Onqelos in Byzantium in the Twelfth and Thirteenth Centuries: The Relationship of R. Samuel Roshano and R. Meyuhas ben Elijah to the Aramaic Translation

We know very little about the history of the Jews of the Byzantine Empire in the Middle Ages, and even less about the rabbinic literature composed by them in this period. For many years this Jewish community and its literature have been described as a “black hole,” the conventional wisdom being that most of the works produced in early medieval Byzantium have not survived. In recent years there has been recognizable growth in scholarly interest in Byzantine Jews in general and in their Biblical interpretations in particular.[footnoteRef:1] This study will address the views of two Byzantine commentators regarding Targum Onqelos: R. Samuel Roshano of the twelfth century and R. Meyuhas ben Elijah of the thirteenth. [1:  The most up-to-date surveys of Byzantine Jewry are by R. Bonfil, ‘Introduction’, in R. Bonfil, O. Irshai, G. Stroumsa and R. Talgam (eds.), Jews in Byzantium: Dialectics of Minority and Majority Cultures (Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2012) pp. 1–13; N. de Lange, ‘Byzantium’, in R. Chazan (ed.), The Cambridge History of Judaism, Vol. VI The Middle Ages: The Christian World (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2018) pp. 76–97.] 

Targum Onqelos was held in special esteem among Biblical commentators across the Jewish Diaspora, and the Byzantine commentators were no exception. It is unclear, however, when the commentators began to use this translation regularly. In 1996, De Lange published a collection of Hebrew compositions from the Cairo Genizah that had been written in Greek-speaking lands.[footnoteRef:2] These works are estimated to have been written in the tenth to eleventh centuries. Some of them contain commentaries on Biblical books: Genesis, Exodus, Joshua, 1 Kings, Ezekiel, and the minor Prophets. In all of these works, there is only one explicit reference to the Aramaic translation – to Zeph. 3.6.[footnoteRef:3] In the sections relating to the Pentateuch, there is no mention or reference to Targum Onqelos whatsoever. There is no way of knowing, then, the relationship of these anonymous commentators to Targum Onqelos’ translation of the Torah. [2:  N. de Lange, Greek Jewish Texts from the Cairo Genizah (Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1996).]  [3:  De Lange, Greek Jewish Texts p. 281.] 

In contrast, Solomon Buber proved that the twelfth-century commentaries, Leqah Tov by R. Tubia ben Eliezer and Sekhel Tov by R. Menahem ben Solomon (both of which were published by Buber), were well acquainted with Targum Onqelos and referred to it frequently.[footnoteRef:4] Below I will treat two additional commentaries whose relation to Targum Onqelos has yet to be investigated. [4:  Tubia ben Eliezer, Midrash Leqah-Tov, S. Buber (ed.) (Lebob, 1878) p. 36; Menahem ben Solomon, Midrash Sekhel-Tov, S. Buber (ed.) (Berlin: Hirsch, 1900–1901) pp. 24–25.] 


1. 	Rabbi Samuel of Roshano
Rabbi Samuel of Roshano, a student of R. Natan Ba’al ha-Arukh,[footnoteRef:5] was active in southern Italy in the twelfth century.[footnoteRef:6]  His commentary on the Pentateuch, composed in the third decade of  that century, remains extant in three complete manuscripts, and a fourth manuscript contains selections from the work.[footnoteRef:7]  Rabbi Samuel began his commentary on each weekly section of the Pentateuch with very brief notes, organized by verse, addressing the contextual meaning (peshat) of the text and primarily explaining difficult words. This opening was followed by a long selection of halakhic, midrashic, and aggadic comments. The present study is the first treatment of this commentator’s relationship to Targum Onqelos.[footnoteRef:8] [5:   I.M. Ta-Shma, Studies in Medieval Rabbinic Literature, Part 3: Italy and Byzantium (Jerusalem: Bialik Institute, 2005) p. 299.]  [6:  B.D. Weinryb, ‘The Myth of Samuel of Russia: 12th Century Author of a Bible Commentary’, JQR 75 (1967), pp. 528–543.]  [7:  M. Weiss (ed.), Sefer Rushino of Rabbi Samuel of Roshano – Genesis (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1976) pp. 49–52.]  [8:  See brief references in Weiss, Sefer Rushino p. 43; Ta-Shma, Italy p. 302.] 

In the framework of his contextual commentary, R. Samuel makes explicit reference to the translation forty-six times, referring to Targum Onqelos not by name but by conjugations of the verb ‘translate.’[footnoteRef:9] Every reference includes a citation from the translation. We can categorize these references by four types: citation of the translation without further comment (eighteen cases); citation followed by an explanation (fifteen cases); an explanation of the verse followed by a citation of the translation (ten cases); citation of the translation of a verse from another section of the Pentateuch (three cases). [9:  For a full list of the references to Targum Onqelos, see Appendix A. It should be noted that in some few cases R. Samuel cited the translation without attribution. See, for example, his comments on Exod. 14.24, 27; 16.31, 33; Num. 16.15. The current study does not address these cases.] 


1.1	Citation Only
In eighteen cases, R. Samuel cites the translation without any attribution or further explanation. At times the entire citation consists of only a few words, for example, ‘a living soul -- as its translation לרוח ממללא’ (Gen. 2.7)[footnoteRef:10]; at other times he cites a complete sentence, for example, ‘I have slain a man for wounding me, and a lad for bruising me -- as its translation, ארי לא גברא קטלית דבדיליה אנא סביל חובין אף לא עולימא חבילית דבדיליה ישתצי זרעי’ (Gen. 4.23).[footnoteRef:11] Citing the translation aids R. Samuel in explaining difficult words or verses. In these cases, R. Samuel seems to rely on his readers’ knowledge of Aramaic and turns to the translation as the sole explanation of difficult passages. [10:  The other cases are Gen. 11.1; 47.19; Lev. 13.51; 14.44; 20.5; Num. 7.3; 8.2; 9.22; 23.3; 24.3; 26.3.]  [11:  The other instances are Gen. 6.6; 6.16; Exod. 28.25; Num. 17.27; Deut. 1.1.] 


1.2	Citation Followed by an Explanation
In fifteen cases, R. Samuel begins his comment with a citation of the Targum and then explains the verse in accordance with the cited translation, for example, ‘in the midst of the water -- translated as במציעות, that is, the firmament was between the upper water and the lower water’ (Gen. 1.6); ‘they could not speak a friendly word to him -- translation, ולא צבן, meaning they did not want to’ (Gen. 37.4).[footnoteRef:12] In these cases, too, R. Samuel explains difficult passages with the aid of the Targum but does not consider citation alone to be sufficient, and so adds his own explanation based on the translation. [12:  The other cases are Gen. 4.7; 33.19; 34.15; Exod. 9.16; 14.3; 18.18; 34.13; Lev. 7.10; 18.8; 19.10; 19.19; 22.23; 23.11.] 


1.3 	Explanation of the Verse Followed by a Citation of the Translation 
In ten instances, R. Samuel begins his comment with a clarification of a difficult word or matter and then, after concluding his explanation, cites the Targum, for example, ‘subsided -- as in “the anger of the king subsided” (Esth 2.1), that is, it quieted; translation: נחו’ (Gen. 8:1); ‘making me odious -- meaning to evoke hatred between me and them [...] translation, למיתן דבבו ביני ובין יתבי ארעה’ (Gen. 34:30).[footnoteRef:13] It seems that, in these cases, R. Samuel’s commentary stands on its own and he enlists the Targum merely to support his explanation. This is in contrast to the two previous types, in which R. Samuel’s commentary is based on the Targum. [13:  The other occasions are Gen. 8.4; 33.13; 41.47; Lev. 1.17; 19.28; Num. 3.32; 4.20; Deut. 21.4.] 


1.4 	Citation of the Translation of a Verse from Another Section of the Pentateuch
On three occasions, R. Samuel cites the Targum on a verse from a different section of text entirely, rather than remaining within the verse under discussion: in Gen. 34.15, the sons of Jacob say to Shechem and Hamor, ‘Only on this condition will we agree with you; that you will become like us in that every male among you is circumcised.’ The word נאות, translated here as ‘agree’, requires clarification. Rabbi Samuel writes, ‘ניאות -- as in ביאה, “coming”, that is to say, “Let us come with you.” ויבוא, So [Hamor] came (Gen. 34.20) -- translation, ואתא.’ In the continuation of the comment, R. Samuel also cites the translation of the current verse: ‘נאות -- translation, ניתפס, that is to say, “let us be clasped together”.’[footnoteRef:14] [14:  In the version of the Targum I possess the word is spelled נתפס, but more accurate versions render it נטפס, as נתפייס, ‘Let’s reconcile’. See R.B. Posen, Parshegen - Genesis (Jerusalem: Parshegen Institute, 2013) p. 649.] 

It seems to me that the second comment is not an alternative to the first but rather a complement to it. At first, R. Samuel cites the Targum on v. 20, in which is written ויבוא, ‘So [Hamor] came,’ translated by Onqelos as ואתא, ‘So Hamor came,’ in order to clarify the etymology of the word נאות; then he cites the Targum on v. 15, the one under discussion, in order to clarify the intent of Jacob’s sons.
In Gen. 45.18, Pharaoh invites Joseph’s family to Egypt and says, ‘I will give you the best of the land of Egypt and you shall live off the fat of the land.’ Rabbi Samuel writes, ‘The fat of the land -- meaning the best of the land, as in “All the best of the new oil” (Num. 18:12), translation, כל טוב משח.’ R. Samuel explains ‘the fat’ as ‘the best’ and brings proof from the Targum’s translation of ‘fat’ in the book of Numbers. It is not clear to me why he did not cite the Targum on the verse under discussion: ותיכלון ית טובא דארעא. It may be that he reasoned that the word ‘fat’ appears more clearly in the sense of ‘the best’ in the book of Numbers than it does in Genesis.
In Exod. 1.10, Pharaoh says ‘Let us deal shrewdly with them,’ on which R. Samuel comments, ‘Let us deal shrewdly -- meaning, Let us come upon them with cunning plots. “And the snake was cunning” (Gen. 3.1), translation, חכים.’ The Targum’s translation of the verse under discussion is word for word -- הבו נתחכם להון -- and so did not meet the hermeneutical needs of R. Samuel, who enlisted the aid of the Targum on a verse from Genesis in which the connection between the root חכ"מ and cunning is immediately evident.
To conclude, Targum Onqelos is one of the important sources used by R. Samuel in his contextual (peshat) explanations. In fact, in such explanations R. Samuel refers to no other explanatory text beside the Targum. All of his references to the Targum are accompanied by citations, all of which serve as a source for clarifying difficult passages or as prooftexts for R. Samuel’s own explanations. In general, he cites the Targum on the verse under discussion, but in a few cases, he cites the translation of a verse from elsewhere in the Pentateuch.

2.	Rabbi Meyuhas ben Elijah
Rabbi Meyuhas ben Elijah was active in Byzantium in the middle of the thirteenth century.[footnoteRef:15] Rabbi Meyuhas made contextual (peshat) comments on the narrative portions of the Pentateuch; on the legal portions, he combined contextual comments with explanations based on midrashic literature. His relationship to Targum Onqelos has yet to be investigated, aside from a number of brief references.[footnoteRef:16] Targum Onqelos is one of the most important sources for R. Meyuhas, being mentioned explicitly in his commentary on the Pentateuch 104 times.[footnoteRef:17] [15:  On his time and place, see J. Jacobs, ‘Rabbi Meyuhas ben Elijah: New Perspectives on His Works, Geographical Provenance, and Chronology’ (in press).]  [16:  See G. Margoliouth, Catalogue of the Hebrew and Samaritan Manuscripts In the British Museum, part I (London: British Museum, 1965) p. 153; S. Poznanski, ‘The Commentary of Rabbi Meyuhas b. Elijah on the Pentateuch’, REJ 60 (1910), p. 154–160 (158); The Commentary of Rabbi Meyuhas B. Elijah on the Pentateuch (Exodus), A.W. Greenup (ed.) (Budapest: Typis Kohn Mor, 1929) p. 3; Commentary on Deuteronomy, Rabbenu Meyuhas ben Elijah, M. Katz (ed.) (Jerusalem: Mossad Harav Kook, 1968) pp. 11, 21–22; E. Schlossberg, ‘Studies in the Exegetical Methodology of Rabbi Meyuhas ben Eliyyahu’, Megadim 23 (1995), pp. 83–96 (87–88).]  [17:  For a complete list of references to the Targum, see Appendix 2 below.] 


2.1 Types of References to the Targum
Rabbi Meyuhas uses three different terms to refer to the Targum: אונקילוס, ‘Onqelos’;[footnoteRef:18] המליץ‘the interpreter, the translator’; and התרגום, ‘the translation’. In only two places does R. Meyuhas explicitly mention the name of the work: ‘and this is what אונקילוס Onqelos translated as בדקא דארעא (Gen. 42.9); ‘and this is what אונקילוס Onqelos translated as כבוש’ (Exod. 27.10).[footnoteRef:19] [18:  In the manuscripts it is abbreviated ‘אונקי.]  [19:  Poznanski identifies only the first reference; see Poznanski, ‘The Commentary’, p. 158.] 

In forty cases, R. Meyuhas refers to the author of the Targum as המליץ, ‘the interpreter, the translator’.[footnoteRef:20] This term for the Targum is based on two appearances of the word in the Bible: on the verse, ‘They did not know that Joseph understood, for there was an interpreter between him and them’ (Gen. 42.23), R. Meyuhas writes, ‘for there was an interpreter -- as it is translated: they spoke through an interpreter’;[footnoteRef:21] and in Job it is written, ‘If he has a representative, one advocate against a thousand’ (Job 33.23), on which R. Meyuhas comments, ‘a representative, one advocate’ -- to present (מתרגם) his merit before the Omnipresent One.’ I am not aware of any other commentator who refers to Onqelos by this term; it seems to be an innovation of R. Meyuhas.  [20:  In five additional places R. Meyuhas uses the term המליץ, but there he refers to Targum Yerushalmi on the Pentateuch or an Aramaic translation of the Prophets and the Writings.]  [21:  Onqelos translates the word מליץ as מתורגמן or ‘translator’.] 

In the remaining sixty-two references, R. Meyuhas uses various conjugations of the root תרג"ם or translate; in most of these cases he refers to Onqelos with the phrase כתרגומו, ‘as its translation’.

2.3 	Uses in the Targum
The references can be divided into five categories according to their use by R. Meyuhas in the Targum: agreeing with the Targum (fifty-three cases); bringing support or proof from the Targum for an interpretation suggested by R. Meyuhas (eleven cases); presenting the Targum as a possible alternative alongside his own interpretation (twenty-two cases); mention of the Targum for the purpose of challenging it and refuting it (nine cases); a supercommentary on the Targum (nine cases).

2.3.1 	Agreement with the Targum
In roughly half of the explicit references to Onqelos (53 out of 104), R. Meyuhas adopts the explanation of the Targum without qualification.[footnoteRef:22] His agreement finds expression in a variety of ways: at times R. Meyuhas refers to the Targum with no further elaboration; sometimes he offers an explanation of the verse after the reference to the Targum and in keeping with it; and at times he refers to additional and similar verses. [22:  Margaliouth claims that in most cases R. Meyuhas did not agree with the Targum; see Margaliouth, Catalogue, p. 153. The evidence presented above does not support this claim.] 

1. In most of these cases (38 out of 53) R. Meyuhas makes only a brief reference to the Targum -- ופירושו כתרגומו, ‘and its meaning is as its translation’,[footnoteRef:23] or simply כתרגומו ‘as its translation’,[footnoteRef:24] with no additional details. Rabbi Meyuhas assumed that his readers knew the Targum on these verses and understood independently his intentions in referring to it.[footnoteRef:25]  [23:  Gen. 6.14; 13.10; 18.12; 18.21; 22.13; 25.28; 38.9; 39.22; 41.31; 41.44; 41.56; 48.22; 49.16; Exod. 7.19; 10.3; 12.29; 12.32; 15.18; 16.31; 16.33; 20.5; 24.11; 25.12; 26.17; Num. 1.2; 1.51; 13.19; 31.3; in one case the phrasing is slightly different: ‘its contextual meaning is as its translation’ (Lev. 18.9).]  [24:  Gen. 6.16; 13.13; 28.17; 29.34; 31.41; 42.29; 48.17; Exod. 1.11; Num. 31.26.]  [25:  It is worth noting that, in his edition of Exodus, Greeunup added -- based on his own reasoning and not on any textual basis -- a verbatim citation of the Targum in nineteen places in which R. Meyuhas refers to Onqelos.] 

2. In eleven cases R. Meyuhas refers to the Targum and then clarifies the meaning of a word or a verse according to the Targum. At times he translates Onqelos’ Aramaic into Hebrew. For example, on the verse ‘so that if one can count the dust of the earth, then your offspring too can be counted’ (Gen. 13.16), R. Meyuhas writes ‘so that if one can count -- as its translation, that is, it is impossible for anyone to count the dust of the earth, and so it will be impossible to count your offspring.’ This is a verbatim Hebrew translation of the Aramaic source. At other times he reworked the language of the Targum. For example, Onqelos translates the command ‘You shall rise before the aged’ (Lev 19:32) as מן קדם דסבר באוריתא תקום, such that the command is to rise before those who engage in Torah study; R. Meyuhas writes, ‘You shall rise before the aged -- as its translation; elders refers to sages.’[footnoteRef:26] [26:  The other cases are Gen. 41.47 (which also belongs in the following category); 42.23; Exod. 5.8; Lev. 25.23; Deut. 1.17; 4.28; 28.25; 28.57; 32.43.] 

3. In five cases R. Meyuhas refers to the Targum and then to additional, similar verses, for example, ‘he mustered -- its meaning is as its translation, and so “and I will muster” (Lev. 26.33)’ (Gen 14.14); likewise ‘the gates of their foes -- as its translation, and so “It shall shut you up in all your towns” (Deut. 28.52)’ (Gen 22.17).[footnoteRef:27] [27:  The other instances are Gen. 24.12; 41.47 (also belongs to the previous category); Exod. 21.20.] 


2.3.2 	Bringing Support or Proof from the Targum
In eleven cases, R. Meyuhas cites the Targum for the purpose of supporting interpretations by the Talmudic sages and medieval commentators that he cites or his own interpretations.
In three of these cases, the Targum is cited in order to support a rabbinic midrash cited by R. Meyuhas. For example, Onqelos translates the difficult word תחשים (Exod. 25.5) as ססגונא, multicolored; R. Meyuhas comments, ‘A type of animal; and our sages said that it had many colors, and so the translator translated it as שַש גוונא.’[footnoteRef:28] Rabbi Meyuhas cites the Targum in support of the rabbinic interpretation of the difficult word.[footnoteRef:29] [28:  The rabbinic source is b. Shab. 28a.]  [29:  The additional instances are Exod. 35.22; Deut. 1.1.] 

In two cases, the Targum is cited in association with medieval commentators: regarding the difficult word כׂפר (Gen. 6.4), R. Meyuhas writes, ‘R. Shlomo interpreted it as זפת, “tar”, though this does not seem correct, for the translator rendered זפת as זיפתא (Exod. 2.3).’ Rabbi Meyuhas challenges the interpretation of ‘R. Shlomo’, that is, Rashi, that the Aramaic parallel to the Hebrew word  זפת is the Aramaic כופר, arguing instead that זפת, which appears only once in the Pentateuch (Exod. 2.3), was rendered into Aramaic by Onqelos not as כופר but as זיפתא, undermining Rashi’s logic. In this case R. Meyuhas cites Targum Onqelos on the book of Exodus in order to refute Rashi’s interpretation of a word in Genesis.
In his comments on Gen. 11.3, R. Meyuhas cites the opinion of Ibn Ezra that the bitumen or חׂמֵר was produced in a well called חֵמָר in Arabic, and then compares Onqelos’ translations of four verses -- Gen. 11.3 and 14.10 and Exod. 2:3, in which Onqelos renders the root חמר as חֵימָרָא, in contrast to Exod. 1.14, where he translates it as טינא. Based on this comparison, R. Meyuhas concludes that a distinction is to be made between red bitumen, translated as חֵימָרָא, and חֵמָר, which is mixed with straw and turns to clay, translated as טינא.[footnoteRef:30] Rabbi Meyuhas’ goal in this comprehensive comparison is to bring support for Ibn Ezra’s interpretation. [30:  See R.B. Posen, Parshegen - Exodus (Jerusalem: Parshegen Institute, 2014) p. 24.] 

In the other six cases belonging to this category, R. Meyuhas refers to Targum Onqelos with the goal of reinforcing his own textual interpretations. In three cases the proof is brought from the translation of the verse being interpreted.[footnoteRef:31] More interesting are the three cases in which he brings proof from a different Pentateuchal passage altogether. [31:  Exod. 27.5; 28.2; Lev. 22.15.] 

On the verse ‘and as טוטפׂת between your eyes’ (Exod. 13.16), R. Meyuhas writes, ‘and as טוטפׂת -- these are the tefillin of the head [...] as we learned in the Mishnah; and its contextual meaning is according to the Aramaic. The translation of “which [the LORD] rolled back”[footnoteRef:32] (Deut. 11.4) is דאטֵיף, that is, that they should be on the surface, prominent, and noticeable.’ Here Onqelos translates טוטפׂת as ‘tefillin’, a translation that does not help R. Meyuhas in his contextual interpretation, and so he cites the Targum on a verse in the book of Deuteronomy, bringing support for his explanation of a difficult word in Exodus.  [32:  הציב in the manuscript.] 

On the phrase בגדי השרד, ‘the service vestments’ (Exod. 35.19), R. Meyuhas comments, 
There are some who say these are the cloths that cover the vessels while they are being transported [...] and it is the correct interpretation. And I saw that for this reason they are called service (שרד) vestments, as in שריד, ‘remnants’, for they are secondary and unimportant. And likewise everything that is secondary and intended for the service of vessels and tents was rendered by the translator as סרדא, such as the hangings and the gratings. 

As he does in many places,[footnoteRef:33] R. Meyuhas seeks out the etymology of the word שרד. Here Onqelos translates בגדי השרד as לבושי שמושא, a rendering that offers no help to R. Meyuhas, and so R. Meyuhas clarifies that the word שרד comes from שריד, something that is unimportant. He brings proof for his interpretation from Targum Onqelos, who throughout the passages on the vessels of the Tabernacle renders the terms for the ancillary vessels, such as the hangings (Exod. 27.9, 11, 12, and more) and gratings (Exod. 27.4; 35.16; and more), as סְרָדָא, the sound of which evokes the word שריד, ‘remnant’.[footnoteRef:34] [33:  See Poznanski, ‘The Commentary,’ pp. 158-159.]  [34:  For a different interpretation of the Aramaic word סרדא see Posen, Parshegen - Exodus pp. 558, 562. In his comments on Exod. 27.5, R. Meyuhas makes the surprising claim that the word כַּרכּׂב is rendered by Onqelos as סרדא, a translation I have not been able to find; rather, in every version of Onqelos I have checked, Onqelos translates this word as סוביבא.] 

Rabbi Meyuhas explains ושננתם, ‘and you shall teach them’ (Deut 6:7), by saying that the word ושננתם ‘is the language of sharpening and the breath of the mouth [as] “the fiery sword” (Gen. 3.24) is translated as שנן חרבא. That is, may you always be sharpening the breath of your mouth with Torah.’ Onqelos renders ושננתם as ותתנינון, a translation that does not help R. Meyuhas, and so the latter cites the Targum on a verse in the book of Genesis, which provides the basis for his interpretation of a verse in Deuteronomy.
In these three cases, the translation of the word or phrase under discussion is not elucidating to R. Meyuhas, and so he cites the Targum on verses from distant passages, a hermeneutic maneuver that testifies to R. Meyuhas’ extensive knowledge of Onqelos’ translations of the entire Pentateuch.

2.3.3 	Presenting the Targum as a Possible Alternative Alongside His Own
In twenty-two cases, R. Meyuhas presents his interpretation and then refers to the Targum as an alternative to his own understanding. In most cases (19 of 23), he presents Targum Onqelos alongside his own interpretation without deciding between the two. For example, R. Meyuhas explains the command וקדשתם before the giving of the Torah at Mt. Sinai (Exod. 19:10) by saying, ‘וקדשתם -- as in sanctity (קדושה) and abstinence; and the translator understands it in the sense of being ready [...] as it says here, “be ready” (Exod. 19:11).’ According to the first interpretation, the command is a legal-religious one, while in Onqelos the term is a summons to spiritual preparation.[footnoteRef:35] [35:  The other cases are Gen. 26.35; 31.10; 35.8; 36.24; 36.39; 37.36; 49.12; Exod. 8.22; 23.14; 32.4; Num. 4.26; 16.15; 24.14; 24.17; Deut. 16.16; 32.2; 32.10 (contains two instances).] 

It may be that in these cases R. Meyuhas was in some doubt as to the correct interpretation and preferred to offer his readers both possibilities. In two cases, however, R. Meyuhas provides the Targum and explicitly favors it over his own interpretation just offered. Genesis 29.15 reads, ‘Laban said to Jacob, “Just because you are a kinsman, should you serve me for nothing? Tell me, what shall your wages be?”’, and Onqelos renders, המדאחי את ותפלחנני מגן. Rabbi Meyuhas explains, 
Just because you are a kinsman -- clear language, as if to say, ‘It is certain that you are my brother and you will serve me for nothing [...] even though I do not wish you to do so. Rather, tell me what your wages shall be, that you not serve me for nothing.’ And the translator rendered it as a statement of surprise: ‘Because you are my brother you shall serve me for nothing?’ And this is correct.

According to the first interpretation, Laban establishes that in principle Jacob ought to work for him without pay. According to the Targum, the opening word הכי is an interrogatory term; Laban does not even consider the possibility that Jacob would work without pay, and R. Meyuhas favored this interpretation.
The clause ‘The people took to complaining (מתאוננים) bitterly before the LORD’ (Num. 11.1) Onqelos translated as והוה עמא כַּד מִסתַּקפִין ביש. The word מִסתַּקפִין means ‘to falsely accuse’; according to Onqelos, the Children of Israel’s complaints amounted to libel in God’s eyes.[footnoteRef:36] Rabbi Meyuhas interpreted מתאוננים as indicating mere complaint but added, ‘the translator rendered it as libel, as a pretext, and that is the primary understanding.’ According to R. Meyuhas’ first interpretation, the people made legitimate charges, such as complaints about the conditions of travel,[footnoteRef:37] but R. Meyuhas preferred the second interpretation found in Targum Onqelos.  [36:  ‘מתאוננים is always in the sense of libel: they seek a pretext that will allow them to separate from the Omnipresent One’ (Rashi).]  [37:  ‘מתאוננים -- suffering from the hardship of travel’ (Rashbam).] 

The last case is the most interesting of all; in it, R. Meyuhas seems to see both interpretive possibilities as being of equal merit. Onqelos translates the verse ‘The LORD is my strength and might; He is become my deliverance’ (Exod. 15.2) as תּוּקפי ותֻשבחתי דחִילא; according to this translation, the word זמרת, here rendered as ‘might,’ should be read as if written וזמרתי, ‘and my might.’ Rabbi Meyuhas explains, ‘וזמרת -- as in וזמרה; the ת is instead of a ה [...] And it is in the sense of ‘praise’ [...] and the translator rendered it as a statement, as if to say, “My might and my praise are the Omnipresent One, blessed be He, and He has been my salvation.” And this is also correct.’[footnoteRef:38] [38:  A scan of the terminology in the alternative interpretations reveals that in most cases (20) R. Meyuhas uses a stock phrase: והמליץ תרגם, ‘and the translator rendered’. In only two cases does the terminology differ -- Gen. 36.24; 36.39.] 


2.3.4 	Mention of the Targum in Order to Challenge It 
In nine cases, R. Meyuhas cites the Targum for the purpose of challenging it and refuting it. This is an innovation the likes of which we have not encountered among earlier Byzantine commentators. In five of the cases he explains the reason for his refutation of the Targum in general terms, writing, ‘This is not in keeping with its contextual meaning’ (Gen. 4.15; 4.23-24; Deut. 32.10), ‘This is not the language of Scripture’ (Exod. 30.35), or ‘According to his interpretation, the metaphor does not fit’ (Num. 33.54). In two cases R. Meyuhas refutes the Targum on grammatical grounds (Deut. 28.61; 32.26). In the remaining two cases the Targum is rejected without explanation (Gen. 6.2; 46.34). Two examples follow.
God’s statement that ‘whoever kills Cain, sevenfold vengeance shall be taken’ (Gen. 4.15) can be understood in a number of ways. Onqelos renders it ואמר ליה ה' לכן כל קָטולַיָא קין לשבעה דָרין יתפְּרע מִנֵיה. Rabbi Meyuhas writes, 
whoever kills Cain -- whoever will kill Cain, sevenfold vengeance shall be taken -- seven times shall Cain’s blood be avenged on him [...] and our sages interpreted it as ‘whoever kills Cain, vengeance shall be taken for seven generations, and so too did the translator render it. And it is not in keeping with the contextual meaning. 

In R. Meyuhas’ understanding, the Targum, like the rabbinic midrash (Gen. R. 22.12, Theodore Albeck, ed. p. 218), read ‘sevenfold vengeance shall be taken’ as referring to the punishment that would come upon Cain after seven generations.[footnoteRef:39] Rabbi Meyuhas rejects this understanding, preferring an alternative according to which ‘sevenfold vengeance shall be taken’ relates to the punishment for any who would kill Cain. The reason for rejecting the interpretation of the midrash and the Targum seems to be that it requires a textual addition to the Biblical verse, specifically the word ‘generations’. [39:  Some have understood the Targum differently, reading it as hewing more closely to R. Meyuhas’ own interpretation; see Posen, Parshegen - Genesis pp. 142-143 and n. 317-320.] 

The phrase ממֻלח טהור קדש used to describe the incense (Exod. 30.35) is rendered by Onqelos as מעָרַב דְכֵי לקֻדשא. Rabbi Meyuhas comments, ‘ממֻלח -- salt should be put in it [...] and the translator understood it as meaning “mixed”, but this is not the language of Scripture.’ Rabbi Meyuhas’ argument against the Targum is that in this case he strayed from the Biblical text.

2.3.5 	Supercommentary on the Targum
In nine cases, R. Meyuhas presents his own interpretation of a verse and then employs unique terminology -- ‘and this is why the translator rendered it [so]’ -- citing the text of the Targum. In some cases, the Targum is surprising, unclear, or a poor match for the Biblical text. In my opinion, in these cases R. Meyuhas acts as a supercommentator on Onqelos: he interprets the verse, and according to this interpretation clarifies the explanation of the Targum. Two examples follow.[footnoteRef:40] [40:  Other instances are Gen. 14.10; 19.21; 30.32; Exod. 15.2; 20.7; 27.10; Lev. 1.16.] 

Joseph accuses his brothers by saying, ‘You have come to see the nakedness of the land’ (Gen. 42.9). Onqelos generally renders the word ערוה (here translated as ‘nakedness’) with the Aramaic cognate עריתא,[footnoteRef:41] but here he uses the phrase בִּדקַה דארעא, that is, ‘the upkeep of the land’. Rabbi Meyuhas writes, ‘the ערוה of the land -- the shame of the unkempt land, for example the lack of bread, weapons, and men of war, and the like. Scripture uses this metaphor because ערוה is the shameful part of the body that is usually covered [...] and this is why the translator rendered it  בִּדקַה דארעא.’ According to R. Meyuhas, Joseph uses the word ערוה metaphorically, and explains the unusual wording of the Targum in the same way. [41:  See his translation of Gen. 9.22; Exod. 20.23; and throughout the section on forbidden sexual relations. See also Posen, Parshegen - Genesis p. 773.] 

Leviticus 22.27 reads שור או כשב או עז כי יולד והיה שבעת ימים תחת אמו, translated by JPS as ‘When an ox or a sheep or a goat is born, it shall stay seven days with its mother.’ Onqelos translated the last two words as בתר אמיה, that is, ‘after its mother’. The verbatim translation would seem to require that the Biblical text read תחות אמו. Rabbi Meyuhuas comments, 
תחת אמו -- on the level of peshat the word should be read according to its literal meaning, that is, it shall be with its mother and not be taken away as an offering [...] and on the level of drash it means [...] that even if the mother gave birth and died, one must wait seven days [...] and this is why the translator rendered it בתר אמיה. 

Rabbi Meyuhuas presents the exegetical meaning (peshat) and alongside it the endogetical one (drash), with which he clarifies the non-literal Targum. 
To conclude, we have seen that R. Meyuhas uses Targum Onqelos in over a hundred instances. His varied uses of the text testify to the esteem with which R. Meyuhas held the Targum. At the same time, R. Meyuhas did not hesitate to propose alternative interpretations and even to directly challenge the Targum’s reading of the Biblical text.

3. 	Differences Between Rabbi Samuel and Rabbi Meyuhas
Targum Onqelos was well-known to both commentators and is the most frequently hermeneutic source cited in both commentaries. Rabbi Samuel mentions the Targum forty-six times, and R. Meyuhas one-hundred and four. At the same time, there are a number of differences between the two commentators in their relation to the Targum. Some are technical: R. Samuel never mentions the name ‘Onqelos’ while R. Meyuhas does so explicitly; R. Samuel systematically cites the text of the Targum, while in most cases in R. Meyuhas’ commentary there is no accurate citation. 
The qualitative difference is in their respective relationships with the Targum: all of R. Samuel’s references to the Targum signal his agreement; R. Meyuhas, on the other hand, while frequently agreeing with Onqelos, also brings the Targum as one of two possible alternatives and in nine cases even openly challenges its interpretation. On this point, R. Meyuhas diverged from the precedent set by earlier Byzantine commentators: R. Tubia ben Eliezer (Leqah Tov) and R. Menahem ben Solomon (Sekhel Tov), whose commentaries were composed over the twelfth century, did not disagree with Onqelos in their works.
[bookmark: _GoBack]There exists a certain parallel between R. Meyuhas’ approach and that of Rashi regarding Targum Onqelos. The Targum is the most frequently cited source in Rashi’s commentary on the Pentateuch (approaching 500 references).[footnoteRef:42] Rashi’s great esteem for the Targum notwithstanding, there are more than a few places in which he disagrees with its interpretation.[footnoteRef:43] Conventional wisdom states that twelfth century Byzantine commentators received minimal exposure to Rashi’s commentary, if they knew of it at all.[footnoteRef:44] Contrary to this, R. Meyuhas undoubtedly knew of Rashi’s commentary.[footnoteRef:45] The wording the two commentators use in their disagreements with the Targum is similar, and reinforces the possible connection between the two in this regard. Rashi uses the following articulation: ותרגום של אונקלוס אין לי לישבו עם לשון המקרא -- ‘I have no way to reconcile Targum Onqelos with the language of the verse’ (Gen. 25.3); ואונקלוס תרגם […] אבל אין הדבור מיושב -- ‘And Onqelos translated it as [...] but this is not sensible’ (Exod. 10.21). Rabbi Meyuhas uses similar language: ואינו מיושב על פי פשוטו -- ‘And this is not sensible according to the contextual meaning of the verse ’ (Gen. 4.15; 4.23-24; Deut. 32.10); אינו לשון המקרא -- ‘it is not the language of the verse’ (Exod. 30.35). This raises the question of whether the arrival of Rashi’s commentary to Byzantium was what allowed R. Meyuhas to diverge from the interpretations of his predecessors and suggest alternative interpretations or challenges to the Aramaic translation. [42:  See  E. Viezel, ‘The Place of Targum Onkelos in Rashi's Commentary on the Pentateuch’ (M.A. Thesis, Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 2003) p. 15.]  [43:  See for example his explanations of Gen. 25.3; 43.3; Exod. 10.21; Deut. 12.30, and more. On Rashi’s attitude toward the Targum, see R.B. Posen, ‘Rashi's Attitude towards Targum Onkelos’, in A. Grossman and S. Japhet (eds.), Rashi - The man and his Work (Jerusalem: The Zalman Shazar Center, 2009) pp. 275–293; E. Viezel, ‘Targum Onkelos in Rashi's Exegetical Perception’, Tarbiz 75 (2006), pp. 345–358.]  [44:  E. Lawee believes that Rashi’s commentary did not arrive to Byzantium before the mid-thirteenth century; see  E. Lawee, ‘Maimonides in the Eastern Mediterranean: The Case of Rashi's “Resisting Readers”’, in A. Ravitzky (ed.), Maimonides - Conservatism, Originality, Revolution (Jerusalem: Zalman Shazar Center, 2008) pp. 595–618. Even those who believe Rashi’s commentary arrived in Byzantium in the twelfth century acknowledge that Rashi’s influence on Byzantine commentators was minimal. Regarding R. Tubia ben Eliezer (Leqah-Tov), see Ta-Shma, Italy p. 266 n. 25. On R. Samuel Rushino, see Ta-Shma, Italy pp. 297-298, 302-303. On R. Menahem ben Solomon (Sekhel Tov), see Buber, Sekhel-Tov p. 14;  M.I. Lockshin, ‘The Connection between R. Samuel ben Meir's Torah Commentary and Midrash Sekhel Tov’, Proceedings of the Eleventh World Congress of Jewish Studies, the Bible and its World (Jerusalem: World Union of Jewish Studies, 1994) pp. 135–142 (140); J. Elbaum, ‘The Anthology Sekhel Tov: Derash, Peshat and the Issue of the Redactor (the sadran)’, in M. Bar-Asher, S. Hopkins, S. Strumsa, B. Chiesa (eds.), A Word Fitly Spoken: Studies in Medieval Exegesis of the Hebrew Bible and the Qur'ān Presented to Haggai ben-Shammai, (Jerusalem: Yad Izhak Ben-Zvi, 2007) pp. 71–96 (74 n. 8).]  [45:  Rashi is mentioned explicitly in his commentary on the Pentateuch nine times. I have dedicated a separate study to R. Meyuhas’ relation to Rashi (forthcoming).] 

To conclude, the extensive use by Byzantine commentators of Targum Onqelos testifies to the popularity and availability of the translation in Byzantium. The Byzantine commentators used the Targum to aid in their explanations of difficult terms and concepts and support their interpretations. Rabbi Meyuhas is unique in at times challenging the hermeneutical decisions of the Targum.
