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Introduction
Yefet ben ᴄElī the Karaite lived in Jerusalem where he translated the entire Bible into Judeo-Arabic and wrote a systematic and methodological commentary in that language on the entire Bible. Like Saadiah Gaon, Yefet subscribed to the Arabic model of his time. His commentaries include introductions to each book of the Bible and follow the biblical text in an orderly fashion.
 In the course of studying the manuscripts of Yefet’s commentary on the Book of Proverbs, many elements of Masorah were encountered. Some of the masoretic elements are marked on the margins and are visually noticeable, while others are found in the content of his commentary. This article explores the elements of Masorah in Yefet’s work as well as the ideology behind his masoretic preferences. It links his preferences with the Karaite Zionistic doctrine of return to the Land of Israel, and the Karaite ideological supremacy given to the Tiberian oral recitation tradition of Scripture. Yefet’s discussions of lexical and grammatical problems are also explored in this article. They are studied in the context of the early Karaite grammatical tradition. His approach to solving these problems include old strategies as well as new, and is embedded in an innovative linguistic approach to cases of peculiarities. 
The Order of the Books
As Yefet’s personal codex did not survive, we can only infer the order of its content based on internal evidence. Yefet’s comments lead us to believe that he began his exegetical work on Genesis and followed the biblical order throughout his work. His compositions are replete with allusions to the order in which he wrote his commentary, and it suffices to show two pieces of evidence to support this observation. The first is his commentary on Num. 27:11, in which he makes a reference to his not-yet-written commentary on Deut. 21:16: 
As for the [fact that the text] discusses sons and not daughters, this is in line with our forthcoming commentary (ᴄalā mā saᴐašraḥu ḏālika) on then on the day when he wills his possessions to his sons (Deut. 21:16).

The second is found in the introduction to his commentary on the Book of Ruth in which he mentions his by then existing commentary on Exodus saying “as we had explained this (kamā šaraḥnā ḏālika) in the chapter and Jethro heard (Exod. 18:1).”
 Indeed, Yefet wrote his commentary according to a traditional masoretic order of Scripture, yet there is no one standard order determined by the Masoretes. As is well known, the order of the pentateuchal books had been fixed without dispute in antiquity. However, the order of the prophetic and hagiographic books varies in different traditions.
 The two main traditions are the Babylonian and the Palestinian. Therefore, the question is, which tradition did Yefet’s codex reflect?

With regard to the prophetic books, the main difference between the Babylonian and the Palestinian traditions is the order of the latter prophets. The order of the three largest books of latter prophets in the Babylonian tradition reflects that which is mentioned in a baraita in the Babylonian Talmud, namely, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Isaiah.
 In contrast, the order according to the Palestinian tradition is Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel. An informative discussion found in Yefet’s commentary on Hos. 1:1 explores the order of the prophetic books. Yefet asserts that the order of the prophetic books is Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, followed by the twelve minor prophets. He explains his assertion based on chronological considerations.
 This order is in agreement with Palestinian as well as Spanish and Italian manuscripts, but differs from Babylonian and Ashkenazic manuscripts.
 

With regard to the order of the Hagiographa,  three matters are in question: the order of the EMeT books (Psalms, Proverbs, Job; the term EMeT originates from the Hebrew initials of these three books in reverse order); the order of the five mǝgillot (the five mǝgillot are Song of Songs, Ruth, Lamentations, Ecclesiastes, and Esther); and the position of Chronicles. 
Concerning the order of the EMeT books, the Babylonian tradition arranges them as Psalms, Proverbs, Job. In contrast, according to the Palestinian tradition the order is Psalms, Job, Proverbs. In his commentary on Prov. 30:24 Yefet says: 
With regard to the saying the wisest of the wise, the intention here is not the kind of human wisdom which is intelligence and assertion, rather it is the kind of wisdom God created for animals, as we have already explained (wa-qad šaraḥnā ḏālika) in the commentary on but where shall wisdom be found (Job 28:12).

It is clear from this comment that Yefet had completed his commentary on the Book of Job before embarking on Proverbs. This order is in agreement with the Palestinian tradition, in which the Book of Job precedes Proverbs. 
The most unstable order of books in the Bible is the order of the five mǝgillot. These texts are not grouped together in the Qumran manuscripts. Some of them are appended to other books in the Septuagint versions and in certain Christian Bibles, where Ruth follows Judges and Lamentations follows Jeremiah. The practice of grouping them together in the Hebrew Bible originates from the custom of reading these books on the festivals. The two most common orders of the five mǝgillot are based either on chronological principles or on the sequence of the holidays in which they are read. The order according to chronology is based on the assumed historical period in which they were written. This order is in agreement with the Palestinian tradition, and it is thus: Ruth, Song of Songs, Ecclesiastes, Lamentations, and Esther.
 The order based on the sequence of reading the mǝgillot according to the seasons of the year is in agreement with the Babylonian tradition and it is as follows: Song of Songs—read on Passover; Ruth—read on Shavuᴄot (Pentecost), Lamentations—read on Ninth of Av, Ecclesiastes—read on Sukkot (Feast of Booths), and Esther—read on Purim. Motivated by the principle of chronology, Yefet discusses the order of the five mǝgillot in his commentary on Ruth 1:2. He asserts that the events mentioned in the Book of Ruth indeed took place in the days of the Judges. However, he continues, the author/redactor (mudawwin) kept the story separate from the Book of Judges because the judges themselves are not mentioned in the story.
 Yefet adds that the biblical mudawwin appended the story of Ruth to the other mǝgillot and placed it, according to chronological order, ahead of them, since Boaz preceded Solomon.
 Here too Yefet’s remarks attest to the Palestinian/chronological order of the mǝgillot in which Ruth is in first position, followed by Song of Songs.

A question that remains unanswered is whether Chronicles was found at the beginning of the Hagiographa in Yefet’s codex, consistent with the Palestinian tradition, or at the end, following the Babylonian tradition. In light of evidence concerning latter prophets, the position of the EMeT books, and the five mǝgillot, it is reasonable to assume that Chronicles was situated at the head of the Hagiographa in Yefet’s codex. However, no evidence to support this has been found as yet. It is important to note that the eleventh-century, Arabic-script manuscript of the British Library, BL Or. 2556, which was owned by a certain Levi Halevi – presumably Yefet’s son – contains segments of the translation and commentary of Yefet on Daniel, Ezra-Nehemiah and Chronicles in this order, reflecting the Babylonian order. However, since each of the commentaries in this manuscript begins in a separate folio, independent of the others, it is possible that initially they were separate, or perhaps bound according to the Palestinian sequence, and that the present order is a result of a later rebinding. Nonetheless, cumulative internal evidence suggests that Yefet’s codex was arranged according to the Palestinian order.
 It is not surprising that Yefet’s codex follows the Palestinian tradition. One of the central tenets in Karaite doctrine was the call for immigration to Israel, as early Karaites believed that settlement in Jerusalem would hasten the arrival of the Messiah. Daniel al-Qūmisī was the first influential Karaite leader who endorsed and promoted the immigration of Karaites to Palestine. His call resulted in the eventual establishment of a Karaite community of scholars in Jerusalem. In addition to theological motivation, Zionistic ideology in Karaite doctrine is coupled with their anti-Rabbanite sentiments. Soon after the Muslims took hold of Jerusalem in 638, Jews were given permission to settle in the city. However, opening the gates of Jerusalem to Jews did not stir much interest among the Rabbanite leadership of the diaspora. The Babylonian academies did not support immigration to Palestine throughout the gaonic period. Instead, they emphasized their own superiority over the Palestinian academy. Thus Babylonia remained the preferred center of Rabbanite Judaism, while Jerusalem became the center for Karaite Judaism during the golden age of the movement.
 Yefet himself was a passionate adherent of this ideology, as can be seen in the following examples. In his commentary on Song 2:12-13 Yefet writes:
Just as the sages of Palestine are more revered than those of the Exile in their knowledge, so too all those who dwell in Palestine are more respected in their observance of religion than those living in Exile.
 
In his commentary on Mic 12:13 he writes:
The land of Exile is jail, and the prisoners have been imprisoned for a long time in that jail, which has no exit door nor an opening for climbing out.
  
Pisqaᴐot
The Masoretes divided the biblical text into small segments, generally larger than one verse but smaller than one chapter, known as pisqaᴐot or paršiyyot.
 Such divisions are found in the manuscripts of Yefet’s commentaries. The question is whether the division found in these manuscripts reflects the masoretic division. No autographic manuscript penned by Yefet has been found thus far. However, the earliest copies of his work are dated to the eleventh century, around a hundred years after he composed his commentary.
 The eleventh-century manuscripts are different from subsequent ones, as the former are written in Arabic script, while the latter are written in Hebrew script.
 Arabic-script manuscripts typically do not include marginal notes. In contrast, Hebrew-script manuscripts include occasional notes on the margins which indicate various masoretic elements. It is reasonable to assume, therefore, that Yefet did not include these notes in his original manuscripts, and that they were the product of later copyists.

Most of the Hebrew-script manuscripts of Yefet’s commentary include markings of pisqaᴐot on the margins. They are marked alphabetically by large Hebrew letters with a small crescent-moon-shaped symbol above them. Comparing the division of Prov. 1-9 on the margins of Yefet’s manuscripts with that in ML, it was found that out of the 24 breaks in ML, 23 are identical to those on Yefet’s manuscripts (96% agreement).
 Hence, there is a relatively high degree of agreement between the marginal markings on Yefet’s manuscripts and the masoretic division of the text into pisqaᴐot. However, as mentioned before, the marginal notes were made by later copyists, not by Yefet. The next question is, therefore, whether Yefet follows the same breaks in the text when he inserts segments of commentary. When we examine Yefet’s commentary we see that he often provides a running translation of a group of verses, at the end of which he includes a paragraph of commentary.
 He breaks the text up into small units in light of the subject matter, but so do the Masoretes. The question is, therefore, whether there is a correlation between the division of the Masoretes and that of Yefet. Comparing Yefet’s units of commentary on Prov. 1-9 with the masoretic division of the text in ML, 21 out of a total of 24 masoretic divisions were identical (88% agreement).
 Based on this evidence, it is tempting to conclude that Yefet was guided by the masoretic division when he crafted his exegetical units. However, a close examination of his commentary on other books reveals a much weaker correlation between his division of the text and the masoretic division into pisqaᴐot.
 
The masoretic division of Scripture is found also in manuscripts containing the work of Abū al-Faraj Hārūn, Yefet’s younger contemporary and a Karaite grammarian and teacher who lived in Jerusalem. Abū al-Faraj Hārūn compiled an interpretation of selected difficult words from the Bible in a book titled Tafsīr al-Alfāẓ al-Ṣaᴄba fī al-Miqra (The Meaning of Difficult Terms in the Bible). This compilation is organized according to the biblical order of books, and according to the division into pisqaᴐot. The order is reflected in the page layout of the manuscripts.
 
Other Marginal Notes 
In addition to the division into pisqaᴐot, some of Yefet’s manuscripts include other marginal notes of various kinds. Such markings include the phrase ḥaṣi hassefer which indicates the midpoint of the book with regard to verse count. In addition, in some of the manuscripts, including Yefet’s commentary on Proverbs, there is a set of markings which indicate the division into sǝdarim.
 The division into sǝdarim is Palestinian in origin. It reflects a triennial cycle of the ritual Torah reading in which the Pentateuch is divided into 154 (or, according to another tradition, 167) weekly units called sǝdarim.
 Typically, the markings on Yefet’s commentaries look like a large decorated Hebrew letter sameḫ in the margin. Sometimes it is followed by another letter, written underneath it, which indicates the number of the seder. For example, Prov. 14:4 is the beginning of the fourth seder in Proverbs, as it is indicated by the fourth letter of the Hebrew alphabet, daleṯ. Even though the division into sǝdarim is Palestinian in origin, it was retained in manuscripts long after the Babylonian division into 54 annual parašot became the prevailing custom in Palestine as well. Divisions into sǝdarim are common in biblical books that are used for ritual readings before the congregation such as the Pentateuch. It is not clear why we find such divisions in the Book of Proverbs, as we do not know of communal/ritual readings of this text.
 Even if we assume that there existed a tradition of public recitation of the Book of Proverbs, Yefet’s manuscripts are compositions of commentary; they are not biblical codices written by Masoretes in order to preserve the Masorah such as ML, MA and others. The question is, therefore, why did the copyists add marginal notes that point to the midpoint of the book, the division of the text into pisqaᴐot, and the division of the text into sǝdarim? It stands to reason that the copyists deemed such marking necessary in order to help the readers navigate and orient themselves. Since no alternative text divisions were in use at the time, and since there is no evidence for systematic pagination on these manuscripts, it is possible to assume that these divisions were used not only for the purpose of public reading and studying, but also for the purpose of individual navigation and orientation.

The Hermeneutic Value of Tropes
Medieval manuscripts of Yefet’s commentaries do not include marking of the trope system. What is more, Yefet does not commonly comment on the trope system in his exegetical work. An unusual case in which Yefet harnesses the trope system for the purpose of hermeneutics is found in his commentary on Esth. 9:7-9. These verses include the list of names of Haman’s sons. The names are separated from one another by the particle et, which is repeated ten times. Each et is followed by the cantillation sign paseq. Yefet explains that the paseq is there to represent the family and servants of each one of Haman’s sons, who were killed along with the sons themselves.
 Yefet undeniably adds a hermeneutic value to a trope, which is typically intended as a punctuation mark. Such comments are rare in Yefet’s exegetical work; nevertheless, they betray a homiletic approach to interpretation.
 
Kǝtiv/Qǝre
The biblical text is preserved in two parallel traditions, the written tradition, also known as kǝtiv, and the oral recitation tradition also known as qǝre. Each of these traditions includes exclusive information missing in the other. For example, the written tradition distinguishes between plene and defective orthography, as certain words may or may not include vowel letters It also preserves the tradition of linear writing and spacing characteristic of the separation between pisqaᴐot. All these features are not included in the oral recitation tradition. On the other hand, the written tradition does not include vowels, gemination, cantillation and punctuation information, all of which is preserved in the oral recitation tradition. The Masoretes were aware of these two channels of transmission and were determined to record the discrepancies between them. The largest category of masoretic notes is the one that marks the discrepancy between the written tradition and the oral recitation tradition. The Masoretes recorded roughly 1500 cases of such discrepancies.
 These cases are not uniform in nature; rather they include several different types. The purpose of some of the masoretic notes was to guide the reader and warn against following the written tradition when it deviated from the oral. They were also designed to alert the scribe to errors due to unusual spellings. The Masoretes often point to the exceptional cases, those that seem at odds with the norm.
 Karaite scholars generally preferred the oral tradition to the written. They posited that while the oral tradition was transmitted uninterruptedly through the generations by a large number of readers, the written tradition was in the hands of a relatively small and exclusive class of scribes. Any typographical error made by one scribe could potentially be introduced into a transmission line and remain fixed, whereas a mistake in recitation would be more likely to be checked and corrected. The Karaites considered the Tiberian oral recitation tradition as the gold standard. The medieval treatise Guidance of the Reader (Hidāyat al-Qāri), attributed to Abū al-Faraj Hārūn, attests to the canonic status of the Tiberian reading tradition.
 The Karaites believed that the Tiberian tradition preserved the original reading of the Bible as was practised in the days of the prophets. Their preference for the Tiberian tradition is consistent with their Zionistic doctrine that emphasized the supremacy of the Land of Israel. Rejection of the kǝtiv tradition by Karaites was part of their criticism of the Rabbanite tradition of harnessing the conflict between the oral and written traditions to derive multiple interpretations from Scripture. Their accusation that the Rabbanites corrupted the transmission of the text echoes the idea of taḥrīf (tampering with the text, textual corruption), a major polemic topic in internal Islamic debate as well as in Muslim polemics against Jews and Christians.

Although Yefet was neither a Masorete nor a scribe, but rather an exegete, we find some reference to masoretic notes in his commentary. In general, Yefet ignores kǝtiv/qǝre notes; however, a certain type of kǝtiv/qǝre prods him to weave his commentary in its light. Yefet’s description of kǝtiv as “that which is written inside” and qǝre as “that which is written outside” testifies to the page arrangement of the codices that were at his disposal. It reflects the convention of writing the kǝtiv in the body of the text and qǝre in the margin, which was already a common practice in his time.
 Be that as it may, one such occurrence is found in Prov. 26:2, translated by NRSV as Like a sparrow in its flitting, like a swallow in its flying, an undeserved curse goes nowhere. Yefet’s rendition is: Like a bird in its wandering and like a sparrow in its flight, so too an undeserved curse does not come. This is a case of two homophones, two words of identical pronunciation but different spellings and meanings. In such a case the discrepancy between the oral recitation tradition and the written tradition is not manifested by a different utterance, but rather, by the different meaning. The penultimate word in this verse according to the kǝtiv is loᴐ, “no”, a negation particle. Variably, it is lo, “his”, according to the qǝre. A survey of the different masoretic lists yields at total of nineteen such instances in the entire Bible, typically annotated as lo deḫtiv loᴐ (“his” written as “no”).
 Remarkably, Yefet’s translation of Prov 26:2 reflects only the kǝtiv. Yet he combines both kǝtiv and qǝre into one complementary commentary, saying that an undeserved curse will not come upon the one who is cursed; rather it will bounce back on the curser himself and will be his.

It is interesting to note that like Yefet, Saadiah’s translation of this verse reflects the kǝtiv only. Furthermore, his commentary is reminiscent of Yefet’s, as he too suggests an interpretation that combines the two meanings in light of both the kǝtiv and the qǝre.
 Nevertheless, this is a rare case in which Yefet acknowledges the two traditions of kǝtiv and qǝre and composes an interpretation that combines the two.
  
Lexicography

In their pursuit of the meaning of unusual forms and unique words in Scripture, medieval lexicographers typically used a method that included searching through three concentric spheres of resources. In cases of unique words or unique usages of words, they would begin by looking for the meaning in the context itself. If this was not productive, they would expand the sphere of their search to include intertextual studies, and they would look for the meaning in cross references within Scripture in which the form occurs. However, if this too was not successful, they would resort to extra-biblical material. Sometimes the last sphere would include the application of comparative semitics, as they would search for cognates in other semitic languages that were at their disposal such as Aramaic, Syriac and Arabic.
 For the purpose of the discussion at hand, I therefore call this technique ‘the concentric search method’.
 This method was widely used by medieval Qurᴐan exegetes and grammarians as well. The three spheres of quranic studies included context, cross references within the Qurᴐan, and comparison with Ḥadīṯ, foreign sources, and even pre-Islamic poetry.
 Following the footsteps of their medieval predecessors, modern scholars continue to use such linguistic methods even today. The following is a collection of cases in which Yefet points to lexical difficulties in Scripture and offers his own solutions, which include the concentric search method.
Contextual Meaning

A literal approach to translation is the hallmark of the Karaite tradition. Yefet’s translations often echo the source language and imitate it on lexical and syntactic levels. The following is a case in which Yefet deviates from this practice and provides an interpretive translation based on context instead of the literal meaning. 

Song 2:17α is part of the discourse of the female beloved: ᴄad še-yyafuaḥ ha-yyom vǝ-nasu ha-ṣṣǝlalim (Before the day blows softly in, and the shadows flee).
 This clause poses a few interpretive problems. The main problem is whether the beloved refers to dusk or to dawn. What does it mean that the day blows? Does it refer to the cool air in the evening or to the morning breeze? What does it mean that the shadows flee? Is it when they disappear as the sun rises or is it the evening darkness that swallows them up? Michael Fox posits that the time of the day described here is dawn.
 Yefet holds the same view. Yet surprisingly, his translation of the first verb yafuaḥ as yunkašifu ‘will be revealed,’ is interpretive, not literal. Yefet, self aware of the deviation, adds an explanatory clause saying: “I have translated yafuaḥ as yunkašifu as it is befitting the clause and its meanings; however the pure meaning of the word is ‘to blow’.”
 Yefet invites the reader to share in his conflict when faced with a biblical clause that does not make sense. On the one hand, he knows that the intrinsic logic of the Hebrew language does not allow a clause such as ‘the day blows.’ On the other hand, he feels compelled to preserve the literal meaning. His solution is therefore to give an interpretive translation, but include the literal meaning as well in his commentary.
 Yefet’s interpretive translation, which is based on context, demonstrates the use of the first step of the concentric search method. 
Multiple Meanings
In Prov. 21:21 rodef ṣǝdaqa va-ḥesed yimṣaᴐ ḥayyim ṣǝdaqa vǝ-ḫavod the word ṣǝdaqa occurs twice, once in each hemistich. Some modern scholars assume that the second repetition is a dittography. They suggest translating the verse without the second occurrence. For example, the rendition found in NRSV is whoever pursues righteousness and kindness will find life and honor.
 In contrast, medieval commentators, including Yefet, never assume anything in Scripture to be superfluous. Rather, they make attempts to justify the repetition. In the case at hand Yefet maintains that the repetition of the word ṣǝdaqa points to two different meanings. He asserts that the first ṣǝdaqa means ‘following the law’, ‘being pious’, while the second occurrence means ‘reward’. The first meaning Yefet suggests is rather common, but the second is not. Yefet further supports the second meaning with two cross references in Scripture (Deut. 6:25 and Gen. 15:6) in which this rare meaning can be demonstrated.
 This is a case in which Yefet applies the second step of the concentric search method, i.e., intertextuality. To be sure, modern scholars agree with Yefet that ṣǝdaqa can sometimes mean ‘reward’,
 yet none has linked it to the verse at hand.
Hapax Legomena 
Yefet, like other Karaite scholars of his time, exhibited a vast knowledge of the biblical text and an impressive understanding of biblical Hebrew. He was also versed in other semitic languages such as Aramaic, Syriac, and Arabic. When faced with lexical difficulties, Yefet would occasionally harness this knowledge to resolve them. 
In his commentary on Song 4:1-4 Yefet examines key words in the segment and points to the existence of a few hapax legomena, saying: “Know that there are words in this segment which have no parallel in Scripture such as u-midbareḫ nave and še-ggalšu mehar ha-gilᴄad [sic].” He then offers an explanation for both cases saying: 
The sages explained u-midbareḫ as ‘and your organ of speech’, (wa-miḫṭabuki), since this is whence the speech emerges.
 They explained še-ggalšu as ‘they were goaded on to move from their place.’ Another meaning is that perhaps it is derived from the Aramaic translation of bǝ-qaraḥto o vǝ-gabbaḥto (his bald head or his bald forehead, Lev. 13:42).
 
With regard to the first hapax, midbareḫ, Yefet’s translation is in agreement with LXX and the Vulgate as he understands it as ‘mouth’ rather than ‘speech’. Yefet is aware of the poetic parallelism which infers that it is the instrument itself, the organ of speech, not the action of speaking. He therefore draws the meaning from context itself, resorting to the first step of the concentric search method. 
David ben Abraham al-Fāsī, a tenth century Karaite lexicographer, includes midbareḫ in his lexicon Kitāb Jāmiᴄ al-Alfāẓ. He lists it within the entry for the root d-b-r, but does not offer a translation.
 His Spanish contemporary, Abū al-Walīd Merwān Ibn Janāḥ, lists the quotation u-midbareḫ nave in his lexicon Sepher Haschoraschim as an example of the root d-b-r coupled with a preformative mêm, but gives no translation.
 Like Yefet, later commentators such as Rashi and Ibn Ezra also understood it as the organ of speech.
 
With regard to the second hapax that he mentions, še-ggalšu, the meaning remains unclear even today. This root occurs only twice in the Bible, here and in Song 6:5. In both occurrences the word is used in the description of the physical beauty of the beloved, more specifically her hair. In the KB the root g-l-š is compared with cognate roots in Galilean Jewish Aramaic ‘to boil’, Middle Hebrew ‘boiling water’, Ugaritic and Egyptian ‘to hop’, Arabic ‘to sit down’, and Ethiopian ‘to go away’.
 The version in the LXX may reflect a translation of a variant, še-ggillu, derived from the root g-l-y meaning ‘to uncover, reveal’.
 The Vulgate and Syriac seem to reflect še-ᴄalu derived from the root ᴄ-l-y ‘to ascend’.
 Yefet suggests that the root means ‘to goad’ as in goading an animal to move from its place. Yefet does not give an explanation for his choice; perhaps he is guided by context here too. Yet, he provides additional interpretation according to which the root is related to the Aramaic translation of gabbaḥat. To be sure, gabbaḥat occurs several times in the Bible, mostly in the discussion of leprosy and the balding of the head and forehead as a result of the disease. Gabbaḥat, therefore, means the balding of the forehead. It usually appears in the Targum as gǝluštaᴐ. Yefet suggests, therefore, that here too the root might have a meaning related to baldness or hair loss. Looking for the solution in another semitic language, Yefet demonstrates the use of the third step of the concentric research method. 
Applying the same method, other ancient and medieval commentators also coupled our hapax with baldness. R. Joshua of Sikhnin explains in the name of R. Levi that the root at hand relates to the thinning of the hair.
 Al-Fāsī, who includes the word in his lexicon, says that he believes that it is derived from the Syriac word for gibbeaḥ, and therefore it means ‘to shear’.
 In the same vein, Rashi posits that the word means ‘make bald’. Ibn Ezra and Rashbam posit that the word means ‘to be seen’. However, they both also mention that the root g-l-š is used in the translation of gibbeaḥ.
 In contrast, Ibn Janaḥ posits that the root g-l-š means ‘to get up early, at dawn’. He suggests that it is a cognate of the Arabic root ġ-l-s, ‘dawn’.
 Modern translators such as Marvin Pope and Michael Fox prefer ‘streaming’. Variably, Cheryl Exum’s rendition is ‘winding down’.
 
Another lexical crux is found in Exod. 4:1:

Va-yyaᴄan Moše va-yyomer vǝ-hen loᴐ yaᴐaminu li vǝ-loᴐ yišmǝᴄu bǝ-qoli ki yomru loᴐ nirᴐa eleḫa Adonai (But Moses spoke up and said, “What if they do not believe me and do not listen to me, but say: The Lord did not appear to you?”). 
The Hebrew demonstrative hen most commonly means ‘look’ or ‘behold’. It is also a pronoun meaning ‘they’ (feminine). However, these meanings are not applicable in the verse at hand. A third meaning, the conditional ‘if’, is based on the Aramaic cognate hen. Yefet alerts the readers that in the case at hand the third meaning is the appropriate one saying:
The word vǝ-hen is in place of vǝ-im, for this better fits the context. We find this use in the Aramaic instead of im as [in] the phrases vǝ-hen laᴐ yǝdiᴄa le-heve (but if not (be it known)) (Dan. 3:18), and hen qiryǝta daḫ tiṯbǝne (if this city will be built) (Ezra 4:13, 16). And there are many such cases in Aramaic.

 Yefet applies here all three steps of the concentric search method. This is a case in which the most common meaning of a word does not fit its context. Yefet’s solution combines both searching for a sound meaning in another semitic language, and looking for support in cross references within Scripture. 
Grammar & Syntax

Yefet himself was neither a Masorete nor a grammarian, yet he was well familiar with the works of Masoretes and grammarians as his work reflects great knowledge of both disciplines. Scholars have long debated whether the Masoretes were Karaites or Rabbanites. Aron Dotan concludes at the end of his study of the history of the controversy that Ben Asher was indeed a Rabbanite.
 In contrast, Rafael Zer goes as far as to say that the Masorete of the Aleppo codex was actually a Karaite.
 In the same vein, Geoffrey Khan points to a great affinity between the work of the Masoretes and the work of the Karaite grammarians.
 Be that as it may, early medieval Masoretes and grammarians regarded Masorah and grammar as one discipline and discussed them both interchangeably in their writings. They viewed both Masorah and grammar as complementary tools geared towards the preservation of the holy text.
 Even though the approach of each discipline is distinctively different from the other, they both work towards the same goal. While the grammarian is looking for the general rules and principles by which the language operates, the Masorete is interested in recording the exceptions, the peculiarities, and the irregularities.
 However, since no clear distinction between the two disciplines was made by the early Masoretes and grammarians, this article includes the discussion of both as found in the work of Yefet. 

It is not surprising to find discussions of both Masorah and grammar in Yefet’s commentaries. Yefet lived and worked in Jerusalem around the time of the great Karaite grammarian Abū Yaᴄqūb Yūsuf ibn Nūḥ, who is accredited with founding an academy (dār) for learning in Jerusalem. Ibn Nūḥ, who wrote a work in Arabic on Hebrew grammar titled Diqduq or Nuqat Diqduq (Points of Grammar), was himself a link in a chain of tradition of Hebrew grammarians that originated among the Karaites of Iraq and Iran. As Karaites began to migrate from the east to Jerusalem during the tenth century, they brought this tradition with them. Ibn Nūḥ himself moved from Iraq to Palestine, where he is said to have lived for thirty years. Although the Diqduq is the earliest extant text identifiable as a Karaite grammatical work, ibn Nūḥ was not the first Karaite grammarian. Both he and other grammarians of his generation refer in their writings to other anonymous Karaite scholars (ᴄulamāᴐ) and grammarians (al-diqduqiyyūna), some contemporary, but some who passed away before them. Al-Qirqisānī, a Karaite scholar who wrote in the first half of the tenth century, mentions Hebrew grammarians from Iṣfahān, Tustār and Baṣra in his book, Kitāb al-Anwār wa-l-Marāqib.
 It is likely that Yefet, whose family originated in Baṣra, was trained and influenced by the Baṣran school of Hebrew grammar. 
Ibn Nūḥ’s Diqduq is not arranged systematically according to topics in grammar. Rather, it is a collation of grammatical notes on the Bible, accompanied by occasional exegetical observations. The work discusses selected verses from the entire Bible arranged according to the biblical text. It is intended as an aid to reading Scripture. For the most part the Diqduq is concerned with the analysis and clarification of word structure. It also includes occasional discussions of phonology, syntax and the rhetorical structure of verses.
 Yefet’s grammatical notes, embedded in his commentaries, bear great resemblance to ibn Nūḥ’s method and approach.

Khan shows that ibn Nūḥ’s work as presented in the Diqduq is closely associated with the activity of the Masoretes. Like the Masoretes, he too examined the details of the written transmission and the reading tradition of the biblical text. Similar to other masoretic works, the Diqduq’s main concern is to draw up rules for the occurrence of distinctions.
 In addition, a shared terminology of grammatical concepts was used in masoretic treatises and the work of early Karaite grammarians.
 There is an obvious resemblance to ibn Nūḥ’s work in Yefet’s commentaries. The latter’s discussions of grammar are not collected in an organized grammatical treatise; rather they appear as deemed needed according to occurrences of unusual forms in the biblical text. What is more, Yefet uses some of the same terminology found in ibn Nūḥ’s work as well as other lists of terms attributed to early Karaite grammarians. 
Karaite Hebrew grammarians continued to produce and create through the tenth and eleventh centuries. Ibn Nūḥ’s distinguished disciple and successor, Abū al-Faraj Hārūn ibn al-Faraj, a contemporary of Levi ben Yefet (Yefet’s son) at the academy, bequeathed to future generations numerous works in Arabic on Hebrew grammar such as his eight-part work on Hebrew morphology and syntax titled al-Kitāb al-Muštamil ᴄalā al-uṣūl wa-l-fuṣūl fī al-luġa al-ᴄibrāniyya (The Comprehensive Book of General Principles and Particular Rules of the Hebrew Language), completed in 1026 C.E. This book also appeared in an abridged form titled al-Kitāb al-Kāfī fī al-luġa al-ᴄibrāniyya (The Sufficient Book on the Hebrew Language). Abū al-Faraj’s most important contribution to the understanding of the pronunciation and cantillation of the Tiberian masoretic tradition of biblical Hebrew is his aforementioned book titled Hidāyat al-Qāriᴐ (Guide for the Reader).
 
Yefet’s discussions of grammar and syntax display a vast knowledge of grammar theory. He proves to be well versed in the jargon of the grammarians of his time as his discussions are replete with conventional Hebrew and Arabic terminology. As will be pointed out, the same terminology is found in Abū al-Faraj’s al-Kitāb al-Kāfī as well as other anonymous lists of Hebrew grammar terms.
  
Single Voice versus Plural Voice
As mentioned above, Yefet exhibits a great knowledge of biblical Hebrew, grammar and Masorah. However, ultimately he is a commentator, not a grammarian. Occasionally, when he points to a grammatical difficulty, his solution is hermeneutic rather than scientific. The following is an example of such a case. In Song 1:16, 17 the female beloved addresses her male lover while referring to herself in the plural. Yefet makes a note of this discrepancy, especially in light of the previous verse, in which the male lover addresses the beloved in the singular. First, Yefet explains the grammatical incongruity. He then brings other examples of the plural voice in places where the singular voice would have been in order. However, he does not offer a grammatical solution. Instead, he uses this as a hermeneutic opportunity. Before delving into his solution, however, we need to examine Yefet’s hermeneutic approach to Song of Songs. Yefet’s commentary on Song of Songs runs in two parallel strands. The first is a purely literal one, accounting for the love between a man and a woman. The second is allegorical, referring to the relationship between the People of Israel in general and the Karaite community in particular on the one hand, and God on the other. In this case, alluding to the allegorical plane, Yefet posits that the author employs the plural voice when referring to the entire nation, and the singular voice when referring to an exclusive class of the nobles.
 

To denote the notion of singular voice and plural voice Yefet uses the Hebrew terms lǝšon yaḥid and lǝšon rabbim respectively. In using these terms Yefet adheres to the early Karaite grammar tradition. The use of the Hebrew word lašon/lǝšon to denote a lexical class is found in Abū al-Faraj’s work. These and other Hebrew terms are survivals of Hebrew terms that were used by the early Karaite grammarians.
 The designation of yaḥid as singular and rabbim as plural is found in a tenth-century Judeo-Arabic anonymous Karaite grammatical treatise on Hebrew nouns. The grammatical theories expressed in the treatise are close to those of ibn Nūḥ’s Diqduq.
 A list of terms found in the Geniza and dated to the eighth century includes the use of lašon/lǝšon to denote a lexical class such as lǝšon zaḫar/lǝšon neqeva (masculine voice/feminine voice).
 
Feminine Voice versus Masculine Voice

The following is an example in which Yefet identifies a grammatical difficulty that he resolves by means of both grammar and hermeneutics. In Josh. 2:17, 20 we find the unusual form hišbaᴄtānū. The antecedent of the verb hišbaᴄtānū is Rahab, the woman who dwells in the walls of Jericho. It should, therefore, be derived in the feminine voice as hišbaᴄtīnū. Yefet explains that while forms with ṣērê (nuqṭain) and ḥîreq (nuqṭa) are exclusively feminine (taᴐnīṯ), the forms with qāmeṣ (qamiṣa) can be either masculine (muḏakkar) or feminine (muᴐannaṯ).
 It is interesting to note that the Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar is in partial agreement with Yefet, as it indicates that the form hišbaᴄtānū is regarded as a normal second singular feminine declension of the verb when modified by the first person plural suffix.
 The third and last occurrence of the form hišbaᴄtānū in the Bible is in Song 5:9, and here too the antecedent is feminine. Yefet distinguishes between this occurrence and those found in Joshua. In contrast to his analysis of the cases in Joshua, he identifies the occurrence in Song of Songs as an exclusively masculine form. However, he says that in cases of metaphor – a category to which Song of Songs no doubt belongs in his mind – when no specific male is mentioned, it is permissible to use either the masculine or feminine voice.
 
Thus, Yefet identifies two separate yet identical occurrences of a breach in the laws of grammar. His explanations in the different occurrences seem to contradict each other. However, Yefet is an exegete whose role, as he sees it, is to understand grammatical phenomena and justify them, not write them off as errors. Yefet’s approach is similar to that of modern functional linguistics. His grammatical notes are descriptive, not prescriptive. For him, biblical Hebrew is a living language which is not always bound by hard and fast rules.
 

In his discussion of the verb hišbaᴄtānū Yefet mostly uses Arabic grammar terminology. His terminology is very similar to that found in Abū al-Faraj’s al-Kitāb al-Kāfī.
 Such terminology is used in the mainstream Baṣran school of Arabic grammar. It links Yefet with both the Baṣran and the Karaite grammar traditions. 
Active Voice versus Passive Voice
To be fair, Yefet mostly resolves syntactical conundrums in a scholastic fashion. There are many occasions on which he points to a problem or a phenomenon without attributing to it a hermeneutic value. Such is the case with the following example. In his commentary on Song 1:11 Yefet points to a rare case in which the same verb can be understood both as active and as passive voice. Yefet translates tore zahav naᴄase laḫ ᴄim nǝquddoṯ ha-kkasef in the active voice as Golden crowns we will make for you with silver studs. In addition, he identifies the verb naᴄase as lǝšon gǝdula (majestic plural). However, he notes that it can be understood also as mafᴄūl (passive voice), as this is a rare case in which the passive voice and the active voice have the same morphology. Yefet underscores that both readings may fit the context, as it may also be possible to render Golden crowns will be made for you with silver studs.
 

Notice that Yefet combines here both Hebrew and Arabic terminology. He uses the Hebrew term lǝšon gǝdula to denote the active voice of a majestic plural and the Arabic term mafᴄūl to denote passive voice. The use of the term lǝšon gǝdula to denote the majestic plural is unique to Yefet. However, the use of lašon/lǝšon to point to a lexical class is common.
 So too, the term mafᴄūl is widely used in Arabic grammars by both Arab and Karaite grammarians to denote the passive voice, as well as various types of verbal complements.
 
Conclusion
Elements of both Masorah and grammar as revealed in Yefet’s commentaries are presented in this article. Some of the masoretic elements are marked on the margins of the manuscripts and are the product of later copyists, while others are integral to the commentary and were penned by Yefet himself. Based on internal evidence, it seems that the book order in Yefet’s codex followed the Palestinian tradition. This evidence goes hand in hand with the Karaite Zionistic doctrine that called for immigration to the Land of Israel, and upheld the supremacy of its tradition. By the same token, Karaite ideology called for the rejection of the Rabbanite tradition which was associated with the Exile. In addition to clues concerning the order of books in Yefet’s codex, several types of marginal notes are commonly marked on his manuscripts. The marking of pisqaᴐot exhibits an extensive degree of agreement with the standard masoretic division as found in ML. Marginal markings of the midpoint, pisqaᴐot and sǝdarim were introduced by later copyists and were intended to facilitate the navigation and orientation of the readers. Yefet’s own division of the text into exegetical units partially mirrors that of the Masoretes. 
Rare as it may be, Yefet attributes a hermeneutic value to the paseq, a marker of the trope system, which serves as a punctuation sign. Such initiative reveals a homiletic approach to exegesis. 
Yefet’s stance on kǝtiv/qǝre reflects the general Karaite position of insistent preference for the qǝre version, which reflects the oral recitation tradition. Karaites follow the Tiberian reading tradition and consider it the gold standard. However, in cases in which the discrepancy between the kǝtiv and the qǝre is a matter of meaning, not pronunciation, Yefet acknowledges the different traditions. Yet, unlike the Rabbanite tradition that draws multiple interpretations based on the differences between kǝtiv and qǝre, Yefet combines the two meanings into one complementary commentary.

Treating lexical difficulties, Yefet applies the concentric search method, a method that was innovative in the Middle Ages but proved to survive the test of time and is in use even today.

In his treatment of grammatical conundrums Yefet demonstrates a tight link with the Karaite grammatical tradition. His use of terminology both in Hebrew and Arabic links him to early and contemporary Karaite grammatical tradition as well as to the Baṣran Arab grammar tradition. Yefet’s approach to solving grammatical problems combines both hermeneutic and scholastic methods. The latter stems from the understanding of grammar as a science. Such understanding, which was new in Yefet’s time, led to the development of methods still in use today. In addition, Yefet’s approach to solving grammatical problems resembles that of modern functional linguists. Both Yefet and modern scholarship take a descriptive, non-judgmental, stance on grammar. Such methods and approach point to a unique and innovative world view and place Yefet ahead of his time. 
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