Nahmanides and Ibn Ezra’s Commentaries on Genesis
It is well known that R. Abraham Ibn Ezra authored more than one commentary on Genesis.  The most widely disseminated of these commentaries (‘the short commentary’) was composed in Lucca, Italy, before 1145 and is part of a larger commentary on the entire Pentateuch.  Ibn Ezra also composed a second commentary on Genesis, in France which includes an introduction and two types of interpretations, grammatical and topical, covering the weekly Torah portions Bereshit, Noah, and Lekh Lekha.[footnoteRef:1]   This commentary will be referred to throughout as ‘the second recension.’[footnoteRef:2]  Finally, remnants of a third commentary have been found: oral teachings preserved by Ibn Ezra’s disciple, R. Joseph ben Jacob of Moreuil  while Ibn Ezra was living in London toward the end of his life.[footnoteRef:3]  I will refer to this commentary as ‘the third approach’. 	Comment by a k: Or: pericope [1: **Unless otherwise noted, all biblical citations in this paper refer to Genesis. 
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 The second recension is extant in only a handful of manuscripts: Oxford - Bodleian Library MS Mich. 238 (reference number F22048); Oxford - Bodleian Library MS Opp. Add. Qu. 22 (F16361); London - British Library Library Add. 27038, Catalogue Margoliouth 1073 (F5716); Seminary Lutzki 831 (F24067).  The grammatical portion of the commentary concludes at the end of Lekh Lekha; the topical material ends at the same point in all the manuscripts: Genesis 12:11. The second recension was first printed, without an introduction, by M. Mortara in Otsar Nehmad b (1857) pp. 209-222, and again (with an introduction) by M. Friedlaender, Essays on the Writings of Abraham Ibn Ezra, London 1877, Hebrew Appendix, pp. 1–64.  Some maintain that Ibn Ezra completed this commentary on all of Genesis, but that later sections were lost.  See Y. L. Fleischer, 'In What Year Did Ibn Ezra Die?' Mizrah uMa'arav 2 (1928), p, 246 n. 5 (in Hebrew).  Others disagree.  See I. Kislev, 'The Relationship between the Torah Commentaries Composed by R. Abraham Ibn Ezra in France and the Significance of his Relationship for the Biographical Chronology of the Commentator', JJS 60 (2009), p. 286.
]  [2:  The connection between the second recension on Genesis and ‘the long commentary’ on Exodus is controversial.  Many scholars maintain that the two works belong to the same series of commentary; others contend that there is no link between the two works.  For a detailed discussion of this issue, see U. Simon, 'R. Abraham Ibn Ezra - Short Commentary on the Torah and Long Commentary on Genesis and Exodus', Mikra'ot Gedolot 'Haketer', Exodus part 1, Edited by M. Cohen, Jerusalem 2012, pp. 10–22 (in Hebrew). Kislev, 'The Relationship'.]  [3:  This commentary to a portion of the Torah portion Vayishlah (Genesis 32:4-35 and 22 (?) is extant in only one manuscript: Roma - Biblioteca Casanatense 2839 (F763).  It was published by A. Mondschein, 'Abraham Ibn Ezra's Commentary on Parashat Vaishlah - Another Recension', Beit Mikra 162 (2000), pp. 200–223.  The commentary on an excerpt of the Torah portion Vayehi (Genesis 47:28-49:10) is extant in four manuscripts: Oxford - Bodleian Library MS Mich. 238 (F22048); The British Library London England Add. 27038, Catalogue Margoliouth (F5716) New York - Jewish Theological Seminary Ms. 2321 (F28574); Boesky 67 (F75725). It was published from the London manuscript by Friedlander, Essays; Hebrew appendix pp. 65-68.  According to Mondschein, these two sections belong to the same series of commentaries.  See A. Mondschein, 'A "Third Recension" for Ibn Ezra's Commentary on Torah?', Y. Hoffman and F. H. Polak (eds.), A Light for Jacob - Studies in the Bible and the Dead Sea Scrolls in Memory of Jacob Shalom Licht, Jerusalem 1997, pp. 172–174 (in Hebrew).] 

Rabbi Abraham Ibn Ezra’s exegesis is one of the foundations of Nahmanides’ commentary on Torah, Nahmanides addressing it comprehensively and systematically.[footnoteRef:4]  In this paper, I wish to explore the question of which of Ibn Ezra’s three commentaries were available to Nahmanides’ when he composed his own commentary.[footnoteRef:5] [4:  See A. Lipshitz, Ibn Ezra Studies, Jerusalem, 1982, pp. 18–92 (in Hebrew); B. Septimus, 'Open Rebuke and Concealed Love: Nahmanides and the Andalusian Tradition', I. Twersky (ed.), RAMBAN: Explorations in his Religious and Literary Virtuosity, Cambridge 1983, pp. 11–34; Y. Copperman, Lifshuto shel Mikra, Jerusalem, 1992, pp. 161-186 (in Hebrew); M. Sklarz (Hofman), 'The Place of Abraham Ibn Ezra in Nachmanides' Commentary to Genesis' (PhD), Bar-Ilan University, Ramat Gan 2002 (in Hebrew).]  [5:  A similar question might be raised about Nahmanides’ approach to Ibn Ezra’s two commentaries on Exodus.  See J. Jacobs, 'Ramban, and Ibn Ezra's Two Commentaries on Exodus' (in press).] 

Thirty-five years ago, Avraham Lipshitz addressed this issue.  Briefly discussing three examples and finding evidence for both positions, he concluded:  “In light of the aforementioned, we must concede that it is unclear whether Nahmanides used Ibn Ezra’s secondary commentaries, and the question of whether these commentaries influenced Nahmanides and his exegesis has yet to be resolved.”[footnoteRef:6] There has been no systematic research on this matter since Lipshitz’s work, and scholars regularly refer to both the short commentary and the second recension as sources for citations of Ibn Ezra’s commentary in Nahmanides’ writings.[footnoteRef:7]  Based on my recent comprehensive research, I have concluded that the aforementioned convention is mistaken; the evidence shows that Nahmanides had access only to the short commentary.  I will first present the facts as they pertain to the second recension and will conclude with facts relating to the third approach. [6:  Lipshitz, Ibn Ezra Studies, pp. 19–21.  The quote is taken from pg. 21.  I will relate to Lipshitz’s evidence in the discussion below.]  [7:  I have found no shortage of references to Ibn Ezra’s second recension as a source for Nahmanides’ writings in super-commentaries on Nahmanides, as well as in the work of academic scholars.  Among the super-commentaries, see, for example, Perush Ramban haMevoar, edited by Aharon Fischer, Bet Shemesh 2009, pp. 243 and 268; Sefer Lev Tzion—He’arot U’bei’urim al Perush Ramban by Arye Leb Halevi Lapiansky, (?) Jerusalem 1999, pg. 33; Hidushei Ramban al HaTorah Mahadurat Ha’maor, edited by Daniel Biton 2014, p. 190, footnote 437. For academic sources, see, for example, A. Lipshitz, Studies on Abraham Ibn Ezra, Chicago 1969, p. 46 (in Hebrew); M. Sklarz, 'The Terms "Error" and "Enticement" in Nachmanides' Rebuke of Ibn Ezra', Studies in Bible and Exegesis 8 (2008) pp. 562 (in Hebrew); I. Gottlieb, Order in the Bible: The Arrangement of the Torah in Rabbinic and Medieval Jewish Commentary, Jerusalem 2009, pp. 327–329 (in Hebrew).  I have also cited the second recension as a source for Nahmanides’ writings in joint research with Professor Y. Ofer.  See Y. Ofer and J. Jacobs, Nahmanides' Torah Commentary Addenda Written in the Land of Israel, Jerusalem 2013, p. 128 and n. 42 (in Hebrew).  See also discussion below.] 

Examining Genesis 1-12 (for which we have two commentaries by Ibn Ezra), I have found thirty-one explicit references to Ibn Ezra’s commentary in Nahmanides’ writings on these chapters as well as an additional citation in Nahmanides’ commentary on Genesis 29:27.[footnoteRef:8] Comparing these citations to the original commentaries of Ibn Ezra—the short commentary[footnoteRef:9] and the second recension—demonstrates that references should be divided into three categories:  complete, precise quotations from Ibn Ezra’s commentary, partial quotations from his commentary, and references to the commentary’s content without direct quotation of its text. [8:  Nahmanides on Genesis 29:27: “And she will be given to you […] And R. Abraham said here that [this verb is in the] nif’al [passive construction] and the vav consecutive returns it to the future tense, and its meaning is ‘and she will be given to you.’”  Cf. Ibn Ezra in the short commentary on Genesis 1:26: […] because she will be given to you is the nif’al [passive] construction […] and the vav consecutive returns it to the future tense, as is the rule with all past tenses and its meaning is ‘and she will be given to you.’  The language in the second recension is very similar, but the conclusion is missing.  It is therefore reasonable to assume that Nahmanides’ source here is in the short commentary.  Cf. Lipshitz, Ibn Ezra Studies, p. 19.  There are those who maintain that Nahmanides’ source is Ibn Ezra’s commentary on Genesis 29:27; the basis for this contention is the Vienna manuscript (F1316) which contains the identical version, and Vatican manuscript 39 (F155) which contains this version in the margin.  See N. Ben Menahem, 'Studies in the Commentaries of Abraham Ibn Ezra', Tarbiz 27 (1958), p. 509 (in Hebrew); L. Prijs (ed.), Abraham Ibn Ezra's Commentary on Genesis Ch. 1–3, London 1990, pp. 6–7 (in Hebrew).  It seems more likely, however, that these manuscripts were edited by copyists in keeping with the quote from Nahmanides’ commentary here, on the basis of Ibn Ezra’ commentary on Genesis 1.]  [9:  My first comparisons were based on the printed edition of Mikra'ot Gedolot 'Haketer', Genesis Part 1, edited by M. Cohen, Jerusalem 1997.  As described below, my findings sometimes necessitated checking additional manuscripts.] 

Full quotation of Ibn Ezra’s commentary by Nahmanides
In twenty of the thirty-one cases (about 62%), I found that the citation accurately matched the source as it appeared in Ibn Ezra’s short commentary.[footnoteRef:10]  In one example (Genesis 1:7), it is clear that Nahmanides must be quoting from the short commentary, as this topic is not mentioned at all in the second recension. In ten other cases, the interpretations in the short commentary and the second recension are identical, but the precision of the quotation demonstrates that the short commentary is not their source.[footnoteRef:11]  In seven cases, the short commentary offers an interpretation which differs from that in the second recension.  Here, too, it is evident that Nahmanides was basing himself on the second recension.[footnoteRef:12]  Two examples follow:	Comment by a k: טענתך לא להיפך? [10:  I have also included in this category quotations which deviate from the original by a word or two. ]  [11:  Genesis 2:3 (two cases); 3:16; 4:8; 6:3; 6:4; 6:18; 10:8-9; 10:13-14; 29:27]  [12:  Genesis 1:4 (two cases); 1:18; 6:9; 6:13; 11:2; 12:1 (the second entry).  In one case (9:27), the quotation is too short to determine with any certainty which commentary was being quoted by Nahmanides.  Another case, (9:26) will be discussed below.] 

Complete, exact quotation of Ibn Ezra’s short commentary with no discussion of the topic in the second recension:
	רמב"ן בר' א, ז
	ראב"ע הפירוש הקצר בר' א, ז

	ורבי אברהם פירש
כי הוא דבק עם הבא אחריו - כאשר היה כן, קרא לרקיע שמים
	וטעם ויהי כן 
דבק עם הבא אחריו - כאשר היה כן, קראו שמים



	Nahmanides on Genesis 1:7
	Ibn Ezra, the short commentary, Genesis 1:7

	Rabbi Abraham explained that [the phrase] is connected with what follows; when ‘it was so’, He called [the firmament] ‘heavens’.
	And the meaning of ‘it was so’ is connected with what follows; when ‘it was so’, He called [the firmament] ‘heavens’.



Complete, precise quotation from Ibn Ezra’s short commentary, with an identical  interpretation in the second recension:
	רמב"ן בר' ד, ח
	ראב"ע הפירוש הקצר ד, ח
	ראב"ע השיטה האחרת ד, ח

	ורבי אברהם אמר
כי הקרוב אליו שאמר לו כל התוכחות שהוכיחו השם
	ויאמר קין - 
הקרוב אלי שאמר לו כל התוכחות שהוכיחו השם
	ויאמר קין - 
זה הדבר שאמר לו השם



	Nahmanides on Genesis 4:8
	Ibn Ezra, the short commentary, Genesis 4:8
	Ibn Ezra, second recension, Genesis 4:8

	And R. Abraham said that the most likely explanation, in his opinion, is that [Cain] said to [Abel] all the rebukes that God had rebuked him.	Comment by a k: This is obviously very literal but we wanted to preserve the form of the expression. 
	And Cain said: The most likely explanation in my opinion, is that [Cain] said to [Abel] all the rebukes that God had rebuked him. 
	And Cain said:  This is the thing that God said to him.



A comparison of Nahmanides’ wording shows beyond doubt that he was using the short commentary, and not the second recension.
Partial quotation of Ibn Ezra’s commentary by Nahmanides
In five cases (about 16%), I found that the quote in Nahmanides partially matched what appears in Ibn Ezra’s commentary.[footnoteRef:13] In two of the cases (Genesis 1:5 and 3:22), even partial quotation demonstrates that Nahmanides’ source was the short commentary.  In one case (2:19), the language of the short commentary and the second recension is so similar that Nahmanides’ source cannot be determined.  Two additional cases (3:8 and 12:1) will be discussed below. [13:  Included in this category are cases in which there is a difference of more than two words between the source in Ibn Ezra’s commentary and the quote in Nahmanides, as well as cases in which Nahmanides quoted Ibn Ezra faithfully, but omitted some words.] 

Below is a case in which the short commentary and the second recension offer an identical interpretation, yet it can be determined that the source for Nahmanides’ partial quotation is the short commentary: 




	רמב"ן בר' ג, כב
	ראב"ע הפירוש הקצר ב, יא
	ראב"ע השיטה האחרת ב, יא

	ורבי אברהם יכחיש מה שאמרו כי פישון הוא נילוס, 
בעבור שימצאוהו יוצא מהר הלבונה 



ולכן יגדל בימי הקיץ
	אמר הגאון כי פישון - יאור מצרים[…]
ויאור מצרים יוצא מהר הלבנה רחוק מקו ההשויה בצד נגב, 


והראיה - גדולו בקיץ
	אמר אחד מגדולי דורנו כי פישון - יאור מצרים[…]
ולא כן יאור מצרים כי הוא יוצא ממעין שהוא בהר הנקרא הר הלבנה, והוא לפאת נגב מהקו השוה, שהוא תחלת הישוב לפאת צפון, 
על כן יגברו מימי יאור מצרים בתמוז



	Nahmanides on Genesis 3:22
	Ibn Ezra, the short commentary, Genesis 2:11
	Ibn Ezra, second recension, Genesis 2:11

	And R. Abraham denies that which they said, that Pishon is the Nile, because they found that [the Nile] emerges from Mount Levona.

And therefore, it grows in the days of summer.
	The Gaon said that Pishon is the stream [of the Nile] of Egypt […]
And the stream [of the Nile] of Egypt emerges from Mount Levona distant from the equator toward the south side…

And the proof—its growth in the summer.
	One of the great men of our generation said that Pishon [is] the stream [of the Nile] of Egypt […] And it is not the stream [of the Nile] of Egypt, because that emerges from a spring which is in a mountain called Mount Levona, which is due south of the equator, which is the beginning of habitation due north…
Therefore, the waters of the stream [of the Nile] of Egypt swell in [the month of] Tammuz. 



Although Nahmanides quotes only part of Ibn Ezra’s interpretation, his language is closer to that of the short commentary.
References to Ibn Ezra’s commentary without direct quotation
In seven cases (about 22%), Nahmanides cites the content of Ibn Ezra’s commentary without directly quoting his language.  In such instances, it is more difficult to draw conclusions about the source of a given interpretation.  In two cases, Genesis 1:1-2 and 1:5 (the first entry), we can conclude that Nahmanides’ reference is based on the short commentary, as the topic in question is not treated at all in the second recension.  In another case, Genesis 4:12, the interpretation offered by the second recension is completely different from that of the short commentary, clearly showing that Nahmanides drew from the short commentary.  In three cases, (Genesis 4:7; 7:16 and 9:18), the interpretations offered by the short commentary and the second recension are identical.  Nonetheless, based on linguistic traces, we may determine that Nahmanides used the short commentary as his source.  One case (Genesis 11:28) is discussed below.	Comment by a k: זכרי לשון: כוונתך למונח הטכני?
A case of identical interpretations in the short commentary and the second recension, where it is clear that Nahmanides was relying on the short commentary:
	רמב"ן ד, ז
	ראב"ע הפירוש הקצר ד, ז 
	ראב"ע השיטה האחרת ד, ז 

	על דעת המפרשים - שאת עונך.
ועל דעת רבי אברהם - שאת פניך, כנגד 'למה נפלו פניך', כי המתבייש כובש פנים למטה, וכן 'ואור פני לא יפילון' (איוב כט, כד). והמכבדו כאלו נושא פניו למעלה, וזה טעם 'אולי ישא פני' (בר' לב, כא), 'לא תשא פני דל' (וי' יט, טו).
	על דעת מפרשים רבים - שאת עונך. והנכון בעיני - שאת פנים. כי כן כתוב בתחלה 'ויפלו פניו', וזו דרך בושה כטעם 'איך אשא פני' (שמ"ב ב, כב) וטעמו - אם עשית טוב תשא פניך.
	יש אומרים כי שאת - סלוח עונו. והנכון בעיני, שהוא הפך 'ויפלו פניו'. אם היטבת דרכיך - תשא פניך.



	Nahmanides on Genesis 4:7
	Ibn Ezra, the short commentary, Genesis 4:7
	Ibn Ezra, second recension, Genesis 4:7

	According to the commentators, ‘your iniquity will be forgiven’. And according to R. Abraham, ‘your face will be uplifted’, corresponding to ‘Why has your face fallen?’, for one who is ashamed, lowers his face.  And similarly, ‘…and the light of my face, they have not cast down.’ (Job 29:24).  And one who honors someone, it is as though he lifts his face upward, and that it the meaning of ‘…perhaps he will lift up my face’ (Genesis 32:21); ‘… do not uplift the face of the poor…’ (Leviticus 19:15).  
	According to many commentators, ‘your iniquity will be forgiven’.  And what is correct in my eyes—the lifting of the face.  Because thus is written at the beginning, ‘…and his face fell.’  And this is the path of shame, like the meaning of ‘…how will I lift my face…’ (2 Samuel 2:22). And its meaning is, ‘If you have done good, you will lift your face.’
	There are those who say that se’et [means] forgiving his sins.  And what is correct in my eyes is that it is the opposite of ‘…and his face fell.’  If you have improved your ways, you will lift your face.



Aside from the striking similarity between Nahmanides’ wording and that of the short commentary at the beginning of the citation, it is significant that only Nahmanides and the short commentary make any reference to the issue of shame.  We should note as well that Nahmanides acts as a super-commentator to Ibn Ezra here, adding biblical proof-texts not appearing in the original, strengthening the interpretation of his predecessor.
Was only the short commentary available to Nahmanides?
The data presented thus far prove conclusively that the short commentary was available to Nahmanides.  In twenty-six of thirty-one citations (about 81%),[footnoteRef:14] we can determine that Nahmanides referenced the short commentary. [14:  Of these, the cases include precise quotation in eighteen cases, partial quotation in two cases and citation without quotation in six cases.] 

How do we know, though, that Nahmanides had no knowledge of the second recension?  One might argue that he had access to the second recension, but chose not to cite it for reasons unknown to us.[footnoteRef:15] This, however, is an untenable position in light of Nahmanides’ general approach to the sources used in his commentary, as well as a number of specific examples which prove that Nahmanides had no knowledge of the second recension. [15:  For example, the fact that the second recension was not a completed work may have deterred Nahmanides from using it.] 

First, we know that Nahmanides made use of his sources intelligently and carefully, sometimes highlighting differences in wording in his sources or in versions of books which were available to him.[footnoteRef:16] Nahmanides never mentions the existence of two versions of Ibn Ezra’s commentary to Genesis, strongly suggesting that he was unaware of Ibn Ezra’s systematic, parallel commentary on Genesis. [16:  See, for example, his discussion: “And the versions from the Targum alternate [on these words]; there are those in which it is written […] and it seems according to this wording that Onkelos wished to explain[…] and there are versions that it is written in them […] and also I have found another version in it…”(Genesis 10:10); “…because the Rabbi (Rashi) translated it […] and it is not thus in precise versions of Targum Onkelos, but it is written in some of them that were edited from the Jerusalem Targum (Numbers 24:1).”] 

Moreover, certain cases demonstrate with high probability that Nahmanides did not know of the second recension.  The cases in question are citations by Nahmanides of interpretations about which Ibn Ezra changed his mind; the reversal is reflected in the different interpretations appearing in the short commentary and the second recension.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  I wish to emphasize that I am not addressing the question of whether Nahmanides would have been able to determine which of the two commentaries preceded the other, even assuming both were before him.  My claim is that Nahmanides could not possibly have known of the second recension.] 

I will present two examples in which Ibn Ezra decisively repudiated an interpretation he had presented in the short commentary and proposed an alternative reading in the second recension.  Nahmanides, however, refers to the interpretation from the short commentary, citing Ibn Ezra by name, while presenting the interpretation which appears in the second recension as his own.  (See examples 5 and 6 below).  I will then present three examples in which Ibn Ezra suggested an interpretation in the second recension but not in his short commentary, yet Nahmanides only cites Ibn Ezra by name when mentioning interpretations appearing in the short commentary.  (See examples 7-9 below.)
On the verse, ‘…and your desire will be to your husband and he will rule over you.’ (Genesis 3:16), Ibn Ezra writes in his short commentary: “Your desire—obedience to you.  And the meaning is that you will listen to all that he commands you, because you are under his authority.  And similarly, …and his desire is upon me (Song of Songs 7:11)—to be under his authority to do what he desires.”  According to this interpretation, the woman’s punishment is to be subordinate to her husband and do his will.  In the second recension, Ibn Ezra writes, “Your desire—you will long for and desire him, as …and his desire is upon me (Song of Songs 7:11).  And there are those who say—you will turn aside in obedience to him.”  Ibn Ezra now attributes the interpretation in the short commentary to ‘those who say’ and offers a different interpretation—desire in the sense of sexual yearning.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  In both commentaries, Ibn Ezra quotes Song of Songs 7:11 as a proof-text for his reading, which means that his interpretation of this verse changed.  Ibn Ezra wrote two commentaries on Song of Songs.  As the first is very concise, it provides no basis for our understanding of how he interpreted the verse.  In the second commentary, composed in Rouen between 1155-1157, he writes, “And his desire is upon me—to do what he desires.”  See, S. Sela and G. Freudental, 'Abraham Ibn Ezra's Scholarly Writings: A Chronological Listing', Aleph 6 (2006), pp. 21
] 


Nahmanides writes, “And Rabbi Abraham said, Your desire—obedience to you. And the meaning is that you will listen to all that he commands you, because you are under his authority, to do what he desires.  However, I have found the language of teshuka (desire) only with regard to lust and desire.  And what is correct in my eyes is that He punished her that she would greatly yearn for her husband.”  Nahmanides rejects the interpretation that appears in the short commentary and suggests in his own name the interpretation that appears in the second recension.

And God said to Abraham, Go from your land and from your birthplace and from your father’s house to the land that I will show you. (Genesis 12:1).  In the short commentary, Ibn Ezra writes: “God commanded Abraham while he was still in Ur of the Chaldees that he leave his land and the place of his birth, also his father’s house.”  This interpretation assumes that Ur of the Chaldees was Abraham’s birthplace.  In the second recension, Ibn Ezra writes, “It is possible that Abraham was not born in Ur of the Chaldees, but in a different place, and only Haran was born there.  And this is the meaning of from your land and from your birthplace—from the place in which you grew up.”  Here, Ibn Ezra reverses his opinion in the short commentary and suggests that Ur of the Chaldees may not have been Abraham’s birthplace.
Nahmanides writes: “And Rabbi Abraham explained that God had already said to Abraham, Go from your land, that this utterance was [spoken] while he was still in Ur of the Chaldees, and there He commanded him to leave his land and his birthplace and the his father’s house, which was there.  And this is not correct in my eyes […] and [it is] as Rabbi Abraham blunders, saying, ‘To my land—Haran, and my birthplace—Ur of the Chaldees […]’’[footnoteRef:19] but the main point you already know from our words which we wrote in the Torah portion before this, that Haran was his land and there was his birthplace.”  Nahmanides sharply rejects the interpretation from the short commentary and presents the interpretation from the second recension in his own name.[footnoteRef:20] [19:  See Ibn Ezra’s short commentary on Genesis 24:4.]  [20:  This example is brought in Lipshitz, Ibn Ezra Studies, pg. 19.  For an extensive discussion of Nahmanides’ approach to this topic and his polemic with Ibn Ezra, see Ofer and Jacobs, Nahmanides' Addenda, pp. 121–130.] 

One might refute these two cases by arguing that Nahmanides often adopted the interpretations of his predecessors (such as Rabbi Joseph Bekhor Shor, Rabbi David Kimhi, and even Ibn Ezra) without citing them by name.[footnoteRef:21] This being the case, the fact that Nahmanides offers a reading found in the second recension without citing it as his source does not necessarily prove that it was not available to him.  Nevertheless, one cannot compare cases in which Nahmanides did not cite his sources at all with the two cases discussed above; in each of these cases he cites Ibn Ezra by name, but presents an alternative reading—one appearing in the second recension—in his own name. [21:  For cases in which Nahmanides makes use of Ibn Ezra’s commentary without citing his name, see Lipshitz, Studies on Ibn Ezra, pp. 37–39;  Sklarz, 'Anonymous Quotations from Ibn Ezra in Nachmanides' Commentary on the Pentateuch', Shnaton 24 (2016), pp. 285–302 (in Hebrew). For parallels between Nahmanides interpretations and those of R. Joseph Bekhor Shor and R. David Kimhi, see H. Novetsky, 'The Influences of Rabbi Josef Bekhor Shor and Radak on Ramban's commentary on the Torah' (M. A. Thesis), Yeshiva University, 1992; J. Jacobs, Bekhor Shoro Hadar Lo - R. Joseph Bekhor Shor between Continuity and Innovation, Jerusalem 2017, pp. 266–285 (in Hebrew).] 

[bookmark: _GoBack]And here I will destroy them with [et] the earth (Genesis 6:13).  In his short commentary, Ibn Ezra explains these difficult words: “With the earth—from the earth, and similarly, ‘as I leave the city’ (Exodus 9:29); or [it means] ‘with’, and similarly, ‘with Jacob they came, each man and his household’ (Exodus 1:1).  And what is correct in my eyes is that the word ‘I will destroy them [mashḥitam]’ draws itself and the following word with it […] and it is thus—‘here I will destroy them’ and destroy the earth.”  In the second recension (in the grammatical section) Ibn Ezra writes: “And the grammar of ‘I will destroy them and the earth’—that the word ‘I will destroy them’ draws itself and the following word with it […], as though it said, ‘here I will destroy them and destroy the earth’; this is the opinion of a great grammarian.  However, in my opinion, the word ‘et’ is like ‘from’; ‘as I leave the city’ (Exodus 9:29).  Or it is in place of ‘with’.”  The position originally taken by Ibn Ezra in the short commentary is now attributed to ‘a great grammarian’ in the second recension; the interpretation he did not adopt as his own in the short commentary he now attributes to himself in the second recension.

Nahmanides writes: “And Rabbi Abraham said that the word ‘I will destroy them [mash’hi’tam]’ draws itself and the following word with it—‘and here I will destroy them’ and destroy the earth.”  Had Nahmanides known of the second recension, it is unlikely that he would have attributed to Ibn Ezra an interpretation which Ibn Ezra himself had discarded.

And now, you are cursed from the earth which opened its mouth to take your brother’s blood from your hand.  When you work the land, it will not again give its strength to you.  Wanderer and nomad you will be in the land (Genesis 4:11-12). In the short commentary, Ibn Ezra writes: “And the words ‘cursed from the earth’ [mean] that there would be a loss to him because of the earth when he would plant—for he was a worker of the earth—and the earth would not again give him harvest and fruit.”  According to this interpretation, the words ‘from the earth’ relate to Cain’s punishment.  In the second recension (grammatical commentary), Ibn Ezra writes: “‘From the earth’—more than the earth, which is [itself] cursed.  And there are those who say that the language of cursing [means] loss, because with blessing there is an addition.  And here, because of the earth, there would be a loss to him.”  In the content-based part of the second recension, he writes, “And here, since the blood of Abel was spilled on the earth, God cursed it, in the manner of ‘And the earth will not be atoned for because of the blood that was spilled in it…’ (Numbers 35:33).” Ibn Ezra appears to have changed his mind about the phrase; in the second recension, he understands the words ‘from the earth’ as describing the punishment of the earth and not of Cain.  (Note that his earlier position from the short commentary is attributed in the second recension to ‘those who say’).
Nahmanides writes: “‘You are cursed from the earth’—more than it was cursed already for its sin, also in this it continued to sin, that it opened its mouth, and I hereby add to it the curse of ‘it will not again give its strength’, this is the language of our rabbi Solomon (Rashi).  And this is not correct, because in this case, He did not curse the earth for his sake as with his father, but said that he would be cursed from it […] and thus explained R. Abraham.”  Nahmanides cites Rashi’s interpretation—which also appears in the second recension—and rejects it; he then refers to the interpretation from the short commentary with approval, attributing it to Ibn Ezra by name.  Had Nahmanides known of the second recension, he would have known that Ibn Ezra’s final conclusion was similar to Rashi’s interpretation and not to the alternative interpretation offered in the short commentary.
On the verse, ‘And it was in their travelling from the east [mi-qedem], and they found a valley in the land of Shin’ar and dwelled there’ (Genesis 11:2), Rashi writes, “In their travelling from the east—where they were dwelling, as it is written above, ‘and their dwelling place was from Mesha…a mountain of the east’ (Genesis 10:30). And they travelled from there to search out for themselves a place that would hold all of them and they found none other than Shinar.”  According to Rashi, the word qedem (east) denotes a geographical location.  In the short commentary, Ibn Ezra states: “That which Scripture says ‘in their travelling from the east’ is a sign that Mount Ararat is in the east.”  Disagreeing with Rashi, Ibn Ezra asserts that qedem is a direction, not a location.  In the second recension, Ibn Ezra reverses himself and adopts Rashi’s interpretation: “And it was in their travelling from the east—that which is written above.”  This alludes to the verse cited by Rashi: ‘and their dwelling place was from Mesha…a mountain of the east’ (Genesis 10:30).
Nahmanides writes: “Our Rabbi Solomon (Rashi) explains that they were living there […]  And this is not correct […] and Rabbi Abraham said that the mountains of Ararat are in the east, and he spoke well.”  Nahmanides rejects Rashi’s interpretation—embraced by Ibn Ezra in the second recension—and affirms Ibn Ezra’s interpretation in the short commentary, citing Ibn Ezra by name, even though Ibn Ezra repudiates this interpretation in the second recension.  Clearly, Nahmanides was unaware of the interpretation appearing in the second recension.[footnoteRef:22] [22:  There is further evidence that Nahmanides was not aware of the second recension.  For example, in three cases, Ibn Ezra proposes one interpretation in the short commentary and adds another in the second recension without expressing a preference for one over the other; Nahmanides references only the interpretation appearing in the short commentary.  See their commentaries on Genesis 1:4; 2:3 (the second entry) and 10:13-14.  Similarly, there are cases in which Nahmanides offers an interpretation as his own, although the interpretation is found in Ibn Ezra’s second recension.  See, for example, Nahmanides on Genesis 1:5.  Admittedly, this last piece of evidence is less decisive since, as noted above, Nahmanides sometimes attributed to himself interpretations found in the writings of his predecessors.  See footnote 21.] 

Evidence which seems to support the contention that Nahmanides made use of the second recension
As noted above, of the thirty-two references to Ibn Ezra by Nahmanides, twenty-six cases decisively prove that Nahmanides used the short commentary as his source.  In two cases, it is impossible to determine whether Nahmanides used the short commentary or the second recension.[footnoteRef:23]  I will now address three cases which might be taken to indicate that Nahmanides was referencing the second recension. [23:  See their commentaries on Genesis 2:19 and 9:27. The wording in the short commentary and the second recension are so similar that one cannot determine which is the source for Nahmanides’ citations.] 

In one place, Ibn Ezra revised his interpretation and Nahmanides quotes his interpretation by name, seemingly from the second recension, rather than from the short commentary. The commentaries on Genesis 9:26 are compared below:  And he said, Blessed is the Lord of Shem and Canaan will be a servant to him.


	רמב"ן 
	קצר
	שיטה אחרת

	פירש רבי אברהם
כי למו - שיהיה כנען עבד לאלהים ולשם, 
כי הוא יכריחנו לעבוד האל
	חייבים אנו להודות לשם שהוא אלהי שם
והוא ישים כנען עבד לו ולשם
והטעם שיכריחנו לעבוד את שם […]
	

וטעם למו - להם, לשם ולשם
שיכריחנו לעבוד השם כדרך הגבעונים […]



	Nahmanides
	The short commentary
	The second recension

	Rabbi Abraham explained that to him [means] that Canaan would be a servant to the Lord and to Shem, because he would force him to serve the Lord.
	We are obliged to thank God who is Lord of Shem and He will make Canaan a servant to Himself and to Shem, and the meaning is that He will force him to serve Shem […]
	And the meaning of to him is ‘to them’—to God and to Shem who would force him to serve God as in the manner of the Gibeonites […]



In the short commentary, Ibn Ezra explains that God will force Canaan to serve Shem.  In the second recension, Ibn Ezra appears to have changed his mind, and explains that Shem will force Canaan to serve God. Nahmanides quotes the interpretation that appears in the second recension.
In this case, Ibn Ezra’s love of word play seems to have worked against him, resulting in imprecise wording in his interpretation. Ibn Ezra playfully concludes the four sentences in the short commentary with the word ‘Shem’.  In the four manuscripts I examined, the wording in the last sentence is ‘to serve God [et ha-Shem]’ or ‘to serve God [ha-Shem]’.[footnoteRef:24]  According to the versions in these manuscripts, there is no difference between the short commentary and the second recension.  It is eminently reasonable to assume that Nahmanides’ manuscript corresponded with one of these versions and that he quoted here from the version of the short commentary available to him.[footnoteRef:25] [24:  For example, St. Petersburg - Russian National Library Evr. IV 206 (F70612); Paris - Bibliotheque Nationale heb. 176 (F4163); Oxford - Bodleian Library MS Can. Or. 45 (F16352); Cambridge - University Library Add. 1734 (F17489); Vatican - Biblioteca Apostolica ebr. 39 (F155).]  [25:  Nahmanides’ slight modification of the quote— ‘he will force him to serve the Lord’—forestalls the confusion caused by lack of clarity in the source.] 

In two cases, I found linguistic traces common to the second recension and the quotations in Nahmanides which do not appear in the short commentary. The commentaries on Genesis 3:8 are compared below: And they heard the voice of God, the Lord, walking in the garden in the wind of the day…
	רמב"ן 
	ראב"ע הפירוש קצר
	ראב"ע שיטה אחרת

	וכן דעת רבי אברהם
כי מתהלך כינוי לקול כענין 'קולה כנחש ילך'. 


והוא אמר
כי טעם לרוח היום - ששמעו הקול לפנות ערב

והזכיר בשם רבי יונה כי הטעם - והאדם מתהלך בגן לרוח היום
	
מתהלך בגן - קול השם[…] ומצאנו לקול הליכה, כמו 'קולה כנחש ילך', 'הולך וחזק מאד'.

וזה היה סמוך לערב, בעת התנופף רוח היום. 

ויאמר רבי יונה המדקדק הספרדי כי הטעם - והאדם מתהלך בגן.
	
[דקדוק] והכתוב החל וישמעו על שניהם, על כן מתהלך הוא הקול, כמו 'קולה כנחש ילך'.


[פירוש] ופירוש לרוח היום - ששמעו הקול לפנות ערב, בהתנופף רוח היום.
[דקדוק] אמר רבי מרינוס כי הוא שב אל האדם כאילו אמר והאדם מתהלך בגן. 



	Nahmanides
	The short commentary
	The second recension

	And thus is the opinion of Rabbi Abraham that ‘walking’ can be attributed to ‘voice’, as in, ‘Her voice is like a snake moving…’ (Jeremiah 46:22).



And he said that the meaning of the wind of the day is that they heard the voice before evening

And he mentions in the name of R. Jonah that the meaning is that Adam was walking in the garden in the wind of the day
	Walking in the garden—the voice of God […]; and we have found [the use of] ‘walking’ for ‘voice’, as ‘Her voice is like a snake moving…’, [the voice of the shofar] going and becoming very strong… (Exodus:19:19)[footnoteRef:26] [26:  I have changed the order slightly here to permit easier comparison between the different commentaries.] 


And this was close to evening, at the time that the wind of the day blows.

And R. Jonah, the Spanish grammarian, said that the meaning is that Adam was walking in the garden.
	(The grammatical explanation)
The verse opens with ‘And they heard’ [referring to] both of them.  Therefore, ‘walking’ [refers to] the voice, as in ‘Her voice is like a snake moving…’

(Interpretation)
And the explanation of ‘in the wind of the day’—that they heard the voice before evening when the wind of the day blows.
[The grammatical explanation]
R. Marinus said that it refers back to Adam, as though it said, ‘And Adam was walking in the garden.’



The precise quotation of R. Jonah’s words is undoubtedly taken from the short commentary.  However, the passage ‘that they heard the voice before evening’ does not appear in the short commentary, though it is found in both Nahmanides and the second recension. 

The commentaries on Genesis 12:1 are compared below:  And God said to Abraham, Go from your land and your birthplace and your father’s house to the land that I will show you.’


	רמב"ן (יב, א)
	ראב"ע הפירוש הקצר (יב, א)
	ראב"ע שיטה אחרת (יא, כח)

	ורבי אברהם פירש
וכבר אמר השם אל אברהם 'לך לך מארצך', כי זה הדבור היה בעודנו באור כשדים, ושם צוהו לעזוב ארצו ומולדתו ובית אביו אשר שם
	
השם צוה אברהם 
ועודנו באור כשדים שיעזוב ארצו ומקום מולדתו גם בית אביו
	
וטעם ללכת ארצה כנען - כי השם אמר לאברהם 'לך לך מארצך' והנה הטעם וכבר אמר השם



	Nahmanides (Genesis 12:1)
	The short commentary (12:1)
	The second recension (11:28)

	And R. Abraham explained:  God had already said to Abraham, ‘Go from your land…’ because this utterance was while he was still in Ur of the Chaldees, and there He commanded him to leave his land and his birthplace and his father’s house that was there.
	God commanded Abraham while he was still in Ur of the Chaldees that he should leave his land and the place of his birth, also his father’s house.
	And the meaning of to go to the land of Canaan is that God said to Abraham, ‘Go from your land’ and here the meaning is, And God had already said.



Although the chronology of the verses implies that God’s words were spoken after Abram reached Haran, Ibn Ezra’s innovative reading posits that God’s utterance to Abram took place even before he left Ur of the Chaldees.  The phrases “while he was still in Ur of the Chaldees” and “He commanded him to leave his land and his birthplace and his father’s house” are shared by the short commentary and the quote in Nahmanides, but do not appear in the second recension.  In contrast, the phrase “God had already said” does appear in the second recension and in the quote by Nahmanides, but is absent from the short commentary.

Based on these two cases, we can reasonably conclude that while citing the second recension, Nahmanides also integrated interpretations appearing in the short commentary. Still, these cases do not constitute unequivocal evidence for Nahmanides’ use of the second recension. The similarity between linguistic traces in the second recension and Nahmanides’ citations might be explained as coincidental.  Another reasonable explanation must be proffered with caution: The fact that Ibn Ezra composed two commentaries with their alternative interpretations was not common knowledge to early scholars of Ibn Ezra’s work,[footnoteRef:27] as it is for us today. A copyist or reader knowing of only one commentary, who came across a manuscript containing a second, would not suppose that it was a separate, parallel commentary by Ibn Ezra.  More likely, he would assume that he was dealing with a textual variant of the commentary known to him, or with minor emendations introduced by the author, as was common in the Middle Ages.[footnoteRef:28] It is possible, then, that a copyist, noticing discrepancies between the different commentaries, added expressions or sections that he had seen in the second recension into the short commentary.[footnoteRef:29] Nahmanides’ manuscript of Ibn Ezra’s commentary was probably a version to with isolated interpolations from the second recension.  If so, these two examples are insufficient grounds for proving that Nahmanides was familiar with two parallel commentaries composed by Ibn Ezra on Genesis. [27:  This is the case also with regard to the two commentaries on Exodus.  For example, three early super-commentaries on Ibn Ezra—R. Elazar ben Matatya, R. Samuel Tzarta and R. Samuel Ibn Motot—viewed the two commentaries as “two versions which could be quoted from alternately using terminology from each flexibly.” Only at the end of the fourteenth century, did R. Joseph ben Eliezer, author of Tsafnat Pane’ah, in his introduction to his commentary on Exodus, reveal the existence of two parallel commentaries by Ibn Ezra.  See Simon, 'Ibn Ezra', pp.10–12. ]  [28:  For discussion of methods for emendation of manuscripts in the Middle Ages, see Ofer and Jacobs, Nahmanides' Addenda, pp.7–21, with further bibliographic sources in the footnotes.]  [29:  There is evidence of such cases with regard to Ibn Ezra’s commentaries on Exodus, according to Friedlaender, who examined twelve manuscripts on Exodus at the Bodleian Library in Oxford.  See Friedlaender, Essays, pp. 201–202.  Cf. Lipshitz, Ibn Ezra Studies, p. 19 and n. 18.  I found no evidence of this in manuscripts that I examined in the course of writing this article. The resolution of this question would require comprehensive examination of all the Ibn Ezra manuscripts. ] 


Only one final case requires discussion. Discussing an interpretation regarding the birthplace of Abraham, Nahmanides argues that “in that place, in the land of the Chaldeans, a miracle was performed for Abraham, or a hidden miracle, that put into the heart of that king not to kill him, and he took him out of prison that he flee for his life, or an open miracle, that he threw him into the furnace of fire and he was saved, as our Rabbis said.”  On this matter, Nahmanides adds, “And do not let R. Abraham seduce you with his questions, that he says, Scripture does not tell this wonder.”[footnoteRef:30]  The short commentary does not, in fact, pose questions of this type.  In the second recension, however, Ibn Ezra writes: “And our predecessors said that he cast our Patriarch Abraham into the furnace of fire, and this is not mentioned in Scripture, and if this is a tradition, we will accept it as words of Torah.”  It would seem that this statement is the source for Nahmanides’ comment above.[footnoteRef:31] [30:  On the relationship between the commentaries of Ibn Ezra and Nahmanides here, see M. Sklarz, 'The Casting of Avram into the Fiery Furnace in the Writings of the Ibn Ezra and the Ramban', Oreshet 3 (2012), pp. 23–51 (in Hebrew).]  [31:  This is the position of several scholars.  See Sklarz, 'The Terms', p. 562; Ofer and Jacobs, Nahmanides' Addenda, p. 128 n. 42] 

Might this be the deciding factor in favor of the contention that Nahmanides had access to the second recension?  In my opinion, one instance cannot stand against the preponderance of evidence brought above, which decisively demonstrates that Nahmanides had no knowledge of the second recension.  If so, we need to consider one of the following possibilities:
The criticism of the Sages in the second recension is worded cautiously and delicately.  By contrast, Nahmanides’ words (“And do not let R. Abraham seduce you with his questions”) imply that Ibn Ezra expressed himself harshly.  What is most likely, then, is that Nahmanides’ comment refers to Ibn Ezra’s approach to miracles generally.[footnoteRef:32] Ibn Ezra’s view on miracles is presented comprehensively in his commentary on Exodus 19:17: “I will say as a principle—whoever offers commentary relying on a wonder that is not in Torah or in tradition, his commentary is not truth.” With regard to the midrash about the timing of Jochabed’s birth, Ibn Ezra writes in the short commentary (Genesis 46:27): “This is also astounding. Why did Scripture not mention this wonder that was done for her—that she gave birth to Moses when she was one hundred and thirty years old?” On the topic of how the Ten Commandments were heard, Ibn Ezra writes in the short commentary: “And if they said that God added to the sensations of the ear, why was this wonder not written in Scripture?” In yet another place (Numbers 25:8), Ibn Ezra relates to the midrash about the miracles performed for Phineas in his zeal for God’s honor, and writes: “There is also a midrashic way [to understand the text], that miracles were performed for Phineas, but Scripture does not mention them.” Ibn Ezra’s attitude to miracles was familiar to Nahmanides and he forcefully opposed it, severely criticizing Ibn Ezra in a number of places.[footnoteRef:33]  Thus, it is reasonable that even if Nahmanides saw no explicit reference by Ibn Ezra to the miracle of the furnace, he would still comment on Ibn Ezra’s usual practice of dismissing miracles not recorded in the biblical text. [32:  We have found no small number of cases in which Nahmanides discusses comments made by Ibn Ezra in other places, and not in the context of the verse under discussion.  For example, in his interpretation of Exodus 12:42, Nahmanides refers to Ibn Ezra’s interpretation of Genesis 15:13; in his commentary on Leviticus 18:25, Nahmanides is aided by Ibn Ezra’s interpretation of Deuteronomy 31:16, among others.  This is testimony to Nahmanides’ expertise in Ibn Ezra’s commentary, and the great importance he assigned it.]  [33:  See the explicit polemic in Nahmanides’ commentary on Genesis 46:15 and the implied polemic in his commentary on Genesis 6:19. Sklarz argued that Nahmanides’ disagreement with Ibn Ezra revolved around the possibility of miracles not mentioned explicitly in Scripture, and not around the validity of aggadic Midrash of the Sages.  See Sklarz, 'The Terms', pp. 562–567 and bibliographic references.  See also Lipshitz, Ibn Ezra Studies, pp. 29–31. ] 

Another possibility, as discussed above, is that a copyist, finding differences between different commentaries, integrated material from the second recension within the short commentary. I have not yet discovered a manuscript showing such an integration of the second recension and the short commentary in this particular case, but it seems reasonable that Nahmanides had access to a manuscript of this type. 
To summarize: Nahmanides was not aware that Ibn Ezra had composed an additional commentary on Genesis. We cannot, therefore, claim that Nahmanides knowingly used the second recension as a source for his commentary.[footnoteRef:34] [34:  I have examined only the cases in which Nahmanides explicitly mentions Ibn Ezra in his writings.  A study of cases in which Nahmanides used Ibn Ezra’s interpretations without attribution would be of interest. Gottlieb cites such a case as evidence that Nahmanides made use of the second recension. (Gottlieb, Order in the Bible, pp. 327–329.  Cf. Sklarz, 'The Place', pp. 114–115.)  Gottlieb maintained that the phrase “to complete the matter” which is found in the second recension is the source for Nahmanides’ interpretations, since he uses this phrase as well.  In refutation of this position, we should note, however, that in the two instances of this phrase in the second recension, there is no parallel wording in Nahmanides’ commentary.] 

The third approach
The third approach, composed by R. Joseph ben R. Jacob of Moreuil, was not widely distributed, and it is unlikely that Nahmanides was aware of its existence.  According to Mondschein, in contrast to the other commentaries of Ibn Ezra, the third approach was not intended for the general public, but only for the disciple who compiled it.[footnoteRef:35]  Ibn Ezra is mentioned explicitly seven times in sections of Nahmanides’ commentary for which we have the third approach.   In four cases (Genesis 33:18, two entries; 34:2; 35:14), Nahmanides quotes the short commentary precisely; in the last three of these four cases, there is no discussion in the third approach of the topic.[footnoteRef:36]  These examples prove that Nahmanides used the short commentary.  It seems to me that one additional example, discussed below, provides evidence that Nahmanides was not aware of the third approach. [35:  See Mondschein, 'Third Recention', p. 177.  Indeed, Mondschein suggested that certain exegetes, such as Radak, R. Abraham ben HaRambam and Hizkuni were familiar with the third approach, but he brings no evidence for this claim.  (See, ibid, pg. 175.)]  [36:  In one instance (Genesis 32:21), Nahmanides doesn’t directly quote Ibn Ezra, writing simply: “And thus explained R. Abraham.”  The interpretation appears in both the short commentary and the third approach and there is no way to determine which was the source for Nahmanides’ commentary.] 

 “The staff will not depart from Judah and the lawgiver from between his feet until Shiloh will come and the obedience of peoples will be his (Genesis 49:10).  In the short commentary, Ibn Ezra writes: “The staff of greatness will not be removed from Judah until David, who is the beginning of the royal line of Judah, comes.  And thus it was; don’t you see that the banner of Judah travels first?”  According to this interpretation, the ‘staff’ refers to the tribe of Judah which always took the lead and continues to lead until the coming of ‘Shiloh’, namely, David.  In the third approach, Ibn Ezra suggests a different interpretation: “The power and the reign, which is the lawgiver, will not be removed from him until he will rise a level, until the coming of the word of Shiloh, as the poet says, ‘And he despised the tent of Joseph’ (Psalms 78:67)—and this is Shiloh—‘and the tribe of Ephraim he did not choose’ (ibid)—this was Saul who was killed, he and his sons.”  According to this interpretation, ‘staff’ is a synonym for power and sovereignty, while ‘Shiloh’ alludes to the place of the future Tabernacle. 
Nahmanides writes: “And it is not possible, the statement of R. Abraham, who said that Shiloh will be David, because Judah did not have a staff before David, for although its tribe was honored and travelled first, there is no staff except for a king and ruler.”  Nahmanides disputes the interpretation in the short commentary, but completely ignores the interpretation which appears in the third approach.
Conclusion
The data presented throughout this article proves that Nahmanides had access to the short commentary of Ibn Ezra on Genesis.  However, Nahmanides was not aware that Ibn Ezra had written additional commentaries on Genesis—the second recension and the third approach.  In light of this, these commentaries cannot be considered sources consciously used by Nahmanides in his interpretations of Torah.  

