A Response to Yehoshua Granat
Michael Rand

ltem 1:

Granat’s reading and interpretation of |. 32 are to be preferred to those given in
my article. However, the reading ypwn in I. 33 suggested by him is impossible,
since there is an unambiguous and consistent difference between gof and tav
in the manuscript (the bottom stroke of the former points more or less directly
downwards, while the left leg of the latter curves leftwards and upwards); the
reading is clearly ynwn (apud Grant’s claim in note 13). One might suggest,
therefore, in light of Granat’s likely interpretation of oyv as referring to Torah,
that 1nwn be understood as a transitive verb (i.e., as ynwnn), so that ynwn oyv
naRwn ma nnnwia) / narwy (1. 34) would be interpreted as: ™Man R DTV N
NARVA N2 INAY NP1 ("DPV”) 1NN 12T IRVY (DIPR HRIY? 93 NRY) PITNI0N.

ltem 2:

The distinction made by Granat between the pre-modern meaning of a¥p,
“measure” (i.e., synonymous with v, nn) and the modern meaning, “pace,”
is unnecessary in the present context, since “pace” (in everyday usage, at least)
expresses the measure of the speed of a given process, and the interpretation
offered in my commentary refers to the measure, or degree, of the Tree’s ability
to nurture the world; thus far for the question of the semantics of the word
axp. The real distinction, therefore, between my interpretation and Granat’s is
rooted in the question of what exactly is being measured. Granat suggests that
the measurement refers to the depth of the Tree’s roots, which reach to the
primordial waters. However, the midrashic description of the Tree in which the
line in question is rooted clearly indicates that the measurement it offers refers
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to the Tree’s girth, not the depth of its roots, which is not mentioned at all: yy
NI IAR RIR 191 72T PO RY IRYIR P2 ATINY 7 /DR .NIY MRD wAN '|'7nn o»”n
(PT Ber. 1:1 [2c]; cf. also Ber. Rab. 15:6 [ed. Theodor-Albeck, p. 138]). This
description of the Tree’s circumference (rather than the depth of its roots) is
reflected in the Qillirian sillug for Sukkot cited by Granat, which relies directly
on the midrashic source quoted above: 1073 *2p / MY YMHN NIV MRN YN
moynY 1p nra (l. 47 [ed. Goldschmidt-Frenkel, p.130]). In the sillug, the word
axp appears in the following line, which describes the extent of the Tree’s
branches: mYynY nTna PR YA [axp 8”1 Pan Yar (1. 48 [ibid.]). It is therefore
evident that the question of the depth of the Tree’s roots is treated neither in
the midrashic source, nor in the Qillirian poetic tradition that directly relies on
it. On the other hand, in the sillug for Sukkot, Qillir develops the midrashic
source by referring to the extent of the Tree’s branches. This specifically poetic
development is quite likely rooted in the description found in the book of
Daniel (4:9-10): X3w1 93 P 1am .02 8YIY N XY N2IRY DAY ay. On
the basis of this scriptural source, which makes the connection between the
extensive foliage of the Tree and its all-nourishing quality, it seems likely to
me that the word 2¥p, which Qillir uses in connection with the Tree’s foliage
in the sillug for Sukkot, is employed by him in the rahit for Shemini Atzeret
to refer to the Tree’s nourishing ability. In light of this explanation, | think the
words D pmya RN R “...which is like deep waters” are best interpreted as a
simile, in which water stands for nourishment and plenty. Granat’s alternative
explanation, according to which the poet is referring here to the actual depth
of the primordial waters which the Tree’s roots reach, is theoretically possible
but less likely in my view, especially as he does not cite any textual (i.e.,
midrashic) support for such a seemingly specific cosmographic notion.*

1 The reference to o™ »axp in Jonah 2:7, made by Granat in note 19, does not seem to be
relevant. The scriptural phrase is difficult to interpret, but in any case it is clear on the basis
of the context that it is part of the description of the (metaphorical) death of the speaker
and his shade-like existence in the Pit, whereas in the case under discussion, the term 2xp
is employed within the opposite context of life, plenty and nourishment.
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ltems 3, 4, 6:

Granat’s interpretations, arrived at on the basis of a manuscript that |
unaccountably overlooked in my edition, are to be accepted. The manuscript
in question, ENA 1235.1, is actually the direct continuation of ENA 631.1,
on which Il. 1-40 of my edition are based. The following is an apparatus of
variant readings from the new manuscript (not including variations in plene
versus defective orthography). The variant forms are given together with their
vocalization in the manuscript. Those cases in which the alternative readings
provide an obviously better text than the one | published (including those
places pointed out by Granat) are marked by an asterisk.
DM NNDN [M%NN 49 YA [YHVNI DN T DNP W I [ Y 14
(110 DR ,MIPINN 'Y) 712 NANKYI [NANSWI 59 HYia Y [DIMa 120 R 92 P HR 55
[NaYMY 63 MINNII [MINN 22 YN [0IN 'P°1 DPIp» 61% NRINI DRI [IRINN 60
N12°3 (1722 NYVYN2 M2 66% NP2 [N2PIY 65 NP2 292 NINRY [MYD 9 64* NaYM
M AHVN 71 32 102 70 NY [ 68 PYNN TINY [PWNNY 1InY 67 122 NIYNI
D2 [MNan 75 PoNnm P2 29PNa9N [NYHM 29nnom 73 [LJY oun 1Y (Mrw
(P27 N7 (137 80 IRY IRV 79 YR D9 [D29am DANIY [N 77 NiRYY
mMYa [Mwa 85% nny»a) Y7 [0NY2) DT [NT772 82 P17 PR
I have re-edited the following lines according to MS ENA 1235.1. The
vocalization is mine. A commentary is provided wherever the interpretation
differs from that which | suggested in my original article.
2vp %2 [..] 1910 T DYiYN gion RYIp <O>ip 51
79X NioYan an 12 117 DI YRYn aYp 52
NiRAY Y HYDPYYY MPY <Y 53
2% PV 1Y P12 <NIR>1Y 54

DY NRT 922 NYp XY <>y 57
AL MNT MIIP PTPTA RPN <P>Y 58

DN P 1T92 A DY [Pl 78

DNRD 1NN YY DY DO VYN MR 88
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MWD NV MIRIN TV DA 5P ONNTAN DOV DR PTYRY W 1P Y 53
TY NN ,DPIY NMAVN AR W 54 CNNTINT MR HY VIVIL MVN) DHVIN
PY 58 .0 2N 28 5 TIPAIN ;IPRIN 10D (IPRIN 57 JMK IRT TURI :TNVL .DPIAN
N 2PANY .78 TN 2N 9 HY HYAY 17120 PN (DN L0 KV 1WA DR IR N
an3 %9 %Y NP NN /NN PNNTIN DD DR PP V2 1N 88 .RVNN RIN

2031 NN "R’ NMRD TN

ltem b

Granat is correct in pointing out that the metaphoric explanation offered in my
commentary is rather convoluted. He is also correct in that most of the piyyut
in question deals with natural phenomena, and does not therefore represent
an obvious context for a developed metaphor relating to God’s speaking.
However, it should be pointed out that precisely in the lines preceding the
ones in question we find a concentration of terms from the semantic field of
speech: 1nY (I. 68), X (I. 69), 9mNa (I. 69). The last case is particularly
significant, since it appears in the sentence 19°»7 9mRa, which makes direct
lexical reference to the scriptural locus classicus for the connection between
speech and water: "nInR Y03 71N MpY 7013 97y’ (Deuteronomy 32:2). Granat’s
comments notwithstanding, therefore, it seems to me unsurprising that in the
next line the poet would switch from a description of the descent of water to
a description of the descent of Divine speech, though | admit that the way
in which | suggested understanding the metaphor is unduly complex (and
therefore not entirely convincing).

The naturalistic explanation offered by Granat, moreover, also presents a
number of difficulties. I am not an expert in agriculture,? but it is difficult for
me to accept the notion that D'y7n mMYan NR Dyan onwin, offered by Granat

2 And neither, apparently, were the pre-classical and classical payyetanim, whose knowledge
of the subject was rather limited; see E. Ha-Cohen, max»1 18¥ 21 /929 pnom pwin qon’”
PP 4NN P 0YI2Y M VYA DAY — "par Y, Masoret ha-Piyyut 4 (2008), pp.
61-83.
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by way of explanation for the words of the piyyut: y3n 9v1% vy, And even if
some such thing were scientifically possible, there is no evidence in the piyyut
literature known to me that the poets thought of the rain as being detrimental
to the growth of (bad) fruit. It seems, therefore, that the burden of proof is on
Granat to demonstrate the existence of this idea on the basis of a text other
than the difficult one that is at issue here.

The connection between the words owy/omn and v in the payyetan’s
phrase MW m yown oyv (see also the variant reading to this line, given
above) is quite common in Qillirian language. In addition to the pair > Dw)
cited by Granat from the Qillirian seder pesugim for Shemini ‘Atzeret (l. 68
[ed. Goldschmidt-Frenkel, p. 424]), one may also note the following cases
from the seder yetsira of the same composition: o1 n»Ywn (I. 8 [ibid., p.
410]), om 2w (I. 42 [ibid., p. 414]).2 On the basis of these cases, it seems
reasonable to consider these combinations as expressing simply the notion of
“water” or “rain.” However, the addition of the word mYw to the phrase in
question presents an interpretational difficulty. Granat suggests that the phrase
be interpreted to mean: M»Wn M DYVI NN ...0MWIN YV DYV, Leaving aside
the difficulty of construing the words in question in such a way as to yield this
meaning, it seems to me that the very context of the piyyut, stressed by Granat,
militates against this interpretation. The piyyut is mostly concerned with the
process by which the fructifying rain is brought to earth, not with the taste of the
(rain) water qua drinking water.* From the point of view of context, therefore,
the naturalistic explanation offered by Granat is at least as difficult as the

3 Cf. also M. Rand, Introduction to the Grammar of Hebrew Poetry in Byzantine Palestine
(Piscataway, NJ 2006), p. 455 n. 739.

4 Cf. in this regard M. Rand, “Clouds, Rain and the Upper Waters: From Bereshit Rabbah
to the Piyyutim of Eleazar be-rabbi Qillir,” Aleph (forthcoming). The source in Ber. Rab.
13:10 quoted by Granat in this connection (and cited in my commentary to Il. 34-35 of
the piyyut [p. 52*]) is therefore not relevant, since the question posed in the
midrash is not so much of the taste of the water (i.e., salty or sweet) as
of its status within the hydrological process (i.e., the relationship between
salt and fresh water on the surface of the earth).
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metaphorical one which I suggested.® And since the reference to the waters of
Siloam cannot reasonably be integrated into the dominant naturalistic context
of the piyyut, it seems preferable to me — given the ready-made scriptural
metaphor in Isaiah 8:6 — to interpret these lines in terms of a metaphoric
connection between water and speech.

ltem 7:

In the following, | attempt to present my opinion with regard to the authorship of
the shiv'ata oy 7Yo nMAR. In Granat’s view, the “inner-textological” reasons
for thinking that the framing shiv‘ata (as opposed to the piyyutim inserted
into the second benediction, about whose Sa‘adyanic authorship there is no
dispute) is Sa‘adyanic are as follows: (1) the shiv‘ata is explicitly attributed to
Sa‘adya in the headings given in two manuscripts (one of which is lost, while
the other serves as the basis of 1l. 1-10 of my edition, where the heading is
given); (2) the inserted piyyutim are associated with the framing shiv'ata in
four manuscripts; (3) the fixed phrase mmn »m appears in the strophes of the
framing shiv'ata as well as in the seder yetsira nnanR »185R Ppin (not in the
reshut 0% MV YWR NN, as Granat writes).®

Reason No. 2 is hardly convincing, it being a near-axiom in piyyut research
that when a composition consists of a framing gerova (gedushta, shivata,
etc.) that is expanded by means of piyyutim inserted in accordance with the
requirements of a particular liturgical occasion, the inserted piyyutim could be

5  The connection suggested by Granat in note 32 between the adverbial expression nnia
found in the line in question and VXY wa%nn nywn m (Isaiah 8:6 [the verse is cited in
my commentary to that line, though with different import]) is unlikely, since nnia seems
to be a rather common adverbial usage, with no special allusive import; in addition to the
cases cited by Granat, see also %yn 9 nma from the same Qillirian composition (1. 69
[ed. Goldschmidt-Frenkel, p. 425]), and cf. Rand (n. 3 above), pp. 281-282. It is not even
certain that Qillir would have interpreted VXY as an adverb meaning “gently, slowly”; see
Pesikta de Rav Kahana 6:2 (ed. Mandelbaum, p. 116), where it is assumed that V&Y refers
to a toponym: ...ORY NVYW DIPN 1N R RIPHN 53 9P MIPN 'R RI9p 72 [1,N "] ORY N

6  See M. Zulay, PRy 7v0 27 Hv mv»an nndoRn (Jerusalem 1964), pp. x-na.
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(and were) changed at will, in accordance with the liturgical requirements and
the tastes of the communities in which these compositions were employed.”
So if, for example, the piyyut wanwnb 12 o8 12N 93, which is apparently
Qillirian, appears in the gedushta for 18 benedictions 777n2 98N n2YNR 7 by
Pinhas, this does not undermine the attribution of the gedushta to Pinhas.® Thus
the fact that four manuscripts (a not particularly impressive number) make a
connection between the framing shiv' ata and the inserted piyyutim by Sa‘adya
can hardly be taken as proof of the Sa‘adyanic authorship of the former, if
cogent reasons to think otherwise exist. It merely shows that in the liturgical
practice of the communities (or community) for which these four manuscripts
were produced, these Sa‘adyanic piyyutim for Shemini ‘Atzeret were inserted
into the shiv'ata o'ny YO NMIR.

Reason No. 1 is likewise unconvincing, since there is no reason why
attributions made by copyists in the headings of manuscripts should be accepted

7 Granat seems to imply that there is something misleading in my having omitted the inserted
piyyutim from my edition of the framing shiv‘ata, but this is standard practice in the
preparation of critical editions of piyyutim when the editor is convinced that some piyyutim
do not belong to the composition within which they are copied. In the context of a long
disquisition on the composition of the Rain shiv'ata, Granat stresses the fact that after its
second strophe it contains a string of inserted piyyutim that precede the recitation of the
second benediction of the ‘amida, and finds it surprising that in my edition | should have
indicated this recitation by means of the insertion (in square brackets) of the words nmn 2.
He apparently fails to appreciate that in my itemized list of compositions, 1 list simple
shiviatot for Shemini ‘Atzeret (i.e., those that were never intended to contain inserted
piyyutim for Rain) separately from Rain shiv*atot (i.e., those that were specifically intended
to serve as framing shiv* atot for the inserted piyyutim, in other words, to be recited during
the Additional Service of Shemini ‘Atzeret), and that oy Ty nmAR is listed among
the latter (pp. 18*-19*). This clearly indicates that my assumption is that the shiv'ata in
question originally did contain inserted piyyutim by Qillir, but that in the available (and
rather meager) textual record these piyyutim have been replaced by those of Sa‘adya.

8  See Sh. Elizur, jnan onya »27 »ova (Jerusalem 2004), pp. 54-55. In the words of Elizur,
the appearance of the piyyut wnanwn 12 MoRr MmN 7 in the context of the gedushta
for 18 benedictions by Pinhas casts doubt on the copyist (rather than on the
authorship of the composition): %13n any »nynn N TYAN APV NIMND VYD
DY DV HY VPYN VTN MM NN,
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when contrary evidence exists.® In the present case, it is easy to suppose that
a copyist attributed the entire composition to Sa‘adya on account of the
Sa‘adyanic authorship of the inserted piyyutim (while having missed, as did a
number of moderns, the acrostic signature 91y in the framing shiv' ata).

Reason No. 3 is refuted by the arguments offered by Granat himself. In
trying to explain away the acrostic signature 9198 found in the framing shiv‘ ata
(see further below), he notes that n7137 3”07 72'NY DWIN MNYIY NV ,NVYNRY
M1 g8 IHPN DVIN NNYIVY YV 1Y Anyawn. Once we admit that the inserted
piyyutim composed by Sa‘adya for Shemini ‘Atzeret are influenced by Qillirian
models, it is not so difficult to imagine that in this case Sa‘adya simply took
a ready-made Qillirian framing shiv'ata and composed piyyutim for it in such
a way that they could fit easily into the frame. After all, the use of a fixed
phrase is a very easy structural detail to imitate, and it is quite useful in lending
structural unity to a composition as a whole. In this case, one might even
speculate that what caught Sa‘adya’s eye in this particular shiv'ata — which
is, after all, not exceptional in terms of its literary qualities — was the use of
the verb 7o in the first line, which answers so nicely to his own name.*°

9 Cf. Sh. Elizur, n1n inn ovh mrowTp — 97 %2711 91p98 127 (Jerusalem 2000), p. 20, where
the editor says as much with regard to the evaluation of the heading aryYx in attempting to
determine the Qillirian authorship of piyyutim: nnX 8% 199,01 NON MIMI2 NPRY PIXIN...
NIV MR 1IReN. (Granat himself refers to Elizur’s discussion of the question of attribution
in note 2.)

10 | cannot accept Granat’s claim, made in note 52, that there is something particularly
suggestive or diagnostic about the collocation of the verb 1yo together with the word o'n
(or the like) in a line from the framing shiv* ata and two lines from the inserted piyyutim. |
think it entirely banal that a verb meaning “to stay, support” should appear
together with the word “water” in poetry whose basic function it is to
request rain. Furthermore, in the case from I. 1 of the framing shiv' ata, the
word on appears in the rhyme position (i.e., it is not entirely freely selected) and in the
first case from the Sa‘adyanic inserted piyyutim, the word is taken from the fixed
phrase mman m (i.e., it is entirely fixed in its place by means of the poetic structure). In
the second case from the Sa‘adyanic inserted piyyutim, the phrase ona5w maon likewise
appears in the rhyme position. The only thing that these examples prove is that a similarity
in (liturgical) function leads to a similarity in (lexical) form (although, as stated above, |
admit that Sa‘adya might have had a special predilection for the verb Tyv).
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Leaving aside for the moment the question of language, this leaves us with
a framing shiv'ata that is unambiguously signed 919X in the acrostic. True,
the use of this acrostic signature alone is not enough to establish Qillirian
authorship, and in such a case Elizur suggests the following procedure: jn»
RIWI NPADN NPRY MTYY 7PN NADIND 1IRI KX NMIAN P WANVAY P
(7292 "91YHR’ NRINN YV IR NIMI2 PNYR YY) NRYY.M In the present case, a formal
criterion is not hard to find: the distribution of the acrostic letters over the
strophes of the framing shiv* ata parallels that found in the Qillirian Dew shivata
mn yar Ny (as | stated on p. 19*; Dew shiv' atot are structurally parallel
to Rain shiv'atot, as a result of their functional, i.e., liturgical, parallelism). So
we are faced with a choice between attributing the framing shiv'ata to Qillir
on the basis of a typical acrostic signature or assuming that the shiv'ata was
nevertheless composed by Sa‘adya, who signed someone else’s hame in the
acrostic. Granat opts for the second choice, arguing that Sa‘adya is known
to have signed names other than his own in his piyyutim — namely, nnbw
and 77 — and that therefore Yv nmR¥N DRY ,RYNP HOMTIA ,DM0N jIN2
2707 YV 10Y Man ANYH OY TNR NP2 NP RPNT MPNAMPA NINR NN, He
then goes on to suggest that Sa‘adya’s use of this signature in this shiv'ata
was an act of homage by Sa‘adya to Qillir: :/n3) *9pn YV N1 NN RN
22NV NAYH DWIN NNYAY ,/DPARY TY0 IMIR'2 )07 N1 2PN ]’O”D'J mnn. So
according to Granat, a shiv* ata signed 1Y% was not written by Eleazar Qillir
but by Sa‘adya, who wanted to imitate Eleazar Qillir, and the very use of
the signature 2198 “paradoxically” proves that it was written by Sa‘adya. In
my view, paradoxical modes of argumentation are not appropriate to piyyut
research in particular and or to research in the humanities in general. | believe
it is much more scientifically responsible, when a particular object of study
(in this case, a shiv'ata) appears to belong within a certain analytical category
(in this case, the corpus of Qillirian piyyutim), to place it within that category,

11 See Elizur (n. 9 above), p. 20.
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unless there are compelling reasons to reject the obvious classification, which
appear to me to be absent in this case.

This brings us to the use of a number of words or phrases in the shiv'ata in
question, which Granat believes betray its Sa‘adyanic character. Granat himself
admits that there is a distinction between the idiom of the framing shiv'ata
and the Sa‘adyanic idiom of the inserted piyyutim: 139190 2ARTYON DIPIN NNYH
11V NONY MY MNP 127111 INY MPNX 'TNDAN MDY MR ... DNINRD KV
MY, However, he identifies the following elements that, in his view,
argue for Sa‘adyanic authorship: 230 mw1 (1. 4), 2 (I. 2), oy mane (1.
22). The first is singled out because it contains an unusual feminine form of
the common biblical word 91, which is attested elsewhere in the Sa‘adyanic
corpus. However, unusual feminine forms are also attested in the Qillirian
corpus. Take, for example the word nnnbx found in the Qillirian seder yetsira
for Shemini “Atzeret (I. 18 [ed. Goldschmidt-Frenkel, p. 411]).* This form is
not only unexpectedly feminine, but it is also a common noun derived from a
toponym that is attested only twice in the Bible, therefore clearly demonstrating
the quality of X9pnavw Nw 'nvam mI1an nan on the part of Qillir. I believe
that this accounts for the two forms found in 9y mamy, which are both
hapax legomena, as well as the form )3, derived from the biblical 2ana, which
is attested several times, all in Daniel. One might also suggest for the sake
of argument that the locutions in question were first employed in the present
context by Qillir and were picked up by Sa‘adya. This is, of course, just a
guess, but it is not unreasonable in view of the esteem in which Sa‘adya held
Qillirian piyyut specifically from the point of view of language; cf. his famous
comment in the Arabic introduction to the Egron: 7’9y ThwnoR |8 TR RN O'N
777 1OYA LLAYHRY IR DY 12007 PHIRIR RIWIR 91p 0.

On the basis of the data available through the Historical Hebrew Dictionary

12 Cf. also Rand (n. 3 above), pp. 514-515.

13 “Now [with regard to] that which I saw fit to supply with attestations from the ancient
poets, Yose ben Yose and Yannai and Eleazar ... | did so.” Cf. N. Allony, a8n> — R
TR PTYD 27 NRN — MIRIPOR IWWIR MR (Jerusalem 1969), p. 154,
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project, Granat shows that all of the forms listed by him, leaving aside the
shiv'ata in question, are attested exclusively in Sa‘adya (with the exception
of one case in Shmuel ha-Shelishi, whose idiom can be safely considered
Sa‘adyanic), and argues that this fact indicates that our shiv'ata too is
Sa‘adyanic. But this mode of argumentation is methodologically faulty, since
it “stacks the deck” in favor of Sa‘adya. The database of the Historical Hebrew
Dictionary project is far from being complete, and significant portions of the
Qillirian corpus have yet to be entered into it. If, therefore, on the basis
of lexical argumentation, we were to enter the composition in question into
the database as Sa‘adyanic, we would thereby have distorted the number
of attestations of particular lexemes in favor of Sa‘adya, so that the next
time we came to evaluate the possible Qillirian authorship of a composition
containing the same lexemes (which, given the amount of material left to be
processed, is not an unlikely scenario), we would be even less inclined to
think it Qillirian since in the meantime the number of Sa‘adyanic examples
would have grown at the direct expense of Qillirian examples. In my view,
in the present case it is preferable to be guided by the obvious fact that the
language of piyyut is firmly rooted in Scripture, and to simply assume that (on
principle) a payyetan like Qillir was just as free as a payyetan like Sa‘adya
to select certain biblical words from the available inventory, to manipulate
them morphologically (e.g., by adding or removing a feminine ending), and to
employ them in his composition.

|tem 8:

I do not accept Granat’s suggestion (and as he himself indicates, Zulay likewise
was not certain that in this case the verb 7y refers to roaring and the like),*

14 | do not understand why, in citing Zulay’s article "pnv»an MwHa mNawy”, Granat supplies
the information that it was first published more than 65 years ago. If he means to imply
that I was not aware of this article (which was published so long ago!), then he is wrong
— see the bibliography in Rand (n. 3 above), p. 537. | do not think that it is my scholarly
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since the line in question gives no reason to think that the payyetan is referring
to sound production. The examples listed by Zulay indicate that the verb
23 “to roar” is either simply intransitive, or takes a word such as 9y as an
adverbial object.”® In the present case, the direct object of the verb is water
— 90 mmn m — which is inappropriate to the range of usages of the verb
qM “to roar.” Granat correctly points to Jeremiah 10:13 (parallel to 51:16) as
appearing in the context of Rain shiv'atot. This verse is frequently employed
by Qillir — see, for example, p. 52*, I. 34 and p. 53*, I. 42 in the material
published in my previous article. However, | do not think that this verse is
alluded to in the sentence under discussion, since the verse treats of the sounds
accompanying rain, while the sentence under discussion does not. Granat
suggests the following interpretation: n792 YynWIN (M0Y) DHN AN NP DR YRV
('minan ") N372n Mwa. In my view, this stretches the syntax and the semantics
of the sentence beyond all likelihood. According to Zulay, 9n» means “to roar.”
There is no indication anywhere that it means “to utter the sound of raging
waters,” as Granat would have it. Likewise, mmin ' means “peaceful waters”
(a meaning that, by the way, is inconsonant with the image of a downpour
accompanied by thunder), a noun phrase that cannot be made to serve in place
of an entire subordinate clause.

responsibility to cite material that does not further the understanding of the material that
I am trying to interpret, and since Zulay’s contribution in this case was the identification
of the meaning “to roar, etc.” for the verb 913, a meaning that | do not see in the present
context (see above), | did not consider it necessary to refer to his discussion of the verb.

15 In one case, from Yosef ibn Avitur, the verb 90y does take a direct object, but there the
meaning is clearly “to rebuke” (i.e., close to 9y3) rather than “to roar,” i.e., the stress is
laid on the ethical, rather than the vocal, aspect of the verb: 1) m5nnn »n “Rebuke the
mocking rebukers”. See M. Zulay, "2y0»an w1 mnawi” in idem, novay YR PR (ed.
E. Chazan, Jerusalem 1995), p. 446.
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ltem 9:

Granat’s interpretation, together with the suggested emendation, should be
accepted. The lexicological discussion, based on an emended form, is irrelevant.

Item 10:

This is a perfect illustration of the far-fetched results to which Granat’s method
of attribution leads. In the present case, in light of an explicit Qillirian acrostic
signature (and in the absence of any textual or liturgical reasons to deny
Qillirian authorship), his argumentation rests on a listing of phrases, etc.
that are “difficult,” together with a few that are “Sa‘adyanic” or “late.” The
conclusion that he draws from this list is as follows: 91999 nwp myT NIYH
NNYIY MpPNa ImMa DR 1DNY 0N INIRND JUIE HY 1IN 121TH 1 MIVARD DR
DYTIPN 19”90 59 1Y NRAN DR 7 DPIAND DR 10 0NN SRYI DY 1Y) D)
DoMNanMm. So we are asked to believe that some other payyetan, not Qillir,
imitated Qillir to the extent of signing his name in the acrostic, though in
regard to the difficult language his imitation was a failure, as a result of which
Granat is able to identify it as such. At the very least, it should have occurred
to him that the same data can be interpreted in exactly the opposite, and
much more likely, fashion — i.e., that rather than being faced with a blatantly
pseudepigraphic composition, we are dealing with a case of a prodigiously
talented payyetan, whose ability to write in different registers is quite well
documented, composing in a style that is not yet (well) attested in his known
corpus. In note 79, Granat mitigates his conclusion somewhat: ngnnn MY NR
INPRN 5931 DITPN VON PN MY DIPNN 1YWY MNTY IR NRI IT VINY MY HY
0791 7719pn Hv. But given his methodology with regard to establishing Qillirian
authorship, the results will be the same: Granat’s Qillirian corpus will contain
only those compositions that suit his definition of “Qillirian,” and everything
that does not match this ideal corpus will be excluded as imitations, or perhaps
on other grounds. In short, the procedure suggested here by Granat undermines
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the very foundations of modern piyyut research, since it prevents us from
assembling the corpus on which our judgments should be based.™®

With regard to the acrostic signature of the seder yetsira, Granat’s suggested
reading »yv in I. 58 is correct (cf. his item 12). If, furthermore, one were to
accept his quite reasonable suggested emendation of I. 62 to DnWH D20 YN
79M9,Y the resulting signature would be: X190 nLIpn [PYp 2212 WYX (ie.,
one letter missing from the expected n»pn, and an extra aleph after the word
7av). But of course this would still not yield the proper form of the name
signature, as he suggests.

[tems 11-15:
The readings and interpretations suggested by Granat are to be preferred to
mine.

[tem 16:

I wish to thank Granat for pointing out that the reshut [m292] pynn 9pwn in
MS Mosseri IV 369 is actually the first part of the reshut in MS Cambridge T-S
NS 127.24, and that the whole is parallel to the reshut %1% 1 %8 110K, as these
facts had escaped my notice. | furthermore find convincing his suggestion that
the two reshuyot [m72] Pynn pwn + MYy ... were originally intended as a
pair. However, | do not understand why in his view the fact that the reshut »nx

16 Granat mentions a number of places in the shiv'ata in which reference is made to Yom
Kippur — I1. 103, 201, 178 (see also notes 80, 81) — finding the presence of this theme
in a composition for Shemini ‘Atzeret remarkable: Dwsn MNYavy NYMR WR N1 o0
0191 PYPYPIM Y921 MMIPN. To me it does not seem so surprising that Yom Kippur
should be mentioned during a festival that takes place a short while afterward; compare, for
example, the opening line of the Qillirian gedushta for Sukkot M85 %na s (1. 1 [ed.
Goldschmidt-Frenkel, p. 98]).

17 The interpretation of the line offered in note 71 is also to be preferred. On the other hand,
the vocalization suggested by him in note 81 is puzzling. My vocalization opiiy “their
iniquities” is based on the Biblical ni%iy (Psalms 58:3; 64:7), whereas | am not aware of
any ancient authority for his suggested nni»y.



A Response to Yehoshua Granat

1¥7% v is built in accordance with an 27K acrostic, while the reshut gpwn
[m272] pynn employs a p"™wn order proves that the latter is dependent on the
former (HYRI2 PINRD MON DR 92 ANY 13 2 AMT A Y720 MaN). If his
suggestion that the two reshuyot are an organic pair is correct, it would make
sense that the first member of the pair employs an 2”& acrostic while the second
member employs the opposite order. Furthermore, in the case of the p”wn
reshut [m272] pynn 9pwn the seventh line — i.e., the first refrain line, "y
[m272] 'nwia (as correctly read and restored by Granat) — comes after the letter
pe of the acrostic order. This would help to explain the unusual structure of
the reshut, namely, that the payyetan chose to compose in seven-line strophes,
the seventh line being the refrain, since in this way the first occurrence of the
refrain would fit within the acrostic structure, as it were.'® So it appears to me
that the reshut [m>72] Pynn 9pwn is the model on which the reshut vy *a MR
N¥TY is based, rather than the other way around.*

With regard to the Qillirian authorship of the entire composition, | have
nothing to add to the structural parallels cited by Granat.® As for the weight
to be attributed to the lexical items man (Biblical), hay (attested in Qillir)

18 This, of course, is the reason that | failed to realize in the first place that the line »mwxa »1y
[ma7a] is a refrain.

19 Granat shows that the line mma »mw) virw, which seems corrupt in the reshut pynn 9pwn
m>12 where it fails to supply the required acrostic letter gimel, is correctly situated in the
shinslot in the reshut %1% viv *a »nR. But oddly, within the same context, he suggests that
the line be emended in [m>39a] pynn 9pwn by removing the first element, thereby yielding
m372 W), even suggesting that n%nnn VAN NN 113 98 735 93 TIRN JIN». However, the
result of this emendation is ungrammatical, and therefore highly unlikely. It seems much
more likely, given the parallel, that the copyist of [m342] pynn @pwn was familiar with the
derivative reshut 1% v »a »nR and simply inserted the line into an incorrect position
in the former reshut because in the latter it follows the line mIm mwiphn 19w (i.e., the
positioning there is appropriate with regard to the acrostic) while in the former it follows
the very similar line m v mwiphn [123 9"¥] 220

20 The question of the structure of the Qillirian (and related) shiv'atot for Dew and Rain
is discussed in extenso in M. Rand, “Compositional Technique in Qillirian Piyyytim for
Rain and Dew,” due to appear in the proceedings of a conference held by
the Taylor-Schechter Genizah Research Unit in honor of Stephan Reif in
the summer of 2007.
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and aran (attested in the classical payyetan Pinhas), | refer the reader to my
comments on Item 7 above. | believe that the structural parallels to other
Qillirian compositions, taken together with the acrostic signature 1ty9,% suffice
to attribute the composition to Qillir. Even if the reshut [m272] pynn 9pwn
were proven to be late, this would not impugn the Qillirian authorship of the
rest of the composition, since the reshut could very well not be original to it,
as | pointed out in my original publication.

In the present context, | would like to take the opportunity to mention two
corrections suggested to me by B. Loeffler. In piyyut 14b, I. 56 the correct
reading is mmxnA nYiy (the spelling is influenced by the rhyme-word onixRn
in |. 58), the reference being to Levi. The variant reading of MS Firkovitch Il
A 236.6a, reported in the apparatus, is to be corrected to 1. In I. 72, the text
is to be vocalized: n’n’ DR DPPYRTY NY'V. The words DNn DRYWRY serve as an
epithet for Issachar (cf. I Chronicles 12:33 and the midrash in Ber. Rab. 72:5
[ed. Theodor-Albeck, p. 842]), so that the whole may be translated as: “May
[the rain] revive the planting[s] of ‘Their heads are 200’ [=Issachar].”

The damaged seder pesugim that appears as piyyut No. 15 in my article
and that | explicitly attributed to the corpus on the basis of form alone can be
considered anonymous.

ltem 17:

Following up on Granat’s suggestion, one might speculate that m212 functions
adverbially, so that 28wy M2 WY N may be translated as: “May the
descending rains be drawn [as] blessings.” Alternatively, one could adopt the
variant reading nw (see the apparatus ad loc.), so that the line would read
aARYY MIT2 Dwy Y (i.e., DWX in construct with m293, as a variation on the
phrase 1372 'nv»).

21 The seder pesugim in question is clearly signed 1y%, not 1y5[28] as Granat suggests. The
signature 1y} is attested in Qillirian piyyutim; cf. E. Fleischer, "0»1%p omy”, Tarbiz 50
(1980-1981), p. 283.



