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THE SCHOLIA TO NUMBERS AND

DEUTERONOMY IN THE SAMARITAN-
ARABIC PENTATEUCH*

By A. S. HALKIN
Columbia University and Brooklyn College

OrF THE Samaritan-Arabic version of the Pentateuch,
the books of Genesis, Exodus and Leviticus were published
by Abraham Kuenen in 1851, and Deuteronomy 1-11 by
Joseph Bloch in 1901. It is unfortunate that almost two
books are still not available to students. Pending their
uncertain appearance, I am publishing the Scholia (Sch.)
to them, which are found in two MSS. in the Bibliothéque
Nationale® and in one MS. belonging to the Library of the
Jewish Theological Seminary of America.? Like the hashi-
yas (marginal notes) to the first three books of the Penta-
teuch, these are of varied content: linguistic, exegetic,
theologic and polemic. They afford a little additional in-
formation on the religious and cultural world of the medi-
eval Samaritan, and it would reward a student to give his
time to a translation and study of the previously published
Sch.

Apart from their intrinsic interest, these Sch. have a
bearing on the problem of the authorship of the Arabic

* For technical reasons it was found necessary to transcribe the
Arabic into Hebrew characters.

*Nos. 5 and 6. In Kuenen’s edition [Leyden, 1851] (and in this
article) they are called B and C respectively.

2 Adler collection No. 1808 (A in this article). I take this opportun-
ity to express my gratitude to the Library of the Seminary and, in
particular, to its director, Prof. Alexander Marx, for their generous

help and cooperation.
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