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ABSTRACT: This article addresses the niche problem of interpreting the text of Gen 5:24 “Enoch walked
with God and he was not, for God took him” in Karaite exegetical literature. It aims to investigate with
what technique this crucial text for Enochian literature was read and explained in biblical commentaries
belonging to the canon of Karaite exegetical literature, and especially how the meaning of the verb “took”
was interpreted. The subject of this study is the passages concerning the character of Enoch that are attested
in three Hebrew-language commentaries published in print, dating from the 13th, 14th, and 19th centu-
ries. These are Sefer ha-mivhar ve-tov ha-mishar by Aaron ben Joseph, Sefer keter Torah by Aaron ben Elijah,
and Tirat kesef by Joseph Solomon ben Moses Lutski. All these commentaries were printed by the Karaite
printing press in Gozleve (Eupatoria) in the 19th century and were used for educational purposes, includ-
ing in the Polish-Lithuanian Karaite communities. Except for small fragments, these commentaries have
never been translated or critically edited. The editions of the commentaries on Gen 5:24 included in this
article provide a representative illustration of the peculiarities of Karaite biblical exegesis in the period from
the late Middle Ages onward.

KEYWORDS: exegesis of Genesis 5:24, Karaite exegesis, Enoch, Enochic literature

Genesis 5:24, which is the cornerstone of Enochic literature, has undoubtedly stirred the
emotions of theologians since antiquity and has caused controversy as to the proper meaning
of the unique phrase contained therein, “And he was not, for God took him.” The presence
of eleven Aramaic manuscripts of the Book of Enoch (1 En.) in the Essene library at Qumran
is a testimony to the importance that the Essenes, among others, attached to the figure of
Enoch and at the same time an indication of how they understood the passage of Gen 5:24.
It is well known that the New Testament is also evidence of a similar reception of the text
of Gen 5:24 in the community of early Christians." The fact that this text was later also
read in many Jewish circles as a testimony to Enoch’s being taken up into heaven during
his lifetime is well attested by both apocryphal literature (Hekhalor texts) and Midrashic
and Kabbalistic literature.” Adherents of the mystical varieties of Judaism were evidently

1 See Heb 11:5; see also the Epistle of Jude, verses 14-15, which quotes the text of 1 Ez. 1:9.

2 See, for example, the Targum of Jonathan (Gen 5:24): “Enoch truly worshipped the Lord. And behold, he was
not with the inhabitants of the land, for he was taken away. He ascended into the firmament at the command
of the Lord. And He called him Metatron, the Great Scribe”; Tractate Derekh Eretz Zutta 1:18: “Nine entered
the Garden of Eden during their lifetime. They are: Enoch son of Jared, Elijah, Messiah, Eliezer servant of
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inclined to see Enoch as a supernatural, even angelic figure — a man of perfect piety who
was rewarded by God with a transfer to heaven during his lifetime. This approach, however,
was not shared in dogmatic rabbinic Judaism, where the indicated text of Gen 5:24 was
generally legalistically read as a mere, albeit stylised, textual account of death, and Enoch
himself was regarded as a fully human figure (see, for example, the comments on Gen 5:24
by Saadia Gaon [882-942] and Solomon Yitzhaqi, Rashi [1040-1105]). Such an approach
is, of course, an implication of Judaism’s theological doctrine, in which a clearer distinction
is made between the earthly material world and the heavenly spiritual world, and one of the
core dogmas concerns God’s incorporeality. Nevertheless, Rabbanite biblical commentaries
note the existence of midrashic mystical literature describing Enoch’s ascension during his
lifetime (see, for example, the authoritative commentaries of Abraham ibn Ezra and Radak).

This study analyses three Karaite biblical commentaries published in the Crimea in
the Karaite community of Gézleve (Eupatoria) in 1834/1835 and 1866/1867. They were
apparently intended for the study and teaching of the Torah text. Two of them - Sefer
ha-mivhar ve-tov ha-mishar and Sefer keter Torah — date from the late Middle Ages (i.c., the
Byzantine period?), while one — Tiraz kesef — dates from the 19th century and is a supercom-
mentary on Sefer ha-mivhar ve-tov ha-mishar. They undoubtedly testify to the normative
interpretation of Karaite exegesis in the period since the 13th century. Although they are
a continuation of the early Judeo-Arabic Karaite school of exegesis (represented by Yefet
ben Eli and Yeshuah ben Judah, among others),” they apply a new type of exegesis that took

Abraham, Hiram king of Tyre, Ebed king of Kush, Jabez son of R. Judah the Prince, Bithiah daughter of Phar-
aoh, Serah daughter of Asher. Some say, also R. Joshua son of Levi”; Midrash Aggadah on Genesis 5:24: “Enoch
walked with God. With the angels he walked three hundred years. In the Garden of Eden he was with them.
Helearned from them the counting of time, the seasons, the constellations, and much wisdom. And he was not,
for God took him. Because he was righteous, the Holy One, blessed be He, took him from among men and
made him an angel. He is the Metatron. There is a controversy between Rabbi Akiba and his companions on
this point. The scholars say that Enoch was once righteous and once sinful (sce Midrash Bereshit Rabbah 25).
The Holy One, blessed be He, said: ‘As long as he remains in his righteousness, I will take him out of the world.
That is, Twill kill him, just as it was said: ‘Behold, I take away from you that which pleases your eyes through
the plague” (Ezek 24:16). Cf. also Radak’s commentary on Gen 5:24: “According to the opinion of the Tar-
gum and some of our scholars (the treatise Sefer Derekh Eretz [ Zutta]), Enoch and Elijah were brought into
the Garden of Eden alive, soul and body. They are still living there, cating the fruit of the tree, serving the Lord,
just as the first Adam did before he sinned. And they will be there until the Messianic days.” (Similar statement
also appears in the commentary on 2 Kgs 2:1). In the case of Kabbalistic literature, a good testimony to the
mystical reception of the figure of Enoch is the commentary of Bahya ben Asher (1255-1340), a disciple of
Nahmanides, see the comments on Gen 5:24 and Lev 18:5; see also A. Afterman - L. Pinto, “On Apotheosis in
the Kabbalah of Rabbi Bahya ben Asher,” Tarbiz 87/3 (2020) 463-499.

3 See, for example, D. Frank, “Karaite Exegesis,” Hebrew Bible / Old Testament. The History of Its Interpretation.
L. From the Beginnings to the Middle Ages (Until 1300). 2. The Middle Ages (ed. M. Sebe) (Géttingen: Vanden-
hoeck & Ruprecht 2000) 126-128; D. Frank, “Karaite Exegetical and Halakhic Literature in Byzantium and
Turkey, Karaite Judaism. A Guide to Its History and Literary Sources (ed. M. Polliack) (Handbook of Oriental
Studies 73; Leiden — Boston: Brill 2003) 536-548; M.Z. Cohen, The Rule of Peshat. Jewish Constructions of the
Plain Sense of Scripture and Their Christian and Muslim Contexts, 900~1270 (Philadelphia, PA: University of
Pennsylvania Press 2020) 32, 167-168, 172.

4 See, for example, Frank, “Karaite Exegetical,” 538-539; D.J. Lasker, From Judah Hadassi to Elijah Bashyatchi.
Studies in Late Medieval Karaite Philosophy (Supplements to the Journal of Jewish Thought and Philosophy 4;
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shape under the strong influence of the rabbinic-philological and contextual Andalusian
school of exegesis.” In particular, such exegetes as Abraham ibn Ezra (1089-1164), David
Kimhi, Radak (1160-1235), and Moshe ben Nahman, Nahmanides (1194-1270). Impor-
tantly, this new Karaite exegetical school was also strongly influenced by the rationalist ideas
of Moshe ben Maimon, Maimonides (1138-1204), which were disseminated in Karaite
circles through, among others, Aaron ben Elijah's (ca. 1329-1369) famous treatise Sefer es
hayyim of 1346 (the Karaite equivalent of More nevukhbim). Thus, the ideas of Greek philos-
ophy, especially Aristotelianism, heavily infiltrated into Karaite theology.®

This study does not examine the early Karaite exegetical literature in Judeo-Arabic.
However, it quotes the Hebrew version of the commentary on Gen 5:24 by Yeshuah ben
Judah (a prominent representative of the Jerusalem school of exegetics, 11th century),
which is its representative testimony.

The commentaries that are the subject of this article were, as a rule, written according
to the methodology developed in early Karaism.” The basic principle of Karaite exegesis
was logical inference by the method of analogy (hegesh), which involved confronting the
textual segment under analysis with other relevant textual segments of the Hebrew Bible.
This usually revealed the basic meaning of the text, i.e., reading at the level of the literal and
exact meaning determined by the context, which was called Vw5 peshar® (hence this method
is called Titeral-contextual’ or ‘philological-contextual, which does not exclude readings of
figurative meanings). Great attention was paid to the grammatical and semantic aspects of

Leiden — Boston: Brill 2008) 62; J. Yeshaya, “Aaron ben Joseph’s Poem for Pirishat Yitrg Considered in Light
of His Torah Commentary Sefer ha-mivhar” Exegesis and Poetry in Medieval Karaite and Rabanite Texts
(eds. J. Yeshaya — E. Hollender) (Karaite Texts and Studies 9, Erudes sur le judaisme médiéval 68; Leiden —
Boston: Brill 2017) 220.

5 See, for example, Frank, “Karaite Exegesis,” 127-128; Frank, “Karaite Exegetical,” 540, 546; Cohen, The Rule
of Peshat, 68-94.

6 Of note, later Karaite commentaries cite Themistius and Alexander of Aphrodisias by name, in addition to
Aristotle himself (see the Maamar Mordekbai commentary). Cf. also Saskia Dénitz’s characterization of the
Jewish exegetical schools of Shemarya ben Eliyya ha-Parnas of Crete (d. 1360). Shemarya ben Eliyya singles out
as one of the currents in the Karaite community (which rejected the oral Torah) the rationalist (philosophical,
Aristotelian) exegetical school, using external sciences. Cf. S. Donitz, “Shemarya ha-Ikriti and the Karaite Exe-
getical Challenge;” Exegesis and Poetry in Medieval Karaite and Rabanite Texts (eds. J. Yeshaya — E. Hollender)
(Karaite Texts and Studies 9, Frudes sur le judaisme médiéval 68; Leiden — Boston: Brill 2017) 234-236.

7 On the specificity of Karaite exegesis in Judeo-Arabic Bible translations and commentaries, see, for example,
M. Polliack, The Karaite Tradition of Arabic Bible Translation. A Linguistic and Exegetical Study of Karaite
Translations of the Pentateuch from the Tenth and Eleventh Centuries C.E. (Ftudes sur le judaisme médiéval
17; Leiden — New York — Kéln: Brill 1997); M. Polliack, “Medieval Karaite Methods of Translating Biblical
Narratives into Arabic,” V7°48/3 (1998) 375-398; M. Polliack, “Major Trends in Karaite Biblical Exegesis in
the Tenth and Eleventh Centuries,” Karaite Judaism. A Guide to Its History and Literary Sources (ed. M. Polli-
ack) (Handbook of Oriental Studies 73; Leiden — Boston: Brill 2003) 363-413; M. Zawanowska, The Arabic
Translation and Commentary of Yefet ben ‘Eli the Karaite on the Abraham Narratives (Genesis 11:10-25:18).
Edition and Introduction (Karaite Texts and Studies 4; Etudes sur le judaisme médiéval 46; Leiden — Boston:
Brill 2012) 59-90, 155-190; Cohen, The Rule of Peshat, 27-67.

8 Note that the term peshar was used to refer to translations of the biblical text into everyday languages used by
Karaites, including when teaching children.
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the lexemes. A search was made for a correct meaning, logical and at the same time con-
sistent with other passages of the biblical text (sometimes alternative solutions were pro-
posed). In doing so, it programmatically rejected the supremacy of traditional rabbinic ex-
egesis and avoided its characteristic midrashic interpretations as well as limited allegorical
interpretations. As a rule, the mode of exegesis was not conditioned by halakhah (there was
no requirement for the reading to be consistent with the rabbinic exegetical tradition).”
Nevertheless, over time, exegetical norms developed within the Karaite milieu itself, which
were respected and transmitted (they were called sevel yerushah “yoke of inheritance,” or
haatagah “translation” / “transmission,” in the sense of a transmitted way of reading/un-
derstanding).'® As in Rabbanite exegesis, the basic types of textual interpretation in Karaite
exegesis are contained in the mnemonic term pardes “orchard,” in which the individual let-
ters correspond to the initials of the terms peshat, remez, derash, and sod. Peshat denotes the
aforementioned literal and widely used technique of interpretation, in which the meaning
is determined based on the semantic information contained in the lexemes and phrases,
as well as the usus and, moreover, the biblical context. Remez, usually translated as “alle-
gory” or “allusion,” refers to the presumed meaning of a passage (not derived from usus)
determined also by reference to other passages of the Bible. Both of these terms are com-
mon in Karaite commentaries. Derash is a type of homiletical and midrashic interpretation
(symbolic, figurative, determined also by premises outside the biblical text, characteristic of
targums, among others),"" and sod is a type of interpretation relating to esoteric meaning.

9 Cf,eg.,Polliack, The Karaite Tradition, 192. In this context, it is worth quoting Ibn Ezra’s statement on Karaite
exegesis, L.e., the exegesis of the pre-Maimonidean period, which, although subjective and critical, reveals some
of its specificities. In the introduction to the “Commentary on the Torah,” in which he describes the methods
of exegesis, he writes (in poetic language): “The second method. It was chosen by the twisted, though they were
Israclites. Those who thought they had reached the core, although they did not find out where it was. This is
the way of the Sadducees (Heb. zzedukin, in the sense of ‘Karaites’), such as Anan, Benjamin, Ben Messiah,
Yeshuah and all the sectarians who distrust the words of the interpreters of the Law, turning this to the left and
that to the right. Each one interprets verses according to his own will, even concerning commandments and
laws. They have no knowledge of the sources of the sacred language. That's why they err even in grammatical
matters. How can one rely on their opinions regarding the commandments? They often change position from
one to the other, depending on how they recognise it. And this is because one will not find in the Torah a single
commandment that is explained in all that it requires.” And in the last paragraph: “And God forbid that we
mix with the Sadducees, who say that their (i.e., the Rabbanites’) translation contradicts the Scripture and the
grammatical rules.” For the meaning of the term szedukin, see J. Fitzmyer, J., The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Chris-
tian Origins (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans 2000) 249-260. For criticism of Ibn Ezra, see G. Margoliouth,
“The Writings of Abu’l-Faraj Furkan ibn Asad,” JOR 11/2 (1899) 195; D. Frank, “Ibn Ezra and the Karaite Ex-
egetes Aaron ben Joseph and Aaron ben Elijah,” Abrabam Ibn Ezra y su tiempo (ed. E. Diaz Esteban) (Madrid:
Asociacion Espafiola de Orientalistas 1990) 102—-103; D. Frank, Search Scripture Well. Karaite Exegetes and the
Origins of Jewish Bible Commentary in the Islamic East (Etudes sur le judaisme médiéval 29; Leiden — Boston:
Brill 2004) 248; Cohen, The Rule of Peshat, 226.

10 Cf. Frank, “Karaite Exegetical,” 537-538.

11 Foradiscussion of the semantic relationship between derash and peshat, see LR. Charlap, “Peshat and Derash
in Karaite Biblical Exegesis in Byzantium: A Study of Aaron ben Joseph,” Pe‘amim 101-102 (2004-2005)
199-220; L.R. Charlap, “The Interpretive Method of the Karaite Aaron ben Joseph: Uniqueness versus Con-
formity” REJ 172 (2013) 125-143. On the semantic functions of these terms, see also Ph. Miller, [with revi-
sions by J. Yeshaya and E. Hollender], “The Methods of Judah Gibbor’s Biblical Exegesis in Minhat Yéhida,
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1. Karaite Commentaries under Study

a) Sefer ha-mivhar ve-tov ha-mishar (hereafter cited as Sefer ha-mivhar)

Undoubtedly, the most influential Karaite commentary on the Torah is the Sefer ha-mivhar
ve-tov ha-mishar (Book of What Is Most Choice and What Is Best to Trade), written in
1294. Its author is Aaron ben Joseph, the Elder (also known by the nicknames ‘the First’
and ‘the Physician’). He lived between 1250 and 1320 and did his literary work in Con-
stantinople (he was a native of the Crimea). The Sefer ha-mivhar was published in print
in 1834/1835 in the Karaite community of Gozleve, along with a supercommentary by
Joseph Solomon Lutski entitled Zirat kesef (Watchtower of Silver). It should be noted here
that in the edition compiled by Joseph Solomon Lutski, the texts of the two commentaries,
which are placed side by side (Sefer ha-mivhar in the edition in square script, and Tirat kesef’
in Rashi script), are divided (in addition to the division into books and parashot) into short
paragraphs marked with numerical symbols (with separate pagination for each parashah).
Aaron ben Joseph is also the author of commentaries on the books of the Writings and
Prophets (published in print under the title Sefer mivhar yesharim with a commentary by
Abraham Firkovich Zekhor le-Avraham in Gozleve in 1834), as well as the Psalms.

The commentary Sefer ha-mivhar is characterised by its brevity and communicative-
ness. The explanations of the biblical passages are factual, but not exhaustive, as if they were
written for educated readers, representing a reasonably advanced level of biblical and theo-
logical knowledge, for whom there is no need to describe in depth and detail all the issues
raised. At the same time, one might have the impression that this technique of formulating
statements was dictated by caution. It enabled one to avoid controversial issues easily. It
was this concise style of commentary that gave rise to several supplementary supercom-
mentaries to Sefer ha-mivhar in the following centuries, the most famous of which is the
aforementioned 7irat kesef. A distinctive feature of Sefer ha-mivhar is its references to Rab-
banite exegesis, especially the contextual-philological exegesis represented by Ibn Ezra. The
commentary is philological in nature and abounds in linguistic observations. Importantly,
references to Aristotle’s metaphysics (absent in earlier Karaite commentaries) are evident.?

b) Sefer keter Torah

The second widely known Byzantine commentary on the Torah is the Sefer keter Torah
(Book of the Crown of the Torah) from 1362. Its author is Aaron ben Elijah, the Young-
er (also known by the nicknames ‘the Latter’ and ‘of Nicomedia’). He wrote his works
in Constantinople, Byzantium. He died in 1369 (his date of birth is uncertain). He was
one of the most authoritative Karaite scholars of the rationalist current and has been

Exegesis and Poetry in Medieval Karaite and Rabanite Texts (eds. J. Yeshaya — E. Hollender) (Karaite Texts and
Studies 9, Frudes sur le judaisme médiéval 68; Leiden — Boston: Brill 2017) 256-264.

12 On the distinctive features of the exegetical school of Aaron ben Joseph, see Frank, “Ibn Ezra,” 99-107; Frank,
“Karaite Exegetical,” 536-541; Charlap, “Peshat and Derash,” 199-220; Lasker, From Judah Hadassi, 60-68;
Charlap, “The Interpretive Method,” 125-143; Yeshaya, “Aaron ben Joseph’s Poem,” 220-222.
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compared to Maimonides. He is the author of two fundamental theological treatises:
Es hayyim (The Tree of Life) (from 1346) and Gan Eden (The Garden of Eden) (from
1354). The Sefer keter Torah was published in print in 1866-1867 in Gézleve. In this
edition, prepared by Abraham Firkovich, the text of the commentary is divided only into
books, parashot and chapters (there is no division into paragraphs or numerical markings).
It should be noted that small portions of this commentary were translated into Latin and
published in print, first by the Swiss theologian Johann Ludwig Frey (1862-1759) under
the title Excerpta nonnulla ex commentario inedito R. Abaronis ben Joseph Judaei Caraitae
(1705, Amsterdam) and then by the German theologian and Orientalist Joannes Godofre-
dus Ludovicus Kosegarten (1792-1860) under the title Libri coronae legis (1824, Jena).
Sefer keter Torah bears characteristic similarities to Sefer ha-mivhar in the method and
scope of its explanations while containing additions and corrections to that commentary.
At times it is characterised by a more rigorous and rationalistic approach to the text of
the Bible, while at the same time displaying a certain exegetical originality.”® Of note, at
the beginning of the explanation of Gen 5:24, Aaron ben Elijah refers to the commentary
of Yeshuah ben Judah (Jerusalem School, 11th century), which represents early Karaite
(pre-Maimonidean) biblical exegesis.

c) Tirat kesef

As mentioned above, the commentary Tirat kesef (The Watchtower of Silver) was pub-
lished together with the text of Sefer ha-mivhar in 1834/1835 in Gozleve. The author of
the commentary is Joseph Solomon ben Moses Lutski (of Lutsk, Pol. Euck), known by
the nickname Yashar — ‘Righteous’ (an acronym for Josef Shelomo Rav’). He was born
in Kukizov (Pol. Kukizéw) near Lviv and died in Gézleve in 1844 at the age of 75. From
1803, he worked in the Karaite community of Gézleve, where he served as rav, hazzan
and teacher (melammed). He was one of the spiritual leaders of the Karaite community
in the Crimea. Among other things, he is the author of a primer for the study of Biblical
Hebrew, entitled Petah ha-tevah (An Introduction to the Words) (1825; printed in Con-
stantinople in 1831)."

Tirat kesef is a complete, comprehensive supercommentary on Sefer ha-mivhar, which
systematically explains the comments of Aaron ben Joseph. It was completed by Joseph
Solomon Lutski as early as 1825, apparently with the intention of printing it together with
Sefer ha-mivhar.” It is definitely educational in nature, clear, written in precise language,

13 On the Sefer keter Torah and the works of Aaron ben Elijah, see Frank, “Karaite Exegetical,” 541-549; Lasker,
From Judah Hadassi, 69-95.

14 For the biography of Joseph Solomon Lutski, see also S. Poznariski, 7he Karaite Literary Opponents of Saadiah
Gaon (London: Luzac 1908) 220.

15 See manuscripts D78 (commentary on Genesis and Exodus) and D77 (on Leviticus-Deuteronomy) in the
collection of the Institute of Oriental Manuscripts, where the text of Sefer ha-Mivhar was transcribed together
with Zira kesef in two volumes (dated 1825-1827). It is most likely an autograph. In it, the text, both Sefer
ha-mivhar and Tirat kesef, is divided into paragraphs and marked with numerical symbols, as in the printed text.
The commentary on Gen 5:24 is found in manuscript D78 on folio 33 recto-verso.
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and relatively easy to understand. The aesthetically pleasing editorial design, with its divi-
sion into paragraphs and numerical marking of the paragraphs, undoubtedly contributed to
the popularization of this authoritative and official commentary in the Karaite community.
Joseph Solomon Lutski cited the need to expand on Aaron ben Yosef’s concise explanations
as the primary reason for its writing. He cited Mordecai ben Nisan’s earlier, authoritative
supercommentary Sefer Maamar Mordekhai (see Sefer ha-mivhar, Gozleve 1834/1835,
folio 5 verso), which he undoubtedly used extensively. In connection with this edition,
a controversy arose between Joseph Solomon Lutski and another prominent Karaite bib-
lical scholar, Lutski’s relative David ben Mordecai Kukizovi (of Kukizov, Pol. Kukizéw;
1777-1855), who had already made efforts to print Sefer ha-mivhar with the commentary
Maamar Mordekhai.'®

2. Edition of the Commentaries

a) Sefer ha-mivhar by Aaron ben Joseph (Gozleve edition 1834/1835, Bereshit,
folios 29 verso — 30 recto)
Hebrew text:
Par. 510: 1P °3 (72 21K) 70on9R7 DR INIXI2 @ 73 72000 29K DR IV L Tan oA
279K MR
Par. S11: 21192 : wo31 MARWA2 M2 . AM°PY 1912 70°) 190 P00 R . 0% oyl nph
: (2’2 000%7) JNRA IR MR RN X 191 (b 2°9N) 770 anp

Par. 512: : MIN2Y DM WO RO ARWIAY . AW T3 D991 ApY Nonw 300 R
Par. 513: MPWRI) 1Y PR AOR 2N, NI 921710207 0 AW NINTI DOTO0M0 DM

(a7 un
Par. 514: £ 727 1°2° WK 227 WK 2DI0 IR 192010
Par. 515: 2D MITY IR
Par. 516: £ (R2727777) PR 2Nom PHR K122 MARA I OX)
Par. 517: ITPOR VT DY 07 PXO WK 21N OV K237 YWOORY 1IRW UOWITN ARMN 12 27N

DTNYY TYA R AW A (3’2 0009n)

16 Cf. Iggeret Shigayon le-David (folio 1 verso) by Josef Solomon Lutski (letter included at the end of the print-
ed edition of Sefer ha-mivhar, Gézleve 1834/1835; in it, Josef Solomon Lutski cites and responds to David
ben Mordecai’s 14 criticisms of his commentary). See S. Poznaniski, “Karidische Drucke und Druckereien,”
Zeitschrift fiir Hebriische Bibliographie 21/4-6 (1918) 78-79; cf. also “Preface” (127 n°wX") by Yosef Alga-
mil in: David ben Mordecai Kukizov, Sefer semah David. 1.3. Mahberet sukkat David (ed. Joseph ben Ovadya
Algamil, Ashdod: Tiferet Yosef le-heqer ha-yahadut ha-qarait 2004) 29. Notably, later (1848), David ben
Mordecai wrote his own supercommentary on Sefer ha-mivhar entitled Mahberet sukkat David (The Book
of David’s Sukkah) (printed in St Petersburg in 1897), which is strongly influenced by Maamar Mordekhas.
Regarding Gen 5:24, he wrote only a short passage on the statement relating to Elijah in par. 516-519 of Sefer
ha-miwhar (Gézleve edition 1834/1835). See David ben Mordecai Kukizov, Sefer semah David. 111. Mahberet
sukkat David (ed. Nisan ben David Kukizov) (St Petersburg [s.n.]: 1897) 140.

17 Instead of 277X Q.
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Par. 518: 2 INTDY TV 117 7791 R? 93 0922w Awpm
Par. 519: : 0992 2IN2W 13 19717 AR K21 TN 912 20 9701 107 WKL 71 0°19 201
Par. 520: 12RO ROW 1T 2P2PN VTN 02N 12w 0w (R NPWRI) MR O 100 RIM

L DOTRMAT MIATY DTN X127 T CWYAR X121 DRI 0D IMRI N . 01 TR 970 1% MIDIN)
SN0 20 R 197 O7PRY 1R 9P2RN 21277 82 WRD)

Translation:

Par. 510: Enoch walked. As in With God walked Noah [Gen 6:9],'® and his desire is to be with
God (Job 34:[9)). For God took him.

Par. 511: ook in the sense of “death.” Or: He replaced the word “death” with the word “tak-
ing” to indicate the remaining of the soul. As for He will take me (Ps. 49:[16]). And likewise:
Ifyou see me when I am taken from you (2 Kings 2:(10]).

Par. 512: Don’t be surprised that the word “taking” includes both body and soul. For the
soul is the core in life and in death.

Par. 513: As for the body of the pious, which is in the likeness of the soul, all its powers are
abolished. As it is written: And he was taken to his ancestors” (Gen 49:33).

Par. 514: And whoever considers Elijah, the horses of fire, and the chariot of fire, will un-
derstand. [2 Kgs 2:11]

Par. 515: And his cloak is a testimony to his body. [2 Kgs 2:13]

Par. 516: And do not be deceived by the statement: A letter came to him from Elijab
(2 Chr 21:12).

Par. 517: Jehoram the son of Ahab and Jehoshaphat asked Elisha the prophet. And it is
written, who poured water on the hands of Elijah (2 Kings 3:[11]). With reference to what
was, not with reference to the future.

Par. 518: And the hardest thing is that he was not separated from him until he ascended.
Par. 519: But let us leave it at that.*® And as for what is to be remembered, Lez there be all the
days of Enoch. He did not say: were,”' as it is written of all (others).

Par. 520: It is like: Ler there be luminous bodies (Genesis 1:[14]).?2 The shortening of the
years, as you may know, was because of the depravity of his generation — lest they deprave
him. The prolongation of life should be explained to be by means of a miracle. Or it may be
said that Adam was created by the acts of the Creator’s hands, and that those who are born
are like those who give birth. But when the Flood came and their air became polluted, their
life span began to decrease.”

18 The brackets [] include words added in translation.

19 Literally, “and was gathered to his peoples”: 1729 92X qox™.

20 Literally, “We will turn our face away from it.”

21 Le, v, butom.

22 Cf. Bahya ben Asher’s commentary on Gen 5:23, quoted below in footnote 37.

23 Reference to More newnkhim 11:47. Parallels are evident with Nahmanides’ commentary on Gen 5:3—4: “And
he begat (a son) like him, looking like him (Gen 5:3). It is well known that all who are born of the living will be
like those who give birth and look like them. But since Adam was exalted by his likeness and appearance, as was
said of him: Inn the likeness of God He made him (Gen 5:1), he explains here that his descendants also displayed
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b) Sefer keter Torah by Aaron ben Elijah
(Gozleve edition 1866, folios 32 recto — 32 verso)

Hebrew text:

Folio 32 recto

W27 NIYW WA0N 02727 12 1727W 7727 P9V 20awa ¥ I Y R L 2RI DR 710 77000

92V7Y AR T27 21007 PIRIT VWO MR 7210 7w 19°OKR) 07207 XY vwom 930 RY Downw
T

Folio 32 verso
MKW 77 QIR . ORI DMK NP WY WK W 2990 ROV MK DLWON OXXIT?
IR MRY 721, (V1 NOWRI2) 13 T2INT DRI DR 12 RXPD UKL 12D . 27987 DR 0 720
QW) NWR NN AR (T0 72 DRPIN) TV 702 DR T2 P12 2337 AREAW 1172 . 25178 MR 1727 20
TP AMRR W92 23037 NN 191 2P TR NDPOKRY 112V WORI . 0K PV W WK (70 oun
VR D°27N) 7190 °INR1 7 12 DR NN NP7 % 1R 71T 7T 0OI9RT DR AN 72000 12 MR
TNRR IRD PMIR RIN DK R DXL T OV TN o0 PRI, (T2 2V aw) Canpn 7120 nR. (1o
INTTRI MTIOT P70 WR 227 WK *0I0 73 . AT O WO XMW 2°1n7 X P90 (22 0%90)
NIRY 2102 737 7RPW R RITW (22 RO 27377) 19RN 2N 1R K2 1 TR DRI NN MY
YWOIR? WARIW 7122 TIMK 2T P12 WO 32 1R (TO 17 X 0°377) RN K217 Iwnn LW 12 YUIOR
2IP9P2 PRYPNY ROW 970 117 OWIR 177 I I WA O9IRY . 12T 172 20wnT 07 0waw 7
MR D°772K NN TP 22 111K VAR 12 9Y . 22787 AOKRI 7Y 2197 90 2O XA 0T 1T WA
2197 DIRIX WY PRI0Y KW MTNT P10 WA 023 22 WITH W 270 01 TR 2IR W 20
WYAND NI 2PN D127 RAW TV DO 129K 10 231 YOI NPITR 1 QTR 1T 22T
Re)ifaReliiaRahiak
Translation:
Folio 32 recto
Enoch walked with God. R. Yeshuah,** may he rest in the Garden of Eden, said about the
Rabbanites who said about him words — that make your hair stand on end - that the mind
cannot grasp and the peshat cannot bear,” and even if the peshat could bear them, since the
Scripture speaks the truth, it would be a breach of principle

this exquisite likeness in the same way. [...] The reason for their long life is that the first Adam was the work of
the hands of the Holy One, blessed be He. He was made absolutely perfect in beauty, strength, and height. Even
though he was later punished with mortality, it was in his nature to live a long time. And when the carth was
visited by the Flood, the air became polluted for them, and their days became shorter and shorter. And some
of them lived longer than Adam. [...] And the statement of the Rav [Maimondes], which he recorded in More
newukhim (I1:47), that the long years (of life) were only for those individuals who were mentioned, and the
rest of the people of those generations had years of natural, ordinary life, does not seem to me to be appropri-
ate. And he said that this transformation of this person occurred through lifestyle and nutrition, or by means
of a miracle. But these are empty words. [...].” See also Radak’s comments on Gen 5:3, 24 and Joseph Bekhor
Shor’s commentary on Gen 5:24 (quoted below in footnote 29).

24 Areference to Yeshuah ben Judah’s explanation in Bereshit Rabbah, quoted below.

25 Le, they cannot be derived from the meaning of the text of Gen 5:24 (and its parts) in accordance with linguis-
tic and logical norms.
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Folio 32 verso

to exclude them from the literal meaning, while the mind cannot grasp them. This is what
we have done in other similar places. Indeed, with regard to what he said, Enoch walked
with God, we have already found a similar (statement): Noah walked with God (Gen 6:9).
And what he said, And he was not, for God took him, we have also found: Behold, I take
away from you that which pleases your eyes (Ezek 24:16). And it was said: And my wife died
(Ezek 24:18). It is possible that this refers to death. And it is possible that since Scrip-
ture calls the “gathering” of the righteous by the term “taking,’” as it says there: Enoch
walked with God, then there is a similarity to this: And he was not, for God took him. The
same as For he will take me. Sela (Ps 49:16) (and) And afterwards, in glory, you will take me
(Ps 73:24). And this is not in the sense of the body with the soul. And if we find: Ifyou see
me when I am taken from you (2 Kgs 2:10), it is doubtful to scholars that this is about the
soul with the body. And behold, the horses of fire and the chariot of fire are the disinte-
gration of the elements,” and his cloak is the testimony of his body. And as for those who
derive proof from the letter that came to him from Elijah (2 Chr 21:12), after he was taken
up, behold, it is written: And you shall anoint Elisha son of Shaphat to be a prophet in your
place (1 Kgs 19:16). So this is what is to strengthen confidence, by what was said to Elisha
and by what he answered them. The wise will understand. On the other hand, the people of
his generation deduced from the small number of years of Enoch that so that he should not
be depraved like the people of his generation, his years (of life) were cut short, for because
of evil the righteous is taken away [Isa 57:1].” Therefore it was said: And he was not, for God
took him. Some say that the prolongation of life is by means of a miracle so that the renewal
of the world would take place. There is a message about this in only a few paragraphs about
generations, which is beyond doubt. And some say it’s because those who were born of
Adam had power over nature and therefore life was prolonged. Until the coming of the
Flood. And (then) the air was polluted and their lives were greatly shortened.*

26 Heb. 190X, Cf. Rashi’s commentary on Gen 49:29; Ibn Ezra’s commentary on Gen 5:24; Bahya ben Asher’s
commentary on Gen 25:9.

27 Heb.nmpb.

28 Le., matter composed of 4 elements, which are fire, air, water, and earth.

29 Cf. Radak’s commentary on Isa 57:1-2: “[...] For because of evil the righteous is taken away (literally gathered)
(Isa57:1), thatis, the righteous and the upright have been taken away prematurely from this generation because
of the evil that was about to come upon this generation, and that they should not see this evil [...] He comes in
peace. When the righteous is taken away prematurely, for his good, as he said, because of evil, and yet that during
his death he enters into a good rest and enters into peace, for before the coming of evil he dies in peace, as in you
will come to your fathers in peace (Gen 15:15).” This motif also appears in Joseph Bekhor Shor’s (a 12th-century
exegete from northern France) commentary on Gen 5:24: “Enoch walked with God. Since his life was shorter
than that of others who lived alittle less than nine hundred years each, and he lived three hundred and some
years, it was thought that because of his sinfulness he died in the middle of his days, therefore it is said that
Enoch walked — that he was fully pious, and he was not in the world, for he died in a third of his days, for God
took him, took him out of the midst of sinners, because He does not trust his servants (Job 4:18)”

30 The final passage shows similarities to Nahmanides’ commentary on Gen 5:4. Cf. also Radak’s commentary
on Gen 5:3, 24.
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c) Tirat kesef by Joseph Solomon ben Moses Lutski
(Gozleve edition 1834/1835, Bereshit, folios 29 verso — 30 recto)

Hebrew text:
Par. 510: : WOIT MnRW2 2% 2°n0 POTX 7AW 977 : 11 790N 2O9RT DR AV
Par. 511: RPW 772 777 . 00 QYYD AT 992 207 MKW 192077 TR . A0 ovwa npb
N97 PR IR AT MR MR TV N PNAN QTR 1R 372 AR WK QTRT IR DDA NN A0
W’ D0 00 R ORI ONIR RN AR 191 W7 ANWRIT NI NIAR RN20 T AR nhna nnn
s aRa)iel
Par. 512: 5922 °PY N9 71911 DA2WA NI 197 . NN 0102 WA RO T
7RI MTIO YAIR T2 227157 TODT? TMVAT 29717 AIAT IR T 737 DX L 1AW 76T oY
DO NW7ORY AW 227 RIPI T2 A 22223PNRT NYOT D91 NUIOR NYOD NVT D7 XOR . W2 1YY
SYYNR DWW °72 0°°12 NI2TA7 WO 2On7W2 1R W WK X1 21297 229219107
Par. 513: : D¥D2 07197 T1TPY IAT 7131 TI0 AT 101 AW MAT O T0MT N0 00
Par. S14:  >DI0 X7 MITIO T 12 207047 7137 QY NHPY? 9317 XOw MR 1w 197 WR 2207 WX 010
217109 R 92 2w 1020777 1700977 WX

Par. 515: X?11912 D227 70 29 MTY RITINATR TOWAY 72 277 0 10039 N7V 0T
L0712 1T WRD WO A 2V VA2 202w 97T M NTORY 202wInw 0°3277 2w 1Vann DY 090
Par. 516: o0 MPW RITT 2ANIAIW WD KW 979 1 379987 2027 199K K121 WK TY0 9R

9071 RV Y7 TV UOWATY 12 2170 HY R2IND 1A RO21T ITORW 712 PN RON 17V 130 OR
D YOIR Y DY 12 MR K2 20971 1902 200 W 17V YwHR 1700

Par. 517: TOR K122 MARIT PARA? 1907 TR 9797191 YUOIRY 19RW DOV ARAN 12 2N
D3 737 VWODRY 270 0O 1R ROR VTOR T R? DOWINY N2 1PUIV AW IWIWDD 1A 2007
92272 731 TIN97 TR N2V "2 PR AWK 2102 QWY . VWOIR NIRD TN 2007 Pap Lo 12 2T
DR P ITRR R0 NYa

Par.S18:  1nonwa WON 72VW 20w 59 02N 2°P1097 20 9717191 7101 XY 20 0902w wpm
077 WX 207 WX "0I0W NWIHY I 0932w AwH AW DaR . DLW P00 12weN1 o A3
DY QP 192 1777971 377 TAR 210 XA T . 772077 7779737 WRT Y2 1913 N2 71197 177
IR 5D WIWDA ORI 12V WP WARNT 1T 191 PYERA RIT IR VWOIRY . DWW TIY02 IR
199 . 212 IRWAY 11 XYY 273 VWOIR 13 D277 77701 R? PR IMOY TV 1202 YWIOKR 7191 Row
2 770K 277 R

Par. 519: 90X YWD 5”Y 2177 0°1977 NI 2R 0219 ¥ IMRAT A7 9 201977 : 7In 0910 2010
ROMTIROW : 771 0°19 2031 77XV IN : YA NORT IR IR YWIIRI 03 27K WAWAI NIR 717 1R 90w
. AN XYW n2 11272

Par. 520: 0°277 7177 R¥AI 2177 D17 NP0R2 QWANW: %157 %2 277 790 aW . MNIRA 77 11D
SO0V TITY IR 92 0N 27A 1. 7919 7RI

31 The following sentence is not cited: WM 77147 12912 ARR NP 7NN X1 “Don’t be surprised that the
word ‘taking’ includes body and soul”
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Translation:

Par. 510: “As in With God walked Noah” This means that he was absolutely righteous and
perfect in the perfection of his soul.

Par. 511: “Took in the sense of ‘death.” It should be noted what Rav said to illustrate: “in the
sense of death.” There is an allusion in this to the fact that his death was not like the death
of the rest of the people, as it was said: Nevertheless, like men you shall die, etc. [Ps 82:7]. And
this is evidenced by what he said afterwards. “Or: He replaced the word ‘death’ with the
word ‘taking,” which is another explanation besides the first one. And what he said: “And
likewise: If you see me when I am taken [2 Kings 2:10], again refers to the above, when he
said, “in the sense of death.”

Par. 512: “For the soul is the core in life and in death.” Therefore, in reference to the death
of the perfect ones, the word “taking” is mentioned in general for both body and soul. But
this body is not a composite body, destined to decay, composed of four elements, which is
visible to the eyes of the carnal (beings). But in accordance with the opinions of Plato’s fol-
lowers and those of the Kabbalists, the luminous body is called a “heavenly component” by
the Platonists and a “garment” by the Kabbalists.*> And this is that which, in the case of the
perfect ones, is clothed by the speaking soul during life, without any intermediary.

Par. 513: “As for the body of the pious, which is in the likeness of the soul, etc.” This is the
mystery purified of matter and the radiance of the Countenance iz actu.

Par. 514: “The horses of fire, and the chariot of fire, etc” This is a sign that he cannot ascend
with a body composed of four elements and that the horses of fire caused his structure to
disintegrate and each (component) returned to its element.

Par. 515: “And his cloak is a testimony to his body.” This means: the fact that he threw off
his cloak is a testimony to the decay of the structure of his body, and not, as is the opinion
of the mob of Rabbanites, who believe that Elijah and Enoch, of blessed memory, are living
in the Garden of Eden with body and soul as they were in life.*

Par. 516: “And do not be deceived by the statement: A letter came to him from Elijah.” It
means, lest you think that this letter was sent by the hand of Elijah from the Garden of
Eden. For the intention is that Elijah, while still alive, made a prophecy concerning Jehoram
son of Jehoshaphat, this announcement of evil, and gave it to his disciple Elisha, the servant
of God, or wrote it down on a scroll, and the letter then reached Jehoram through Elisha.
Par. 517: “Jehoram son of Ahab and Jehoshaphat asked Elisha the prophet, etc.” It means,
how can one believe in what was said: The letter came to him, etc.? While the basic under-
standing is that behold, while Jehoshaphat was still alive, there was no Elijah, so Jehosha-
phat and Jehoram asked Elisha. Behold, also Jehoram ben Jehoshaphat received the letter

32 See Nahmanides’ commentary on Gen 18:1; Bahya ben Asher’s commentary on Gen 18:8; More Nevukhim
1:72. See also . Klatzkin, Thesaurus philosophicus linguae hebraicae et veteris et recentioris (Berlin: Eshkol 1928)
I, 46 (entry 73), 73 (entry 07); M. Kurdzialek, “Sredniowieczne dokeryny o czlowieku jako obrazie $wiata”
RF 19/1 (1971) 11-12; M. Idel, “Enoch is Metatron,” Imm 24-25 (1990) 224, 229-231,235-236.

33 See Radak’s commentary on Gen 5:24, quoted above; cf. Idel, “Enoch is Metatron,” 227.
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informing him of his appointed fate from Elisha. And it says there that he poured out in the
past tense. It should be inferred from this that at that time Elijah was already dead.

Par. 518: “And the hardest thing is that he was not separated, etc.” This means that all the
paragraphs indicating that Elijah ascended to heaven with body and soul according to the
basic understanding have been clarified and the difficulties have been removed. However,
the most difficult one is the solution, as we have explained that the horses of fire and the char-
iots of fire [cf. 2 Kgs 2:11] are an allusion to the disintegration of the structure of his body,
according to the nature of fire, which causes the structure to disintegrate. In one place we
found recorded: They separated the two of them, and Elijah ascended into heaven during the
storm [2 Kgs 2:11]. And when Elisha saw it and he cried, etc. [2 Kgs 2:12]. This statement is
difficult to explain and deduce from the basic meaning. For since Elisha was not separated
from him until his ascension, how is it that Elisha’s physical structure did not also disinte-
grate and he retained the strength to remain alive? Therefore, Rav said afterwards:

Par. 519: “But let us leave it at that” It means, let’s direct the explanation of this statement to
another aspect besides the aspect that instructs following the basic understanding because
the whole issue is not consistent with the meaning. Besides, And Elisha saw [2 Kgs 2:12]
is not eyewitness evidence either. And if someone wants to, let’s leave it at that so that we
don’t sin by talking about something that is incomprehensible.

Par. 520: “It is like: Let there be luminous bodies [Gen 1:14].” The explanation of Rav refers
to the use of the word “to be.” Often the singular is used instead of the plural, and the femi-
nine instead of the masculine. Similarly, in A/ the days of Enoch were [Gen 5:23] above, the
singular is used instead of the plural.

With regard to the texts edited above, it should be noted at the outset that Aaron ben
Joseph’s Sefer ha-mivhar became the most authoritative Karaite commentary in the post-
13th century. It was undoubtedly known and respected by later Karaite commentators. The
way it was written, in a concise, slogan-like style, with downright understatement, meant
that its proper understanding required biblical and theological preparation, which became
amotive for the emergence of new commentaries (supercommentaries) in subsequent cen-
turies — collections of explanatory notes on this very commentary, such as the commentary
Tirat kesef by Joseph Solomon Lutski. It should also be emphasised that not all of the later
commentaries systematically discuss the entire textual material of the Torah (i.c., the diffi-
cult passages that require explication). Some deal only with explanations of selected places
and topics.**

3 Comments on the text of Gen 5:22-24 regarding Enoch, in addition to those discussed in this article, can
be found in three other Karaite commentaries, namely, Yemin Moshe by Moses Messorodi (Constantinople
1620), Maamar Mordekhai by Mordecai ben Nisan (Kukizov c. 1609), Meil Shemuel by Samuel ben Joseph
(Kale 1754). Due to editorial requirements, it was not possible to include the textual evidence from these
commentaries (preserved in manuscripts) in this article. It will be published in a separate article. Of note, the
text of Gen 5:24 was not included in Yehuda Gibbor’s Minhat Yehudah (15th/16th century), and accordingly

the comments on it are not included in the supercommentaries to that commentary, viz: Qibbus Yehuda by
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In terms of thematic structure, there are two main themes in the explanations of Gen 5:24
in the Sefer ha-mivhar (as well as in other commentaries) that relate directly to the biblical
text. These are: 1) the meaning of the phrase 2°77X7 NX T 7270 Enoch walked with
God, and 2) the meaning of the phrase 2778 "MK 1P% *2 MR And he was not, for God rook
him. The exegetes, both Rabbanites and Karaites, generally agree that the first phrase is
a metaphor for perfect piety,” while the second is a metaphor for death. The issue of death,
however, is controversial. The subject of polemic in the commentaries is the question of
the meaning of the verb “to take.” What exactly does it mean? Although belief in a bodi-
ly “ascension” appears in some strands of Judaism, in normative Judaism the possibility is
questioned as a matter of principle. Aaron ben Joseph takes a particularly unique position
in this regard, asserting that “the word ‘taking’ includes both body and soul” (par. 512) and
introducing the idea of a spiritual “body of the pious” (par. 513), modelled on the bodies of
heavenly beings (a reference to ideas propounded by Plotinus and Aristotle, among others).
He analyses the problem of ascension in terms of the body, as do other exegetes, with ref-
erence to the description of Elijah’s ascension in 2 Kings. He cites the argument of Elijah’s
cloak, a well-known argument against bodily ascension.* In doing so, he notes and explains
the problem of the chronological inconsistency of the textual sequence in 2 Chr 21:12
(Elijah’s letter to Jehoram and Jehoshaphat). This problem is raised in many commentaries
(generally using similar logical arguments and speculations). Its importance lies in the fact
that it can be a premise for questioning the reliability of the description of Elijah’s ascen-
sion. In addition, he raises a theme regarding the reason for Enoch’s relatively short life
(only 365 years) in the context of the life span of the other persons mentioned in Genesis 5,
which obviously refers to Gen 5:23. Aaron ben Joseph cites the argument of the depravity

Judah ben Aron of Troki (d. 1602), Sror ha-mor by Eliah ben Barukh Jerushalmi (17th century), Besir Eliezer
by Eliezer ben Judah Gibbor (18th century), Beer Yishaq by Simhah Isaac ben Moses Lutski (18th century).
Commentaries on Gen 5:24 are also omitted from Mahberet sukkat David by David ben Mordecai of Kukizov
(19th century). For the Minhat Yehudah commentary, which is a poetic paraphrase of the parashot of the Pen-
tateuch, see Miller, “The Methods of Judah Gibbor’s,” 249-270.

35 Iris worth noting that on the question of Enoch’s perfection, a controversy among the Amoraites is attested in
the Midrashic literature (see Bereshit Rabbah 25; Yalkut Shimoni on Genesis 5:24; Midrash Aggadah on Genesis
5:24). Abarbanel writes about this in his commentary on Gen 5:24: “But there were other opinions about this.
They said that Enoch was once righteous and once sinful (Bereshit Rabbah 25). The Holy One, blessed be He,
said that He would take him while he was still in his righteousness. But I didn't find out where they got this
from, unless they read it as sinfulness that he was in a hurry to marry and (they recognised) that he conceived
sons and daughters all the time and that he didn’t separate himself from a woman when he walked with God
and clung to Him. For this reason, they say that he was once righteous and once sinful”

36 In this context, cf. Radak’s commentary on 2 Kgs 2:11: “Elisha saw him ascending from the earth, and while he
was in the air, he saw the image of a chariot of fire with horses of fire, which separated them, that is, when he saw
that he was separated from him from the moment he was lifted up, and also his garments were destroyed in the
fire, except his cloak, which fell from him, for Elisha to take it, to strike water with it” And further, “And if you
say that Elijah’s cloak did not fall because of Elisha’s need, but because he became a spiritual being the cloak fell
from him, why then did not the other pieces of clothing also fall from him?” Cf. also Abarbanel’s commentary
on 2 Kgs 2:12: “Did Elijah’s cloak fall from him accidentally or deliberately? If deliberately, why did it fall? And
if accidentally, how is it that other garments did not fall from him?”
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of the people at that time (before the Flood) and the motif of God’s protective action — “lest
they deprave him” - referring to Isa 57:1-2 (which is rare in explanations of Gen 5:24 at
that time). In this context, he draws attention to a peculiar grammatical feature, namely,
that the singular form > (in the phrase 701 *1° 93 °7™) occurs in Gen 5:23, while the
plural form 17" (cf. Sefer ha-mivhar par. 519-520; Tirat kesef par. 520) occurs in reference
to other persons. He contrasts this form with the jussive form > “let there be” (meaning:
let there be luminous bodies in the firmament of the heaven) in Gen 1:14.”” Noteworthy is
Aaron ben Joseph’s explicit reference to the Nahmanides commentary (quoting Maimon-
ides” statement), which shows similarities to Radak’s commentary.

The chronologically second Karaite commentary, Aaron ben Elijah’s Sefer keter Torah,
written less than 70 years later, is broadly similar in its thematic structure and method of ar-
gumentation, although it differs in some points. The main interpretive difference concerns
the semantics of the verb “took.” Although Aaron ben Elijah admits that “It is possible that
this refers to death,” he categorically states that “this is not in the sense of the body with the
soul” He seems to maintain a safe legalistic distance from Aaron ben Joseph’s statement in
Sefer ha-mivhar. In the analogous case of Elijah, he interprets the vision of the horses of fire
and the chariot as “the disintegration of the elements” (referring to the concept of the four
clements that constitute matter in Greek metaphysics), i.c., the physical annihilation of the
body. Therefore, he argues, the reference is to the death of the body and the transfer of the
soul alone to heaven. In doing so, he eloquently silences the idea of a spiritual “body of the
pious.” The final section of the explanation shows a dependence on Nahmanides’ commen-
tary (as does Aaron ben Joseph’s explanation).

It should be emphasised that Aaron ben Elijah refers at the beginning of his explana-
tion to Yeshuah ben Judah’s explanation of Gen 5:24.** Yeshuah ben Judah represents the
eleventh-century Jerusalem school of Karaite exegesis (operating in a Muslim religious and

37 Interestingly, Joseph Solomon Lutski explains that this is simply a case of using the singular in the sense of
the plural. This is a rather trivial explanation. It is obvious, since grammatically the punctuation excludes the
possibility of any other explanation, i.. that it could be a form of the jussive “may all the days of Enoch....”
In fact, it scems that Aron ben Joseph’s remark may allude to the Kabbalistic interpretation of this form by
Bahya ben Asher of Saragossa, a contemporary of Aaron ben Joseph, as a reference to the primordial light of
the week of creation, see his Midrash to the Torah, commentary on Gen 5:23: “T have already informed you
above that there are luminous bodies for luminous bodies, and they are all a continuation of the supreme light
that this righteous one received. And for this reason, he mentions him with the form *7, which you will not
find in the case of the first generations. Each of these generations is mentioned by him with the use of i, to
allusively indicate that he was elevated in the supreme light, of which it is written, Lez there be light. And the
light became?

38 Alsoknown as Abul al-Faraj Furqan ibn Asad. On Yeshuah ben Judah, his technique of reading the biblical text
(“structural literalism”), and the manuscripts attesting to his Arabic translation and exegesis of the Pentateuch,
see Margoliouth, “The Writings,” 187-215; M. Schreiner, Studien iiber Jeschua ben Jehuda (Berlin: Trzkowski
1900); Poznariski, 7he Karaite Literary, 65-70; H. Ben-Shammai, “Yeshuah Ben Yehudah—A Characteriza-
tion of a Karaite Scholar of Jerusalem in the Eleventh Century, Pe‘amim 32 (1987) 3-20; M. Polliack, “Alter-
nate Renderings and Additions in Yeshu‘ah ben Yehudah’s Arabic Translation of the Pentateuch,” JOR 84/2-3
(1993-1994) 209-225; M. Polliack, “Medieval Karaite Views on Translating the Hebrew Bible into Arabic,”
JJS 47 (1996) 72-76; Polliack, The Karaite Tradition, 46-53; Frank, Search Scripture, 20-21.
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cultural context).”” Therefore, the concept of interpreting the text of Gen 5:24 as in the
rabbinic midrashim quoted above, allowing for the possibility of interpenetration between
the realms of the earthly and heavenly worlds, must have met with his criticism.* This
authoritative exegete, in his commentary on Gen 5:24 (see the text quoted below), firmly
declares that the content of this passage does not mention the taking up of Enoch’s body
to heaven. He emphasises that he finds no logical justification for such a reading of the text
(which is contrary to the principles of faith). He points out that this is not a case of an-
thropomorphism and that there is no need to modify the literal reading of Gen 5:24.*' He
argues that the text speaks of ordinary death, albeit metaphorically (“taking” as “an allusion
to the taking of his spirit at his death”). He speculates that the statement And he was not
may be because Enoch was secretly buried in an unknown place. Like other exegetes, he uses
the method of analogy but cites the reference to other places in the Bible only for the phrase
Enoch walked with God.

The present author is not sure if the Arabic original of this explanation has survived, but
certainly, its Hebrew translation, which is preserved in his exegetical treatise Bereshit Rab-
bah (it is probably this text that Aaron ben Elijah is referring to) has survived. Below, the
text of this explanation is quoted based on the manuscript of Or. 4779 (Leiden University,
16th century):*

39 As the commentary of Yeshua ben Judah, quoted below, shows well, this school represented a technique of
reading the biblical text that paid special attention to solving the problem of anthropomorphisms. For the an-
thropomorphisms in the Judeo-Arabic Karaite translations of the Hebrew Bible, see M. Zawanowska, “Where
the Plain Meaning Is Obscure or Unacceptable ... : The Treatment of Implicit Anthropomorphisms in the Me-
dieval Karaite Tradition of Arabic Bible Translation,” EJJS 10 (2016) 1-49; M. Zawanowska, “The Bible Read
through the Prism of Theology. The Medieval Karaite Tradition of Translating Explicit Anthropomorphisms
into Arabic;” Journal of Jewish Thought and Philosophy 24 (2016) 163-223.

40 The programmatic struggle against midrashic mystical interpretations of the text of Gen 4:24 in early Karaite
exegesis is also evidenced by the statement of Judah ben Elijah Hadassi (12th century), who in his treatise Sefer
eshkol ha-kofer, in a critique of the rabbinic midrashim, wrote (ch. 85): “Some of them added a third, who is
Enoch son of Jared, for it was written about him: Enoch walked with God and was not, for God took him, his
God. This takingis death, as it was said: Zike 72y soul from me [ Jonah 4:3], and the like, for he is not mentioned
as having to come in the future with Elijah, of blessed memory, being still alive.” Cf. D.J. Lasker, — J. Nichoff-Pa-
nagiotidis — D. Sklare, Theological Encounters at a Crossroads. An Edition and Translation of Judah Hadassis
Eshkol ha-kofer, First Commandment, and Studies of the Book’s Judaeo-Arabic and Byzantine Contexts (Karaite
Texts and Studies 11; Etudes sur le judaisme médiéval 77; Leiden — Boston: Brill 2019) 596-597.

41 Inthiscontext, see Zawanowskas commentary (“Where the Plain,” 25-26) on the translation of the phrase Enoch

walked with God in Gen 5:24 by Yefet be Eli: “An example of an attempt to avoid an anthropomorphic pitfall en-
tailed in biblical verses of the first category, what I call ‘positive; is presented in Yefet’s rendering of Gen 5:22-24,
which states that ‘Enoch walked with God’ (va-hithalékh Hinikh et hi-élohim). [...] Our exegete translates this
cryptic statement into Arabic to mean that ‘Enoch was obedient to God’ (wa itsa ir Hinokb fi ta at rabb al-
‘dlamin, lit. ‘walked in the obedience of the Lord of the Universe’). [...] Later on, it can also be found in the
Karaite milieu: in the Zalkbis, that is, the commentary on the Torah written by Yisuf Ibn Nih and abridged by
his student Abu al-Faraj Haran, [...] as well as the exegetic works of Ya‘qub al-Qirgisani [...] and Yeshu‘ah ben
Yehudah [...]. The interpretative readings provided by these translators and exegetes attempt to circumvent the
impression created by the Hebrew Bible that some mortals may have attained proximity to the Eternal”

4 Anelectronic edition of this text is also available on the website of the Academy of the Hebrew Language. See
hetps://maagarim hebrew-academy.org.il/Pages/PMain.aspx ?mishibbur=662000&page=44.
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Hebrew text:

Folio 97 verso
077 W2 NAYW N0 0°127 12 1R NXPR DY 19107 03 571, 7102 1207 11R220 RVR LR 19
"N377 2792322 935197 12 1R ROIPT NATAT NV XYY, AR NWRY TR AMK 1907 210 My k121
IR0 212 WAWHNZ3 MR XOXIT? 2757 12 70T IR WP N0 17T 120K 7D OX 29w 121 IR UIRY RD
932 AR CWR WP PP NOA24 IR 271 KD 00 PRI 12 REPIT. O 2XNM L U T AR WK
XK . ROT T2 IR 07 77397 IRWN25 199991 11mn 9725 231 . P 1910 3D PRI RIT
7T W TIW MIRD W TIW 2OWW Wn 1AM 0 90 01 K26 99 AR L 1270 7T XY WK 09 1IR3
’22 X7 /12/ 272 IRWY WK . D70 N 77 120 D1AP 2V R o 9027 1w L 7292 PRw 73
TOINT Y AN . NN AR KDY . PRI AK 00 "2 DOFIRT DR A0 ToA0M28 AR LRI mmpn
10195 1830 279K DR 7277 WD MO WRD WIIPT 1WA M9 03 21010 IMPTE 12 7780 %0 . K29
DX K197, 17197 >M2R 129707 WX . 11 72000 2O9RT IR L 1R WK 7On

Folio 98 recto
7Y I 9202 YONT T AT 27°PN° 091, 70T 2 KXY . PUIX 1mINa Tonnn . 77195 snovonil
1HR3 19737 RD 29T 2PPTX 072 O3 7 7201 1MT WIAR M2 NPT 1N PR 0N pr7e2
31, M1712 MMTA4 TP NIAT 1NOT B{2} 1IREN 123 0 1T I9IRT 9Y AAWNM . 22207 2WYna
1907 29K INIR 7P 2 ° AR %25 2. XPA 175 N1PTR 2N 1197 XY 7221 10K N9 720 N0
0°MNOMAT 702 IMK 173 22R6 PHY 1790 K21 W57 11 KXY 1NV NP 1M AR 9K 12 1R
DO7T2R IR P2 93 AR IMIREA X921 IMR7 WP WRIT ¥ 02T 12 WY XIW 1T SWIRD 2OR1NN
32 13IR°2 7297 NI IMR R WR N L 721738 MDY A 22T 107 00 1T 90 IR . DWW 9
T IR RD RIT 0D TR WAWAN MR ROTIT? 2307 3292 700 7007 MR AR WR VIR N0 TR
coonnwanll omwpn 1 21w 20210 1EYH AR N 9% MY 7P

Translation:

Folio 97 verso

19 Question. If he says:* 20 Clarify what is said about Enoch. We will tell him that some of
our brethren® say things about him that make your hair stand on end. 21 And I am not able
to utter them, but only to bind them.* And I have not learned the reason for such a read-
ing, so that such words may be spoken about him. 22 For what is revealed in the Scripture
does not dictate it. Nor does it follow from reason. And even if the Scripture were to dictate
it, it would be obligatory to exclude it 23 from its literal meaning, because of an obligation,
such as with regard to what was said: And the Lord came down [cf. Gen 11:5, Exod 19:20,
Ex 34:5, Num 11:25, Num 12,5], And the Lord stood [cf. Fxod 34:5; 1 Sam 3:10], and the

43 Letter crossed out with a vertical slash.

44 Theabbreviation X"X here in the meaning: 7K OX.
45 Le., some of the Rabbanites.

46 In the sense of “forbid them.”

547



548

The Biblical Annals 14/3 (2024)

like.*” And since the 24 Scripture does not oblige one to do so, as for an intransigent one
who would speak because of it, he certainly denies the principle (of faith).* And it is oblig-
atory to distance oneself from him and to curse him. 25 And ask the Holy One, blessed be
He, to protect us from sin. If he said: Explain to me what is to be said when someone speaks
of it. We shall say that 26 what he said: A// the days of Enoch were 365 years [Gen 5:23],
imposes (the conclusion) that these are absolutely all his years, for it was said 27 4/l the days.
And it cannot be that there were actually more. And what remains of the statement /about
him/ is contained in two places. The first is when he said: 28 Enoch walked with God. And
the second, when he said: 4nd he was not, and did not say: And he died. The answer by the
first way. 29 For he showed favour to him, because of his righteousness, which is evident
in the holy language when the word ‘walking’ with God is mentioned 30 or before Him,
whom he desires, as we said. Noah walked with God. [Gen 6:9] Before whom my fathers
walked. [Gen 48:15] Remember, please,

Folio 98 recto

L how I have walked before you. [cf. Isa 38:3] The righteous walks in his integrity. [Prov 20:7]
And there are many such. Because that’s how it happens. He desired him, because he was
Godss servant, 2 the righteous perfect one. There was none like him in righteousness among
the people of his generation. And yet there were righteous among them. And nevertheless,
they were not equal to him 3 in good deeds. Answer in the second way. For we have already
found in the death records that (the life of the people) was shortened 4 beginning with the
generations of the sons of Noah. And that the Scripture mentions him, but shortens the re-
membrance of him. And he is perfect in being here for a shorter time. And although 5 it was
said, for God took him, it is possible that this is an allusion to the taking of his spirit at his
death and passing from this world. They did not mourn him, 6 but buried him secretly and
by stealth. God-fearing men of his own generation, so that no evil would be done to him.
And when they looked for him, 7 they did not find him. They said that God had taken him
to heaven. Though they knew that he was a righteous perfect one, and that his virtue was
great. 8 And this is what the Scripture proclaims about him. We have already explained that
if the Scripture, as said, were to impose this destroyer, it would be 2 obligatory to exclude it
from the literal meaning. But it does not impose it. And may the Holy One, blessed be He,
help everyone who chooses for himself 10 good. And let us turn away from the corrupt bonds.

The third commentary, Zirat kesef by Joseph Solomon Lutski — one of the spiritual
leaders of the Karaite community in the second half of the 19th century - is a concise,
insightful explication of the Sefer ha-mivhar commentary. He explains how each comment
should be understood, mostly repeating statements familiar from earlier commentaries, but

47 Reference to anthropomorphisms.
48 Le, the interpretation of the text of Gen 5:24, according to which Enoch was transferred to heaven with his
body during his lifetime, contradicts the dogmas of faith.
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also introducing his own supplementaries. For example, Joseph Solomon Lutski emphasises
that the use of the verb “Took in the sense of ‘death’ is meant to indicate that Enoch’s death
was not an ordinary one, “was not like the death of the rest of the people” (par. 511). He
explains that when Aaron ben Joseph wrote that “the word ‘taking’ includes both body
and soul,” he did not mean the ordinary material body (made up of four elements), but the
spiritual “luminous body” (par. 512). He thus refers to a concept familiar from Aristote-
lianism and Neoplatonism. Interestingly, he comments on the concept of the “body of the
pious” only with the enigmatic, restrained explanation: “This is the mystery purified of
matter and the radiance of the Countenance i7 act#” (an interpretation of the sod “mystery”
type) (par. 513). Concerning Elijah, he points out that the horses of fire and the chariots
of fire, like the cloak, are a sign of the disintegration of his body and testimony that one
cannot ascend to heaven “with a body composed of four elements” (par. 514). He writes:
“This means: the fact that he threw off his cloak is a testimony to the decay of the structure
of his body, and not, as is the opinion of the mob of Rabbanites, who believe that Elijah and
Enoch, of blessed memory, are living in the Garden of Eden with body and soul as they were
in life” (par. 515). This last statement refers to Radak’s commentary quoted above. On the
question of the chronology of the letter of Elijah, he warns — apparently jokingly - “lest you
think that this writing was sent by Elijah’s hand from the Garden of Eden,” and then pos-
tulates that the writing was prepared in advance by Elijah while he was still alive (par. 516).
Joseph Solomon Lutski’s commentary is eminently educational. There is a subtle apologetic
tone towards some of the controversial statements of Aaron ben Joseph, whose authority
was still prevalent in the 19th century.

Conclusion

The commentaries on the text of Gen 5:24 presented here demonstrate the topics and meth-
od of interpretation of that passage developed in the Byzantine Karaite exegetical school
represented by Aaron ben Joseph, author of Sefer ha-mivhar, and Aaron ben Elijah, author
of Sefer keter Torah. Both exegetes used a similar characteristic pattern of description and
a similar concise style of expression. As the quoted explanatory passages clearly show, for se-
mantic purposes they used the method of analogy, which consists in determining the mean-
ing of lexemes and phrases by confronting them with other similar lexemes and phrases in
the text of the Hebrew Bible. In this respect, they were close to the Andalusian school of
exegesis. A spectacular feature of the commentaries presented here is the use of concepts of
soul, matter and cosmos in terms of Aristotelian metaphysics (and thus the use of extra-bib-
lical knowledge for exegesis). This feature clearly distinguishes these commentaries from the
cited commentary of Yeshuah ben Judah of the Jerusalem school of exegesis, which predates
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Sefer ha-mivhar by more than two centuries and reflects the shift in Karaite exegesis in the
13th/14th centuries, which included the incorporation of elements of Greek philosophy.”

The main subject of the comments is the meaning of two sentences: “Enoch walked
with God” and “And he was not, for God took him.” Undoubtedly, the most serious prob-
lem of interpretation is to determine the meaning of the lexeme “took.” Aaron ben Joseph’s
interpretation is surprising and undoubtedly the most cognitively interesting issue in the
analysed textual corpus. Aaron ben Joseph made an obvious break with the strict Karaite
approach to the text of Gen 5:24, for by appealing to Aristotelian and Neoplatonic ideas,
he introduced the concept of “the body of the pious, which is in the likeness of the soul”
and stated that “taking’ includes both body and soul.” This innovation undoubtedly caused
consternation among Karaite theologians, as Aaron ben Elijah made clear when he replied
that “it is doubtful to scholars that this is about the soul with the body.” It seems that this
innovative explanation by Aaron ben Joseph, who was undoubtedly familiar with the exe-
gesis of the Nahmanides (and probably of his disciple Bahya ben Asher) and open to Greek
philosophy, was an attempt to reconcile the dogmatic and mystical reading of the text
of Gen 5:24. This statement by Aaron ben Joseph, who enjoyed immense authority of suc-
cessive generations of Karaites, remained forever controversial, as the quoted explanation
by Joseph Solomon Lutski also attests.
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