pieces: during the war against the kings, on account of the
strengthening and the merit of [the Covenant] between the Pieces,
which had taken place earlier” (1:10). See also 11:27. Re-quotation
of the key-word itself, as it appears in the biblical text, may be dis-
pensed with: PR 9"awa (30 ,0W ;83 7 R7W) R ;A2 119D
“When the Glory departed: ‘from Israel’ (I Sam. 4:21, 22) on
account of the Ark” (13:14; in both verses the full text is 7123 193
58wM). Finally, the explanation may be dispensed with, such that
the entire comment consists of the biblical text containing the key-
word: (T ,712 ‘1) DITRI NAPI AR NN 37D 10D DP*Y “To avenge
their rebellion: ‘And I will impose My vengeance on Edom’”
(8:17). See also 8:19 (the key-word is not re-quoted); 10:21.

Sometimes, no biblical text is referred to specifically, but the
explanatory comment is nevertheless predicated on the identifica-
tion of such a text underlying the lemma. Thus, for example: P
N1 0A7AR 727 02EWR WYY “Will not do justice: This is the
speech of Abraham” (15:4; see Gen. 18:23). See also 13:39—40.

On occasion, the biblical text 1s not used to explain the lemma,
but rather to flesh out its meaning. Thus, for example: b npaT
mo33 (8H L2 'nw) ke ymp 0 “[The Land of | Ham urged
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and wailed: ‘Come now, leave!” (Ex. 12:31). [This exhortation was
accompanied] by crying” (1:37). In this case, the meaning of the
lemma is taken for granted, and the purpose of the biblical text 1s
to concretize the scene imagined by the payyetan. Biblical quotations
are put to similar use in 4:11; 5:1; 6:68.

The effect of adding concreteness to the poetic description
may furthermore be achieved by means of reference to scenarios
(imagined on the basis) of real life. This exegetical technique is
particularly refreshing, as it appears to indicate that for the author/
compiler of the commentary text, the piyyut literature was not
entirely divorced from ordinary human experience, and that it
could on occasion be elucidated by reference to the latter. The fol-
lowing are a few examples:

o NWR RVINW TY Hon T W PPN minaa W n:‘ﬂi') VP ay
TIn55 2wy “Till the time that the cow licks: in the sum-
mertime; that the dew come down till the cow find grass to lick
up” (6:14).

e T2 12702 T8 RW TR DT TRD “To behold Your
face as then: I'or they saw Your face when Your House was
destroyed” (8:22).

o MM PWHA 70 AWPR OR T AR RSN WA “Your
mockers swore: ‘May I be a Jew if I do thus,” by way of
revilement” (10:25).

See also 3:14; 4:7, 20; 5:10 (quoted above); 6:28, 30; 10:10; 11:5
(quoted above); 15:2 (?).

Finally, we arrive at those exegetical techniques that are employed
in elucidating the meaning of pyyut texts whose difficulty lies in
their reliance on midrash. As already indicated above, in no case
does the commentary text quote a midrash in the form in which
it is known to us today on the basis of the surviving collections. In
a number of cases, moreover, the midrashic material quoted does
not find any parallels at all in the material currently available to
us. The specific textual resources available to the author/compiler
in the making of the commentary cannot therefore be guessed at.
However, it is clear from the remains of the commentary text itself
that he had access to a rich variety of midrashic material.

The most basic instances of commentary relying on midrash are
those where the relevant midrash text is quoted in full in the com-
ment. Thus, for example M NaNA Sw mw 273 BN 373 79N
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mor (R ;7T A2R) DY 2R Sv N 27D 7‘7 TR0 "2 .wIpnn
MW 273 7Y 05w 1290 [...] 27219 1700V “He suspended 22: 22
years of the destruction of the Temple were suspended. For they
mourned him with 22 letters: [i.c., the 22 acrostic verses] of
‘How [gold has] lost its luster’ (Lam. 4:1). And it was on account of
the merit of their having mourned him with 22 [...] the destruction
of Jerusalem for 22 years” (12:24). Similar sclf-contained quotations
of midrash text may be found in 1:76 (?), 101; 4:16-17, 18, 44; 5:9;
6:1; 8:14; 11:43; 12:4, 23; 15:6.

Occasionally, rather than quoting the midrash directly, a com-
ment may be implicitly dependent on its identification as underly-
ing the lemma. Several such comments, all relying on the same
midrash, may be strung together (with other material intervening) in
explaining an entire stretch of pgyyut text. For example, the following
midrash is employed in the shivata prnn A8S WK 95 for Passover:

52 Ny IR WH LW D0 8D 1R 35,2 pw] onn b inR o
PR D2 7R T 9 ww n Dow Piao v (0,8 0W] DMRn paRa 103
DI PPA MW WY P 1A RY D .DRAW M2a0 8OR NN
,R1 RM9°DN) DMK DD 17371 N3 WY 1A .OINR DPIIN 0TNoa

([45-46 'ny] » RNDHT RNODN

For they said, “We are all dead!” (Ex. 12:33). They said, “This is not
as in Moses’ decree. Moses said, ‘And every first-born in Egypt will
die’” (Ex. 11:5). And they had thought that [in the case of | everyone
who had 4 or 5 sons, only the first-born among them would die. But
they didn’t realize that their wives were suspect of adultery, so that
all of them were first-born of different bachelors. They had acted in
secret, but the Holy One Blessed Be He exposed them. (Mekhilta Bo,
Massekhta de-Pisha 13 [pp. 45—46])

Four separate comments depend on this midrash:

« oYW :BWN0 195 1195 NI “That night He trapped
the secrets: of their first-born.” (1:11)

* N0 M NN "D “The hidden secrets: [that they
were the products] of secret fornication.” (1:12)

o moan1 Y At .M uR PR DAIR PAW DNMIPN NHana
On=""3Y "MID2 oMM MR .num raw onaan (1:33-34;
quoted in note 7)

N3 1Y W NI D92 nan SY R NS T DY Nt
PYWIN 1R 71 OO0 TR MR ok 0713 (1:35; quoted above)
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For similar cases of commentary by means of allusion to a midrash,
see 8:20; 13:28.

Yet other cases in which no underlying midrashic text is quoted
explicitly are ones in which the explanation provides a biblical quote,
whose relevance to the lemma rests on an implied midrash. Thus, for
example, the following midrash juxtaposes the wailing of the Israelites
in the desert to their wailing at the destruction of the Temple:

15 AR LR 1na] () &0 AYha oy 10an o nr um AT S xwm
1193 .wHandw A3 M3 onr PTRY YR mMbsnbw a1 8% oo onr
([77v mo] 1 ;7 nyn nhwre) (2,8 nR] 1553 noan

“And the entire congregation lifted up their voice, and the people
cried that night” (Num. 14:1). He said to them, “You wept needlessly
before Me. As I live, you will yet weep with good reason: ‘She weeps
bitterly at night’” (Lam. 1:2). (JT Za’an. 4:6 [68d])

This midrash underlies the following piyyut text: 59 *332 Pnax
7a7An 13T 90 »H mInar / 7370, In the midrash as we know
it, only the occurrences of the word 19"9 are juxtaposed in the two
verses. The piyyut, on the other hand, makes two juxtapositions: 17"9
and 7377, The comment on this text is as follows: : 2" 9% FarTaR
=277 .(3,8 A'R) 1993 1220 123 (R ;77 R3) () &0 593 o 10an
(M5 ;1 ’A2) M A 2TAT (0 0 WY ANMA aTA PR 12T
“I will distinguish between night and night: ‘And the
people cried that night’ (Num. 14:1). ‘She weeps bitterly at night’
(Lam. 1:2). And wilderness from wilderness: ‘Zion has
become a wilderness’ (Isa. 64:9). ‘In this wilderness they will perish’
(Num. 14:35)” (9:3). As may be seen, the comment consists exclu-
sively of juxtaposed verses. The first juxtaposition directly reflects
the midrash text quoted above. The second, on the other hand,
was cither quoted by the author/compiler from a source that is
now lost (and was presumably available both to him as well as to
the payyetan before him), or was made up by him in response to the
need to interpret the piyyut text. This second juxtaposition moreover
underlies the comment to the following line in the piyyut text: "1
LT 72N D372 (7 L,AR AN) MTA VIPKR TIW O'WAIR (D3T3 N
73w 2700 “Would that I were in the desert: ‘Tor forty years
I abhorred that generation’ (Ps. 95:10).! In the desert also refers
to the current destruction, [which has lasted for]| 882 years” (9:4).

! The word 72702 appears in this biblical context in a verse preceding the
one quoted in the comment: 92773 ADA 013 132373 0333% WP 58 “Do
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For additional cases in which the comment consists of a biblical
verse that (presumably) relates to the lemma by means of a midrash,
see 1:14, 6:21.

Additional Data on Piyyut Commentary in the Genizah

As underscored above, the text that we have described is suz generis,
no other text of continuous, lemmatic Hebrew piyyut commentary
being known to us from among the materials found in the Classical
Genizah.? However, the Genizah does contain evidence of occa-
sional, ad hoc commentary on various piyyutim. This evidence is
reviewed below.

Like the text treated above, the first item is also unique among
the Genizah finds. It is a documentary text, a letter written by

not harden your hearts as at Merivah, as the day of Massa in the wilderness”
(Ps. 95:8).

? We leave out of account a number of texts belonging to several differ-
ent categories. In the first category are a number of leaves from the Genizah
containing piyyut commentary, which on the basis of their script as well as their
contents are of Ashkenazic provenance: T-S H 10.279, H 11.82. For Ashkenazic
piyyut commentary, see Elisabeth Hollender, Piyyut Commentary in Medieval Ashkenaz
(Studia Judaica XLII; Berlin/New York: Walter de Gruyter, 2008) and the review
by Michael Rand in E77S 3 (2009): 262-71. In the second category is a com-
mentary on the Qillirian gerova 1R 1R N7 for the Ninth of Aw, published by
Louis Ginzberg, Genizah Studies in Memory of Doctor Solomon Schechter—I: Midrash
and Haggadah (New York: JTSA, 1928), 246-97. As demonstrated by the editor in
his introductory remarks, the commentary shows clear affinities to the Legah Tov
midrashim. According the Ginzberg, the manuscript containing the text is {from
the Genizah: kerekh katan me-ha-genizah ben 9 dappim (op. cit., 246). However, scholars
have not been able to identify this manuscript, so that its current whereabouts are
unknown. To the third category belong Arabic vernacular translations of Hebrew
poetry: see Nehemiah Allony, “Targum ne’elam shel ‘Ben Kohelet” u-ferusho,”
Tarbes 7 (1947): 74-86 (BL Or. 2586 B, published by Allony, belongs together
with Firkovitch Evr. IT A 180.1); Yosef Tobi, “Targumo u-ferusho ha-ivriyim shel
R. Yishak ben Shemu’el ha-sefaradi le-tokheha 7902 ’S_'f? bR le-RaSa”G,” Te’uda 14
(1998): 57-68; Yishaq Hahn, “Keta min ha-targum ha-ivri shel azharat nbnin nng
TAY% NN, in Genizah Publications in Memory of Prof Dr. David Kaufmann, ed. Samuel
Lowinger and Alexander Scheiber (Budapest: 1949), 71-80. See also the rahit
np»,Ta TWRI by Sa’adya (published in Menahem Zulay, Ha-askolah ha-payyelanit shel
Rav Se’adyah Ga’on [ Jerusalem: Schocken/JTSA, 1964], 120-21), copied together
with an Arabic translation in ENA 2916.3—4. Finally, the Genizah also contains
continuous, lemmatic piyyut commentary composed in Arabic: see Nehemiah Allony,
“abn a0 le-RaSa”G,” Sinai 28 (1952): 144—161. Sec also the commentary on the
piyyut NP OAPA MAMR DR by Yehezqel ben Eli found in T-S Misc. 35.37, Ar. 24.48,
K 19.19. The manuscripts were identified by Binyamin Loefller. Our colleague Uri
Melammed intends to publish this commentary.
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Sahlan ben Avraham, a payyetan in his own right.” In the letter,
Sahlan attempts to elucidate 1) a passage from the Qillirian sillug
nYoaoY MRI IR for Shabbat Sheqalim,* and 2) an unusual locu-
tion in the zulat Y 5Y Tpan oR by Shemuel bar Hoshana.” The
relevant passage from the Qillirian sillug is as follows:*

naon AW [AMNn TR mYa] AnTm / ARk wHwa T3 09 nTn
/ AnR WY Sy omwy nbun / AR Y WK DTN0 ORNND 7 ANKR 1abR
531 / OAR DIRD ONAW DMWYH DWAIR / ONKR DMWY Sy owaaRr nop
pvabR / OO1IRY AaM ITRA DT DRYAI /AR whwa 1 ohwn

FOMIRD OYIPA IR YIIRY

In this passage, the payyetan compares the dimensions of the world
to those of the Torah. Sahlan’s comment attempts to elucidate the
meaning of the passage with the help of a midrash, a version of
which is known from the text of Bereshit Rabbati:’

Al TR R WK TR0 RS wine ... nR 2 2 T i
anf.. ... ] Mt AR ADA .Ml YRR WK MDD T anoa nnown
WY RWKT AW 9190 A L[ ,0 7791 ARD] ARR3 7 A0 0RRa o
JaR ... 1 nrab 7R3 75 nowa o R ,0w] nay abin A3 RN
AR 7 [LL] R R [LL.] i mend Rian AR R TR nyra o
ANNM OO 73 19 W ARKRAW LT D DabR 1 .. .. 00 nRRP:

SR w5wa 91D o om oabx [L..] oy 3 .ank oo b w

And T said to you in it [i.e.,, my previous letter]| that after it [...] an
interpretation of [the passage] according to the vision of the
dimensions that the messenger saw. [...] being sent in this
letter is in accordance with the text as it is formulated in my copy.
Now the scroll that Zechariah saw [...] 20 cubits and its width 10
cubits (cf. Zech. 5:2). And it was doubled, as it is said “And I raised
my eyes and behold, a flying scroll” (Zech. 5:1). For one expands it in
length to being [...] 20 cubits. For one stretches out cubit by cubit,

* The text is published from ENA 4020.18 in Jacob Mann, “Iyyunim shonim
le-heker tekufat ha-ge’onim,” Tarbis 6 (1934): 80-83. See also the notes of Hanokh
Yalon, Purke lashon ( Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, 1971), 457-58. For Sahlan see
Elino’ar Bareket, “Sahlan ben Avraham,” Zarbis 52 (1982): 17—40.

* See Yishaq Baer, Seder avodat yisra’el (Rédelheim: 1868), 653-56 (Polish rite).

> See Joseph Marcus, Ginze shirah u-fiyyut (New York: Anglo-Hebrew Publishing
Company, 1933), 95.

% The fragments from the piyyutim by Qillir and Shemuel bar Hoshana, together
with the excerpts from Sahlan’s letter, are quoted from Ma’agarim, the textual
database of the Historical Hebrew Dictionary of the Academy of the Hebrew
Language. The transcriptional apparatus in these citations is simplified.

7 See Hanokh Albek, Midrash Bereshit Rabbali ( Jerusalem: Mekize Nirdamim,
1940), 44.
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[so] it comes to be [...] cubits, being [...], i.e., 800 cubits [in all]. So
it turns out [...] of 2,400 spans. For a cubit contains 3 spans. And the
Torah comprises 800 cubits, viz. 3 times [...] 2,400.? And the entire
world is a third of the cubit.

The basic hermeneutic assumption underlying the Sahlan’s expla-
nation corresponds to one that we have seen to be operative in
the commentary text cxamined above. It 1s simply that the proper
interpretation of the piyyut text can be achieved by means of (expos-
ing its reliance on) an underlying midrash. The formulation of
the explanation is also familiar to us from the commentary text:
the citation of the midrash in a free-standing, independent form,
framed by lemmas drawn from the piyyut text.

As opposed to his explanation of the Qillirian fragment, Sahlan’s
explanation of the locution in the piyyut by Shemuel bar Hoshana is
based on a philological argument. In our commentary text, we have
encountered philological argumentation in the form of etymologi-
zation, on the basis both of Hebrew as well as Aramaic. In the case
to be examined presently, Sahlan’s argumentation may be said to
encompass philological analysis that is much more intricate than that
attested in the commentary text. However, philology as a herme-
neutic technique is quite clearly common to both. Furthermore, it is
significant that in both cases, it is assumed that obscuritics in piyyut
language can be explained by recourse to Aramaic, implying that
the latter was seen to be a component of the former.

In one further respect, Sahlan’s explanation contains an cle-
ment that has no parallel in the commentary text. In attempting to
explain the payyetan’s preference for one form over another that is
cqually possible, he resorts to a structural argument, citing the need
to fill an acrostic slot in the piyyut. It is moreover noteworthy that
Sahlan explicitly states that obscurity of meaning is a specific aim
of the payyetan.

® The import of this calculation is that the dimensions of the original scroll
in Zechariah's vision (which is taken to represent the Torah) are 20 cubits by
10 cubits. However, since the scroll is ‘doubled’ (as derived, inexplicably, already in
the piyyut from the word n8Y in Zech. 5:1), the actual dimensions are 40 cubits by
20 cubits, yiclding a total area of 800 cubits. Taking a span to be a third of a cubit,
the dimensions of the Torah are 2,400 spans. This comparison of the dimensions
of the Torah to those of the world, in accordance with which the latter is a third
of the size of the former, is rooted in the exegesis of the verse O™ Bywa T N
PR "8y whwa 591 1an pa omw (Isa. 40:12).
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Sahlan seeks to elucidate the meaning of the word npwWT (or NPYT)
in the following line: 5131 53 nwmn SSom wan mo 92 npyT. Here
is his explanation:

57 .. . pll.] 932 7% mank R KOR DPWT wiva H wl.. 0 &)
MITA AIPY YT RNW DANAR DR THRWW 8OR T RS .naon na
AW IPYR MAT DDA MATY 9w 2 "aTh AR A [L..] D7 man
SAvW” AoYy” wira [L..] Wiy naown pwn [3,m ] noyw ipn
R DIPRI WIPN wha nwe pwn o Lpw mna 1A My mn pwbm
7I%p 7773 9RKRM L[0° ,02 3] TMWRIN DW WK 1aRa [...] JwRa
WRI DPWT wirs [L..] TaN SMTOR MW IrRnnm IwRIN oww
[...] to"am maan 57 mIRG 7MRA D 1aYa WA M0 OPW WK 30K
g7 i nn payad nHnar axva Apn Inamaw RHR Ty KD A
I MAn 5T 0 Kb wi DpwT &Y NPT ndnn L] mrp wN

PPt npyT K[L.]YR3INT 20T 0KRND IWKRD

I have not [...] the explanation of [the word] NPT, beyond what
I have already told you [...], and the [letter] dal is an affix in it.
Moreover, I have asked R. Avraham whether perhaps he knows its
[i-e., the word’s] base [meaning] {from the writings of our Sages, may
their memory be a blessing, [...] to him. Now proof of [my] conten-
tion [may be found in the fact] that the form of the affix suits the
form of the base [word], as it is said: nVYW 5pn (Jer. 47:3). [In this
case,] the shin is an affix, and the interpretation [...], the interpreta-
tion of VY is NVW.? Now in the present idiom [i.c., the language of
the payyetan] the dal functions like the shin. For in the Holy Tongue,
the shin functions in place of IWR, as [...]: TMWRIN DV WK 1AKR7
(Gen. 28:18). This may be succinctly expressed as: "IMWRIN DWW.
Now the Aramaic translation [of this passage] is: MTOR MWT.
Therefore the interpretation of NPT [...] as we have indicated: TWR
wan mu npw. And because there was a need for the letter dal the
payyetan wrote it [in] this [...]. Moreover, his intention in the yoser and
the zulat was to make the words obscure and jarring.'” Now as to what
I have read [...] the word is NpYT, not NPWT. [In that case,] it may

9 Sahlan is claiming that just as the Hebrew grammatical clement -@ is
employed with the Hebrew root element 70y in the case of VYW, so the Aramaic
grammatical element -7 (termed by him naoin) is employed with the Aramaic
root element P (termed by him IpyY) in the case of NPWT. The element NPW is
never explicitly glossed, but since he implies that it is to be understood as Aramaic,
we must conclude that in his view, the meaning of the root is ‘to be straitened,
distressed.” It is furthermore interesting to note that Sahlan states at the beginning
of his explanation that he considers it to be a partial one, and that he made an
(unsuccessful) attempt to clarify the meaning of the word in question by reference
to rabbinic exegesis.

1 The meaning of 77¥MY is uncertain. Our translation follows the suggestion
made by Yalon (see note 10).
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be said that the dal comes in place of zayin. As one says [Hebrew] 2
[for Aramaic] 8277, so NpYT [...the Hebrew word] npyr.

In addition to Sahlan’s comments, the Genizah has yielded a
number of cases in which glosses are supplied in the margins or
between the lines of a manuscript in which a piyyut is copied. Such
marginal/interlineal glosses are quite infrequent. Below, we itemize
all such cases known to us.

« T-S H 2.55 and Ox. Heb. f. 102 fol. 25-26 contain two
separate copies of the gedushta 902 M8 N7 NNAR for Shabbat
Va-Yassa by Qillir, both of which are accompanied by glosses.
The text has been published by Loeffler, who notes the glosses
in his introduction."!

« T-S H 7.41 contains the gerova N3 53 9TYR for Hanukkah by
Qillir.'* The text is provided with a number of Arabic glosses,
some difficult to make out.

* T-S NS 115.49 contains a Qillirian gedushta for mourning: the
rahitim ONR '73] RS M AR, and 0T TRN AT WK DINRY,
followed by the si/lug noP1I 2 AMp 1*R7. The text is provided
with Arabic and Hebrew glosses.

» T-S NS 116.16 contains piyyutim from a Qillirian gedushta for the
second Sabbath of Hanukkah.” Line 219 (ed. Muenz-Manor)
of the sillug is provided with an explanatory gloss in Hebrew.

* Ox. Heb. f. 32 fol. 2b (2713.1) contains the gedushta YT’ "TNR

mmr 531 for Yom Kippur by Qillir. In one case, the text is

provided with an interlineal gloss: the word 137377 is explained
as OV, i.e., a Divine Name. The text has been published by

Scheiber, who notes the gloss in his apparatus.'*

Mosseri IV 212.1 contains the gedushta qn5w 1338 for the

Seventh Day of Passover by Yosef be-rabbi Nisan.” In line 2

"' Binyamin Loeffler, “Kedushta le-shabbat Va-lassa le-rabbi Elazar be-rabbi
Killir,” Yerushatenu 2 (2009): 225—26.

2 Published in Ezra Fleischer, “Mivnim strofiyim me’en-azori’yim ba-piyyut
ha-kadum,” Ha-Sifrut 2 (1969): 224—-29.

13 Edited in Ophir Muenz-Manor, “Rabbi Elazar be-rabbi Killir—kedushta’ot
le-shabbatot ha-hanukkah,” (M.A. thesis, Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 2003),
101-35.

'* Alexander Scheiber, “Piyyut Killiri ha-muva al-yede Kirkisani,” in Genizah
Publications in Memory of David Kaufmann, 9-35. The gloss is noted on p. 11.

1 Menahem Zulay, “Le-toledot ha-piyyut be-eres yisra’el,” Studies of the Research
Institute for Hebrew Poelry in Jerusalem 5 (1939): 165—69.
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(ed. Zulay) of the gedushta, the word ©'y777 is glossed thus: P
"QwWT NI A

+ Ox. Heb. c. 20 fol. 7b (2736 D) contains the yoser NAWN ¥R
771 for Shabbat Emor by Sa’adya, which is accompanied by
several glosses in Arabic. The text has been published by Zulay,
who notes the glosses in his commentary.'®

Most of the instances listed here consist of extremely short, one-
to-one comments on particular words. The comments may be
translations into ecither Hebrew or Arabic, etymological explana-
tions (which may be based on Aramaic), or indications of a biblical
locution underlying a piyyut locution. Longer comments, formulated
as sentences, arc attested only in Ox. Heb. c. 20. It is safe to say
that in terms of content and hermeneutic technique, these marginal
glosses do not differ from the shorter comments encountered in the
commentary text that we have edited. The use of Arabic, more-
over, may conceivably be accounted for by the relative informality
of marginal commentary as opposed to the continuous, lemmatic
commentary encountered in our text.

Summing up, we may say that the data reviewed here make
it appear that the period that saw the production of the bulk of
Genizah documents witnessed a modest activity in the realm of
pyyut commentary. The piyyyutim commented on belong either to
the Classical Palestinian corpus (Qillir, Yosef be-rabbi Nisan), or
to the corpus of post-Classical, Eastern piyyut (Sa’adya, Shemuel
bar-Hoshana). In both cases, it appears that the objects of com-
mentary are piyyutim in active, liturgical use. Judging by Sahlan’s
letter, the commentary activity was pursued by scholars, who may
at the same time have composed piyyutim themselves. Its object was
the elucidation of the plain-sense meaning of the texts in question.
In pursuing this goal, the commentators provide explanatory glosses
and etymologies, as well as uncovering allusions to biblical and
midrashic texts. Noticeably absent from this program are attempts
at uncovering esoteric (mystical, etc.) allusions in the piyyut texts.
Neither do the preserved comments cite legendary material pertain-
ing to the lives of the payyetanim. Any evaluation of the significance
of the phenomenon of Genizah piyyut commentary must take into
account the paucity of the evidence on which the description is

' Menahem Zulay, Ha-askolah ha-payyetanit shel Rav Se’adyal Ga’on, 165—69.
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based. We feel confident in asserting that in the present case, this
paucity does not only reflect the highly partial, and in most cases
physically imperfect, documentation provided by the Genizah texts,
but also the marginality of piyyut commentary within the world of
scholarly activity documented in the Genizah.

A Critical Edition of T-S H 10.175
Sigla:

* & = doubtful reading

¢ & = letter marked for deletion in the manuscript
* [.] = one letter missing

* [..] = less than one word missing

* [...] = one word or more missing

» < > = filling out of a scribal abbreviation

Editorial conventions:

* Lemmas in the text are given according to the line number of
the edition indicated in the header provided for every piyyut:
e.g, 2°on 55 mmaN 3.

* Suggested corrections of the text are given in square brackets:
e.g, [RIAN H7¥] R

* Scriptural citations are provided in parentheses: e.g., (7 ;7" '122).

* The vocalization marks appearing in the edition are those
found in the manuscript.

Bibliographic abbreviations:

+ O'PI0D MT0 ,M¥HR = Shulamit Elizur, “Sidre pesukim be-
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Michael Rand, Ph.D. (2003) New York University, Researcher at The
Academy of the Hebrew Language ( Jerusalem, Israel). Publications
on Pyyut and Piyyut Grammar including Introduction to the Grammar
of Hebrew Poetry in Byzantine Palestine (New Jersey: Gorgias Press,
2006), “Liturgical Compositions for Shemini Atzeret by Eleazar
be-rabbi Qillir,” Ginze: Qedem 3 (2007) 9*%-99%*, “More on the Seder
Beriyot,” 750 16 (2009): 183209, “Elazar be-rabbi Killir: shivatat
tal nosefet,” Qoves al Yad 20 (2011) 49-79.
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Binyamin Loeffler, Researcher at The Academy of the Hebrew
Language ( Jerusalem, Israel). Publications on Piyyut including “RWRK
1% "w7—kinat hashlamah li-krovat TagK shel Elazar be-rabbi
Killir,” Tarbis 56 (1987): 504—14, “Hn I8 &5 n—Silluk Killiri
avud le-rosh ha-shanah,” in Studies in Hebrew Poetry and Jewish Heritage
in Memory of Aharon Mirsky, ed. Ephraim Hazan and Joseph Yahalom
(Ramat-Gan: Bar-Ilan, 2006), 127-58 (together with Joseph
Yahalom), “Kedushta le-shabbat Va-lassa le-rabbi Elazar be-rabbi
Killiy,” Yerushatenu 2 (2009): 223-58, “wp 9mR 7nR—Kedushta
le-seder hen karevu yamekha lamut le-Yannai,” Leshonenu 72 (2010):
179-99 (together with Michael Rand).



