R. B I

*€L6T ‘AIne yape
GzI81T/dc/suyor SSTW *3I9y

k“\AWMvaﬁmwm

fx9ysTd "4y

*90169p Byl 103 s3zuswaxTnbax

9yl polsTdwod ATInISSeOons sey I3epTpuURd YL

*S9TpPN3s OT3TWas Jo juaunaedsg

9YU3l UT £3aY JO I93SeR JO 99169p SINOUOH

3yl I03 pAog ¥ uyor ‘AW Aq pI33TWANS ,L,WTYSRIPTW

pueR WIpnWTe] Y3 UT AXX - I YBTeST JO 3IX3L 9UlL,
PRT3TIUD sTsoyl oyl zyo Adoo v HUTSOTOUD we T

TAYVIdIT YHHSTA
‘ueTIRITT jood Savy
‘uasIn ersured SSTW Ol WNONVHOWAW

,mmzam& ja finsianng e




THE TEXT OF ISAIAH I - XXXV
IN THE
TALMUDIM AND MIDRASHIM

A thesis submitted as partial requirement for
the degree of Master of Artis
with Honours in Hebrew
Within
the Department of Semitic Studies
at the
University of Sydney

by JOHN RODERICK BOYD
November, 1972



TEXT OF ISAIMA I - XXXV




% %

g2 388 B3 REB



5.

ding of Attestation 9




PREFACE

The purpose of this work is explained in the introduotion.
I wish to comment here on some of its limitations,

Moast oritical editions of Rabbinic texts were unavailable
in Australian libraries when this work was begun. The sixteenth -
century printed editions were quite unobtainable, Most studies
and monographs published before 1950, and many published after
that time, were unavailable. Many of these works could be ac-
quired, but there is a limit to the resources of an individual.‘
In any case, it was impossible to acquire out of print works:
in general, if a book published before 1950 had not been reprinted,
it was impossible to get access to it in any way. - No photographs
of mamiscripts {other than published facsimiles) were available.

The apparatus is as accurate as it could be made., It should
be noted that in any complicated article, such as the ones on
Is 29:10, the apparatus was checked apeinst the sources themselves
afjer Having been written, The apparatus has been checked and
 revised several times. Thers are probably still mistakes, but
I have not been able to find them, If any reader of this work
comes across any such, I will be pleased if he will let me know
80 that the apparatus can be carrected.

The facsimile of Godex Vatican LX of Bereshit Rabbah was

- received after this work had been completed. Its variants were
incorporated as far as possible, even if this meant restyping a
few pages, but there was no time to incorporate all of them. Road-
ings of this mamisoript should not be derived e silentio, The
collation of the *En Ya‘aqgov is complete only to the end of Nofed.
There dld not seem to be any point in continuing the collation
when it became clear that all the edition available had been oore
rected, No early éditions were avallable,



As againat these limitationa, it may be pointed out that

comparatively few sources have been missed.

A word on style. The pronoun "I" is generally to be avolded
in scholarly work because facta are impersonal and arguments
should be valid in themselves, Sometimes, however, I have had
to uss it, for example, to make it clear that I was expreasing
a personal opinion, or to express concisely a contrast between
the method used here and other in other works., The expression
"the present writer" that is of'ten seen ia no solution., "New
presbyter is but old priest writ large",

The words "text" and "source " have often been used to ex-
press concisely the concept "a particular passage of the Talmud
or a particular midrash",

Hebrew words are too mumerous to be underlined., An exception
has been made for the words gere, ketiv, and gevir, which are tech-
nical terms of the Masorah. Names of ancient sources are not un~
derlined.

This work was typed in its present revised form immediately
before my departure for Israel. It has been checked thoroughly,
but attention was concentrated on facts and references, and al-
though mzerous ordinary mis-typings of wards were ocorrected,
some may remain, For this I ask the reader's indulgence in view
of the circumstances,

I have gttacked some scholars sharply in this work., It is
to be understood that such criticisms are not meant persomally,
and that in most cases I have been enlightened by the same scholar's
work,

The division into volumes is planned, It is hoped that the
reader will be able to keep the apparatus and the notes to it ‘



both open at once.

I would like to thank Dr. Lionel Singer far the loan of
the typewriter used for the first drafts and some of the fiml
draft of this work.

This wark would not have been written without the encourage-
ment and advice of Dr. A.D. Crown, my research supervisaor, whose
encouragenent and advice are responsible for the work being cow-
Pleted in a useful form, or even completed at all, Nor would it
have been completed without the help and encouragement of my wife,
Carmen, who, not only typed the whole work, but helped in too
many other weys to mention here.

JOGHN BOYD
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1. The Problem

(a) The Ymportance of the Problem

The quotations of the Bible in later literature have been
almost completely neglected. Up till the beginning of the twentieth
century there was some justification far this in tie unreliability
of the editions available, Lut Aptowitzerl was able to put together
a very reliable collection of material from the editions available
before 1906, so that it seems that at 1ea§t part of the reason for
the later neglect of this material has been lack of interest on the
part of textual critics. It is worth noticing that the articles
written before Aptowitzer's work, unsatisfactory as they were,
showed that a few eighteenth and ninetsenth century scholars were
seriously interested in the problem of divergent guotations, wnereas
later scholars, who have had access to excellent critical editions,
and (by means of photografhs) the sixteenth century editions and
the manuscripts, have been content to refer to Aptowitzer's work,
or even to ignore the whole matter, It is to the credit of the
editors and orgsnizers of the Hebrew University Bible Project that
they have set up an organization for collecting and assessing the

material now available,

These quotations are a very valusble source of evidence for the
histary of the text of the Bible, Our knuwledge of divergent read-
ings in the text between the beginning of cthe Tannaitic period armd
‘the end of the Gaonic period, or even up till the time of the auihnra'
of the Tosafot, is very limited, For the Tannaitic period, we nave
fheodotion, Aquils, and Symmachus {all fragmentary, however) and
the Peshitta, For the Amoraic period, we have the Tergums and the
Vulgate, For the later periods, we have Masoretic notes and lists,
ﬁhis material, impressive as it scems at first sight, is hardly

adequate, because the amount of evidence for any given time or piace
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is limited to a single Veraion, and for certain times and places,
for example Israel in the early Amoraic period, or Israel at the
time of.Masoretic activity in the eighth century, we have no
evidence at all.

Although the recension lknown as the Masoretic Text has been
in use since the beginning of the Tannaitic period or even earlier,
the particular form of the text in use has not always agreed in
every detail with the present received text, as found in ben Asher
and ben Naf'tali manuseripts, or the modern printed editions., It
seems, instead, that a variety of sub-traditions differing in very
small details from each other and the received text have been in use.
A1) of the Versions later than the LXX disagree with each other and
with the received text in slight details, and in section 2 of this
introduction detailed evidence will be given to show that the readings
of the received text, thoﬁgh ancient, were not regarded as the only
correct readings till the text of the Masoretes of Tiberias was re-
cognized as authoritative, and that even after that time menuscripts
diverging in slight deteils of the consonantal text from each other
and from the Tiberian text continued to bPe used. The Biblical
quotations may be used in the same way as the Versions in tracing
the divergent readings in the text during this period, and identifying
the tige when each one was regarded as correct, and the place.

On the basis of such information, we can make a beginning at
investigating such problems as the forms of the Masoretic recension
in the Tanmnaitic period, the origin of the readings in Masoretic
lists and treatises disagreeing with the received text, and the most
intriguing of all,rthe arigin of the readings in the received text
disagreeing with the readings accepted by the Amoreim in Israel.



(b) Previous Work

(1) Before Aptowitzer

The work before Aptowitzer can be divided into lista
of variants, mostly very short, some of which were assetbled un-
critically, but some of which are the result of careful investigation;
some very short articles, some uncritical, some very valuable; a few
moncgraphs or long articles or series of articles, compiled with an
either partial or complete lack of critical insight; and a series of
articles by Geiger, and some perts of his Urschrift und ﬁ%ersetzungen
der Bibel (1213701 XIpnn). The most useful works are too
short to do more than show that varients exist, except for Geiger's
Urschrift, which deals with the causes of changes in the text, and

mentions variants in quotations in Rabbinic texts only when relevant
2

to its theme; the rest of the longer works are very misleading,

(ii) Aptowitzer's Work

Aptowitzer's book, Das Schriftwort in der rabbinischen
Literatur, 1is revolutionary. It covers all of Samuel, Joshua,
and Judges, and is the first long work compiled critically.that is
directly concerned with variant readings in Biblical quotations in
later literature, 5 Aptowitzer read the context of each variant;

in most cases the variant did not affect the argument, but in some
cases he was able to establish that the argument supported it. He
was sometimes able to establish that what seemed at first sight to
be support from the context for a variant was in fact rather doubt-
ful. % 1 most cases the variant did not affect the argument,
but even in such cases he was gble to estimgte the probability of
the reading being gemuine by considering the number of texts and
the number of memuscripts, editions, and quotationa in secondary
sources supporting the reading.s He classified the various types

of inexact guotation and was thus able to avoid including numerous



false variants in his lists, He avoided listing as variants
readings that are due to no more than the method of quoting, such

as full for defective spelling, or the substitution of the form N
fa 37X, P He collated the readings against the Versions and
Hebrew Biblical manuscripts. None of his predecessors had done all
of this, and some had not done any of it,

Compared to this, the defects of Aptowitzer's work are minor.
Few of his texts were available in critical editions, but he made
up for this as much as possible by using first editions and quota-
tions of each work in secondary sources, as well as the extra in-
formation available cn certain texts, notably the Babylonian Talmud.
The lgck of critical editions probsbly harmed his work more by keep-
jng him from being aware of some variants than by allowing false
variants to enter his lists, A much more serious defect is that
'he does not indicate satisfactorily vhether, when a variant is found
in more than one place in the Talmudim and midrashim, one of' the texts
draws on one of the others, or whether they are all independent of
each other, even'though he was aware of the importance of doing so.
So, for instance, for the reading 1P%Y 17M%% in1 8 k.:198 he
lists a quotation from Bechorot in the Yalqut Shim‘oni, a passage
in the Midrash Shemi’el, and a midrash on the Ten Commandments in
Jellinek's Bet Hammidrash. He does not tell the reader that Bechorot
and the midrash on the Ten Commandments give two very divergent forms
of the same baraita, whereas the passage in the Midrash Shemu’el is
completely independent. He doubtless tock the relationship of the
sources into account vhen selecting the reading to include in his
lists, but he should certainly have devised some means of giving the
reader this information and saving him the laborious wark of checking
the references each time. It would have been encugh to separate

related sources by a comma and unrelated ones by a semi-colon or



full stop, Aptowitzer's work has, however, the merit of always
indicating the source of passages in the secondgry witnesses, such
as the Yalqu} Shim‘oni, Yalqut Mechiri, Midrash Haggadol, and others,

(111) The Hebrew University Bible Project

The work of the Hebrew University Bible Project is
organised on very different lines.9 Unlike Aptowitzer's work,
it is not concerned with Just ﬁhe text of the Biblical quotations
in Jewish literature, but rather with all the evidence for the
history of the text of the Bible, and unlike Aptowitzer's work, 1t
is intended that eventually it will cover the whole Bible., The
edition prints the text according to the Aleppo Codex, and has four
apparatuses, The first gives variants of pointing in certain
selected manuscripts; the second {which the editars call Apparatus
1) gives the evidence of the Versions; the third (Apparatus II)
gives variant readings from quotations in Rabbinic literature, and
the readings of the Qumran manuscripts; the fourth apparatus
(apparatus III) gives the readings of mediaeval manuscripts. nly

the third apparatus concerns us here.

The sources used comprise both Talmuds, according to early
editions and manuscripts, the extra-canonical tractates of the
Babylonian Talmud, according to the best editions available, and
nost of the midrashim, according to critical editions if' there are
any, otherwise according to reliable editions, usually the first
edition. How far the editors intend to extend their collations
into other types of literature is apparently still undecided.
Within the present limits of Talmud and midrash, very few texts have

been missed.

It is ‘a pity that this &dition, so far as it can be judged
from the Sample EZdition, should suffer from several glaring defects
vhich greatly reduce its usefulness.



%hen a reading is found in more than one source, there is no
jndication whether the sources are related or not: but support for
a reading in several unrelated passages {( DYIXD ), when it
exists, is usually the most conclusive evidence available for the

12
genuineness of a reading.

To make matters worse, the Yalqut Shimfoni, Yalqut Mechiri,
and Midrash Haggadol are quoted as indépendent texts, without indi-
cating their source. The editors justify this by saying that
giving the source in such cases would have involved tackling many
problems which are ocutside their province. 13 This argument is rather
hollow. It is quite true that very of ten the source of a passage
in the Midrash Haggadol is uncertain, and that sometines the scurce in
the Yalqut Shimfoni ar Yalqut Mechiri is uncertain, It would, how-
ever, be a very simple matter to give the source in each case when it
was certain, and simply leave it out in other cases. If this were
done, the source of the Midrash Haggadol could be given at least
a third of the time, and the source of the Yalqut Shimfoni and
!hlqu? ¥echiri nearly always. Specifically, the source could lave
been given in all the places where these texts are mentioned in the
apparatus of the Sample Edition on chapter 2, 5, and 11 of Isaiah.

To make matters even worse, the editors quote these secondary
sources in their own right after quoting a primary source, without
telling the reader whether the secondary scurce quotes that particular
primary source or some other socurce, so that the reader does not lnow
whether the mention of the secondary source is a confusing repetition
of the evidence, or a new piece of evidence which the editors do not
choose to identify.

The ¥xlqut Shim‘oni is sometimes quoted twice, without telling
the reader that the variant reading is found in both places in the

same context and that ihe two places in the Yalqut Shimfoni amount



to only one witness,

Let us take an example to show how misléading these principles
make the apparatus.

In Is 2:17 the apvaratus reads: BIRN ] MechShirs § 2 (121)
mss  JUIK; BerR § 12:10{109)mss n2x all ed; Yal I § 19;§ 242;
IT§ 794 BIRS ITI This looks like impressive evidence till one
looks up the passages in the Ya.lqu*».; Shimf‘oni and finds that in Part
I par, 19 and Part II par. 794 it quotes Bereshit Rabbah, and is
- therefore not a new source but merely a new text-witness {and a single
text-witness at that, not two); and as for the Yalqu} Shim‘oni Part I
par. 242, this quotes the Mechilta, but the symbol ® among the list
of Mechilta text-witness signifies the Yalqut Shim‘oni, so that the
same text-witness has been counted twice, once as a manuscript of
the Mechilta (as it should be) and once ss an indedependen$ source!

A digression is in order here. The editors adnmit that they
sometimes count the Yalqut Shim‘oni twice, 15 but the cure far such
a defect is not to mention that it is done, but rather not to do it.
The excuse given is that the Yalqut Shim‘oni is accessible to most
readers. True but irrelevant. The reader only needs to look up
s passage -~ or should only need to look it up — when the derash
is related to the variant, and the information is too long er con-
plicated to give in an apparatus, or when he wishes to evaluate
the evidence of the various text-witnesses directly, and a=ssess it
in context, in which case the critical edition of the text will have
to be looked up, not the Yalqut Shim‘oni. He does not have to look
up the passage to check that the editor kncws how to collate readings;
presumably if the editor says a text reads 0O, it does.l GAs it
is, the reader mist look up the massage because of the editors!
vegueness, only to find that the information is redundant. Anymay,
why is there the inconsistency that the quotation of the Mechilts



in the Yalout Shimfoni is mentioned twice, once as a manuscript of
the Mechilta, and once on its own, whereas the quotation of
Bereshit Rabbah in the Yalqut Shim‘oni is quoted on its own but
not as a manuscript of Bereshit Rabbah? Is the explanation that
Bereshit Rabbah and the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el were collated
by two different people accoraing to different principles, and
that the editors when compiling the apparatus took their informa-
tion directly from several sets of cards without checking the re-

ferences?

Last of all, it is a very misleading half-truth to say that
the Yalqut Shim‘oni is readily accessible. The Yalqut Shim’oni is
readily accessible in the Warsaw edition, in which most of the read-
ings disagreeing with the MT have been corrected, and which has been
censored besides. The editors of critical editions naturally do not
use this edition, but rather the first and second editions and the
OUxford manuscript of the Yalqut Shim‘oni, and it may be doubted if
more than one in a hundred of the readers of the Sample Edition will
have these texts to hand: certainly far more will have access to the
critical editions of the primary sources. What happens then, when
the reader does look up the passage in his copy of the Yglqui
Shimfoni according to the Warsaw edition? He finds that in Part I
par, 19 and Part I par, 242 it reads QIRi1, in agreement with the
MT, ' '

We may now note a blunder in the collation, The list of
mgnuscripts of Bereshit Rabbah should include manuscript . The
editors have probably missed it rrecisely because it is the manuscript
used by Theodor and Albeck as the basis for their edition.

We may now note some omissions of sources. To the sources
mentioned should have been added a quotation of Is 2:17 in the
Midrash Tehillim on Ps 114 in the printed editions and probably in
at least one of Buber's manuscrivts (see Buber's edition, p.hzz;



note 17). The omission of the printed edition of the Midrash
Tehillim is justified, as the editors rely entirely on Buber's
edition, but the reading could have been got from Buber's footnote.
The editors were also justified in omitting the quotation in The
Bible as Read and Preached in the Old Synagogue, part I, p.38, as
this book was not collated by them. There should, however, have
been added a reference to the quotation of Sanhedrin in the Midrash
Haggadol on Genesis, p. 66. '

Now let us give the inter-relationship of the sources. The
pessage in the Mechilta and the one in Bereshit Rabbah are indepen-
dent., The Midrash Tehillim and the Genizah fragment in The Bible
a8 Read and Preached in the 0ld Synagopue both depend on Bereshit
Rabbah. The passage in the Midr;,sh Haggadol taken from Sanhedrin is
independent of the other two,

Tt will be seen that the reading QTX is certainly genuine,
but the reader would not have been able to tell that it was from
the information given without checking all the references himself,

We may now give, very briefly, some further corrections to the

apparatus of the Sample Edition, and some comments on certain verses.

Is 2:12 (In Apparatus I, on the Versions)., Why is it not mene.
tioned that the omission of NIRIX  is supported by three manus-
cripts of the Midrash Haggadol on Exodus, p. 287, quoting one of the
Mechiltas?

Is 2:17-18. Reversasl of the order of certain phrases. I have
not tried to include such readings in the present work, so I am un-
able to tell whether all such cases are correctly noted. In this
case, at least, however, the editors have missed the Pirqe deRabbi
*Elifezer, chapter 11. It may be noted that the passage in the
Yalgut Mechiri on Isaiah referred to is an excerpt from Bemidbar
Rabbsh, and that the passage in the Yalqut Shimfoni part I par.396
referred to is an excerpt from the Midrash ?Avkir,



Is 2:18, It should have been mentioned that the reading
15I9N%,  besides being found in 1QIs", is also found in an &x-
cerpt from Shemot Rabbsh in the Yalqut Mechiri on the Minor Prophets,
Amos, p.73. There should also have been an arrow poini::‘mg down to

Apparatus I1l.

Is 2;21, Mipld. To the Mechilta deRebbi Yishma‘el, add
fragment no. B of the Mechilta deRsbbi Shim‘on ben Yohai.l7

The reading ™1¥71 is not supported by all manuscripts of the
Mechilta deRabbi Shimfcn ben Yohai, as the note implies, but only
by ganuscript 5. Manuscript no: n and D (the Midrash Haggadol on
Exodus) agree with the NT, The apparent support of the Midrash Hag-
gadol for the reading M1Xi is due only to the omission of a note
in the apparatus of Epstein and Melamed's edition stating that it
disagrees with their basic manuscript o of the Mechilta "deRabbi
Shim‘on ben Yol.mi. See Margulies's edit:i.cri of the Midrash Haggadol
on Exodus, p. 303.

It seems that the editors have relied on the defective appara-
tus to Epstein and Malamed's edition, p. 91, for the reading in
manuscript n (given the symbol p by Epstein and Melamed on that
page) instead of taking the readings directly from the complete
transcription of the fragment at the end of Epstein and Melamed's
edition or in Ginze Schechter, See Epstein and Helamed's edition
Pe 236 or Ginze Schechter, p. 357.

From now on, the apparatus of this thesis will be assumed to

be before the reader, so as to keep these notes as short as possible,

Is 2:22, 102, A few sources have been missed, See the
apparatus of: this thesis for the details,

Is 5:8, Y%1IN. Add the printed edition of ’Echah Rabbah and
the Midrash ’Aggadah ‘al Humash,

10



Is 5:9, *3TXKQ 719337, Add a quotation of Berachot in the
Yalqut Mechiri on Psalus, and see my apraratus for the identification
of the Socurces of the Yalqut Shim‘oni.

Is 5:12, 10?37 K?7. See my apraratus.

Is 5:1h. 7T IN. Not only an fal-tigre reading, but also
assumed in another shitiah on the same page. |

Is 5:18, NINIYIY. It is not quite accurate to say that
the reading is found in all text-witnesses of the Sifre, as the
note implies. The situation is that the word in question is quoted
directly only by the printed editions, in the farm nNIM2YVIT,
but that in an allusion almost immediately after manuscript o
reads XY A2ACT N2V 1709, the printed editions and menuscipt
Y read NRON 23¥7 DINIAYD N1%0, and manuscript 3 reads
nxwn NPAYH N1y N1, The variant is accordingly supported direct-
17 only by the editions, but indirectly by manuscript 7, and is
contradicted by manuscripts b, See Herovitz's edition, p. 120.

Add the printed editions of Bereshit Rabbah.

Is 5:19, Y11 instead of i¥73. This is inaccurate collating
and misleading notation., For manuscript 1 of Wayyigra Rabbah, read
1. If the reading Y731 was wnentioned, the substitution of
XM jyne for {1137 should have been mentioned tco, In any
case, both suvstitutions are contradicted by the following 2PN
Y137 PROw? w19p NEY aK(1)ANN.  Is the incomplatensss of this
note due to its being taken directly from a card, and not checked
against the original?

Is 5:23, 1710%. In spite of appearances, only one midrash has
the reading. Both occurences in the Yalqut Shim‘oni and the one in the
Yalqut Mechiri are taken from Bereshit Rabbah.

We have here a good example of an invented reading. The Yalqut



Eechiri is mentioned separately as having the reading 917707,
Actually it has nothing of the kind; it agrees with the MI, The
editars assumed that it read 1770? because there is no note in
the apparatus of Bereshit Rabbah, as there should be, stating that
the Yalqut Mechiri disagrees with the basic manuscript %, There-
fore the editors assumed the Yalqut Mechiri, like memuscript Y%,
read 1710?. So far this is a reasonable mistake, and no fault of
the editors. But to ciuote the Yalqut Mechiri as ﬁ separate source
vhile taking its reading (or what was thought to be its reading)
from the apparatus to Bereshit Rabbah and not checking it agsinst the
Ialquf.; Mechiri itself is unscientifiic,

The note bis is not accurate., Some manuecripts have the read-
ing three times,

Is 5:2h. “T1 NX. The guotation of Is 5:24 in the Yalqut
Shim‘oni occurs in an excerpt from the Pesiqta dePav Kshanma. It
is strange that the editors did not have the curiosity to look up
the passage in Mandelbaum's criticul edition of the Pesiqta deHav
Kahana, p. 256, vhere they would have found that manuscript
has the same reading,

Is 11:2, 1373N7. If the editors had used Aptowitzer's work,
they would have seen ‘hat the evidence is far more extensive than

what they mention, See my apparatus and notes to the apparatus,

Is 17:3. X% (In Apparatus I). There should have been a
mention of the quotation of Sanhedrin in the Yalqut Mechiri on
Isaiah (to which may be added the Haggadot Hattalmud, not used by the
editors),

Is 51:11 {=35:10). T30, 248 manuscripts 3% of the
Mechilta deRabbi Yishmatel, '

17 225, (In Apparatus III). There is éxcellent evidence for

12



this reading in quotations, at least some of which should have been
known to the editors, See my apparatus-

The reeding NARW should be added.

It must be admitted that not all of the omissions of sources Jjust
mentioned need necessarily be due to error, as the editors explain
that not all sources have yet been collated in full 18This qualifica-
tion does not, however, excuse the omission of manuscript 97 aof
Bereshit Rabbgh in Is 2:17, the failure to collate manuscript B of the
Mechilta deRabbi Shim‘on ben Yohai or the Midrash Haggadol properly
in Is 2:18, the misleading or wrong information on Is 5:14, 5:18,
5:19, or 5:23, the failure to check the primary source in Is 5:24,

or the unfamiliarity with Aptowitzer's work displayed ir Is 11:2,

Much more serious, however, are the defects of methodology des-
cribed before the list of corrections, Listing sources without giving
their relationship is on a level with counting manuscripts of the
ILXX without specifying which are meant and without considering their
inter-rela ionship. Counting the Yalqut Shimfoni, Yalqut Mechiri,
and Midrash Haggadol as primary texts, without mentioning their sources,
is worse. Counting the Yalqut Shimfoni twice, once as a manuscript of
the primary text, and once as a separate primary text, and then only
doing it sometimes, sc that the reader never knows whether it is meant
to be a sepﬁra’ce source or not without looking up the passage, and then
saying that the Yalqut Shimfoni is mentioned separately for the read-

er's convenience is 8o unscientific that a literal description sounds
like a parody.

It is with the greatest regret that I make these criticisams,
and I only wish it were possible te praise the edition unreservedly,
May I urge in the stirongest possible terms that the editors of the
Hebrew University Bible Project not allow their work to be spoilt by
such defects, and that thoy be corrected before the final edition
starts to appear, If this is done, the edition will be of enormous
value for textual criticism; if it is not, it will remain unscientific

and partly useless,
a 13



(¢) The Present Treatment of the Problem

(1) Purpose

This work is meant to be a source of refercnce, listing the
variants to Is 1-35 in the Talmdim and midrashim, and a theoretical
and practicsl treatment of the problem of separating gemuine variants
from scribal errors, both in the case of the variants sssembled here
and in general.

It is not part of the purpose of this work to apply the
results thus obtained to answering the historical questions menticned
at the end of section 1{a) of this introduction; rather, the material
assembled and analysed here is meant as part of the basis for future
treatment of such questions. A beginning has been made in section
2 of this introduction, where some of the insights that can be de~
rived from this material have been worked into an argumen% intended
to show the position of these variant readings in the history of the
transmission of the text., I hope to apply the results obtained here
to the whole question of the origins of the Masoretic recension, its
transmission, and the origin of the received form of it in future
studies., |

(ii) Principles

a. The Text

The text examined is Is 1-35, There are two modifications.

The first is that readings from Is 2:1-4 have not been included, be-
cause a complete collation of these verses and Mi 4:1-3 showed that

it was nearly always impossible to tell whether Isaiah or Micah was
being quoted, as the quotation generally had some readings character-
istic of one and some characteristic of the other. The second modi-
fication is that Is 51:11 had to be included because as Is 35:10 and
51:11 are identical, it is impossible to tell whether any given
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quotation is meant to be one or the other.

‘b, The Sources

The sources include both Talmuds, nearly all the midrashim, .
and certsin texts, such as the Tosefta, which although not generally
terzed midrashim, belong with the rest, The sourcea used include
a1l known Tammaitic 1’ and Amoraic texts, nearly all the available
Tanhuma~Yelammedemu texts, and some later works partly dependent on
earlier sources. A full classification will be found in section &
of this introduction.

The extira-canonical tractates of the Babylonian Talmd
had to be missed because the critical editions were not availsble.
They do not, however, give very many quotaticrs from Is 1-35, Mare
serious is the omission of manuscripts and early editions of the
Babylonian Talmid, These texts had to be left out because they were
not available in Australian libraries., Even if they had been availa-
ble, they probably would have had to be left out because collating
them would have taken the resources of a very big committee: it may
be noted here that not even the Hebrew University Bible Project collates
these texts directly, but receives the collations from a committee
working on a critical edition of the Babylonian Talmud.zo

The omission is not quite so serious as it might seem.It has
been compensated for by collating the Haggadot Hattalmud, (Constan-
tinople 1511), a text not used by the Hebre: University Bible Pro-
Ject, the Diqduge Soferim on Berachot and Gittin, all the excerpts
from the Bavli in the Yalqut Mechiri, Midrash Haggadol and Midrash
Leqah Tov (the last two only as far as they were available in re-
ligble editions), and by collating in part or in full certain other
texts having excerpts from the Bavli. The details will be found in
section 4(b)Xii)of this introduction,

Particular attention has been paid to collating all
available Palestinian texis, partly because we have so little know-
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ledge of the texts in use in Israel during the Amoraic period and
later, partly because it is from such sources that we can hope to
learn the nature of the mamuscripts available when the present re-

ceived text vwas later decided on by the Tiberian Masoretes,

The details of the manuscripts and editions used will be found
in the bibliography and seciion 5(e) of this introauction. A general
comment is sufficient here. If a critical edition was available, it
was used.21 If a critical edition was not available, a reliable
edition (such as Buber's) was used, supplemented by other editicns
if available and if based on different manuscripts. In the case of
the Sifra, a reliable manuscript was collated, with a comparison
with the thqu§ Shimoni and other texts. In the case of the Talmud
Yerushalmi, the first ~3ition, supplemented by gquotatiors in other
texts, was used., In the case of the Talmd Bavli, a relisble early
text was used, supplemented by quotations in other texts.- All avail-
able Genizah fragments were used.

¢. Selection of Readings

A dilemma in the arrangement of any critical apparatus
is the choice between a full apparatus, which can confuse the reader
by its mass of details and confusion of genuine readings with mistakes,
and a selective one, which can suppress evidence that may later turn
out to be useful. The dilemma is particularly serious in the case
of readings taken from guotations in Rabbii.ic texts, In favour of
a full apparatus, it can be argued that there are many readings that
wﬁuld have to be left out of a selective apparatus but might later
turn out to be genuine readings when more texts or manuscripts are
collated, or that if obvious misiakes are ignared, it becomes im-
possible to td 1l which texts or manuseripts wre inelined to scribal
error in their Biblical guotations, or to tell which types of variant
are most commonly due to scribal error. On the other hand, there
are so many purely mechanical variants or scribal errors that an

uncritical full apparatus would be nisleading to most readers.
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The problem has been treated by listing all variants, but giving
the reader enough information and editorial guidance to distinguish
between germine variants and scribal errors. The details are des-
cribed in the following paragraphs .22

d. Annotation and Classification of_ Readings

'i, The Apparatus

Apparent scribal errors, readings apparently induced by
the context of the gderash, waw-readings at the begimming of a quotation,
and omissions of a single word at the end or beginning of a quotation
are marked.25 The inter-relationship of the sources
has been given in every case so as to enable the resder to count the
nunber of independent witnesses.% When the information might be
useful, parts of the verse other than the word showing the variants,

and sometimes the whole verse, have been quoted.

ii. The Notes to the .@._gparatus26

A1l available information from the Versions and Hebrew
Biblical manuscripts is given in the notes to the apparatus. The
notes are strictly limited to the individual readings. Value-judg-
ments were not usually given because they are usually helpful only
when certain types of reading or certain types of support are consi-
dered as a class. This is done in exhaustive detail in other parts
of this wark and it is assumed that the reader will not draw con-
clusions from the notes to the spparatus without having read the re-
levant material on the problenm of separating genuine variants from
scribal errors, namely the whole of the introduction (end specially
section 3) looked st the lists and indexes that follow the apparatus,
and looked at the survey of readings that follows the notes to the
apparatus. Without these preliminaries, the notes coild be very
misleading, 27
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iii. The Introduction and Lists

Aptowitzer intended to write 2 comprehensive intmduction,
but was unable to publish more than two sections. 28 The present
intrcduction is intended as 2 treatment of the remaining matters.
Particuarly important is section 3, which deals with the question
of separating genuine variants from scribal errars, and gives an

explanation and analysis of the material in the lists.

iv. The Survey of Readlings

No matter how clearly and in how much detail principles
are set ocut, and no matter how much background infarmation is given,
a religble estimate of the worth of a particular reading can only
be based on long and deep study of the material at first hand. Some
of the readers of this work will be in this position, but some of
them, at legst, may welcome editerial guidance, and even those who
are fully capable of evaluating the material may find the lists con-

venient as an assemblage of readings worthy of consideration. 23

(141) Originality

The following mate ial, analyses, discussions, and con-

clusions are original,

a. <The apparatus is the first ore to Is 1-35 based on
Biblical quotations in Rabbinic texts.

b, The apparatus is the first one based on Biblical quo-
tations in Rabbinic texts to include all variants, It was thus pos-
sible to estimate the incidence of scribal errors in certain texts
and certain manuscripts of the texts, and use the information gained
in assessing variant readings which were not obviously gemuine but

were not obviously due to scribal error either. It was also
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possible to include readings which in our present state of know-
ledge are not well enough attested to be included in a selective

apparatus, but which may later turn out to be genuine. 30

Confusion to the reader due to the inclusion of scribal errors
was avoided by means of the editoriasl techniques described in
section 1 (e) (4i) 4. of this introduction, and in the following

paragraphs, 31

ce The apraratus is the first to show whether the omission
or addition of conjunctive waw occurs at the beginning of a quotation
or not, It is glso the first to show whether the omission of a single

word may be due to its position at the beginning or end of a quotaticn? 2

d. The apparatus is the first to show whether, when several
texts support a variant reading, they are related or unrelated. This
information is more important than any other for assessing the
genmuineness of readings.

e. The apparatus provides a section of text extending beyond
the word showing the varignt, so that the reader can tell whether
certain other wards are affected, and so thzt the reader can tell
whether, when one passage of Talmud or midrash has a Biblical quota-
tion with a certain variant, and another r.ssage has o variant on a
different word nearby, the reason that the secnnd passage does not
exhibit the variant of the first passage is becmuse it agrees with

the MT or whether it is because it does not quote the word in question,

f. The index of texts is of a familiar type, but it is the
first such index compiled to illustrate the present problem, The
analysis of the reliability of the various texts in section 3(b)(ii)
is based on this index., See above, paragraph b, p. 18.35
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g. The mterisl in the notes to the apparatus is original.
The idea of commenting on the readings, or providing evidence from
extei'figL sources, is hardly new, but the notes presented here are

more comprehensive and systematic than previous ones,

h. Parts of the introduction are original, parts are
elabarations of existing knowledge, parts are repetition of exist-
ing knowledge,

Vholly original, except where other authars are specifically

mmtioned is section 3(b) (ii) of the introduction, which is based
on the apraratus and lists of this work.

Section 3{(b) (v) a. of the introduction, on the mediaeval
marnuscripts, is wholly original, but would no* have been written with-

out the stimulus of certain articles by Goshen-Gotistein, 36

Section 3(a) is original in detail, but the idea is taken from
Goshen-Gottstein,

Section 3 (b) (1) is original in detail, but the idea is taken
from Aptowitzer.

The synthesis in section 2 of the introduction is original to
some extent in its approach, but most of the material in it is %aken
from existing knowledge, Some details of the argument are probably
cu:':l.@_z,:'mal..:‘59 The influence of Rabin, Segal  Orlinsky, and Kahle will
be apparent.l"o The atimulus and basic prir~iples of the argument is
taken from some suggestions made by Professor Rabin,

i. The technical details of methodology described in
chapters 5 and 6 of the introduction were for the most pert devised
for this work, but the dependence on established procedure will be
epparent .,

j. The problem of genuinersss has been treated in more detail
here than in previous work, not only in the introduction but in all
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aspects of the arrsngement and anmalysis, and, as already mentioned,
sone of the techniques devised are original, but the stimulus to
concentrate on the matter came from various articles by Goshen-
Cottstein.

k. The survey of readings, classified according to their
likelihood of being genuine variants, is based on the principles set
out in chapter 3 of the introduction, and my own judgment, and is
origimal,



2, Divergencies Within the Ma soretic Recension

fa) The Evidence

(1) Divergencies Between the Text in Use in the
Tannaitic Period and later

The text of the Bible now known as the Masoretic Text
was in existence and accepted as autharitative bj the beginning of
the first century A.D., and probably ea,rlier} ‘
the text was fixed by the first century A.D., if not earlier,
and even the details of full and defective spelling were fixed at
the lateat by the beginmning of the second century A.D. 3 From the

time of the early Tannaim the text is treated as absolutely fixed:

The wxact wording o
2

halachah is based on the most minor details or wording, such as the
presence of a conjunctive waw, or even on the spelling itself,h'
and nowhere do we find anyone objecting to an argument on the
grounds that his mamuseript méda sonething different .5 From that

time on the text was copied with rigorous exactness,

It would be expected that once the text had been
fixed it would have been transmitted unchanged till the present time,
and that our text as found in Masoretic model codexes (whether ben
Asher or ben Naftali or mixed) or twentieth century printed editions
based on them would agree sbsolutely with the text used by the Tan-
naim. Such is not the case. The Biblical text used by the Tannaim
can be re-constructed on the evidence of Theodotion's Version,
Aquile's Version, quotations in Tannaitic literature, 8 and the
Marabba‘at texts, I and can be seen to have differed from the modern

Teceived textJ.'o

The divergencies are, in one sense, very minor, but
what is surprising is that there should be any divergencies at all:
the Tannaim and Amoraim, and the scribes from the time of the Tan-
nain €¢ill th‘e tire of the Masoretes, were as attentive to detail as
modern textual critics, and for them no divergencies between manuscripts

would have been minor,
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Nor ias it only the present text that differs from the one used
by the Tannaim: the Targums, the Vulgate, snd quotations in Amoraic
texts and post-Amcraic midrashim 12 show that in the Amoraic and
posteAmoraic pe‘riods, in both Babylonia and Israel, texts were in
use that differed in slight details from the ones used by at least
some of the Tannaim, as reconstructed from Theodotion, Aquila, and
quotations in Tannaitic sources.

(3i) Divergencies Within the Text in Use in the
Tannaitic Period

Several lines of argument lead to the conclusion that
the explanation for the divergencies between some forms of the text
used by the Tannaim and some forms in use later is that very slight-
ly different sub-traditions of the Masoretic Text were in use in the
Tannaitic period, and that some of these aslternative readings, per-
haps all of them, survived till much later, -

a. It seems very unlikely, if not impossible, that
varignt readings could have arisen (as opposed to being noticed or
selected) in the Amoraic period. If this is so, then presumably the
readings in Biblieal quotations in Palestinian Amoraic texts, and
post Amorsic texts such as the Yelammedenu midrashim, were known in
the Tannaitic period., The readings of the Vulgitje and Falestinian

then, with at least a two-way alternative, between the variant read-

Targums can probably be added to this evidence. We are faced,
ings of Palestinian Anoraic and post-Amoraic sources and the read-
ings of the received text, both sets going back to the Tannaitic
period or perhaps even further,

b, A similar argument applies to the readings in Tan-
neitic sources diverging from the received text, In such cases the
variant is Tannaitic and the received reading must be assumed to
be Tannaitic as well, |

¢. There are certain very minor divergencies within the
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Babylonian text of the Bible as reparted in Masoretic notes and
lists, Differences are reported between the manuscripts used

by the Nehardeans {( *Y717733 ) and Surans (78710 ) end be-

t{ween these two and "the Easterners™ ( *KMI?ID ) in general.
Admittedly these notes are later than the close of the Bebylonian
Talmud, but they probably rreserve a much older iradition, since,

a5 already remarked, it is unlikely that the differences in the con-
sonantal text could have arisen after the time of the Amoraim, or

even &uwring it. Sega115

suggests that the explanation of thése
divergencies is that the readings go back to the time of founda-

tion of each acadeny.

The academies of Nehamde'a and Sura were both founded
by scholars who migratcd to Babylonia from Isiael, The acadeny of
Neharde®a was founded by scholars who fled from Isrsel at the time
of the persecutions which led to the Third Revolt in 132 A.D,m i.e,
in the time of R. fAgiva. The names of most of the founders are
not known, but it is known that one of them was Nagai, a scribe with
o authoritative knowledge of Masorah. Moreoever, we find a tradi-
tional promunciation reported in the name of the scholar Rav Hap-
puna. (not to be confused with either of the Amaraim of this name )
of the generation after Nagai which, although rejected by Rabbi,
is not a mistake: more on this in a moment. The academy of Sura
was founded by Rav, who was a pupil of Fabbi and may be counted as
one of the last of the Tannaim or the first Babylonian Amora. Rav,
was a scribe and transmitted halachot and traditional information
relating to the copying of manuseripts and Masorah, Although not
s Pelestinian, he studied in Israel under Rabbi long enough to ac-
quire the relevant traditions.

Jt will be seen that from the very beginning these
acadenies could rely on their text of the Bible., FProbably, then,
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&8 Segal suggests, the readings of the Neharda‘e arnd Sura’e go
back to the text brought by the founders from Israel in the second
or third generation ard f‘ourfh generstion of Tannaim respectively.
If this is so, the disagreements of the Neharda‘e and Sura’e with
the Ma‘arva’e are due to their preservation of an authentic
textual tradition corresponding to the one known to their founder
when still in Israel, whereas the Ma‘arva’e reading, itself authen-
tically Palestinian, is taken from another sub-tradition of the
text;r, similsrly the disagreements between the Neharda‘e and
Sura’e are due to the meservation by the Neharda‘e of a textual
sub-tradition followed by certain Tannaim of the second generation,
and by the Sura’e of a textual sub-tradition followed by certain
Tannaim of the fourth gemexration.

There is some evidence for this theory frém a pas-
sage in the Yerushalmi, Ta‘anit chapter 4 halachah 2, leaf 68
colum 1 middle in Bomberg's edition, and partly paralleled in
Qohelet Rabbah 7:16 on Ecclesiastes 7:7. The following comments
are based on Geiger's analysis of the passage. 18 Rabbi read
the word DNIDI in Ez 7:16 as pointed in the MT, as the plural
feminine participle of i, R. Haninah bar Ham, in agreement
with the pronunciation taught to him by Rav Hamnuna in Neharde‘a,
seems to have read DIl or NN, or perhaps 1NN or 1NDIT;
in any case, 2 hof'fal of DN, Rav Hamnuna's reading is not a
mistake, but an anthentic Palestinian tradition, beingz supported
by the LXX, Peshitta, and Vulgte. 19 Nor is it a mere dif-
ference of pronunciation. The text of the Yerushalmi may be slight-
ly corrupt, so that the exact form of Rav Hamnuna's reading is not
completely certain, but it seems that he pointed ocut either that
the spelling‘ of the word demanded his interpretation, or that it
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adnitted it,

This passage is important for two reasons. It is
a case of an authentic readihg rejected by a Tanna, indicating
that at different times ar in different circles, the Biblical text
used by the Tannaim was not absolutely unifcrm.zo It is also
evidence that' the origin of the veriant readings of the academy of Ne-
hardefa goes back to the time of its foundation, aend that their
source is a text used by Tennaim in Isrsel at that time.

-

d. The Eastern readings as a whole, even when no
divergence between sub-traditions is reported, probably go back

2 It has already been mentioned

to a text brought from Israel,
that the production of new variants in the Amoraic pericd is un-
likely. Aside trom this, #£ is a remarkable fact that Eastern
readings, as found in Masoretic notes and lists, a reconstructed
from Targum Yonatan on the Prophets and Targum Oneelcs, oar from
quotations in the Babylonian Talmd, are very often supported by
Palestinian sources, namely the rest of the Versions and the quota-
tions in Palestinian midrashim, against the received tex‘t.22 This
means that the readings are not originally Eastern, but rather of
Western origiﬁ, the opposite direction of borrowing being incon-
ceivable befare the time of the Geonim. The borrowing must have
been during or just after the Tannaitic period, as there was not
enought contact during the Amoraic period ar soon after, and the
Babylonians loter seems to have regarded their text of the Bible

a8 satisfactory without reference to the Palestinian one, as can
be seen from their occupation with the Masora of Targum Ongelos.
Once again we are back to Segal's theary that the origin of the
Estern readings is the text brought from Israel by the founders of

the acadenies, .

e, There are a few instances of the mention in Tan-

naitic sources of readings farmerly in existence in certain Bibli-
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cal manuscripts or even in the received text of the pericd before
2 It is possible,
of course, that some of these are traditicns of the text before

the transmitters of the marticular tradition.

its fingl fixing, but it should be noticed that some of these read-
ings that are expressly rejected are actually to be found in other
Tannaitic texts or the Palestinian midrashim,. 2 Compare also

the remarks on Ez 7:16 above,

f+. The most conclusive piece of evidence is that the
Tennaitic sources themselves do not always agree with each other.
The text used by Aquila was not absolutely exactly the same as the
one used by Theodotion, and quotations in Tannaitic texts disagree-
ing very slightly with the received text are not always supported
by Theodotion ar' Aquila, and there are a few cases of readings
diff'ering alightly from the received text in one2 5€I‘annaiti}: sowrce,

and agreeing with the received text in anocther.

(11i) Diverpencies Within the Text Used by the Amoraim

We have seen that there were very slight divergen-
cies within the Biblical text used by the Tannaim. This situation
persisted into the Amorsic period. The divergencies within the
Babylonian tradition and between the Babylonian and Palestinian
traditions, as revorted in Masoretic lists, probably go back teo
the Amorsic and Tannaitic periods. It may be added that the Pales-
tinian tradition itself was not uniform in the Amoraic period, Pa-
lestinian Amaraic texts contain numerous Biblicel quntations di-
verging very slightly from the received text, Yet we must assume
that the madings of the received text were known at least some-
where in Israel at that time, as otherwise their origin is inex-

plicable, The same argument mrobably aprlies to the variant read-
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ings reflected in the Vulgate and Jerome's commentaries, o the
Palestinian Targums, as compared to the received text: _

" It im a remarksble fact that the Biblical text used by
the Amoraim i Tiberias did not agree exactly with the received
tex‘t.26 The explanaticn may be that the Masoretes of Tiberias
used a text formerly used in another part of the country, and re-
jected the old text of Tiberias, or it may be that the Masoretes
established a mixed conscnantal text by compariscn of several sub-

trgditions,

(iv) Divergencies Within the Post-Amoraic Text

The divcsgencies continued int. the pericd between
the end of the Amoraic period and the pointing of the text. Evi-
dence for divergencies within the text in Israel can be fourd in
the Bibliecal quotations in Tenhuma and Yelammedenu midrashim differ-
ing from the received text .2 7 Evidence for divergencies within the
text in Babylonia can be found in the readings reflected in Targum
Ongelos and the Targum on the Prophets differing from the received

text, and in quotations in Geonic text.

(v) Divergencies Within the Text Accepted by the Masoretes

The evidence for divergencies within the text ac-
cepted by the llasoretes in Israel consists < the readings found
in Masoretic notes and treatises differing from the received text ,29
and the contradiction between different sets of Masaretic notes
or between the notes and the text. 30 To this may be added the
evidence of the next section, on divergencies in post-Masaretic

sources,

The evidence from Masoretic sources for Babylonian
readings disagreeing with .he received text, or for divergencies
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within the Bebjlonian text, is well-known and has already been

mentioned.

(vi) Divergencies in the Post-Mascretic Text

The divergencies between ben Asher and ben Naftali
are almost entireljr confined to the cantillation marks and a few
minor details of pointing, ihey seem to have agreed with each
cther on the conscnantal text down to the details of full and de-
fective spelling, with just a few exceptions.jl Wether the rest
of the Tiberian Masoretes agreed with the consonantal text of ben
Asher and ben Naf'tali is uncertain, but it seems that some Palesti- .
nian Masoretes disagreed, because in spite of the consensus of the
later Tiberian Masoretes, readings diverging from the ben Asher
ben Naftali text persist till much later. The evidence of the post-
Masoretic Biblical manuscripts is discussed in detail in section 3
(b) (v) a. of this intrcduction, and the arguments need not be
repeated here, The conclusions reached there are that the Maso-
retes were unable to impose their standard text on egll manuscripts,
possibly because of the size of the task, possibly because some
manuscripts were copied against the text of other Masoretes, that
genuine readings survive in the later manuscripts and the printed
editions based on them,and that these readings can be told from
mere scribal errors by the number of manuscripts supporting them,
or by the identity of the manuscripts, To this can be added the
evidence of divergent readings in post-Mazsoretic texts, such as
Biblicel commentaries, the Tosafot, or grammars and dictionaries.32

(b) Summary of Bvijence and Theoretical Discussion

Although the phenomencn of variant readings in the Masoretic
recension, as seen in the Versions later than the LXX, or the quotations
in the Talmuds and midrashim and other texts, has long been knovn,
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there has been hardly any theoretical consideration of the practical
probles of how there can be any variants at all in a text that has
been treated as if it were ahablutely fixed since the Tannaitie
period or earlier and has been copied with scrupulous accuracy,

or the psychological problem of how variant readings, ho matter how

slight, could have been tolerated. So far as I know, only two
scholars hsve shown in their writings that they are fully aware of the
importance of the second problen, &r the inter-relation  the two,

Segal'y" suggests that the readings in Tannaitic and Amoraic
sources diéagreeing with the received text were probably due to the
preservation by different scribal schools of slightly different
textual traditions., Segal's supgestion has the merit of explaining
how the text can have been absolutely fixed and still show variant
readings, Rabin 35 suggests that the state of the Biblical text at
Qumran seems to have been similar to the text of the Koran, with
several alternative traditions, each fixed in itself, and each differ-
ing slightly from the others, but all accepted as authoritative and
correct, and that the same situation might have applied to orthodox
or Rabbinic Judaism., Rabin's suggestion, supplemented by Segal's,
explaing not only the origin of the readings in Tannaitic and Amaraic
sources differing from the received text, and the apparent contradic-
tion of a fixed text with variants, but also the reason that most of
the variants only affect a single word and are so minor. It will be
seen that the evidence presented in the orevious parag;:‘aphs supports
this theory, and it will become clear as we rrogress that it is supe
parted by several lines of argument and provides an adequate explana-
tion of diverse phenomens.

e have mseen that the scribes of the Tannaitic period in-
herited a text which the Tannaim were mble to treat as absolutely
fixed, but in which there were sets of alternative readings, The
alternative readings were not unified, perhaps because there was no
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reasonsble way of deciding on the authoritative reading, or be-
cause the scribes did not feel competent or authurized to change the
text handed down to them, or because they did not feel the need to
level the divergencies between the variants sub-traditions, or for
a combination of reasoms. The divergencies continued in both
Israel and Babylonia up till the time of the pointing of the text,
The consonantal text chosen for this by the Tiberian schools of

ben Asher and ben Naftali, and quite possibly by the earlier |
Tiberian Masoretes as well, is almost completely fixed,but even

ben Asher and ben Naftali disagree in a few cases. Other Palesti-
nian Masoretes, whether in Tiberias or not is uncertain, seenm to
have preserved consonantal texts differing very slightly fron each
other and from the one accepted by ben Asher and ber Naftali, These
readings disagreeing slightly with the ben Asher - ben Naftali con-
sonantal text survive :Ln the mediaeval mamuscriots, the printed edi-

tions, quotations in later literéture, and perhaps the Sevir readings?s

The sets of glternative readings seem to have been regarded as
h,ving equal autority. This can be seen from the instances of al-
ternate appearance of the received reading, a divergent reading,
and then the received reading, perhaps became first one, then the
other, then the first again, were treated as authoritative, but more
probably because our source for each period reflects the text of a
different school, Examples are readings in Aquila Jdisagreeing with
both Theodotion befare him and the received text after him, readings
in the Vulgate dis,greeing with Aquila ar Theodotion as well as the
received text, or readings in quotations in Amoraic and post-Amcraic
texts disagreeing with Aquila or Theodotion as well as the received
text.37 The alternative readings between ben 4sher and ben Naftali
in the consonantal text seem to be treated in the lists preserving
them as having equal authority. The same seems to apply to the al=-
termatives between the Eastern and Western text, or within the Eastern text.
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The readings belonging to the category of iTisp '['I'i38 my
be survivals of readings once accepted as correct, although this
matter needs further investigétion. It has been suggested that
the ketiv and gere readings are the remains of sets of alternative
reaaings, but the age of the gere readings is disputed, so that
this argument is in our present state of knowledge inconclusive.39
The most conclusive piece of evidence in favour of the equal authar-
ity of the alternatives is the sources from which we know them., It
will not be disputed that the readings of the received text must have
been taken from reliable sources, and their reliability is confirmed
by *he support in many cases of Theodotion or Aquila or a Tannaitic
or Amoraic derash., Our sources for the variant reading are, however,
of equal suthority. We have Theodotion's version, »lmost certainly
an officially approved Rabbinic translation, 0 and Aquila's ver-
sion, which was certainly officially approved; we have the quotations
in Tamnaitic and Amordic texts, and these readings (leaving out false
variants due to the mintakes of copyists) mist have been taken fron
manuscripts regarded as authoritative and correct; we have the
quotations in Tenhuma-Yelammedenu texts, which are transcriptions

of sermons and would have had to be based on a correct Biblical

text; 'we have Masoretic noies, lists, and treatises; we have
42 we have the

quotations in post-Masoretic texts, including Biblical commentaries

the divergencies given as such in Masoretic lists;

and grammars, by scholars vho were well aware of the importance of a

L3

correct text.,

Purely as speculation, it night be suggested that the Mz;so-
retes did not try to establish a correct consonantal text by deciding
between alternative readings, but that each Masorete took as his text
reliable manuscripts of the sub-tradition handed down to him, s0
that the ben Asher or ben Naftali consonantal text was meant sim-

Ply as a reliable copy of one particular form of the text, and that
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the prestige of the ben Asher or ben Naftali pointing (the pointing
systems, like the cénsonanta,l texts, are so close that for the pre-
sent purpose they can be considered identical) reflected onto the
sub-tradition of the consonantal text that was its vehicle, The
faithful recording of the divergences in the consonantal text
between different schools seems, as Rabin remarks,u" to indicate
that there was no wish to level the differences, but only to pre-
serve the sub-tradition o each school,

The attitude towards the text just described, the faithful
prreservation of a particular sub-tradition of the text, while ad-
mitting the validity of other sub-traditions, seems to be con-
firmed by the halachah. '

If there had ever been a formal halachic decision in favour
of a particular text-form or Masorah (aside from the present re-
cognition in practice of the ben Asher text) the fact would not
have been forgotten, and even if the text or Masorah had been con-
taminated from ocutside, there would still be manuscripts purporting
to give such a text and Masorah, even if in fact they did not.
The authors of the colophons of manuscripts purporting to give the
ben Asher text, though they may claim or imply that this text and
Masorah is better than others, rely on the prestige of ben Asher as
a Magsoretic scholar and the internal supvort of the evident trust-
worthiness of his text and Masorah, not on the external support of
& halachic decision.“b The nearest approach to a halachic decision
in favour of a varticular text inlaimonides's pronouncement in
favour of the ben Asher text, apparently as found in the Aleppo
Codex, dbut this pronouncement is much later than the period of
Mysoretic activity, is not worded as if it were a halachic deci-
sion, and is-not concerned with the problem of variant readings in
the consonantal text, but only the lay—out.l"6 Bef'ore Maimonicdes's
time manuscripts writtenaccording to ben Asher or ben Naftali were
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gererally considered to be superior, but the emphasis seems to have
been on the supericrity of the pointing and hy-mtzﬂ

The traditionsl method of deciding between alternative read-
ings in Biblical maruscripts is to choose the reading of the major-
ity of carefully-copied and reliable manuscripts. No one manuscript
is by itself superior to any other, provided both are carefully co-.
prled from unobjecticnable oririnals. Editors of printed editions
try to print a ben Asher text, but their reason for doing so is not
that this text has more halachic validity than any other, but that
it commends itself to them on critical grounds or the grounds of
convenience., When two such editions, such as the Biblia Hebraica
and the British and Foreign Bible Society edition, disagree, there
does not seem to any way of giving halachic preference to one read-
ing over the other. In such cases both readings are so well attested
by eminently Masoretic menuscripts that neither could be rejected
even if it became known which really was ben Asher's reading. It
may be doubted if a reading in such editions has any more validity
(as opposed to critical value) than one found in a very large num-
ber of acourately written manuscripts and orinted editions based
on such manuscripts.

The authors of the Tosafot, when they come across a Biblical
reading in the Talmud disagreeirig wit the reading in their mamus-
cripts, remark on the fact, but do not allow the authority of the
Amaraim to lnlunce them to reject their own reading. Neither, on
the other hand, do they reject the variant reading of the Amoraim
or the argument based on it .hS In fact, on this matter the hals-~
chah is quite definite: the text of Biblical manuscripts must not
be emended to agree with the readings of Biblical quotations in the
Talmd (of Babylonian origin) or the midrashim (of Palestinian
origin}; but an argument in the Talmd is not to be rejected merely
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because it is based on a reading diverging from curs.so In other
wards, both readings are correct, but we continue to use the ira-
ditional reading of our Biblical maruscripts.

It seems, then, that the state of the halachah, even in its
present form, is the result of the attitude to the text postulated
by Rabin.

From all the evidence presented here, it seems that Rabin's
theory of limited variability, that is, of several very lightly di-
vergent forms of the text, each form being abseolutely fixed, and the
alternative readings of different text-forms being equally valid,
though in practice one marticular text may be the only one used by
a perticular school or in a particular community, ie correct.sl
The situation has continued to this day. There are still scme pairs
of slightly divergent alternative readings, each attested in numerous
reliable manuscripts, or supported by a form of the Masorah, although
there are ususlly more manuscripts supporting the consonantal reading
of the ben Asher text than the altermative. )2 If the modern printed
editions agree with each other almost entirely in their consonantal
text, it is partly due to the gradual ascendancy of the ben Asher —
ben Naftall consonantal text in the later manuscripts, so that it is
now the text of the majority of manuscripts, but it is also partly
due to the custom of always printing the ben Asher text, which, how-
ever, seems to be chosen more for its cantillation marks and vowel-

pointing than its consonantal readings.
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3. The Preblen of Cermiineness
(a) Prelegomena and Definitions

- Before the readings listed in the apparatus can be used for
any purpose at all, there must bs some means of distinguishing, if
not with certainty at least with some probability, between real
variant reaaings and mistakes in quoting or copying. As much in-
formation as possible for this purpose on individual readings is
given in the apparatus and the notes to it; this section is intended
to complement that information by giving some general principles,
so that the relevance of it will be understood in each case, and to
supplement it by providing, in the process, ssmples of certain
phenomena, so that various categories of variants or various types
of support for them can be assessed in groups and the infcrmation
gained from them applied to individual variants with some insight,

The first step is to establish what is meant by a real variant,

or to put it another way, what is meant by a false one, 1

A real or genuine variant in a Biblical quotation in a Rabbinic
text is one that has its origin in a group (or at least a certain
number) of Biblical msruscripts. In some cases the reading might
go back to the author of the passage in which it is found 'bPJ)
(IDXDIT, who regarded it as correct; in other cases it might have
arisen in the course of oral transmission; in other cases it might
have been introduced by the compilers of the text in its oral or
writien form; in other cases it might have beeu introduced by a
scribe copying the completed text: but at whatever stage it was in-
troduced, it was taken over from Biblical manuscripts with the same
reading, A false variant, on the other hand, is cne that has entered
the quotation in the Rabbinic text through a mictake on the part of
the author of the passage, a transmitter, whether of the oral or

the written text, a compiler, or a scribe.
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There can be no doubt that the apparatus contains many f‘a,lse‘
variants. Nearly all the readings marked <o"9> and most of
those marked <?o"n>2 are probably mistakes, and it seems like-
ly that if such readings had arisen in a Biblical manuseript they
would have been corrected against another text, if not the MT, at
least one that was intelligible.

Mox=t, if not all, of the readings marked vith an obelus because
they seem to be induced by the matter or wording of their context
are probably mistakes,

The handful of cases where the variant reading is contradicted
by the derash are certesinly due to scribal error or misprint.

It will be seen from the apvaratus that omissions
far exceed additions, This is to be expected, as it is much

easier to leave a word ocut by mistake than to insert one.

Some of these omissions are doubtless geruine variants, but
most of them must be mistakes: if they were not, they would not ex-
ceed the number of additioms to such an extent,

It wil) be noticed that the individual variants in the four
categories just mentioned are in nearly every case poorly attested
in the Rabbinic texts and poorly supported or not supported by
the Versions and Hebrew manuscripts, and that the attestation
and support are particularly poor if compared with those for the

apparatus as a whole,

There are probably many readings that have arisen in the course
of copying under the influence of a phrase from some other verse in
the Bible that was in the scribe's mind, but are indistinguishable
from gemiine variants, See the notes to the apparatus on the reading
| g gl . in Is 2):11. There are some readings explicable as nor-
walizations,e.g. the readings *3OD in Is 1:12, *3%Jin 1:18,

Q*n*own in 5:11, 313 in 8:6, 1°771 in 8:8, 1™ in
29:1,
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We may suﬁ%ose that simply because absolutely perfect copying
or memorization is humanly impossible there occasionglly appcared
in a Rabbinic text a reading that was quite plausible and made
good sense, was not induced by the context or a reminiscence of
another versz, and was not of a type that is commonly due to scribal
exrror, and that in some cases this happened early enough for the
reading to be well-represented in the extant text-iritnesses,

In spite of all the foregoing, there can be no doubt that the
apparatus does contain quite a few real variants, There are a few
variants that can be shown to be genuine because the derash depends
on them; many are attested by numerous manuscripts of a particular
text; many are attested by several different texts, related or
independent; many are well-supported by the Versions and Hebrew
manuscripts, In spite of the possibility menticned in the pre-
various paragraph, it can hardly be supposed that very many variants
in the second category are false, particularly if waw-readings
are left cut of consideration., It might be objected that support of
the third and fourth kinds mentioned might be due tc soincidence,
but such an explanation, though % might apply to some indiviédual
cases, will not do for particularly well-attested cases or for the
readings as a group.

It being established that the apparatus contains both real and
false variants, it remains to set out and apply the criteria for
telling them gpart.

(b) Criteria

(i) Amount of Attestation

QOther things being equal, a reading found in more than
one manuscript of a particular Rabbinic text, might be assumed tobe
more likely to be gemuine than one found in a single msnuscript of the

38



text .Mere numbers of text-witnesses are, however, not enocugh to
evaluate the attestation of a particular reading., Two other consi~ . .
derations must be borne in mind: the degree towhich the text-
witnesses are related, and the number and nature of the text-witnesses
that were not available.

Ir two text-witnesses have a particular reading in their
quotation of a Biblical verse, it may be assumed, if the reading is
not one that could arise spontaneocusly severasl times, such as those
)
that it goes back to their common ancestor; but there is usually
no way of poing back any further, and we are left with the possibility
that the reading is simply a mistake by the scribe of an early

marked with an obelus in the apparatus (but sometimes even then

manuscript. The less closely-related the text-witnesses are, the
older the reading probably is, and the more likely it is to go back
to the original redaction of the midrash or even to the author of
the passage in which it occurs; and if it does go back to
the redactors of the midrash or the author of the passage it is
more likely to be genuine than if it originated with the scribe or
corrector of a particular manuscript, no matter how easily it might
have been written or how many other manuscripts were copied from it
or influenced by it,.

Not only the positive evidence of the number of text-witnesses
or families of text-witnesses mist be considered, but also the

number of text-witnesses that were not availsble snd their relation-

39



ship to each other, and to what extent the text-witnesses available
may be unrepresentative. For example, the reading 10T NRIAN

in Is 30:23 in a quotation of Bereshit Rabbah in the Yalgut Shim‘oni
on Genesis, although found in only a single text-witness, is not
contradicted by any other text-witness because none carries the
quotation of the verse as far as the word in question, and the
reading nYoxXn in Is 33:11 in mamacriptsz,xa _"of Bereshit Rabbah

is contradicted by only four text-witnesses, :)11:? s which are

closely related to each other snd to 28, and X, the affiliations of
which are uninown. The fewer text-witnesses with the reading of the
MT are available, and the more closely they are related to each

other, the less conf'idently can it be said that the variant reading

is a late development in the textusl <tradition,

Some further éxamples of readings found in several mamuscripts
of a particular text, some of the manuscripts being unrelated (er not
closely related) to each other are listed below.

Bereshit Rabbsh: Is 2:17 QIX; 4:% N DR ; 29:10 L°5Y N
(ar aa°%y “i1); 29:16 TR ; 30:23 TIPR ; 33:7
QY28K ; 33:16  KVI1 ; 34:9 *NIDMN. Note also the readings
et in Is 9:5 and the readings 12X and ‘T HR in
Is 30:23,(See Albeck's introduction to Bereshit Rabbah, pp.l37-138).

Wayyiqra Rabbah: 1:18 IBIK? ORY 3 3:16 (29300
s sk FT0OYWDN DR Wl7 197708YY ; 22:15 RIAW OK;
28:16 ‘N ?39K. (See Margulies's intrcduction to his edition,
PPe XIXIVeOXIX).

Pesiqta deRav Kahana: 1:22 ‘N 1777  (but dubious); 1:26 >7hRY
19 (but dubious); 3:16 193731 ; 8:7  OIYYY ;13:5 nXpD
YR 5 34:11 1°9Y  (apparently); 35:5  713YDUN. (See Mandel-
baum's Hebrew introduction to his edition, pp. 17-18).

We must now consider the case of variants found in more than
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6
one text. It is very important in evaluating such attestation

to distinguish clearly, both theoretically and in each individual
case, between instances of the sane variant reading being found

in the.same vassage in several separate tcxts, and instances of

the same reading being found in different passages in separate texts.
If a certain passage is found in more than one text, in- each case
with the same variant reading in a quotation of a Biblical verze, and
the reading is not one that could arise spontanecusly several tiumes,
the two occurences of the variant reading must go back to a common
source, either the text of the passage as formulated, orally or in
writing, by its author(IDRDN ?Y1) or at an early stage in the oral
or written transmission of it, so that ultimately the @ifferent
occurences mist be treated as a single witness, though an ancient
one. On the other liand, if a particular variant reading occurs
in several unrelated passages, the occurences must be treated as

80 many Separate witnesses, with their age to be determined. ZEach

of these two kinds of attestation has its own value.

If a reading cccurs in a Biblical quotation in the same passage
in two different texts, and one of the texts has copied the passage
from the other, then the reading must have entered the textual ira-
dition of the earlier text no later than the time of composition
of the later one. For instance, the reading O2%7y in Is 8:7 in
manuscripts Plx of the Pesiqta deRav Kahana occurs in a quotation
of the Pesiqta deRav Kahana in the Pesiqts Rabbati, which means
that at least a part of the textual tradiiion of the Pesiqta deRav
Kahana must have had the reading at the time of compilation of the
Pesigta Rabbati, several centuries before manuscripts Pl" of the
Pesiqta deRav Kahana were copied,

Such evidence for the minimum age of a reading can be very
valuable. Even the latest midrashim of the Tanhuma group are older
than the earliest manuscripts of Tannaitic and Amoraic texts (except
perhsps for some Genizah fragments), so that the support of even a
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late manuscript of =& ‘l‘anl'}uma midrash or the Midrash Tehillim for a
perticular reading in an older text is Just as valusble as support
from an ancient manuscript of the older text, and can be more
valuable than support from a 1ate manuscript of the older text,
particularly if the possibility of the reaaing having arisen in
the textual tradition of the later midrash some time after the
passage had been copied from the clder one can be ruled out by the
presence of the reading in part of the textual tradition of the
older text., An example of such a case is the reading Q9K in

Is 2:17 in the text-witnesses 3’2351‘? of Bereshit Rabbtah, and
in two separate quotation of the passage from Bereshit Rabbsh in
later compilations, once in the Midrash Tehillim and once in a
Genizah fragment,

There are a few cases of resdings found intwo occurences of
the same passage in different places in the one text. Presumably
such readings, if they do not go back to the author of the passage,
at least go back to the compilers of the text in its final form.
Some examples from the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el: Is L4:5 112m ‘79’
and 9133 By *3 ; 25:1 OnR p2nabR n., _
An example from the Pesiqta deRav Kahang is the rea.ding 13ynwn
in Is 35:5. An example from Bereshit Rabbah is the reading ‘i
aneby (or bohby n ) in Is 29:10. An example from Wayyiqra
Rabbah is the reading 13800 OX  in Is 1:20, |

Readings found in more than one Palestinian Amoraic text in the
same context are probably original to at least one of them, and may
well be older than the time of final compilation of either, 7 Sore
selected examples: Is 3:11 '?'IDJ.‘.J; 3:16 ]-‘1"?1“1:!"! ; 8:18
0°hivK.

7 It is difficult to assess the age of a reading found in several
Tanhuma texts in the same context, because the relationship
of the texts to each other, ar even the relationship of different sec-
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tions of the one text to each other, is tmcertain.s It seems, how-
ever, that readings found in more than one such text, such as the
reeding OTR 3in Is 2:17, go back to the time of compila.ion of the
later text, and that readings found in more than one place in the
same text (but in the same context) such as the reading nNaw in
Is 24:11, are as old as the time of final compilation of the text.
’Ifhé readings inay, of course, be older than this,

Although the relationship of the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el
and Mechilta deRabbi Shimfon ben Yohai to each other is uncertain,’
it seems that a reading found in tke same context in both texts, if
it is not older than the time of final compilation of both, must be
older than the time of final compilation of whichever is later.
Examples are the readings MP32 in Te 2:21; YOXI in Is 24:20;

DRI YY1 in Is 24:21 (but notice the reading Ry )

It has been mentioned that if a reading is attested in more than
one occurerce of the samc passage, all the occurences must be treated
as & single witness, though an ancient one, which means that although
such testimony is very valuable for confirming the originality of the
reading within that passage, and for tracing it back to an early
period, it does not give any information as to how well-known or
wide~spread the reading wes: such information can only be obtained
from instances of the same reading being found in different passages.

It may be ascumed that the more unrelated passayes quote a verse with
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a particular variant reading, the more widespread was the reading
within the textual tradition of mamuscripts of Isaieh at an early
period: It should be noted that if a reading is found in mare than

one unrelated psssage, this does not necessarily mean that it is -
original in each, specially if it is found in only a single texte
witness; whaf it does mean is that it is probably original in at

least some of them and therefare a geruine variant reading,

‘11[ Reliability of Attestation

If a reading is found in several unrelated text-witnesses,
or even better, in several different texts, then the cumulative
evidence Jf all the witnesses or sll the texts makes it less important
to consider each text-witness or each text in detsil. It is when a
reading is supported by only a single menuscript or closely related
group of manuseripts in a single text, or is only found in a single
text not available in a criricel edition, thet this probleam becones
important. A= each text presents its own problems, it is best to

discuss them separately.

Bereshit Rabbah

According to Albeck,lo the most reliable manuscripts of
Bereshit Rabbah are 1%; the least relisble, 21, but as this judg-
ment applies only to their reproduction of the text of the midrash,
and may not apply to their reproduction of the text of the Biblicel
quotations, it seems best to re-examine the value of the manmuscripts
from that viewpoint. The sample of readings available for estimating
the relative value of the manuscripts is very limited,so it is
Probably best to begin with their most salient characieristics, their

unique readings.

It will be noticed that the unique readings of manuscripts
are decidedly inferior to the unique readings of the other text-

witnesses, None of the unique readings of manuscript ¥ are supvorted by
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other evidence, and with the possible exception of the reading
PN in Is 30:29, are inferior in quality to the reading of the
MT and seem to be sizply scribal errors, The only unique reading
of mﬁscript 1 supported by other evidence is ON*3%Y in

Is 29:10, but this does not really count, since mamuscripts 31 are
the only ones to quote this word, and it seems likealy that most of
the rest would have given thre same reading if they had taken the
‘quotgtion far- enough, |

Of the remaining text-witnesses, the most reliable seem to be
the Yalqut Shim‘oni (* ) 2nd manuscript 5, but the sample is very
limited and it is impossidle to be sure., Manuscript ¥ presents a
mixture of appsrent errors {apparently due to faulty copying of a
smdged original, as they seem to be due to misreading of individual
letters), along with an equal number of readings that could be
genuine, including a few that are well-attested in other texts,

In spite of the uncertainty about the relative value of the
text-witnesses, it will be noticed that Bereshit Rabbsh gives very
few readings that may be called inferior and has a high proportion
of readings that are supported by other evidence, and that most of
ths readings supported by two or more text-witnesses could be
genuine, In fact, Bereshit Rabbah stands alone in having a very
high proportion of apparently gemiine readings supported by several
text-witnesses, and relatively few supported by only a single text-
witness, This is noticeable even if we make allowance for the
large number of text-witnesses of Bereshit Rabbah available., The
explanation may be that as the text of Bereshit Rabbah is well-
preserved, genuine original readings tend to survive in severel
text-witnesses, so that most of the unigque readings of each text-
witness are individual scribal errorsa, whereas the unique readings
of text-witnesses in other texts mey tend to be the remnants of
original readings corrected according to the Ml in almost the whole
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textual tradition, and suiviving by chance in a single witness.

Wayyigra Rabbah

This midraahll' has a high proportion of readings that seem to ™
be due to scribal error, and a high proportion of ones well-supported
by external evidence and apparently gemuine, The inferiar readings
are confined to a single mnuscript or group of manuscripts, but on
the other hand seversl readings that cauld well be genuine are very
weakly attested, The impression is that of a text very rich in
gemiine variants from the MT, and originally very carefully edited,
which has suffered at the hands of scribes and correctqrs.12
Readings found in only a single mgnuscript or closely-related pair
of manuscripts tend to be inferior, but include a certain number
that are apparently genuine variants corrected in all the other
manuscripts, 3 The present text of Weyyiqra Rabbah seems to be
mach less reliable than the text of Bereshit Rabbah in the matter
of the preservation of the original text of the Biblical quotations.

The Pesigta deRav Kahana

All that has been said about Wayyiqra Rabbah as compared to
Bereshit Rabbah applies even more to the Pesigta deRav Kahanagh'uoat
of the deviations from the MT in this text seem to be due to scribal
errar, No manuscript is free from blunders, but surprisingly enough,
all of them have variant readings that seem to be gemuine, Both
the mistakes and the apparently gemine readings may be supported by .

a single manuscript or by several.

The impression received is of a text in which nearly all
original readings have been corrected according to the MT, with a
few survivals here and there, producing a large number of unique read-
ings that are apparently gemine, but which has been inaccurately
copied, so that each tefﬁgwitneas has a high proportion of scribal

errors unique to itself,
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The Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el

This text has more readings that seem to be genuine than any
other; the number of readings that seem to be mistakes, although
fairly big, is slight by comperison,

In generel, the text of the Yalqut Shim‘oni (© )} .may . be
very slightly inferior to the rest of the text-witnesses, but there
is little difference between them: all have a few mistakes, all have
what seem to be genuine readings.

The Mechilta deRabbi Shim‘on ben Yolgai

The sample is much more limited in this case , but the proportion

of apparently genuine variants is very high.

The Genizah texts are not extensive enough to compare with

each other. It is interesting that the Midrash Haggadol frequently

disagrees with the Genizah fragments in the Biblical quotations a.15

The Sifre on Deuterontb_m;{]'?

The text of the Biblical quotations seem to have been very well
preserved and the propertion of readings supported by external
evidence is high, Few of the readings seem to be due te scribal
error, The reading O°PP1I0 O%I00 in Is 25:7, although too -
well-attested to be due to scribal error, does not seem to be original
(see the metes to the apparatus,)

The Midrash Haggadol

As this book is a compilation; it is impossible to give an exact
assessment of itz relisbility in reproducing the text of the Biblical
quotations; that would require a separate analysis of the passages
from each midrash, which is impractical here because the sample from

each would be too small. A very general comment would be that the
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readings in the Midrash Haggadol seem to be remarkably free of
scribal errars, and to contain a higher proportion of apparently
genuine variants than most texts, and seen t0 be very reliable:
this applies particularly to readings attested by the majority of

text-witnesses.

It is an interesting question, though one that does not admit
of a conclusive answer, to what extent variant readings in the
Midrash Haggadol are due to its sources, and to what extent they
are due to the influence of variant readings in Yemeni Biblical
manuscripts, The only rdadings in the apparatus that seem to be
certainly due to the influence of Biblical manuscripts used by the
compiler or copyists are 131 ]Mi 89% in Is 22:14, and 73
in Is 6:7. 18

Characteristic of this text is a tendency towards full spelling
of the second person masculine singular possessive suffix as %=~
and not ‘J- . 19 -

[}

There atre quite a few instances of readings that seem to be

geruine found in only a asingle marmuscript, and there is a

possibility that variant readings now found in only a limited rumber
of manuscripts or a single mamiscript were once wide-spread and might
go back to the original edition of the Xidrash Haggadol.zo The
Midrash Haggadol extends the Biblical quotationa further than do its
sources, 2 and it is posaible that the compiler corrected according
to the text considered correct by him at the same time as he oxtended
. the quotetion.

Texts not Available in Critical Editions.

Evalusting the reliability of texts not available in critical
editions 22 is much more difficult. In most cases all that can be
said is that the text seems to contain a small nuaber of scribal errors
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& s2mall mumber of readings that are almost certﬁinly gemiine, and
& large number of readings that may or may not be genuine, but are
at least possible., This comment applies to the Midrash Tanhuma,
Midresh Tehillim, Midrash Hadash ‘al Hattorah,’Aggadat Bereshit,
Ipggadot Hattalmud, and Seder Eliyahu,

Special cases are the Pesigta Rabbati and Shir Hashshirim Zuta

The Pesigta Rabbati

The text of the Pesigta Rabbati is very corrupt ,23 probably

more corrupt than any other extensive text used for the apparatus
except Shir Heshshirim Zuta. In spite of this, the proportion of
readings not apperently due to scribal error and well-supported by
external evidence is very high.,

Midrash Shir Hashshirim Zufa

-

The text of the Midrash Shir Hashshirim Zute is mare corrupt
than that of eny other text used in this work,m‘
exiends to the Biblical quotations, The only readings that seem at
all likely to be genuine are 07 and PY¥1 in Is 31:1 and

1270 in Is 33:5.

and the corruption

Compilations

The Yalqut Shimfoni, Yalqut Mechiri, Midresh Leqah Tov, and
Midrash Sechzl [ov are compilations, and the same comments on the
difficulties of evaluation apply to them as to the Midrash Haggadol.

Other Texts

The rest of the texts used are not quoted enough times in the
apparatus to be evaluated,

. 4y

49



From all the foregoing a few general principles on evaluating
variants in the various texts may be drawn.

The text of Bereshit Rabbah seems to be fairly well-preserved,
anﬁ a8 readings supported by external evidence and therefore pre-
sumably genuine tend to be attested in more than one manuscript,
unique readings should be treated with care, on the principle that if
they were penuine they would have survived in more manuscripts,
Readings well-attested in Bereshit Rabbah may well be genuine even
if' they are not supported by external evidence. |

The text of the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el and Mechilta de-
Rabbi Shim‘on ben Yohsi seems to be well-preserved, but genuine
readings seem often to be found in only a single manusecript. The
consensus of more than ome text-witnesas to either midrash is
probably genuine; the consensus of part of the textual tradition of
one with part of the textual tradition of the other ia almost certain-
ly genuine,

The text of the Sifre on Deuteronomy is well-preserved, and the
reading of the majority of manuscripts in any given case mrobably
represent a genuine reading. The sample is too limited for unique
readings to be evaluated properly, but each one of those listed in
the apparatus could be genuine, though probably a proportion are not,

Readings in the Pesiqta deRav Kahana supported by several text-
witnesses (there are not m;ny) or by a parallel passage in another
text can usually be relied on, but the rest are a mixture of acribal
errors and gemine readings, and must be treated with caution.

Rendings in the Pesiqta Rabbatl that are not of the type that
'might easily arise through scribal errar (such as ]1VD for TI¥D
in Is 23:4) and present no other difficulties may be genuine, but
should be tested against external evidence. If they are supported
by another text, or well-supported by the Versions or Biblical ..
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manuscripta, they are probably genuine,

Readings in Shir Hashshiriam Zuts should be regarded with
suspicion, even if' they are plausible, and should not be accepted
as genuine without support from external evidence,

_ Readings supported by all or most of the textual tradition of
the Midrash Haggadol are probably genuine. Readings found in only
& minor part of the textual evidence may be due to seribal error,

o if genuine, perhaps to the influence o Yemeni Bible manuscripts
(although this is not certain); neverthel$ss many apparently genuine
variants are found in only a single mamuscript of the Midrash
Haggadol, ar a small proportion of the manuscripts, perhape because
the readings have been corrected in the rest of the manuscripts.

The rest c the texts used are either very ordinary, with a
propertion of mistakes, a proportion of almost certainly genuine
readings, and a large number of readings that might or might not be
genuine , or are not quoted encugh times in the apparatus to be
evaluated. Any individial reading from such texts can only be
assessed on its intrinsic probability and external evidence, If
there is no external support, but the reading does not seem to be
due to scribal error or induced by the context, and is intrinsically

possible, judgment nust be suspended,

(41i) Support from the Derash

Support from the derash may be explicit or implicit,
Explicit support is the presentation of the variant form as a
deliberate contrast to the reading of the MT, which is quoted and
assumed to be known to the reader. Implieit support means sup-
port for the reading from the context of the arzument, without the
reader's attentiom being called to the deviation from the MT ard
often with the reading of the MT being given instead of the variant.

Explicit support may be of three kinds: the formula XMp °an by
(*IPN 2%)  ay be used; the reading of the MP and then the
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variant may be given one after the cther without any technical
expreasion to indicate what is meant by giving an alternative
phrasing; or the reading of the UT may be given, followed by the
formla 27°03(721 2 ). 2

The difference between the first two types seems to be only

ane of formulation. In both cases, the reading of the MT is assumed

to be known and is quoted as the standard reading, and then the
original reading is changed slightly to one that yields a meaning
that fits into the argument of the derash. UMost of these readings
are probably only exegetical conveniences, but a few may be reminis-
censes of real variants in Biblicsl manuscripts,

There is only one case of the third type: the reading XN
in Is 33:7.26 What seems to be meant is that altbough the tradi-
tional promunciation of the word iI¥M is with shureq, the defective
spelling allows a promunciation with hireq. The promunciation with

shureq seems to be regarded as standard, and the one with hireq
seens to be aclknowledged as a deliberate deviation, like the va-
riants of the first two classes mentioned above; but like some of
them, this exegetical re-reading seems to be a reminiscence of an
old variant reading,

Implicit support may be of tw kinds: the variant reading may
be required to make the deresh intelligible, or st least to make the
relationship between the Biblical text and the derash natural and
clear; or the reading may be alluded to in the exposition of the
verse, without the interpretation depending on the variant reading.
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In either case, some text-witnesses may actually quote the verse

with the variant reading.

Readings implicitly supported are more likély to be gemiine
than ones‘ explicitly supparted. If the author of the derash ar
the redactor of it in its present form presents a ma&ing' as an
slternative to the reading of the MT, then the reading of the MT
m1st have been known, and the alternative reading might have been

27 The readings explicitly

manufactured far exegetical purposes.
attested can be divided into a fairly large mumber of obvious
homiletical devices, a very small number that seem to be genuine
variants known to the authors of the passages in which they occur,
and a large number that could be either. ' In the case of readings
implicitly attested, there is no sign that the variant reading is
regarded by the author of the passage as being anything else than

the standard reading,

-

A serious difficulty in using implicit evidence far a wvariant
reading is that it is sometimes difficult to determine whether the
variant really is assumed. 1In general, it is easier to assess the
evidence for the dependence of an argument on a particular reading
than the evidence of apparent allusions to the variant in the word-
ing of the derash, and in the second case there is sometimes uncer-
tainty as to whether the variant reading determined the wording of.

28 If it can once be

the comment induced the variant reading.
determined, however, that an argument does depend on a certain variant,
or that the wording of a comment has been influenced by a variant read-

ing, then that variant is almest certainly genuine,
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(iv) Support from the Versions

8. Prolegomena

As the use of the Versions fa the detection and
evaluation of variant readings in the Hebrew text has been extensively ~
axid minutely treated in previous works, and the pmble;:ns involved
are well-known to textual critics, this discussion will be limited
mainly to a brief outline of the considerations to be borne in mind,
with references to the sources for more detailed informatien. 29 In
the case of the IXX, which stands apart f'rom the other Versions,
lists of probably genuine variants will be given, but there will not
be any attempt to evaluate every single case of apparent suoport for
a variant reading from one Version or the other, because to 3o so
would take a separate book ar would treble the size of this wark, and
in most cases the evidence can be assessed on the principles given
here, or is inconclusive; the readings that do require a seperate dis-
cussion, whether to show that the Version supports or does not sup-
port a given reading, or to show that its evidence is not to be trus ted,

are already discussed in the notes to the apparatus,

There are three main problems in evaluating the readings of
the Versions: it is not always easy to go from the warding of the
translation back tothe reading of the translator's Hebrew text, part-
ly because the -grammar and vocabulary of Hebrew and the language of
the translation do not always correspond exactly, jhrtly because of
the translator's indifference to certain details; the textual witnesses
of the Version itself do not always agree; and agreement between the
Hebrew text used by the translatcar and a reading known from a quotation
in a Rabbinic text might only be due to coincidence. The most con-
venient and the clearest way of discussing these problems is to take
each Vera:i.c{n in turn and shos to what extent the first two problems
apply, and then treat the third problen sepai'ately‘
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b. The Individual Versions

.mm3°

The exact relationship of the LXX of Isaiah to the
Hebrew text uzed by the translstor is uncertain, because a reconstruc-
tion of the Hebrew dcpends partly on a detailed kmowledge of the
translator's method of working, and that depends on an exact know-
ledge of his Hebrew text.-- This mich, however, is clear, that the
translator often deviated from the sense of the Hebrew, sometimes on
purpose, sometimes without realising, sometimes because he did not
understand what he was translating, sometimes because he was not con-
cerned with giving a word for word translation, or even an exact one ? 2
The translation is full of omissions, additions, contractions, glosses,
changes of inflexional morphemes, substitutions, ward-groups syn-
tactically re-analysed, and wards read in a way disagreeing with the
Masoretic tradition.BS Some of these translations might correspond
to the variant Hebrew readings, some might not, but it is very hard
to tell which do and which do not, '

From what is lnown about the translator's method,y" certain
types of apparent deviation from the MT can be judged more likely to
represent differences in the translator's Hebrew text than others.
The transletor does not seem to have cared very mach about reproduc-
ing each wa¥ or each occurence of the word '?3, about using a fixed
equivalent for each Hebrew preposition, atout mreserving the tense,
number, gender, a mood of the verbs, or about preserving the gram-
mztical number of the nouns, and seems to have felt free to contract,
to add glosses, and to give what he thought on a phrase meant without
trying to make any except the keywords of his translation correspond
to individual wards of the original?5 This does not mean, however,
that all such deviations from the MT such be regarded as due to
translation~technique. The translator is not consistent with hine

6
self, 3 and though he translates very freely at times, most of the
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translgtion is fairly literal, and it may be presumed, or at least
kept in mind as a possibility, that apparent deviations from the MT
in such cases are due to fairly literal translation of a slightly
divergmt.He‘brew text. As far as possible, the reader is warned in
the Notes when the LXX's trenslation must be used with caution be-
cause it translates freely, or when its translation diverges so much
from the MT or from the literal meaning of the MT that comparison is
useless, and if such a warning is not given, it can be assumed that
the phrase or sentence in which the variant reading occurs is ons
that is translated fairly literally., Nevertheless fairly literally
does not mean completely literally, and the reader should check any
case of apparent support from the LXX mentioned in the Notes and make

his own assessment,

The following list gives cases of readings in the LXX that seem
to correspond to Hebrew readings attested in other Versions, and that
are hard to axplain as due to translation-techniqgue.

List A
1:18 N K3

2:21 930

3:11 LoD

9:4 Y2

9:5 XIp3

14:13 D°%X
14:19 %»x3>

17:12 n0°
22:16 1% o1
24:11 haw

26:16 T131pB
29:10 %31y
33:12 ‘N 1°0
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The following list gives some cases of readings in the LXX
not supported by other Versions, but that might not be due to
translation-technique, as they occur in passages vhere the transla-
tion is fairly literal. This list is not complete, because the
dividing line between what is probably a variant reading and what is
not is very hard to draw.

List B

4:5 X171 ,X12
5:30 QLY
8:18 0O*n%R
9:1 D a1

The LXX does not distihguish between ‘i1 and ?J9K, = and
translates both as kyriocs. It does not translate DNX,

Besides the original translation, there at least two recensi8c>ns
37 3

of a revised text, Origen's recension and the Iucianic one,

The manuscripts containing Grigen's text do not contain it in
pare form, so that only readings that disagree with the oariginal text
of the LXX passages added to the origimal should be accepted as
Origen's; readings that agree with it may be Origen's but may equal-
ly well be cases of failure to revise the text thoroughly. 33 Origen's
revision was done according to the later Greek Versions, and is there-
fare much more literal than the original translation. 40 In some cases
the Version followed by Crigen - usually Theodotion or Aquila - can be
identified because the reading of the Version has been preserved se-
parstely. W In other cases it must be identified by the vocabulary or

stylenot always an easy matter.l"z The later Greek Versions are
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discussed in detail below,

' The lucianic recension differs from the original more than does
Crigen's, though this may onlj; be because it is pmeserjve'd in purer
farm than Crigen’s. It is a revision of the original partly accord-
ing to (rigen's recension, partly according to the later Greek
Versions, including pcrhaps some that have otherwise perished, and
partly by emendation of the Greek without reference to the I‘Ieﬁarew.}""3
Though the possibility of ILucianic readings being mere inner-Greek
alterations of the ariginal should be kept in mind, and eachreading
examined individually, it happens that most readings that seem to be
due to inner-Greek change are not such as would affect a re~transla-
tion into Hebrew.u"lt can be assumed that additions in the Iueianic
recension have been made sccording to Origen's recension or one of the

ns>

later Greek Versio and are fairly reliable.

The Catena recension 46 agrees partly with the original transla-
tion, partly with Qrigen's tecension, |

Naturally, readings in QOrigen'’s recension, the Lucianic 'recension,
or the Catena recension that agree word for word with one of the later
Greek Versions are not to be taken as independent witnesses to the
Hebrew, but as text-witnesses of the later Greek Version they are
taken from,

Readings fourd in only a single mixed manuscript, or a closely-
related pair of such manuscripts, and to a lesser extent ones found
only in S b7 or only in a very small part of the ﬁex‘tual tradition
of one of the recensions have been mentioned in the notes because
occasionally a correct reading is meserved in only a single manus—
cript, and there is also the remote possibility of the manuscript
having been corrected according to one of the later Greek Versioms,
Nevertheless, most such readings are probably inner-Greek changes.

No recension of the LXX has any equivalent for NX, Origen's ree
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cension transistes the article, but the marmuscripts in Isaiah do

not preserve the text in reliable enougﬁ farm for the iﬁformation

to be used, even if Origen corrected his text consistently. No other
recension translates the article.,

ii. uila

Aquila's transla.tions 0 is completely literal, and
unless otherwise indicated, any of its readings given in the |
can confidently be retroverted into Hebrew, and any apparent support
for a certain Hebrew reading may be regarded as real support. Aquila's
Version can even be relied on for waw-readings (except that the omis-
sion of kai at the beginning of a fragment proves nothing) and the

omission or addition of INX.

iii. Symmachus

Symmachus's translation is reasonably lite£a1,5 1 but
probably should not be relied on for waw~readings, and his evidence
for morpheme changes should be treated with care. He does hot
translate DX or the article.

iv,. Theodotion

Theodotior? 2:13 mre literal than Symmachus, but less
than Aquila. He does not translate NX.

ve Ho Syros, ho Hebraios

Not enough is preserved of these tmnslatians5 3 in
Isaiah to assess them adequately, but they seem to be about as literal

as Theodoti:on.

vi, The later Greek Versions in General

54

The readings of these Versions are not always
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aocurately transmitted, as can be seen from the cases where two

different sources transmit a fragment in two slightly different forma.55
The indicatcrs of the name or names of the translation are not
always aceurate.ss In particular, a grouring of two or more names ~

together (e.g, &'&'&’ or ' &’ ) or the indicatars o¢ X o oot )’{
o 77 d not necessarily mean that all these translations had the

the reading given: it may only meagn that ¢mne of them had that read-

ing and the rest had something similar , as opposed to the LXX, which

had something rather d:i.f‘:f‘erent.57

vii, The Peshitta 58

The Peshitta of Isaiah is a literpl translation, and
may be relied on for even the most minor variants except, probebly,
waw~readings, in which case its evidence must be treated with c:.»at.t'!.::i.on?9
It should be noted that the difference in promunciation of singular
and plural nouns in Syriac is mainly a matter of vowel-change, and
is not marked in the consonantal text., T:e value of the evidence of
the Peshitta for the difference between singular andl plural derends
on the religbility of the tradition of the insertion sey_;m;-signs.
The Peshitta of Isaiah seems to distinguish between % and DX and
YY to the extent that this can be done without violating Syriac
grammar, It has no equivalent for NX, and does not translate the
article consistently.

Although the Peshitta is supposed to have been corrected to
agree with the LXX, there is not much sign of this in Isaia.h.so

The text-witnesses GWL=mz are not to be relied on. When they
stand alone their evidence may be regarded as worthless, being due

to either sorruption or deliberate emendation.61

4

viii, The Targum

The Targum is literal and explanmatory at the same time.62

For the most part, the explanatory matter is adcded to the literal
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translation and does not interfere with it. Substitution of an
explanatory transiation for a literal one usually occurs only to
replace a2 metaphor by a literal statement, or to rephrase an ex-
Pression that night be misunderstood and be taken in a way that
was theologically objectionable. Such changes do not usually in-
terfere with the syntax or form of the sentence.

The evidence of the Targum may be used for waw-readings, the
addition and omission of NX, and the addition and omission of 3.
The Targum distinguishes between ¥ and 28 and ¥ in the trans-
lation to the extent that Aramaic grammar permits, It does not
translate the article consistently.

The Targum is the only Version that has been systematically
compared with the Hebrew text from the time it was mde onward,
and it would be expected that deviations from the received text at
a particular time or in a partiailar place, including deviations
from the MT in all its details, would have tended to be removed in
at least a part of the manuscript tradition. It may be assumed
that if some text-witnesses agree with the MT, and others disagree,
the ones that disagree preserve the origimal reading unless there is
evidence of inner-Aramaic changes. If the limited number of
text-witnesses available and the constant comparison of the Targum
with the Hebrew is taken into account, it seems likely that many
readings now found in only one or two text-witnesses may be (31:'ig.ina]..63

Unless ntherwise indicated, any reading of the unanimous
tradition of Targum text-witnesses mentioned in the notes to the

apparatus may be regarded as almost certainly representing the literal
Hebrew equivalent.

ix, The Vulgate and the Translation in Jerome's Com:nentaxl

sThe Vulgatea" is, as it was intended to be,ssa literal
translation, with this qualification, that it is sometimes phrases
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that are translated and not words.”’

There is no equivalent in Iatin for;m, end no article. The
translation does not distinguish between ' and VX, but gives the
natural Latin form,whatever it might be, and does not seem to dis-
tinguish consistently between 7K and ?Y. There seems to be a

tendency to accommodate waw-readings to what is natural in Le.tin.sa

A reading printed in the Stuttgart edition 69 vithout any
indiecation of a variant is attested by the pair of primary witnessesT
mamscripts AC, (and the edition ¢). may or may not be contradicted
by secondary witnesses. The consensus of the pair AC probably re-
presents the original reading of the Vulgate. n It should be
noted that the apparatus of the Stuttgart edition gives the readings
of the secondary witnesses only if they sgree with one of the pair

AC against the other, but gives all readings of the edition 0.72

Readings found only in one of the pair AC mey or may not be
original, depending on the individual case, but a reading found in
only A or C or the secondary witnesses or the edition ¢ that agrees
with the LXX is probably due to the influence of the LXX or the (ld
Iatin and not original, Other things being equal, a reading agfee-
ing with the MT is more likely to be original than one disagreeing
with it ,73 which could be - due to the influence of the LXX or
the 0ld latin, or inner=Latin corruption. A reading agreeing
with the translation in Jerome's commentary against the rest of the
Vulgate witnesses is probably due to the influence of the comnentary,

The translation in Jerome's commentary agrees almmst word for
word with the Vulgate, but with occasional changes not all of which
can be gscribed to chance., Xedar-Kopfstein e suggests that the
translation in the comamentary is a revision of the Vulgate trans-
lation made by Jerome on the basis of manuscripts that he acquired
later. Jerome comments twice on chapters 13-23,and the translations
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in each place differ very slightly from each other. & Sonetizes
the first commentary agrees with the Wulgate againat the secand
commentary. |

A reading found in only a small part of the textual tradition
of the commentary and agreeing with the Vulgate is probably due to
its influence, =nd one that agrees with the ILXX is probably due to
the influence of the LXX or the (ld. Latin., '

When Jerome gquotes a verse in his commentary other than the e
he is commenting on, he usually gives the same translation as in the
place where the verse quoted is commented on, but sometimes he
gives a quotation agreeing with the LXX, and sometimes one that it ia
impossible to identify. These cases are mentioned in the appropriate
places in the Notes,

¢. The Relationship between the Hebrew Texts Underlying
the Versions and the Quotations in Rabbinic Texts

Even when it is reasonably certain that the translator
used a Hebrew text agreeing with one of the readings listed in this
apraratus, the support of the Version can only be treated as
evidence for the geﬁuimness of ihe reading if the Hebrew manuscript
used by the translator and the one from which the quotation was taken
over into the Rabbinic text are genealogically related in some way.
If they are not, the support of the Versica ;rgaves no more than that

the same mistake can happen more than once,

Variants of certain forms or of certain origins can reasonably
be supposed to occur spontanecusly more often than others. In general,
the more trivial the variant, the more likely it is to occur mare
than once, so that waw-readings, the interchange of 7% and ¥, the
interchange of ¥ and “X, the omission of the word ?37IX in the
form ¢y 234X, the addition ar omission of the word 93, the

addition or omission of the article, and the addition or omission of
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nx could occur in both g Biblical quotation in g Rabbinic text
and the Hebrew text used by a translator without having a common
origin, To this list can be added omissions in general, which
seem to occur very easily. Readings that can be explained as
sccommodations, to standard expressions or as conflations when
found in quotations in Rabbinic texts can be explained the same
way when found in the Versions. '

Nevertheless, these two criteria, the form of the reading and
its possible origin, can do nco more than create a presumption, and
mist be used with great care, because such variants could arise
Just as easily at an early stage of the development of the text as
a later one -~ in fact would probably arise more easily then -~ and
be copied from manuscript to manuscript without being noticed be-

cause they were too trivial, or seemed so natural,

This difficulty can be relieved, though not solved ébmpletely,
by approaching the problem from the other side, that is to say,
instead of cmsidering which variants are or are not likely to have
arisen in genealogically unrelated manuscripts more than once, by
considering which Versions can be assuned to have been translated
from a Hebrew text genealogically very closed related to the manuse~
cripts from which quotations were taken over into the Rabbinic

texts,

The LXX of Isaiah seems to have been iranslated in the secmd
century B.C, in Alexandria. Nothing definite is known of the trans-
latcr£T7I£ seems, then, that although the manuscripts used by the
translator could have been related to the ones used by the Tannaim

and Amoraim, no very close relationship should be assumed.

Not encugh is known of Symmachus to give any estimate of the
value his translation for this purpose.‘Y ‘

If Barthélemy is right in thinking that Theodotion's translation
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was made in the first century A.D. (perhaps by Yonatan ben ‘Uzziyel)
and was intended as an official translation, it must have been
based on the manuscripts that were regarded as tharitative by the

early Tannaim, & ' -

Aguila's translation was made in . the éarly-first century at the
direction of R. fAqiva.{apparently R. °Eli®zer and R. Yehoshusf as
well)?o The manuscripts used must have agreed with the ones regarded
as correct by the early Tannaim. - |

Origen's revision was based mostly on Theodotion and Aquila.?
and what was said of these translations can be said of it.

As the lLuclanic revision was based to a great extent on Symmae
chua,82 and as some of its sources have not been identified, and
it seems to have undergone inner-Greek change, there seems to be no
way of identifying the Hebrew manuscripts on which it is ultimately

based.

The Peshitta was probably translated duaring the Tannaitic period,
probably on the basis of mamuscripts brought from Isrsel. As the
translators seem to have had a good knowledge of the exegesis of the
period, as reflected in other.sources, . they could well have had
& T Kahlgh'is right in
supposing that the Pentateuch was sponsored by the royal family of
Adiabene, and if the argument can be extended to the rest of the
Bible as well, it is quite possible that the translation had the
direct support of the Tannaim, and was based on manuscripts that

some direct contact with the Tannaim,

they regarded as having a correct text. In any case, manuscripts
in use at the time, (specially if the maruscripts were brought from
Israel) by apparently orthodox 85 Jews would probably have had to
agree exactly with the text used by the Tanngim,

The Vulgate was tramslated in Bethlethem about 390 A.D., at the
end of the Amoraic periocd in Israel. Although there is no
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evidence that Jerome was given access to manuscripts considered
authoritative, and there is some evidence that at one time he had
87 he knew enough
of the importance of using accurate manuscripts to mke all efforts

difficulty in getting hold of any manuscripts,

to base his translation on them. The manuscripts he used when

writing his comamentary on Isaiah in 408 seem to have differed slight-
ly from the ones used for the translation of Isaiah, and were probably
better ones acquired laert:e.r.88 The differences between the manuscripts
used for the translation and the ones used for the commentary seem to
have been very slight, and if the ones used for the commentary were
chosen because they were considered beiter, the ones used for the
translation must still‘have been considered pretty accurate, It seems
probable, then, that Jerome's manuscripts were of the type used by
the Amoraim in Israel,

It is apperent from reading the apparatus that most of the
deviationas from the MT in the quotations of Isaish are very minor,
and it would in any case be expected on purely theoretical and his-
torical grounds that the Biblicel text used in the period of tue
TPannaim and the Amorsim would differ from the MT in its present form
in only very minor points, and that the divergences between Biblical
manuscripts used in the period of composition of the elements of the
Tanhuma texts (i.e. the period immediately after the end of the Amoraic
period in Israel) and the MT would not be much grester than the
divergences between different sub-traditions within the MT itself.
This means that we can rephrase the question snd ask which Versiona
are known to have been translated from a Hebrew text agreeing very
closely with the MT, and of those, which w;em translated from a
Hebrew text almost identicgl with the MT in the present form., The
answer is, of course, that all the Versions except the LXX satisfy
the first condition, and that Aquila and to an even greater extent
the Vulgate and the Targum satisfy the second.
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¥We may now give some examples of the application of these

principles. The following list gives instances of readings of the
type which might be expected to occur spontanecusly more than once,
and for which the evidence of the LXX, and probably the Peshitta or
Symmachus alone might be regarded as due to coincidence, but which
happen to be supported by the Targum or the Vulgate or the translation
in Jerome's commentary, or in some combimmtion of these, and could.: .
perhaps be genealogically related to the readings of these Versions,

List C

5:12 T0%an K? 25:1 iTIKY

7:18 TR YOK O¥pa 25:8 Yum

8:7 19° 27:4 nUw

11:3 K9 27:9  apy® nva W

16:3 WY 27:13 MUK PIRD 0°721K7
16:5 IXDD D3R TI8D 023
17:12 0° 29:10 an°hy

19:4 D°Wp Q310K 29:10 0°X%2330 NXY

19:18 0N 30:5 X

22:45 K32W VX 30:6 ‘n anw

22:16 KI1BX ° o1 33:1 ]2

24:6 123K 33:6 ThY

33:15 7°33IX
33:16 AHMxse
34:16 OUxY
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(v) Support from Hebrew Biblical Manuscripts

a. Mediaeval Mamiscripts

The mediseval Hebrew mamuscripts 89 have been investigated by
Goshen-Gottstein, 99 who comes to the conclusion that their read-
ings are nearly always to be explained as developments from the
reading of the MI, not as survivals of extra-iMasoretic readings,
and the vast majority of mamuscripts. have no value for the re~
construction of the original text. An exception might be made
for manuscripts Kennicott 30, 93, 96, and 150, but even these need

further evaluation. a1

Goshen-CGottstein has undoubtedly proven his case as far as
the superiority of manuscripts 30, 93, 96, and 150 is concerned,
or the need for treating their readings with extreme caution for
the re-construction of an extra~Masoretic text or the original text,
and in part as far as the worthlessness of the other manuscripts for
these purposes is concerned, but I would suggest, with due respect,
that his concentration on exposing the traps scholars have fallen
into by using the manuscripts uncritically, 92
of the importance of the problem, have led him to overlook what the
real value of theae manuscripts is, '

and his awareness

The mediaseval Bible manuscripts are useful for finding out the
amount of variation within the MT itself during the Massoretic
period. 23 There is no need to assume that all the deviations from
the standard consonantal MT (as we have it in model codices or
the modern printed editiona)} found in the manuscripts are secondary;
on the contrary, I hope to show that many of them represent alterns-
tive readings within the MT itself,

The MT is not completely uniform, Thatever may be thought of
the mediaeval manuscripts, there is still the fact that the Masoretic
treatises record many alternative readings in the consonarntal text,

and quote readings disagreeing with the received text without any Z;‘
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indication that our reading is even an alternative.gh' If we consi-
der how few early Masaretic treatises survive, and that they
would be more susceptible to deliberate alteration than any other
kinmd of text,95 and that quite possibly i1'rom the time of com-
position, then it seems almost inevitable that the MT must ance have
shown much more fluctustion than it does now, The available evidence
for the state of the MT befare the periocd of Masoretic activity,
namely the quotations in the midrashim, the Talmuds, and the Gaonio
literature,  and the Hebrew text reflected in the Targum, 96
shows that the text must have shown much more variation then than it
does to-day, and the fluctuation would have continued to some extent
into the Masaretic period. Iven after the production of a standard
consonantal text (and the extant Masoreg%c treatise. show that the

early Masoretes were unable to do this ) it would have been a
| very long process replacing all the manuscripts in use with copies
of it, or correcting them according to it, specially as the differences R
although possibly quite numercus, would have been very minor and there-
fore not easy to detect 998 The variants in medliaeval B:i.blicall COM~
mentaries may be due to the use of such imperfectly corrected

manuscripts,

It has been remarked by Goshen-Gottstein 22 that there seems
to be no way of warking out any genealogical relationship beiween
the mediaeval manuscripts, aside from a few isclated cases of direct
depsndence of one manuscript on another. The explansation for
this could be that any relationship there might have been has been
obacured by partial and unsystematic normalization of different manus-
cripts independently of each other, a procedwe which will obscure
relationships more effectively than anything else .ICX)
to be some evidence that this is, in fact, the explanation., Iet us
takes the gx"oup Kennicott 30,93, 96, and 150, They each have a high
proportion of deviation from the MT, most of which could be geniune

There secens
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101

variants, and a high proportion of which have the support of
the Versions notably the Targum, or of a very large number of other
102

manuscripts, and each of them has a far higher incidence of agree~
gent with well-attested variants in quotations in Rabbinic texts
than any other mamiscripts have. When a large mumber of manus-
cripts have a variani reading, usually at lesast one of these manus-
105 In spite of all this, there is no dis-
cernible relationship between them. In zome cases a reading that

cripts is amongst them,

seecns to be genuine is supported by only one of them, but it can

be any one. Sometimes it is supported by two or three of them, but
it can be any com ination of two or three out of the four manuscripts,
Only very rarely do all four disagree with the MT,

It is precisely this relationship that ought to occur when
different manuscripts, ariginally in agreeuent with each other, are
imperfectly revised, independently of each other, according to a dif-
ferent textual recenaion, the same new recension being used far re-

vising each manuscript.

The freﬁuent support of the readings of this group of manuscripts,
and the possibility that they are the remnants of g slightly divere
gent sub-tradition within the MT, means that their readings must be
given special value, Since there is no evidence that any of these
mamuscripts has influenced any other, the agreement of two or more
must be regarded as almost certainly being a genuine variant, but
even readings found in only one of them must be carefully considered,
ard are more likely to be genuine than not, for the reasons explained
above,

The same persistence of altermmative readings can be seen in the
rest of the mnuscripts as well, The clearest instances are the
cases where. it is impossidble to say which reading would have been
rega ded by the Massoretes thenselves as correct. Examples are the
alternation between 71 and 2 in Is 33:1, or between B>1%717
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and  0%3°%an7 in Is 3:23, 10

Even readings attested by only a minority of mamuscripts mst
bs considered real altermatives within the MT, if only the minority
is big enough. Nearly all the instances mentioned in the notes to .the
sparatis are attested by only a very small number of memuscripts,
usually less than five, or by a very big mumber, ususlly nore than
twenty-five, sometimes more than thirty-five, sometimes nany more.
This kind of jump in distribution does not occur by chance: it oc-
curs when two originally distinet groups are mixed., In this case the
two groups are readings derived from the received text by seribal
error, i.e. secondary readings, and gemine alternative readings.

If the readings suppori:ed by nmumerous menuscripts were not alterna-
tives, the distribution of the support of the manus-ript would be
quite different. Nearly all readings would be supported by one to
four mamscripts, a few supported by a few more, hardly a single one
(even waw-readings) supported by more than ten, and none at all sup-
ported by as many as thirty or forty manuscripts. There would not be
s jump from support by only a few manuscripts to supgort by very
many, and there would not be so many readings attested by numerous

manuscripts,

As it happens, nearly all readings supported by numerous manua-~
cripts are supported by at least one out of the group Kennicott 30,
93, 96, 150, This agreement is not due to chance: on the one hand
the variants in these four manuscripts are not numerous enocugh for

" them to have a parallel to even a Bmgll proportion of readings from un-
related sources, snd on the other hand these four are the only ones
that are found among nearly every large grouping of manuscripts sup-
porting variant readings, the distribution of support from the other
mgnuscripts seeming to show hardly any pattern.

Nevertheless, it must not be assumed that just because a large
grouping of manuscripts in support of a variant reading does not in-



clude one of these four that the reading is a mistake, If the
suggestion put forward above about the unsyatematic and independent
correction of the ancestors of these four manuscripts is correct,

it would be éxpected that in some cases ar original reading happened
to be corrected in the ancestor of each one of them, Even if the
suggestion is wrong, there is atill the fact that many of these read-
ings are supported by only a single member of the group, which can be
any one of them, so that we would still expect a few such readings
not to be supported by any member of the group. In any case, the
Jump in distribution between poorly-attested readings and well-attested
ones must be taken into account, Aside from these theoretical argu-
ments, it can be shown that each one of the four instances of read-
ings supported by numercus mamme cripts not includine any one of the
group Kennicott 30, 93, 96, 150 is, in fact, genuine,

The four instances are the readings 80?3?2371 in Is 3:23,
9231 }°3 XYY ov in Is 14:22, D in Is 19:18, and 19X
in Is 21{-:6.

The evidence given in the notes is sufficient to show that
there is Bo much evidence for the reading 0%31°%351 in Is 33123,
and in such reliable manuscripts and editions, that it must be re-
garded as a genuine reading, and in fact it could be considered just
as correct as the reading 0%3°9371. 105 '

The reading 1337 (231 XKW1 Qv in Is 14:22 is not one that
would be likely to be derived from the reading ‘72371 1%371 "XV Ow,
and could be considered superior to it. Aside from lQIaa', the
evidence of which must be used with care, 106 it has the support of
twelve manuscripts, including Kennicott 4 and 23, de Rossi 211, 440,
and 757,27 and Ginsburg 21 end 2L, which are very reliable, 00
four editions, all reliable, 97 quotations in Reshi's commentary and
Qimhi's commentary, and quotations of the Targum in the ‘Aruch and

Qimhi's commentary in the Miqra’ot Gedolot. The reading could hardly
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have arisen independently in all these witnesses,

The reading O in Is 19:18 is the only one known to the
Babylonian Amoraim, as the evidence of the Bavli and the Targum
quoted in the notes shows, is the only one known to Jerome, as csn
be seen from his translation in the Vulgate and his remarks in the
conmentary, was known to Ibn Ezra, although rejected by him, (but
see the commentary, and notice the importance of the lLemma) » and
is supported by Symmschus and 1QTs"., OF all the Versions, only the
Peshitta supports the reading D77; the IXX has a different read-
ing altogether (i?'lfiﬂ) ,and Aquila and Theodotion are inconclusive.
The reading DTN is attested in sixteen or eighteen 1o mgnuscripts
and four editionsa. The only question is, whether it arose in
these manuscripts (and the manuscripts on which the editions were
based) through scribal error, or whether it is a variant reading sur-
viving oniy in these manusceripts, It is true, as Goshen-ﬁottsteinlll
points out, that in about half of the marms-.c:r:ﬁ.pi:sl}'_2 the reading
DN has been corrected, but this need not necessarily mean that the
scribe has made a misteke, realized it, and corrected the text; it
might mean that the scribe copied the manuscript befare him, and
then saw thet the reading U1 was contradicted by the Masorah,
checked the reading against another manuscript, saw that the second
mgmuscript had0"%lil, and corrected what he had written the first
time. The reading Q91 can hardly be due to scribal error in
maruscript Kennicott 320 or three of the printed editions,
it is given as an altemative. It may be doubted whether this
amount of attestation in Hebrew mgmuscripts is due to the coincidence
of numerous scribes all making the same mistake, or whether the agree-
ment with the text used by the Babylonian Amoraim and Jerome is a
coincidence, If it is borme in mind that the reading QM7 was
consciously and deliberately rejected in favéour of the reading oM,
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a8 the addition of the gloss JWID? XI°AYT  in the Targum

makes clear was done, snd that the rejection was befare the time

of Rashi, and early enough for the addition to be found in all the
marmscripts and editions of the Targum, and that it would presunably
then have been systematically corrected in the standard codices, and
if it is borne in mind as well that the Masorah (and perhaps the
Targum) would have helped the removal of the reading URil
precisely from the codices that had a claim to be Masoretic and
would therefore have been regarded as ruthoritative, it is remark-
able that the reading DI has survived in as many manuscripts as it
has .

The reading 11738 in Is 24:6 seems to have been regarded as
correct by both R. ‘Agqiva and the anonymous Tanna quoted in the
_Sifra, and is supported by Symmachus, the Peshitta, and the Targum.
The reading is accordingly attested from the timwe of R. *Aqiva or 7
the time of Symmachus's translation, whichever is regarded as earlier,
£ill the time of final redaction of the Targum, It is supported by
far too many manuscripts, including reliable ones (and including
some early editions), for it to be a scribal error in more than a
small proportion of them at the most. With this attestation, it seems
that its presence in Hebrew manuscripts and printed editions is not
due to spontaneocus precduction.

Readings supported by only a few manuscripts (say ten or less) »
none of which gre from the group Kennicott 30, 93, 96, 150, present
special problems, Many of them, particularly those found in only one
or two marmuscripts, must be mistakes, 11}5['he criteria for judging a
reading to be genuine or not are the mimber and reliability of
manuscripts supporting it, its support from readings, preferably well-
attested, in Rabbinic literature, the support of the Targum, and the
nature of the reading itself. Let us take each in turn,

If we list the number of readings found in one manuscript, in
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two, in three, etc,, up to ten, we get the following progression:
38, 14, 9, 4, 3, 1, 2, 1, O, O, The best explanation far this |
distribution is that the great majority of these readings are due to
scribal error, and that as the coincidence of meny manuscripts is

less likely than the coincidence of a few.

Readings attested in

only a few manuscripts should therefore. riot be accepted as genuine
uniess they are supported from external sources or are not such as

would arise spontaneously, and even then only with reservation,

{not
port

The following readings are supported by eight or less menuscripts,
ineluding Kenn. 30, 93, 96, or 150) but have good or fair sup-
from readings in quotations in Rabbinic texts:

1:18
1:20
2:17
3:10
3:11
4:5
5:18
5:23
6:7
8:7
8:1¢9
13:5
13:5
14:4

List D
23D —
1R L
= p}y
PrIsY —
n'}W"
1102 Py
ninayan
P?IY
7731y —
(12%)
v179° 1°0P8 ay xbh
YIRn axpn
(fm )
nrn Swnn Ny

14:12 (n®11n)

19:4

Q°vp 073198 —

L&

22:14
23:5
24:21
25:1
26:6
28:5
28:7
28:16
28:16
29:10
29510
30:18
30:32
33:16
34616
35:95

‘no2IvN
you's
IR Y
% nK
‘n vy —
“f1 NIXaR
(a3)
T 931K
T IR -
onehy
‘T NK
(19%)
(imovId)
(mazxn)
(oxap)
N3NPBN QYA Y3TRY —



Readings in brackets are not so well attested in the
Rabbinic texts as the others. Readings marked with a horizontsl
line are ores that are perticularly likely to occur independently

more than once,

The following readings in eight or less mss., not including
Kenmn. 30, 93, 96, or 150, are supported by the Targum:

Iist B

3:11  2°%° (Targum 2anN? )

3:18  0%0%a0n  (only A 3)

5:23 P3¢ (only e)

5:2 0 1109 -
67  1Pay

8:7 13%  (bogef N)

8:20 N WR

10:32  H133

13:5 vaxi aspp  (bg N)

17:12 Q0?

26:6 ‘n a1 (only c)

30:18 13? (only N)

30:20 70 (very @ubious; see the aotes to the apparatus)
33:16 N9I1¥D
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The following readings found in eight or less manuscripts,
not including Kenn. 30, 93, 96, or 150, in addition to those
marked with a horizontal strcoke in List E are particularly like-
1y to have occurred independently in both the Rabbinic text and
the mediseval manuscript:

Liat F

1:11 DON3AT
3:10 YOK°

3:18 B0°3w
3.22  NINSULN
8:6 }3

8:20 13713

8:23 nyva

10:1,  ]j°2

10:26 TID
Wsl2 QOB D
22:21 q°n3amo
23:2 313 N0
23:4 1D

26:6 Y19
29:23 9% YD 1217
30:5 ax ?3
30:20 N
30:32  NDNYRIAY
30:32  hnnbnan
33:4  PYDS
34:16 D33P

35:5  [1SNpLh DOTIN *3TXY



On the basis of the criteria mentioned, the following read-
~ ings supported by eight or less mediaeval mamuseripts not including
Kenn, 30, 93, 96 or 150 can be suggested as probably or possibly

being genuine alternative readings in the mamuscripts: -
Iist G '
2:17 87K

3:11 2w L 20wY
L5 JIOD Y

5:23 P9

7:2 "y

8:19 W1 1R ay xYn

10:32 1331

1335 VORI 2pn

17:12 °

1934 Q0P O°31%

22:U, N 231K | -
24:21  {IDIRT P

28:22 N 198

29:10 0Ly

33:16 NII¥D

The readings in List [ are prcbably scribal errors. Nothing
can be said of the rest of the readings in Idsts D and E except
bthat any ~ne of them might be gemuine, but is probably not, and
that taken collectively they probably include few, if any, genuine
variants.,

It may be concluded that although each Masoretic school managed ,
to fix the consonantal text of the Bible in model codices in every
tiny detail, down to the addition or omission of every waw, they did
not mnaée to suppress texts that diverged slightly frop theirs, per-
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the job of correcting all the existing manuscripts was too much,
and that alternative readings persisted in msnuscripts written af'ter
the final fixing of the text. Some of these alternative readings

haps because they disagreed among themselves, perhaps because

survive in the manuscripts used by Kennicott, de Rossi, and Ginsburg,
and in the early editions (a very few even survive in iwentiethe
century editions 115 ). Aside from extemal evidence from quotations
in Rabbinic texts, or the agreement of the Targum, genuine glternative
readings, as they may be called, can be detected by their distribution,
Beadings found in more than ten or fifteen manuscripts, and certainly
ones found in more than twenty, can be assumed to be genuine, and so
can readings found in two or more of the group Kemicott 30, 93, 96,
and 150, or in one of *“hese manuscripts and four a five others, and
readings found in one of these fowr manuscripts are more likely to

be gemuine than not, though each case must be judged separately. Near-
ly all other readings must be rejected as scribal errurs,'as Goshene-
Gottstein has shown,

If the arguments put forward gbove are sound, and we can treat
both the group Kemnicott 30, 93, 96, 150 on the one hand, and the
consensus of a large number of manuscripts on the other, as reflect-
ing an alternative sub-itradition within the Masoretic Text, then it
seems that we have a theoretical justification for comparing '
such readings with ones found in other texts that may be regarded as
reflecting a sub-tradition of the MT. This can be done with some con-
fidence in the case of readings in Biblical quotations in Rabbiniec
texts, or readings reflected in the Targum, Vulgate, and Aquila's
Version, end with some caution in the case of readings reflected in
the Peshitta, and probably Theodotion and Symmachus as well. Whether
it can be done in the case of readings in 1QI,sa or ones reflected in
the LXX is much more doubtful. Th most cases it would be unwise to
do so.
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b. 191s%

This mamscript diverges very often from the MT, but
mostly in minor details, Tt happens that in nearly all the cases
of agreement between it and a reading listed in the apparatus the
reading is one that could have occurred separately more than once,
8o thst the support of IQIaa wnay simpiy be due to coincidence,

The only exceptions to this seem to be the readings nN?IXV7 Ow
9337 }%3  (corresponding to 9337 13 R0 v in the
apparatus) in Is 14:22, OMNT in Is 19:18, and perhaps the read-
ing aoa% arn o j1avn 092 (for %0 1V ad® in
the apparatus) in Is 22:1,. |

All other cases of support from lQIsa' must be assess;ed indivi=-
dually, None are conclusive,

Ce IgIsb
This mamuscript agrees almost exactly with the MT
in its modern form, and its text may be considered a subetradie-
tion of the MT. The support of this mgnuscript for a reading

not likely to occur spontaneously would he very wvaluable, but as it
haprens the only two readings in the appar-tus supported by this
manuseript, YVI® in Is 24:19 and 01* in Is 28:16, are such
as. might very easily occur independently (though surprisingly, these

readings are not found in any other manuscript)e.

d. 4Q162

°  Not encugh of this manuscript is preserved to determine
its relationship to the received text, The only two instances of
agreement between it and readings in the apparatus, the reading



W01 XY in Is 5:12 and the omission of  NIXKIX in Is 5:24,
are such as might ocour independently moare than once.

S &9162
This mamuscript agrees very closely with the T in
its received form except for a tendency towards full spelling and
the use of pronoun suffixes ending in D= instead of 0O (e.g.
m:-)o .

The reading 1%11 in Is 8:8 is one that might occur indepen-
dently more than once, under the influence of the following plural,
The only other instance of support for a reading in the apparatus,
the reading %2337 in Is 30:20 (for an assumed reading in the
apparatus) is less likely to occur spontanecusly and may be genea-
logically related to the source of the reading in the apparatus,

f. 40165

Not encugh of this manuscript is preserved to estimte

its exact relationship to the received text.

The only reading in the apparatus that is supported by it, the
reading 12707 MW %15D, is not such as would easily arise
spontanecusly in different texts, and the readings in 4Q165 and
the apparatus msy perhaps be genealogically related,



4, Classification of the Sources 1

(a) Tarmaitic Texts

The Mishnah . (5)

The Sifra (1)

The Mechilta dePabbi Yishma‘el (3)

The Mechilta deRabbi Shim‘on ben Yohai &)
The Sifre on Numbers (X2)

The Sifre on Deuteronomy ( 22)

The Midrash Tanna’im (27)

The Seder ¢Clam (42)

The Tosefta (26)

The ’Avct deBabbi Matan (34)

i

Whether the Tanneitic midrashim or the Tosefta were compiled
before or after the Amoraic peried is disputed, but all of them

contain overwhelmingly Tannaitic material, with the possible excep-
2

tion of the Mechiltas on Exodus. The *Avot deRabbi Natan has been
extensively re~worked and contains some material later than the Tan-
3

naitic period.

Although the halachic sections of the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el
are generally taken to be from the school of R, Yishma‘el, and the
halachic sections of the Mechilta deRabbi Shimfon ben Yohai from the
school of R, ‘Aqiva, the haggadic material is very similar in each,
and mich is word for the word the same. The reason for this is un-

certain .l('

Most of the Sifre on Numbers, paragraphs 1l-54 and 104-157 of
the Sifre on Deuteronomy, and a large part of the Midrash Tanna’im
are from the school of R, Yishmaf‘el. MNost of the Sifrs, and para-

graphs 55-103 of the Sifre on Deuteronomy are from the school of R.
¢Aqiva, 5
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(b) Amoraic Texts

(1) Palestinian

/

The Talmd Yerushalmi (25)

Bereshit Rabbah (7)

Wayyiqra Rabbah (9)

'Echah Rabbah (8)

The Pesiqta deRav Kahana (10), including excerpts in
the Pesiqta Rabbati (335)

These texts are very closely related, but the histarical
reason for the relationship is disputed. Most scholars argue for
the dependence of some of the texts on the others, in various com~
binstions, For sxample, Albeck's theory is as follows: The oldest
of these is the Talmud Yerushalmi, compiled in 4185 (424/5 A.D. )
Bereshit Rabbah depends on a form of the Yerushalni differing from
the received text, and was compiled some time between 426 and 500
A.D. 7 Wayyiqra Rebbah depends on the Talmud Yerushalmi in its
present form and Bereshit Rabbah, and was compiled at the end of the
fif'th or beginning of the sixth cen*i:,u.ry.8 *Echah Rabbah depends
on Wayyiqra Rabbah and an early form of the Pesigta deRav Kahana
and was compiled at the end of the sixth century.9 The Pesiqta
deRav Kahsna in its present form depends on “ayyiqra Rabbah and
Echah Rabbah and was completed in the seventh century.lo Albeck
does not discuss the relationship of Bereshit Rabbah to Echah Rab-
bah ar the Pesiqta deRav Kahana, or the Talmud Yerushalmi to ’Echah
Rabbah or the Pesigta deRav Kahana, but it follows necessarily from
the description just given that the explanation for the passages
found in both the Talmud Yerushalmi and *Echah Rabbah is that the
compiler of ’Echah Rabbah took them over from the Talmud Yerushalmi,
and similariy that the passages common to the Talmud Yerushalmi and
the Pesiqta deRab Kahana were taken over from the Talmud Yerushalmi



by the compiler of the Pesiqta deRav Kahana, and that the vassages
common to Bereshit Rabbah and ?Echah Rabbah were taken over fron
Bereshit Rabbsh by one of the compilers of *Echah Rabbeh,

Albeck ‘s theory can, then, be concisely stated as follows:
The order of compilation of the texts is the Talmud Yerushalmi
(425), Bereshit Rabbah (426-500), Vayyiqra Rebbah-(end of the fifth
or beginning of the sixth century) an early form of the Pesigta
deRav Kahana, ’Echah Rabbah (end of the sixth century), the present
form of the Pesiqta deRav Kghana (seventh century); each text bar-
rowed from all those that had been compiled before it.

Other scholars argue for a different series of development,
Zunz 1l supposes the order to be Talmud Yerushalmi, Bereshit
Rabbah, ’Echah Rabbah {aside from later interpolations), Wayyiqra
Rabbah,Pesiqta deRav Kahana, with Bereshit Rabbah dependent on the
Talmud Yerushalmi, *Echah Rabbah and Wayyiqra Rabbah dependent
on the Talmud Yerushalmi and Bereshit Rabbah, and the Pesiqta de-
Rav Kahana dependent on the Talmud Yerushalmi, its relationship to
the other texts being uncertain. He does not consider the rela-
tionship of Yayyiqra Rabbah to ?Echah Rabbah, Buber 12 supposes
the compiler of *Echah Rabbah to have used the Talmud Yerushalmi,
Bereshit Rabbah, and the Pesigta deRav Kahana, and the compiler of
Wayyiqra Rsybbah to have used ’Echah Rabbah. Theodor 13 argues
for the dependence of ?Echah Rabbah and ¥y yiqra Rabbah on the Pe-
siqta deRav Kahana,

Margulies, in the introduction to his edition of Vayyiaqra Rab-
ba.h,n" argues against this picture of a series of compilations
each later than the other, and specifically against Albeck's ver-
sion of it. His argument is, briefly, that all the internal evi-
dence, such as language, style, terminology, method of citing Tan-



naim and Amorsim, sources and so on, is identical in each; all of
them are earlier than the Tad}uma-l’elammedenu texts and show no in-
fluence of their method or teraiinology ; the borrowing between Vay-
yiqra Rabbgh and Bereshit Rabbah seems to have gone on in both
directions; there is good evidence (as was first seen by Lerner)
for the Yerushalmi itself having drawn on earlier forms of the
other texts. . Building on Lerner's finding ~ ~ that Bereshit
Rabbah and the Yerushalumi drew on common sources, Margulies argues
that all of these texts are based on common sources (although of
them in their final form could have shown directly on the Talmud
Yerushalmi) and were produced at the same time and in the same
pPlace, Tiberias, and that the Pesiqta deRav Kghana and Wayyigra
Rabbah could even have been edited by the same person.le He dates
the final form of Wayyigra Rabbah (and therefare presumably of the
others) as no later than the middle of the fifth century, and an
earlier form substantially the same at the end of the fourth cen-

tury . 17

If Margulies is rigit —~ and his arguments seem to be incontro-
vertible, at least in subatancela — the implications for the
assessment of Biblical quotations in these texts are very important.
It means that readings found in unrelated passages in more than
one of these texts go back at least to the time of final compila-
tion of all of them, and readings found in the same passage in more
than one text go back at least to the time vhen the collections of
haggadah had still not reached their final form. In both cases the
readings (unless they occur in quotations of Tannaim) can be assuned

to have been accepted by the Amaraim in Tiberias.19
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(ii) Babylonian

The only Babylonian Amoraic text available is the
Palmud Bavli. The texts used were:

The apparatus in the Digduqge Soferim to Berachot and
Gittin (20) _

Haggadot Hattalmd (33) _

The ¢En Ya‘aqov (collated only in part) (20)

Excerpts in the Yalqut Shim‘oni (collated only in
part), 20 Yalqut Mechiri, Midrash Leqsh Tov (collated only in part)
Midresh Sechel Tov, Midrash Haggadol (not collated for Deuteronomy)
and the Menorat Hamma’or, 2 additions by copyists in Bereshit
R&bb&h,zz and more or less exact quotations in the Midrash ?Agga-
dah fal Humash snd Midrash Bereshit Rabbati. -2

(c) Tanhuma and Yelammedenu Texts -

These are abstracts of sermons delivered as part of the ser-
vice in synagogues in Israel from about the fifth or sixth certury
and continuing for several centuries (the exact dates are very un-
certain), 2 Mhe extant texts may well be much later than the ori-
ginal compilations.

In their original form, each sermon was made up of an open-
ing taken from a Tannaitiec text, or sometimes an Amoraic one, fol-
lowed by an exposition that might be original ar might be taken
from an Amoraic source, occasionally from a Tamaitic one. The
quotations from Isiah mentioned in the apparatus of the present work

are taken from the exposition, not the opening.

In the exposition the borrowed material is of'ten expanded
or re-worked, and the names of the suthorities are of'ten left aut
or the chain of tradition simplified., The reason for the changes
was prcobably the need to adapt the material to the style of a ser-
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The extant texts are compilations, and many sections in cne

are the same 28 sections in another, but the relationship between

the compilations is obscure: there seems toc have been a long and

compilicated process of eclectic borrowing from one compilation
to ancther.

Material from these sermons can be found in the following

texta;

and the Pesiqta deRav Kahana

Buber's Tanhuma (6)

The Printed Tanhuma (11)

‘pgpadat Bereshit (23)

Parts of the Pesiqta Rabbati (35 32

Parts of Midrash Tehillim (12)

Additions by copyists :'.1127Bereshit Rabbah, Yayyigqra Rabbah,
Midrash Devarim Rabbah (13) _
The Tanhuma and Yelamnmedenu fragments in Bet Hammidrash
The Genizah fragments published by Mann (51)

The Midrash Hadash ‘al Hattorah (52)

Excerpts in the Yalqut Shimfoni, Yalqui Mechiri, Midrash Leqah
'.['ov, Midrash Sechel Tov, Midrash Haggadol, Pirqe deRabbi ’Eli‘ezer,
Midrash ’Aggadah ‘al Humash and Midrash Bereshit Ratbati, and the
Sefer Wehizhir,

29

() Unified Compositions of Indeterminate Age
Two texts, each highly individial and each showing the marks

of having been written as a whole by a single author with a compre-

hensive plan of organization in mind, are the Pirqe deRabbi ’Eli‘ezer

and the Seder ?Eliyahu,

The Pirqe deRabbi ’Eli‘ezer (15) was written in Israel not
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earlier than the eighth century and shows the influence of the Tal-
md Bavli.3° It has some passages in common with the Tanhuma

texts .3.1

The Seder ’Eliyahu or Tanna deVe ’Eliyahu (16) was written
befare the ninth century, but whether in Israel or Babylonia is
uncertain. The author was familier with the Talmud Bavli.32

{(e) Compositions Based on Earlier Sources

The Midrash *Aggadah ‘al Humash (18) and Midrash Bereshit Rab~
bati (37 are both derived from a midrash written by R, Mosheh
Haddarshan, who lived in Narbonne in the eleventh century. R. Mosheh
drew on both Talmuds, all the midrashim, and the Targums, but re-

worked and expanded the materiasl taken over.j}

R. David Hannagid lived in Egypt in the thirteenth century.
The book known as Widrash R. David Hannagid (24) is a collection of
his sermons. The naterisl is partly original, and partly taken over

from the Talmad Bavli and the midrashim, with some re-wording.

(f) Compilations of Uncertain Date Based on Disparate Sources
Partly thknown

Midrash Shemu’el (28)

Midrash Mishle (29)

Midrash Tehillim (12)

Nusah Hadash shel Midrash Tehillim (56)
Pesigta Rabbati (35)

Pesiqta Hadatta (48)

Midrash Zute ‘al Shir Hashshirim (21)
Midrash Zuta ‘al ’Echeh (22)

Midrash ’Abba Guriyon (57)

Midrash Panim ?Aherim fal *Ester (2;.3)
Midrash Hashkem (55)
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(g) Texts of Unknown Imtes or Origin

Midrash Wayyosha® (in Osar Midrasham) (

Panim ’Aherim shel Midresh Qohelet (in Ginze Schechter) -

Midrash Tadshe (in Bet Hammidrash)
Midrash Hallel (4n Bet Hammidrash)

(h) Very lete Texts

Midresh Ma‘aseh Hanukkah (in Ogar-”idrashiﬁ)

Midrash ¢Asarah Kelachim (in Ogar Midrashim)

Seder ?Aragin (in Osar Midrashim)

Derashim ‘al Ketuvim Hammachhishim Zeh ’et Zeh (in Ginze Schechter)
*plfa Beta deRabbi ‘Aqiva (in Bet Hammicrash)

(i) Commentaries Partly Original and Partly Taken from
Midrash and Talmud

Midrash Leqah Tov (31, L6, L7, 53)
Midrash Sechel Tov (32)

(j) Anthologies

Yalqut Shimfoni (49, d22, and ¢ )
Yalqut Mechiri (17, 39, 45, 30)
Midrash Haggadol (36, 1k, 5k, 19, 44 )
Menorat Hamma’or

Sef'er Jehizhir
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5« Details of Arrangement of the Apparatus

(a) Purpose of this Section

The principles on which the apparatus has been based have
already been explained (see above, section 2 (¢) (ii) c.,pp.16~17).
This section is intended merely to explain the application of the
principles to the selection and annotation of the readings, and
to exvolain the technicgl detalls of setting-out.

(b) Selection of Readings

All variasnts found in direct quotations are included. 4
direct quotation is assumed to be one that begins with an introductory
ward or phrase, such as ,71°7NK 1°N2 AR ,ANDIR RT3 (9% ,RRaAw
or sny other standard expression, a lemma before the beginning of
the derash, or a lemma before a section of the derash. As well
as these, readings apparently or possibly assumed by the derash,
'al-tigre readings, and cases of deliberate re-wording are included,
but marked appromiately.

The following are not included: variants in full and defective
apelling, the writing of the Divine Name or %398 as ‘il or
*> or some other substitute, D°N7K ‘i1 for 7 3K, gere and
ketiv readings, changes in the form of proper nouns, the omission of
three or more consecutive words, or relocation of complete phrases.

{c) Method of Recording Readings

No lemmas are given. If it cbvious to which word or phrase
in the MT the variant belongs, it is quoted on its omn. If there
is any possibility of uncertainty on the reader's part, a few of
the words before or after are quoted. Only words actuelly quoted in
the Rabbinic text are added for identification, In a few cases
when the same word occurs twice in the MI' and showing which occurence
was meant by this method would have made the article too long, the
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words <JI1UXRY> or 739> are written after the word in question.

Variants within an article are put in round drackets. Variants
within variants are put in square brackets, See, for example, the
last article in the apparatus. To aveoid ~onfusion, page, 1éaf, and
chapter numbers in such variants within articles are written in
Hebrew letters, not Arabic numbers, to separate them clezrly from
the number used to indicate sources, In such cases, page numbers
are preceded by the ward T3 and leaf-numbers by the word #/7Y.

It would have swollen the apparatus to an unmanageable size to
give the complete text of each guotation in which a variant occurs,
but complete texts are given in a fairly large number of cases that
seened worth making an exception for, the principle being to weigh
the length of the quotation against the number and Importance of the
variants it contained amd the need to give the reader as much ine

formstion as possible, -

Very short quotations are usually given in full, even if they
contain only a single variant,

If an article has to include most of the quotation to record
all the variants, the remaining few words are added.

If there are two varian;ts, one near the beginning of the verse
and one near the end, it is often just as economical of space to -
record the whole quotation, including the words between the two
variants, as to divide the variants between two short articles,

In & few cases of quotations particularly rich in variants, the
quotation is recorded in full even though this meant adding a fairly
long section of text agreeing completely with the MT.

If one text or manuscript has a quotation with a varlant on
one word, and another text or manuseript has a varisnt on another
word, it may be important to know whether the first text or manuscript
quotes both words or only the firat, and whether the —2cond text ar
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mamuscript quotes both words or only the second, and in such cases
the record of the quotation is extended. In the same way, if
the reader might wonder whether certain words similar in farm or
connected in some way with the word exhibiting the variant are
quoted according to the MT or not quoted at all, the record of the
quotation is extended to include the other words in question,

A complete recording of a quotation is preceded by a cross,
thus: X In such cases, the ward €121 (sonetimes spelt 31 or
‘D13V) is recerded if the quotation has it. If the word ‘111
is not recorded, it may be assumed that the quotation does not have

it,

If a quotation is broken up by a part of the derash, this is
shown by three dots, whether the interruption is a single word or

several lines.

The Divine Name is recorded as “i1 regardless of whether it is
written ‘71 or some other way in the quotation.

If a word or phrase is quoted more than once, and one or >ore
of the occurences diverges from the MT and one or more does not,
the record of the quotation preceded by a symbol for a fraction, the
top half of which represents the number of occurences of the variant
snd the bottom half of which represents the total number of occur-
rences of the word, with or without the variant, TIf the number
of occurrences varies from one text or manuscript to another, a
separate fraction is put before the symbol for each text or manus-
cript. Occasionally a variant reading in s word or phrase guoted
only once, or quoted more than once but with the variant each tine,

is marked with a fraction swh as -—%— o -i—- if other worda nearby

are quoted partly in variant form snd partly according to the MT,
and the reader might wonder sbout the relationship between the nune
ber of occurrences of one variant and the number of occurrences of the
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other.

In every case w}nrep the number of occurrences of a variant read-
ing is not given, it may be assumed to be one out of one (that is
to say, the word or phrase in question is quoted only once, and with
the reading given), or two out of two. |

If a waw-reading occurs at the beginning of a quotation, it is
marked with an obelus, thus: ¥+ , unless it is recorded after the
symbol of three dots indicating that a passage of derash interruptas
the quotation, in which case it is not needed, If a waw-reading
is not marked with an obelus or three dots, it can be assumsd not

to occur at the beginning of a quotation.

Variants consisting only partly of a waw-reading that occur at
the beginning of a quotation are marked with three dots, because
an obelus would be misleading in such cases,

-

Variants other than wew-readings thet may be induced by the cone-
text or wording of the derash are marked with an obelus and commented
on in the apparatus itself or in the notes to the apparatus.

The omission of a word at the end of a quotation when it would
have been expected to have been added to complete a sense-group, or the
omission of & word at the beginning of aquotation, are marked with

an obelus,
Readings marked with an obelus should be treated with care.

An obelus refers to all the source-symbols following it, as
far as the first semi-colon, For example, in the last article on
Is 1:18, the obelus refers to both Nav 25 and 3A17;in the article
on Is 8:7, the obelus before the reading ]D'? does not refer to the
next reading, [J7.

Readings probably due to scribal error are marked as 310 NIYD,
thus: <0"0>. Readings that seem to be mistdkes, but could perhaps
be genmuine in individual cases, are marked in the same way, but with
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questioﬁ mark added, thus: {?0"®>. If necessary, the reading is
conmented on in the notes.

The symbols <0"B> or <?0"8> are uswmlly put at the begin-
ning of the article, but if they are meant to refer to only part of
the article, they are put after the word or phrase to which they re-.

fer.

Readings apparently assumed by the derash or that seem to be
alluded to in the wording of the comment are marked with two asterisks
and commented on in the notes. If some texts of a particular derash
are recarded in the apparatus as assuming a variant reading, and
others as actually quoting it, it may be assumed (unless stated to
the contrary in the notes ) thet the texts quoting the reading assume
it as well, It must not be assumed that .an unrelated derash assunes
the reading, even if some or all texts of it actumlly quote the
variant reading. PFor instance, in the first article on Is 1:2}, the
reading {#°7¥ is not assumed by the derash in text 55, even though
it is assumed by the derash in all texts mentioned in the next article.

Asterisks refer to all the source-symbols mentioned af'ter them
in the same article: so, for instance in the secnd article on Is 1:21,
the asterisks refer to everything that follows, fronm onin 6 to

(&) 35.

If there is more than usual doubt whether a certain reading is
assumed by the derash, the two asterisks are followed by a question
mark, thus: %> =+

In a very few cases, a reading not demanded by the text of the
derash in its present formulation but which seem to have been re-
quired by an earlier farm of the derash is recorded in the appafams
gnd ma ked with three ssterisks, and commented on in the Notes.

'Al-tigre readings are marked with an abbreviation for the words



Cases of deliberate ar conscious re-wording are recorded as
they occur in the text. Usually the verse or phrase is quoted
according to the MT and immedia tely af'ter in slightly altered form,
Both quotations am- recarded, and the secand is divided from the first

by a single asterisk.

(8) Recording of Attestation

Fach text used has been given a mumber. At the end of
each article the number of each text that supports the reading is
given., If the text referred to is available in a critical editiom,
the symbols for the particular text-witnesses that quote the variant
~ reading are given; if no specific text-witnezses are mentioned, it
means that all the text-witnesses available for the section of the
text where the quotation is found support the variant reading.

If all the text-witnesses except cne or two support a particular
reading, the fact is recorded, the informstion being given in angle
brackets, usually with the warding <¥31%5 7a%p "> 25>, The
term *%3 in such cases is to be understood as including printed
editions, unless otherwise stated, because the word #nGI3 would

have been ambiguous.

If a reading ocows more than once in the same text, the
number of the text is repeated, esch time with the page or leaf or
chapter number in round brackets, For example, in Is 1:20,
for the reading 138DN 0K, part of the gttestation reads
(824) »n%w9 = (280) p9 ; this means that the reading is supported
by manuscript ® of Wayyiqra Rabbah on p. 280 and manuscripts %D
on p. 824.

If two ar mare texts quoted have the variant reading in exact-
1y or nearly exactly the same passage of derash so that it is cer-

tain that either they drew from a common source or one drew from
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the other, the nmuabers of the texts are connected by an equal

sign., For example, the symbola (241) 210 = (824) bp%w9 = (280) »9
in the article just mentioned mean that the passage in Wayyiqra
Rabbah p. 280, Wayyiqra Rabbah p, 82), and the Pesiqta deRav Kahang
Pe 241 are nearly word for word the same, Texts comnected by an
eQual sign are to be regarded as a single witness.

If the passage of derash in one text is quite unrelated to
the passage of derash in another, the numbers of the texts are sepa-
rated by two colons., Far example, in the article already quoted,
the symbols (241) 310 = (824) p%p9 = (280) 89 :: 5v33 mean
that the passage in the Mechilta deRabbi Yishmafel is not related
to the one in ¥Wayyiqra Rabbah and the Pesiqta deRav Kahana and
mzst be counted as a separate witness. In the rfifth article on
Is 1:18, the symbols [633 73 9 =] (154) %10 z: [::] (7),,1-:9
mean, in part, that the passage of derash on p. 7 of text 9,
Wayyiqra Rabbah, is not related to the passage on p. 154 of text 10,
the Pesiqta deRav Kahana, and as the latter is identical with the
passage on p. 633 of Wayyiqrs Rabbah, it follows that the passages
on p. 7 and p. 633 of Wayyigra Rabbah are not related to each other,

If there is some doubt as to whether two similar but not iden-
tical passages are related, or if they seem to be related but one
of them has been extensively re-worked, the number of each text are
separated by an "approximately equal" sign (=). Most such cases
should probatly be regarded as a single witness, but no definite

decision should be made without consulting the texts themselves.

In many cases the relationship between the texts mentioned in
diff'erent articles on the same verse or on consecutive verses is
given., This is done if the same texts are mentioned in more than
one article on the same verse, or short series of verses, if the

same or similar variants are menticned in more than one article, or
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if there is some advantage in knowing whether certain variants
mentioned in separate articles are found together in some texts,

or are faund in texts related to each other. Indications of inter-
relationship are put in square brackets at the end of the appro-
priate articlea. To show that a text mentioned has the same passage
of derash as one previously mentioned, the mumber of the other text
is given, preceded by an equal sign. Feor example, in the sixth
article on Is 17:12 the symbols [45 =] (9:17) X12 mean that the
passage referred to, text X12, Buber's edition of the Midrash
Tehillim, Ps. 17, paragraph 9, has the same text as text 45, the
Yalqut Mechiri on Psalms, mentioned in the second article., To show
that the passage in the text mentiommed is unrelated to all those
mentioned before, two colons are put after the number of the text,
For example in the third article on Is 29:10, the symbols R35

[::] (157)  mean that the derash on leaf 157 of text 35, the
Pesiqta Rabbati, is not related to any of the texts mentioned in
the previocus two articles on that verse. If several texis are aen-
tioned in an article, and one of them is shown as being unrelated
to any mentioned in previous articles on the same verse, it my be
aasumed that all of them are unrelated to any mentioned in previous
articles on the same verse, unless there is an explicit statement
that some of them are related to texts previcusly mentioned, For
example, in the fifth article on Is 22:14 the symbol [::] after
(681) 027 1 means that not’only text 14 (the Midrash Haggadol on
Exodus), but the following texta as well, are unrelated to any text
mentioned in previous articles, though exceptions must be mde far
text 34 (the ?Avot deRabbi Natan) which has the Bame rassage of derash
as text 26 (the Tosefta) and text 36 (the Midrash Haggadol on
Genesis) p. 715, which has the same passage as text 32 (the Midrash
Sechel Tov), so that text 36 (the lidrash Haggadol on Genesis) p.637
is left as a text unrelated to any mreviocusly mentioned in any article
on that verse,



If the same text is mentioned in more than one article on the
same verse, or in some cases in dlfferent articles on consecutive
verses, the second and all the following occurrences are marked
with the word 0% in equare brackets after the text number. If two
different places in the same text are referred to, the- page or leaf
or chapter mumber is given in each case, and it is noted in the
second case whether the passages of derash in the two places are
the same or different. For example, in the fifth article on Is 1:18,
the symbols [::] (7) 47 9 mean that the passage on p.7 of Wayyiqra
Rabbah is different to any text mentioned in any previous article
on that verse, and is therefore different to the passage on p, 633
of Wayyigra Rabbah mentioned in the third article,

(e) Recording of Information in Exceptional Cases

Oceasionally the information was too complex to be expressed
by symbols, or there was a need to give infarmation in more detail
than usual. In such cases editorial comments are given and put in
angie brackets, thus:< >, It should be emphasized that these com-
ments, no matter how long, give the same type of information as would
normally be given by symbols, and most of them would not be needed
if all the texts were available in completely accurate critical
editions. They are not of the same type as the information given
in the notes to the apparatus.

A few examples will make the principles clear. In the second
article on Is 3:16, the comment on the reading of the two editions
of the Pesigqta deRav Kahana was needed because there is at least
a possibility that Mandelbaum might have failed to record the read-
ing R71°93931 in the apparatus to his edition, and that the
reading ]?{"?1'!31 might not be attested by all manuscripts,

a8 the readsr would tend to assume if no warning was given,

In the fifth article on Is 30:29, the explanation of the dif-

98



ficulties of determining the relationship between the derash in

text 51 (a Genizah fragment in The Bible as Read and Preached in the
0ld Syna gogue ) and the texts pfevioualy mentioned is needed because
a simple statzment in symbols that the texts were related, were not
related, or might be related would be misleading.

In the fourth article on Is 3%4:9, some comment alerting the ,
reader to the discremncy between the text as printed and as quoted
in Buber's footnote, and an explanation of the possible reason, i=m
needed to prevent misunderstanding. |

In the second article on Is 30:6, the comments on the relation-
ship between the various texts are needed because although all the
texts agree, it seems that the agreement may in some cases be due
to secondary editorial activity, and a simple statement of agree-
ment without any comment would be misleading.

(f) Notes on Recarding Readings from Certein Texts

This section gives technical details on the collation and
recording of readings from certain texts that require special treat-

ment .

The texts are mentioned according to the order of the numbers

assigned to thenm,

The Sifra (1)

There is no critical edition available, The following were col-
lated: Codex Assemani LXVI ( » ), the Yalqut Shinm‘oni on Leviticus
(w), Weiss's edition (X ), and the Midrash Haggadol on Leviticus,

The Sifre (2)

The symbols X2 refers to the Sifre on Numbers, and the symbol
32 to the Sifre on Deuteronomy. Notice that the X or 1 is written
big, and the following s;7ubols for individual text-witnesses, if
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needed, are written small, So, for instance, in the firast article
on Ia 29:10, the symbols 20’132 mean text-witnesses 1 and 2!5

of the Sifre on Deuteronomy.

It must Te remenbered that there are many more text-witnesses
available for the Sifre on Deuteronomy than on Numbers, so that even
if a reading is attested by only a few text-witncsses in the
Sifre on Numbers, they may represent the ma,.joritjr of the witnesses
available, |

The Mechilta deRabbi Yishma'‘el (22

Three texts have been used: Ish Shalom's edition, quoted as
X 3, Horovitz and Rabin's edition, quoted as 13, and Lauterbach’s
edition, quoted as 3. Lauterbach's edition and Ish Shalom's
edition were needed as a check on Horovitz and Rabin's editionm,

which is not very accurate.,

Ish Shalom's edition reproduces the text of the Amsterdanm
edition (5472 = 1612). Horovitz and Rebin's edition is a critical one,
based mainly an the three editions Constantinople 1515 (p ), Venice
1545 (1), and Leghorn 1801 (%), quoted collectively as 7, with
two manuscripts, X and 3 , excerpts in the Midrash E.iachamim (p s
and the Yalqut Shimfoni (® ). Lauterbach's edition gives
selected variants when the editar considers them important.

Horovitz and Rabin conf'ine themselves for the most part to the
Yalqut Shim‘oni on the Pentateuch, and the symbol v in the
apparatus here is to be so understood. I have added a few readings
from the second part of the Yalqut Shim‘oni. As the collation of the
Sefer Wehizhir (¥ ) in Horovitz and Rebin's edition is not complete-
ly accurate, I have taken its readings directly from the edition of
the Sefer Wgehimi.r rather than from the apparatus of the Mechilta
deRabbi Yishmafel, |

Because giving page references far three different editions
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would have been cumbersome, section and chapter references have been

given instead. The sections are named as in Ish Shalom's edition,

C‘niy a 8ingle case of an excerpt in the Midrash Haggadol from
a section of the Machilta deRabbi Yishma‘el containing a quotation
from Isaish 1 = 35 was found. The readings are given in the
article on Is 10:14,

The variant readings of all excerpts from the Mechilta deRabbi
Yishma‘el in the Yalqut Mechiri Isaiah {217) and Psalms (45),
the Midrash Legah Tov (31), and the Midrash Sechel Tov (32) are
recorded in the apparatus, |

The Mechilta deRatbi Shim‘on ben Yohai (4)

The edition by Epstein and Melamed is based on nine sets of
Genizah fragments, quotations by R. Avraham of Bethlehem, snd quota-
tions in the Midrash Haggadol. i

Epstein and Melamed quote Genizah fragments as p (Cambridge)
in the apparatus, without specifying which Cambridge fragment Is
meant, I have substituted the number of that particular set as
given in the list of Genizah Fragments by Melamed on pp. 33-34

of his introduction. So, for instance, n wmeans fragment number n,

When sets r, B, or © of fragments have a section of text

’
corresponding to a section in another set, the other set is ovrinted
and the readings of 1, N, or © given in the apparatus. This is
not, however, done completely accurately, and I have checked
the readings of these sets of fragments against the transcription

of them in full at the end of the book.

Epstein and Melamed use five texts of the Midrash Haggadol,
%2 *n On) and Hoffmann's edition (1p )e

four manuscripts ( 3!) .
Manuscripts 3:: 2_5 *o OD correspond respectively to the manuseripts
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93a% used by Margulies for his edition of the Midrash Haggadol
on Exodus. Margulies's symbol for Hoffmen's edition is 7.

A E.omparison of the readings of the Midrash Haggadol given
by Epstein and Melamed and by Margulies shows a few discrepancies.
For this reason both sets of symbols will be found mentioned in the
apparatus, As well as these, Margulies uses a few manuscripts not
used by Epstein and Melamed,

The Mishnah (5)

Two texts have been collated, Lowe's (X ) and the Mishnah
in the first edition of the Talmd Yerushalmi (a).

The Midrash Tanhuma (6 and 11)

Because the relastionship between Buber's Tanhuma and the
editions varies from book to bock, it seemed useful to give the
nsme of the seder referred to in each case, so that the reader would
be able to tell immediately which book of the Pentateuch was meant.
Seder references rather than boock references are given because these
are often quotations of a given verse in more than one place in the
same book, but with the seder reference the reader can, if necessary,
look up the passage required sttaightaway, without having to go
through all the passages in a particular bock listed as quoting the
verse., It would not have been convenient to give page references,
because the page-numbering in Buber's edition and the printed edition
is not the same, and even if both sets of page numbers had been
given, seder or book references would have had to be added. The sys~
tem of division into sedarim does not suit the arrasngement of the
Tanhuma, but all editions are divided according to them, snd the
references in the Torah Hakketuvah Wehammesurah are to them, so

that a reference according to the correct divisions of the Midrash
Tanhuma would not have been any use.
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It is assumed that the reader has access to the Torah Hake
ketuvah Wchammesursh, and will get the mumber of the paragraph,
or murber of the page, within the seder from it.

If a seder reference for Buber's Tanhuma is given, but none
for the printed edition, it is to be assumed that the same seder and
#he sgme place in the printed edition is meant.

Bereshit Rabbah (7)

Square brackets round a reference to Bereshit Rabbah mean that
the quotation s found in a passage that has entered some text-
witneases of Bereshit Rabbah from a Tanhuma text.

The Genizan fragment printed at the end of the indexes to
Bereshit Rabbah in Theodor and Albeck's edition, po. WU6-148, the
readings of which are not given in the apparatus of Theodor and
Albeck's edition, has been given the symbol 21 .

The readings of Codex Vatican LX, not used by Theodar and
Albeck, are recorded under the sign %.

Weyyigra Rabbsh (9)

Not all of the Genizah fragments reached Margulies in tinme
for their readings to be recorded fully in the apparatus, anmd
the readings of some of them were not recorded at all. However, all
of the important Genizah fragments have been printed in full by
Margulies, and I have collated them in full. Readings in a
group of Genizah fragments that have already been given a symbol
by Margulies are recorded under that symwbol in the apparatus of this
word, regardless of whether Margulies quotes the reading in the
apparatus to his edition or not. The rest of the groups of Genizah
fragments have been given the symbol 3 followed by the number
Margulies gives the group in his discussion of then, thus;

The symbols T have used for the Genizah fragments are accord-
ingly as follows:
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Mergulies's group T =7  (Margulies's symbol)

n " T = >4 (Margulies's symbol is d )
" * TJi = 34 (Not collated by Margulies)
» * TV = J {(Margulies's symbol)

" * TX = 9 (Margulies's symbol is ¢ )
" n X _ 19

d (Margulies's symbol is d )

The Pesiqta deRav Kahana (1.0)

Because of certain indications that the eriticsl apparatus to
Mandelbaum's edition is incomplete, the readings of the Pesigta
deRav Kghana have been checked against Buber's edition and in cer-
tain instances against the Yalqut Shimfoni, and the discrepancies

recarded in the apparatus,

As Mandelbaum did not use the Yalqut Mechiri for his edition,
I have collated it in full.

The Printed Midrash Tanhums (11)

See on Buber's edition (6).

The Midrash Tchillim (12)

Two texts of the Midrash Tehillim have been used, Buber's,
quoted as K12, and the printed edition, quoted as 312,

Because: the Midrash Tehillim is a compilation from the most
diverse sources, it is best, before using any of its readings for
textual cri;:icism, to loock up the passage and if possible determine
whether the source is a Tamnaitic fragment, an Amoraic fragment, or
a fragment from lagter tines, PFull references for this purpose are
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given in the apparatus each case. References to Buber's edition are
according to the Psalm, and the paragraph according to Buber's
division, For example, in the sixth article on Is 17:12, the
syzbols (9:17) X12 mean Buber's edition of the Midrash Tehillim,
Psalm 17, paragraph 9. Occasionally, if the midrash on a particular
Psalm is very brief, only the number of the Psalm is given: see the
second article on Is 2:20. References to the printed edition are
according to the Psalm and page (e.g. Is 29:9 first article), ar,

if the midrash on the Psalm is very brief, only to the Psalm, As
Buber mentions parallel mssages and, if possible, sources, and these
are not mentioned in the printed edition, the page reference far the
printed edition is followed by the paragraph number in Buber's edition
if the same passage occurs there and if the reference to Buber's
edition is not given in another article on the same verse., On the
other hand, if only Buber's edition has the variant, the reference
for the printed edition is not given because it would not help in
tracing the source of the passage. Far example, in the article

on ls 29:12, the symbols (56; 178:119) 312 mean that the passage

is found in the printed edition of the Midrash Tehillim on Psalm
119, p. 178, and that the corresponding place in Buber's edition

is the same Psalm, paragraph 56. A reference of this type is not

to be taken as meaning that Buber's edition quotes the variant read-
ing. On the other hand, the symbols (104; 1:62) 112 X12 in the
second article on Is 26:4 mean that both editions support the read-
ing, and that the reference in Buber's edition is Psalm 62, para-
graph 1, and the reference in the minted edition is Psalm 62, p. 104.

Buber based his edition on several manuscripts, but it must not
be assumed that a reading printed by him is suprorted by all the
menuscripts unless he specifically states this in a footnote., The
onission by Buber of any notice that the mamscripts disagree does
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not necessarily mean that they agree,

Midrash Devarim Rabbah (13)

The material that is new in Lieberman's edition is quoted as
X 13; mterial found in the ordinary text of Devarim Rabbah ia
quoted as 213. Material from Buber's edition corresponding to
N13-is not given a special symbol but quoted simply as 993R2 “ap
after the reference to Lieberman's edition.

The Midrash Haggadol on Exodus (14)

See on the Midrash Haggadol on Genesis (36).

The Seder ’Elivahu (16

The Seder ’Eliyahu Rabbah is marked as X16, and the Seder
'Bliyahu Zuta as 3216,

The Yalqut Mechiri (17, 339, 45, 30)

The Yalqut Mechiri is what its name says: an anthology and
should not be treated as if it were an independent midrash., In all
cases of readings from it given in the apparatus, the name of its
source is given., If the source is a passage in a text mentioned
in the same article, the number of the text is given immediately
before the nvaber of the Yalqut Mechiri, ard there is then no need
to give the name of the source. For example, in the second article
on Is 9:4, the symbols 4%pa 217 = 45 = 2317 = ow J12 Xl12
mean that the reading is supported by both editions of the Midrash
Tehillim in the Psalm and paragraph already referred to, that a
quotation of the Midrash Tehillim in the Yalqut Mechiri on Isaieh
and another in the Yalqut Mechiri on Psalms support the reading,
and that a passage in the Yalqut Mechiri on Isaiah agreeing with
the others but taken from Bemildbar Rabbah suppoarts the reading.
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Excerpts from the Midrash Tehillim in the Yalqut Mechiri en
Psalms are followed by the number of the Psalm and the paragraph
in the Yalqut Mechiri, and then, separated from this by a semi-
colon, the number of the parsgraph in Buber's edition of the Midrash
Tehillim, Foar example, the symbols (7; 10:27) n"p 45 in the
article on Is 1:9 mean that the Yalqut Mechiri quotes the Midrash
Tehillim, and that the passage is in the Yalgqut Mechiri on Ps 27,
peragraph 10, and Buber's edition of the Midrash Tehillim, same
Psalm, paragraph 7. |

The Yalqut Mechiri on Isaish is quoted aa R17 and 2117.
The symbol K17 refers to the lemmas, which in many cases seem
to have been added by *he compiler; the symbol 117 refers to the
rest of the text. Naturally, in the other volumes of the Yalqut
Mechiri the lemmas are not taken from Isaiah and there is no need
for a symbol for them. No source-references are given after the
symbol X17, because they would be misleading or false.

The Yalqut Mechiri has been collated by Theodor and Albeck for
their edition of Bereshit Rabbgh, by Margulies far his edition of
Wayyigra Rgbbah, and by Finkelstein far his edition of the Sifre on
Deuteronomy, and there was no need to mention it in the apparatus
of this work in the case of excerpts from these texts.

The Midrash ?Appadah ‘al Humash (18)

See on the Midrash Bereshit Rabbati (37).

The Midrash Haggadol on Numbers (19)

See on the Midrash Haggadol on Genesis (36).

-

The ‘En Ya‘agov (20)

See on the Haggadot Hattalmd (33).
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The Midrash Shir Hashshirim Zuta (21)

The main text-witnesses available are a complete manuscript
(referred to in the apparatus as 5 ) and a fragment (referred to
in the apparatus as P). The number 21 without any mamiscript
symbol means thnt the reading is supported by both manuscripts,
The symbol B 21 without any comment means that the reading is
found in manuscript », and manuscript p agrees with the MT, and
the symbol p2l means that the reading is found in manuscript p
and that manuscript P agrees with the MT or is quoted separately
in snother article., Otherwise, if s variant reading is found in
a passage in manuscript ® that is not preserved in mgruscript p
attention is called to this.

Tt should be noted that Schechter’s edition, not Buber's,bhas
been used, Buber's edition, through no fault of his, is very un-
reliable, '

Midrash 'Echah Zuja (22)

Buber prints two divergent recemsions, X and 2. The
symbols N22 and 222 in the apparatus refer to these two re-

censions .,

The symbol 322 in the apparatus refers to the Yalqu{ Shim‘oni
on lamentations, which Buber prints after the Midrash ’Fchah Zuta.

.
'Aggadat Bereshit (23)

For this text, Buber used two recensions, the one previously
printed, and a unique manuscript, I have given the text of the
printed editions the symbol X and the mamuscript the aymbol 3.,

The two recensions X and 2 diverge very much from each
other. Buber prints Recension X in full and gives long extracts
from the manuscript in the footnotes, but although he seems to have
been more systemetioc then usual in giving the variants, it is often
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uncertain whether the omission of any reference to the manuscript
means that it agrees with the text printed or that the differences
between them are minor, Sometimes, when Recension X quotes a
verse from Isaiah with g variant reading, it is not clear fron
Buber's footnote whether Recension 1 quotes the verse or not,

and if it does, whether it quotes it with the variant reading. Some-
times a verse is quoted in Recension 1 Dbut nof in Recension . '
but it is only possible to tell this if Buber quotes the reading of
Recension 2 in full, which he does not always do.

Because of all this, a way had to be devised of showing
whether a particular verse or part of a verse was quoted in both
recensions or only one, o if it is impossible to tell whether a
quotation of the verse in Recension 1 has the variant or not,
The symbol 23 means that the reading is found in Recension X
and it is uncertain whether the manuscript quotes the verse or not,
or if it does, whether it quotes it with the variant reading or not.
Tt does not necessarily mean that' Recension 3 agrees with the MT,
The symbol 223 means that Recension 1 has the reading, and
Recension K differs, In this case, if Recension K is not
mentioned separately, it may be assumed not to quote that part of
the verse, The symbols 223 R 23 mean that both recensions have
the variant reading.

The Talmud Yerushalmi (25)

References to the Talmud Yerushalmi are always followed by the
name of the tractate.

The Tosefta (26)

References to the Tosefta are always foilowed by the name of the

" tractate.
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It should be remembered that for the first two Grders
Liberman's edition was used, and for the other four Zuckermandel's.

The Midrash Tenna’im (27)

Readings from sections of the Midrash Tanna’im taken from the
Sifre on Deuteronomy are recorded as reading of -the Sifre on
Deuteronomy. Readings from the rest of the Midrash Tanna’im are
recorded separately. |

Midrash Shemi’el (28)

Buber's edition is based on the printed editions, with a com-
parison with a unique amamuscript. It is usuzlly impossible to tell
whether a variant reading in a quotation printed in the body of the
text is confirmed by the manuscript or not.

Midrash Mishle (29)

Buber's edition is based on 2 Paris manuscript, with a com-
parison with two other manuscripts and the first edition. It is
usually impossible to tell whether a variant reading in a quotation
printed in the body of the text is confirmed by the other mamuscripts

or the first edition or not.

The Yalqu} Mechiri on Proverbs (30)

See on the Yalqut Mechiri on Isaiah (17)

The Midrash Leqah Tov (31, 46, 47, 53) and Midrash Sechel fov (32)

If the source of a passage in one of these texts seems to be
fairly certain, the information is given in the apparatus. Other-
wise, it may be assumed that the passage is taken from an unknown

source, taken from a known source but extensively re-worked, or

110



original to the compiler.

Buber used three manuscripts foar his edition of the Midrash
Legah ?ov on Genesis and Exodus, but he does not usuelly indicate
whether a variant reading in a Biblical quotation in the mamuscript
used by him as the basis for his edition is found in the other
manuscripts or not, Similarly, although Buber used two manmuscripts
far his edition of the Midrash Leqeh Tov on Esther, it is usually
impossible to tell whether a given variant reading in the nanuscript
used by him as the basis for his edition is supported by the other

manuscripts.

Feinberg prints the text of the Midrash i-er;a.l} Tov on Ecclesiastes
according to a Munich manuscript, and gives a complete collation
with two others, one in Parma and one in Vienna. The symbols 46
in the apparatus my be taken to mean the consensus of the three

manuscripts.,

Greenup collates three manuscripts in full for his edition of
the Midrash Leqah Tov on Lamentations, and the symbol L7 in the
apparatus may be taken to mean the consensus of the three of them.

The Midrash Iegah Tov on Genesis has been given the symbol R 31,
and on Exodus, 231, The Midrash Sechel Tov on Genesis has been
given the symbol K32, and on Exodus, 2132,

The Haggadot Hattalmud, Talmd Bavli, and ‘En Yafagov (33, L1, 20)

Ref'erences to these texts are always followed by the name of
the tractate,

The ’Avot deRabbi Natan (34)

Schechter prints two recensions, X and 1.

The text of Recension X printed by Schechter is bgsed on the
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printed editions, with corrections according to two manuseripts,

X and ¥y. Vhen the text-witnesses disagree with each other
Schechter gives the readings in the footnotes, but as he does not
concern himself with readings not affecting the sense of the derash,
it is of'ten hard to tell whether a given reading in a Biblical quo-
tation is found only in the printed editions or in the manuscripts
as well. This does not, however, cause any difficulty, because

in the only case of a reading from Recension & in the apparatus,
it is the two manuscripts that have the reading, not the editions.

Schechter prints Recension 1 according to a single
mamiscript, with corrections according to quotations in other texts.
A reading not commented on by Schechter in the footnotes may or may
not be supported by the other texts.

None of Schechter's four appendices confirm or contradict any
variant reading in a cuotation from Isaiah 1-35, or give any new
Variants on Isaiah 1-35.

The Pesiqta Rabbati (35)

The various sources of the Pesiqta Rabbati are distinguished
as follows: X35 refers to passages taken from Yelammedermu text;
d 35 refers to rassages taken from the Pesiqta deRav Kahana; 135
refers to the midrash on the Ten Conmandments in chapters 20-2%4;
1 35 refers to a Tanhuma text with different terminology to X35;
1135 refers to passages of uncertain origin; %35 refers to
chapter 46, which seems to be an addition,

The Midrash Haggadol (36, 1, 5L, 19, 44.)

It is very often impossible to tell what the compiler of the
Midrash Haggadol's source for a particular passage was, and as
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L4

it would have been very misleading to give a doubtful source-
reference as certain, and too wasteful of soace to give a long

series of possibilities, source-references are only given if the
editor of the particular volume of the Midrash Haggadol thinks that
three is no doubt or hardly any doubt about the matter; instead,

all references to the Midrash Haggadol, whether a source is mentioned
or not, are followed by the page nuuber of the passage s0 that <the
reader immediately open the Midrash Haggadol examine the evidence,
and read the editor‘'s suggestions,

Two texts of the Midrash Haggadol on Numbers were used, Fisch's
( K19) and Rabinowitz's ( 319). Because both editord’ information
on the possible sources of the passage is important, references to
both editions are given even if only one of thenm is menticned in
the apparatus as having the variant reading. Fisch's edition is
referred to according to the volume and the page; Rabinowitz's,
according to the page. If only one edition has the variant reading,
then regardless of which one it is, the reference to Fisch's edition
comes first and is separated from the reference to the other edition
by a semi-colon, For example, in the first article on Is 6:3,
the symbols (411 ;173:2) a"a ,a"p>y 1X19 mean that the
reading is found in manuseript X3 of Fisch's edition, in a pessage
taken over from either Wayyiqra Rabbah or Bereshit Rabbah, and that
the passage is in Fisch's edition in volume 2 on p. 173, and in
Rabinowitz's edition on p. 411. I both editions have the variant
reading, the reference for each edition is out after its symbol.
For example, in the articls on Is 8:7, the symbols
(489) 219 (255 :2) 1naxK19 mean that manmuscripts yjnax
of Fisch's editirn and all mnuscripts of Rabinowitz's edition have
the reading, and that the passage is in Misch's edition on p. 255
of volume 2, and Rabinowitz's on p. 489. No source reference is

given in this case because there are too many possibilities,
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Midrash Bereshit Rabbati and the Midrash *Aggadah ‘al Humash

féz and 18)

Both of these texts are derived from a midrash by R. Moshen
Haddarshan, and are coamnosed of materisl from older socurces ex-

tensively re-worked along with some original mgterial., I have
mentioned the source for the derash in which a variant reading

occurs in the few cases when this could be done with any certainty.

The Ogar Midrashim (38)

References to this book are always followed by the ngme of
the individual text from which the reading is taken.

The Yalqu} Mechiri on the Minor Proghets (39)

See on the Yalqut Mechiri on Isaiah (17).

The Talmud Bavli (40)

See on the Haggadot Hattalmud (33).

Ginze Schechter (41)

As this book consists of fragments of the most diverse texts,

it was considered esscntial to give a page reference in any case.

Seder ‘Olam Rabbsh (42)

Ratner's edition is quoted as  X42 and Weinstock's as 342,

*Apgadot *Ester (14,)

See on the Midrash Haggadol on Genesis (36),



The Yalqut Mechiri on Psalms (45)

See on the Yalqut Mechiri on Isaiah (17).

The Midrash Leqah Tov on Ecclesiastes and lamentations (46 and 47)

See on the Midrash Leqah Tov on Genesis and Exodus {(31)

The Pesiqta Hadatta (48)

See on the Bet Hammidrash (50).

The Yalqui Shimfoni (49, we®* and 322)

The Yalout Shim‘oni on Isaiah was collated in fnll, and is
quoted as 49. The rest of the Yalqut Shim‘oni was not collated
éomplately and so is not given a number, but is quoted as_ ®¥"?
followed by the reference for the part and the raragraph. The method
of showing the source is the same as in the case of the Yalqu‘l;:
Mechiri, The number 49 or the abbrevistion ®%"* (with the pars
and paragraph reference) is followed by the name of the source, ex-
cept that if the number 49 or abbreviation g¥* comes immediately -
after a reference to the source itrelf, it was considered unnecessary
t0 add the name of the source., In the fourth article on Is 29:10, the
symbols TOPR 1b1 2"n v"> = [::] (29) K35 mean that the Yalqut
Shim‘oni, part II, paragraph 562 quotes the passage found in the
Pesiqta Rabbati on leaf 29,

The paragraph numbers are given in Hebrew letters,not in &rabic
numbers, as to avoid confusion with source-numbers.

Readings in the Yalqut Shim®oni are not recorded separately if

they are given in the gpparatus to a critical edition of a text,

The symbols for the Yalqut Shimfoni in the various critical
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editions are as follows:
' The Sifre: ®
The Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el: ®
Bereshit Rabbagh: *
¥Wayyiqra Rabbsh: ®
The Pesiqta deRav Kahana: @

Bet Hammidrash (50 and 48)

The number of this book is followed in every case by the nanme
of the particular text referred to.

The Pesiqta Hadatta is quoted separately, as 48,

Genizah Fragments Published by Mann {51)

These fragments are taken from diverse texts, sand it was
considered essential to give an exact reference in each case so
that the reader could consult Mam's notes immediately. References
are to the volume and the page.

The Midrash Hadash fal Hattorah (52)

This midrash is made up of material from diverse scurces, and
1t was considered essential to give an exact reference far the same
reasons as ir the case of Mann's Genizah fragments. References are
to the volume and the page,

The Midrash Leqah Tov on Esther (53)

See on the Midrash Leqah Tov on Genesis and Exodus (31).

The Midrash Haggadol on leviticus (%54)

See on the Midrash Haggadol on Genesis {36)
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6. Details of Arragement of the Notes to the Apparatus |

(a) Purpose of this Section

The purpose of the notes to the apoaratus and the general
principles on which they are based have already been explained
(see above, section 2 (&) (ii) d, ii, p.17). This =ection is
intended merely to explain the application of the principles to
the selection of material, and the technical deteils of setting-out.

(v) Texts Used

All the Versions and all the evidence of Hebrew manuscripts
that was avasilable have been used,

For the LXX and the later Greek Versions, Ziegler's edition
was used. The readings of the Sacra Parallela are only‘mentioned
if none of the text-witnesses used by Ziegler for his edition of
the LXX have the reading, or if only very few of them have it.

The Arabic Version is referred to only in a few cases, when its
resdings were of interest. The expression "Arabic Version accord-
ing to de Rossi" means that I rely on de Rossi for the reading; if
his name is not menticned, it means that the reading has been taken
directly from the original. Quotations in the New Testanent
have been checked ageinst the original.

For the Peshitta, the Urmia edition (U ), the Mosul edition
(¥), and Diettrich's collation were used.

For the Targum, both Sperbert's edition and Stenning's edition
were used along with van Zijl's corrections to Sperber's edition.
The readings of the Targum text of de Rossi's manuscript 737

have been included to the extent that de Rossi mentions them.
The Targum text in the Miqra‘fot Gedolot was con-
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sulted when the pointing of a word made a difference to the mean-
ing, because Sperber does not record the pointing of the printed
editions or manuscripts with Tiberian pointing, and Stenning does
not use these texts,

There is no réally satisfactory edition of the Vulgate on
Isaiah. The Stuttga-t edition was used, and the readings in the
Vulgate text in the Polyglotten Bibel were mentioned if' they were
not found in the Stuttgart edition, For Jerome's commentary on
Iseiah, the Frepols (Turnhout) edition, which is the only satisfactory

one, was used. AS well as the text of the lemmas to each verse or

group of versea, Jerome's comments were consulted. All quotations
of Isaiah 1-35 made by Jerome in the course of commenting on other

verses were coiiated,

Of all the Qumran texts of Isaish, only 1QIsa, lQIsb, LQ 162,
4Q163, and LQ14L5 were found to agree with readings given “in the
apparstus., The standard editions were used.

For the mediaeval Hebrew texts, the collations by Kennicott,
de Kossi, and Ginsburg, the British and Foreizn Bible Society edition,
the Minhat Shai, and quotations by Roshi, Qimhi, and Ibn Ezra were
used,

(c) Method of Recording Readings from the Versions and Hebrew

Biblical Manusceripts

All cases of apparent support from the Versions are given.
In some cases a Jjudgment as to whether the support is real or not
has been given, but in most cases no comment has been made be-
cause the general discussion and lists in sections 3 (iii) and (iv)
of the introduction give the information needed, and giving an
assessument in each case would have meant repeating the same argu-
ments over and over or being misleadingly terse., Comments are how-

ever, always given in a case not covered by the general principles
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mentioned in section 3(iii-iv), and are given in certain cases of

perticular interest or importance,

The expression "so LXX", "so Peshitta", and sc on means that
if the wards of the Version are translated literally into Hebrew,
the result agrees with the lemma at the head of the article. 1t
does not necesssrily mean that the translator asctually used a Hebrew

manuseript with such a reading.

The expression "so apparently LXX", "so apparently Peshitta",
and so on, means that iff the words of the Versions are translated
literally into Hebrew, the result agrees with the lemma, but that
more than ordinary caution is needed in evaluating the Version's

evidence.

The expression "so probably LXX", "so probably Peshitta®, and
so on, means the same as the above expression, except that there
is even more doubtr about the reliability of any translation into

Hebrew.

The expression "so perhaps LXX", "so perhaps?eshit'ca" , and so
on, means that the translator could have used a Hebrew text with
such a reading, but that it is rather mare likely that the apparent
deviation from the MT is due to translation-technique, or that the
evidence of the Version is herd to assess because the translation is
not completely literal,

The word "LXX" is= to be understood as meaning all text-witnesses
of the LXX. If only a certain number of tixt-witnesses are meant,
the word "LXX" is f'ollowed by the symbol for the appropriate text-
witnesses; for example LXX A means manuscript A of the ILXX, and
LXX L”°" means the group L”*" of LXX manuscripts, In the same way,
"Peshitta" means all text-witnesses of the Peshitta, "Targum" all
text-witnesses of the Targum, and so for "Vulgate" and "Jerome's

commentary™. If individual text-witnesses are wmeant, the name of
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the Verszion followed by the symbols far the individual text-witnesses
is used, as in the case of the LXX, e.g. Targum bog, Peshitta MU,
cozm. G, and so on. The symbols used are plways the ones used by
the editors of the critical editions.

The readings of Aquila, Symmachus, Theodotion, ho Syros, and
ho Hebraios (to Hebraikon) are always mentioned, whether they agree
or dissgree with the lemma of the article. If one or all of
these Versions are not mentioned, it means that they are not extant
or that it is impossible to tell whether they support the reading o
the lemma or the reading of the MT,

If one or more of the translations LXX, Peshitta, Targum,
Vulgate, or Jerome's commentary are not mentioned it means that
they probsbly agree with the MT, I® their underlying text is un-
certain, some such expression as "the IXX paraphrases" or "the LXX
is inconclusive” is used. It is assumed that the reader will be
reasonably familiar with the Versions, and will know, for example,
that only Aquila and the Targum have an equivalent for X, or
that alternative forms of the same Hebrew word, such as 1113D
and XD, will not be distinguished in a translation; neverthe-
less, a reminder has been given in all cases where there was any
possibility of the reader being misled, and even in many cases where
even a slight acquaintance with the Versions wes enough to make it

unnecessary.

A1l cascs of agreement between the lemma reading and a Hebrew
mgnuscript are given, It is assumed that this evidence will be
treated with caution and that the agreement of a Hebrew manuscript
will hot be taken as necessarily being support for the gemiineness
of a reading.

The numbers given to the manuscripts and editions by Kennicott,
de Rossi, and Ginsburg are used throughout., The Latin terms used
by Kennicott and de Rossi are copied,pot translated. Abbreviations
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are not expanded, as they are explained by Kennicott and de Rossi
and are in any case self-evident., De Rossi sometimes writes the
name of an edition in full, sometimes in abbreviated form; I have
followed him exactly. Ginsburg uses Hebrew letters far his mamus-
cripts and editions; for the sske of convenience, Arabic numbers
have bee substituted in the case of manuscripts and Roman ones in

the case of editions.

If 1QIs® agrees with the lemmm, the fact is noted. If it
sgrees with the MT, it is mentioned., If it is illezible in that
place, the fact is noted by some such expression as “J.QI&;a is
illegible” or "QIs® is inconclusive." 1QIs®, 4162, 4LQL63, and
UQLE5 are quoted when they agree with the lemma., If they are not
quoted it may mean that they agree with the MT or it may mean that

their text is not reserved in that place,

If no support at =211 for the variant reading is mentioned in
the notes, it means that no Hebrew Biblical manuscripts support the
reading, either because they agree with the MT or are not extmt
or are illegible in that place, and no Versions support the reading,
either because they agree with the MT, are inconclusive, or are not

extant in that place,
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POOTNOTES

INTRODUCT TON |
Chapter One
1. See section 1 (b) (ii) of this introduction.
2, Aptowitzer surveys all previous work in his introduction,
Pp. 8-21., His comments, even th?ugh cutting, are quite fair.
3« As already mentioned, Geiger's book 1TDYIANRY RApda
is not directly concerned with this matter.
4, Seo his comments on I 8 2:22 in part II of his work.
5« Secondary sources are, for example, the Yalqut Shim‘oni, Yalqut
Mechiri, ‘En Ya‘aqov, and so on.
6. Introductiun, p.l10. . -
7. See his introduction, p.28: "Solche Abweichungen hingegen, die

8.
Se

10,

von verschiedenen, von einander unab-
hangigen Quellen bezeugt sind, sind fast mit
derselben Sicherheit fur echte Varianten zu halten wie die,
welche sich aus dem Inhalte ergeben.

In part II of his work.

These comments sre based on The Hebrew University Bible Project/
The Book of Isaiah/ Sample Edition with Introduction/ by M.H.
Goshen-Gottstein., (Vhat seems to be meant is that the intro-
duction is by Goshen-Gottstein)., This work is listed in the
bibliography under the name of the Hebrew University Bible
Project. It will be referred to from now on as the Sample
Edition.,

See pps 40-42 of the Hebrew introduction to the Sample Edition,
Por the Tanhuma mss, have been collated,

The most important omission is the texts published by Mann in
The Bible as Read anmd Preached in the (14 Synagogue, As well
a8 Buber's edition of the Midrash Tehillim, the early editions,
which have a different form of the text, should have been used.
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15.
160

17.

18.

19.

20,

21.

See the introduction to the Sample Edition, part IV, paragfaph
70, p. 37 of the English text, p. 30 of the Hebrew.

Same page, footnote 34. Only the Yalquts are-mentioned, but
it can be seen from the appargtus to the Sample Edition that
the sources of the Midrash Haggadol are not mentioned either.

Same page, footnuvte 33,
See my previous note.

Goshen-Gottstein warns, in paragraph 68 of the introduction,
P. 36 of the English text (the warning seems to be an after-
thought, as it is missing in the Hebrew text, p. 30): "All
quotations in this apparatus should be checked against the
edition or source used by us..." This is quite true, but

the reader should still be able to get an approximate idea of
the amount of support for the reading directly from the ap-
paratus? otherwise how is he to get a general impression of
the textual situation? Anyway, this is not the point. The
implication of the last sentence of footnote 33 ("We have,
however, made a point of quoting the Yalqutim because of
their accessibility to most readers") is that the Yalquts

are mentioned separately for the convenience of the reader
who does not have access to the eritical editions., This ie

a worthy aim, but the reader is hardly going to derive

any convenience from being forced te look up each passage
becguse basic information has been left cut of the apparatus,

For the symbols used to mark the Genizah fragments of the
Mechilta deRabbi Shim‘on ben Yohai, see below, p. 10l.

Sample Edition, p. 35 of the English text, p. 29 of the
Hebtew, footnote 18,

Some Tannaitic texts, such as the Baraita diMleche{ Hammish-
kan, do not give any quotations of Is 1-35, or, if they do,
quote asccording to the MT, Such texts are not listed in the
bibliography.

Sample Edition, preface, pe. 9 of the English text, p. 8 of
the Hebrew.

In the case of Bereshit Rabbah, the critical edition has
been suvplemented by a collation of ms., Vatican LX,
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22,

25.

25.
26,

27.

28.

30.

See CGoshen-Gottstein, introduction to Text and lancuage,
PP XITI-XIV; Theorv and Practice of Textual Criticism,
PPe 132=137; Prolegomena to a Criticsl Edition of the
Peshitta, par. 22, and his footnote 172, Note in parti-
cular this sentence in Prolegomena: "Because of prevail-
ing attitudes to the contrary, I would like to emvhasize
in the strongest possible terms that merely printing a
collection of vaiiants means leaving half the work un-
done" {(footnote 172).

See below, section 5(c), pp. 93-9%.

See below, section 3 (b) (i), p. 40 bottom and p. 41, and
section 5{&), pp. 95-98.

See below, section 5(c¢), pp. 91-92.
See section 5,

See Goshen-Gottstein, Theory and Practice of Textual Cri-

- tiecism, pp. 130-137.

On previous work and the separation of readings due to the

manner of quoting from real variants., I have treated '
these matters, but only the aspects not treated by Aptowit-
zer, The rest of this introduction is concerned with mat-

ters not treated by him,

See above, note 22, The end of Goshen-Gottstein's foot-
note (in Prolegomena) is particularly relevant: "As mat-
ters stand, most future users of the proposed edition
[of the Peshitta] will certainly appreciate being given
an indication of the editor's preferred readings, rather
then being left with the often obviously corrupt text of
A [the basic manuscript], without any indication of how
to get out of the bewildering labyrinth of variants., As
long as all the readings are faithfully recorded, this
kind of apparatus seems to me the most satisfactory solu-
tion from a scholarly as well as from a practical point
of view".

The additions in square brackets are mine,

See above, section 1 (c) (ii) c.
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31.
32.
33
3o
35.
36.

37.

38.
39.

40,
41.

See above, section 1 {c) (ii) a&.

See section 5 (¢), p. 93.

See above, p. 17 and footnote 24.

See above, p. 17 and footnote 25.

See below, pp.ld-:--Sl.

Introduction to Text and Language, pp. X -~ XI, Die Jesaiah-
Rolle und das Problem der Hebraischen Handschiften, and

Biblical thilolozy and the Concordance, In this case the
stimlus led to a certain amount of disagreement.

I becare aware of the importance of devising some way of
separating scribal errors from real variants not so mch
because of any particular article of his as by the way he
keeps on coming back to the problem. See Biblical Philo=
logy and the Concordance; Die Jesaiah-Rolle und das Pro-
blem der Hebraischen Handschriften, pp. 429-435; Die
Jesaia-Rolle im Lichte von Peschitta und Targum, pp.-51-56;
the introduction to Text and ianguage, pp. X=XIV; Biblical
Manuscripts in the United States, pp. 41-42; Theory and
Practice of Textual Criticism, pp. 132-13%7,

See above, note 7,

For instance, the cbservation of the importance of the

fact that the Tiberian Amoraim had a text slightly dif'ferent
to the Tiberian Massoretes' (see p. 28); the observation

of* the importance of the disagreements between Theodotion
and Aquila (see p. 27); the argument, used several times,
that the use of a varisnt reading by the Tannaim or Amoraim
does not mean that the reading was later altered to the
Present one, but that the present reading must have been
known in some circles at the same time (see p. 23, p. 26,
P.27 bottom); and the arguments from the halachah on pp.33-35.

Of course, it is possible that these arguments have been
mt forward before, but that I have not come across them,

See below, p.30, including the footnotes,

See above, note 37.
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INTRODUCTICN

Chapter Two

1. See section IV of Gordis's prolegomena to the re-issue of
The Biblical Text in the Making (and see below, note 33);
Segal, Nevo Hamuiora, paragraphs 784-785, or The Promlgation
of the Authoritative Text of the Hebrew Bible; Greenberg, The
Stabilization of the Text of the Hebrew Bible, ». 159 column
2= p. 160 column 1, .

2. If it had not been, Tannaitic exegesis would have been im-
possible, Even Hillel's seven rules of exegesis depend on a
fixed text. Theodotion's translation, probably made in the
first generation of Tannaim, is based on a Hebrew text near-
1y exactly the same as the present one. {((n Theodotion's
date, see below, pp. 64-65)« See the next note.

3« Segal, Mevo Hammigra, paragraph 792, and specially note 79
on p. 877, referring to Sanhedrin ha; paragraph 793, p. 878b,
referring to ‘Eruvin 13a, ’Avot 3:13, and Josephus, Against
Apion, 1:8:42; Sperber, A Historical Grammar of Biblical
Hebrew, pp. 507-508, referring to Yerushalmi Berachot.

lle, Bavli Sanhedrin 4a, and Bavii Sanhedrin 4b;
- Bacher, Terminologie, part I, article and the
second half of the article Gordis, op. cit.,

Pe XXXIV, note 68, referring to Bavlii Sanhedrin 4D,
4. EBavli Sanhedrin 4b,
5. Gorﬁis, OPe cit., oI XXXIv.

6. Segal, Mevo Hammigras, paragraphs 800-801.,

7. Theodotion probably made his translastion during the first
generation of Tannaim, See below, pp. 64-65.

8., Aptowitzer, passim; the apparatus to this work, passim,
and see below, notes 10 and 25.

9. The Mursbba‘at texts were not used by scholars, but considering
the orthodoxy of bar-Koechva and his soldiers, they can be as-
sumed to have been copied by skilled scribes froo menuscripts
that would hasve been considered correct by the Tannaim,
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10.

In all of the following examples, the reading of the Vulgate,
if certain or nearly so, has been given, because the Vulgate
is the Version most likely to represent a Hebrew text used
by the Amoraip in Israel, 7This information will be referred
to in note 12.

(a) Examples of disagreement between Theodotion and the re-
ceived text:

Is 10:28 DP1Y hoi loipoi (i.e. Aquila, Symmachus
and Theodotion); N’¥ received text and Vplgate,

Is 10:29 11732 Theodotion; 11732 received
text, Aquila, Symmachus, to Hebraikon, the LXX
colum of the Hexapls, and the Vulgate.

Is 11:3 8*77?% Theodotion (rrobably); ‘i re-
ceived text, Symmachus (probably), Aquila, and
Vulgate.

Is 13:9 3XY 117987 Theodotion, Vulgate, and the
printed editions of the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el;
AR Jiam received text.

Is 14:32 *2?b Theodotion and Aquila; °*2X7D
received text, Symmachus, and Vulgate.

Is 21:8 ?X*9x Theodotion; 1*9% received
text, Aquila, Symmachus, Vulgate.

Is 30:23  73pp Theodotion, Aquila, (and perhaps
Symmachus), and Bereshit Rabbah; 7?3PD  received
text,

Is 33:6 1hY¥ Theodotion, Symmachus, Bavli Shabbat,
and Shemot Rabbah; 1°nY received text, Aquila,
and Vulgate.

Nahum 1:8 1?DPR  Quinta(= Theodotion; see

Barthélemy, Les Devanciers dfAcuila, part III,

chapter V) Aquila, and Pseudo-Theodotion (Barthélemy,

part IIT, chapter IX); AD1pPD received text; see Symmschus

and Vulgate.,

Habakkuk 3:1. 133*0a% Murabba‘at text of the

Minor Prophets in Greek (Barthélemy, Les Devanciers

&’ Aquila, p. 198, line 5), which is to be identified

with Theodotion or his school (Parthélemy, pp. 198-202);
*33°977 received text and probably Aquila.
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Je 20:11 197 (read as 19 X7 ) Theodotion;
12 ¥  received text.

(b) There are some examples of the agreement of Theodotion
and Aquila against the received text in the first part
of this note, ZExamples of disagreement between Aquila
and the received text, with Theodotion's reading not
known or Theodotion agreeing with the received text:

Is 8:17 0°n%R  Aquila; ‘9 received text,
Symmachus, and Vulgate.

Is 27:4 N0 D0 Aquila (and possibly
Symmachus), some Tanhuma texts, Vulgate; N>V 3*29
received text,

Is 33:20 13?7910 Aquila (and perhaps Symmachus),
Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el and Mechilta deRabbi
Shinfon ben Yohai; 137910 received text and
Vulgate.

Is 37:11 v NR  Aquila; TR received
text,

Je 38 (45): 26 23K  Aquila; ?3X received
text.

Ez 6:3 238 Aquilas; *3X  received text,

Bz 12:11 03? Aquila; 0a%? received text,
Symmachus, Theodotion, Vulgate.

Ez 16:61 1hpn2 Aquila{see Reider, Prolegomena,
chapter IV, paragraph 39); JPIP3  received text,
Theodotion, and Vulgate.

Ez 19:7 971 Aquila and perhape Vulgate; 97
received text, Symmachus, Theodotion,

Ez 27:16 of1)1x Aquila; DBIX received 'E:éxt,
Symmachus, Theodotion, Vulgate,
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Ez 4,0:2 7330 Aquila; 333D received text,
Symmachus, Theodotion, and Vulgate.

Avos 8:3 N1 or *9%% Aquila (but as this -

reading is supparted by manuscript W of the LXX and the

Sahidie, which, as Barthélemy has shown in Les

Devanciers dfAquila, part III, chapters VI and VII, de-

pend on Theodotion (R), we should probably resd €

for o or add &' [Quinta = Theodotion]), and Vulgate;
marw received text and Symmachus; Pseudo-

Theodotion dif'fers,

Joel L:3 DY 731 Murgbba‘at scroll of the Minor
Prophets in Hebrew (DD, vol. II) and Aquila; *2¥ ¥X3
received text.

Zeph., 3:9 n*nya 2> PR Aquila and Pseudo-
Theodotion; u'nyn 2y Murabra‘at scroil of the
Minor Prophets in Hebrew; 0?0y PX  received
text and probably Symmachus; the Vulgate reads X
o*oy(1) e p oy(a) Y. i
More examples are given by Reider, Prolegomena, chapter I,
paragraph 17 (specially JQR vol, IV p. 356) and chapter IV,
paragraphs 37-41, As Barthélemy has shown that the Greek trans-
lation of Ecclesiastes is Aqrila's (Les Devanciers d?Acuila,
part I, chapter I, paragraph 4) we can add the variant readings
given by Gordis in his commentary (Xoheleth =~ The KFan and
His Vorld, pp. 140-142), Some more examples can oe found in
Reider and Turner, An Index to Acuila, passim. Ziegler remarks
on some of Aquila's deviations from the .T in his editions of
the Prophets. )

I have taken some of the readings of Aquila listed above from
Reider, Reider and Turner, or Ziegler. but have checked all
of them, The reading on Amos 8:3 is taken from Barthélemy,
Les Devanciers d’Aquila, p. 262, ‘

(¢) Instances of dissgreement between guotations in Tannaitic
texts and the received text can be found in the apnaratus to
this thesis, passim, The most convincing examples are the
readings in mentioned in this note for Is 13:9 and 33:20, and
the ones mentioned in note 25, See alsc note 33, part ( g

on Dt 17:3.
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(ﬁ) The divergencies between the Murabba‘at text of the
Minor Prorhets in Hebrew are given by Milik on pp. 183=-
184 and p. 205 of vol, II of Discoveries in the Judaean
Des=2rt, See gbove on Joel i4:3 =2nd Zeph 339,

11, This point is very important. See below, beginning of section
2(b), pe 29 bottom = 3C top, and note 33,

12, By post « Amoraic texts, T mean tho Tanhuma-Yelammeder sermona,
See below, section 4(c).

(2) Examples of disagreement between quotations in Amoraic or
post-Amoraic texts, and Theodotion or Aquila or both:

Is 19:4 0°9p 0%3{1)T1X Tanhuma-Yelammedenu
texts and Vulgate; ATP O0Y3ITR received text ,
Aquila, ar.d Theodotion.

Is 24,:11 DA? Tanhuma; 3?1 received text,
Theodotion, and Vulgate. y

Is 33:16 NT120 Bereshit Rabbah; DITIL re-
ceived text, Aquila, Symmachus, Theodotion, and Vulgate.

Is 34:11 1'?Y resiqta deRav Kahana and Wayyigra
Rabbah; 17??¥ received text and probably Aquila.

Is 35:5 Niyoen Pesiqta deRav Kahana;
ainnan received text, Aquila, Symmachus,
Theodotion, and Vulgate,

{b) Examples of disagreement between quotations in Tannaitic
texts and the Vulgate and be foundi in note 10 on Is 33:20
and note 25 on Is 4:5 and 9:4. Although only these exam-
ples of this disagreement between a gquotation in a Tannaitic
text and the Vulgate could be found, it should be noted
that this is due to the rigorous requirements of selection.
It not only had to be established that a variant reading
in a quotation was genuine, but that it was well-enough
attested in a2 Tammaitic text to be assumed to be the ori-
ginal resding in it; and it is not always possible to tell
whether the Vulgate supports a variant reading or not,

The only certain instance of agreement between a variant
reading in a quotation in a Tannaitic text and the Vulgate
is the reading in Is 13:9 mentioned in note 10,
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1.

1.
15.
16.

17.

18,

19,

21,

22,

(¢) ZExamples of disagreement between Theodotion or Aquiia
and the Vulgate are given in note 10,

n the need for care in using the Vulgate, see below, pp.65
bottom -66 top. It should be remembered that the Palestinian
Targumrs contain material from very disparate periods, :

Segal, Mevo Hammigra, paragraph 803, and specially note 12,

Op. cit., paragraph 803, p. 895.

All of this paragraph is taken f'rom Segal, op. cit., para-
gra;h 803.

By sub-traditions, I mean traditions of the text differing
from each other only in the tiniest details, as opposed to
the major differences that merk different recensions,

Hammigqrs Wetargumsw, beginning of appendix. 3, p. 316 of the
Hebrew text.

Notice that the LXX is well befare Rav Hamnuna's time, the
Peshitta probably contemporary ar slightly later, and the
Vulgate much later, On the other hand Theodotion, after the
LXX but before Rav Hamnuna, had ocur reading in his text,

First one then the other reading is attested in Israel: LXX «=
variant reading; Theodotion— received reading; Rabbi =
variant reading; Vulgate — variant reading; MT of Tiberias—e
received reading.

Considering the evidence of the previous note, the explanation
is probably the use of slightly different texts in different
cireles, See below, section 2(b).

Segal, or, cit., paragraph 803,

Segal, op. cit,, paragraph 807, pp. 900 bottom-901 top, re-
marks that gll the Versions tend to agree with the Babylonian,
and gives some exanples, Llore examples are of the agreement
of the IXX, Aquila, Symmachus, Theodotion, The Peshitta, and
the Vulgate with Fastern and Western readings are given by
Gordis, The Biblical Text in the Making, pp., 71=74, who ob=-
serves -that Zastern readings predominate. Numerous examples
of the agreement between quotations in Palestinian texts and
Targum Yonatan on the Prophets can be found in the notes to
the apparatus of this thesis.
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23, These are the readings supposed to have been changed by the
LXX translators, and the Tigqune Soferim. See the next note,
Readings that were definitely removed from the text are those
found in the minority of the three manuscripts of the ‘Azarah:
see Talmon, The Three Scrolls of the Law That Were Found in
the Temple Court,

24, Examples of the readings found in certain mamsecripts, but not
regarded as correct by the transmitters of the tradition, are
the changes supposed to have been made by the translators of
the 1LXX., See the anonymous tradition in the Mechilta deRabbi
Yishma‘el, Pisha 14, p. 50 of Horovitz and Rabin's edition;
Yerushalmi Megillah chapter 1 halachsh 11, leaf 71 col. 4 in
Bomberg's edition; Bavli Megillah 9a; Massechet Soferim 1:8;
Massechet Sefer Torah 1:9; Printed Tanhume Shemot paragraph
22 and Buber's Tanhuma Shemot leaf 6, The readings are dis-
cussed in detail by Geiger, Hammiqra Vetargumaw, pp. 281 bot-
tom - 287 top., The following ini'ormation is taken from his
work,

If these readings are treated by the author of the passage as
deliberate changes in the [wocess of translation, they could
not have been regarded by him as the correct or standard read-
ing in the Hebrew text. In spite of this, one of these read-
~ings is not only found in another Tamnaitic text, but used to
derive halachah, In an anonymous passage in the Sifre on

Dt. 17:3, paragraph 148, a halachah is based on the presence
of the word 83397 at the end of the verse, as in the list
of changes in the Mechilta, and against our received text,

Anothexr one of these reading is attested in an Amoraic text,

but is treated either as an old, discarded reading or merely

as an exegetical explanation. In a comment by Rav Natan on

Ex 12:40 in Bereshit Rabbah 63:3 on Gn 25:19, p. 680 of

Theodor -nd Albeck's edition, the addition of the words Y1%3{1)
(7w13 ¥1%21) 1933, approximately as in the list in the

Mechita and as in the LXX, after the wards D*7¥D YIX3,

is used to explain a chronological anomaly. There is no re-

ference to the LXX,

The Tiqqune Soferim are changes supposed to have been made
in the text for the theological reasons. 4 full discussion
and refercnces are given by Geiger, Hammiora Wetargumaw, DP.
199-223, and specially pp. 199-203; Barthelemy, Les Tigguné
Sopherim; Segal, Mevo Hammigra, paragraph 78l; Ginsburg,

132



Introduction to the Massoretico = Critical Edition of the
Hebrew Bible, pp. 347-363 » Bacher, Terminoclogie, part I,
article 137, and Liebermann, Yewanut, pp. 170-177.

Iists can be found in the Mechilts deRabbi Yishma® el, Shi-
retha 6, p. 135 of Horovitz and Rabin's edition, the Printed
Tanhuma, Beshallah 16, end the Sifre on Numbers, paragraph
84, p. 81 of Horovitz's edition, and Keller, Fragments d’un
traité d’exégese massoretique, pp. 79-83, The Mechilta and
Sifre give tiie list in the name of R, Yehudah [ben *I‘ai];
the Tanhuma and Keller's fragment give it anonymously., Rr-
ther references are given by Barthélemy p. 286 note 5 and

Peo 287 note 1, Horovitz and Rabin in the notes to the
Mechilta, Girmburg pP. 350-351, Keller, pp. 81-832, and Lieber-
menn,.

The reading that concerns us here, the change of 1317y to
13%¥ in Zech, 2:12,is reported separately in the name of

R, Yehudah [ben ?I1¢ai] in the Mechilta deRabbi Shim‘on ben

Yohail on Ex 3:8, p.2 lines 3-4, and in tiie name of R, Yehoshua®

[ben Levi] in Shemot Rabbah 13:2,

Barthélemy, in his article Les Tigquné Sopherim, pp. 290-291,
(sce the context as well) shows convincingly that the Kaige
Recension (i.e., Theodotion or a translator of the same school)
translated tou ophthalmou mou. Barthflemy thinks the trans-
lator read 137¥ din the Hebrew and translated as he did
because he had a tradition that the original reading was

This is poss:.ble, but seems unlikely. He admits himself
(pp.290-291) "... on le voit cependant soucieux de rehdre

en grec les particularités du texte hébraique d’une facon aussi
objective que possible ... D’ailleurs notre recenseur vit a
une époque ou le respect pour la lettre du texte &tait adid

un principe solidement enraciné"., Such a translator would pro-
bably not have dared to change the text.

The reading *3%Y is supported by the Vulgate, Barthélemy
doubts that Jerome read *3%% in his Hebrew text, but thinks
that he translated as he did under the influence of the
Quinta, which in the Minor Prophets is to be identified with
Theodotion. This does not seem likely either. Jerome used
the Greek Versions as a help in understanding the text, and
they do influence his wording, but he did not substitute var-
riant readings from them for what he found in the Hebrew. See
Kedar~-Kopfstein, The Vulgate as a Translation, pp.59 bottom-
62, and the third parsgraph of his article Divergent Hebrew
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Readings in Jerome's Isaiah. In any case, Jeroms is not very
mich influenced by tne Quinta cr Theodotion: he refers to
Symmacrus and Aquila much oftener, and most of the influence
on the wording comes from Symmachus, It is quite possible,
then, that Jerome did read 3%V, and if this is so, it
is very good support for the presence of the reading in the
text used by the translator of the Kaige Recension,

The translator of the Kaige Recension (probably Theodotion)
lived in the first century A.D., and probably worked under
Tennaim of the first generation. If he did read *3°7%,
it means that some Tannaim of the first generation still read
23°Y  where R. Yehudah ben *Ilfai, a Tamna of the fourth
generation, read 1377V- R. Yehudah and R, Yehoshua‘’ ben .
Tevi both attribute the change to the Soferim, so that it must
have been made well before the time of the Kaige Recension,
and this dating is confined by the LXX, which reads 1 %Y.
Tt seems that during the first generation of Tamnalm some ar
most texts read 13%9, but some still read *avy.

25, (a) Examples of disagreement between quotations in Tannaitio
texts and Theodotion or Aquila:

Is 4:5 1158 29 Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el,
Bereshit Rebbah (in part), and various Tanhum-
Yelammedenu texts; 1102 ?3 2?9 received text,

to Hebraikon and hoi loipoi panta (i.e. Aquila,
Symmachus, and Theodotion ), Yulgate,

Is 24:21 ADTRY  Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el and
various Tanhuma~Yelammederm texts; ABTRA 231
part of the textual witness of both Mechiltas;
ADIRA ?Y received text, Symmachus, Theodotion,

Is 9:4 YUY 2 various Tannaitic texts all depend-
ing on & derash by R, Me’ir; ¥ya2 received text, Aquila,
Symmachus, Vulgate.

Is 5:18 nin1ayom Sifre on Numbers, and
the printed editions of Bereshit Rabbah; n123¥33 received
text, Aquila, Symmachus, Theodotion.

The examples are listed in descending order of reliability
of attestation.

I have found only two certain instances of agreement be-
tween a quotation in a Tannaitic text and Theodotion

or Aquila against the received text: see note 10 on

Is 13:9 and 33:20,
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(b) Mumerous examples of disagreement between Theodotion and
Aquila are given in note 10.

(c) In only three of the instances of disagreement between
the Murabba‘at mgnmuscript of the Kinor Prophets in Hebrew
and the received text do we know Jcuila's reading, In
Joel L4:3 Acquila agrees with the Murabba‘at manuscript
against the received text (sese note 10); in Habakkuk
3:10 Symmachus and hoi loipoi agree with the received
text in reading 02¥ 0?0 BI1 instead of 12717
"hYay u°bd; in Zeph 3:9 Aquila agrees with the
Murabba‘at manuscript against the received text, (see
note 10). In no instance of divergence of the Murabba‘st
manuscript from the received text do we know the resad
ing of the Quinta (= Theodotion), '

(@) Instances of contradiction between Tammaitic midrashim
are very hard to establish, because in most cases the
reading agreeing with the received text could be éue to
normalization by later copyists. Only when the received
reading is mentioned specifically ar used as the basis
for an argument can it be assumed to be the reading ori-
ginally in the text. An instance is the reading 072¥?
in Dt 17:3 in the Sifre, as opposed to the received read-
ing in the Mechilta. (See above, note 23),

26, This is amply shown by the quotations in Tiberian Amorain
texts (the Talmud Yerushalmi except Neziqin, Bereshit Rabbah,
Wayyiqra Rabbah, Echah Rabbah, and the Pesiqts deRav Kahana
along with part of the Pesiqta Rabbati: see below, section

4 (b) (1) ).

27. The Ta.nl;mma-Yelammedenu texts used far this wark are listed
in part 4 (c¢) of the introduction,

28, Divergent readings in Gaonic texts can be taken from Aptowitzer's

work, passim.
29. Aptowitzer, passim; Diaz Esteban, The Sefer COklah w’COklah.

30, Exsmples are given by Sperber, A Historical Grammar of
Biblical Hebrew, pp, 520-555,
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31. Ginsburg, Introduction to the Hsssaretico-~ Critical Edition
of the Hebrew Bible, p. 246 and p, 2@5, gives some differences
in the consonantal text. Notice that the ben Maf'tali reading

T3IR  in Is 30:23 is supported by a guotation in Beteshit -
- Rabbah. It is possible, of course, that the readings given

a8 ben Naf'tali's in the sources mentioned by Ginsburg are not
his, but the readings of certain manuscripts that were assumed
to be ben Naftali's because they were not ben Asher's, See
Goshen~Gottatein, The Rise of the Tiberian Bible Text, note 121,
If this is so, the present argument is not affected, since the
readings are still evidence for divergencies between Palestinian
Masoretes,

32. Aptowitzer, passim.

33, (a) Kahle, in his article Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des
Pentateuchtextes suggests (p. 34 top) that when the Masoretic
recension was accepted officially, the Masorah was con-
cerned with the major differences between the Masoretic
recension and others,so that minor differences within
the Masoretic recension wer® ignored, and (p.32) that
the work of pointing the text provided the first oppor-
tunity of fixing the text in detail, This may well be
true, but it does not answer the problems just mentioned.

(b) Pfeiffer says (Introduction to the Old Testoment, p.79):
"It is clear from the variants that still persist in gll
the ancient versions made after 130, that the of'ficial
text of Akiba, if we may call it so, did not entirely
eliminate other textual recensions circulating at the
time, and that copyists of the standard text continued
to make some unwitting or deliberate slight changes.
Consequently, when the Masoretes undertook to fix the
text in all its minute eccentricities, they were confronted
with veriants which were too well attested to be summarily
suppressed”, The references given by Pfeiffer include
the article by Kahle referred to above, and the criti-
cism macde there applies here too, Pfeiffer's view dif-
fers slightly from Kahle's. Kahle considers R. ‘Aqiva
and his school to have vroduced a recension, but not
an absolutely fixed text: "... die Masora zunichst damit
zu tun hatte, alle grosseren Differenzen zu
beseitigen, und deshalb kleinere bisweilen Ubersah"

(p.}h top); Plfeiffer seems to be of the opinion that R,
‘Aqiva's text was fixed in all details, Both date the
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recensional activity during the time of R. ‘Agiva.
Gordis seems to have proven that the activity must
hgve been well before this time: see the prolegomena
to the re-issue of The Biblical Text in the Makinz,
scotion IV, and Fhe Biblical Text in the Making,

'PP. 46 - 47, His dating is confirmed by the evi-

dence of Theodotion's version, which we now know to
have been made in the early first century (see below,
PP. 64-65). His view that this activity extended to
absolute fixing of the text must, however, be chal-
lenged, This matter will be discussed below,

Orlinsky, in his prolegomenon to the re-issue of Gins-
burg's Introduction to the Massoretico-Criticel Edition
of the Hebrew Bible, pp. XX « XXIII, shows that the
consonantal Masoretic Text was not uniform befare the
time of the Masoretes, Vhether he considers the Masow
retes themselves to have established a fixed consonantal
text is uncertain., On p. XXIITI he says: "In ‘ine, any
such contention as "But we are editing as ‘'masoretict
only the Hebrew text of the Masoretes (or, of Ben Asher)"
inmediately falls to the ground of its own accord. There
never was and there can never be "the masoretic text"

or "the text of the Mascretes." ",” This seems to imply
that the consonantal text is not firxed, and this inter-
pretation is confirmed by the position of thisz statement
after g series of examrles dealing with varjations in

the consonantal text, In the same paragraph, however,
{(p. XXIV top) he goes on to talk about the differences
between the Aleppo Codex, Leningrad B 19a, anfi British
Maseun Or 2626-27-28 (the basis of the British and Foreign
Bible Society's edition) and these manuscripts are prac-
tically identical in their conscnantal text, even in the
matter of full and defective spelling, and differ mostly
in tiny details of the pointing ~nd cantillation marks.
The continuation of his argument deals with the way of
setting out the gere readings. Orlinsky prefaces these
examples with the statenment:; "An excellent justification
of this viewpoint may be gained from the manner in which
the various just-mentioned editions of the Bible-— each
of them claiming the last word in masoretic autharity —
treated the imnortont aspects of masoretic activity which
the Kethib-Qere system constitutes.”, so that it seems
that he is not really concerned with consonantal readings
on the first half of p. XXIV, IThe parts of Qrlinsky's
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argument are sound, but there does not seem to be aﬁy
logical connection between pp. XX-IXTIII and p. XXTII
bottom, or p. ¥XIII bottom end p. XXIV top.

In his article The Origin of the Kethib-Cere Systen,

he assumes, following Wellhausen, that the stimulus

and the opportunity to fix the text completely was pro=-
vided by the activity of pointing. He argues (pp. 187-
152) that the ketiv and gere readings were established
by the Masoretes on the basis of three msmuscripts,
Then they disagreed, the majority reading was made the
gere and the minority the ketiv. Presumably, when he
refers to the Masoretes, he means the Tiberians, as the
Babylonian ketiv-gere readings are different, The im-
plication seems to be that a completely fixed conscnane
tal text (aside, perhaps, from details of spelling) was
establighed., Orlinsky has not explained his views on
the persistence of variant readings after the close of
Mesoretic activity in Tiberias. ([I have not been able
to get hold of a copy of his article Problems of the
Kethib-Cere in the JACS, vol. LX, pp. 30-L5].

Orlinsky's views may be correct, but like Kahle and
Preif'fer, he has not explained ar realized the difficul=-
ty of the Tannaim or Amoraim accepting the persistence
of variant readings in the text.

(3) Roberts(The (Old Testament Text and Versions, p.29) realizes
that the text was not fixed in all details before the
period of Masoretic activity in Tiberias, and considers the
text to have been finally fixed by "the ben Asher Massoretes",
The observation that the text was not zbsclutely fixed be-
fore the activity of the lasoretes of the ben Asher family
is correct, although it might be more correct to say that
the last generation of Tiberian Masoretes fixed the {ext
and that the sub-tradition imown as ben Asher's later be-
cam® generally accepted. The implication that the Masoretes
of the ben Asher family produced a standard consorantal
text is rather dubious: from what we know of their activity,
their interest was in the pointing. On p. 44 he says that
"the aimof the Massoretes was to vreserve the text which had
by that time, and largely as the result of their own labours,
assumed the authority of a standard text.® His statenent
{p. 29 vottom) that the ben Asher text "received official
status by the decree of Maimonides" is quite wrong: see
below, p. 33 and note 46,
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Roberts's view on the persistence of variant readings

is that one text-form gradually replaced the rest, and
that the standardization began in the time of R. ‘Aqiva
(p.25, pp. 28 bottom-29 top; summary p. 29 bottom). The
plcture that he gives of the process of standardization

ir impossible. He speaks of "a Litter and coenstant
struggle® (p.28), "the final struggle of the various
schools" (p.29), the "die-hard traditions" of the Rab=
binic academies (p.29)., Unlike Christians, who have

gone to war over disputes in readings in the NT, Jews
have never had bitter and constant struggles over the
text. There are no disputes over reading (as opposed to
the division of words) anywhere in either Talmud or any-
where in any midrash. Roberts says (».29 top): "Disunited
Judaism, lacking a unifying force in its religion because
of sects and creeds, had to be most circumspect in its at-
tenpts to remedy one of the main fundamental causes of its
dissension, by fixing a standard text-form of the Bible,"
thy did the Jews have to be "most circumspect", and what
are the "sects and creeds" referred to? Hhardly the Samari-
tans, because neither the Jews nor the Sa&maritans would
have let each other's opinion deter them from fixing the
text, Hardly the Sadducees, because there is no evidence
that the Sadducees and Pharisees disagreed over the text
of the Bible, the Sadducees disappeared soon after the
fall of the Temple, and their opinion would have been irre-
levant to the Pharisees anyway., Hardly the Qaraites,
considering that Rabbanites and Qaraites have always been
ready to accept each other's text. Anyway as Roberts him-
self recognizes indirectly (p.29), the only relevant tra-
ditions are those of the various Rabbinic academies, and
they were hardly divided into sects and creeds, Roberts's
view is a travesty of Eissfeldts. :

Eissfeldt (The Old Testament: An Introduction,pp. 684-485)
is of the opinion that the text was gradually standardized
a8 variant forms of it were replaced. This is quite pos-
sible, but does not explain the persistence of variant
readings after the lMasoretic period, or the atiitude of
the Tannaim and Amaraim to variant readings,

In the prolegomenon to the re-issue of his book, The
Biblical Text in the Making, Gordis has gone into the
question of the origin of the Masoretic recension in de-
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tail, He repeats the arguments put forward in chapter

4 of The Biblical Text in the Making, and adds important
evidence., Uafortunately, the work is very uneven, and
some impressive arguments are spoilt by carelessness,

It has already been mentioned (this note, part (b) ) that
Gordis dates the establishment of the Masoretic Text to
before the destruction of the Temple, and that the evi-
dence now available on the date of Theodotion confirms
his conclusion. Zven without the evidence of Theadotion,
the outline of his argument appears unassailable, It

is Gordis's other point, that the Masoretic Text was
fixed in all details from before the destruction of the
Temple, that is rather badly argued and is, in fact, open
to severe criticism. This note will be concerned with
pointing out the inadequacies of the argument. Probably
Gordis cvould put forward a very good case for his view
if he chose, and it is to be hoped that he will do so,

Section I of Gardis's prolegomenon bears the marks of
haste,

He does not seem to know Kahle's view, On p. XII he

says, correctly, that Kahle and his school deny the
existence of an archetype, but without giving an exact
reference to any of Kahle's wark, On p, XIII he says:

"Not all scholars believed that the variations remagined
mmercus for so long a period as the centuries between
Rabbi Akibe and the medieval Masoretes., Some admitted

that the consonantal text (vocalization does not enter in-
to consideration here) remained more or less fixed begine
ning with the second century." Vho are the scholars who
believe that the variants remained numerous up till the
time of the Masoretes? The only possible reference is
Kahle and his school, mentioned on the previous page, in-
cluding Powis Smith, mentioned in note 8, Vhat he dces

not realize is that Kahle does recognize that the consonant-
al text "remained more ar less fixed beginning with the se~
cond century.," See the refersnces to Untersuchungen zur
Geschichte des rentateuchtextes, at the beginning of this
note, and notice the following statement on p. 33: "Seit
ungefshr 100 n, Chr. ist in den offiziellen Jjudischen
Kreisen unser masoretischer Konsocnantentext als textus
receptus betrachtet worden —, sc konnte man vielleicht
LAGARDES Hypothese modifizieren.® (Italics to the last
word are mine).

This interpretation of Gordis's opinion is conf'irmed by
his statements in note 61, He says: "Kahle, who denies
the existence of an archetype for the Hebrew original,

mintains a similar view with regard to the Septuagint,
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Here, tdo, he denies the existence of an originally’
basic translation and maintains that many variants

of the Greek translation were in use and that the
Septuagint, as we know it today, is the result of a
long development, Cf. his Cairo Genizah, p.l41 ££f,"
Kahle does not maintain tha t the differences within
the Masoretic recension are on the same level as the
differences between the Greek translations and iecen-
aions the existence of which he assumes, It is one
of the central points of the article just referred

to that there are differences on that level between
‘'the Hebrew original of the LXX, the Samaritan, and
the MT, but as we have seen, Kahle recognizes that
within the VT itself the divevgencies are very slight,
Gordis's misconception of Kahle's view seems to be

due to a superficial reading of the second paragraph
on p. 28 of Roberts's Old Testament Text and Versions,
We will see in g moment that a superficial reading of
Roberts's work and a dependence on Roberts's statenments
about the views of other scholars without checking them
had led him into other mistakes,

Gordis does not seem to have read all the sources he
mentions in vart I of his prolegomenon. In note 8 he
refers to an article by G.M, (sic) Powis-Smith (sic),
Studies in (sic) the Masoretes, JACS (sic), vol. 45
(sic), 1927-1928, pp. 208 £f. (sic). Actually, the
author's name is J.M. Powis Smith, the title of the arti-
cle is Studies of the lasoretes; the journal is the AJSL
[American Journal of Semitic Languages and Literatures];
the volume is 44; the pages are 208 £, Gordis has given
the name of the wrong journal because he has copied the
reference straight from note 1 on p. 26 of Roberts's The
0ld Testament Text and Versions, The rest of the mistakes
are his own.

Gordis is not aware of what Powis Smith actuslly says.,

The relevant passage of Gordis's work is as follows

(p. XII): "On the basis of this evidence, Kahle and his
school concluded that there never had been an archetype,
and that variations in the Biblical text were widespread
in Jewish circles until the Middle Ages. One scholar went
80 far as to argue that there was no accepted text of the
Bible until the second edition of the Rabbinic Bible by
Jacob ben Hayyim (1521-1525)." A footnote at the end

of the second sentence refers to Powis Smith, VWhat he



does not realize is that Powis Smith did not write an
origingl article but a review of Kahle's Masoreten des
Westens, and that the view atiributed te him is his, but
shat he is only repeating what Kahle says, and not, as
Gordis believes, giving an original and extreme position
of his own, Murthermore, Powis Smith is not talking a-
bout the consonantal text, but about the pointing., (See
the third parsgraph of his review),

Gordis's misunderstanding is due to his taking the infor-
mation about Powis Smith's view direct from Roberts, who
seems to misunderstand them himself, Roberts refers to
Powis Smith at the bottom of p. 25 and the top of p. 26
in 2 way that on a superficial reading seems to indicate
that he did not believe the consonantal text was fixed
before the second Rabbinic Bible. What Roberts is talk-
ing about, however, is "variants of orthograrhy" (see
line 6 from the bottom on p. 25), rresumesbly full and de-
fective spelling. Roberts himself misunderstands Powis
Smith, who, as we have seen,refers to the pointing, Gor-
dis has misunderstood a view that is itself due to mis-
understanding, It is no coincidence that in the next
footnote he refers to p, 28 of Robertd's book,

Now that we have seen that Gordis has not read Powis
Smith's review, we can see why he makes some of the mis-
takes that he does. To anyone who does not know that it
is a review, and that the title is a description of the
contents of Kahle's Masoreten des Westens, the title
sounds rather strange, but if it is changed to Studies
in (sic) the Masoretes, it becomes quite a normal title
of an article, The title suggests a long article, so
Gordis has substituted 208 ff. for the page-reference
instead of 208 f, The rest of the mistakes are merely
due to careless copying.

s )

Gordis does not seem to have read Aptowitzer's work
either, In note 7 he refers to V. Aptowitzer, Das
Schriftwort in der rabbinischen Literatur, Vienna 1906
(sic); reprint edition, New York (sic), It seems that
he is not aware that Aptowitzer's work appesred as a se-
ries of articles, but thinks that it was a book, and is
not aware that it appeared in sections between 1906 and
1915, but thinks that it appeared all at once in 19C6.
Gordis has copied the reference from Roberts, p. 27 note
5, who has exactly the same wrong information, The re-




ference to the reprint is quite inadequate and probably
does not show that he has seen it,

Gordis's knowledre of the contents of Aptowitzer's work
i=s equally faulty. This matter will be discussed below,

On p. XIII Gordis says: "It was the all-powerful in-
fluence of Maimonides in the twelf'th century that suc-
ceeded in giving to the version of Ben Asher its authori-
ty as the official text of Rabbinic Judaism", Gordis is
not speaking in his own name here, but is giving the

view of other scholars. He does not, however, protest at
this view, even though as a Rabbi he ocught to be familiar
enocugh with the history of the halachah to know that there
has never been a formal declaration that any text wes
suthoritative, or that Maimonides has never been "all-
powerful” and was certainly nct so in the twelf'th century.
At least he has toned down Roberts's languasge, and has

not s=id that the ben Asher text "received official

status by the decree of Maimonides" (see above). Gordis's
note 10, against the last word of the sentence quoted
above, says: "This is essentially the view of Kahle accept-
ed by O. Eissfeldt, Einleitung in das AT, p. 306; see
Roberts OTTV, p. 28", 1 have not had access to the German
edition of Eissfeldi's book, but there is no reference in
Yaragraphs 115 or 116 of the English translation to such
an opinion of Kahle's, Once again, the source of the mis-
take seems to be Roberits; but the mistake is not due to
Roberts, but to Gordis's supert'icial reading of pp. 28-29
of Roberts's work. HNotice that Gordis does not give any
direct reference to any of Kahle's works here,

Gordis's explanation (pp. XXI bottom-XXXII top) that the
divergencies in quotations in Rabbinic texts agre due to
the use of popular manuscripts, because some scholars were
unsble to cbtain accurate ones, has been refuted by
Loewinger (prolegomenon to the re-issue of Aptowitzer's
Schriftwort, pp. XXXXIIT - XXXIV), As Loewinger says

(P XXXIV),it is no less difficult to copy an inaccurate
manuscript than an accurate one. Aside from this argument,
if' scliolars did misquote verses, they would have been
picked up on it at least occasionslly by their colleagues,
yet as Gordis himself says (p. XXXIV), there is no instance
of this haprening. (The disagreement between Rabbi and

R. Haninah bar Hama over a reading in Ez 7:16 is probably
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due to the use of slightly different official texts
in different academies: see sbove pp. 25-26).

Gordis's explanation does not agree with what is known
of the nature of these wvariants, If such readings ere
wistskes, why are they so frequently supported by the
Targun? How is it that the derash scmetimes depends on
a variant reading? How is it that certain variants keep
turning up in unrelated sources? How is it th-t some of
these readings turn up amuch later in Biblical conmenta-
ries and grammars, the last place where we would look
faor popular readings? How is it that some of them are
suvported by numerous Hebrew Biblical manuscripts? How
is it that there are variants reflected in Masoretic
lists and treateses? Cordis does not seem to be awure
of any of these phenomena, although examples of all of
them can be found throughout Aptowitzer's work,

It seems improbgble that Tannaim or Amoreim vould not
have been skilled enough to copy a mamuscript for their
own use, (It used to be expected in Eastern Europe

that each well~educated person would copy a Torah

scroll once in his lifetime: presumably a Tanna or Amora -
would have been aple to copy a manuscript fit for private
study). If a Tanna or Amora did not have his own manus-
cript, he would probably hpve used one in the acadenmv

or the synagogue. The Yelamnederm or Tanhuma texts,
which are abstracts of sermons preached in synagogues,
contain numerous variant readings, at least to the Pro-
phets, Presumably the preacher would have been able to
consult the synagogue codexes of the Prophets before his
sermon,

Gordis's singling cut of "the scroll of R. Meir" (p.XXI
bottom) as one of these manuscripts scholars "had to be
content with" is untenable, Are we to suppose that R,
Me’ir, a. professicnal scribe, was unable to get hold of
a maruscript agreeing with the official text? Vhy was
he not able to quote from the master manuscript from
which he made copies? If the manuscript was not his,
why did he not make a copy of it for his own use as
a meritorious act? Gordis does not mention that 1930
9*RD "1 Y¢  is the only manuscript referred to in any
Tannaitic or Amorsic text as still existing at the time
of the transmifiter of the tradition and containing va-
riant readings. PFor his reflerence to the reading of this



manuscript, Gordis gives Liebermann, Hellenism (Yewarut),
chapter I. Liecbermsnn (Yewarut, PP. 167-168) argues’

that the term XD "7 2?20 1980 refers both to

a particular mamuscript owned by R, Me’ir and a class

of mamuscripts agreeing with his text and differing from
the standard, and thic is apparently the origin of Gordis's
view. There are, however, serious objections to Lieber~
mann's view, as we will see.

I do not quite follow Gordis's argument in the last para-
graph of p. XXII (beginning "In the Diaspora") and the
first paragrarh of p. XXIII (ending with "a uniform,
universally accepted text), If he means the two para-
graphs to be taken together, he seems to be saying that
the divergencies in mediaeval Biblical manuscripts and
Genizah Biblical manuscripts are due to the limited know-
ledge of Hebrew of Diaspora Jews, If' he means the first
paragraph on p. XXXIII to be taken on its own, he seems
to b saying that because the Diaspora Jews were not

sware of divergencies between their text and the official
one, the divergencies in mediaeval Biblical manuscripts
and Biblical manuscripts from the Genizzh do not disprove
the existence of an archetype. Either way the argument

is precaricus. Many of these are carefully prepared model
codexes that are decidedly not the work of copyists with
a limited knowledge of Hebrew, There is no reason why such
panuscripts, or their ancestors, should not have been
copied from the text officially in use in Israel itself,

Neither in part I nor Part IV of the prolegomenon does
Gordis discuss the evidence of the post-LXX{ Versiocns.

This is rather surprising, He was criticized by Pfeiffer
{Introduction to the (ld Testament, p. 79, note 7) for

not consider.ng the evidence of variant readings in the
post~-IXX Versions and quotations in Rabbinic texts against
his theory that the text was absolutely fixed before the
destruction of the Temple. He must be aware of Pfeiffer's
criticism, since in note 9 he refers to p. 79 of Pfeiffer's
work., Although he does not acknowledge Pfeiffer's cri-
ticisms directly, the refutation of the evidence of va-
riant readings in Hebfew Biblical manuscripts and quotations
in Rabbinie texts may be meant as an indirect answer to
them, It would be expected that he would consider the
evidence of the post-LXX Versions as well, but he ignores
it. 1In fact, on p. XXXV he usges the argument, which is
perfectly valid, that as neither COrigen nor Jerome knew
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’

of any redaction of the Hebrew text, it must have been
well before their time, but ignoring the fact that the
later Greek Versions, as found in the Hexapla, and
Jercome's Vulgate, do not agree entirely with the re-
ceived text. Gordis is well acquainted with the Ver-
sions, as can be seen from The Biblical Text in the
Making, pp. 71-77, and in any case the references far
divergent readings in the post-LXX Versions are given
by Pfeiffer in the criticism just mentioned., Ignoring
this evidence weakens Gordis's argument seriously.

On p. XXXIX Gordis glosses over the evidence of the
Margbbafat texts., He refers to the "essentially Maso-
retic character of the Biblical texts in the Murabba‘at
caves" and observes quite correctly that the Masoretic
Toxt must have been in use well before this time, He

does not mention that the fact that the Murabbafat texts
are only "substantially" in agreement with the received
text seriocusly weakens the evidence for his view that the
Masoretic Text was absolutely fixed before the destruction
of the Temple. :

Liebermann (Yewarmut, pp. 167-168)regards the readings of the
maruscript known as M %o 170 and

the L17°*7108 b0 a8 being typical of the manus-
cript that R. Me’ir copied for the common people.

Loewinger (op. cit., pp. XXXIII-XXXIV) rightly points out
thet R, Mefir would not have been willing to distribute
such manuscripts, whether or not he used them for privsate

atudy.

The most important part of Liebermann's evidence for sup-
porting that the term 1°KD ‘9 2% 17120  refers toa
class of manuscripts is a statement by R. Hiya in Yerushal-
mi Sukkah 3:12 (53d bottom) 22 n®*%2*h 180 DIX Y7 {nY BX
JPTP? 1DN3 XA 1w anYen YD nR X pmip XD Y dhat
is meant is that R. Me’ir wrote  n*1%%31, as one word,
and R. Hiya maintained that it should be #* 1°%n, as
two words. We have no reason to suppose, however, that
the class of manuscripts referred to here should be iden-
tified with the particular manuscript known elsewhere as
178D ‘9 v 1950 (see loewinger, op. cit,, p.XXXII
for the complete 1list). In this passage of the Yerushalni,
it can be seen that scholars were .divided over whether to
write n?1%7?3  as one word or two, and that R. Me’ir's
custon of not dividing the word was very widespread, and
could even have been more usual than the custom of dividing
it. R, Me’ir 4is followed in this matter by the eminently
orthodox ben Nafteli, Another part of Liebermann's evi-
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dence is the agreement between 1?Xd ‘7 %¥ 13b0

and 017*I10K TbO, but the evidence for the
agreement is not so strong as Liebermann thinks, being
based on a corrupt and interpolated transmission of the
readings of ©I17%10K 190, see Loewinger, op.cit.,
rert II, specially pp. OV-XXI iop. Loewinger (op. cit.,
P. XXIV bottom) is probebly correct in distinguishing
between the manuscripts copied f'or distribution by R.
Me?ir, as referred to in Yerushalmi Sukksh, and the parti-
cular manuscript that was his personal property referred
to in the other passages.

Liebermarn does not seem to know of Aptowitzer's work,

but he does refer to paragraph 283 of the Yad Mal’achi
and R. Agiva Eger on Shabbat 55b. {Yewanut, p.169,

ncte 50), Liebermann's explanation that the variant read-
ings in quotation in Rabbinic texts are due to the use

of variant readings for haggadic purposes is untenable,
The examples given in the two references wentioned by him
are misleading because some of them are fairly major variants
affecting the meaning of the verse to some extent., [I did
not have access to the Yad Mal’achi when writing this in-
troduction, and make this statement from memory.] Lieber-
mann does not reslize that such variants are not typical,
and that the overwhelming majority are trivial variants
with no effect on the haggadic interpretation, and that
even when the variant reading does af'fect the meaning of
the verse the Tamma or Amora shows no sign of regarding

it as anything but the standard reading, Systematically
reading a few pages of Aptowitzer's work, or the apparatus
of this thesis, and looking up the passages in a few
cases of major variants, will show that this is so., Lie-
bermarin is wrong in saying that the wvariant readings are

- only found in haggadic passages. There are quite a few
halachic argumenta in Tannaitic and even Amoraic texts
based on a reading differing from the received one. See,
for example, Geiger, Hammigra vetargumaw, pp. 157 bottom-
158 top on Ex 22:24 in Bava Mesifa 7la; pp. 162 bottom=-
163 top on Ex 23:13 in the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el,
Kaspa 20, p.332 of Horovitz and Rabin's edition, and San-
hedfin 63b; p.309 on Dt 24:17 in the Sifre and other texts;
see above,note 23, on the reading nTay? in Dt 17:3;
see Sperber, A Historical Grammar of Biblical Hebrew, pp.
507-508 on Lv 4:25, 30, 34 in Sanhedrin La, and p.508 on
Ex 13:16, Dt 6:8 and Dt 11:18 in Sanhedrin 4b., See also
the explicit references to variant spellings in Ps 95:5
and 68:27 given by Sperber on p. 507.
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lre
35.

36,

37.
38.

39.

Mevo Hammiqra, paragraph 793, p.879.

The Dead Sea Scrolls and the History of the 0,T. Text
and specially DPp. 180-182, 1In tuis articie (p.182 top) he
puts forward the application of this theary to arthodox

Judaism with considerable reservation and in the last para-
graph of the article he implies that from the time of R,

- fAgiva onwards the text was completely fixed, It seems

that he has since modified his views, In a conversation

in Canberra in January, 1971, he put forward the application
of the theory to the variants in Tanmaitic and Amoraic texts
fairly definitely.

- I would like to take this opportunity to thank Professor

Rabin for his advice and encouragement.

Ginsburg, (Introduction, part II, chapter VIII) regards
the sevirin as readings formerly found in manuscripta,

See above, p. 22 and note 10, and p.23 and note 12,

O 13p XIpb. See Segal, Mevo Hammigra, par 782,
Pp.861 bottom- 862 top. This is The ninth of R. ’Eli‘ezer
ben Yose Haggelili's thirty-three ways of interpreting the
text ( n1TD ). The text of R, *Elifezer's baraita, with
a gemars giving examples of each middah, can be found in
chapters 1 and 2 of the Mishnat R, *Elifezer, and in another
form in the introduction to the Midrash Haggadol (see the
Midrash Haggadol on Genesis, pp.22-39). The ninth middah

is on pp.20~-21 of the Mishnat R, 'Eli‘ezer and p.28 of the
Midrash Haggadol on Genesis, The editors of the texts give
some more examples from Rashi and Qiml;xi in their notes,

That this middah is different in some way from the others can

be seen fron the warning attached to it: }]171*31 92Ta *np*RD
*RT1 1%3¥ya 1° w3 Ud aaIp 1ITa.

This warning is not found against the other middot. Another

peculiarity is the extreme rarity of its use, oegal regards

the example as ancient readings formerly in the text. The

matter needs further investigation,

Gordis (prolegomenon to The Biblical Text in the Making,
part V; The Biblical Text in the iaking, pp.4b-43) dates
the ketiv-gere readings to before tine destruction of the
Temple, Orlinsky, The Cripgin of the Kethib-Oere System
(p.187), dates the reading to the period of =stablishing the
pointing, :
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40, See below, pp.&i-65.
I..‘.I.'. See above, note 33,

42, The consonantal divergencies between the Westernsrs and
Easterners,Surans and Easterners, heharﬁeans and Easterners
ben Asher and ben Naftali.

43, Proof of all these assertions is to be found in section

2 (a),

4o The Dead Sea Scrolls and the History of the 0,T, Text,
p.181 bottom,

45, See the colophon to the Aleppo Codex (quoted by Ben-Zvi on
PP.13=14 of his article The Codex of Ben Aéhzrg, and see
below, note 47. Compare Goshen-Gottstein's remarks on the
halachic status of ben Asher's lay-out in par., 8 of The
Authenticity of the Aleppo Codex.

46, See Goshen-Gottstein, The Rise of the Tiberian Bible Text,
part IX, on the actual nature of Maimonides's pronouncement.
[ The Ihd ¥as not available to me: I rely on the quotation by
Goshen-Gottstein in note 1 of his article. <he Authent icity
of the Aleppo Codex]. .

On the acceptance of the tan Asher text before Maimonides,
see Goshen-Gottstein, The Rise of the Tiberian Bible Text,
par. 47. On the long persistence of reliance on ben Naftali
as well, see his note 135,

47, Notice that Mosheh ben Asher, the father of Aharon ben Mosheh
ben Asher, in his colophon to the Cairo codex of' the Prophets
(reproduced by Kahle as plate 17 in Der Hebraische Bibeltext
seit Franz Delitzsch) clgims the mexit of his manuscript to
be in its transmission of the »ointing and cantillation narks,

PIDD 7PRA MI27T 11752 YOW YBHYLI ONIIDRI ...)
(... aDKD »83°2 , and does not
menticn the consonantal text.

L8, Such readings would have had halachic validity af the time that
the manuscripts were copied or the editions printed.

49, See Sperber, A Histarical Grammar of Biblical Hebrew, pp.508-510

50, See Aptowitzer, Schriftwort, introduction pp.35-36 and his
. notes, specially note 7 p.35 and notes 1 and 2 p,36.
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51, As the consomantal text of ben Asher has become the accepted
text throughout the world, the text has become standardized
by custom, if not by decree.
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INTRODUCTION

1.

24
3.
L.

5e

6.
e

9.
10.

12.

Chapter Three

The distinction is not trivial., If the conditions that would
indicate that a reading is scribal error are not present, it
does not necessarily mean that it is genuine; and if the con-
ditions that incdicate that a reading is genuine are not pre~
sent, it Aces not necessarily mean that it is a scribal errar,

On the use of these symbols, see below, pp. 94-95.
See below, pe Y. '

i‘hese are commented on in the apparatus with the words w497T13>

<13733%> .

This applies to the omission or addition — particularly the
latter — of waw at the beginning of a quotstion. For exam-
ple, the readings 1D*TR®* D81 in Is 1:18 or D33y

in 33:15 could well be gemuine even in the withesses against
which an obelus has been put, L ,

See below, section 5 (d), pp. 95-98.

See below, section 4 (b) (i), pp. 83-85..
See below, section 4 (c), pp. 86-87..

See below, p.82, nbte .

The various text-witnesses are discussed in his introduction
to Bereshit Rabbah, section 10, pp. 104, bottom -138.

Some information on the reliability of the various text-wit-
nesses 8 given by Margulies in the course of the classification
on ppe XXXIV~XXXIX of his introduction, and again on pp. 6-7

of appendix 1, @137 XWp?*Y *I*0.

See Margulies, appendix 1, p.6, and note the following sentence:
D*391DTpa CTPPnyYDA ODIYY 1WA D2 TY ODINEA?. PN TER
q¥na AYIYR OTED DN 19YY L,VATHIT *IaTa 71EavY nprav?
170, Margulies is speaking of the text of the midrash, but
the copyists seem to have exercised the same freedom in correct-
ing what they thought to be mistakes in quoting Biblical verses,
Of course, some of the corre:tions could have been away from
the received 1reading - to a divergent reading, regarded by the
copyist as correct.
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13. The most probable examples are the readings ©I032 in
Is 3:11 BPA%% 4n 8:18, 0°¥R in 14313, and
IXT°D 9X1 4n 351k, |

It should be remembered, however, that an aprarently genuine
reading may be attested in only one manuscript because that
is the only one to quote the word, as in the case of the
readings 1DYTRY OXI in Is 1:18, or ‘¥® 5 in 1:20,

There does not seem to be much correlation between the value
of the various manuscripts for transmitting the text of the
midrash and their value for transmitting the text of the Bi-
blical quotation. The quotations in manuscript?, which
Margulies uses as the basis for his edition, agree almost
entirely with the MT, and the manuscript seems to give hardly
any genuine variants: on the other hand, it has hardly any
(or no) readings that could be called scribal errors.
Manuseript 1, which is described by Margulies on p. XXV of
his introduction as a%?1¥yDY 219N, has several readings
that appear to be genuine: notice, in particular, the read-
ing 0D?@R  in Is 14:13, found only in this manuscript.
Margulies considers the groups of Genizah fragments to be of
particular importance, but none of them contained enough
quotations from Is 1-35 to be evaluated.

14. See Mandelbaum's Hebrew Introduction to his edition (the
whole introduction is relevant) for an estimate of the re-
lative value of the text-witnesses in transmitting the text
of the midrash. See also his English introduction, pp. x-
xix, and specially pp. xvi-xvii. Mandelbaum (Hebrew intro-
duction pp. 18-=19) regards 4% as the most reliable
manuscript for the transmission of the text of the midrash,
but it does not seem to be any better than the rest in its
transmission of the Biblical quotations. Notice the reading

7IyoOn DOPIN TITXY in Is 35:5, which is probably
genuine, but compare its transmission of the text of Is 5:24.

15, Notice the 'large number of readings from this midrash marked
in the apmeratus to this thesis as probably or possibly due
to scribal error.

16. Sometimes it is the Genizah fragments that disagree with the
MT, sometimes the Midrash Haggadol.

17. According to Finkelstein (introduction to the first edition)

the most relibble manuscript of this midrash is 3, the
second X. [Finkelstein's articles on the relationship
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18;

19.
20,

and relative value of the text-witnesses in the Proceedings
of the American Academy for Jewish Research, vols, III and
V, to which he refers, but without mentioning the titles,
were not available to me]. See also the third paragraph
of his introduction to the second edition., It seems that
the text of 7, the Midrash Haggadol, has been re-worked,

There does not seem to be much correlation between the re-
lative value of' the various text-witnesses in transmitting
the text of the midrash and in transamitting the text of the
Biblical quotations, Notice, however, that @ stands
alone in giving a rather improbable reading in Ias 2:7-8,
that X stand alone in giving a reading that is probably
gemuine in Is 22:12, and that & stands alone in giving a

‘reading that is probably gemuine in Is 27:9 (in the last

tance 7 was not availsble).

On this matter, see Melamed, iniroduction to the edition

of the Mechilta deRabbi Shim‘on ben Yohai, pp. 47 bottom-48;
Rabinowitz, introduction to his edition’of the Midrash Hagga-
dol on Numbers, P.? toD.

See Is 637 and 26:19 in the apparatus for exampléa—.

It must be remerbered that for most parts of the Midrash
Haggadol on Genesis and Exodus Margulies only used five
manuscripts (sometimes six, sometimes four), so that a read-
ing found in only one of the mamuseripts used by him could
still be genuine. The reading 0t 193 02% in Is 22:14,
although certainly genuine, is only found in s single text-
witnesses, 7, in the Midrash Haggadol on Genesis, p. 715,
and if this passage were considered on its own, the reading
would probably be thought to be a scribal error,

Here are some examples of readings found in only one or two
maruscripts of the Midrash Haggadol on Genesis, but con-
firmel by other sources:

Is 4:4 ‘D DX, ms, T.

Is 4:5 ‘n ‘7:, mss, Qil.

Is 16:5 1r0>, ms. T.

Is 33:6 ﬂD:ﬂ, ma, the

Notice that the omission of 1? in Is 6:2 in Rabinowitz's

edition of the Midrash Haggadol on Numbers, although appa-
rently supported by all the manuscripts used by him, is not
supported by any of Fisch's manuscripts; or again, the read-
ing ‘0 0w jIK32 in Is 24:14, although found in only two
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21,

22,

23.

25.

26,
27.

28,

29,

30.

of Fisch's manuscripts, is found in sll of Rabinowitz's,

See Melamed, introduction to thé edition of the Mechilta
dePabbi Shim‘on ben Ibgai, pp. 47 bottom-48 top.

These are in the majority,

See Prijs's introduction to his edition of chapter 26 of
the Pesiqta Rabbati, pp. 11-13, and specially pp. 11-12;
Z2unz, Hadderashot beYishra’el, p. 119; Strack, Introcduction
to the Talmd and Midrash, ps. 213, Aside from these re-
ferences, the quality of the extant text can be seen by
opening Ish Shalom's edition practically anywhere.

‘Schechter refers to the corruption of the text on the first

Page of his edition and continually throughout the notes,
He gives a list of Biblical verses at the beginning of the
Addenda (JQR vol, VIII p. 313) with the comment that they
are "wrongly quoted" (the list is not complete, at least
for Isaich 1-35). |

The Pirst type is well kmown. For an example of the second,
see Is 1:21 in the apparatus. Examples of the second type
are always marked with a single asterisk: see below, section

5 (c), p. 96.

See the notes to the apparatus,

This is cﬁrtainiy 50 in some cases: see, for example,
Is 2:22 or 5:19, : i

See Is 22:3,

For a discussion of the problems of technique in using the
Versions, see Goshen-Gottstein, Theory and Practice of
Textual Criticism. Although all the examples are taken from
the LXa., the discussion can be applied to other Versions

with modifications. See also Rabin, The Ancient Versions and
the Indefinite Subject (the implications are wider than the
title indicates); Orlinsky, The Textual Criticism of the Old
Testament; Goshen-Gottstein, Biblical Fhilology and the Con-
cordance; Goshen-Gottstein, The History of the Sible Text and
Comparative Semitics.

The LXX is not a unity. This section deals only with the TXX
of Isaiah, which presents unique problems. General works on
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31.

32.

33.

35

the LXX are not mentioned. On the use of the LXX of

Isgiah for textual criticism, see Seeligmamnn, The Septuagint
of Isaiah, chapter two, pp. 39-69; Ziegler, Untersuchungen
zur Septuaginta des Buches Isaias, chapter I, op. 1-31;
Fischer, In welcher Schrift lag das Buch Isams den LXX vor?,
introduction, pp. 1-17; Cttley, IThe Book of Isaiash, vol, il,

notes,

An observation made by Seeligmann, op. cit., p. 58.

See Ziegler, Untersuchungen, chapters V, VI and VIII;
Seeligmann, The Septuagint of Isaiah, pp. 51+, 56-58; Ziegler,
introduction to his edition of the LXX of Isaiah (Septuagm‘ta
vol. XIV)}, pp. 95-99. Explanations of the deviation of the

LXX from the MT in individual casSes can be found in Ottley,

The Book of Isaiah (in the notes); Ziegler's Untersuchungen;
Seel:.gmann 8 book just mentioned; Geiger,
Prijs, Judische Tradition in der Septuaginta.

Omissions and contractions: Ziegler, Imtersuchungen, chapter
III; additions: op cit,, chapter IV; glosses: op cit., chap=
ter IV, V, and VIII, and Seeligmann, op, cit., pp. 56~58;
changes of inflexional morphemes: Seeligmann, op. cit., p.56'
substitutions {mostly due to translation of several Hebrew
words by the same Greek ward): 2iegler, Isaias (Septuaginta
vol, XIV), introduction, pp. 13-21; word-groups syntactially
re~-analys=d: Ziegler, Untersuchunze:r, chapters V and VIT and
Seeligmann, op. cit., pp. 556-58; words read in a way dis-
agreeing with the Mascaretic tradition: Ziegler, chapter vV, and
Seeligmann, op. cit., p.57.

See note 32, It may be added that the best way to get the
f'eel of the translator's working method is to read through

a few long sections of text with the MT open far comparison,
Reference to ths Targum and the midrash and Talmud (the
Yalqut Mechiri and Yalqut Shimfoni ~m Isaish are adequate for
this purpose), although 1t will not usually show any tradition
certainly held in common by these sources and the LXX, will
often serve to bring ocut the obscurities or exegetical amd
theological diff'iculties faced by the translator. Jerome's
commentary is of'ten very illuminating, as are the later
Greek Versions and Rashi,

On the tendency to build up a translation on a few words
theologically or otherwise important, see Seeligmann, op. cit.,
Pp. 56-58; Ziegler, Wntersuchingen, chapter V,
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36.

37,

38,

39.

It seems that when the translator understood the Hebrew,
there were no theological or exegetical difficulties in

the literal meaning of the text, he was not reminded of a
scribal passage somewhere else in the Bible, and was not
brought up against a concept that was paychologically sa-
lient for him (see Seeligmann, pp. 81-90; 105-108), he
translated the text accuwrately, though not necessarily word
by ward; in fact, in such cases he is as literal as
Symnachus, See, for instance, the translation of chapter I,
which is an attempt to translate the Hebrew exactly. Notice
that even verse 14, although toned down, N2 being trans-
lated as plesmonen, and KXWl *nRY3 as ocuketi aneso tas -
hapartiss hymon, is by no means distorted cr made vague, and
even in this case it is highly probable that the transla tor

‘was merely giving what he thought to be the literal meaning

of the verse, according to an exegetical tradition. Contrast
the Targup. In verse 22, the translation of O*»a 7132 XD
a8 hoi kapeloi sou misgousi ton oinon hydati is probably
meant to be literal but explamatory.

Sea Ziegler's introduction to his edition of Isaish, pp.36-
73, {and the corresponding sections in the other volumes);
Soisalon-Soininen, Der Charakter der Asterisierten”

Zusatze in der Sevtuaginta, and specially his conclusions,
PP. 193-197; Johnson, Die Hexaplarische Rezension des 1.
Samuelbuches der Septuaginta, pp. 7-15, 123, 142-146;
Jellicoe, The Septuagint and Modern Study, pp. 111-113, 134-

~ 146; Field, introduction pp. lxx-lxxxiii; Seeligmamm, op.

Ci.t .y Pp -13"16 .

Ziegler, introduction to his edition of Isaiah, pp.73-92

(and the corresponding sections in the other volumes);

Moore, The Antiochian Recension of the Septuagint; Metzger,
The Lucianic Recension of the Greek Bible; Jellicoe, op. cit.,
Pp. 157-171; Sezligmann, op. cit., pp. 16=-22; Field, intro-
duction pp. lxxxix-xcii. ‘

This can be seen from the frequent disagreement between the
sub-groups 0, oI, and oII, or the cases where only a part of
one sub-group has the reading, Ziegler, in his comments on
each of the sub-groups in turn (op. cit., pp. 36-53) dis-
cusses the extent to which each one transmits Origen's text,
For example of disagreement, see Is 1:7 (om laon Syh); 21:11
end; 34:7 end; 34:12 (+kalesousin V), Cp. Seeligmann {op.
cit., p.13):"... hardly any of the codices remained free
from Hexaplaric elements, while, on the other hand, none of
ther contained the integral text of (rigen's Hexapla..."
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40,

L3

The purpose of Origen's revision was to bring the Greek in
line with the Hebrew.

In such cases Ziegler marks the reading with an arrow
pointing down to the Hexepla~apparatus.

Readings taken from Aquila are the easiest to identify be-
cause of his rigid translation of a given Hebrew word by a
given Greek one, and the extremely literal, word for word,
method of translating. Symmachus's translation has a dis-
tinctive style, and can be recognised if the addition is
long encugh. Usually the alteration is slight or the ad-
dition is short, and then the source of the readxng is of'-
ten doubtful, I‘c seems, however, that Origen's revision was
-mostly done according to Theodotion, with Aquila being used
for individual wards, and Symmachus hardly used at all: see
Johnson, op., cit., p. 123 and p. 145, and Soisalon-
Soininen, op. cit., ppr.193-194.

See Ziegler, op. cit., pp. 83-90.

The current estimate of the nature of the Incianic recension
has lately been put seriously in doubt by Howard in his arti
cle Incianic Readings in a Greek Twelve Prophets Scroll from
the Judaen Desert., Although the article is only concerned
with the Minor Prophets, the cohclusions may well apply

to other books. See in particular his remarks on pp. 58-59:
"The Iucianic recension represents a drifting away from MT
possibly in favour of another textusl tradition, or possibly
through accidental scribal errprs, cr more than likely both,
and the readings of lucian which agree with R are simply
retinants of the R-type text left intact", Even if Howard

is correct, it will be seen that though the current theory

of the origin of the recension will need revising, it will

not have to be discarded. That there has been sone correction
according to the later Greek Versions, whether by way of
Origeri's recension or directly, can be secen from the numeraus
cases where the Lucianic text has an addition agreeing with
the MT but in the wrong place (Ziegler, op. cit., p.86 top)

or where there is s double reading, once acoord,lng to the
original reading of the LXX and once agreeing with one of the
late Greek Versions (Ziegler, same page). There is no doubt
that the Iucianic recension has numerous readings due to
inner-Greek stylistic inprovement, Ziegler (op. cit., p.85)
says: "Manche dieser Zusatze sind von lukian aus grammatisch-
astilistischen Grinden geandert'; (p.86): "Doch war nicht so
sehr M [=MT] massgebend als vielmehr das griechische
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by,
k5.

46,
b7

Sprachgefuhl des Rezensenten"; {p.87) "Die Lukian - Hss,
heben eine menge von Anderungen, die nmeistens rein gram-
matisch -~ stilistischen Natur sind und nicht duren M
bedingt sind"; see alsc p.89. Howards theory that the
Lucianic recension is a drifting away from R (The Kaige
Recension, probably Theodotion) will explain these phe-
nomena quite well., Cp. Barthélemy's couments (Les De-
vanciers d’Aquila, p. 127);: "C'eat essentiellement la
Septante ancienne, plus ou moins abitardie et corrompue,
Seulenment en certains livres cette forme de la Septante a
subi une recension systematique mais £clectique a partir
de Symmague, et parfois d'Aquila et de Théodotion. Jamais,
& ma connaissance, il ne s'agit d'une recension de premiére
main faite directement sur 1'hébreu®. This statement can
be reconciled with Howards theory by substituting "R" for
*la Septante ancienne",

Whatever the origin of the Ilucianie recension, in its present
form it is a mgss cf material from diverse sources lumped
together, Seeligman says {p.2l): "Morecover, the occurrence
of conflicting corrections is not limited to different places;
it may alsc be observed in the Lucianic version of one and the
sgme passage. To ascribe such places tc a single revisor
would be to assume a lack of the critical faculty to a de-
gree which, at any rate to the present writer, is hardly
imaginable®, Cp. Rahlf's (Iukian's Rezension der Konigsbucher,
P.293): "such aus dem Gesamtcharakter L's ldsst sich kein
Kriterium gewinnen. Denn der Hauptcharakterzug dieser Rezen-~
s8ion ist das Pehlen eines klaren Prinzips®.

For examples, see Ziegler, op. cit., pp. 87-88,

Mostly Symmachus. See the quotation of Barthélemy in note
43; Ziegler, introduction to his edition of the Minor Pro-
phets (Septuaginta vol., XIII), p. 84 and Ezekiel (Septuaginta
vol, XVI:1) p. 52.

See Ziegler, Isaias (Septuaginta vol. XIV), pp. 92-95.

A mixed mamuscript is one that has been influenced by the re~
censions, but inconsistently. Zee Ziegler, op. cit., in the
serarate leaflet "Erkliarung der Zeichen und Abkurzungen',
second page, under "codices mixti", S (ithe Codex Sinaiticus)
tends to stand alone: Ziegler, op. cit., introduction, pp.32-
33. See also Ziegler's comments on the Coptic Version, pp.33-
314-0 '
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L8,

49.

50,

5l1.
52.

23

55.

56.

57.

58.

On original readings preserved in only a single text-wite
ness or very few text-m’cnesses see Seeligmann, op. cit.,
PP. 9-110

On Origen's insertion of a translation of the article when
the original LXX omits it, see Soisalon-Soincinen, pp.S4~-
95, and notice his comment ",,.. der asterisierte Zusatz

des Artikels nur sehr sporadisch vorkommt, die von Crigenes
gebrauchte Vorlage hat nur selten Veranlassung dazu gegeben”,

Of course, the article is used continually in all forms of the
IXX of Isaiah, but only in conformity with Greek usage, not as
a translation of the Hebrew article.

on Aquila's translation-technique, see Reider, Prolegomens,

chapter I; Berth€lemy, les Devanciers d'Aquﬂa s PP.15-18,
81-88; Rahlfs Septuaglnta, introduction, section 4; Field,
introduc‘b:.on, Ppe XXi-xxiv,

Field, pp. omx- xoxxi.

On Theodotion, see Barthélemy, Les Devanciers d'Aquila {(the
whole book is concerned with Thecdotion directly or indirect-
1ly). Translstion-technique is dealt. with in part I, chapters
II and III, and part II, chapter I, pp. 91-109. See also
Field, pp. xxix -~ x1ii,

On ho Hebraios, see Field, introduction, pp. lxxvelxxvii;
and on ho syros, see pp. lxxvii-lxxxii.

Important notes on the transmission of the readings of these
Versions are given by Ziegler in his Textkritische Notizen,

See, for example, Ziegler's Hexapla-apparatus for the readlngs
of Aquila and Symmachus in Is 7:13; and see his remarks in the
introduetion, p.113.

See, for example, Ziegler's Hexapla - apparatus to Is 7:13
or 14:10; and see his remarks in the introduction, P.ll3.

Ziegler, introduction to his edition of Isaiah, pp. 114
bottom-115 top, -

For a survey of the textual tradition o« the Peshitta of
Isaiah, see Diettrich's introduction to his Apparatus criticus
and Goshen-Gottstein's Prolegomena to a Critical Zdition of
the Peshitta, pp.11-12, and 39-42. In addition, Goshen-
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59.

654

66.

67.

69.

70.

72,

Gottateint’s survey of the amount of variation within

the Peshitta as a whole (pp, 8—39) is useful for orienta-
tion, .

The Peshitta tends to add waw.

Goshen-Gottstein, Text and Language, mtmductlon, p. XII.

Diettri.ch;op. cit ey PPe XIII-Xav.

See Stenning, The Targum of Isaiah, introduction, pp. xii-
xiv. ‘

Examples: I.s 1:18 1D?TR? bBX1 ; 5:23 PYTS ; 8:7
338 3 30:18 127 ; 33:6 RI1o1 (see ths apparatus,
and notes to the appara.tus),, )

On Jerome s method of translating, see Kedar-Kopfstein, The
Vulgate as a Translation, specially chapter II, pp. 55-74,
and chapter V, pp. 274=285.

See the quotations of Jerome's own words by Kedar-Kopfstein,
PP.55-56, but see also Kedar-—Kopt‘ateln s warning on p. 56
egainst relying too mich on Jerome 8 statements of his princi-
Pleﬂo

Kedar-Kopfstein, op. cit., p.284, classifies the transletion
of the Psalms and latter Propheta as rigid and imitative.

Keder-Kopfstein, op. cit., pp. 277-278.
Kedar-—Kopsf’stein, op. cit., pp.259-270,

Biblia Sacra, Wurtembergische Bibelenstalt, Stuttgart. See
the bibliography for the details,

On the meaning of the terms "primary witness” and "secondary
witnessa", see the preface to the Stuttgart edition, p.XXIII.

Op. cit., p. XXITI. This is not stated in so many words, but
secems to be implied, -

Biblia Sacra Vulgatae Editionis, Sixti Quinti iussu recognita,
Rone, 1592, 1593, 1598.

The inclusion of a full collation of this edition is rather
strange, as the editors themselves admit that "as a text,
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5.

The
75

76.
7.
78.
79.

8o,

81 .
82.

83.

85,
86.

it left much to be desired" - (preface, p.XX). Its readings

could have been omitted with no loss at all, and the energy
spent on collating the text of the translation in Jerome's
connentary. ‘

Compare Roberts's observation (The 0ld Testament Text and
Versions, p. 262) that the text reconstructed on the basis
of menuscripts by the Benedictine monks (i.e. Biblia Sacra
juxta Iatinam Vulgatem Versionens; see his bibliography,
P.311) tends to ggree with the MT much more than does the
text of the earlier, uncritical editions,

Divergent Hebrew Readings in Jerome 's Isaiah, pp. 207-210.

'In the notes to the apparatus I refer to the two commentaries

as conum,, and COMM, , -

Tdeas related to those in this section are expressed by Goshen-
Gottstein in The History of the Bible Text and Comparstive
Semitics.

See Seeligmann, The Saotueint Version of Isaiah, chapter three.

See Jellicoe, The Septuagint and Modern Study, p. 9% bottom-
97 top.

See Les Devanciers d'Aquils, part I, chapter II,

See Silverstone, Aquils and Onkelos, p.23, and compare pp.28-
29; or see Yerushalmi Megillah 71lc¢c top and Yerushalmi
Qiddushin 59a top.

See above, p. 57 and note 42;
See above, p.58- and note 45,

Burkitt, quoted by Kahle, The Cairo Geniza, pp.269 bottom-
270 top,. .

Op. cit., pp.270-272. Notice that on p.272, lines 12 and 21,
"A.D" should be read for "B.C.": see Jellicoe, The Septuagint
and Modern Study, p. 247, note. 4.

Of the majority group, the group that included the Tanna’im,

Kedar-Kopf'stein, The Vulgate as a Translation, p.55.
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87.
88,

90.

o1,

92.
93,
9%,
%.
96.
9.
9.

99.
100,

101.

Op. cit., p.50 bottom.

Kedar-Kopf'stein, Divergent Hebrew Readings in Jerome's

Isaizh, section III.

As collated by Kennicott, de Rossi, and Ginsburg.

Die Jesaiah-Rolle und das Problem der Hebraischen Bibelw
handschriften: see also the introduction to Text and
Language, pp. X bottom-XI top; Biblical Philology and the
Concordance; the introduction The Book of Isaiah, Sample
Edition Isee bibliography under Hebrew Universaity Bible
Project, referred to from now on as the Sample Edition]

peragrarhs 16-18 and 81,

Die Jesaiah - Rolle, p. h3h;lText and.langgagg, introduction,
P. X1 top; to the Sample Edition, paragraph ©l,

See Die Jesaiah-Rolle, pp.429-433,

See above, section 2 (a) (v-vi), pp.28-29.

See p. 28, o -
Even including Biblical commentaries, o

See above, section 2 (a).

See note Ji. 7 |

The triviality of most variants within the Masoretic re-

cension, sce chapter 2 of this introduction, passim. OSee
P.30, and the examples in notes 10, 12, and 25 to chapter 2.

Introduction to the Sample Edition, paragraph 17,

Except, of course, perfect correction,

Genuine variants, in this case, are the remnants of altermative
readings within the Masoretic recension, as opposed to scribal
errors. I do not deny that many of the readings found in only
one or two of these manuscripts may be scribsl errors,

102. The significance of the term "very large nmumber" and the pre-

cision that can be given to it are explained on the next page.

103, There are mumerocus instances of the agreement of three, snd

even of all four.
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104.

105.

106.
107.

108,

103.
110.
111.
112,

115.

115,

Compare the Biblia Hebraica and the British and Foreign
Bible Society edition, and see Ginsburg's apparatus.

This does not necessarily mean that it is a genuine variant
in the Yerushalmi or the Midrash Haggadol (see the apparatus). .

See belm, Po 800

The text of these three mamuscripts throughout Isaiah woukd
be worth studying.

Relatively free of readings that could be called scribal errors.
Relatively free of readings that could be called misprints,
Depending on ﬁhether we count Kerm, 115 and 570,

Die Jesaiah-Rolle, p. 432, note 6.

Not most, as he says,
Goshen-Gottstein is quite correct in insisting on this point,
See above, section 2 (b).

See note 104 on Is 33:1 and 3:23,
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INTRODUCT ICN

1.

24

3.

4.

Chapter Four

This chapter is intended as a convenient survey and classifi-
cation of the texts used. It has been kept as brief as posai-
‘ble, and there is no attempt to give an introduction to the .
Talmud and midrash. More informgtion on the individual texts
can be found in Zunz and Albeck, Hadderashot beYisra’el, and
the introductions to the editions,

Albeck argues that the Tosefta was compiled at the end of the

. Amoraic period. See his xXnpdopint RXN*®7212 0*Ipnd,  p.Jd37.

He also argues that the Amoraim did not know the Tamnaitic -

. midrashim as we have them, although he dnes not give a date

for their compilation. See note 2 on p. 64 of his introduc-
tion to Bereshit Rabbah, He does not dispute that the contents
are almost completely Tannaitie, .

The origins of the Mechiltas have been put in doubt by Wacholder

. in his article The Date of the Mekilta de-Rabbi Ishmael

See Schechter's introduction, chapters 3, 4, and 5, and specigl-
ly the end of p. XXVI. -

See Wacholder, op., cit., p. 119, and the references there.

5. See the beginning of the aporopriate chapter of Epstein's

6.

Te

9.

10,

11.

13.

9% *UaT2Y? X120 in each case.

Bereshit Rabbah, introduction, p. 96. He does not give any
evidence far this date,

opt cito, Pe 71 tOP’ and p. 96.

Midrash Wayyigra Rabbah, pp. 30 bottom-32 (eand specially p.32)
and p. 2.

Hadderashot beYisra’el p.107 top; Midrash Wayyiqra Rabbah,
P. L2,

Hadderashot beYisra’el, pp. 76 bottom-87. The dates are on

PD./7 bottom-78 top; Pe79; P.80; p.86.

'Echah Rabbah, introduction, chapter 5, paragraphs 6, 7, 8,
and chapter 7, paragraph 2,

See Strack, Introduction to the Talmud and Midrash, p.2l11,

14,



1. Wayyiqra Rabbah, introduction, pp. XII-XXII top, and
pp. XTI bottom~-XDXITI, Margulies's arguments must be read
in full to be appreciated.

15, Page XVII

16, The last suggestion is at the bottom of p. XIII.

17. On the place, sce pp. XXVII-XOXI.

18, Wacholder, in note 59 to his prolegomenon to the re-issue o
vol. I of Mann's book The Bible as Read and Preached in the
0ld Symagogue rejects Margulies's suggestion that Wayyigra

Rabbah and the Pesiqta deRav Kshana were edited by the same
person, but otherwise seems to accept his conclusioms.

19, Note, however, that Yerushalmi Neziqin is from the school of
- Caesarea, See Liebermann, Sifre Zuta, p.l25.

20, See below, p.l16.

2l. The Biblical quotstions in this seem to have been normalized,
with very few exceptions, T

22, See Is 3:10.

23, As it happens, none of the variants to Is 1-35 in these
last two occur in passages certainly taken from the Bavli.

2h., All of this information is teken from Albeck, Hadderashot
beYisra’el, pp. 114~116.

25. See below, p. 113.

26. The only way of telling these is by the internal evidence of
style and terminology in each case. On the differences in
terminology between Amoraic and Tanhuma texts, see p.XV of
Margulies's introduction to his edition of Wayyiqra Rabbah,

2/. These readings are in square brackets in the index of texts.
28, The only reading in the apparatus taken from a Tanhuma passage

in the Pirqe deRabbi ?Elifezer is the reading n3yani nzyin
Is 11:2 ,
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30.
31,
32,
33

Only one passage is relevant for the present purpose: see the
apparatus on the reading nav in Is 24:11.

Albeck, Hadderashot beYisra’el, p. 140.

See on Is 11:2

Albcck, OPs Cit.’ P 5?.

See Albeck's introduction to his edition of Midrash Bereshit
Rabbati, sections 2 and 3.

On the style, see Katz's introduction, pp. 18 bottom-19.
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Symbols and Abbreviations Used in the Apparatus

(a.) Numbers Assigned to Texts

X150 .1
' (ol B Y 1 B
1°webp3®e iin 66 IE’mx11 *%3 .o
*IYDT BIPPY2 NIKAN .v

R T *I5D L K2
0%3% *Msd .22

LXynw? °a219 {hbron L3
oI%w WK O WX
1237 YUUIIRORG hn .2
IRIWWI? TiD L2

*RN71? {1 D@ °27% XhPPOD L4
nwn .S
IYIRI TR KDIWIN VIR .6

P20 NYURN2 AR L7
60 1P°UKIT 9D .

1 82K T L8
A0 KTPPY T L9
K359 291 Khp20d .10
BEYIN KDINAR WAL .11

Do%nn Than .12
V3RS ‘hin WK
byIIN .3

| NN 03T v .43
J072°Y T3 31PRNN OYRT 0211V N LK
| 30D bYIIT D .2

niny Yy 21730 vaan .14
21YYhR *an YpnR .15

118 90 .16
727 WX
qv) | |

neywy Yy van mper .17
nnnon WX
YN0 Inbhn hIXIInh .3
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90 PwDAn Bwnn BY DMaR van .18

903 By H1an 7;n .19
WD T WK
3137327 TR L3

apY? 1Y .20

D*°wi 1°T NI3R .21

ROIT A3°% ?OID. K22

°3% ND13 XVIT 37K TII0 L322

YARA A0 A9°K Py 23IYDY vIpeY L322

N>WX73 N9IK .23
17UX7 0127 holl K
"3 NDIY .3

97330 917 230 D .24
w11 Inbh .25
XNHon
MBOND YA xbw 02139 by R?X3IN Y1IN2 GUNDEDT .27
LRI1Dw ThaD .28
*Sun vian .29
wown by %0 viphe .30
mowt nwRn2 Yy aqw nph van W31
21y bov vhan .32
TI0%na h1aan L33

nl *39% MaxK .34
W8T ne1l WX
3w NdY3 .3

*ha% RNp02 .35
139090 LK
R3ND 219 ROp0E .2
RV ey 7D .3
DI .Y
BYon .3
il by

newsna By Lo ;b .36
YNAT NOWRND VIOD .37
QYD IXIR .38
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(b) Abbreviations

ey *an by *mvon mphe
B*38I0 *PAps ?5 By %22 1Inbn
IYRIYY *T13

a99 o7y 9o
TWIVKT T WK
pPRU3I®®IY ‘T .2

noR By oonR Q%3 YD

~NDR NYAR

- @°vnn Yy Mvon miphe
nYhp By 210 npb Tn
J2°K VY 110 npv vIn
NN Rhprob
acywe By 3vnw uiph?
V19D hY2

J8D NRXID T332 YR

T1Nn By wan wan

anox Y 31w npb wan
XIp*1 Py Bivsin vhan
QoW WD

- nYonn vhan b wan noas
117713 XaK van

Teg Rk
737 NOR
Xna K12
N1 931903
RDP K23
737 powxI2

«39
.40
.41
.42

43
.44
45
.46
«47
.48
.49
« 50
.51
.02
23
.54
.93
«56
«57

RO
DX
ana

I Rat # 3o
P*a

i A |



7a 0
Tannn nMan
e I wirkh!
*995n BIPY?
MY
239507 BIRP?
9% and
v
_ % R
LRYDY %3717 KNYTon
YW 13 JIYDW 2397 KhPeoD
MDA
240 npY vIn
21w Pow
1y *37 NIwD
geonn v
1PPR 910
12791730
*5° Py
*n by
ow jv°y
9TyroR 31 TpND
X370 177 XNp0s
N9 KNpYbB
7129 nbnp
127 A
129 QMown N
a1 Mo
Xntan

170

i |
nenn
TP
neo
Y
o
sun
e 14
oUan
Ll Iy b
b\ ]s
T

v bn
el vial
X"
n*n
X"
30
2 lly
bny
wny
{9990
v L i 1)
Ak
P
119
e
il 74
“in



<>
()
(1

16)
(7]

299

L 5

Editorial Signs
Enelose editorial comments

Fnclose variants within -the Biblical quotation

Enclose variants within material already enclosed
in round brackets

Buber prints the text of one of his manasceripts oth
than no.l, but does not specify which one :

The passage in which this reading occurs has probably
entered Bereshit Rabbah from a Tanhuma text

Mzrks the omission of a word at the begimming or end
of a quotation, the omission or addition of waw at
the beginning of a quotation, or a reading probably
or possibly induced by the context

Marks conacious re-wording of the text

Mark a reading apparently assuned in the derash

Mark what seems to be a derash not asaunming the
veriant reading, but developed from a derash that did
asgume it _

Indicates that the souroea are not related

Indicate that the sources are related

Indicatea that the sources might be related
[’5 Hn113] Approximately the same wording
[-’O N] The word or phrase is missing
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TO THE APPARATUS




1l:2 232TXA

S0 Kern, 195,

1:3 ’Déﬁ
S0 LXX, Peshitta, Targum o, Vulgate Sc, comm, BW on Is 1:3,

comm., . 271 on Is 17:9-10, oomm, P, 351 on Is 27:11, 1QIs*, Kenn.
56, 76, 93, 95, 96, 109, 150, 151, 168, 187, 191, 196, 224, 249, 3&,;
Primo 72: de Rossi primo 2, 16, 20y 226, 265, 305, 380, 419, 440, 554,
594, 596; ut vidstur 262; nuno 230; mmimo exteri collationis 1, 65
Ginsburg 16, 24, 26, 30, 31, 32: Tbn Ezra. The apparent rddition of
ww in the 1XX may be e to no more than a desire to accomodate the
translation to normal Greek expression, and the addition in the
ﬁ:lga._te, Jerome's commentary and the Peshitta w posaibl;} be due to
a‘a.'m:llar cause, The LXX, Peshitta, Vulgate So, and comm, BW on
this verse have the equivalent of ?X717°1 instead of the reading

?X7° of the MT just before this, and it seems unlikely that such
& reading would be due to arnything more than translation-techniqus,
Nevertheless, the readings of ms, o of the Targum, the Hebrew mss.
listed above, and the quotation in Ibn Ezrv's conmentary, baken
together give very good evidence that the addition of waw is not due
to mechanicel error on the part of a copyist, but was taken over,
consciously or unconsciously, from Biblical mes, with the same reading.
Vhether the rea.d.ing was present in the origiml text of the Sifre ia

another mtter.
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115 (227) 722

So 1QIs™

1:11 Q=-N3aT

So Kenn, 258, It would be just possible to take this word as
a oollective noun, but Probably the omission of yod is no more than
a mistaks in both ms, Kemn, 258 and the midrash,

1:15 (03°71?) 2

So TXX except 87‘&-680&;:‘, Targum, Vulgate ¢, comm, p. 61 on
Is 4k, comm. M p, 679 on Is 59:3-k, comm, p, 682 on Is 59:7-8, The
translations in these three passages of Jerome's commentary differ
from the NT, the LXX, t!‘ze‘ Vulgate, and each other. The addition in
the LXX is mobably due to a desire for clearness on the paxt <& the
translator, and the requirements of Greek semtence-constructicnn, The
reading of edition ¢ of the Vulgate may have a similar cause, or my
even be due to the influence of the LXX; in any case, it prctably.
does not go back to Jerome, The origin of the addition in Jerone's
commentary is obscure. The resading of the Targum probably reflects

a varisnt resding in the Hebrew,

1:18 ‘N X3

So LXX except I, Peshitta, Vulgate, ccmm, The Targum is

inconclusive,

Hoi Treis = MT
- 217



1:18 (17?7?) OXY

So LXX and Peshitta.

1:18 ?a3v2

This reading is certainly a mistake in Yerushalwmi Yoma, where the
form 07172 ia dsliberately re-interpreted as ‘be.ing derived from 117,
and is probably due to the accidental omission of the sign of abbreviation
by the printers, The reading may well be a scribal mistake in Wayyiqra
Rabbah and the Pesiqta deRav Kahana under the influence of the numerous
other passages of the Bihle where this word is used in the singular, as
compared to the solitary other passage, Pr 31:21, where it is used in

the plural. -

The singular form is found in 1QIs®, Kenn, 224, 384: de Rossi primo
262, 721; Isaias Polyglottus Basilese excusus sine annos Ginsburg 38,

The Versiona are inconclusive,

1:18 (IB°7X?) DXI

8o IXX, Arabic ¥ersion, Symmachus according to Field but not
according to Ziegler, Peshitta, Targum ¢ 737, Vulgate, Jercme's
commentary, Kemn. 18, 50, 56, 72, 95, 96, 107, 125, 126, 150, 170, 173,
175, 181, 182, 210, 384; primo 114, 128, 154, 172; de Rossi 1 in Apht.,
4, 26, 187, 200, 226, 230, 248, 26, 341, 38,, 443, 486, 518, 54,7, 562,
592, 614, 67, 783, 850, 851; primo 1 in textu, 6, 16, 20, 24, 262, 291,
295, 463, 543, 575, 594, 656, €67, 715, 721, 815; nunc 174, 413, 554;
Frophetae Soncinenses 1486, Pentateuchus antiquus membr. in 4. in Aphtar.,
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Machazor Soncin. 1486, Machazor eliud Soncin. sec. XV; in codioum
pumero plures hispani: Ginsburg 3, 4, 10, 14, 16, 18, 19, 21, 24, 33,
11-9’ 52' 58’ 62, 69, 70; ed, I.

IQIB" is uncertain, ' : . .

2:20 (13Xnn) OX

' So Eusebius (not quoted by Ziegler), Wulgate, comm,, Kenn, 2,5,

1:20 12XN X7 (OXY)

S0 LXX and Pzshitta. Similarly, the LXX further reinforces the
parallelism between verse 20 and verse 19 by reading meds eisakousets

mot, the 1iterzl equivalent of ( ?2X) ONyw X°3, for gn2am,
and reinforces the marallelisn between verse 18 cd and verse 18ef by

removing the chiasmos and reading kal ean Osin hai hamartiai hymon hos

phoinikoun hos chiona leukano, ean de osin hos kokkinon hos erion leukano

(neglecting minor variants in the manuscripta), which translated

literally into Hebrew would be i7W2 073WD O3?XRUN 17?77 OX1

133277 03D Y2103 1777 OKRY 117397,

The variants in the LXX may be due to translation-techAique rather
than to actual variants in the Hebrew text used by the translator, and
the variant in the Peshitta may be due to the influence of the LXX. n
th§ other han.d, even if the variant in the Peshitta is due i:o the influence
of the LXX, it seems unlikely that the same subatitution of 123XN X?
for 13XmN should have happened indspendently in both the LXX and
the Sifre; and it seems too much of a coincidence that the Peshitta
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should have been influenced by a LXX text so rich in wvariants from the
MT only in the one word where such a variant is independently supported
by a third scurce, It is therefore quite possible, although it loan not
be pxweri, that at least the sﬁbstitution of J3XN XY f'or 13800

i de to a variant in the LXX translator's Hebrew text, and that the
Peahitta reading is independent support for the o:;istozwo of such a
variant in a Hebrew text, | |

For 11XDN  the Vulgate and Jerome's commentery have nolueritis,

This would normally represent 11XDN, but in this verse it may be meant
as a contrast to uolueritis, which translates 11Xn in the .previbus
verse, and so may be meant to represent 9IIXN X7, in which casme the
Vulgate must be counted as a fourth witness to the existence of the

reading.

Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion = MT,

1:20 QOnX (22XN ?"%) 172%Xn 17N

The reading LONKX in ms, D is given as such in the apparatus
to the Sifre, but the reading 1172XN 41s only to be inferred by the
lack of any indication of a contrary reading, The word OSNX
implies that the verb is active and has I as ita subject, so that
& reading 22Kn is required. Oonaider;l.ng the known deficiencies of
the apparatus to the Sifml, it seens possible that a note of the

reading 92OXn in this ms, has been omitted, -

1:20 *n »p

80 Kemm. 151, The Targum has 2499 X002 27X
220



for ‘i1 *°8 22, which may represent the reading of the MT, but
since the Targum freely inserts the ward XD°D, this is by no

Beans certain,

;21 PR

The texts of the first group, the Tanhuma and its parallels, all
contain the sentence "No-one stéyed in Jerusaler overnight with sins
unforgiven" {the reason beiﬂg that the Tamid sacrifice effected atone-
ment) and then §uote the phrase B = B R 5 from
Is 1:21 as a proof~text for this statement. Although the reading of
the MT could be applied here, the reading D?7% seems to be much
more appropriate, In any case, the explicit testimony of @_he Peaiqta
Rabbati and the quotation of the Pesiqta deRav Kahana in the Yalqui
Shimfoni leaves no doubt that the author of the derash either knew of

such a reading or deliberastely produced it.

The deresh in the Midrash Hashkem does not favour either reading
against the other |

Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion = MT,

1:22 1 190
So LXX

Aquila and Symmachus = MP,
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1:22 1737
So 1QIs".

Aquila and Symmachus = MT'

1322 0D

' The LXX, Aquila (Ziegler emends to agree with the MT), Symmachus,
Theodotion, Vulgate and Jerome's commentary all translate the word
without any preposition, but it is quite likely that all of these
Versions, with the exception of Aquila,yeally represent the same reading
as the MT, since it would be natural in Greek and Latin to express the
idea of the Hebrew without any preposition. Aguila, however, would
certainly have inserted a preposition in his Greek translation if he
had had one in his Hébrew text., Ziegler does not seem to have any
reason for emending Aquila's reading other than the possibility of
influence from the quotations of Symmachus and Theodotion and the

evidence of the MT,

The Peshitte is inconclusive.

1:23 12mM

This reading is only possible if 3N is interpreted as ~)2N, an
association, so that 0?2313 12N would mean "a band of thieves",
The derash, However, sssumes the reading of the MT', since it glosses
the phrase as meaning those vwho associate with thieves, The reading
is probably due to scribal error, perhaps under the influence of the
following words 273X and 9TN. |
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1:23 273N
So LXX, Vulgate, comm,, Kenn, 150, 24, 294, 38).

1:23 7V |
'So Kenn. 384 (T71). 1QIs® has ?HT171. The LXX reading dickontes
mey represent 'Tﬂ or ?DT1. The reading sequuntur in the Vulgate and

Jerome's commentary may represent fT31, 571, or 13T

1:23 277
So Targum K°.  Some mss. of the Sacra Parallela omit kai before
krisin, which may indicate a Hebrew reading 2°7 or ]77, but the

omission my be mere}.y an inner-Greek change,

1:23 1°NM
So apparently LXX (kai krisin) and Peshitta (X3771).

1:2% 1°271RDe.. 17780

The MT refers to God's enemies. If these readings are correct,
they mst refer to Isrzel's enemies, The derash is intelligible in
elther case,

-
10182 reeds 131X0.. .1 30,

Aquila reads 7730, and so presumsbly read?2¥IXD° as well,

1:24 227 RDY

This reading seems to be syntactically impossible. Ms,X begins
the quotation at this point, so the addition cof waw could easily be due
to scribal error, but ms, 5% quotes the verb . TDPIX1 as well, and it

is puzzling that such a reading shz%ld have crept into its text,



1:26 12 MK

It is quite likely that this variant has been induced by the
method Of. quotation, The verse is quoted phrase by phrase, each rhrass
being followed by a comment. The soridbe could easily have mistalen
these words for an introductory forwula for the quota.tidn of the last
part of the verse, The use of the standard abbreviation by the seribe
of ms. ¥ mskes it almost ocertain that he, at least, thought that these
words were a technical formula and did not realize that they were part
of the Biblical text, Compare the readings ‘DX , “D1X71 ,IDIKT

in Is 25:9, which are probably due to the same cause.

The a&dition of waw is supported by the LXX, the Arabic Version,
Peshitts GWLMU = ABDFT® iklmnostovxyz and probably N*, Targum bogef N,
Kenn, 30, 56, 95, 96, 109, 111, 145, 150, 187, 191, 196, 223, 228, 253,
384; primo 82, 136; mumnc 72: de Rossi 16, 230, 262, 419, 554, T15;
primo 2, 11, 20, 226, 380, 44O, 59k, €63, 721; mumo 547, 562: Ginsburg
19, 2%, 27, 38, 41,

1:30 O7xX01

This reading is syntactically impossible » and could only have
arisen because the quotation begins with this word. The Versions,

including Aquila according to Bus. and hoi loipoi according to Pr.,
agree with the MT,

1:30 (3279 n?2313) N3XNS

The text quotes 12an A7y 2171212 from Is 34:L4;, immediately

befare, and the reading here is probably die to contamination from the
: 224



next phrase in Is 34:4, 3IXND NP230, which must have
been in the author's mind, and might even have been quoted in his text
of the Mechilta deRabbi Yishna‘el,

Aquils and Symmachus = MT,

2:7-8 O3xX

The reading with the plural suffix is supported by the LXX,
Peshitta, and Targum, tut all of these translations mey be influenced

by the plurals of v.6.

2:9 °x -
Targun £ reads 7?X or X? without waw,.

Aquila and Symmachus = MT,

2:3° oz ¥wh (X% ,XI9P) 19,007 XTh nx 17

The relevant texts are: the Yalqut Mechiri on Is 2:9, quoting f.he
Yelammederm; the Printed Tanhuma, Ki Tissa par. 4; the Pesiqta deRav
Kahana p. 18; a quotation of the Tanhuma, Yelammedenu, or Pesiqta
deRav Kahana in the Midrash Haggedol on Ex 30:12, p, €41; and the Pesiqta -
Rabbati leaf' 37, All of these texts except the Pesiqta Rabbati agree
nearly word for word with each other, and probably all quote from the
same original, The Pesiqta Rabbati has enough verbal agreement with
the other texts to show that it, too, quotes from the same original, but
with the addition of other material, and apparently with the preservation

of a more originsl form of ti.: derash than in the other texta.
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Mss, (arye)epx of the Pesiqta deRav Kahana, and the
Pesiqte Rebbati give the dermsh in the name of R, Yonatan (the Pesiqta
Rabbati adds: deVet Guvrin); the Printed Tanhuma and the Yelammedenu
give it in the name of R. Ya‘agov (the Prihted Tanhum adds: bar Yobai)
in the name of R. Yonatan; mss., (xwn)uvos of the Pesigta deRav
Kahans, and the Midrash Haggadol, give. it in the name of R, Yohanan;
ms, X" of the Pesiqta deRav Kahana gives it in the name of R, Yonah.
The attribution to R. Yonatan is correct; see Ish Shalom on the Pesiqta
Rabbati nébe €,, The attribution to R. Yohanan or R. Yonah is vabably
&1e to wrong expansion of an abbreviation, and in the case of R, Yonah,
to the mention of the name in the immediate context. Tudging from the
evidence of the names, it appears that the Midrash Heggadol probably
copies from the Pesigta deRav Kahana rathe;r than ‘Ehe Tanbuma or

Yelammedenu,

The Yelammedenu quotation in the Talqut Mechiri reads as follows:
.07 ®vn XY wrR DHWY Q1K MW nnd (AT Y Owa 3y oo
“1ne) 1R DIR Phoyan [R® 23X JDXY 3T LXK IR
(2122 <03} TRD 1IY TR WIRAT IV D T WOR YUY, (k% b
IR APRETAIIY LAYV DRIV MUY IR yT1c 2vobiya 1133 WL bR

nroe) PRIWY 233 WK DK RYD 20 BeR o, O0% X¥h YR, o0 Xwh BRY
(av:®

Most of the variations in wording in the Tanhuma, Pesiqta deRav
Kahana, and Midrash Haggadol are slight and unimportant, except the
various forms of the phrase s«x > xon vy, which, as will be

shown below,are very importent. The readings are as follows:
PIR *"D 2"712 (¥ 290292 +) OO XUR 1Y ‘R
' PIX 7D omaTo n
AtaTe On? Xwn (a0 PR) KPR
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XRIRIN 717 IBR OO XenN 127 DR

901 ? Y¥3 XpAnan® aaia  IMNI Qv Xvn YK
f017 Yy X211 XDinina Yw onx nopi3 PR
!B:a Pesiqta Rabbatl differs greatly, and will be quoted below.

=

¥hat is meant here can be clearly seen from the fuller text of
the Pesiqta Rabbati. When Israel made the golden calf s Moses's status
vas diminished because his condition was dependent on theirs; later,
when Mos@s was restored to his ariginal status, he asked that Israel,
too, should be restored, and God granted his request and gave perwission
for Moses to rehsabilitate Israel in the words of Ex 30:12, where the
expression TX? XW3  is interpreted not as "make a census", but in
its other meaning of "raise from ignominy, rehabilitate". See the
‘Bg Yosef on the Printed Tanhuma for further details,

The Pesiqta Rabbati breaks this dsrash of R. Yonatan's up into
two perts, making it the introduction and conclusion to a composife
rassage taken from various authorities, partly anonymous. The first
half of R, Yonatan's derash is gquoted in his name at the top of p. 37a,
and then anonymously half-way down the page and then anonymously half-
way down p, 37b; the second half is quoted, in the name of R. Yonatan,
imed:lately after the last anonymous quotation of the firat half, The
Pesiqta Rabbati has the second half of the derash in a much longer form
than the other texts. I quote the second half of R. Yonatan's derash

a8 found in the Pesiqta Babbati p. 37b lines 13-20:
3R AR anY® nenwmws PRI 17 NK INART YRRLOWD 15 %9 30
- NBRPIY YOy LR Y POX Somen 9% MY nRIv . onny NYHY3
227



IN31% UK LOUKD ODIT TP AMIPS 17 WK LOUKY OwIN 72 K v

ANK 473 NBRPTY Owd K?X 73137 IR? X [[°7213]7 (1 0a23) nas
PX1  XTIP 20N X 0% XUA PRI PRIV (773D ‘."';’33 PV OwxY nen
’ﬁBT‘?T 938 KK IX? 7"IPO 17 DR LOUKT DK Q02 Kwh AR 171 KPR .

w1 IR OXWN %0 °°33 Y OUKY DX A°RTR 23X AR [92] (4?) XD NX
(3%:% nipw) YKV 213
Ish Shalom explains the ’al-tigre reading by saying that the letters
of “YRY1 are re«;a.rranged as X177, and that X¥N X117 is then read
as KUN NX 17. The difficuty with this explanation is that
zﬁmh a two-step mechanism seems over-complicated and artificial, Never-
theless, the text of the Pesigta Rebbati as it stands does not admit
any other explanation, Perheps R, Yonatan read (X417%) X771  in his
Hebrew text, in which case the 2alétigre reading would be mare natural,
but with the limited textual basis for re-constructing his intention
this suggestions must remain as more than conjecture, In any cacz2, the

general intent of the ’al-tigre reading is clear.

This ’al-tigresreading makes the quotation of 0?7 XWN 2?KT
agree very well with the derash in its longer form in the Pesiqta Rabbati.
There seems to be no reason for doubting that it goes back to R, chaté.n
himself, and was not invited by the compilers of the Pesigta Rabbati or
by the editors of any source it- night have quoted from, It will dbe
remembered that R. Yonatan's words are used as the introducticn and
conclusion to O‘thér mierial, The only material in the xs2cond half of
R. Yonatan's derash that is not already given in greal detail in the
middle, anonymous section is the 'al-tigre reading, and If R. Yonatan
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had not invented it, or if it had not been transmitted by him, there

would have been no reason for quoting him at all.

The ’el-tiare reading mey be used to throw light on the text of
R. Yomatan's dermsh in the Yelammedsrm and its parallels. There is, -
however, one objection that must be answered befare doing so, Ish Shalcm
finds in the Pesigta kabbati a discussion between God and Moses as to
which one of them should rehabilitate Israel, and explains the point o
the 2al-tigre reading as being in the world 71X, as if Moses should say
to God *Remove thou their ignominy thyself'!; if Ish Shalom is ocorrect
then the ’al-tigre reading could not be applied to the other texts, which
know nothing of such a discussion. There are three snswers to thia
objection: the firat is that such a discussion is rather pointless, since
Moses's authority comes from God, and God has chosen to make his will
known through the intermediary, Moses; the second is that it would be
quite possible to read % xwn (NX) AR 12 without any stress
on the word nNX or without any implication of a contrast between
what God should do and what Moses should do; the third is that the
Pesiqta Rabbati probably does not refer to such a discussion at all,
To explain what is meant by this last statement, let us consider Ish
Shalom's interpretation of the passage: Moses asks God to rehabilitate
Israel (line 15); God gives Moses permission to do it himself (lines
15-16); Moses asks God to do it himself (lines 16-18); God changes his
declared plan, and says that just as he rehabilitated Moses, so will he
rehabilitate Israel (lines 18-19). What Ish Shalom fails to mention
is that immediately after all this we find as the conclusion of the

passage a quotation of Ex 30:12, where God commands Moses to rehabilitate
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Israel. The analysis is accordingly untenable, Moreover, this amlysis
depends on teking the material in lines 15-16 derived from the anonymous
section and the material in lines 16-20 quoted in the name of R. Yonatan

as being interdependent, a precarious assumption,

It seems preferable to assume that just as the fir.-;:t half of R.
Yonatan's derash is an introduction to the anonymous section and at the
same time a parallel version of part of it, the second half of his
derash is meant to be a conclusion to it and e parallel version of the
rest of the material, The anonymous section ends with Isreel's request
to God to rehabilitate them, and God's command to Moses to do so, The
second half of R. Yonatan's derash is then quoied for the sake of its
’al-tiqre reading to give further information on Moses's request to
Cod and God's answer, According to this analysis, the word IRY
in Moses's speech to God, (line 16) and the same word in God's speech
to Moses, (line 18) are not meant to express contradiction of what has
been said, but to express re;}ection of the idea of leaving Israel in
their condition at the time: the lines 16-20 (from Jn31? 7"y onwards)

mst be treated as a repetition of the content of lines 13-16 (from 77D

to gwx) quoted solely for the sake of the ’al-tiqre reading and the

quotation of Ex 30:12,

The text of R. Yonatan's derash in the Yelaumedenu and its parallels
differs in two important respects from the text in the Pesiqla Rabbati.
The first is'the omission of some words after 21X 2N?2E¥IM aiailar
in content to the woards 7?33 P OUXY aPR ANK Y0 NBRPIY O7) XPX,

The omission of these words seems to be a mistake, since the argument
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becomes very obscure without them.

The second difference is that the Yelammederm and its pa.mllels
have the ‘phiase M7 xvn 27X  or similar expressions after the
quotation of Is 2:9 and before the quotation of Ex 30:12, whereas the
Pesiqta Rabbati has a longer and aprarently unrelated text instead.

The phrase 0?7 XN P"X  or its equivalents sesms to be corrupt.
‘The expression 7"X is too abrupt for a ’I‘an.’gum or Yelamnedenu fext »
which would normally have il trhy ';mzf (as does the Pesiqta.-
Rabbati), or something similar. The whole phrase is unnecessary, as
has been seen by the scribes of mss, ®51K of the Pesiqta GeRav Kahana
and the Tanhuma mss, mentioned by the ‘Es Yosef, who.have cmitted them,
In fact, the plrase locks suspiciously like a repetition of the previous
quotation of Is 2:%, with PX altered to?"X and then 1137 TIDX.

Notice that ms. 5 of the Midresh Heggadol reads PN and that the
reading X7X may be derived from it. It seems unlikely that if Duy

had been the criginal reading, ,it would bhave been altered to the more

obscaure readings of the Midrash Haggadol.

The third difference is the omisgion of any reference to the
Jal-tiqre reading, This would seem to be a mistzke as well., The _’_a.l_-—
tigre reading is almost certainly original, aa we have seen, and seens
to be needed for a complete understanding of the derash., Without it,

Di? XN 9XY  must be taken as a rhetorical question, which is
posaible, but much less f::rceful and artistic than the ’al-tigre reading.
As the Yelammedenu and ita parallels follow the same source as the

Pesiqta Rabbati in their quotation of the first half of the derash, and
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as their other divergences from the Pesiqta Rabbatli in the mecond
half appear: to be due to corrupticn, '!:hq omission of the *al-ticre-

reading is likely to be dne to corruption too,

The reference to the !gl-tigqre reading seems to have been omitted
by mistake in the Yelammedenu and its perallels, It remains to
| determine the mechanism of the omission. I suggest that the various
forms of the phrase Qi1v XWN "X are a corrupt remnant of R,
Yonatan's ’al-tigre reading, and that we shoulad substitute 17 or X1
or X% (with shureq) far ?"Xar ?X. If the 'al-tigre reading had '
been quoted immediately af'ter the quotation Is 2:9 without any intro-
ductory formla to show what it was, so that the text read Xwn PRXY
Qit? XN (R19)1% DY, later scribes could easily have failed to
recognize it and tried to correct it, There are two rossible lines
of correction. 1% or x99 could have been read as 4% with
holem, and corrected to1? ‘X, as in mss. ‘pxx of the Pesiqta deRav
Kahane.. This could then have been rewritten as Hng and 1?7 DX
Alternatively, the scridbe could have taken D12 K¥N (X%,97) X197 as
e. repetition of thé quotation of Is 2:9, and corrected X1% to by in
agreement with the MT, This would then have become ?"X ,17 X,
and 1°% DX, The pressnce of the supposed intermediate reading by,
and another reading KPR which seems to be Jerived from it, in the
Midrash Haggadol would indlcate that the second explanation is the

correct one,
A third explanation, but only applicable tc the Midrash Heggadol,
is that X% (read with shureg) was directly altered to  gbx, ‘but
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as the corruption seems to go bacl to the ancestor of all the texts

this last explanation is unlikely,

The difficulty in assuming such an ’al-tigre reading in the texts
other than the Pesigta: Rabbati is that the mechanism of corruption
Probably depends on an original reading 007 XN ("R? ,X1? ) 17,
without the addition of nx. The difficulty is not serious, however,
since it would be quite possible to read (X7} X17 with shureq
without removing the ’alef, so that the addition of the word nx

would not be needsd,

If R. Yonatan's Hebrew text differed from the KT at all, it was
probably only to the extent of reading (%3729} K?1 for 9X3,
-and even that deviation is uncertain, For this reason, the Versions
and mss, & not provide much infarmation, particularly since .the
diff'erence between X¥N K?%1 and X¥D PRY1 interpreted as negative

imperatives would not show in any of the Versions except Aquila,

Aquile agrees with the MT in reading %g4v., The LXX has kai ou me
aneso, which would be X¥X X?1if literally retroverted, with the verb
taken as negative indiCati‘Ve; not negative imperative, It is uncertain
whether the Hebrew text cobtained by retroversion corresponds to the
reading of the Hebrew text used by the translator, or whether the
translator is trying to explain the Hebrew by a slight alteration in
wording, The other Versions, including Symmachus, translate with

negative imperstives, and could have read either 9?X71 o X?1.

Ms, Kemn, 30 reads XWN RX7?1 for 7N 2X1
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The whole phrase is omitted in 1QIs*

2:12 "N NIR2S

S0 Peshitta.

L2:13 (7TIR 23)7Y

So Tergum K,

2:1 T LN
The omission is probably due to the similarity of DM and

n"m‘ﬂ. | -

2:1,
Is 2:14 reads NIKY3TI NIYAIT 20 297 QWO QYN PD vy,
Dt 12:2 reads NIYIAITT ?YY DEONT OVNTN1.?Y. The manuscripts
and the first edition read (P “131) 7131 b5 000 9y,
The later editions read NIXYITI NIYIITI 22 291 Q000 Q™nn 2y.
4 quotation of Dt 12:2 is demanded by the context; the completion of
the verse as if from Isaiah ia é nistake of the editors of the later

editions, who did not see the reason for quoting this verse,

2:1 “IRTIN IVIAND ?YY DYONA o Py

Lxx ¢™>% ana Kern. 4, 650B omit the first ?3; Kemn. 96, 130,

145, 650B omit the second 73. The context demends a verse that
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contains both XVl and UM, so Is 2:1; is obvio&sly meant, 'bfut the
deviations from the MT may be caused by conflation with Dt 12:2, so that
the support for the omission _cn‘." 22 in Kennicott's mss. may only be dﬁe
to coincidence. See the previous article for another example of

confusion between Dt 12:2 and Is 2:14,

2:17 7?9
So J.QIB&. This reading may be due to the influence of v.9.

The Versions are inconclusive,

2:17 OX

So Kenn, 4, 25, 226, 651, This reading may be due to the influence

of vv. 9 and 11,

The Versions are inconclusive, :I.QIsa is mutilated here.

2:18 1BI?Nh*

So 19Is™  (13917M%) and Kenn, 224 (1570%).  The LXX, Peshitta,
Targum, Vulgate, and Jerome's commentary translate with plural verbs,
but this could be due to the influence of the preceding plural noun.

Conpare the next article,
2:20 ¥°X 107?°W?
The Peshitta translates *777K NKI 1802 ?9?2K NX 0K 20507

130T a8 qqayT XDXDTY KATIT KNON® XWIR (173
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(v 71?2) 1772 (B T12¥7) (A few minor variants not affecting the
difference between singular and plural asre omitted), The Targum
translates 17172iT7 DIYU N7 }17800 NIYL N7 XTWIX 232 j1Pm?

11777 173Y7. Both of these translations myy devend on a Hebrew
reading O7IK7 12°77° (not ¥°X ). The translators of the Targum
could have translated ORI by XViAK if they had wented {o "se a
singular verb, and the combination of a plural verb with a singular
subjeot in the Peshitta can most easily be explained as due to the =same
combination in the translators®' Hebrew text, Against this explanation,
however, it must be pointed out that the use of a plural verb with Q7N
is very unnatural, that the verb could have become plural in the Peshitta
and Targum under the influence of the other plurals in this verse and
the previous one, and that the only difference between the written form

of X?IX singular and plural in Syriac is in the pointing.

2:20 12Ny 7?7 XY
So Kenn, 224.

The Targum agrees with the MT, The other Versions are inconclusive,

2:21 mMipea3

So Kenn. 1, 23, 30, 72, 96, 115, 155, 168, 175, 182, 210, 227, 242,
245, 246, 247, 252, 258, 260, 264,

Mss, vP of the Targum point the word as a plural. Sperber does

not give the pointing of the editions bog, but the Targum text in the
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Migra’ot Gedolot points the word as a singular. Ms, z points it as

a plura, Sperber does not give the péinting of the other mss,

2:21 1%

S0 ILXX and Peshitta.

2:22 N2

The Vulgate and Jerome's commentary have the reading, but with

a favourable comnotation: (quia) excelsus (est ipse). Compare Jercme's

comments on the possibilities of reading and intermretation here:
'Werbum Hebraicum bams uel hypsoma dicitur, id est excelsum, quod et in
‘Regnorum libris et in Hiezechiele legimus, Vel certe in gu'ca et eisdenm
litterdis scribitur beth, mem, he ac pro locorum qualitate, si uoluerimus
legere: in quo dicimus bamma; sin autem: excelsum uel excelsus, Isgimus,
bama. Intellegentes ergo Iudaei prophetiam ease de Christo, uerbum
ambiguum in deteriorem partem interpretati sunt, ut uiderentur non

laudare Christum, sed nihili pendere!

There is no mention of Jesus in this passage from the Talmud:
either Jerome had access to a derash that is no longer extant, or he

was misled by his own mreconceptions.

LXX V L7 «46-233 C 403' 770 Syh Bus, Chr, Tht, = ¥T, Other LXX

witnesses do mot quote the phrase in which this word occurs. Aquila

lat.

according to Q Hi. , hol loipoi according to Syh Bas. = MT.
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3:2 (I0N?D) VX

So LXX 106, 87-91 301 407 613, It is possible that the reading
of these manuscripts is due to an inner-Greek change. For 11722
these manuscripta, as well as most of the otlers, have giganta kai
ischyonta. Itlwould be natural to make g peuse after this phrase, in
which case the following kai could easily be omitted.

Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion = NT.

3:2 DowRN W (NON?H TIKY)

The wording of the passage as it stands in the Haggadot Hattalmd
presupposes: this reading, but the wording in the Yalqu{ Mechiri and
the printed editions presupposes the reading of the MI, There is no
evidence of fextual corruption in any of the texts,

(1em)

Notice that IXX Tht. Cyr. have giganta kai archonta for 717113

and might have read "1V 7711,

3:2 DOAP

So Targum A (but as a quotation of g single word),

3:3 noon

Vulgate AC dmit et before their translation of this word, buf
their evidence must be treated with caution, since thé Vulgate witnesses
are not consistent in their use of et in vv, 2-4; see th> apparatus to
the Vulgate,
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3:3 oom

For the treatment ofO3N7 and D P Mas two seperate items,
compare Kenn, 30 %1N7 Q5M1 (i.e. presuzably wIny gong ). See
the next article, and compere the treatment of (7111 and¥n? as two

separete items,

3:3 1732
So Peshitta u.

Aquils, Symmachus, and Theodotion = ML,

3:3 wNY... (13207

With these two words treated as separate items, VI? muat refer
to a person, not a quality, which indicate that it was read as WN7.
For the treatment of these words as separate items, compare the treat-

ment of L0 DOM in the same derash,

3:5 1NRA(P*X)

This reading may be due to the influence of v, 6,

3:6 (1°a%) n 1

So LXX Bo Bas. All other LXX witnesses except ms. 26 have e tou

olkeiou, which might represent the same Hebrew reading.

m 26 - MT.
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3:6 IDX? (1°2X N°21)

So LXX (oI prefixes =), Targum befgov PN, Vulgate S in the
Polyglotten Bibel, Kenn, 30, 182, 650B, The Peshitts has 77 "DX11,
and the Arsbic Version has 1?7 ?XP?V. Both of these trenslations

ray rerresent a reading TIAX?

3=6 'I'J";:

So 1Q1s", Kemn. 1, 4, 30, 89, 96, 112, 126, 141, 150, 158, 175,
182, 225, 245, 249, 250, 252, 253, 258, 260, 286, 650B; primo 17, 82,
130: de Romai 2, L, 226, 305, 380, 518, 554, 596, 667. 789; primo 440;
munc 663; exter, collationis 55; munc 1; Biblia Soncinensia, Amstelo-

(]

damensia 1633, Prophetae Soncinenses: Ginsburg 5, 10, 11, 15, 24, 26,
69; eaa., I, III, X.

The LXX and Targum are inconclusive, the LXX because it translates
freely, and the Targum because the Aramaic 77 can be either

singular or plursl,

3:7 3721
This variant may be induced by the wording of the derssh, since
the quotation is followed by the explamation. 13VYD OYY R2? 771 7K

X1 X?27.

3:10 PPIX?

So 1QTs® (the ? is an addition above the line), de iossi 226, The

word is translated by Symmachus, the Peshitta, and the Tarsum as if it
240



wm 7?2787, but they may simply have been trying to meke sense out
of an obscure text. In fact, the variant in the midrash, 1QIs”, and
de Rosai 226 may have the aaaie explamatory origin (notice that the ?
in lQ.'l?ﬂa is a later addition). The MT is difficult, but not neceasarily .

corrupt; see Qimhi.

Aquila and Theodotion = XI'y, The LXX differs.

3:10 PIK?

So Vulgate, Kenn, primo 224. This reading may be induced by the
Preceding singular noun in the midrash and Kerm. 224, and mey de due
to no more than translation-technique in the Vulgate, particularly
since the translation in Jerome's commentary dissgrees with-the Vulgate

in having a plural verb,

3411 2YD3i2

The relevant passage reads as follows in the Pesiqta deRav Kahana,

P. 147 ( Several minor variants of wording that do not affect

the sense have been omitted):

“IWIYT OOYITI 1228 B L L {1:1% “an) PR UINAD IRRIE XY
15 390 72 PITX IILX LNITD COTIY ORI YT OACwYD 0 ,N10°e
D ,18T can) 537 D2ION UDTE . (P ?OKY) 1PN OACIIVL UMD
VIV 1378 QYT YV OAOTYR 0 L,NI1T1PD TTIY XPY YT K? 0N
Y975 203 7D YN YRMY IR (K 1735 2181 Y% 23K &) NIA7D

17 (R YY) Ty



The same passage is found in Wayyiqx;a-nahbah pe. 616, Bereshit
Rabbah p, 300, Buber'’s Tanhuma Noeh p. 17b, a quotation of the Pesiqla
deRav Kahana in the Midrash Haggadol on Genesis p. 14, Buber's Tanhuma
*Emor p. L43a, the Printed Tanhuma *Emor par. 5, a quotation of the Tanhuma
on *Emor in the Yalqut Mechiri on Psalms, part I,p.220, and an anonywous
midrash in the Yalqut Shim¢oni, vol,II,par,.395. Thers are passages ex-
pressing the same idea in different words in the Sifre on Deuteronomy,
par.32k, Pe375, line 11 to p.376, line 3, and the Midrash Tehillim on
Ps 62:13 (Notice that the Midrash Tehillim does not quots v. 11),

The text of the parallel passages in Wayyiqre Rabbeh, Buber's
Tanhuma on Noah, the MiGyash Haggadeol on Geneéia, and the anonymous
midrash is nearly word for word identical with $he Pesigta deRav Kahana.
Buber's Tanhums omits the second half of the quotation of V. 10 and v. 13,
f.6.  499x® O1°YYYD D 72 in v. 10 and 12 JWY> 1777 Yana 7D
'in v.11, es do mss. 13 of Wayyigra Rabbah, Bereshit Rebbeh gives the
pessage in a different form, It reads as follows ( Mina variaris are omitted):
1°w1y 0p2I3Yw oivoyn |2 N1 O°wIYY O°YI13 1970 D0 I
1°K Q10 o1 (Yo% anvbbyn °MB U2 11k %D PR 1nK) hInvD

29%) (» X3P I°NY° +) Tpn oYY PayIe? 1K 2 pn 1°

K91 ¥113 13°% a1 aian a1 (1% ey 1090 Yind o v o yomb
VIV 300 ORGP0 WY OoYwnn owsn (K 19 NTR Y
| oob1yn AR 172%90R 15 hAoD

The quotations of Is 3:10 and 11 have been bracketed because they are

242



not found in 311 mss, The full quotation of Is 3:10 is only

found in mss, ’3130‘?; mss. 2!1 quote the first half, and

mss. 197 do not quote the verse at all, lThe full quotation of -
verse 11 is only found in ms, 1; mss, 231 quote the first half and

mss. !vizn 2% do not quote the verse at sll,

Ms., % (Codex Vatican LX) of Bereshit Rabbah (page 110
column 1) has the same arragnement of the passage as the Pesiqgta
deRav Kahana and parallels, The order in this ms. may be the original
one in Bereshit Rabbah, The ms. quotes verse 10 in the form 108

290 *3 P8P,  end verse 11 in the form ¥ YWI? K.

The final phrase of the derash in Bereshit Rabbah "because if
they produced fruit they would destroy the world" is found in the

Sifre, in slightly different words,

The Midrash Tanhuma on Emor agrees with the Pesiqta deRav
Kahana, VWayyiqra Rabbah, and the Tanhuma on Noah, except that extra-

neous materizl has been added,

The anonymous midrash agrees with the Pesqits deRav Kahana and its
parallels, except that v.,1l is not quoted, slthough it is pre-supposed,

and that the sentence "because if they produced fruit they would destroy
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the world" is added, in agreement with Bereshit Ra'b'bah. The context,
however, is quite different, being a re-arranged and shortened form of
the begimning of the Midresh Tehillim on Ps 118, with this derash
taking the placz of another, which will be quoted below, It is possible
that the derash has been taken over by the compiler of the Yalqug
Shin‘oni from the Pesiqta deBav Kahana, Bereshit Rabbsh, or one of the.
other parallel texts, and that the i.ndica.t:tm of the source has been
onitted, but it seems simplei- to suppose that the &msh is taken fronm
a different recension of Midrash Tehillim or from a Tanhum text.

In a1l of the texts related to the Peaiqta daRav Kohara, the reason
for the quotation of Is 3:10 and 11 is that these verses use the word
M9 when speaking of the rightecus, but not when speaking of the
widked, froe which it may be supposed that although the deeds of the
righteous bear fruit, thé deeds of the wicked do not.

This point is well brought out by the Midrash Tehillim on Ps 118,
Along with two other shittim on these verses, it contains a shittah

A ——— iy

closely comnected in outlook with the dsrash as found in the Pesiqta deRavw

Knhana and its parallels, 1I quoted from thé Printed edition, with the

nore important variants from Buber's edition, the Yalqut Mechiri on

Psalus and #hé: Yalqut: ¥echiri on Isaiah added in brackets:

AR KEID MR VIORY DAOYYD D 3 270 D PO LR R"™Y
Y72 2K 0KIT N1TD AU 2R T2ORIY nTCR TAYY AoNan
7y D" _MYIRI “haD DD VR TR )ND 3"‘:"’- 1272 DR3 D M
K2R TPIX 137K (an %y vy sM@ 3) MdD (“an By, cpo

“aD N2 YT PINI D Can Byr ‘U Ry b HAnd 33) HInad
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nNIN’Y Y [UR? TIRPP (avaxa

The words 193X> D1°92YD 7B D  are put in square brackets by
Buber in his edition of the Hidrash Tehillim to show that they are not
found in his basic mnuscript. They are found in the printed edition

and Yalqut Mechiri on bhoth Isaiah and Psalms,

It will be seen that both the Pesiqta deRav Kshana and its parallels
{aside perhaps from Bereshit Rabbah) and the Midrash Tehillim are
concerned with the presence or absence of the word 15, and that the

argument is intelligible whether ?ID3 2?2 or ?1DAD is read, Never-
theless, the wording used by the Midrash Tehillim in discussing these
verses makes it clear that at leaat the redactor of the derash in itms
present form in the Midrash Tehillim had the reading ?71D31D in his
text of Iaaiah, and so there is a possibility that such a reading might
haf_re been known to the author of the derash in its more original form
in the Pesigta deRav Kahana and its parallels, The atatement >71B2
TDIX 13°X  in three of the witnesses to the text of the Midrash
Tehillim requipes the following phrase to be 21030 X?X, as in the
printed eﬂition, 80 that 92903 70 X7X i§ almost certainly an
accomodation tc the MT, Even the reading?1D3 - ?23...°78 2D in
the Yalqu‘f Mechiri on Psalms is probably an alteration of an original
21032... 782, since otherwise the naturdl phrasing would have
been 2103 X?K “IDIX 11°% 7D ,yithout mentioning the word 2 at
all in either -case., These is unfortunately no way of telling how old

this wording is, whether it goes back further than the compilers of the
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Midrash Tehillim ar not, since the derash is atill intelligible if every-

" thing from 19D to the end is omitted.

Thers is some evidence of the reading <qp35 in a derash found
in the Toeefta Te’sh 1:2-3, Yerushalmi Pe’ah 16b top, Bavli Qiddushin
4,0a, and in slightly different form in the first recension of the
~ Avot deRabbi Natan, p. 60b. I quote from the Tosefta:
029¥2 12 N2 (IR OO a7IY2 07K3 (D (79793 077137 19X Yy
vl 1YY DYy 0°DT MO Py A1y 2193 Y1 T MY Yy Kao
218 D PUIX 1MRR ‘AW N8 S w1 (IR T2 P? DIOT 0213 (1330
MR FIT NIT%D A7 (PRY OP A7 W? TP 1P0RY aavPbyn mp U3
QM9 *18n 199K71 0°0PD 23K AR 12 ATY? 1717 9ma D ¥ yIY
a7 w2 N1D TIYY 173y ROX (R¥:ia *Rud) IYIVY O1NIXYILDY
3 1h kg M v j’x NYTYD WY A3XYT N1M0B
The meaning is that the reward of the righteous exceeds their
deeds, but that the punishment of the wicked correaponds to their deeds
and goes no further, unless the deed is one that led others astray. A
madingl 1?92 ?102320 meaning "in proportion to what he has done"
would be quite appropriate here, and would bring the point out more
clearly than the reading of the MT does., However, the point may not
be mressed, since the derash is still intelligible, even if less force-
ful, in the light of the reading of the MT, and so  these texts

have not been mentioned in the apparatus,

The derash in the Midrash Panim Aherim on Esther is intelligible

]

whether 74133 *2 or 970312 is read.
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The reading 27032  is supported by the LXX and probably by the

Peshitta as well. The LXX trarmslates v. 11 as ousi toi anomoi (+ hoti

106 565) ponera {+ gar 239' Sa; om. 301) kata ta erga autou symbesetai

autoi. (I omii some minor variants), The wards kata ta erga are a -

very literal translation of 71032, It is very unlikely that this is
merely a free translation of the MT, since the translator toock Y1

as a noun, which can only be done if “1139 is read. The additions of
hoti ard gar in some mss, may be an inner-Greek development or my be
due to the influence of two of the later Greek Versions, Unfortunately
not enough of the later Versions' translation of this verse has been

left to tell whether thev have influenced the IYX,

The Peshitta translates v. 11 as *7177X T2¥7 20D Xw?1 Xy°wm2 29
yonn,  The words J2¥7T 20D probably represent a Hebrew reading
?1012; (the choice of the word YIOND to translate 117 T0Y?,
and the translation of %) as X377 9YD in v, 10 show that the translation

is not meant to be completely literal),

Kenn, 245 reads %1032 ?2 (sed ? sup, res.).

3:11 (1?) 2°w? L,(1?) oW’

These readings could well be due to contamination from other passages.
There is only one other case, Jb 9:16, where the verb MUY is used with
?103 or NIPR2, but there are seven where the verb is aoﬁ:e form of
Q27 and n:in;.. where it is some form of 2°%)] .or 27%7. The reading 2°77,

if it is not a mistake for 217 %;is particularly likely to be due to
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contamination, since the logical subject, which can only be God, is

not directly mentioned here, so that a transitive verb sounds much

less natural than as intransitive or passive one, On the cther hand,
there is some support for these readings in the derash from the Tosefta
and its parallels quoted in the mrevious article, which depends on the
idea of exaet retribution, an ide# well expressed by these verbs, There
is some support, too, in the reading 7?1033, which is well attested
and fits in with the same idsa of exact retribution, Notice that the
two readings 9 103> and oY are actually found together in ms, P

of Wayyiqra Radbbah, and that the two readings 7?1032 and :‘le*’ are

aotually found together in the printed Midrash Tehillia.

The reading 23v? is supported by the Targum, which translates

ann?, and by 1QIs” and Kenn. 182, The LXX and Peshitta are inconclusive.

The translation in the Sacra Parallela has dothesetai instecd of

symbesetai., If the alteration is due to the influence of a later Creek
translation, it could reflect a Hebrew reading yypy> or Dow?,

It is more likely, however, that it is due to the influence of the LXX
of Ps 28:4 (27:4 in the LXX), as Wahl suggests. The complete verse

Ps 28:4 reads as follows: dos autois kata te erga auton kai kata ten

ponerian ton epitedeumaton auton kata ta erga ton cheiron auton dcs

autois avodos to antopodoma auton autois. (I omit minor variants),

Ms, Kenn, 224 has the readging 21°¥? in the margin;

Aquils = MT,

_



r -

3:12 (omv2ima) Q¥w3V

The word isr interfréted as meaning '‘creditors', The same inter-
pretation is found in the 1XX, the Arabic Version, Aquila, Theodotion,

and the Targum,

Symmachus translates the word as meaning ‘women, in agreement
with the Masoretic pointing,

3:14 Onx

S0 Peshitta,

3:16 0°23721

The LXX translates without any possessive pronoun, but this is
probatly due to the requirements of Greek style,

3:17 (17Ip) NX
So Kenn, 258; 30 marg,., add.

The Targum sgrees with the MT, The other Versions are inconclusive.

3418 D30°2¥A

So Targum A 2/2, Kenn, 182 {D?02wi1), prieo 154, and apparently
LXX B 0, In this and the following articles the evidence of the Targum
quotations in the ‘Aruch snd Qimhi's commentary should be treated with

caution, asince the onissicn of waw could be due to the position of the
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word at the start of the quotatiom.

3:19 MB*0Ia

So Targum AZ.

3:19 nN1vyn

So Targum K,

3220 Q¥MYUPH

So Targum A 2/3.

3:22 NYDUYDA

So Targum bg A 2/2,

3322 nnapnn

30 Kann. 82’ m.

3:23 023412210 ,0%°3%230

So Targum zo, Kenmn. and de Rossi in the text, Ginsburg 10, 4, 17,

22, L0, SO, 52, 58, 66, 67, 72; edad. VIII, XII, XTII, XV, X3IX,

British and Foreign Bible Society edition.,
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3 :23 p*n

So Targum K,

hilp 1 grra?
So Lxx 8% A'=Q-26-106-710 B 239 393 407 410 534 544 770 Bo Syh
0.71‘. Bus, o.

Hol treis = MT.

The LXX manages to preserve the s;enso of the verse by slightly
altering the syntax in translation, but it is hard to see how the word
D%¥I17° can be left out of the Hebrew without changing D7 to 0O7

o D07 or ;1?7D7Y. Probably the omission in the Midrash Shir Hashe
shirim Zuta is a mistake (the ms., is very unreliable throughout) and

the apparent support of the LXX is due to no mare than coincidence.

4:5 (1) X?*2°
So de Rossi 663 primo. For 11717 X121, the LXX has kai hexei

kai estai, which corresponds to a Hebrew reading 17711 (X21) X12?
The interchange of X717 and X°1?is graphically very easy.

To Hebraikon kai hoi loipoi panta = MT,

&:5 (“n 23) 170D °¥
So Kenn. L, 72, 112, 182, See the Minhat Shai.

To Hebraikon kai hoi loipoi penta = MT,
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This variant may be exegetical in or:'.gin. If 172D is taken to

refer to the Temple, the omission of 7?0 becomes almost unavoidsble,

k:5 “m *2
The IXX omits this word, but as the tramslation is rather free

here it is possible that the omission is due to the translator and

not to a variant in his Hebrew text.

:5 (7222 n302) wrY oo (wyt (131y)
Targum mss, ovz P omit i1337,but read [P35 OD1? ag in the MT.

Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion = MT,

Ls5 {(“n ¥3) 130 ?% 2

So Peshitta GWL = mz, Targum (but paraphrasing), Renn. 93, 9%,
150, 178, 182, 300, 663: de Rossi 174, 782; primo 319, 667, 815; Biblia
Veneta 1678 monent ad merg, alios libros omittere 7?72 ; Ven., 1690, 1730,

1739, 17€6, alios libros., See Minhet Shai and de Rossi's note,

L:6 TONDY

So Vulgsate,

5:1 (v 12 202

Perhaps compare Symmachus's translation as quoted by Jerome in
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corou in medio oliuvarum, which may translate [2¥ P2 7P,

However, this may be a free translation,or a translation of 7172

jO% 1°3. PFusebius gives Symmachus's translation in a form differing
from both the MT and the reading of the midrash, but def'initely
~ reflecting a Hebrew reading}7°3.

Aquila and Theodotion = MT,

5:1 (jow ]3) yax

This reading mey be due to the influence of' the Song of Songs
8:11. See the Aggadat Shir Hashshirim lines .1,364- 1,368 for an

example of exegetical comnection of these two verses,

5:2  <‘N 03> 2p”

So LXX, Ode 10, Vulgate, and Jerome's commentary, but reading

dP7?1 instead of 3IP? 031 of the MT,

5:3 o7
So LXX, Ode 10, Peshitta, Targum, Vulgate Sfe, comm., 1QIs”

(?2¥1%), Kenn, 30, 93 (?3v?),153 (>3w1°).

The Peshitta, Vulgate AOSflc, and Jerome's commentary seem to

read or translate *WIKT  as well,

5:3  “p R3

Most LXX witnesses do not translate the word. ng and V-88 C,
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in separate t renslations, insert an equivalent for it. The word is

not translated by the Peshitta or Vulgate or in Jerome's commentary,

Hoi treis = MT,

5: (1Y mwy?) °% (mn)

So perhaps Vulgate, comm, guid est guod debui facere. It is much

mich mare likely, however, that Jerome read the MT,

5:9  (*3182) aPai

When evaluating the readings of the Versions iv must be kept in
wind that a translation of verse 5:9 that seems to support a variant
reading 119337 may have either of two causes: it may be due to a
divergent Hebrew text or it may be due to the influence of the trans-
lation of verse 22:14, where the form YDW1" occurs, in the sam: Version.
However, if the wording of verse 5:9 and the wording of verse 22:1L4
differ in any one Version, even though both of them are quite good
translations of {19337 or YO¥31,the word must have been found in

the Hebrew text in front of' the translator,

The LXX has ekousthe gar, which almost certainly represents the

reading of the widrash, That a vague verb such akouein was used,
instead of a more literal equivalent of the Hebrew, is no difficulty,
since it might have been felt that a literal translation would imply

a limit to God's omniscience, as if some external agent hand to reveal
the information. <here is no possibility of any influe=nce from verse
22:1L, which has quite g different translation for the word in question,
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The Peshitta translates N1XKI3 ‘71 73TXI(with gere under the nun

of the first word) quite literally, and then adds YULNWX. The
addition may be a tranalation of the Hebrew text as found in the midrash,
but may jJust as easily be an attempt to mmooth an abrupt and difficult

reading out, The Peshitta's translation of verse 22:1} differs.

The Targum translates NIRIX T 23TXI by 37TIXI X?73]3 DX
NIX3AX %2 OTP (R XT DOTINX ID YW N2V This is

exactly the same as the txﬁn.slation of *r‘a'erse 22:1), and so prcbably
represents a reading the same as the MT of verse 22:14, However, the
rossibility remains that the wording of the Targum in verse 5:9 might
have beeh delibeiately harczonized with the Targum of verse 22:1 to
such an extent that apparent support is given for a Hebrew reading in
verase 5:9 that was, in fact, unknown to the translstors of the Targum;
certainly there must have been some harmonizing of the two verses in

the ‘argum to produce such a striking identity betwesen then,

The Vulgate translates NIR2AX 77 ?ITXI by in auribus meis sunt

haec dicit Dominus exercituum, Jerome's commentary has the same

translation, except that it omits dicit, Tt is uncertain whether the
rresence of diait in the Vulgate correzponds to a variant reading in the

Hebrew or not, but it seems likely that as dicit Dominus exercituum

is a standard phrase, the addition is merely an attempt to smooth the
text out, The translation in 22:14 agrees with the MT and differs from

the translation of 5:9,
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5:9 (*m1%3a) ITR2
The relevant section reads as follows: NIT2 TOR TIP2 ¥

NIR2E ‘7 73TR2 72 L,G°NTI KPR DMK R? I7I0 YT 23TR2 MR RO

The reading is supported by the LXX, Peshitta m (X’D7 237IK3),
de Rossi L., 596, 789, primo 715, ut et uidetur, 440, Biblia Munsteri
1534, alia ejusdem 1546, Isaiass Polygl. Basileensis, According to
de Rossi the reading is found in a few ancient and accurate Spanish,

Italian, and German mss,

The translation X?72 ?37IX] in all Peshitta mss, except :'m

" ®

is ambiguous, ’

5:12 (bym) nNX

So Kenn, 96, 150,

5:12 10727 (X?)

So Targum, 1QIs®, 4LQ 162, Kenn. 1, 17, 96, 139, 15, 153, 158,
172; primo 155, 173, 187, 250; de Rossi 440. 737; primo 2, 226; munc
380,

5:13 nhya
So Kenn, 93, 145, 158; forte 130, The Versions are inconclusive,

This reading may be due to conflation with Ho 4:6.
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S:1 TN
So Kenn, 96; forte 99, 158,

Aquila and Symmachus = MT'.

5:16 2Kl

So Targum c.

5:18 nyhayon
S0 Kenn, 6510

Aquila, Symmachus, and Thecdotion = MT,

5:19 wvn?

So I.QIsa. The Versions are inconclusive,

5:19 TwIn®y

So Targum bog A (but paraphrasing), Vulgate, comm, The LXX and

Peshitta are inconclusive,

5:19 n PO

So LXX A O, The same variant is found in some LXX witnesses,

including the Sacra Parallela, in v. 24,
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5:23 (y71) PIIID

This variant, and the one mentioned in the next article, may be
induced by the following derash, which applies the word to Isaac as an.
individual, and takes the following 71D0D to refer back to P2IxD

o PTIRk.

5:23 p*x (NPT3Y)

So LXX, Symmachus, Peshitta, Targum ¢ (Targum bvz NP = MT; Targum
ogf are inconclusive), Vulgate, Jeroms's commentary, Kenn.‘ 258, 260
de Rossi 226 primo: Ginsburg edd. I, IIT. Ms, de Roassi 4 reads P?1%il.
See the mrevious article,

Aquila = ¥T,

5:23 TN0°
So Kerm, 182; primo 89, 150; forta 17.

There seems to be some connection between this variant and the
derash, but what the connection might be is uncertain, As the derash

stands, it seems to assume & reading T11DN. See Albeck's notes,

Aquils and Symmachus seem to agree with the MT,

5:2 M ojIvP
So Targum, Kenn, 15k,

Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion = MT,
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5:2% N NIRIY

So I&Q 162’ Kenn, !’-’ 173.

Aquila and Symmachus = MT,

5:30 anoey

This wvariant may be induced by the derash, which refers to the

deatruction of Fharaoh's army at the Exodus and quotes Ex 15:10.
The reading is supported by the LXX and Peshitta.

Aquila, Symmchus, and Theodotion = MT,

6:2 N QLY

So Targum and Jerome's commentary p. 5 on Is 1:1, The omission
in the Targum may be due to theological objections on the part of

the translators.

Symmachus = MT,

6:2 MYy
So Symmachus according to Bus, (but Ziegler emends to agree with
the MT.)

According to Jerome hol loipoi and ho Hebraios = MT,.

6

2 ‘N Q°530 ww

So 19Is%,
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6:2 (N91y°) o*nwa

S0 Saora Parallela NI"-

6:3 xIpn

This resding is probably induced by Iy 1:1, which is quoted

just before,

6:3 n w1Ip

So 1QIs”,

6:5 ‘1103 -
So LXX.

Symmachus = MT,

637 I3y

S0 LXX except Tht,.,, Arabic Version, Targum, Kenn., 2, 109, 111,
125, 168, 264; primo 91: Biblia Brixiensia ac Nisseliana according to
de ROSSiO

Aquila - MT,

7:2 My
So 10Is”, Kem. 4, 17, 80, 136, 5.

Aquila = MT', The other Versions are inconclusive,
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717 N 31K

So LXX 407 Bas., Kenn, 1, 101, 252, Other LXX mss, and Kenn.
129 read (0 *31x) N1KIZT 7

7:18 (917R) YOX OxXpa (WK MI127?1)
3o Targum,

The addition here corx;esponds to a similar omission in the Targum
witnesses ovz A PN, They have a"'iﬁﬁ"l R9IRD, which probably represents

R?I¥R YIR1, instead of G230 MIX? aG3pa.

7:25 2D .
So Kenn, 72.
8:3 N "X

So LxXX 239 Bo.

8:5 n My
So Targum f, Peshitta u,

The other FPeshitta mss, have {°? IDXL? X*I0) 10 (109K81),

which probably represents the reading of the MT,

8:5 a1 9333 (1Y)

So Targun ¢, :
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8:6 13

So Kenn, 930

8:7 12?

So LXX, Peshitta, Targum bogfc N, Vulgate, Jeroms's commentary,

Kenn, 100,

‘Ihe Printed Midrash Tehillim on Ps 93 correctly quotes 1K 5:1

instead of Is 8:7. See Buber's note 14 p. 414,

8:7 (‘n) 23310
So Targum o, Kenn, 96, Compare Kemn, 99 i} 2° SUp,. R8s,

' 19Is® is inconclusive.

8:7 D22y

So LXX.

8:8 f[uw™

S0 Peshitta, Kemm, 72, 89, 96, 113, 126, 224, 249, 286, 650B;
primo 115: de Rossi 4, 596, 715: primo 2, 24, 25, 27, 187, 226, 411;

nune S54; Biblia Amstelodamensia 1639: Ginsburg 10, 21, 26, 37, 66.

Aquila and Symmachus = MT.
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8:8 9*m
So 4Q163

8:16 onn 9%

All of the texts listed in the apparatus take 1% andD1NMas being
in the past tense, as if they were ¥ (meaning 'he wrapped up or tied
up'; see Margulies, Wayyiqra Rabbah p.230 note 10) snd D{)l_r‘!.‘i‘nis
analysis may depend on a Biblieal toxt with 92 and ONN written
defectively, and the farm 99X quoted in the Yalqut Mechiri and the
Haggadot Hattalmud, if it is not due- to the influence of the derash ’
may be evidence far such a defective spelling.

Ms, Kenn, 226 has "X for 91¥.

8:18 ‘n %
So Vulgate Al. in the Polyglotten Bibel,

Hoi loipoi according to Bus,, hoi treis according to Tht,., Aquila,

Symmachus, and Theodotion according to ms. Q = MT,

8:18 n*nYR

So LXX, Hebrews 2:13, hoi treis according to Tht, but not accoard-

ing to EJS., Kenn, 1’ 93, 590,

In v, 17 Aquila seems to read D?71%X.

8:19 x>
So comm, Bc
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8:16 onn ,n%

All of the texts listed in the apparatus take V11X and DN as being
in the past tense, as if they were 1%, (meaning 'he 'mpped up or %ied
up'; see Margulies, Wayyiqra Rabbsh p. 230 note 10) and  ORM. This -~
amlysis may depend on a Biblical text with ')x and BNN, written
defectively, and the form ™¥ quoted in the Yalqut Mechiri and the
Haggadot Hattalmud, if it is not due to the influence of the derash,

may be evidence for such a defective spélling.

Ms. Kenn. 226 has 9% for T1%.

8:18 ‘N 2

So Vulgate Al, in the Polvglotten Bibel,

Hoi loipoi according to Eus,, hoi treis according to Tht,, Aquila,

Symmachus, and Theodotion according to ms., Q = MT,

8:18 07K

So LXX, Hebrews 2:13, hoi treis according to Thi. but not accord-
ing to Eus,, Jerome's comnentary p., 118 on Is 8:18 in the comments but
not in the lemma in all mss. except B { which combines both readings as

Dominus Deus), EKenn. 1,.93,-530.

8:19 IDK?

So comm, B,
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8:19 Qrinna B
So LXX,

Aquila, Symnachus, and Theodotion = MT.

8:19 (n 2x) WII? 127X Q¥ K77

Sc Kerm. 25, 95. The Peshitta has (v X117 ) 113 R?
1°7X071 }?7°X (Eph. X207 ) XI?PR1 oY, which could fomsent
either w1Y 12718 OY X727 c w7? DMPR QY X2 in either

cese, 0OV is assumed to be in the construct state.

8:20 (%T1) 371 )

S0 Kem. prilllo %50

8:20 n PR
So Peshitta U, Targum, Vulgate, comm., Kenn. 1&8.

The Mosul edition of the Peshitta agrees with the MT. Diettrich
has overlooked the difference between the Urmia edition and the Mosul
edition and therefore does not give any readings from the other editions

or from any manuscripts,
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8:23 nya
So Kenn, 245, 392; primo 93. Compare Xenn. 428 Ny¥Dsup. ras.

™e Versions are inconclusive,

9:1 (-wna) o*aw1°n

So LXX A' ol 360 eI’ 301 LO7 551&-0:'. IV 83 Cyr. Tert. III L34
and Matthew 4:16 ho kathemenos, LXX Bis., hoi kathemenoi,

The variant in the midrash may be due to the influence of the
phrase NIOPX YIX3 *20° later in the verse, and the variant in
Matthew L:16 may be due to the Greek equivalent of the same phrase.

The variant ho kathemenos or hoi kathemenoi in the LXX may be due to

the influence of the quotation in Matthew; it is certainly not due
to the influence of the Greek translation of ?3W? in the sane
verse, since the L{X translates the word in that case by hoi

katoikountes,

9:4 vYvna

The phrase WY12 JXD [1KD 22 ®3 is taken to mean 'Each
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71x0 {of wickedness is measured back {]XD) to the wicked'.

The LXX has doldl, and the Targum has Y¥11. These translations
probably rezresent Y13, Kenn, primo 176 reads ¥13.

Aquila and Symmachus = MT.

19:5  XpP3)

ILXX-except A.Syp Clem,, and Aquila according to QSyh Eus, dem,

Pe. 324 Chr, have kai kaleitai; Symmachus has klsthesetai; Peshitta
Aph, has XIPN171;, the Vulgate and Jerome's commentary have et
uocabitur, All of these translations represent either | pPi1l or

X727, Odo hasp?1 (probably a mistake far X1P?1 according to
.‘*- L J

Pischer), which he translates as et wocabitur. Fisher suggests that

he read KIP*1.

XX Clem. has kai ekleths; the Peshitta except Aph. has ?VPNK1Y;

the Targum has *IPNX1. All these translations remresent X171

e

{or %17 interpreted as past tense).

Aquila according to Bus, comm.,and Theodotion have kai ekalese(n),

probably representing RIP?1.
*r:" 7

A literal retroversion of the Syropalestinian Version into Greek

gives kai kalesousin, which would represernt IXIPY (or IKIR?Y)

s o 0
' .

but it is possible that the Syropalestinian Version's Greek text had,

in fact kai kaleitai, since it would be natural for a translator to use
& third person plural active verb in Aramaic as the equivalent of a

third person singular passive -¥erb in Greek.
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ILXX A © has kal kalesel, which representa KPP or Py,

the Hebrew column of the Hexapla has oculekra, i.e. K:lr;?'-"l. lQIB& has

s 9 &
» L]

PN

9:5 ‘M 7132

Tt is impossible for this to be a gemiine variant, since the

comnent depends on the similarity between the rhrase "1133 PK and the
name ?X*711.

Aquila, Symmachus, Theodotion, and the Hebrew column of the
Hexapla = MT,

9:6 MK (]°27)

With this reading, the pronoun must refer to XBO and not to
102700, ’

Peshitta u has ?:717200)) (= 1IY0?21) far TIVOYY, and

' 80 probably read 1DIR }°2577.

Theodotion reads HIYU?7 end so probably read INIX 17277
in agreement with the MT.

9:11 {(BPn) 811X

The derash is found in Schechter's edition of the Aggadat Shir
Hashshirim lines 1,374- 1,385, the fragment F quoted by Schechter in
his notes on the midrash, and the Yalgqut Mechiri on Isaiah., All three
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texts seems to be carrupt, though the one in the Yalqut Mechiri seems

to be better than the other two.

Sele Schechter's comnents on the derash. Aram or Edom are identi- .
fied with Balaam, and the Philistines with the .Amaleki‘bes. The iden-
tification with Balaam would seem to support the reading UOIK,
but the reading 019K is still possible. The derash goes to say
that the Amlekites paid the sons of Esau, apparently for their ser-
vices as mercenaries, The sons of Esau can only be the Edomites
(end perhaps by implication the Romans: so Schechter). The derash
then seema to say that the Balaam tried to curse Isrsel instead of

blessing them because of the bribe given to the Edomites,

Although the point of the derash is obscure, enough ;a intellj-
gible to make it likely that Balaam is considered to be an Edomite,
and that the passage is directed against the Romans, who are iaenti-
fied with the Edomites. Nevertheless, the passage is so obscure that

&1l of this interpretation of the grgument could well be wrong.
The reading QIR is supported by the Peshitta,

Compare the variant }12¥ for 011X in Is 11:1, in fragment F,

9:16 (n®) Yoa

So Kenn. 145 and 150,
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9:16 (nv)

So Kenn. 198.

9:19 1YY

So Symmachus tas sarkas tou plesion sutou, Targum ( 923 )
( 31¥2®?) 7°3%p cboa. LXX A" -26 407 538 Bo Syp have a

double reading: tas sarkas brachionos tou adelphou autou,

10:3 o
So Peshitta, Vulgate, comm, -

Symmachus = MT,

10:5 15001

The reading does not make sense, as God is speaking, and it is
Probably due to the influence of the same word in vv. 24 and 26,
vhere God is spoken of in the third person. Verse 26 is actually

quoted by the midrash just before this,

The same reading is found in Kenn. 17, 93, 158, 187, 228; de
Rossi 2 (but with the MT's reading in the margin), 380, 663; primo
20,
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10:1,  }p3
So Kenn. 258, primo 89.

Symmachus = MT,

10:1%  paxa Yo% (290 (pa X¥oni)

This reading may be induced by the phrase JIXi1 3  later

in the verse, or by verse 10,

Kerm, 23, 93, 150, 182, 240 (and primo 246 acccrding to de

Rossi) and de Rossi 715 read Q0¥ “Yo%.  Symmachus has pasan
ten dynamin ton laon, which probably represents

The LXX shortens the verse in translation, and is inconclu-

sive,

10:24,. ‘N 239K

So EKemn. 112.
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xx s° 90456 and hoi treis have kyrios (*) kyrios, and LXX
3. 36 377 cII 393 403" have kyrios ho theos, Both of these

translations probably represent the reading of the MT but go back to

-

two different revisions of the LXX, Hoi treis read kyrios kyrics,

in agreement with the MT,

10:26  TI12

S0 Kenn, 153,

10:32 (mpy?) 9132 (3123 T1T19)

The Targum, including a quotation of the Targum Yerushalmi in ms,
£ and a quotation of the Additional Targum in ms. a, seems to give a
double translation. The following table shows the probable correspondence
of the Targum's translation to the Hebrew text, The reader is referred
to Sperber's edition for the complete text of the Targum, Only the
rhreses that correspond directly to the Hebrew text are quoted here,
and haggadic additions and expansions are omitted, as are a few minor

variants of wording.

Tarpun Hebrew
v 371y 7301 30 KDY (Yo Y 1% MY
.e. PYODY
Leaph X2300 h°p 2132 0P KDR 1YY 233
¥ t [ _

v.. D917 RNV
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P02 1730 bp NPy - my? 7131

71%972 Cnepy Yrain 19> nB1°
117%2% Kwapp h2a 7w Yy 177X n°2 10

abwIni2aT XMy by o * nyal

The relationship of the LXX to the Hebréw is very uncertain
and no satisfactory explanation has =so f'gr been put forward. There
seems to be no equivalent in the Greek for 71¥ or 131 in the Hebrew,
and no equivalent in the Hebrew for en hodoi in the Greek, There are
five possible _explana.tions for the discrepancy: a different Hebrew
text underlying the Greek; misunderstanding of the Hebrew on the part
of the translator; free or explanatory translation; paraphrasing; or

corruption of the LXX text,

Tt is unlikely that the discrepency in this cese is due to para-
rhrasing, Except for the three cases of divergence between the Greek
and the Hebrew already mentioned the translator seems to be working on
the principle of giving each Hebrew word or phrase a corresponding
Greek translation. Admittedly, he has departed from the literal mean-
ing of the Hebiew text, to produce the startling image of hills in
Jemsalém waving encouragement to Zion, (whatever that might mean);
but he has produced a close correspondence between the Greek and the
Hebrew wﬁ-ding in spite of this, a correspondence so close that all
that the editors of the ILucianic recension had to do to produce a

translation carresponding to the meaning of the MI' was to alter the
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case-endings of two nouns, so that ten thygatera becamne tes thygatros‘

and hoi bounoi {hoi) became tous bounous {(tous).

Corruption in the LXX text is a possibility, but no sstisfactory
explanation based on this has yet been put forward. There is a
telling argument against the theory of corruption in the Greek: if
the translator had transliterated the ward 33 it should be fairly
easy to find a corrupt, even heavily disguised, form of it in tﬁe

extant text; but there is no trace of it,

Misunderstanding of the Hebrew seems equally unlikely, It is
true that the gist of the verse as it stands in the MT ir obscure,
but the meaning of each word or phrase is obvious., Specifically, the
translator could hardly have failed to recognize the meaning of the
word 11¥, and could hardly have failed to recognize 3] as a: place-
nabe after having been alerted to ihe possibility by the series of

Place-nemes in the preceding verses, which give him no. trouble,

We are left with two explanations: divergence in the translator's
Hebrew text, and free or explanetary translation. The omisaion of
T1¥ could perhaps be due to free translatic—, if the translator did
not consider it important, or if he did not see how the word fitted
into the sense of the verse: but it seems unlikely (though of course,
it is 2 possibility) that the translator would have omitted a place-

nape,

It seems, then, that the possibility of divergence between the
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translator's Hebrew text and the MT must be considered. Such an
assumption is always precarious, particularly in the case of a text

such as the LXX of Isaiah, and few explamtions based on it can be

pat forward with assurance. On the other hand, the foregoing arguments -
have shown that in this case cther explanations are at least as unlikely,
and that the translator seems to be following his Hebrew text fairly

closely here.

As there may not be any connection between the reason for the
apperent omission of 13 and the apparent omission of ¥y, it seens

best to consider them separately. -

The word varakaleite at the start of v, 32 of the LXX represents

the word 17?911 at the end of v, 31 of the MT, as Ziegler recognizes,
The omiseion of 11V immediately after may be due to translation=-
technique, or may be due to a variant reading 7y3Iv 11?90 for 17?90
T1Y. There would be no need to translate the word ¥1¥, and in fact

it would be better Greek style not to translate it,

The apparent omission of (2%31) 232 is more difficult, If
we suppose that the translator read #111instead of 2731, we would

expect him to translate it by some form of the verb parakalein, his

normal equivalent for the verbs ¥91 and #?3/1 shen used in a favourable

sense, and a favourite word of his., In this mrticular case, however,

he would be unable to use the verb parakalein because he had already
used it to translate 1T ?Yi1and was about to use it to translate #B17,

The repetition would not be good style, There would not have been any
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need to translate 5111 at all, since the verb 17?¥i1 taken
over from the previous verse takes its place, and to translate
both 11*Y7  and f132 would have spoilt the structure of
the sentence, The word parakaleite neatly combined the ideas of
132 and  1I°YR  and my be considered a translation of both

words,

If the suggestions that the word 133 (for 233 or
3933 ) was omitted in translation is correct, it will be seen
that en hodoi is an explanatory addition to tou meinai. Compare the

full text of the Targum to this verse.

Kenn, 156 reads %1121,

11:2 (771 DRO*Y Dys 079) 0320t (XY 09 1321 Dnon 1)

Aptowitzer, in the Introduction to his Schriftwort, pp. 29-30,

shows that this reading is assumed in a psssage from Sa‘adyah's
comuentary to the Sefer Yegirah quoted by R. Yehudah ben
Barzillai, and a similar passage in R. Ya‘agov ben Nissim's com-
mentary on the Sef'er Yegirah perhaps derived from .this ; a complete~
ly independent passage in Yehudah ben Barzillai's commentary which
night be taken froz Sa‘adyah's commentary; and a passage in the

Pirge deRabbi Eli‘ezer which seems to be the basis of the last-
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mentioned comment on the Sefer Yegirah. Of these four texts,
only the third quotes the verse with the variant reading and the

other three do not take the quotation as far as the word in question.

The passage from the Pirqe deRabbi’Elifezer that Aptowitzer
quotes is the one referred to in the apparatus, Aptowitzér quotes
the passage in full, explains the point, and relates it to the ;t".hree
comnents on the Sefer Yesirah. There is no need to duplicate his
comments here and the reader is referred to his book. This note
will be confined to showing the relationship of the passage in the
Pirqe deRabbi Eli‘ezer to various texts of the Tan‘zum or Yelamme-
denu group, some of which were not available to Aptowitze;', and
others of which seem to have escaped his attention. In doing so

somc supporting evidence for his argument will be brought in.

For reasons that will become clear later in the discussion, the
passages in the various midrashim may be divided into four groups. The
first group comprises two separate fragments on Gn 1:1 published

in The Bible as Read and Preached in the Old Synagogue, vol.I, p.36
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and p. 40, the Pirge deRabbi Elifezer, including quotationa in the
Yalqut Mechiri on Is 11:2 and the Midrash Haggadol on Ex 31:3, and a -
sumnary in the Midrash Hadash fal Hattorah in The Bible as Read and

Preached in the 0Old Synagogue, vol, I, p., 230, The second group

comprises a quotation of the Midrash Tanhume to Ex 35:30-31 in the Yalqui
Shim‘oni, vol. I par. 412, and a quotation of the Midrash Tanhum,
probably to Gn 1: 1 in the Yalqut Shim‘oni vol. IT par. 935. The third
group eomprises Buber's Tanhuma on Ex 35:31, Wayyaghel par 6 pp. 61b-62a;
the Printed Tazﬁgum to the same verses (in a passage added by the editor
of the Mantua edition), Wayyaqhel par. 5, and a slightly condensed form
of the same derash in Shemot Rabbah 48:6 on Ex 35:30-31. The fourth

group comprises a single fragment on Gn 1:1 in The Bible as Read and

Preached in the Ol4 Synagooue, vol, I, pp. 16-17.

The derash is the same in all the texts mentioned, but only those in
the first group give it in.its full form, The argument is that the three
qualities Ny 33720 ,702N0 with which, according to Pr 2__9:3-&-,. the
world was created, were used, according to Ex 31:3, to build the
Tabernacle, and according to 1K 7:14 to build the Temple; and in the
future will be used to re-build the Temple, according to Pr 24:3-4,
will be given to Israel, according to Pr 2:6, and to the Messiah, accord-
ing to 1s 11:42. \All of the texts of the first group agree substantially,
except that the mention of the three qualities being given to Iarael

is only in the Pirqe deRabbi Eli‘ezer, and that the quotation of the
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Pirqe deRabbi Elifezer in the Midrash Haggadol mentions the Messiah

before Israel, The derash in The Bible as Read and Preached in the

0ld Synagogue, vol, I, p.40O is defective at the beginning.

The texts of the secand group have the derash in shartened form,
‘apparently because of scribal error due to homoioteleuton. Both of
them follow the mention of the re~building of the Temple directly with
‘the quotation of Is 11:2, which is quite irrelevant, In both cases
;a scribe has omitted the qudtation of Pr 24:3-l4 and then the mention of
|the Messiah. |

| The text of the Yalqut Shim‘oni vol. I par. 412 finishes at this
'point, but the text of the Yalqut Shim‘oni vol. IT par. 935 adds the

reference to Isrsel and the quotation of Pr 2:6,

The texts of the third group do not quote Is 11:2 at all, Mss, 1

and 6 of Buber's Tanhum mention the revbuilding of the Temple wathout

! any proof-text, and ms, 4 and the margin of ms, 6 of Buber's Tanhume ,

the Printed Tanjuma, and Shemot Rabbah add Pr 24:3-4. If only the
Printed Tanhuma and Shemot Rabbah were available, it might be concluded
that the text had been deliberately cut afte the mention of the re-build-
ing of the Temple, but the evidence of Buber's Tanhum shows that this
explanation is unsatisfactary. The omission of the quotation of Pr 2
34 is very unlikely to be due to editing, since it is required to
complete the argument, and there remain the questions of why the quotation

is omitted in two of the mas, but not in the third, and why the reference

to the Messiash, which makes a fitting conclusion to the derash, is

279



onitted in all mss, .

»

If we suppose the text of Buber's Tanhumx in this rassage to be
derived from a text of the type found in the second group, and
specifically one similar to the Yalqut Shim‘oni vol, I par. 412, the
p:obiem is solved., At some stage, perhaps before thc Midrash Tan}.mm
was compiled in its mresent form, the quotation of Is 11:2 would have
been dropped as irrelevant and inexplicable, and at a later stage,
after the compilation of the two Tanhumas,, certain mss.,such as ms.h
and the margin of ms, 6 of Buber's Tanhuma, the ms, used by the editor
of the Mantua edition of the Printed Tenhuma, and the ms, used by the
compilers of Shemot Rabbah, would have substituted the correct verss,

but without supplying the conclusion of the derash,

It seems, then, that the ancestor of the texts of the third group
was probably derived from a text of the second group, which itself was

almost certainly derived from a text of the first group.

The only text available of the first group does not mention the
Messiah, but there is no sign that the text is in disorder., The
expasiti_on goes directly from the mention of the re-building of the
Témple, with the quotation of Pr 24:3-4, to the mention of Israel, with
the quotation of Pr 2:6. The omission is rather surprising, It might
be &ie to an editor or scribe who did not know of the reading 1371207
instead of 1237, and so did not see the point of the quotation of

Is 11:2; but it is more likely to be simply a mistake,

It will be seen, then_ that all the texts in each group give the
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same derash in varying degrees of completenesss, It remains to discuss
the reletionship of this derash to the variant reading 13712071 for

2.

Aptowitzer has already demonstrated that the derash depends on
this reading, and as a glance at any of the texts of the first group
or even the summary of the argument already given will show that he
iz correct, there is no meed to repeat the discussion here. There is,
however, one possible objection raised by Aptowitzer himself that needs
to be discussed in detail. He says that the ward 13%11 in the MT of
Is 11:2 could be taken as the equivalent of 73312071, and that the
derash could be based on such an interpretation, but rejects such an
explamtion as forced and artificial, There is actually an argument,
not considered by Aptowitzer, that removes any possibility of accepting
such an explamtion, and seems to make the existence of the variant
reading certain, The printed text of the Pirge dsRabbi Ilifezer (busg
not the quotations of it in the Yalqu{ Mechird or Midraah Haggadol),

and the miérash in THé¢ Bible as Reand and Preached in the 0ld Synagogue,

vol. I, p. 4O say that the three qualities will be given to the Messiah
in double measvre, which means, apparently, that the six qualities of
Is 11:2 mst be treated as three pairs, 5o that he will have 13731
as well as {2O0, I8V as well aa 333132N,and ‘i1 DX %as well as

nyi.

The variant is attested implicitly by two passages in ben

Barzillai's commentary on the Sefer Yesirah (the first of these being
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related to a passage in Ya‘aqov ben Nissim's commentary) and the

Tanhums texts just mentioned; and explicitly by the second passage of
ben Barzillai's commentary, ones ms..of Bereshit Rabbah, and a ms, of
the Bavli, all of the witnesses being independent. Such strong evi-
dence in favour of a variant is unusual, and it is rather surprising

' that no Biblical ms. or Version supports the resding,

11:2 B°7?X (hx1Y)
E The tramslations of “i1 NXI?71 in the LXX, the Vulgate, Jerome's
Ecommamtary on Is 11:2, and p. 60 on Is L:1, p. 688 on Is 59:19-21, and
Ep. 707 on Is 61l:1-3 are inconclusive, The other Versions agree with
‘the MT.

: l Notice that for <3 N1 ih the same verse, the LXX except C Cypr.,

g

| ithe Peshitta, Jeronme's commentary ms, B p.60, ms. M p.688, and all mss,

% ;p. 707 seems to read Q?IIPK N1 ,and that far it NXN?2 in the next

; verse, the LXX except oI, and mss. ME of Jerome's commentary p. 688 seem
to read pIYR NX?2 (Jerome's commentary.does not quate v.3 on p.707;
the quotation of v. 3 on p.60 agrees with the MT). Aquila, Symmachus,
and Theodotion, all according to Chr,, read ‘i1 NX1?1 in.v.3, but 'accorc’.-
ing to ms. 710, Theodotion reads skdr vl Sl 2] wiie W The translations of

the later Greek Versions for ¢ NI and 7 NRMYY are not extant,

11:3  (AKD?) X?

So LXX, Vulgate, comm,, Targum boge, Kenn, 3, 72, 95, 107, 110,
130, 150, 151, 170, 172, 181, 223, 224, 24k, 384; primo 294: de Rossi
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4, 16, 20, 26, 198, 200, 378, 406, 411, 43, 476, 502, 518, 543, 585,

597; primo 11, 24, 187, 262, 440, 554, 594, 596, 674, 737, 850, 851;

minc 486, 555, 606, 663, 815; Biblia Soncinensia a Kenn, omissa,

Prophetsas Soncinenses 1486 omissi et ipsi in Kenniec, Bibliis, Pentat, ~
antiquus membran. in k4 sine anno et loco: Ginsburg 5, 9, 21, 24, 31, 32,
333, 36, 38, 41, 42, 70; edd. I, III.

Symmachus= MT,

11:% %9 (NyIN)

This reading is probably a mistake, under the inrluence of the
word 1?8 in the first half of the verse,

it

111 (yP) nan?

So Targum, I.QIsa has NN,

This reading is confirmed by the warding of the comments following

the direct quotation, but the derash does not depend o it.

11:7 Q1271272
So apparently Targum, Vulgate, comm,

The LXX, Aquila, and Theodotion are inconclusive,

1n

L L]

9 CwIp) M

So LXX and 1QIs&.
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Symmachus = MT, i

11:15 227000

So apparently LXX, Peshitta except Eph., Targum, Vulgate, comm,
(Peshitta Eph, has X¥NN1Y, which according to Diettrich is a harmo-

nization with *7T11°N031 later in the verse.)

Aquile, Symmachus, and Theodotion = MT,

12:1 1R

LXX 26 87-565 410 Sa Syp read "IDX1.

12:4 minRy

So LXX and 1QIs™. Notice that the same word is found in the

MT in v. 1,

13:5  yxa (A3pn)

So Targum bg N, Kenn. 149, 225,

13:5 n ‘i

The omission of the ward ‘i1 with no other variant ias probably
only a scribal errar, as it makes the verse unintelligible. Notice,
however, that the derash seems to assume the omission of the word <}

together with the reading %2 for °937. God is compared to
281,
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& human king who keeps his army in a city far from his palace so
$hat if he calls them to wipe out the inhabitants of the capital,
it will take them scme tinme té arrive and he will have time to change

his mind.

Kemn. 72, 149, 189 omit *f).

Symmachus probably = MT. See the apparatus to Ziegler's edition,

13:9 ‘"N
So Jerome's comrentary p.224 on Is 13:1, apparently qubting the

LXX,

13:9 {8y 1739m

So Theodotion, Yulgate, comm, The relationship of the LXX to
the llebrew is uncertain because of the omission of some words, but

it seems to represent fK7 ]717M.

13:17 ooy
So LXX, Ieshitta GWLMU = ABDFNBTzaiklmopstvxyz.

13:21 nnw

SO‘Kenn. m‘imo 3.

14:1 T YRy mban
St Peshitta.

The ILXX is inconclusive,
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1L:1 QPR
So LXX except Bus, Cyr.“""°*.(pros sutous), LxXX Eus, Cyr, “Omme

(autois),Vulgate, comm, (ad eos).

LXX Cyr}em = MT,

Yl (2py? N°1) PR
80 LXX except A' 62, Vulgate, comm,

LXX A' O agrees with the MT, LXX 62 and 10Is® are inconclusive.

Ll K707 (D032 Yy)

So LXX 544,

Yot (777 YUDA) DY

So Aquila (but the same text is sttributed to Aquila, Symmachus,
and Theodotion, and Aquila's reading may be influenced by Symmachus

or Theodotion), 1QIs®, Kenn, 187, 246,

Targum == MP, The other Versions, including Symmachus and

Theodotion, are inconclusive,

Y:5 oy

So Peshitta,
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1,012 oy o

S0 Kenn, 250

12 0?13

-8

1
So Kenn, forte 15,

| The Versions are inconclusive.

14:13 X

: So Peshitta, and so possibly Vulgate and Jerome's commentary,

which have gui dicebas.

lQIsa is uncertain, Symmachus= MT.

é
14:13  (Qrown) 7K

The LXX and Symmachus have eis ton ouranon; the Peshitta hss

X°07?; the Targum has XD11?7; the Vulgate and Jerome's commentary
have in caelum, Although it is possible that these reading repu:*esént
orown PR, it is much more likely that they represent the reading

of the MT, with the preposition added because of the syntactic require~-

ments of the various langusges.

1,:13 (2¥D2) DX

So LXX, Targum, Jerome's commentary p. 35 on Is 1:12, apparently
quoting the LXX, and Jerome's commentary p.224h on Is 13.1, apparently

quoting Symmachus, 287



Symmachus according to Eus. = MT.

Ul 11297 2X°?
So Kenn, 30, 224, Compare Gn 1l4: 18, 19, 20, 22; Ps 78:35.

Symmachus accordirg to Eus, and the translation on p.224 of
Jerome 's commentary, which seems to be Symmachus's (see shove), agree

with the MT,

14:15 Tin
So apparently LXX, Peshitta, and Targum,

Symmachus= MI,

17 19970R

Pa 69:3 is quoted twice just before the quotation of Is 14:17,
once with the reading 1?770X instead of 1?1°0X of the MT, and once

with 170X,

14:17(1272DK) hRY
The Peshitta and c:cmmx..2 read either 1?M%°0XY or 177170XR NXY.

Symmachus= MT,

U217 1170KR2Y

The Targum seens to read 93%°DXY?. For the addition of waw see
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the previous article,

14317 X720 N°2 (NNB X?)

Although the derash does not depend on this reading, the wording
of the passage as found in the Yalqut Shimfoni, Yalqut Mechiri, and
Buber's Tanhuma seems to assume it, I quote the passage according to

Buber's Tanhum, with the more important variants of the Yalqut Mechiri
added in brackets:

PRD ADI? 1112}, 10NN VWD VR PR 320 10T YK Po...
231 X221 N%313 (2v° ANIR TTIN) T1TAN TP ]I°31 (3¥373123
(2 0D XXY? 137K) RP20 NI0 KX1? 13°K 332 9y waANIT D

NI NRD X2 170K (2t N NRY) NRY MRIT L ANiD 01 1Y

The Yalqut Shim‘oni reads as follows;:

» X22 N?32 3230 7w 10N0 20 70 20X A0 DT IR 9D

The Printed Tanhum and Wayyiqra Rabbah have [Q>310%n n*a
instead of X221 D?3. For the context of the passage quoted above,
the reader is referred to the quotation of Weyyiora Rabbah in the

article 7%3D.

It is unlikely that thé midrash would have used the expression

X721 N3 if it had not been led to do so by its occurence in the
Text of Is 14:17 which it quotes. As far as I am aware, the noun K93
is not used in any other passage of the midrashim or in either Talmad:

neither Jastrow nor R. Natan ben Yel;li’el list it in their dictionaries
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(although Jastrow cites one occurence of the Aramic x93, and the
same word migni have been known to R, Natan: see Jastrow, article
*X?D). The normal exmession in the midrashim and Telmds is

BY910K3 N*3, es in the Printed Tanjuma and Wayyiqra Rabbah.

The reading X221 N°2 may be reflected in the translation
carcerem in the Vulgate and Jerome's commentary, although this may be

merely an explanatory translation of jn®a,

J
|
’88 L’ 46-233 149 add (x) eis tas oikias anton (heauton 88 11*-96‘%),

The worrd iMN?*] is not translated in most mss, of the IXX, Mss,

'which may represent 0ON?3, ut could be a free translation of N3
|

‘(perhaps read as M2, i.e, n’: ) under the inlluence of the

: lpreaedlng plural tous en epagogei. The Peshitta agrees wﬂ:h the ma jority
Eof IXX mss, in not translating na. Symmachus's translaticm eis
;M Trobably reflects the reading of the MI', The translation XVIN
in the Targum is probably an explanatory translation of [InN*2 =
interpreted as meaning a guard-house at the city gate; compare the
translation in the Vulgate and Jeroms's commentary. Altermatively, the

Targum my simply be translating freely.

14:18 0?2?75 (93)

This reading is probably corrupt, It might be diue to the influence

of the following werdis 07D Q%11.

Symmachus = MT.
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1,:19 (ayni) ?x30
The relevant passage reads as follows in the Seder f0lam:
5y JX22IT 17327 ,3P31 IX312123 1307 D wany QPPa
T0X3IT 7D 8°°P7 1017711 7!93‘? 23w ,17‘13'! ﬁ:;m’-nﬂn
©12% 3YN3 %30 TIAPD NIV anKY L 179y
Wayyiqra Babbah reads as followa:(Iﬁnor varianta‘ére‘omitted): -
D zrR 2323 MADE ANKY ,IXINNII AT (F PIPaA) X131 O1°K K3
221X a7 ,(ov P'up:m)xx’ TNRTY 109TD 13DD {3121 Tvr) O°YX
AX IPU3 ITITOIRI PY 1DPnw 1237y AW MK 73 1ﬂnx <TI0
n 23 17anm 1?8l Inw (1?2>Y .1°00n 122701 TN PR
OrD X¥9? 373 X? a?70KR1 N?23 0323 7122 D 201 L.O%I10KA
271K 7!8 1T DR (Y1737 .42 NNs K? 10K 3w L0797
239591 Q07 hYDY 317K L0077 yOIW 237K QA2 ‘DK, 12?7007
DiY? JPRXT XPY , 733770 ¥13 30 1PTOYY ONI0RA h?313 avam
MTID TapD N2Pwa aaxy I%ana , 172397 TM222UM 1737 1Y
—— 3aAyn3
The Pargum Sheni to Esther in Sperber’s edition reads as follows:
X217 32702 3272 TIL PR 0P 2337 KOPD 1%3929323 0B I0Y...
123300 12 1122y XOPD A%hT XQpo? RNgI?0 w1°K (772X 1
q?A7 XTAX 232 3y 3271730 910 K? 13X IXAT0123 A2 ] LR
TIVIB PR YOV 107 DY 0PN XI?Y XIPD TIN? XIN3X JCLOPD
RITOII3 BRI 3ND 32 (PIWR XNITID P33T ]PPXRA X?hand n?

172700 1730200 [INK X2 [¥YS Y1 XQPY (D 177071 n0D aX
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[IA219 X737 N1 A21D KFIK N2 @RI TIAK IXITINII P ]UI0N
re) NY70D VYD PIKD 173D WIRA ATA DK TIOD 22N M

29031 X?27D0 *T31 N7 PY RKAYP KO TIID PUIK MY D (1o
PIDRY 177331 13K IXITIIIIT 1IPY2 KINY 73087 |79IWPY (DhD
sg3X YIM 21 TIIPR NI7WA ANKY XIN3 TIAD A°7¥Y 3739 |B A°nY

N30 PTIK P2 10P KDY T PMIK NI TINL PUIX ISYT KN30
A% 12371 KN1D7D7 K3V K3137K JTIID 273X 0T WYY KIT K102
o X7°n? 1371 X°10 7P’

|
d
:‘ * i .
r There is no need to quote the rest of the sources listed in the
lapparatus, as they do not give any informtion of importance far

‘ . B

Lpresent parposes that is not contained in one of the Lources already
‘r

| quoted.,
l

I l} It seems that the sources quoted here, and the others listed in the
J

apparatus, either assume a reading ?X1J, nmeaning ‘'like decomposing

I; matter', or attribute the meaning of the word %3125 to the ward TIX1D
in the ¥T, According %o the Seder ‘(lam this happened the yeaxr after
Nebuchadnezzar's death; according to Wayyiqra Rabbah and the Midrash

: Tanl}uma, Ewil Merodach did not believe Nebuchadnezzar wes dead till .he -
saw the "12:1;' according to the Targum Sheni to Esther the Babylonians
@id not believe Nebuchednezzar was dead till they saw the MY¥) (The
text printed by Sperber does not quote the part « the verse containing
this word but seems to assume the reader will supply it; the text in the
Migra’ot Gedolot does supply it). Thether the meaning attributed to
the word "%33, or the varient reading 2¥12, is based on an old

tradition or is merely a good guess from the context is imposaible to
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say. In any case, the usual meaning of ‘sprout' is obviously unsuitable

here. See further Gray's comments in the ICC.

The interpretation of M%) as decomposing matter, or the reading

-

?%10, is supparted by the LXX, which translates aynl 1) as
hos nekros ebdelygmencs, and by Aquila, who translates it as gquasi

sanies (ichor) pollutus according to Jerome. In comm,,, Jeroms trans-

literates the Hebrew as neser, in agreement with the MP, but translates

it as sicut sanies {pollutus), in agreement with Aquila. Similarly,

the word 031D later in the vers is rather surprisingly translateé&

as dysodes by Aquila according to Eus, and by Aquila and Symmachus
according to ms, 710, as % by Theodotion, and as putridum by Jerone
in the Vulgate and the commentayy. The other Versions, including Aquila
according to Jerome, interpret it as meaning "trodden on' or 'trampled
on', |

Jercme quotes the legend in his commentary in both places.

Symmachus translates %35 as. hos ektrsm, and the Targum

translates 3YyN3 9%¥32 as 170D (bog UM 2 ; £ DA*I) ¥AYD

Jerome in comn,,, gives the reading of the LXX as sicut abortium

abominabilis, but this reading is not supported by any mnuscript and

he has probably quoted Symmachus's translation by mistake, All of these
translations assume a reading <1°%312, ‘'like a miscarriage', or at

least an interpretation of “1X¥] as if it meamt +=1%%3.

The Peshitta, the Vulgate, comm.,, Aquila according to ms. 710,

and Theodotion interpret 133 as meaning 'a sprout’,
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!
i
i
I

s 19

So Vulgate and Jeronme's commentary. The phrase noR3 :yn:'.'
occurs in Jb 15:16, where the Vulgate has the same translation as here,
80 that the text of Is 14:19 in the Vulgate and Jerome's commentary

Pay be influenced by the text of Jb 15:16.

14:20 QDR

So lqis‘. The Versions are inconclusgive,

14:22 93371 (%3 e Qv

So Targum A, a quotation of the Targum by Qimhi, 101s®, Kenn. Y4,
23, 187, 195, 253: de Rossi 737; primo 23, 211, 440; munc 210 Biblia
Soncinensia, ac Brixiensia (sed in Bibliis Soncinensibus custos linea

est waw): Ginsburg 21, 24; edd. III, X: Qimhi, Rashi,

The Vulgate and Jerome's commeﬁtary translate ' by

et permen et progeniem; ms, G of comm, , has progeniem et germen, but

the omission of the first et might be due to the reversal of the two

nouns,

The IXX differs.

1L:2h ‘T NIRaX
So LXX L49°,

Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion = MI.
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Ws27 %3

So Peshitta and Sscra Parallela,

W27 (N33°w) ' (A°I030 1171)

So LXX and Peshitta.

15:1 I (1w Y
So LXX.

Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion = ML,

16:3  opy

So.Peshitta, Targum covz PN, Yulgate, Kenn. 24, 30, 67, 72, 91,
93, 94, 96, 99, 101, 102, 113, 139, L&k, 153, 160, 171, 175, 176, 195,
198, 224, 225, 226, 227, 249, 250, 252, 253, 258, 260, 264, 270, 271,

279, 268, 300T, 356, 601, 659 Qeri; de Rossi 1, 23, 24, 25, 27, 174,

196, 210, 226, 295, 319, 413, LAO, L63, 509, 554, 575, 576, 596, 663,
815, 824; primo 211; nunc 26, 305, 380, 411, 512, 782; Biblia
Soncinensia, Brixiensia, Antiqua in fol,. sinc anno et loco, Complutensia,
Veneta bina 1518, Ven. 1521, Venets 1525-28;, Parisiensia Roberti
Stephani in L., Veneta 1613, Veneta 1927, Ven 1647, Vencta 1678, Veneta
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1730, Mantuana cum Norzii not. 1742, Liburnensia 1780, FProphetas
Soncinenses 11;86, Isaias Ulysseiponensis 14,92; Codex Erfurtensis 5 ex
Bibliis Halensibus: Ginsburg 26, 27, 34, 42; edd. I, III, VI, X, XV,

The Britisn and Foreign Bible Society Edition has the plural as
the Qeri reading and the singular as the Ketiv reading. Aﬁ:cording to
both Qimhi and the Minhat Shai, these are the correct readings, and
according to Minhat Shai they are found in the most reliable mss. and
one edition. De Rossi mentions th-e same alternation in accurate Spanish
masoretic mss. including no. 341. The wording of Rashi's commentary

on this verse inmplies the same pair of readings.

In Kenn, 659 and Ginsburg's mss, 13, 22,,36, 37, 40, 43, 50, 52,
58, 67, and edd. VIII, XVII, and ZVIII, the singular is the- Ketiv read-
ing and the plural is thé Qeri reading. Mss, Ginsburg 4, 5, 10, 30,
69 have the plural, without any Qeri reading.

All ILXX witnesses read poieite, which would represent a plural,

but Ziegler thinks this to be a scribal lapse for poiei te, as two

words, which would represent a singular,

Notice that in Kem. 245, the second youd of *N?%Y is written over
another letter that has been rubbed out, so that the original reading
was probably a plural, as attested by Targum ed. g; that Kenn. 150 primo
reads 171N for *2iN, and that in verse 4 the IXX esontai probably

represents a reading Y%7 instead of M.

It will be seen that the MT and the Versions do not agree with each

other in the distinction beiween singular snd plural in vv, 3<4. The
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following table sets out the readings in synoptic form, A stroke means
that the md:mg is inconclusive and a blank space that the reading is
not extant. P is plural, S is singular.

20 12 MWan "™Mno TP hw 1wy X230

- S '8 -— - - - s LXX
s s s s s s s s Psh.
s S s S s s S Tg.
| A (Pg) (Pgm)
L’ 8 P Aquila
, s S s S P Théod.,
:b S P Symn,
f E s S S s S s S Vulg,
|
! 16:4 TIDA

So . apparently Peshitta KN?[7, Vulgate and Jerome's commentary
puluis, and so 1QIa.'.

16:5 1RDD
So Targunm.

Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion = MT,

16:1% WOV

So Kenn, 96.
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17:11 23!_3‘3

The Midrash refers the word 2X31 to the ninth of Av, The LXX has
a similar analysis but takes the word to mean literally 'and like a

father' kai hos pater, and disagrees with the MT in reading V13X

(with holem) instead of @13X (with shureg.)

Aquila and Theodotion = MT.

i
i

j?:ll 713

e
- .

1 S0 ILXX, Aquila, Theodotion, Peshitta.
| <

17:12 (@°37) B0 (}180 )

This reading may be due to the influence of the numercus other

|
cases of this phrase in the Bible (see, in particular, Je 51:55), or
|the occurrerce of the same word prominently in the derash, '

17212 (D7) (100

So VWulgate, comm., Kern. 93, 224: de Rossi primo 596; nunc 24;

exter, 1.

17:12 @2 (hibnd)

So LXX, Arabic Version according to de Rossi, Targum, Vulgate,

comn,, Kenn., 72, 187: de Rossi primo 2,

17:12 0°b (n1bn2)

Compere Je 51:55, Ps 46:L.,
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3.7:11;- 133°KY | E

So ILXX, Peshitta, Vulgate, comm,, 1QIs*, Kenn. 30, 72, 93, 96,
(ms. 96 has 11°37X1), 1.5, 150, 180, 182, 249, 253, 258, 260: d=
‘Rossi 4, 20, 554, 715, 737, 789; primo 2, 211, 596, 663; Biblia Son-
cinensia, ProphetaelSoncinénsesz Ginéburg 26, 72; edd. VI, ITT: Qimfi,
I_'bn‘Ezrn. ‘

Most Targum witnesses have ;fc  YIN?K X?32) 1029910

(; STIN??237 , in agreement with the MT, but the editions bg have
TIN5 KM, which could represent a Hebrew reading 133°X1

or 113’2( b p .‘1'3, but more likely is a cormpt:.on in the Targum text
I
itgelr under the influence of the word xm at the start of the verse,

+ b

18:3 N YKIN
| So 1XX.

l - ~ '
j Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion = MT.

18:5 (na (1U0:)

- The editor of the Midrash Haggadol does not call attention to this

word and it is quite likely a miapr:.nt.

-

Coupare Kenn, 96 1 forte 3, Kenn. 91t sup. ras.

18:6 NILII (?701)
' So Vulgate, Jerome's commentary, 1QIsa.

Compare Jb 35311 ¥IX NI1WA3D, and perhaps Joel 1:20 772 NIbA3
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Joel 2:22 1w Mnn2, and M 5:7 Ay* Moiad.

18:6  (mann 1°%y) IRt nen (Yo1)
So Beshitta, and probably LXX ta theria tes ges.

The same or nearly the same expression is found in Gn 1: 21;, 25;

9:2, 10; 1S 17:46; Bz 29:5; 32:h; 34:28; Ps 79:2; Jb 5:22,

18:6 (fnn 1°%¥) avwn nen (Yo1)
The same ar nearly the same expression is found in thirty-one

other passages in the Bible,

18:7 X (hva)
So Kenn, 25, 30, 108, 116, 149, 224, 260, 264; forte 82,

The Versions are inconclusive,

18:7 1H2a1

The Targum has a plural active verb here, but this could well

correspond to a singular passive verb in the Hebrew,

18:7  ‘n (j3wx7) NIRAX

S0 Peshitta P oy Eﬂlo, Kern, 72.

18:7 or 2 (vplTaiak

So 10Is" and Kemn. & ( DY ), Kenn. 96, 150 (  ©IpDY ) in
9
verse 7, and so 1QIs* ( ©"DBOYT ), Kenn. 4, 145, 150 (  ®1I0DY )
in versae 2,

The Versions are inconclusive, 300



19:4 BO%WP O?31IK

The derash in the Tanlzum and Bemidbar Rabbah identifies the
QTP $3%3711%  with the ten plagues brought on the Egyptians, which
means that #?371°IX is to be taken as a real plural, and QPP mst

be read to agree with it.

The reading is supported by the LXX (reading or translating ?3%D)

1Y as well), hoi loipoi, Peshitta, Vulgate, comm., Kenn. 651. Compare
]

]Kenn. 2 WP sup. ras.

19:4 (ar?1n3) 11¥ ,1¥

The Tanhums and Bemidbar Rabbah take the | 1Y 7D to be Moses,

and identify 7y with the Torah on the basis of the phrase 3V i}

jn* Yoy? (o*yind) in Ps 29:11. As the word T¥ is taken to be

| & noun it is likely that it was read with holem. The Printed Tanpuma

and the text of Bemidbar Rabbah in the Yalqut Mechiri on Psalms spell
11y with waw in the quotation from Ps 29:11, and Bemidbar Rabbah spells.

it in this way in the comment preceding the quotation as well,

19:9 YW™I3>?

So lQIsa’. The Vulgate has confundentur, which could represent

either 1¥13° oar YWI1, but Jerome's commentary prefixes et.

19:11 Ayav

The Targum seems to support this reading, translating yI2%, as
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in the Hebrew text. The Targum is the only version that contimously

‘distinquishes between 9K and % in Isaish; the others are inconclusive,

19:18 01N 1Y

The pessage from the Talmud Bavli is made up of two bmitas on

the temple in Egypt, a passage of Gemara in Babylonisn Aremaic, a quotation
éfrm the Targum in the name of Rav Yosef, and a pessage of Gemsra comment-
ing on the Targum, The first bareita is found in a @ifferent form in

| s Talmud Yerushalmi, Yoma 43d top, and the second is found in a slight-
:Ely different f’orrﬁ in the Seder ¢‘Qlam, ch. 23 (pp. 374~ 375 of Weinstock's
Ea.).
? \ .

| There is no quotation from v, 18 in the first baraita, but there is
_l‘.me from v. 19. The form of the baraita in the Yerushalmi ascribes the
| quotation to R. Meir, attributing to him implicit approval of the temple,
i_and the form in the Bavli ascribes it to R. Yehudah, attributing |
explicit approval to him. Whichever one of these is the original form
of the baraita, it is clear that there was one tradition that approved
of the temple in Egypt, which is important for establishing the original

reading of v, 18, as will be seen below,

The second baraita attributes the building of the temple to pro-
selytes that settled in Egypt after the destiuction of Sennacherib., Both
v. 18 and v, 19 ai‘e quoted (the phrase BN 1y in v, 18 is not quoted).
The altar of v. 19 is not explicitly identified with the city o v. 18,
but the warding does not explicitly exclude such an ideniification either.
The Seder ‘Olem does not give any specific location; the Talmud Bavli
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pats it in Alexandris, but this is probably due to the influence of the

previous baraita. This baraita definitely apmroves of the temple.

The passage of Gemara that follows this is anonymous but clearly
distinguishable by its language. It consists of a question as to the
meaning of the word DI, and the reply that it is explained in a

Targum transmitted by Rav Yosef, which is then quoted.

_ The quotation from the Targum has been expanded in the later
;editiom of the Ravli and in the Yalqut Mechiri and Haggadot Hattelmd
%o agree with the received reading DT/ of the MT. The original form
?is the one found in the ‘Aruch under OT : OITINRTI DN Y °KD)
oo h?23 Xhp (q01° 37, Such a translation must rep&esgnt a

| keading DM, as the Gemara recognizes: X3V BN RS YOUD XD

( 3:2 3y x) M2 K21 0IN? IBIRI INIT X170 XPEwT. Notice
that the word #49n is actually quoted, as well as being assumed by the
interpretation. The Cemara must contain a more ancient tradition than
- the two baraitas éince it correctly places the temple at Beth Shemesh
(called Heliou Polis in Greek), whereas the baraitas in their present

form in the Bavli place it in Alexandria.

After XxXvow n*ad xnae, all Bavli text-witnesses mentioned above,
except the f‘Aruch, add the phrase IN20? T1nyY; the seme phrase
has been added in 21l Targum mamuscripts used by Sperber and Stenning,
neither of whom hé.ve realized that the phrase is a gloss, even though

this had already been pointed out by Geiger (p. 53 note).

In the Pesiqta deRav Kahana the tradition has become distorted,

The names of the five cities referred to v. 18 are listed, once with

303



their Biblical names and then again with each Biblical name followed
by the contemporary name, The last two items in the first list are
O 1%y (with 7 ) and wI® 1°y. In the second list, OMIN %Y
is glossed as 3RP0 o 370 (corrupt inmss, > ) and =~
vow a0y as . 0¥2131°9X (i.e. Heliou Polis;the mas. give the name

with varying degrees of corruption). The name 2IXP% or  ?1°PN0D,
according to Krauss, quoted by Mandelbaum, comes from a Greek name
Ostrakans, If this is right, the reading in the Biblical text must

have been 07N (with bet , interpreted as *shard' (ostrakon).

These two identifications preserve. a reminiscence of the ‘origiml
identification of 0NN T’y with Heliou Polis in an earlier source.
It seems that the word D"N was reinterpreted to mean 'shard' instead
of ’soh’, but that ‘!:hé old interpretation was preserved and referred to
another city .invented for the occasion., The separation of WX 9°%
and 0TI Y must be due to the Amoraim that compiled the Pesigta deRgv
Kahana and not to their soutrce, since the derash still shows the signs
of the alteration, If WLY T?Y had been considered distinct from.

0N I?Y originally, it would not have been the last item in the
list; 'OINT 7Y would have been. Besides which, the names of the
citic;s given here are all Biblieal éxcep‘t Wi V'Y, which is not
mentioned in the Bible (or anywhere else, as far as I know); the Greek

name Heliou Polis corresponds to YOV N%1, not vow %y (see,

for example, the 1XX and MT of Je 43:13), The explanation of the name

VX 1Y seens to be that it is a literal translation of Heliou Polis

into Hebrew: that is to say, Heliou Polis ia g gloss on DI I°Y,

and YOr *Y 1is a gloss on the gloss,
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The same passage is found in the Pesigta Rab'bafi, but in & slightly
sharter form, as follows: |
1935 NBT NI3T0 0°7XD FIKT 0P TON 1777 RIAT 0123 DK, ..
. »13097K [%13) (1v13) .woon 9>y ©9A3 97§ MK T NIYITIT

(*3% pvo) DWIT I?YY 017750 8IAAN J[O0?BID] (mip3ad) 13
f0227191%2K] (0¥ Yyrx) WO¥ 1YY J[PIXPID]

I have quoted the text of the Pesiqta Rabbatl without the insertion
o DI 1’Y ‘131 after the first occurence of the name DI V7Y
rade by Ish Shalom in an attempt to restore the corrupt text, It will be

shown below that the correction should be otherwise.

At first sight it looks as if the midrash giveas two identifications
of D117 7Y (read ©INA 7Y, with het), once with WOWD I°Y end
once with ?IXPM0. However, it must be remembered that the text
of this midrash is very corrupt and any disagreecment with parallel
ressages in other midrashim should be looked at with suspicion. The
whole chapter is taken word for word from the Pesigta deRav Kahans and
Buber has proven that the apx#rent devia tion is due {0 an omission of
part of the first list in the Pesigta Rabbati. See Buber, Pesigta deRav
Kghare, pp. 63b-Gha, note 36, In addition to whet Buber says, there are
three other reasons for regarding the present form of the text of the
Pesiqta Rabbati as due to extensive omission from a text originally almost

identical with the one found in existing mss, of the Pesiqta deRav Kahanat

1. The end of the quotation from v, 18 at D311 71°Y instead of
at NNR? DR?  is very harsh, and neither the phrase YDWn 9%y
ncr the following list follow maturally: Ish Shalom is forced to add to

the text to make it make sen.se.305
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2. With the text as it stands there are two identifications of
071 1°Y,0once with VI 1°Y and once with >3XPD. Ish Shalom's
explanation of this (see his note 29, p.87a), though ingenious, is
forced and unconvincing.

3. The omission can plausibly be explained as due to homoioteleuton,
| thus: |
Wy (y32 hav m"::rm 0°7%a 7IX2 27y wan 12a° X147 0122 R

Y 0730 1y 03NN Y13 X1I @CIY VLN A 1PXY NAX? DX DI

PIKPID DA °PT 07377070 DIDNN VDIH FII ITIDIVR RV wovn

CY219%1°7X 7w 'y

The LXX has polis asedek, representing PIXi1 "1?Y. According to

Geiger, Efrem Syrus glosses the five cities as XNIP?717 Xn3°In o,
which would indicate a knowledge of the Hebrew reading P18 11°Y

or its Greek or Syriac equivalent. Geiger thinks it reflects a reading
P18 1?Y  in a Hebrew text but does not give any reasons why it should
not be due to a knowledge of the LXX reading, and a realization of what
this would be retroverted into Hebrew., Geiger argues convincingly that
this must be the original reading, because it is only this reading that
explains why one particular city out of the five was named, and the
change from a favourable name, PTX3 Y, tb a8 neutral one, 7% ,

07N, and then to an unfavourable ocne, VULIT IV°Y, is the only one

that fits the history of attitudes to the Bgyptian temple. For the
details and some subsidiary arguments, see Geiger, p. 53, including the

footnotey for other opinions, see Gray and Duhm,
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Whether any reminiscences of the reading P81 1?Y survive in
the Rabbinic tradition is very doubtful. The first baraita gquoted in
the Talmud Bavli, which corresponds partly to the one found in the |
Yerushalmi, preserves a traditon favourable to the temple; but the
approval is supported by v, 19, not v, 18. The second baraita, which
partly carresponds to the passagze in the Seder 'm, aupports the
approval of the temple with a gquotation of v, 19, just as the first one
does, but it does guote v, 1B as well. As the text stands, the quotation
from v, 18 is used to suppart the statement that Sennacherib's prisoners
(solSeder t0lam; they are princes in the Bavli) were converted, and
spperently, that they settled in Egypt. The quotation of v. 13 is
.used to support the statement that they built a temple ( 2 in the
Seder *Qlam; simply N2TD in the Bavli) and that the temple was for the
worship of God and not for idolatry. It is just possible that a
favourable reference to the temple, based on a reading PTI2A M?¥in
v, 18, is intended, but as the Baraita is easily explicable without
such an assumption, I have not included such an assumed reading in the
apparatus, The quotation stops short of the end of the verse, so there

is no explicit suppart for any reading.

Symmachus translates civitas (i.e. polis) heliou; Jerome in the

Vulgate and in the commentary translates civitas solis. These

trenslations represent a Hebrew reading 0N 7*Y, with Qet, interw
preted as meaning 'Suntown'. The same reading is assumed by the
Targum and is found in 1QIsa. The reading is found in rumerous

Hebrew manuscripts and editions: Kenn. 160, 228, 264

307



271A, 2834, 288, 300, 320 mrg., 396, 423, 453, 569; primo 99, 180,
524, 571; forte 570 (compare Kenn. 115,71 2° sup. ras.): de Rossi 20;
primo 187, 211, 305, 579; Biblia Brixiensia, Biblia Munsteri utraque
hebraso-latina 1534, 1546 (sed cum elia lectione ad marg,.); Biblia
Veneta 1518 ad marg., Basileensi:é. 1536 in append: Ginsburg 66; ed, X .
:xom. ms, 490 has s gloss WX N%1 in the margin., The Arabic Version

ha.s dL7 ]?Y, which probably goes back to the Greek reading polis heliou

‘or heliou polis; on the other hand, the translation may be die to a

local tradition in Egypt. In the LXX, the original reading of Codex

Sinaitious was polis ased heliou; marmuscript 106 adds heliou in the

‘margin (I quote the reading from Ottley who quotes it from Holmes and

Parsons).

Rashi identifies the city mentioned here with the VoW NR?*1

jm\len'l::‘u:nned in Je 43:13 and explains the double reading in the Targum as

due to the same verse, It is uncertain whether .Rashi's comparison is

| original to him or not, since no extant Rabbinic text quotes Je 43:13.

Notice, however, that the LXX removes the reference to idolatry implied

by the word *a7X in Je 43:13 by omitting it, which could mean that

the tmnslatczrs had the Jewish temple in mind. Aotuallir, the identifica~
Slon e VDW N?2 mentioned in Je 43:13 with the town mentioned in

Is 19:18 is probably correct, though the identification of the temple

mentioned in Jeremiah with the Jewish one is impossible if the verse

is read in context. (See, in particular, v. 12 and the second half of

v. 13, which refer to the temples of Egyptian gods). As:soon as the
YOT N°2 NIIXD  in Jeremiah were identified with th~ NIATD and

980 in Isaiah the prophecy of destruction in the Jeremiah passage

-
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mist have given a welcome scriptural support for the unfavourable
attituds towards the Fgyptian temple, and a way of ignoring the plain-
ly favourable implications of Is 19:18-19, It is possible that the
elteration of OINiIwith het meaning 'sun' to o with he meaning
'demolition' was suggested by the verdb 7101 in Jeremiah,

Another alteration, this timsto 0NN, is found in ms, de koasi
700; primo 6, 575, 737. Ms. 547 as a marginal note giving this as the
: reading of other mss. De Rossi mentions a form Ui which is probably
i a co;u:'mptim of O, The eﬁstenoe of the two readings 0717 and
EANT is an additional srgument for the originality of the reading
| DI, since 0TI could easily change to the other two, but a change
faf 071 to DN is very unlikely,.

See Ceiger (p. 53 note) on the Masorah,

202 930
8o Targum; Kernicott, de Rossi, and Ginsburg have this reading in
the text,

" 22:9 (“n a%as) Yaa nbea
This phrase is found in Je 51:8, but has been listed as a
varient to the text of Isaish because the rest of the mas. of the
Midrashim listed in the upparat';zs, as well a8 & passage in Bereshit Rsh-
bah, pp. 439-440 an Gn 15:12 parallel to the ome in Wayyigra Rabbah,
a quotation of Wayyiqra Rabbeh in the Midrash *Aggadah ‘al Humash to

Gn 15:10-12, a quotation of the Pirqge deRabbi ’Eli‘ezer in the Yalqut
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Shizwfeoni, vol.II, pa.r. 76 corresponding to the one in the Midrash Heg-
gadol, and Buber s edition of "Echah Babbah, Pe 57a, in the pessage
oorrespond:.ng to the one in the Yalqug Shin‘oni to Lementations { 3 22)
all quote Is 21:9 according to the MT, and it is at least as likely that
the quotations listed in the apparatus reflect a variant resding in Is ~
2139 as that the scribes of certain mss, chose to substitute a verse from
Jeremiah., On the other mnd, substitutions of cne verse for another &
occur, and this argument is not conclusive, Fox the details of the read-
ings of the mas, and sources not quoted in the apparatus, see the next
article. |

The omission of one oocurence of {1753 is supported by all LXX
witnesses except 0”7 301 Rus, Hi., and Peshitta .

Symmachus = MT,

21:9 32 ha nY1N2 O1p %010 X2 {1783 ,07p 17070 x? Ha23 nbp1

These readings might be dne to conflation with one of the verses

quoted below:

Am 5:2 bXw® NYIN3 oWp §°0N K? 7D3
I8 24:20 o1p §°0n X971 712831
An 8:14 1Y IBIP? 8’1 10817
Is 47:1 23 pa nvina qey Y Car M

The readihgs of the mss, and sources not quoted in the apparatus
are given here for comparisan. ‘Echah Rabbah and Wayyiqra Rabbah mss,
51 quote the NT from 11793 11753 +to the end; the Mechilta deRabbi Yishe
ma‘el in lauterbach's edition and mss. 22  of Borovitz and Rabin's
edition, mss, ‘223 of Wayyiqra Rabbah, the Midrash ’Aggadah ‘al
Humsh, and ms. 7 of the sidrash Haggadol read simply 933 71vD3 hbe3,
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21:11 D10 (¥wm)

The warding of the passage makes it clear that *D17 with resh
is meant, not *DI17.

The ILXX identifies Dumsh with Edom, which is the usual equivalent
of Rome in the Haggadah. Ms., de Rossi 20 has the word Edom written
over Dumah, and ms. de Rossi 380 has Edom in the margin, Peshitta u
reads Edom instead of Dumsh but this may be due to LXX influence.
Jerome mentions the identifcation of Dumah with Rome and Edom, and

might have known of Hebrew mss, with the reading *p19.

21:11  (p"vvna) °9K
See Ratner's notes in the Seder ‘QOlam.

Jerome recognizes the possibility of both readings in his

second commentary (p.294).

Hoi loipoi according to Bus., and rerts according to Jerome

';.MT.
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21:13 o717 (mmiRk)

This word is probably meant to be a gloss on N1MN.

21:1 (gn®n) yaxa (*am )

So IXX and Targum., The addition in the LXX might only be due to

. the requirements of Greek style, but the adﬁitién in the Targum pro-

[

| bably represents an actual variant in the Hebrew.

21:15 (Wil a0 23sp) %3

So Vulgate C.

21:15 (712777 hwp) 2350

So Vulgate, comm., 4Ql65, Kenn. 150, 168, 224,

21:15  (fpnSna 3210) Casn

So Vulgate, comm., Kern, 150.

22:3  my(pimin)

Immediately after the quotation of Is 22:3 comes the comment
170K 72%8% n1Enn ™ 127 Jha 0 Pp1im ﬁ'i?JW, which

seens to confirm the reading 17DY found in the quotation.
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22:L, DX . _
So 10Is®. Ms. ¢ of the Targum has 7D3 *J3X% for

9533 10X {other Targum witnesses have 7D ?3IK),

22:8 (“n h°a) "y pes
So Targum o, but translating freely: X@Ipn 2731 (1°1).

22:8 (iM10°) n°a (o0 NX)
So Targum and Kemn. 96, The LXX differs.

22:12 I NRax

So Sacra Parallela VoAOVMige

22:12 N XY Q12
So Kenn. 30. Kenn. 150 omits K?ﬂﬂ.

22:1, %313
So Peshitta, The Targum is inconclusive,

22:1% (1b2* OX) ‘0 0K

The Peshitta translates nIKIY €1 23TK1 71912 literally,
and then adds NK7. This reading may perhaps reflect an addition
of DX or ‘i1 MK in the Hebrew, but my mercly be an addition by
the translator for the sake of smoothness, Compare the Peshitta readw

ing to Is 5:9 in the article 19311,
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This reading msy be due to the expansion of the abbreviation

3 ¢X. for B3 OR, into *° "IDX.

22:1,  OXV
&’ m L’,‘-233-256 EJEQ 'Iht. kﬁi hotio

22:3% 1Y ]1Y0 09Y
So LXX except 403' Eus., Peshitta. 1QIs" has a double reading
0% nn It al Qaov. The reading is found in a Yemeni ms, of

the Talmud; see Talworn, Textus, vol. IV, p.13h.

22:1  n pav
" 8o Kenn. 30, 112,

2231, M ?39K

So Theodotion according to the Syrochexapla but not according
to ms. Q, Kenn, 1, 269: de Rossi primo 211, 663; Biblia Pisaurensia

1517, Prophetae Posteriores Pisaurenses 1515, Pisaur 1520,

Symmachus and Theodotion according to Q = MT.

22:15  (R3aw) WX
So IQIs-a, Kenn, 30, 150, 249; so‘probabiy Targum N1Y; so per-
haps Peshitta ( D17 most mss.; N1?1 mss. oy), Vulgate, Jercme's
comm, on Tsaiah 22:15, and Jerome's coam, p.430 on Is 36:1-10 (ad).
3



~22=16_ (np 92) naoy (w2 aR)

So LXX, Peshitta, Targum; LXX S° reads #lY...°D instead of

D%V . . 1M

22:16 X188 (2 a1 7@ P nb)

| The relevant passage reads as follows in Buber's Tanhuma:

(3%:15 c3) X9°X D LK1 DRIV ,1DY 03773 DI TTY DIVIVI...
€131 3P 79 TP NATN YD IWXIW ,037°3 KPR KX AN

There is no possibility of this verse having been substituted for

ther, since there is no other verse that contains the word XI19X

| and & word that could be interpreted as referring to Gehinnom, This

means that the text of the verse must have had K1BDY instead of 19

\ in at least one place. At first sight, the wordihg of the midrsan seems
i .

'to indicate that it was for the third 18 that X19X was read. There

are, however, objections to such a reading, since it is very umlikely
" that both 0 and K18X could occur in the same clause., It follows
then that if the word RX18K must occur somewhere in the verse, and if
it is gremmmtically impossible or nezarly impossible for it to occur
instead of the third 18, it must have occurred instead of the second
one. A reading X1DR instead of the second 18 is actually found in
the Targum, That only the phrase containing the third 31D was quoted
is no difficulty since it is common for a midrash to only quote the part
of the verse that contains the key-word kin this case 92P), even though
the interpretation is based on a longer part of the verse @ even several

verses,
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22:21  JPhAN3

8o Kenn, 112 and 268, IQIB& is partly illegible here. 11N3J
is clearly visible, then what is probably a N, then what means to be
the corner where the two strokes of a ? meet, then the upper stroke and
the top and bottom (but not the middle) of the vertical stroke of a .

The reading is probably’N3iina.

22:21 nanpa (PHand)

151s* has a space of about seven letters between J°NI3ND and
q033K1 . The surface of the leather is damged snd any ward that might
have been there once is guite obliterated. It is possible that a word
was inserted, but if so, it is unlikely that it was TNINR1, because
the damaged section would not obliterate all of a final T ¢ either the

top stroke or the bottom of the vertical stroke would show,

23:2 }1°% M0

This reading is a mistake, probably caused by the similarity of

11°% and]13°% and the greater frequency of [1°%.
The same reading is found in Kenn. 89, Notice that LXX S A'-Q-26
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B® 93-46-233 C“* 198 239~ 301 393 LO3” LO7 410 534 538 54k, the Arabic
Version, conm., B, and tw_enty' rss, Kemn., and de Rosai have this reading
in v, 12; end that IXX S” O has the reading in v. 4.

23:5  (DR*a) 1IyR

So Kenn. 72, 116, 269.

23:4  {(MYIN2T hbDIN) KA

All the Versions except the Targum add a negative: the LXX has cude,
most Peshitta witnesses have XPBX1, Peshitta ABDF ouy have X789X, the
Vulgate and comm.y have nec, and comm.p has neque, but it ‘is unlikely
that these additions are due to anything more than the need for a smooth

translation,

23:5 YUY

So Kenn, 116, The LXX translates freely and is inconclusivs,

23:18 nigar (%)

So Kenn, 1, 17, 130, 1,5, 150, 158, 187, 246; marg, add, 224: de
Rossi 2, 211, 663; primo 380; nunc 226,

Aql!il& = MT,

23:18 n 32

So Aquila, but at the start of a quotation,

Symmachus = MI.
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2,:6 (*n 13) X Yy

The relevant section of the quotation of ths Sifra in the Yalqut

Shimtoni reada_as follows:
DYIITT TWPD (P1053 73 [7rF1 ;3°:EBY RIPVY) PAPK OV NX AYYMA

A0 29 12230 ahX Uyl (o7 RIp*Y) DN22M RK*7 .OW3 2970 Wr

I?? A3 23Y71°7 AWK IR 022K 12X ?Y IDIR ORI 127 .a0mn 27

-IPTR WIIX XTI PR CIWI0 20 )

i The wording is nearly the same in Codex Assemani IXVI, Weiss's

edition, and the Midrash Haggadol on Leviticus, but the extent and form

of the quotation from Isaiah differs. Weiss's edition quotes the whole
|

Verse according to thd MT, and the Midrash Haggadol quutes it as far as

/13 according to the MI. The reading of Codex Assemani is given in the
| . ”

lafpamtus. The most important variants of wording are X1? instead of
AT and ADNI?Y MY instead of  IDMAN YY1 AN By in the

ther three texts. The section beginning X"9 may depend on a deliberate

repointing of  NY?NY in Lv 19:12 as a passive, N%n1.

The relevant passage of the Midrash Tan}}una reads as follows:
YD T0PY K¥ QONa KT YT ayYaTie X0 onna X21°py 'K
AKY MIIRA DR PP OON2 1YY UTRY DY [2¥ TITI1 NI DK 02naw
2% 102 PPN ARDID Oy N PP OO0 JNIRL 1T 2ma (v
wIR OwY 0°whw LXwen Po3 onna by P¥Y LR N2 1> 00m
‘N AMWK?Y L JYIRD 2382 XIX 1738 Y POI1Y 313 nR YN R

N3 K N2 NR YAV 81 DRI KO 1Y e R 7Y R
ypiac) 07°2031 102 231 WD QY 1231 031 oW (R PR a3l omR
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n;wﬁ mna by N3Iy3 25w TIDYY B i a3 ]X3 2°n0 A% (x*-> i
nuﬁ 12181 GOMY L300 125123 NMN23Y POY LMD Dt wnn 9y
'::m* 0 HHoxY vORa Paxn (2 Py 7131 vno n‘:"t ‘X37 .N17MA0 PO
1WrXY PIK TPA% APK 10 VP XY :(3-3:7 ywia) “13Y TN ACN2 2~
by MIT 12 JI¥ X127 BX3 (oY KIIQ MK (21 . 4131 ]2 Py M3 Cawy?
yorar) 1193 Y13 X2 MR VIR X1W 93P a°3 $m"my 23 ¥i oma

(2;2>

It is clear that both the Sifra and the Midrash Tanhume take - 12X
to mean a false cath, not a curse; and that the cath is the cause of
.natural disaster, not the inatrument thereof', The Sifra seems to
assume a reading 717X YY. The reading 72X 19 Yy  of the
!ﬂ‘ can only mean that the sins mentiomed in the previous verse are
the cause and the ;I?8 in the instrument of punishment; but as the
Sifra igﬂares the sins of the previous verse and definitely makes the

PR the cause of the whole disastecr, the word 12 must be deleted.
The reading 19& %Y in the Yalqut Shim‘oni is prob#bly a carruption of

& reading PX Y wrongly read by the scribe as 17X P¥Y  (and perhaps
taken to be part of the text of the midrash and not of the Biblical text);
but the scribe could only have made such a mistake if the word ]J had
already been missing from the quotation in the ma. of the Sifra he was
copying from.

The Midrash T;m}:um seems to assume the same reading I?X ?¥ as
the Sifra does, although it is harder to prove it conclusively. It is

true that the text says that breaking the iTPR is equivalent to break-

ing all the commndments in “he Torah, end that the sins menticned in
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v. 5 could well be taken to refer to breaking the whole Torah, in which
case the phrase ]2 %¥ in v. 6 would imply that the disasters of v. 6
are the result of the action of v. 5. However, there are several

argupents against such an intermretation of the text of the Tanhum. ,

A careful reading éf the text shows that the hypothetical argument
for the retention of ther word ]2 just mentioned is impossible, There
are actually two ideas here. One is that cathbreaking is So seriocus |
that it is equivalent to bresking the whole Tarah and the punishment
for doing so is equl to all the punishment in the Torah together; the
other is that the punishment falls on everyons, not just on the. one that
broke the oath. This means that the general disaster is directly caused
by cathbreaking, not by breaking the whole Torah; which in turn means
that the punishment of v. 6 are not the result of the sins of v. 5, but

of the X of v, 6.

A second argument, not quite so conclusive, but still of some value,
is that the text seems to imply that the quobations from Ho 4:2-3 and
the one from Is 24:6 are to be given the same interpretation, which is
only possible if the connection between v, 5 and v. 6 in Isaiah is
severed: Ho 4:2 mentions ‘the iI?X and similar sins, and v. 3 describes
the consequences of the same /?X; similarly, with the word ]2 deleted
from Is 24:6, the punishments of the verse become the result of the only

sin mentioned in the verse, the ;1PX.

There is a third argument that seems to be conclusive. If the
reading 2K ]2 VY is preserved, and the 12X is taken to be the

cause of the disaster, as the midrash makes it clear it must be, the
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syntax becomes impossible: the phrase would have to mean *because

of this because of the oath',

Even if these arguments are rejected, it seems that we must
at least suppose that ;1PX was taken to mean ToXa by R. ‘Aqgiva
and the suthor of the passage in the Sifra: see the Targum and Ibn

Ezra, and compare Symmachus's translation dia tauten ten aran. The

Peshitta has |91 PUn, probably representing nPx YV.

2,:6  TPaX

This reading seems to be demanded by the comments of both the
Sifra and the Midrash Tanhuma, With 17K taken to refer to the
reason for the disaster, not the meﬁns of it, it becomes impossible
to make it the subject N?3X; the only word that can be the
subject is then TOIX, but if this word is to be the subject

the verb must be intransitive,

The resding 7938  is supported Ey Symmachus, the
Peshitta, the Targum (but see the syntax), Kenn. 1, 4, 24, 115, 158,
160, 245, 253, 258, 260, 288, 300: de Rossi 2, 4, 20, 25, 187,

196, 211, 226, 304, 346, 380, 463, 518, 576,
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579, 596, 715, 815s'32)+; primo 305, 341, L40; videtur 17h; primo 411;
Biblia Soncinensia, Brixiensia, Veneta utraque 1518 ad marg., Prophetae
Soncinenses; Ginsburg 17, 26, 27, 40, 42, 58, 66, 68; edad. I, III, X,

XII, XIII.

De Rossi's ms. no. 305 has a marginal note: Sic lsgitur in cod.

correcto cum 3, quod et Masora definit., The Minhat Shal gives the

reading with kaf as the usual and correct one, The statement in the
llinlaat Shai that Ibn Ezra has the reading with E is inexplicable:
his comment that /7?X is to be taken to mean [1PX21 or perhaps
hrd k! shows that he read /19?3X, as Friedlander points out

(see his note ky Pe 41), Qimpi reads 729X, in agreement with the MT,

2436 (127X°3) 7IRD

The reading is supparted by Kernm, 30, 150. The evidence of the

Versions is inconclusive. IQIsa' omits the word.

Mss, Eenn. 4 and 96 read Y"Xi1 for the second occurence of TR,

Compare Is 24:4; Je 23:10 and perhaps Je 4:29; 12:4; Ho 4:3.

2,:6 (PR vawr) 1Ph

See the article (2 ?Y for the texts of the Sifra. The read-
ing 17N my be induced by the word N»NY in Lv 19:12, and the comment
1°23In AnR nwv.

Jerome translates the word in both the Vulgate and the commentary

es insanient, which may correspond to a Rebrew reading 19N, but inter-
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 preted as if it were 12N, from the root {12M.

Syamachus has ektrychothesontai, which probably represents the read-

ing of the MT,

25:11  (wwD) nav

Both passages of the Midrash Tanhuma, the one in Pequde and the one
in Shemini, discuss Ps 48:3 and relate Is 24:11 to it. The interpretation
of Is 24:11 is similar in both passages and it seems that they depend on
a common source, The main differences are that Pequde quotes Ps 48:3 at
the start of the Azrash and then proceeds to expand on it with material
not found in Shemini, before coming to the quotation of Is 24:11, where-.
es Shemini has the quotation of Fs !..8:3 after the quofation 'of' Is 24:11
and is considerably shorter; and that although both derashim finish with
a description of the contrast between this world and the world to come,
the details of the contrast are quite different. Because of the consider-
able differences between the two deraﬁhim, they mst be analysed separate-
ly to determine their support for any variant; but because of their
similarities it is probably best to treat them as witnesses to a single

tradition after the enalysis has been carried out.

The texts available for Pecude are Buber's Tanhuma at the end of
Pequde, the Yalqut Shim‘oni vol. I, par. 417, and a quotation of the
Tanhuma in the Sefer Wehizhir at the end of Pequde (vol. I, p. 261).
A1)l three texts quote the verse with the reading N3 in the lemma, but
quote it with the reading NIW in the comment following, Probably an
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original NIV was changed to 171 in the lemma under the influence of
the MP, With such strong evidence for the reading NIV, it seems

| likely that it goes back at least to the editors of the Tanhuma,

The texts available for Shemini are the Printed Tenhuma to Shemini, -~
pare. 5, Buber's Tanhuma Shemini, p. lha, and the Ialqut Shimfoni, vol,. I,
yar, 528. Only the Yalqut Shimfoni carries rthe quotation as far tle
pharese in question in the lemma, and it quotes it with Nn3w. All three
texts (including all three of Buber's mss.), quote the verse with the
‘reading NIV in the comment and then proceed to comuent specifically
on the significance of the ward, so that there is no doubt that such a

reading is intended.

The relationship of the LXX to the MT is ur;certn.in. Wi:tnesaes S
A’=Q-26 B~oI 4,6-233 490-cII 198 239” 301 393 407 534 538 54k Co Cyr. o
have mg utai pasa (om. pama 26 407 534) euphma}nz (+ psses 534) tes
ges (om. tes ges (B O)for YOKI1 wITR 23 anuw 22 Ma7wy.

The possible retranslations of this into Hebrew are (%?D) nnaw

TIXA DANDT or YORD PITR (PD) N2P. It is more Vlikely,
though, that the LXX has simply left one of the werbs and one of the
nouns out in tronslating, and that the Hebrew text in front of the
translator was about the same length as the MT, There remains the
question of the Hebrew equivalent of pepautai. It is the literal equi-
valent of naw or NAY, but it could simply be a free trans-
‘lation of 137Y or 3. (n the other hand, it is unlikely that the

translator would have used such a colourless word far 129¥ or 123,
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If the IXX translation does represent a verdb NIY or MNP it is more
1likely that NYY was resd for 139y than that nIPw was read for
93, since the LXX translator tends to contract phrases and sentences

rather than leave out parts from the start or the end. ' -

The Peshitta has NPVl for MA37Y. This could be a free translation
- or perhaps an explanatory translaticn, but could represent a reading

MNIAY.  For the same verb the Targum has NR*YY, which could be an
explanstory transla‘fion or could represent a variant reading as in the
Peshitta. Although the translations of the LXX, Peshitta, and Targum are
not conclusive evidence for a variant teading faken separately, taken
together they mutually support each other and mske the existence of a
reading Ny $> N3P very likely., The Targum and Peshitta agree
with the MT in reading i17) as the second verb. .

For other examples of the root NIW with WIVND see Is 24:8;

Ho 2:13; La 5:15.

The LXX groupeVeoXl L7~ 456 L03” and 0'4*90 in independent trans-
lations agree with the MT. Theodotion has a translation supporting the

MT that does not depend on either of these two grourps.

24:11  (PIR) 22 (viwb)

The word %2 has probably been added under the influence of Ps 48:3,
which is the key verse for the derash, and is quoted prominently (see

the previous article). Notice that the evidence for this variant is
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much weaker thcn for the variant naw. If the addition of 2 were
not a mistake, it would be expected to be equally well attested, or
even, because of its lesser prominence and susceptibility to correction, .

better attested.,

The original text of the LXX is inconclusive because of reduction
in translation: see the previous article. The group V-oII L’ =36-96~
456 4037 41,97 agrees with the MT. Ms, 93, in a translation Othex‘w:i.se
agreeing with these mss., reads 7RO vivn %2, The group 0'4"90:

in an independent translation, reads YIX7 22 wvD.

The reading of the midrash is supported by Kemn. 30, 114, 1495,
182; primo 1; 224 marg.: de Rossi 174, 440; primo 211, 512; nmunc 319.
The reading could well be due to conflation with Ps 48:3 in these mss.

as well,

2,:1 7 O7 JIXAD

Targum cfovz N have ?77%7 XDW2, representing ‘0 owia.,  The
other witnesses have *1%% XOD*N1,  which probably represents the

resding of the MT, but could perhaps represent ‘1 owa.

Symmachus = MI', Compare Mi 5:3.

24,:19 IR (Ayyinng ay1n)
So 1QIs°.
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2,320 YN
So 1QIs*, Kenn, 96.

The Versions are inconcluéive.

24:21 TN
So Peshitta.

LXX C’ 403” Bus,. read 7%, ILXX 88 agrees with the MI. Other LXX

witnesses omit the whole phrase. Aguila, Symmachus, and Theodotion = MT,

2221 ‘I aIDa

So LX'.K except L7*%-233 44,97 Tht,

2n:21  (ADIRA) o

So Kenn, 30 comme Eenn. }.30

24:21 fIRAXA
So Peshitta, Kerm, 96, 149; farte 1: de Rossi 319 merg.

Compare Kemn. 1, 116, 171, 195; de Rossi primo 596, 715, which
read ( m 5%) #PI8RN, Kenn. 145, which reads ;DIX3 Yy, and
Kenn, 30, which reads 5nDIRT 7Y X1.

Many LXX witnesses omit the phrase [JIDUIXT YV altogether: see
the next article. Symmacnus and Theodotion = MT,
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24:22 21D
So LXX except 538 Sa, Kenn. 3 ( 2D).

Aquila and Symmachus = MT.

25:1 'YX

So IXX B Saf 0.

25:1 ‘N TR

So 1LXX.

25:1 IITIRY

So LXX Sa Syp Syh Cyr., Vulgate Mc, Peshitta, Targum fc.

25:1  (7ow) PR -
S0 Kenn. 2.0,

The Targum agrees with the MTI'. The other Versions are incon-

clusive,

25:6 OPPITD Q207 DPMBR Q2307

The following comments are to be read with the Sifre open for

reference at par. 324,

The apparatus to the Sif're seems to be defective here. After the
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" lemma 0’0V (middle of p. 375), no reading is given far "?213,

. .and after the lemma Q'PP1T0—0%1L no reading is given far Y. After
the lemma D’UPD—O73D7 there is a reading far 1 but none for the
other witnesses, although in the Pardes edition Su, i.e. the Talqut
Shimfoni, vol. IT, par. 813 reads 0DV instead of D23DW (of course,
the firat editién, which Irhave not seen, might read Q0¥ and the

text of the Pardes edition might have been altered)

This defectiveness of the a-ppa.ratua is unfortunate, because it is
not clear what the correct reading in the derash in lines 5-7 should be,
and uncertainty as to the exact readings of some text-witnesses makes a
definite decision impossible. Nevertheless, the essence of the argument
is clear, The verse Is 25:6 is taken to wean:'The Lord of I’%osts will
make for all the nations on this hill a banquet of heavy wine, a ban-
quet of lees; rich, heavy wine—— filtered.(i.e. pure) lees'. The
meaning is that the wine, which is of the best quality, will turn to,
or turn out to be, pure lées s With all wine filtered off, For the
original quality of the wine, See p. 374 line 15 and Midrash Tehillim
on Ps 75:9 (printed edition P.57a, tenth line from bottom; Buber's
edition p. 17Ca, firat two lines of par, 4), Lines 5-7 of p. 375 of the
Sifre mean: 'Perhaps heavy wine that is imperfect (i.e. not of the very
best quality) and lees that are perfect (i.e. pure lees, without any
wine left)? No, because it says: "Rich, heavy wine — filtered lees™:
heavy wine in which there is nothing except dregs'.

The teﬁuwitnesses to the_ Sifre have lines 5-7 in various forms,

at least some of them corrupt. Mss. #bD agree with the text printed by
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'No, etc.' but we should probably emend to agree with 2b; see Ish Shalow

Finkelstein, Ms.? reads 'Perhaps lees that are imperfect (i.e. with
sone wine left) or heavy wine that is imperfect? No, etc.'. 2 e
reads simply 'Perhaps lees that are imperfect? No, etc.'. 191 reaa

'Perhaps lees that are perfect and heavy wine that is imperfect? No,

etc.'. The printed editions read 'Berhaps heavy wine that is imperfect?

ion this, 3? reads ‘Perhaps lees that are perfect? &No, etc,'., This
%read:l.ng does not make sense unless we assume that the scribe thought
}that 'perfect' or ‘without any defect® ( Tz 132 j2xw)

;naant perfectly good, not perfectly bad, The scribes of mss,np night

hiave had the same misconception. Mss, . seem to be corrupt, Ms, X

& 'Perhaps heavy wine that is imperfect and heavy wine that is perfect?

lko, ete.', Ms, U has 'Perhaps l=es that are perfect and lses that are
fimperf‘ect? No, etc.'.

From all this it secms that the derash depends on the contrast
between rich wine and filtered lees » and assumes the reading of the MT,
It is atrgn,ge, though, that so many mss, should have a variant reading.
Perhaps the variant 0?11 for QO*MIO¥Y was induced by the vhrase

D2uPo XPX 019D 203 (KT 0307 in lines 6-7, or its equivalent,

The Targum has an interpretation of this verse similar to the
Sifre‘s, but seems to read QPPIL 0L QNDD Q°07, as does
ms. Kenn, 155 (Compare ms, Kemn, 30 O°hbD D?7DY 2°NDD Q°O5Y

D*PPID).

The Peshitta reads nIpoTd Q2307 0°NDL 0*J07, and knows
nothing of this derash. |

Theodotion agrees with the MT, The original text of the LXX does
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not quote the phrase in question, but ms, V and the Syropelestinian
Version have an addition, probably from Theodotion, agreeing with the

MT.

26:6 D’PPIID O?NIDD 03DV

i Compare the i'eading of ma., Kenn, 30 quoted in i'.he pre‘vious article,

|
25:8 991

So Peéhitta, Targum fc, Jerome's commentary all mss, except G,

!
Kemm. 72, 96, 150, 153, 187, Kenn. 4 has ¥913¢,

\

The form Y731 is found in the previous verse.

25:8 ‘N1 21TK
So LXX Syp kyrios, Kenn., 198,

All other LXX witnesses except S 0’ have ho theos, LXX S 07
have kyrios ho theos, representing the reading of the MT.

Symmachus = M,

25:8 (1327 ) *0 ()
So LXX,
Symmachus = MT, Compare Mi 4:i4.
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25:9 ‘DIX , 'n'im , 1RIKT _
The scribes of the mss. with this reading probably took the word

to be the very common introductory formila '1;3'1 X7. The abbreviation
‘DIX7  is very common for this formuls,

25:9 I 1371 N300 Y

It is hard to decide whether this is a real variant or a careless
combination of two different phrases from the same verse ; and 1if it is
a real variant, it is impossible to decide whether it corresponds to

15 1319 91 13°79K 139 or I 13710 ‘7 0T of the MT.

‘For 1% 11719 a%Y 131?79X N30, the Peshitta has ®MD 110

72 17207 ]09K,which could represent 13°IP 13298 3 ar aan
12, but might be a translation of 1% 13°1P 1T 13°A%K -7 f3n,
with the order of the words changed according to the requirements of

Syriac syntax. For i'? 13217 7 1Y the Peshitta has exactly the same

translation (except mss. ns, which omit]"DD'?r 1728 X°7D 10 (MBI

i1? , according to Diettrich by homoioteleuton). The addition of |77X
might correspon; to an addition in the Hebrew, or might be due to the

influence of the first half of the verse.

The LXX seems to read 12 13279 AT 13*7%X 131 in the first half
of the verse (S 393 538 Co Syp Ir.'2% have the equivalent of 13°2X N
instead of 13?7PX ), There is no equivalent in the original LXX text

forY2 137IP ‘1 N 13IYIPI°Y, but the groups O’ Syp and L”'° =233
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403’ L49” Tht. Cyr. ™ insert translations of it, the second group
inserting it end some other words in the wrong place. The group oI
inserts a transletion of 11¥*01?71. The group 0’ Syp translates

the phrase as (*) kai sosei hemas houtos (autos V) kyrios (ho theos

Syp) hypemeinamen autoi (suton 736; + kai sothesometha Syp). The

translation of the Syropalestinian Version might correspond to a
Hebrew reading (13¥°Z1%1) #¥WI31 12 1371p B2 07T,
or might simply be due to inner-Greek ar inner-Aramaic corruption,

The translation in the group L“*Y-233 LO3” 449’ Tht. Cyr.lem agrees
with the one in the group 0’ and with the MT.

Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion translate 1% 33°1p <0 it

in sgreement with the MT, Their translation of the first half of

the verse is not extant.

26:2 X12?

So LXX except Bo, Peshitta, Vulgate CE and Aquila (but Ziegler

emends to agree with the MT).

The transcription in the second column of the Hexapla agrees

with the MT,
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26:4 QDY "X

The phrase D%pPYY 13X ‘7 173 1D is inter-
preted as meaning 'With yod and he the Lord formed both worlds'.
The word "M% is read as a verb; and o°n»1y  may be read
a8 a dual. The interpretation of 9% as a verb may indicate
knowledge of a defective spelling, but this is by no means certain.

Mss, Kenn. 4 and 23 have the def'sctive spelling.

26:5 (n2iw3) m1xa (1*p)

The LXX has poleis_ochyras, which probsbly represents 11*7p
iM1X2; the Peshitta has XKn1°wy XnN*9p1, which probably

represents the same reading, or 1131 NP7,

26:5 nabeowe nabonwe
So Kenn, 94, 99, 145, 150.

The Versions are inconclusive.
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26:5 ‘N a7rOw?
So 10Is®, One of the verbs is omitted by the Peshitta and Vulgate

C. The LXX omits y1IX 1y N2 28w>,

For another case of the elimination of a repitition, see the next

article.

J

26:6 °n Hx-
! The word 3" is omitted by the LXX, lQIsa, and Kenn. 72. The word
I

’i‘n-: is omitted by the Peshitta and Vulgate S, and either V3% or 910

onitted by Targum c.

The omission in the LXX may be due to ti'anslationutecilnique. Notice
t the LXX omits ?DYD as well (although some witnesses insert a
i"1:1:‘:111&&1)31'tifon of it under the influence of the later Greek Versions). The
omission in ms. S of the Vulgate is probably an inner-Latin corruption
of a difficult reading; see the apparatus to the Vulgate for the readings

of the other mss,

\26:10 1% X

The LXX, Ode 5:10, and the Targum seem to read YIX PV.

25:16 T3P0

So LYY 88-0TT 22°-51°-763%** 1),7_90-03-1.6 ¢~ 239° 301 407 410
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534 538 613 Bo Tht. c;n-.(l""’)

and ms. A of the Odes seem to read “J*NIPB), Targum z, Kenn,

, Ode 5:16 us. 55 (other LXX witnesses

17, 150, Notice that the LXX reads 137 for  1D? at the end

of the verse,
26:20 TN3

So LXX 26 V 233 301 407 110 53} Co Or, III 96 Tht. Hippol. 12
43, (codd. ER), Sacra Parallela, Ode 5:20 ms. 55, Kenn, 83, 93, 96.

26:21  *n 7D

So LXX 377* 239 410,

27:1  n nApInim

So LXX Hil.,, Targunm K,
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27:4 N0Y

So Aquila, Symmachus, Peshitta, Targum (but peraphresing),
Vulgate, comnm,, 1QIs°‘, Hebrew text transiiterated by Jerome in the
commentary, Kenn. 93, 96, 1,5, 150, 153, 198, 226, 253; primo 1, 3;
mune 224: de Rossi 440; primo 1, 2; 20, 187, 226, 575, 596, 663;

Biblis Soncinensia: Ginsburg 24, 26; ed. III,

The reading spinam et ueprem given by Jerome as Aquila's trans-

lation is not Aquila's; see Ziegler, Textkritische Notizen. The real

origin of the reading remains in doubt, but as it corresponds to the
translation of the LXX for the same combination of words in Is 5:6;
7:23, 24, 25, it may be conjectured that the reading is actually

Theodotion 's .

The phrase MW7 2 °D¥ occurs in Is 5:6; 7:24, 25; 9:17. The

phrase N*¥ Y0V occurs only‘ here.

The LXX apparently reads N0 Q.

27:5 (pIn?) IX

So Kenn. 651, Compare Kenn, 91 ? X sup. ras.

27:5 (% bavy) o

The Peshitta has{XDPW 11?) T2YXY, which probably represents
’ ("o paby) *h2wyy. The Vulgate and Jerome's commentary seem to read

iWY. The IXX differs.
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27:9 (apy>) n21 (119)
So Targum, Vulgate, comm,

Cozpare Kemn. mrimo 109 23p¥? 2XW2 n°3 j1¥.

27:13 (7TK) YORD
So Vulgate and Jerome's commentary. This reading, and the read-
[ ing - OPIXD PORD of the next article, seen to be assumed in

Jerome 's remarks on this massage: '... de Assyriis et de terra Aegypti

dispersus poprulus congregetur ...'

27:13 {@*¥D) YRD
So Vulgate S in the Polyglotten Bibel, comm, Viet, See the

' previous article.

27:13 g°Sryn 2y Lovrinean
So Kenn. 4, 18, 72, 95, 109, 129, 150, 223, 226; primo 136;
forte 9&-0 “

28:5 ‘N NIXI
80 Kenn, 111, _

28:7 (i°x) o2
S0 Kenn. 168; 196, and so perhaps LIX houtol gar and Vulgate
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and Jerome‘'s comzentary uerum hii.

28:7 . (1yn A3wa1) 1yn (1°°3)

The Peshitta translates both T1¥W and 190 by 1y©
throughout the verse; however, this may be due to the Peshitta's
translation technique., The LXX differs. For a more detailed dis-
cussion see the article (qown 871) yn (j2on X91) 1w
in 29:9. |

28:16 “n 3%

See de Waard, pp. 54-60, for ardztailed discussion.of the
evidence of the Qumran texts, the Versions, and the quotations in
the New Testament for the text of this verse., This article, and
all of the following ones on this verse, are to be read together
with de Waard's comments, and in particular with his table of read-

ings on p. 55. BSee Ziegler, Untersuchungen, p. 57, for the relation-

ship of the LXX to the Hebrew throughout this verse,

The omission of 239X is supported by comm., G, and Kenn,
115, 129, 384, 1QIs" has the word written as an addition above

the line,
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28:16 0%?

Se J.QIsb.

28:16 ‘N jaX

So LXX, Romans 9:33 and 10:11, I Peter 2:6, Aquila, Synmachus,
Theodotion, Peshitta Aph., comm. except Vict,, Kemm. L7k,
|

4
't

8:16 (w"®*31a) 9010
Kerm, primo 99 has  <5pYn noap for 10710 T0In,

Theodotion = MT.

28:16 N 101D

| So perhaps LXX except 1,7 =36 Sy1.Tht., and so Kenn. 1, 17, 107,
111, 249, 431, 471, 603, Both occurences of this word are omitted in
-1 Peter 2:6 {(not mentioned by Ziegler). Romans 9:33 and 10:11 are in-

conclusive.

{ Theodotion> = MT,

28:20 0ioShn2
So ‘],QIsa.

The LXX is inconclusive.

28:22 N 29K

So Peshitta, 19Is*, Kenn. 1, 72, 89, 198. Hoi loipoi according
ko ,.



to ms, 86, hoi treis according to @ Syh = MT.

So Kenn, primo 96.

28:27 (vp) 207

So 1QIs* (1107), Mss. Kemn. 30, 72, 114, 115, 15, 180, 182, 224,
226, 246, 253, 260, 264 have 20?, but it is uncertain whether this
represents a qal or a hoffal written defectively. A qal reading may be
reflected in the translations periaxei (periagei 566 Cyr.; om. 93) of
the 1XX, ‘JI2ND of the Peshitta, and circuibit of the  Vulgate and

Jerome's commentary.

25:9 1°*°n

The Peshitta has  XIDN }P, the Targum has 0N }n, and the
Vulgate and Jeroms's commentary have a uino, all of wiich may represent
a reading [?7D, but could simply reflect the reading of the MT, with
& rreposition added in the process of translation, lQIsa and Kenn. 250

definitely read }?7D,

The older text of the ILXX omits two of the first four verbs of this

verse and for Mo X971 Y3 1*° XYY V0w it has (kei) kraipalesate

ouk apo sikera oude (oud some mss,) apo oinou, which translated literally

back into Hebrew would be K93 qown X%(1) 1ow(a)

j? 0 but whether the translator actuslly hed such a Hebrew

»

text before him, and in particular whether he read N2W¥D and not 90V,
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or 17D and not 1°° is uncert'ain. The Iucianic witnesses L7 =233~
456 770 Tht. ¢xpand the verse to agree with the MI', and among other

changes, insert lai methysthete ouk apo oinou before kei kraipelesate.

The added phrase is an alternative translation of }%°D X271 1o , but

there can be no certeinty 1?° was not read in the Hebrew text.

Symmachus according to Bus, and hoi loipei panta according to Eus,
read aneu oinow which seems to represent (%2 X1 , bput could well be
a free translation of }7°n XY1. Theodotion's translation of %5y

is extant, but not his translation of 1?7 See the next article.

29:9 Town

So perhaps LXX (see the previous article), and possibly Peshitta -

Ko D, Targum PNy (b, Vulgate C ¢ gb ebrietate, and barely

possibly Vulgate A in ebrietate,

Symmachus and hoi loipoi panta sccording to Eus have dicha
methysmatos, which seens to represent HOV¥ ko1, J.QIsa has “9W21.

Notice that the majority of Vulgate witnesses (but not the early
mss. AC), Jerome's commentary, 1QIs® (or its ancestor), and Kemn. 250
agree with the printed Midrash Tehillim in resding 3% ... ]?°D ard
not JWND ... ]’."D, which i3 some svidence in favour of the genuine-

ness of the reading ]?7D.

Theodotion according to Q Syh has kal ou sikera, apparently agreeing

with the MT,
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29:9 (7270 ¥%1) yn (172 ¥91) 1w
Buber suggests that this may be a cmflation with Is 28:7.

The Peshitta has [*71717 fer 1727 and J°YUI1  for -
The Targum has 317 for 193¢ and 1YV for I¥3I. It is almost
certain that the Peshitta and the Targum read Y M3W as in the MT, but

the identification of the second verb is dcubtful.

In 28:7 the Peshitta uses 1YV to translate both 13¥ and VN,
and the Targum uses 1IY0 to translate YN, so it is quite likely that
they represent 9Yn here. The verb XYV is the ususal equivalent for
11Y0  in the Peshitta and in the Targum., Nevertheless, the possibility
remains that both versions might have read 71Y3 and translated freely,
since there is no one-to-cne correspondence o the Aramaic verb with the

Hebrew verbs in either Version, either in this verse or in 28:;7, as the

following table shows:

Is 28:

Targun : Peshitta : Hebrew
117 R 130
oYYNox 1y0 1yn
117 190 13w
1nYPnox 1yhany 1¥9a3
(£ 1) IYY (® IW11) Iy 1vn
1R?38NK | 1Yo 130
(¢ 1YV 0YPNOR) YD 1PoR 1pB

343



Is 29:9

Targum Peshitta Hebrew
poals ghytalyl g hbtad ety
(e @) W 1IDINRY nh
(N DDINYK) YO ANTR 1EM0RRY - Ayeynwn
1D IDITRY M 1

(bg DODRTRY IBIDINAK)

117 (oy Eph. 1177) 372177 10
1Yo Ty Y3

29:10 ‘N %2

So Romams 11:8 (not mentioned by Ziegler). The evidence of the
quotation in Romans must be treated with caution; see below on the

variant O7179Y.

Symmachus = MT.

29:10 02°%y i
So Vulgate A, ¥enn, 30,

‘Syumschus = MT,

29:10  q°nPR (“n)

The Syrchexapla reads 0%17”X ¢j1; the Speculum and Romans 11:8

read O7IoR. The reading ¢® Romans may be due to the influence of

kyrios ho theos in the LXX oi; i;ﬁt 29:3; see the article phrby,



Smdlll! = MT.

29:10 N N

8o LXX 93.

Symmachus = MT.

29:10 nn°*Yy

So Peshitta and Kerm. primo 3 and so apparently Jerome's commentary,
P. 301 on Is 22:4-5 (eis), in a translation independent of the LXX and
Romans 11:8. Compare Kenn., 130 J sup ras,

The Hebrew text underlying the quotation in Romans 11:8 is uncertain,

The quotation reads as fellows: edoken autois ho theos pneum '-Jmta.nyxeas

ophthalmous tou me blepein kai ota tou me akouein heos tes semeron hemeras,

The phrese pneuma katanyxeos is from ls 29:10; the phrase heos tes semeron

hemeras is from Dt 29:3 (but not according to the LXX translation, which

has heos tes hemeras tautes); the rest of the quotation seems to be a

conflation of both verses. The phrase edoken autois is a possible free

translation of D177y 403, Altematively, the original reading in

Romans might have been pepotiken autous, with edoken from Dt 29:3 inserted
in place of pepotiken, and the case of the pronoun altered to agree with
the new verb, Wmtever the origin of the phrase in its present form, the

pronoun, whether autois or autous, was probably originally third person

in the text of Romans., No influence from the MT ar LXX of Dt 29:3 is
possible, since it has second person forms throughout, and no influence
from a variant text of Dt 29:3 with third person form is impossible, since
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the context of the verse in Dt. demands the second person (the variant
hemon for hymon in LXX mss. b‘de in Dt 29:3 is probably no more than a
‘mistake due to the identical promunciation of the two words in later Creel).

The influence of other passages is unlikely.

It mey be concluded that the Hebrew text of Is 29:10, or a Greek

translation of it, underlying the quotation in Romans probably had
N2y pee D037V of the MT.

10 N (12089) DR

S0 Kenn, 1. The Targunagrees with the MT, The other Versions gre incon -
clugive,

:10 OR?3°Y
|
| So LXX except L’’"=233-456 Wirc. Tht,, and so Peshitta.
i
i

Romans 11:8 has simply ophthalmous, but the syntax of the sentence

makes it clear that the implied pronoun is auton, not hymon, so the
underlying Hebrew text mrobably had Di1?3°Y; see the article on
an*ey.

Symma chus= ¥T,

29:10 (@°*K*a3n) X1

So LXX, Arabic Version, Symmachus {Ziegler emends to agree with the
MT), Peshitta, Targum bogfc N, (but not translating completely
literally) Kenh. 1, 17, 32, 72, 91, 149, 150, 15,
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158, 172, 198, 210, 224, 225, 226, 228, 258, 260, 264; forte 23, 94
PR 3, 82: ds Rossi 2, 20, 174, 305, 341, 554, 596; primo 211, 440,
663; munc 411; Biblia Soncinensia, Brixienaia, Prophetae Sonc.: Ginsburg
2, 3, 5, 11, 14, 21, 24, 26, 27, 42; edd. I, III, X,
Romans 11:8 omits this phrase,
|
29:10 DIRID (Lnv30Y)

This reading may be due to conflation with Dt 29:3. Compare the

sonflate quotation of Is 29:10 and Dt 29:3 in Romans 11:8,

s D°nan (hoon)
| So LXX S A“-Q-26-86 B-oI’ 62 -46~233-456 C** 198 239 301 393 407
410 41,9° 534 538 544 Co Wirc. Q.
LXX V 93 Eus read DiI?DON,  The rest of the LXX witnesses, i.e.
L’ -3Z+7-36-96~86°-926 403’ Tnht, agree with the MT, The distribution of
the readings 05?333, 0%333 and 123123 in the LXX witnesses

is the same, except that ms, 62 agrees with the MT in reading 19331.

29:15 (qwnna) 73
So 1Q1s”.

The Versions are inconclusive, See the reading of the Vulgate and

Jerome's commentary in the next article.
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29:15 (7onmna) a°n°

This reading may be supported by the Vulgate and Jerome's commentary,

which have guorum sunt in tenebris opera for LII?WYD “WANI 7°07.

29:15 X1 (*01)

This reading agrees very well with the derash, which says that the
burglar acts as if it were encugh not to be seen by people, as if God

did not see what he was doing,

29:23 ™ wYn v

As the context of the Biblical verse refers the children primarily
to Jacob (although, of course, they mst be God's too) it seems very
likely that this reading is due to scribal errar of the kind discussed

in the next article,

Symmachus = MT,

29:23  1°97 oyn 1°%°

'l'h§ children referred to are Jacob's; the hands are God's, It
would be very forced to refer the pronominal suffix of 1299 to
Jacob and the pronominal suffix of %77 to God, ard the context precludes
referring the suffixes of both words to God. Tt is almost certain that
this reading is simply a mistske. The same reading is found in Kemn, 1,

18, 95, 191; primo 116, 128: de Rossi primo 560 hispanus. See the previous
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article,

Symmachus = MI',

29:23 cy> (w1Tp OR)
So Peshitta ns,

This reading may be induced by the quotation of 7 NK 21T¥Y
‘WY P DX IBKI MIDK...18K3 (sic) from Is 1:4 immediately before.

Symmachus = MT.

30:5 (oY) V)

So IXX (pros), < Symmchus) and Theodotion (eis), Targum,
Feshitta.

30:5 (nwab) or °>

So Kenn. 1, 15k, 180, 253. The translations of the LxX (alla),
the Peshitta (X7¥), end the Vulgate and Jerowe's commentary (sed),
are inconclusive. The Targum's translation °’7X agrees with the ¥T.
It is likely that the reading 0K "3 is a scribal error due to the
relative rareness of J meaning 'but', and the relative commonness

of QX ?J with such a meaning,
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30:6  (3211) 99 (Xop)
This reading may well be due to the influsnce of the immediately rre-

#eding quotation of 0% T390 XWD from Is 21:1, but against this it
mst be pointed out that Is 21:1 is only quoted by the printed editions
and ms, g of the Mechilta dsRabbi Yishma‘el, and is not found in the
witnesses pooTto the Mochilts deRabbi Yishma‘el, the Midrash Sechel Tov,
the Mechilta deRabbi Shim‘on ben Yohai, or the Tenhuma (the anonymous
widrash in the Talqut Shim‘cni, the Fidrash Lsqah Tov, and tidrash Shewmct
Rattah sre inconclusive beczuse of the extensive abbreviation); which
mears tlnt the variant to Is 30:6 is found in severzl texts, namely wit-

| resses pan to the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el, that do not guote Is 21:1

| ‘at all, It is possible, of course, that the anceators of these texts did
contain a gquotation of Is 21:1 s and that.,it dropped out under the influences

of the similar verse Is 30:6,

The texts of the midrashin are quoted below, in the article after next,

20:6 T ann

So Targum. 1QIs™ resds 0°P ]°R1 for OO,

30:6 spIyD AW AveR(T)

The relevant texts are the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el pp. 153-154 on
Bx 15:22 {including a quotation of the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el in the
Yalqut Shim‘oni, vol. II, par. 266), Midrash Leqsh Tov and Midrash Sechel
Tov on the same verse, the Mechilta deRabbi Shim‘on' ben Ychai, the Printed
Tanhuma Beshellah par. 18, Biber's Tanhuma Beshallaly leaf 32, an anonymous
midrash quoted in the Yalqut Shimfoni vol.XX, par. 418, Shemot Rabbah
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I quote the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el according to the printed
editions, with the more important variants of the other witnesses added
in brackets: |

| a*apy1 oveni K%p 190 ... (95:18 ;mine) 9T 30 PR IRE®Y
MPYT W PRI KIT3ST P1IRT 13I03 720700 1w (o B23IVERT 4)
?w) (povy N OY — <ho) 0% 92 KwD N3N (ro:n o*a37) “Ia
_i L RI%T X PR3 (popx 331 2%0) 333 AR an"nnn (r:®>
’1:? pI%Y Gy *1iw 231) ADIYD Jw avex (o n Bhn) onn webt RUab
DIYY 1MBX DIV XVX IVEX 1°K (ox ‘M 497 W ;o 0 101 w1 oo

AR KIOPIY1 7°1K3 MID X157 (vr Iy Y3 O817) Ay BX ARIN v

[+ 22003 ] 92annn 9°2 9282) (290713 17927°K 5% D% qanm1 vn

IR ;v O%72°K AWIIT DD IR IR Rt 0°2°K 02K TN

300D KN 170 101K 5 OTI2°K OY3°K W13 ONOD KT I%n

—

‘9 ;1 RNK “7) X2°pPY 7 0K ... (2 D128 80%13°% IV0 wnan

PRIV YIR2 170 INK 09K IR0 13%37 °Y nvon 939 (pooux KaX

hR DR @3y wpbt vnh aby anx ayd man amR (Ip 1m
I 5t [N 1R] W3 ;ox W3) 0 1D IO%0 KD wnann jwe onan
1A NI 41 W YR 12 (pooxy X RPY) a0 &9 1wk avwe (oo
| ST IR (NP

The Midrash Leqah Tov reads as.follows:
,Q2TPpYT Q20n3 89D 12101 L., (a5:1w mipe) 7P N30 PK XX
gaa7) JIRD¥T TIPYT YI@ @NI K113 YITAA 73902 7979100 nKiw
IPY3 NIV %D ,ME 1Y PR AR K1nwD L,ayex KT L (vo:in

ﬁﬁK Q9% ,?19pn 13229 >% n[o 7T 137 RAR 7 DK ... .8272°K 0O

,19? TN37 DX AR7T 0°XY vIpbY anb by nng aye ,YRaw? paka a0n
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17919 1737 ND¥3 X7 MY ITKY YT W3 1IN0 3181 0K X2 XM
. $T0TD MK

’I‘h; Midrash Sechel Tov reads as follows:
,q»:ﬁpb1 Q°7n3 X2D 12127 ... (23:1v miow) 1P 2D X IXT T
0°7371) TWYY TP TN xﬁaznw«bjwin 2TV IV I00 LRI 1299
1% a9Iyn q1w1 AYaR nay rﬁk: 331 3 XTL WIKY L, (vozn
Fan X131 3°D 7°3X2 1°%y m1en 1Y 25 O D3Y LK ,00Y Kox ayox

312737K [°73°K T3 ID

l
|
1 There is no need to quote the rest of the texts in full, I will

copfine nyself to quoting the section of the text of the Mechilta deRabbi
Shi:;on ben Yohai, the two Tanjjumas, and the anonymous midrash that

‘ sponds to the text of the Mechilta deRebbi Yishma‘el from the quot-
ation of Dt 8:'15 to the words ]?71¥11 ‘l*ﬁ’k,&nd omit Shemot Rabbah

altogether, since it does not quote Is 30:6 at all, and has been re-worked.

| _
The Mechilta deRabbi Shimfon ben Yol;mi reads as follows:

333 NILAA XWD CDIRY (reim o) CBIAY 2102 TROVILn ...
APIXY MY YIRI 233 ML XUD) AYEKY CDIXY apIXY My rﬂx-:
(a"avn g9IYD 997y AysR b vI%Y ((= ’Q: ita1n 8¥2%1)) XA

Iy PX AXIT XKUW AYra AT DIYIOX LR DIVIOK XPK AYLR 1K

eee B2723X P2MIYK MTIIY JIFT INIR 20XDD 1'YIX2 N1

I have omitted a few very minor variants of wording in the Midrash Haggadol.

The Printed Tanhuma reads as follows:
(ve:n ©2937) IIPYY T TNI XIIITY 2130 73902 00000 ...
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17X TR ]1KD2Y IIPYT MW TR XN13dN Y1733 303 2L ?IN
YOXZ 333 NICA2 XUD IR {av) w1 LPna M1XD 0°L T? X220 Q0
VDR DIY XOR AYER (X UDIYD v OYDX 0aR w2?31 X717 apizy mX

O7MaR OMMIX TTIIY IANN) I°D IR M MY b2 AXY7 T DY

LI

Buber's Tanhuma reads as follows:
D LYDIYD WY AYEX ADIKY (vein-nri31) 1371 POPmn A ...
o ... TIP3 A0 17D 1O9Y MDA NIva L8190 Y

:i
(.

its equivalent) and substituting a quotation of fDIYD OV 1?2797 ¥yHX

The anonymous midrash differs from all the other texts in omitting
0?31Y931)  0239pYY DOTNI X?D %D ... MWW I3TD 9K IKZ?Y (or

|
Trom Is 14:29, after which it continues as follows:
a

d3933) 131 WYY TP WR3 X3 S1TAA 13752 7902100 IR

H

E
l ce. W3 N0 T20 1079 MIID XYW IV RV Y 151D ,{(1o:n
jthqtugh this midrash does not quote Is 30:4, but quotes Is 14:29 instesd,
tixere is some evidence that it is derived from a text that quoted Is 30:6,

as will be shown below, |

The relationship of the texts to each other is fairly clear, and
follows the usual pattern, -The Mechilta deRabbi Yishmafel and Mechilté
deRabbi Shim‘on ben Yohai may be regarded as equally clbse to the; original
form of the derash. The Midrash Legah Jov and the Midrash Sechel Tov
quote the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el, apparently with some editorial
changes, The Printed Tanhuma and Buber's Tanhuma give two different forms

of a re-worked text of the Mechilte deRabbi Yishma‘el. The anonymous
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midrash seems to be a form of Buber's Tanhuma or to be derived from it,
~ Midresh Shenot Rs.‘bba' depends on a Tanhume midrash, but hes been extensive-

1y re-worked, ' ~

The anonymous midrssh is anomalous in quoting Is 14:29 instead of
Is 30:6. It is unlikely that the quotation is original, since the dera.sh
demands a verse referring to a dangercus saraf found in the desert and
dangerous to Israel, as in Dt 8:15; but the saraf of Is 14:29 is a symbol
of Hezekiah, according to both the cbvious meaning of the Biblical text
and the unanimous Rabbinic tradition. OF course, the real saraf used
as a symbol in Is 14:29 mast be a dangerous snake and is to be identified
with the one in Is 30:6, but its symbolic use makes it unsuitable for thia
derash, Besides, it is unlikely that such s late midrash (at least as
' late as Buber's Tanhuma), should preserve the originel Biblical quotation
of the derash whez; it had been altered.in all witnesses to the text of

the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el and the Mechilta deRabbi ShimPfon ben Yohai,

It is uncertain whether ti;e substitutioh of Ts 14:29 for Is 30:6 is
due to an editor of the mildrash or to the compiler of the Yalqut Shim‘oni,
The compiler of the Yalqut Shim‘oni would not normally make such a substi-
" tution, but on the other hand it seems unlikely that an editor could be
so unperceptive as not to see that Is 14:29 does not really fit here. One
possible solution can be found by combining ‘both hvpotheses., Suppose the
midrash ariginally read 123} 991Y2 9% D 921¥YL T NYDX after
the quotation of Dt 8:15, as in Buber's Tanhuma (or perhaps even T

€137 UDIYL T 17D 4DIYD),instead of 1071 AYOIX 17K [DIYD J7PI IYDX.
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It would be very easy for the word 7I¥DX to drop out, and if this
happened, the phrase f21YD (1) eould be just as well identified
with Is 4:29 as with Is 30:6., The only quotation that must be from
Is 14:29 and not Is 30:6.is at the start of the derash; but the
compiler of the Yalqut Shimfoni usually inserts a lemma in this position
if he does not find one in the text he is quoting., What could have
happened, then, is that the compiler saw the lphrase 191 !?ﬁ qw(t),
assumed thet it was from Is 14:29, ard inserted a lemma from Is 14:29
at the start of the passage. The wrong identification would have been
made easier by thc knowledge that the A91YD AP used as a symbol
in Is 14:29 and the real one in Is 30:6 are identical, and perhaps by
knowledge of a tradition preserved by Jerome and to be menti-oned below
that intermreted  qp1yp qIw  in Is 14:29 in exactly the way it

is interpreted in Is 30:6,

In the discussion that follows, the anonymous midrash will be
treated as a form of Buber's Tanhuma, and it will be assumed that the
reference to Is 14:29 is a mistake. Even if the assumption is wrong,
it will not seriously matter, since the arguments based on the ;roraing
of the anonymous midrash will still be valid, but will establish the

meaning of n21YD Y in Is 14:29 instead of Is 30:6.

The commentary Keli Paz on the Mechilta deRabbi Yishmafel (quoted
by the ‘Es Yosef on the Printed Tanhuma) explains the derash by saying
that 997YD 7YY Oyex means 1?9y ADIYRI VY NYOX.
This explanation is undoubtedly correct. It fits the implications of

thé Biblical quotations in the derash and can be shown to be demanded
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by the wording of the derash following the Biblical texts.

The evidencé of the Biblical texts as used in the derash will

be ccnsidered first., It is clear that Is 39:6 is quated to
illustrate the terrors of the desert mentioned in Dt 8:15, and in

particular the 17 Tna. Now, Dt 8:15 refers back to Nu 21:6-10,
" and the way TNl and ¥ sre interchanged in Nu 21:7-10 mskes it
l clear that in Nu 21:6 the phrase Y ¥N1  refers to one kind
of snake, not two, and that ¥ is an adjective or a noun in apposi-
i tion, It follows, then, that fhe phrase v wnl  in Dt 8:15
| refers to one kind of snake, with % describing %iil. The derash
identifies the i1Y9K with the A% YNl of Dt 8:15, which means

that the word 71 (or better, ™W: see the apparatus) in Is

30:6 mist be regarded as a qualifier of )?395&- The identification o
OYDX and P in Is 30:6 can actually be demonstrated fairly
conclusively., Notice that the description of the activities of the
nDIYL T is explicitly given by the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el,
the Midrash Sechel Tov, the Mechilte deRabbi Shim‘on ben Yohai, end
the Printed Tanhuma as an explanation of what is meant by 1V3X,
and that the Midrash Legah Tov says AY9X K171 1.  Only Buber's
Tanl;mm permits a Beparation of the MW from the AYIX, and even
it does not demand it. As it stands alone in this agsinst the other
sources, includihg the closely related Printed Tanhuma, its divergence
is probably due to editorial re-working, If JYOX and MW in

Is 30:6 are regarded as one animal and identified with the ¥ ¥N3
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of Dt 8:15 and Mu 21:6, it becanes hard to treat the word HBIVD
in Is 30:6 as an adjective, since there is no siggestion in the
passages quoted from Nu or Dt that the FI¥ UNJ can fly. The only
alternative is to make FKEIYD the object of MW , which must

then be treated as if it were a participle,

An exsmination of the exact wording of the derash in its various
sources shows that suwch an intermretation is umvoidable. The impor-
tant section within the quotation from each midrash has been under-
lined, BHorovitz and Rabin regard the correct reading in the Mechilta
deRabbi Yishmatel as  (I%1371) Yannd  or perhaps (IW7371) POXND
They do not Jjustify this statement, but it is easy to do so. The |
word. 930D or M Aanna can be shoum‘ to be carrupt. The ;miss:i.on of

rl‘lyi‘iin the witnesses aprx of the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el,
the ﬁidrash Sechel Tov, and the Printed Tanjuma means that the partici-
ple 1INND or its equivalent must have the same subject as 137 and
that this subject is probably the word #1¥ which occurs just before
the underlined section. For this reasson the forms ND of the Yalqut
Shim‘oni ( ©) quoting the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma'el, 12721 of the
Midrash Hachamin ( ») quoting the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el, and
Nanwn of the Midrash Sechel ?ov give better sense ang are closer to
the original intention of the derash, even though they are not
necessarily arigimal. Some word referring to the destruction of the
bird is certainly required, and Sanhn is indirectly attested in
the corrupt farms 3ANND and N2NN3., Aside from these arguments,
the Mechilta deRabbi Shim‘on ben Yohai independently has the quite

unambiguous reading 51Vl 1MIKX 7OXNN, and Buber's Tanhuma and the
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anonymous midrash, which probably depend on the Hed:ilté; deRabbi
Yishma‘el, are just as unambiguous in reading "]‘_‘W:I a7 9°n,
(The Midrash legah Tov avoids the difficulty by omitting the trouble-
some ward). The story of the men whose hair fell out is further con-

firmation of this interpretation.

| Horovitz and Rabin consider the two forms Lanmn® of the

| Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el and  POXKND of the Mechilta deRabbi

| Shim®on ben‘ Yohai to lr;e equally wmlid, and eiplain the divergence be-
tween the two midrashim by spontaneous substitution of one synonym foar
| another, In apite of the uncertainty of whether Lanny o

L9XND is original, the intention of the derash is quite clear,

and the interpretation of "oyn ‘]‘1? as 'bird—bﬁm‘in.g is assured,

With the meaning the phrase FB1YD(MW*) MNw1 YBR  held for

the author of the derash established, it is easy to sees why the waw of

"|"Iﬂ?1. is omitted in the printed editions of the Mechilta d:eBﬂ;bi
Yishma‘el. The reading of the printed editions is not contradicted
by the other direct witnesses (i,e, p5WTx) to the Mechilta deRabbi
Yishma‘el or the Genizeh fragment (b ) of the Mechilta deRabbi
Shifon ben Yohai, since none of them carry the quotations so far. As
for the indirect witnesses to the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el and the
Vechilta deRabbi Shim‘on ben Yohai, the Midrash Legah Tov does not
quote the verse at all ,/a;;‘i Midrash Sechel Tov and the Midrash Haggadol
pay only agree with the MT because the compllers extended the short

quotation they found in their mses., according to the NT, as is their
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custom, The two Tanhunas agreé with the MT, but as they tend to have
longer Biblical quotations than the earlier midrashim they depend on,
the explanation of the agreement with the MT is probably the same as
in the case of the Midrash Sechel Tov and the Midrash Haggadol. The
reading in the Geniza fragment (D Jof the Mechilta deRabbi Shim‘on ben

Yd.aai may be the beginning of a phrase nEIYD Y AYbRY.

The readings of' the Versions in Is 11..:29. and Is 30:6 will be
treated together, partly because there is some chance that the quotation
of Isli:29 in the anonymous mi'drash might be original to it, and not
merely due to the compiler of the Yalqut Shim‘oni, and partly because
any fabulous qualities of the snake in Is 14:29 are just as valuable

as evidence for the age of the derash as the same qualities in Is 30:6,

Terome translates fBIYD FI¥as absorbens uolucrem in Is 1429,

and translates the parallel word ¥®X as regulus, meaning 'basilisk’,

It is uncertain whether he knew of an association of the saraf in Is
14:29 with the one in Dt 8:15, but his comments leave no doubt that he
took MBIYDto be the object of NI and was aware of the fabulous qual-

ities of the snake, In his first commentary on I. 14:29 he-says:

'Pro hoc enim nocentior nascetur Ezechias regulus, guem Graeci
uocant basiliscum, qui te suo aspectu interficiat et sPiritu. oris occidat.
Quomodo enim nulla auis reguli aspectum potest ilisesa transire; sed
quamiis procul fuerit, eius ore sorbetur. Ita et tu a conspectu regis

Ezechiae totus Peribis. Bt pulchre servauit metaphoram, quia enim
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serpentenm et regulum nominarat s ore eius et spiritu dicit uoclucres

deuorari ... Pro eo autem quod nos transtulimis absorbens uolucrem, et

in Hebraeo scriptum est saraph mopheth; interpretari poteat: serpens
uolans, ut sit sensus: de radice colubri nascetur regulus, et fructus

illius, id est reguli, serpens uolans, ut draconen intellegas’,

Jerome eagrees substantially with the derash tut disagrees in giving
blowing as an alternative method of killing, and in having the bird
actually gobbled up by the snake, The séme idea about blowing is probably
behind the Vulgate's trenslation of T1¥ N3 in Dt 8:15 as serpens
fistu adurepgs, and the anonymous Greek translation of @ in the same
verse as Q}E;mat,... On the other hand the choice of gdurens as the
translation of #y in Dt 8:15, instead of absorbens as in Is 14:29,

may reflect a dependence on the derash under discussion.

In the second commentary, Jerome seems fo be in the process of
changing his mind about the meaning of f29¥N fW. He has not altered
the translation, but in his comments he .explain; nBIYD fNWas meaning
either serpentes uolantes or qui sbsorbeant uolucres . The ¥BX is still
a basilisk, of which he says: ‘afflatu suo atque conspectu homines
occidere dicitur', Further down hq/%?trl}x? two interpretations of the

meaning of HDIYN [:

*Cumque regnauerint in hominibus aliegenis, qui a Deo alieni sunt,
statim egredientur serpentes pennati; ut non éufficiat eis cogitasse,
et fecisse quae mala sunt, nisi patrocinium quoque malorum operum
quaesierint, et diuersas finxerint. haereses, Ego puto serpentes esse

pennatos, qui se exaltant et eleuant contra scientiam Dei et ponunt
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in caelum os suum, Vel qui absorbeant uolucres, hoc est, qui uenenato
ore singulos quosque uolare cupientes et ad excelsa consurgere, suis

faucibus deuvorant'.

Notice that there is now no mention of a basilisk that kills

birds, only of one that kills people.

In Is 30:6, Jerome treats fBIYD as an adjective referring to

‘]'IW, and translates et regulus uolans. Nevertheless the saraf is

atill a basilisk, and the fgbulous gualities have been extended:

‘Ac ne putaremus uere scripturam sanctam de leaena et leone
dicere, contra naturam rerum loquitur, quod de leaena et lecne nata
sit uipera et regulus uolans, siue gepimina aspidum uolanti'.aﬂ ese Iata
genimina uiperarum, siuve aspidum uolantium, id est principea populi
et omnis impiorum turba .., Leaenai et catulum leonis quidam caelesten
Hierusalem et deceptum ex ea populum exposuit, regulumque uolanten,
et uiperas, et geniming aspidum, illum de quo supra legimus, colubrum

tortuosum; et de quo Saluatar in euangelioc loquebatur: Videbam satanam,

quasi fulgur de caelo cadentem (Luke 10:18). Qui draco appellatus in

Apocalypsi, tertiam partem stellarum secum detraxit i_n terram, quae
peruersitate sententiae priores diuitias perdiderunt, deserentes eas
i;n Aegyptum huius saeculi’,

Symmachus translates 591YD H¥ (or perhaps A7 ) in
Is 14:29 as m'&n kai eklxan, ‘a blower and breaker-up', i.e. apparent-
1y a snake that blows at bLirds and makes them fall apart. Compare

Jerome's first commentary on Is 14:2% and the Vulgate and the anonymous .
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Greek trenslation of Dt 8:15. In Is 30:6, Symmachus has kai basiliskos

eklxsn, which represents the same tradition as in Is 14:29,

All other Versions (including Aquila and Theodotion in 14:29 and
Aquila, Theodotion, and ho Hebraios in 30:6) treat FDIVD as an
-a;djec‘!::i:ve in both verses. There is no trace of any fabulous idea in
-the translations of Is 30:6, but in Is 14:29 a translation of Y33

as basiliskos is attributed to Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion by

ms, 710 and to hei lodpoi by Chrysostonm.

For 9A¥D wY ¥R In Is 30:6, all LXX witnesses
except S* L-96 LL49” 534 Syn Hi, read NE1YD w1 [YER1, The
Tergum seems to resd HDIYD ¥ jIyDX1.  Kemn. 30 has jynx

AEYYD RIW.  Symmchus end Theodotion's translations of  [ynX
are not extant, but they agree with the MT in reading HNDIYD MOV
with waw. The evidence for Aquila and ho Hebraios's waw readings is
inconclusive, IXX S* 1~96 449” 534 Syh Hi., the Peshitta, and the
Vulgate and Jercome's commentary agree with the MT in the distribution

of waw.

Of all the extant translations of Is 30:6, only Symmachus's
intermrets nBYYD N7 as meaning 'bird-burning', but a trace
of' such an' interpretation may be reflected in the cmiassion of the
waw in 57@71 by the Targum and Kenn. 30. The quotation of Is 30:6
in the printed editions of the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el agrees
with Kemn. 30, and the qutation in the Geniza fragment 5 of the
Mechilta deRabbi Shim‘ on ben Yohai agrees with either the Targum er

the LXX.
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30:1.  (K¥D?) XY

So Kenn., 226, Compare Kern. 182 &Y "wx. The LXX has hoste,
which is inconclusive. The Peshitta has gx%9 , Dberhaps under the

influence of the LXX.

30:18 9%

So Peshitta(?Un), Targum RN, Vulgate, Jerome's commentary,
xﬁm. 150, 168.

30:18 Wowni

So Kenn. 1.

- 30:18  "MER1

So Peshitta.

30:19  2°Ywintay Lobwincat (awe)

So LXX 534, Peshitta, Targum c, 10Is*, Kemn. 1, 93, 96, 145,

150, Commre the next article.

Aquila and Symmachus = ML,

30:19 gbwan® tawe,obriaty ave

The IXX except 534 seems to read DP0IN®1 20°.  The reading
OP717% 13W?  in the Yaiqui Mechiri on Psalms is probebly a

corruption of the same reading, Compere the rrevious article.
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Aquils and Symmachus = MT,

30:19 7pYT

‘So Peshitta MU and Kenn. 4, 93, 158, The Urmia edition has a
sign and points the word as a plural. The Mosul edition
has no seyame sign but points the word as a plural. As Diettrich
h.is failed to remark on the dlif'ference between the two editions, it
is impossible to tell which mss. have seyams points and which not,

but presumably all of tho pointed mss. point the word as a plural.

The Targum is inconclusive, Symmachus = MT,

30:20 DO7 7

So LXX S A” 0* 46 €97 301 393 4497 538 544 918 Co o, Targum
bf K PN, Kenn, 30, 150, 154 (GOo% <“f1). See van Zijl on the reading
of ms, z of the Targum, which both Stenning and Sperber misread, The '-
reading of mss, PN in Stenning's ed.id assumed on the basis of the
lack of a notice in the apparatus stating thet they diverged from the
basic ms. (z) , but: as the reading of this ms, is given incorrectly,

the actual reading of mss. PN becomes very doubtful,

20:20 K7

So Kerm. 1, 198, 245,
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30;20 0327 (X9)

The Aramaic verb %33 has the same meaning as the Hebrew D13
It is quite likely that a scribe tock the verb in its Aramaic meaning
and unconsciously substiituted a synonym. The réading Vi2l of the
Peshitta, and engisosi of the LXX are no proof of a reading 0337
. in the Hebrew téxt, since the translators could easily have inter-

preted ¥13? in its Aramic meaning.

30:20 (%¥?d g30%) (°00) nk (My)

The derash is intelligible whether HJJ% is treated as
transitive or intransitive. It would be easy to assume th&t the
reading 7?7710 DX is merely a scribal mistake under the influence
of the same phrase at the end of the verse, except that the evidence
of the derash is only inconclusive, not negative, ard there is extermal
support foﬁ reading FJ33? as a transitive verb, The Peshitta
translates 17010 MY §30> X% as 270 wID1 XV

]'ID’J’S’UD‘? 'and he (i.e. God) will not bring those that led you
astray any mare', taking “]*7710 in an unfavourable sense. The

" Vulgate and Jerome's commentary translate. &t non faciet auolare a te

ultra doctorem tuum 'and he (i.e. God) will not make your (human)

teacher fly away any mare'., The Tarpgunm translates 93I¥ 532% K?1
77790 DR DART YI0Y 9NTI 7N as 17ROV MY pP2P0? 89
(g °N35%W;bofc K N*NI%IW) RN1*20 n* ]°%rn Ay ']""11"1"‘3 RW‘!?D n*an
Rvapn nYaa, (Only the important variants have been noted).
This would mean 'he (God) will not take his Shechinah away from the

Temzple any mare ete,', w:i.th365'["'l'm translated as {1°N1%OW.



¥Q 163 reads 7137  presumbly as hiffil, 1Q1s" reads 98137
but it is uncertain whethsr the subject intended i3 7772 or

whether the verb is an indefinite plural with 7’712  the object.

30:20 PNB

All of the midrashim quoted in the apparatus refer the wbrd to
{ God, except for the Midrash Haggadol on Genesis, which refers it to
| angels. Probably the form of this word in the MT is only a case of
éfull spelling, and is no‘i’- intended as a plural. Notice that the only
;mj.drash that actually reads ‘J110D without yod is the only one that

interprets it as a plural.

Symmachus, Abulwalid {quoted by Field), the Targum, the Vulgate,

Jerome's commentary, and Kemm. 1, 23, 182 read a singular noun.

30:22 (pxy pw> ,o"?ina) KX

See Geiger, pp. 263-264, for a dscussion of the correct reading
in this passage. He shows that the author of this verse probadbly
neant X¥ to mean faeces, and that we should probsbly read KX (with

l;iolem), and zives several other examples of suppression of the ward

IS ¢F 1 3:by means of misleading pointing in the MT, The Gemara
seens to take K¥ as meaning not faeces, but unpleasant substances in

general, and specifically .menstrual blood,

As Geiger has already demonstrated the correect reaaing, and as
there is no doubt that one tradition in the Gemara Yerushalmi intere
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preted XX as a noun, I will confine myself to discussing the origin
of the two traditions of interpretation of XX in the Gemara, and to

disrmgsing the evidence of the Versions,

The relevant texts are Mishnah Shabbat 9:1 and fAvodah Zarah
3:6 (3:8 in the Yerushalmi), Tosefta Zavim 5:6, Gemara Yerushalmi
Shabbat 9:1, speclally as far aalline 36, and ‘Avodah Zarah 3:8, :
specially as far as line 6 of col. 2, The two passages of Mishnah
and the passage of.T'oaef'ta are very similar: thg two passages of

Gemara are identical. See Epstein, Dinduge ha¥Yerushalmi, p. 517 on

the reading of the Leideun ms. in Shabdk ¢ line 23, and see his foot-

note 3 on the corresponding reading in ‘Avodah Zarsh,

There are two distinet traditions on the meaning of the word
in the Yerushalmi., One tradition takes it to be a noun with the same
meaning as XX and the other takes it to be the imperative of ¥37.
The problem is to date the two traditions on the basis of the conflict-

ing information given,

R. ‘Aqiva and the majority of scholars ( 13370 ,7%330)
agree that only one of the two phrases 32ynn ayhn and
13¥PWh Y@  in Dt 7:26 can be used to darive the details of
the law of impurity from idols. R. fAgiva maintains that the details
for idols are the same as for menstruous women, basing his argument on
13aynh ayn. The ma:}‘ority maintain that the details foar idols

are the same as for reptiles, basing their argument on ‘IAJKPWR YPo.
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B, *Aqiva maintains that 1IZPWN VPW is to be interpreted
metaphorically as bkl e b TXPY, and the majority maintain

that 13aynh 2¥n is to be interpreted metaphoricelly as 15K} -~
11°923  :in explanation of the ward XX is then derived from the

phrase 1% TDKN XX in Is 30:22, which is interpreted as meaning

'you shall call it (the idol) muck' i.e. offensive names, The place

of this quotation in the argument depends on an analysis of the variant
readings in the Gemara text in Shabbat and ‘Avodah. Zarah and will be
discussed below. For the moment, it is enough to say that it supports
the majority's argument, An sltermative interwxetation of the word

KX as 'go out' is attributed to R. ‘Aqiva 1n Shabbat.(1line 29),

end to the majority in ‘Avodah Zarah (1line 3 from the bottom of col,l).
Seeing that a majority opinion that .KS means IXTX has already been
given, it would be expected that ¢ divergent opinion would be R. ‘Agiva's.
There are, however, seven d@ifficulties in accepting the interpretation

as his,

In the first place, R. ‘Aqiva would have no need to interpret XY
any differently to the way the majority do; in fact, interpreting
it as s noun would actually support his interpretation of 7t 7:26 just |
23 well as it would support theirs. The only disagreement to be ex-
pected on Is 30:22 is on the meaning of the ward 117. It is clear
from the Mishnah and Tosefta that R, ‘Aqiva took it ;i.n its obvious
sense of menstrual blood or a mensirwating woman; the majority might

have given it a less specific interpretation as defiling matter in
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general, as does the Targum Yonatan.

In the second place, the form of R. ‘Agiva’'s quotation of Is 30:22
in the Mishnah and Tosefta seems to indicate that he took XX as a
'noun. The only fact he is concerned with demonstrating is that the
law for idols is the same as for menstruating women, and all he needs
to mwove his statement is 11 NS ghth, As the Mishnah and
| Tosefta never quote more than the minimum number of words of a -
Biblical verse needed to prove a poinﬁ, and often only quote enough
!of the verse to identify it without quoting the relevant part at all,
there must be some special reason f‘& adding 12 9DRD XX, What
is needed is an interpretation of the second phrase that will farm

an expansion, or better, elucidation, of the first, and this can only

be had if K¥ is taken as a noun parallel to 7.

In the third place, the wording of the Gemara seenms to indicate
that on the matter of the interpretation of XX R, ‘Aqiva and his‘
contemporaries agreed. The majority require a verse to support their
interpretation of  1312¥YnnN ayn as Y933 1N7KY, and
R. fAgiva requires a verse to suppart his interpretation of Vpw

1AXpPen as  171°9231 oxpw. Ef.h_e‘ Gemara, before guoting
Is 30:22, does not say 1i1°223 111°KX (73277) (j*7an) (0w
but simply 172933 (j137%) ()°v3n) (0 mo: only the ward

that R. ‘Agiva and the majority use in common is quoted.

'Ihis/ii%tually to be expected, The phrase 1 MPRD XY is

not used to prove what is meant by 1332¥nn avn ,- since that
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the doorway, which is only intelligible in the light of the law on
entry into a house defiled by leprosy quoted in the laat of the
heqgeshim, These heqgeshim are no earlier than the second generation

of Amoraim, as will be shown below.

In the sixth place, g baraits in tﬁe name of R, ’Elfazar {R. Ia.‘za_r)
says:  171°DY AR (PR TIDY MNP 187 X% (Shabbat line 27;
¢Avodah Zarah line 5 from bottom), and this statement is only intelligi-
ble in its context ‘if R.’Elfazar took KX as a noun, Now,R,’Elfazar
was a pupil of R, ’Aqiﬁa's,and i'b.wculd. be expected that tﬁei.r inter-

pretations would agree,

In the seventh place, Aquila, who translated under R, ‘Aqiva'’s
direction, translates XX a=s s, meaning any kind of offensive

mptter., This last argument seems to be conclusive,

It seems likely, then, that the attribution of XX as an imperative
verb to the majority, as in ¢pgvodah Zarah, is r:Lght. There remin two
difficulties; the apparent impossibility of two majority opinions, and

the origin of the attribution to R, *Agiva in Shabbat,

The first problem can be solved by an examination of what exactly

is meant by Rabbanan in each case, The term Rabbanan or Rabbanin occurs

in four contexts in ‘Avodsh Zarah three in Shabbat in the Bouberg -

- edition, and two in Shabbat in ths Leidsn za,., In the first caze, Rstba=-

nan are contrasted to the Fachamim, The Hachamim are R. ®Aqiva's

contenpararies, so it would be expected that Rabbunan would be Amcraim,

and since the pesssge under discussion occurs in the Talmud Yerushalmi, =
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presumably Palestinian ones, Thls can be showm to be the case, The
word Rabbansn occura in a series of heqgeshinm designed to show that
idols come partly under the cetegoary of reptiles, pertly under the
categary of corpses, ani mrtly under the category of a house defiled
by leprosy. An integral and necessary part of this series of heqgeshim
'is a comment delivered by R. Zefursh, a Palestihian Amora cf the third
‘generations, in the name of R. Lafzar, a Palestinian Amora of the second
;and third gererations, in the name of R. Yohanan, a Palestinian Amora

i of the second generation. As the comment by R. Yohanan is essential
to the argument, the ‘argument itself can be no later than the second
1gemmtion of Amoraim, and the word.Rabbanan must ref+r to Amoraim of

sbout that time and perhaps later as well,

In the second case, Rabbanan are contrasted to R. ‘Agiva and can be

jseen by the content to be his contemporaries, since R, ‘Aqiva refutes

their interpretation of Dt 7:26.
‘The reference in the third case is the same as in the second, though
the leiden ms. of Shabbat might be right in leaving the word out in this’

CR8e.,

In the fourth case, ¥here only ‘Avodsh Zarah reads Rabbanin and
Shabbat reads R, ‘Aqiva, the term is contained in a passage explaining
the meaning of KXY according to a series of heqgeshim which, as has
been shown above, are no earlier than the second generation of Amorain,

- The passage wnt#mmg the term Rabbanin must be at least as late and

the Rabbanin must be Amoresim of the second generation or later.
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This means that the first interpretation of the word X% as a
noun belongs Lo the majority of Ténna:!,m at the time of R. ‘Aqiva (cu',
if the word (327 is deleted, to the consensus of the Tannaim in-
cluding R. ‘Aqiva), and the second interpretation of it as an imperative
verdb belongs to the consensus of the Amoraim from the second generation

onwards,

Both the Palestiniap and the Babylonian Amorsim seem to have taken

XX as an imperative verb. For the Palestinians, there is evidence
from Amorsim of the first generation, R. Ijamnyah (Rr. f_iamnah) and
R. Mana, the second generatica,R. Yohsnan, R. Lafzar, and R. Yighaq
bar Nahmen, the third generatioﬁ, R.’ Abbahu and R. Ze‘urah (R. Ze‘irah),
the fourth generation, R. Huna, and the fifth generation, R. Yose be
Rabbli Bun; and what is more conclusive, there is the consensus of the
compilers of the Talmud Yerushalmi, For the Babylonians, the;-e is the
evide#ce of Rav Yosel, an Amora of the third generation, who generally
represents the normative Babylonian interpretation of the Biblical text;
an unopposed (so mresumably generally accepted) statement by Rabbah, a
Babylonian Amorg of the thiré generation, in the Talmud Bavli Shabbat
82b contradicting R. ‘Agiva; and a translation as an imperative verb in

the Targum Yonatsn, the official Targum of the Bebylonian Amoraim,

The series of interpretations of Is 30:22 may be summarized as fol-
lows: R. ‘Aqiva takes {117 to mean menstrual blood or a menstruating
woman, and apparently XX to mean either the same or defiling substances

in general; the majority of R. ‘Agiva‘'s contemporaries take XX to mean
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defiling substances in general, and probably take ;{17 the same way;
the Amoraim take XX as an imperative verb and presumably take 1717

as meaning defiling substances in general,

The oarigin of the wrong resding in Shebbat can be fairly plausibly

explained as due to misunderstanding. As the text of Shabbat stands,
" the gloss 17 TDXN 7RIY (line 24) immediately after the first
. quotation of Is 30:22 seems to refer to the majority, even if the wrd
]33'}'? just before is omitted, If the reader did not realize tlmt
the Rabbanin in the rfourth case (A.Z. line 3 from bottom; see Shabbat
| 1ine 29; it is the third case if the word [321% is omitted in
Shabbat line 23, A.Z, line 9 from bottom) are Amoraim, it would seem
very strange that two contradictory interpretations of IYs 30:22 should
both be attributed to the Rabbanin, and on a superficial reading it
would seem natural to substitute R, fAqiva's name in the last case,
The seme apparent difficulty of an interpretation of RX as a verb
being attributed to the Rsbbanin probably led to the substitution of

]?73D for }3°D in the phrase DIX? MK [YRW [°7ID

€131 XX 1in ‘Avodah Zarah.line 3 from bottom (see Shabbat line 30).
With JO°D in the text, the phrase must refer to the argument of the
Rabbanin, which was thought impossible, The word 17730 was
substituted, removing the connection with theRabbanin, but leaving a

question without an answer,

Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion's translations are transmitted

by ms. 86 in a very misleading way. Aquila's translatinn is given
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as homoibs talaiporou hryoon, Homoios or homojos is Aquila's

standard translation of D3, talaiporeos of 117 a 97, and
hrypos, of KX, The translation as it stands joins talaiporos

and hrypos into one phrase, which violates the sense of the Hebrew:

talaiporce hrypen eculd only remresent 717 (DX¥) XY,

never (nR2) K2 M9 or even ~ {7IK¥) XX m. The
present reading o Aquila‘'s text must,then, be due to imner-Greek
carruption. The words written in the margin of the ancestor of ms.86

were pmbably homoios talaipgroﬂ hrypon . The three words 6o not make

a single sense-group, but that is no mtter, since the purpose of a
marginal gloss is to give the itranslation of interesting individual
words as compared to the LXX, not to give whole clauses. Homoios

talaiporou and hrypon might even have originally been two separate

glos-es, The quotation of Theodotion's translation confirms this re-

construction, The quotation reads odyneran deisalian, representing

(NRZ) R¥ 717. . As deisalinn is a noun, not an adjective, the
two words can not be connected together syntactically, and would
not have been intended to be read together. What Mbably happened
to the quotation from Aquila is that a scribe, seceing the apparently

mesningless homoios talaiporon hrypon, took it to be a single sense-

group and made what looked like a very slight and cbvious correction

by patting talaiporon in the genitive case,

Symnachus's translation is given simply as aphedrcn, correspond-
ing to 1179. It is possible that the reason the gloss:dpes not con-

tain a second noun corresponding to XX is that Symmachus translated
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it as a verb, exelthon or the like, and the glossator, not kmowing any
Hebrew, did not see that it corresponded to the nouns kopron in the LXX
hrypon in Aquila's translatioﬁ, and deisalian in.Theodotion's trans-
lation, and omitted it, Nevertheless, the argument should not be
pressed, sincé the transmission of the readings of the later Greek
Versions is not always reliable, and a word could have dropped out of

the quotation by mistake,

The LXX and Peshitta have a double translation of XX, once as a
noun and once as an imperative verdb, The LXX translates 19 ngn KY

as kai {om, 88) hos kopron (kopria V) oseis auta ‘'and like faeces

shall you push them away'; the Peshitta translates it as Xn®l "’R1
J13% 11§20 ‘and like garbage shall you throw them ocut’.

Jerome translates XX as an imperative verdb in both the Vulgate

and the commentary.

| Aquila and Theodotion read a noun where the MT has XX, and the LXX
and Peshitta recognize the possibility of reading a noun, As the LXX
and Peshitta have a double translation, once as a noun and once as a
verb, it is more likely that they read R¥ than 718X in théir text.
Aquila and Theodotion could have read {jR3 but it is more likely that

they read XX but took it as a noun.,

As the interpretation of the word 1% is closely connected with
the interpretation of the word XX, the translations of it in the

Yersions will be listed here,
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Symmactnw 's translation of 117 as aphedron probably reflects
an interpretation of it as menstrual bloqd. Aquila‘s translation as

talaiporon or talaiporou is inconclusive, since he oould well have

used the same word for 11 no matter how he intertreted it because
of his wiah to use the same Greek word for the same Hebrew word
throughout. Theodotion's translation as gm;ran. seems to be inde-
mm of any ct‘ the Ra‘bbini_c interpretations and to be based on the
root meaning of sickness. m&m, Aquile, and Theodotion all seem
to take 119 as a substance rather than a person, i.,e., not as a
menstruating woman but as menstrual blood or some other suostance,
although it is just possible that Symmachus's aphedron might represent
not 1149 but MY °D (reading ”nD for 1132 ),in which case

M9 would be a menstrmting woman.

The IXX translates {119 N5 as hos hydor spokathemenss, and
all Peshitta witnesses except uv translate it as ¥N*30537 X°D 7°X,
Both of these tra.ﬁslations probably represent a reading 194 Y19,
with 117 taken as meaining a menstruating woman, Peshitta ms, u s
X*n Yy for X°0 X, and ms, v has XD K. I'Aettricﬁ suggests

that the translation in ms, v is meant to reflect "D in the MT,

The Vulgate and Jercme's commentsry have sicut immunditiam

" merstruatae, which might represent 117 103, with 599 taken

as meaning a substance, or {117 D2, with 117 taken as
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referring to a person.

The Targum translates 117 103 DATH &S KO3 J131pMAN
KNKDID N> {PMIDY,  taking §117 in a general sense as any
impure substiance, as would be expected from its translation of KX

and the Yerushalmi text analysed above.

30:23 39K (9mn)

S0 Targum vz P (according to Stenning 'bhe second hand of ms, %
agrees with the MT), Kemn, 30, 150, 245, 250; sup. ras, 126, 173:
de Rossi primo 20, 575, 789, 815; Ginsburg 72, Compar= Kenn, 1id

Y7 sup, ras. The LXX and Arabic Version have a double redding
I Y .

There is a similar set of variants in the second half of the
verse. For DX all LXX witzesses except 26 G’ Bus, have tes
ges sou {om. sou 239”) which could represent the MT cr “|hDIX;
ms, 26 has spermatos sou, which apparently represents yM3I57 or

91T (witnesses C” Bus, omit tes ges), Host Peshitta witnesses.

have (ul KS?’IKD) RYIRT RVA17, which ,robably represents
NRIRN Mt Ms, o omits, Only witnesses GW = mz agree with

the MT.

30:23 “n hR

So Kenmn. 96.
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O e . e————— T=—

30:23 T3P0

So Aquila, Kenn, 1, 17, 23, 25, 36, 72, 91, 93, 94, 96, 116,
150, 154, 158, 168, 180, 182, 195, 22y, 225, 226, 227, 253, 260,
270, €87

0

de Rossi 2, 4, 20, 23, 25, 174, 226, 295, 411, 518, 55k,

560, 579, 663, 667, 715, 815, 824; primo 26, 211, 305, 440, 596,

782; Biblia Soncin., Brixiensia, Complutensia: Ginsburg 3, 11, 15,
21, 24, 26, 42, 49, 58, 68, 69; edd. III, X, XV, Symmachus,
Theodotion, the Peshitta, Vulgate, and Jerome's commentary translate

the word as a singular,

The ILXX and Targum are inconclusive,

30:25 (“n %2) W By
So m. 72, 91,

Symnmachus = MT, . -

30:26 ‘n nnY

30:29 Mwn

The texts referred to in the apparatus are the Mechilte deRabbi
Yishma ‘el ,Shiretha ch. 1,pp.116-118 on Ex 15:1, with a quotation of
the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el in the Yalqu{ Shim‘oni, vol., I begin-
ning of par, 242, another quotation in the Yalqut Shim‘oni, vol, II,

par. 20, the variants of which are not listed by Horovitz and Rabin,
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a quotation in the IaJ.qui.: Mechiri on Psalms, part X, p. 103, and a
slightly condeneéd quotation in the Midrash Leqah Tov on Ex 15:1;
and the Mechilta deRebbi Shim‘on ben Yohai, pp. 71-72 on Ex 15:1,
with a quotation in the Midrash Haggadol on Ex 15:1, pp. 285-286.

More ar less related mssages, apparently from a period when
the ariginalderash was no longer understood, are found in the Printed
Tanbuma Beshallah, par,. 10, a quotation of the Tanhuzma in the Yalqut
Mechiri on Psalms, pert II, pp. 23-2, and a slightly condensed

quotation of the Tanhuma in the Sefer Wehizhir, vol. I, pp. 39-40;

‘the Midrash Sechel Tov on Ex 15:1; the Aggadat Shir Hashshirim,

lines 195-206, with quotations in the Yalqut Mechiri on Psalms, part
II, pp. 111-112 and the Yalqut Mechiri on Is 5:1; Shemot Rabbah
23:11 on Ex 15:1; Shir Hashshrim Rabbah 1:37; and the Targum to the

Song of Songs 1l:1, These passages will be discussed below,

The Mechilta deRabbi Yishuafel and the Mechilta deRabbi Shimfon
ben Yohai have almost identical wording throughout the derash, They
begin with a quotation of Ex 15:1, mention that there are altogether
ten songs, of which this is one, and proceed to list them by mention-
ing the occasion on which each one was sung and the introductary verse
of each. The first song in the list is the one referred to in Is 30:29,
which, according to the derash, Israel is supposed to have sung on the
first Passover; the second is the Song of the Sea (Ex 15:1-19), of
which the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el quotes v, 1 and the Mechilta

deRabbi Shimfon ben Yohai v. 2; the third is the one sung by Israel
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at the well in the wilderness.{(Nu 21:17-18), of which v. 17 is

quoted; the fourth is the Song of Moses (pt 31 :30—32:1;.3) , for which

the Mechilts deRabbi Yishma‘el quotes Dt 31:24 and the Mechilte deRabbi
Shim‘en ben Yohai Dt 31:30, and which the Midrash Leqal Tov refers to
simply as 13°1Ki1 NN °W, without quoting any verse at all; the fifth

is one said to have been sung by Joshua, for which Jo 10:12 is quoted;
the sixth is the Song of Deborah.(Ju 5),fof which v. 1 is quoted; the
seventh is David's song of thanksgiving in 2 S 22 and Ps 18, for which
25 22:1 im quoted; the eighth is Ps 30, which is said to have been sung
by Solomon, and of which v, 1 is quoted; the ninth is the one mentioned
in 2Chr 20:21-22, whic: is ascribed to Jehoshaphat himsclf, and for
which v. 21 is quoted; the tenth is one to be sung in the future, for
which Is 42:10 and Ps 14,9:1 are quoted {the printed editions of the
Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el and the Midrash Leqah Tov do not quote Ps
149:1). It then becomes clear rhai wha.t' the author had in mind was. -
songs of national dclivrénce or salvation, and that the last one in the
list is to be sung at the beginning of the World to Come or Messianiec
Era, although these specific terms are not used. According to the derash,
a1l songs sung in the past are referred to in the feminine (i.e. as

M *W) because in the same way a&s women bear children, the salvation

On each occasion in the past was followed by subjection, but the song

to be sung in the future is referred to in the masculine (i.e. as 7°F)
because in the same way as men do not bear children, this salvation will

not be followed by subjection.
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It is assumed that the first nine songs are introduced with the
word ;T1°Win the Biblical text, whereas the tenth is introduced with
the word 1°% and in fect the second, tnird, fourth, and seventh are
introduced witn the wordm"ﬂ?, and both of those in the tenth place are
introduced with the word 9°W, The difficulty is that not all the songs
fit into the scheme. The word ;T>¢ is not used in introducing or
referring to the first, fifth, sixth, eighth, or ninth; the word %%
is used in referring to the first in Is 30:29, the sixth in Ju 5:12,
and the eighth in the first verse of the psalm; and there seems to be
no mention of a song at all in Jo 10:12, which is given as the reference
for the fifth, Even the fourth song, which is referred to in the MT of
Dt 31:19, 21, 22, 30 and 32:44 by the word iT1°7, present= difficulties,
as the reference given by the Mechilta deRabbi Yishmafel, Dt 31 224, does
not refer to the Song of Moses at all in the MT. There is, however,
evidence for the existence at one time of Biblical mss, containing the
readings required by the derash in each case, Some of the evidence is
rather temicus, but some is quite strong, and the cumilative weight is
enough to make the existence of the readings very likely, The evidence

will be examined in the order of the songs in the list,

?cr Is 30:29, which is given as the reference for the first song,
there is the evidence of ms. 5 of the Mechilta deRabbi Yishme‘el, which

quotes the verse with the reading iTV°Wil instead of N °01.

The MT of Dt 31:24, which the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el gives as
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the reference for the Song of Moses, does not refer to a song, but

to the bock of the Tarah that Mbses had the Levites deposit next to
the ark; but the text of the verse quoted in the Mechilta deRabbi
Yishma‘el differs from the MT and does refer to the song. The NT
resds 9y 1950 9y MXTA MANA 37 DX 0% mwn AYaD 2h
Qbn, but the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el quotes the verse as
follows: (an*,v 22 +) X (7 137%) 27n3% aAwn M0 A
f(a ‘N NRTO — NK) NXTA MW °137. Because of the distinctive
| beginning of v, 2k, there seemns 1ittie possibility thet it could

have been substituted by mistake for ancther verse.

The reading T°w for TN fits the context of this
section of Deuteromomy quite well. Vv, 9=13 of ch. 31 describe
how Moses wrote the Tarah down in a book and gave it to the priests -
:and elders to keep and read publicly every Sabbatical ysar., V, 14
begins a new revelation of the Icord to Moses, in which Moses is told
how Isrsel will go astray after his death, and God will turn fronm J
them because of their going astray. In vv, 19-21 he is told to write
down a certain song, which is to be & witness far Gci, so that vhen
.evil falls upon Ifrael they will know that it is because they have
breoken the covenant, and in v. 22 Moses writes the song down, In
v, 23 Moses encoursges Joshua in his position as leader. In v. 24
¥ogses finishes writing down the Torah, and in v, 25 he tells the
Levites to read it out publicly when evil falls on the people. V.28
returns to the subject of the song, and v. 30 introduces the text of

it.
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The mention of the book of the Torah in vv, 24~26 is difficult,
Bxcept for the command to lay the book next to the ark in v. 26,
there is nothing here that is not in vv., 9-10. The verses seen
to be out of place, with the subject immediately before and after
being the sdng. It is uncertain whether Moses turnc from the sub-
Ject of the book of the Tarah to the song in v. 27 ar v. 28, and in
either case the shift seems rather abrupt. One explenation of at
least the first two of these difficulties, the repetition and the
unexpected position of the verses, is that the book of the Torah
of vv, 24-26 differs from the one in vv, 9-13 in having the Song of
Moses attached to it. another explanation might be that the book of

Tarsh of vv, 24~26 is simply the text of the Song of Koses.

This second explamation is attested by the Targum Yerushelmi
(Fragmentary Targum), which translates TN in v. 24 as
KN*°919K Na¢ (the translation of v. 26 is not extant). The read-
ing MW for TN could have erntered the text of vv., 2h and
26 in some Biblical mss, under the influence of the context and
specially vv. 22 and 3C, and under the influence of an interpretation
similar to the one in the Targum Yerushelmi, and the reading in the
¥echilta deRabbl Yishma‘el could have been taken from such mss.
There is some evidence, aside from the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el,
for the existence of these readings in Biblical mss, Mss., Kenn, 18
and 155 resd iN°TH in v. 24, and 8. Kemn. 83 has  NKTH o0

over an erasure in v, 26, Similarly, ms, 1 of the LXX reads 22 N&
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farm ¢;1 DN 0173 DRI 100 nX (v ':1‘?4-) Y@in® 939° K
MDXIT DK, The Geniza fragment s, which is the only other wit-
ness to the text of the Mechilta deRabbi Shim‘on ben Yohal, reads

‘D13 ':i‘; YI7° 9317 TX,  and does not tals the qwtation far -
enough to show the varlant, Of the witngsses to the text of the_
Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el, us. 3, the Midrash Hachamim, the editioms,
and the Yalqut Mechiri agree with the MT in omitting the wards IS

NRI7 M°wh, and ms, X, the Yalqut Shimfoni,and the Midrash Legah
Tov do not carry the quoiation far enough to show if a variant is ine
tended.

The addition of the words DR 971°W0 DX is supported by
a pessage in Buber's Tanhuma ms, no. 3, quoted on p. 128 of the in-
troduction to his edii;ion of the Midrash Tanhuma, where Jo 10:12 is
quoted in the form 7MW DK YW1 7297 IK, The derash, which
T will summarize, depends on the addition of the wards (NXTH) M0 DX,
Joshua @id not say to the sun 'Stand still ( IIDY ), but 'Be
silent' ( o949 ), because if the sun stops singing its song of
praise to God it must stop moving., When the sun asked ‘'What about the
song?', Joshua replied that he would sing it himself, as it says
'*Then Joshua spoke the song'. Notice that this derash is independent

of the cne in the Mechilta deRabbi Shim‘on ben Yohai.

The addition of the words (NKTi1) MY NX  seems to have
been unknown to the compilers of the present Tenhuma collections, and
a reference to the song has been found by comparison of the wording of

the T of Jo 10:12 with Fr 15:1 or 28 22:1; see the Printed Tanhuma
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’Abare pur. 9, Buber's Tanhuma ’Ahare p. 34b ard footnote 158, and
the Yalqut Shim‘oni, vol. II beginning of par, 22.

The compiler of the Sefer Hayyashar might have known of the
addition of the words NXI M0N0 DX. In describing the gtopping
of the sun and moon, the Sefer Hayyvashar quotes J;o 10:12b-1) in a
slightly altered form, then quotes Jo 10:123 in the form 'lﬁ"l" TR
219271 YUI° 2389 YMIDRN AR Y7 Db o1l XTI Men DX oyvain®

PKI? 23 237¥%7 Anx>1 HRw> 233 (p.289 dottom to 290 top), and
then quotes a song mde up of phrases from othef Biblical verses,

To use the Sefer Hayyashar for textual criticism is, of course, very
Precarious, mnd the addition of the words NRIN M°UH nR

=ay, like the addition of the words YVIN? 238%, be due to the
compiler, but there is at least some chance that they were taken

from a Biblical ms.

Even if the evidence of the Sefer Hayyashar is ignored as be:ingi
too unreliable, it does give ;. further example of a tradition that
Joshua sang a song at the time of stopping the sun and moon, The
reading DNXTI TV DR in the quotation of Jo 10:12 in the Midrash
Haggadol is amply confirmed by the reading of Buber's Tanhuma ms, no.
3 and the accompanying derash, Qimhi, in his commentary on Jo 10:12,
points out that the Targum translates 939> as Nav, a verb that
normally refers to singing a song of rraise; and that the verb
does, in fact, have this implication,

The KT of Ju 5:1 has neither the word 9°% nor the word TV,
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and there is no certain evidence of the existence of the word

The IXX witnesses A E read kai eipen en tei odei, which could re- |

present either e (NRM) or ¢ 1°%3 (MBRNT), but the
reading may be simply an inner-IXX development. Ju 5:12 contains

the word ™°v.

.l; pessage in’Echgh Rabbah seems to imply the presence of the
word 11?0 in 2Chr. 20:22 or 21. The passage is found in Bubgr's
edition and the printed edition in par. 30 of the Petihta, and is
repeated in the printed édition in ch. 4, par. 15. It 1s quoted in
the Yalqut Shim‘eni, vol. 1I, beginning of par., 163. The text of
the derash is almost identical in each case, except that the Yalqut
Shinfoni omits the ward 7177101  4n v. 22, and Buber's edition car-
ries the quotation of the verse further than the other texts. I
quots from the Yalqut Shim‘ oni, omitting the beginning and end of
the passage, vhich are not relevant here: -

£P% 1907 ¥91 310a° K2 1D %2 1R 0XY wEhvIaY wmy
ABRIV [0 MY 3K 0tapn 7°% 0K WIY OAXY MY K 2340

«.. O*TIXD 70 N3 0372 P00 Dy

Although the (if12707) 37 mentioned must be a kind of song,
it would be expected that the derash would quote the key-words of the
Biblical proof-text avhny TIn, not the synonym T1°7, snd
far this reason it is possible, though by no means certain,that the
derash depends on a reading 7T1°V instead of {117 or nvnn or
both. The omission of {1%;I1N7  in the Yalqut Shim‘oni my be due to

excision of the word hukl7a
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There is, then, fairly good evidence of the existence of the word
iM% in most of the first nine cases in the list, It i=s attpgted by
the MT for the second, thirg, ‘fcurth, and seventh smgs, by very good
evidence from other sources for the fourth and fifth songs, and ’oy.
 some evidence for the first, sixth, and ninth songs. The evidence
will be seen to be much stronger if it is borne in mind that although
the Versions will show the addition of the word T°0 or a phrase
containing it, they will not show a substitution o the form T 7
for =°y. We may conclude that the word iT1°% was once found in
each of the first nine passages of the list, including Is 30:29, and
that the derash in the Mechiltas is based on the existence of such
reading.

Texts containing the word T1°% in Is 30:29, Jo 10:12, Ju 5:1,
Ps 30:1, and 2Chr 20:21 seem to have been unknown after the time of
composition of the Mechiltas, and later midrsshim reconcile the
derash to the MT by either lsaving out most of the first nire sangs
in the list, altering the list, leaving out the comment on the dif-
ference between masculine and feminine songs, separating the mention
of the difference between masculine and feminine songs from the list
of ten songs, or sore combination of these changes. Few examples of
the transformation of a derash to agree with the reading of the MT
are as ﬁell’-domented as this one, and for this reason the forms of
the derash in later midrashim will be set out here as an example of

what could have happened in other cases not so well documented,
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The compiler of the Midrash Sechel g‘w or his source seems to
have found difficulty in apprlying the dist :incticm‘ between masculines
and feminine songs to the ten‘songa aof the 1list, He quotes Ex 15:1,
says that there are nine other aongs, then says that this song is
referred to in the feminine because all occasions of salvation in
the past were followed by subjection, and so all songs already sung
_ are referred to in the feminine, but songs celebrating salvation
| in the future are referred to in the masculine because they will not
| be followed by subjection. He then c-luotes Is 30:29 according to the
, ¥T, Ps 96:1 or 98:1, and Is 45:17. As the Midrash Sechel Tov quotes
| the Mechilta GeRabbi Yishmsfel immediately before and after this
‘! passage, we may suppose that what the author gives here is taken
directly from the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el and not from an inter-

| mediate source, but that he has adapted it to agree as well as vossi-

| ble with the MT. The suthor might have been influenced by the Targum
to the Song-of Songs (see below) in making Is 30:29 cne o the
examples of the songs to be sung at the time of future salvation.
The failure to specify most of the first nine songs of the 1ist is
probably due to exegetical embarassment at not being able to reconcile
the clear requiremsnt that they must all be introduced with the

word ;TNI°W with the readings of the MI.

The Printed T.nhum quotes the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el, but
has the list in altered form and omits the reference to the difference
between masculine and feminine songs. The first eight songs are the

same as in the Mechilta deRabbi Yishmafel, but the ninii song is the
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Song of Songs (2Chr 20:21 is quoted just before the mention of the
ninth song but is not mrt of the list), and the tenth is Ps 96
98, of which v, 1 is quoted, The substitution of the tenth song does
not matter, since the word “1?® in the masculine is found in the
substitute and its application to the derash is not affected, but the
substitution of the Song of Songs, which is definitely referred to

i in the magculine in its first verse, makes it impossible to treat

} the first nine songs as a whole as feminine and makes their application
to the derash in its original form imj;nseible. The compilers of the

, Midrash Tenhuma or this section « it probably no longer understood

1
the relationship of the first nine songs to the derash,

Shemot Rabbah has a derash depending on the Mechilts deRabbi
Yishma‘el or perhaps on an otherwise unknown 'I‘anl;mm text, After

the quotation of Ex 15:1 comes the statement that all songs sung in
‘ this world are referred to in the feminine, because in the =ame mYy
a8 women keep bearing children one after another, affliction keeps
coming upon Israel (examples are given), but in the world to come
there will be no mare affliction, and a masculine sony will be sung,
~ There follows a quotation of Ps 96:1 or 98:1. <here is no mention
here of any others of the songs listed by the Mechilta deRabbi
Yishmg ‘el or the Midrash Tanhum., and no mention of what the exact

nmumber might be,

Shir Heshshirim Rabbah has a derash delivered by R. Berechyah,
an Amora of the fourth generation, in the name of R. Shem’el bar
Nahman, an Amora of the second and third gereration,s on the difr-
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ference between masculine and feminine songs—shich differs from the

others 3o far mentioned. The question is asked of why Israel is

compared to a female, and the ‘anawer is given that like the daughter

- who inherits a tenth of her father's property, Israel inherited tie

" land of seven mations, the seven nmationa of Canasn (the author of

~ the derssh is thinking of the traditional number of the nations of

the world ﬁs seventy), and this is why they sang a feminine scng.

| Ex 15:1 is then quoted. In the world to come Isrsel will inherit

like the son who inherits all his father's property, and for this
reason the song to be sung then is masculine, Ps 96:1 oi' 98 is then

quoted. There is no mention of any songs other than these two,

The ’Aggadat Shir Hashshirim has a list of ten songs apparent-

| ly based on the Targum to the Song of Songs and the Tanhuma. The

first nine are the Song of Adam, the Song of Abrgham, the Song of

the Sea, the Song of the Well, the Song of Moses, the Song of Joshua,

the Song of Deborah, the Song of David, and the Song of Solomon which

is the Song of Songs. No direct Biblical reference is given but there
is no @ifficulty in placing most of them, Frcm the Targum to the Scmg of
Songs, it can be ceen that the Song of Adam is Ps 92, Songs three to
eight correspond to numbers two to seven in the Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el,
the Mechilta deRabbi Shim‘on ben Ychai, and the Tmﬂ;mm , and the ninth
corresponds to the ninth in th# Tanhuma. I do not know what the Song

of Abraham cen be, Schechter and Buber, in their comments on the
'Aggadat Shir Hashshirim, refer to an article by Epstein on this subject
which I have not seen, The tenth song is the Song of the Werld to Come,

for which Ps 96:1 or 98:1 1s quoted., The ’Aggedat Shir Ecshshirim has
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s comment on the difference between feminine and masculine songs
agreeing in substance with what is in the Mechiltas, and with a
quotation of Ps 96:1 or 98:1 but in a separate shittah marked

and in Schechter's text separated from the list by other material,
as if the compiler did not aee the commction between the first nine
songs in the list and the use of the word [T1°@: indeed, the con-
nection is effectively destroyed by putting Ps 92 and the Song of
Songs, which are introduced in the MT with the wrd 9?0 in the

masculine, among the first nine songs.

The Targum to the Song of Songs‘begins with a list of ten songs
of deliverance culminating in the final deliverance of the retwrn from
the exile, The first is Ps 92, which is the song that Adam is supposed
to have sung on the Sabbath when his sin was forgiven him. The second
to the sixth correspond to the seccnd to the sixth in the Mechiltas,
the seventh is the Song of Hannah (1 S 2:1-10), the eighth is the
sane as the eighth in the Mechiltas, the ninth is the Song of Songs, -
and the tenth is the one referred to in Is 30:23. In each case, ex-
cept the ninth, a Targun text (sometimes differing from the Targum
Yonatan) of the first verse is quoted., There is no mention of the

diff'erence between masculine and feminine sogs.

30:29 10 1200

This reading may be induced by the derash, which takes the re-

ference to be a specific =mg. DSee the previous article.
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30:29 an gannn

The derash in this section of Bereshit Rabbgh is quite independent
of the one in the Mechiltgs referred to in the previocus two articles,
but agrees with it in referring the word A1l to the first Passover
and the song to one sung at that time. The reading 3N WINNA 077D

mey be due to the inter-action of this referénce to thé first Bassover
| with the plain meaning of the text of Isalah referring the song to
‘ the futwre; - AN wInha would then mean the rencwal of the

\ Passover, presumably at the beginning of the Mesasianic Era.

30:29 nop® an

This reading is supported by a quotation of a Targum to this

verse, differing from the Targum Yonatan, quoted at the beginning of

E
|
l

'L the Targum to the Song of Songs, The addition in the Targum may,
however, be for the purposes of exegesis, and the addition in the
Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el may be ‘dne to the influence of the derash,

which reférs this verse to the first Passover., Sés the article [T *71.

30:32 (w">2a) 70D

So Peshitta, Kenn, 3, 89; forte 1.
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30:32  “n 4R

So perhaps LXX Hi, Other LXX witnesses may perhaps read XOil -

instead of the Divine Name, and refer it to Assyria.

30:32 nnnvnan

It is very uncertain whether such a reading is intended.
The verse is quoted according to the MT, but the comment following
reads: ee. B3N NOOAYD WP %27, with NDAYD in the .
singular.

The Peshitta and Targmﬁ translate this word as = siﬁgular.
Ms, Kerm, 281 has a defective spelling, which might represent =

singular,

The phrase containing this word is missing in all LXX wit-
‘nesses except VoIl L7456 4,037 770 Tht,, and is asterisked in
171 96 403, The LXX witnesses that do have the phrase agree

with the MT', as does Theodotion,
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30:33  713°PN0 ApepY

These verbs could be read as either NI TP DY 'It ia

'deep and wide', B2°IT1 Ap°DYN 'He (i.e. God) has mde it deep
[
|and wide', or, Joining the verbs to NIM“, 'She has made her dwell-

;ing—place (or pyre) deep and wide!, E"im*I?J Sa7mn 5{?"?)5??&.

| The Targum trenslates {IMID I POYN (210 JPnY K0 O3

las sbog £710) MIIN TXNDRYY XppY? 7IpNR KY0YY TUn XU A

o MI).  This translation may repesent the second interpreta-

1 !tion mentioned above, or the reading of the MT.

The Peshitta translates as if NN were the object of the two
|

!

verbs and mekes them transitive: TIDYD N*2 NMTY NPRYI. As
the translator probably read a feminine pronoun in his Hebrew text
(see the previous article), the feminine verbs in the translation
probably correspond to feminine verbs in the Hebrew, read according

to the third interrretation mentioned above,

Jerome, in the VWulgate and the commentary, translates the verbs
a8 feminine adjectives and refers them to {IN3N. This translation
could represent either two feminine intransitive verbs accarding to
the first interpretation above, or the consonantal text of the MT
with the verbs taken as absolute infinitives.
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For fMMD M1 PPBYT Theodotion and an addition in the

Incianic mss. of the LXX have ebathynen eplatynen ten pyran autes, As

the subject is God, the verbs must be masculine, and as the object is

& noun, there can be no pranoun suffix, which means that these translations

agree with the MT,

 The LXX translates the two verbs as pharsnga batheian, apparently

nearly an agreement with the consonantal MT, but pointing 37 PRV,

For amil pPnyii(1o7n)  1QIs® reads P Y v1°37 (1917)

*2°Mit.  The verbs are f‘eminine, but imperative.

30:33 WX MmN LUK mMann

Most Targum witnesses translate XNUKX (bog K7I17I1) M1
and do not connect the words syntactically. Ms.¢ has a translation

RNwX Moo, This reading destroys the syntax of the verse as
translated and is almost certainly not 6rigina1 to the Targum but either

an unskilful correction according to the MT or a scribal error.

30:33 @2

8o Kenn. 590. This is the gere in verse 32,

31:1 penxnb

So 19Is® and Kemn. 150; nunc 30, The Versions are inconclusive.
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31:1 (0°01d) ®»n

So Peshitta, Targum bog, Kerm, and de Rosai in the text, Ginsburg
2, 3, 17, 21, 26, 27, 52, 57, 72; edd. VI, X, XII, XIII, XV, XViI,

IVIII, XIX, See the Minhat Shai,

3:2 137
*

The derash assumes this word to be derived from 9327. No Version,
and no ms, of which the pointing is known confirms this interpretation,
but mss. Kenn, 300 and 651 have a singular suffix, and the LIX's trans-

lation ho logos anton may reflect a singular suffix,

31:3 D°9Xb
So LXX, Vulgate, comm,

Symmachus = MT,

31:3 07D

The LXX seems to read N?0707, but as it changes the syntax of
the sentence, its evidence is not very conclusive. The reading 010

for 0010 is found in de Rossi 211 primo in v, 1.

Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion = MT.

31:3 10

'So 19Is* and Kem. 150.
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Symmachus probably agrees with the MT,

31, ‘NO3IYT ;cmonnY KD ;en Y0

At least the laat two omiasions must be due to scribal error or a

;plursical defect in the ms,, so not too much reliance should be put on

the ommission of *HR.

| The word 9K is not translated by LXX 88 46 407 538, and is

omitted by Kenn. 150.
!

31l:4 >0

IXX 403 has a plural, te ore, but this is probably due to the

| 'influence of the same words almost immediately after.

!
|

31:4 ¥

All Targum witnesses except ms, ¢ have i1, to be read as
nﬁm . The reading XNMDM in ms. ¢ is probably only an inner-Aramalc
<
corruption due to misunderstanding of 17  as D7 and probably

does not represent a variant in the Hebrew.

31:5 N DIKaY

So TXX A’-0 T t-26-86 456 C’-566 198 239” 407 L10 L49”° 534 5i4 918

Co Cyr. o.
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31:5 [137 ;MIRIY 0] 1309y 130 10 5CI31 MIKAT T OBy J3v )0

These readings might be due to conflation with Zech 9:15,

31:9 11731 71K 12 WK

Compare Kenn. 176 primo j17%2 1% 11X 1% wK.

31:9  abw11%3 7Mant 171°%3 1% MIR[wx]

Symmechus according to Bus. Chr. Pr. translate _hos _ echei pyr

en sion kni klibanon en hiercusalem; Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion

according to ms. 86 translate hos (Ziegler emends to read hoi) phos

&utai en sion kei klibanos en hiercusalem., It is unlikely that

Synmachus's apparent divergence from the MT is due to anything more
than the desire to write good Greek. The other translation is either

Aquila's or Theodotion's and may represent a divergent Hebrew text.

Aquila and Theodotion according to Bus, = MT., LXX L7 -46-456

4037 770 Tht, = MT's, Other LXX witnesses omit the end of the verae,

32:8 1°93
80 Vulgate, comm,

Symmachus = MT,

32:17 nMMaAYN

So Kerm. 150.
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33:1 Ta

So Targum, Volgate, comm,, Kemn., Ge Rossi, and Ginsburg in the
text, and the British and Foreign Bivle Society -edition. The LXX wit-
nesses translate hyms or hymin, Litel‘a.ll];' re-translated, this would
be D93, but it is quite possible that the translator read |2 but
preferred to translate in the plural because of the plural 1u-m?bs in

this verse.

33:2  (P) *>

So 1XX, Peshitta, Vulgate CE o, comm.

33:4 pPYR2A
8o Kemn, primq 99, 100.

Theodotion = MT,

33:5 OTMID 19100 111° 0 230

The first word is illegible in the ms. The last word is not in
the ms, but the derash shows that it mist be supplied. In spite of
the deviation from the text of the MT, there can be no doubt that Is
33:5 is intended. The derash gives a list of namcs of Zion, with
proof-texts, and this verse is meant to show that one of the rames of
Z2ion is D071. There are other verses than Is 33:7 where the word

sk ile could be taken as referring to Zion, such as Je 17:12 or
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Je 25:30, but none of them contains any form of the ward ]2W. More-
over, there is support from the Versions for the reading J]37W1 in
Is 33:5, and the text of the ’Aggadat Shir Hashshirin in the Yalqut
Mechiri on Isaiah, p. 255 quotes the verse according to the T, thus

' removing any doubts about its identificatiom.

: The reading [JTWi1 is mﬁporfed by the IXX, the Peshittis,

and the Targum., The addition of 'IT:ILe‘ is probably induced by the

- ,: phrase 1937 <1 23037  in Is 2:11 and 17, and the phrase=13W3 °3
193% A7 in Ps 148:13.

33:6 OV

So Peshitta, Symaachus, Theodotion, Targum, Kem. 1, &, 17, 25,
30, 72, 89, 91, 94, 96, 116, 128, 150, 160, 168, 172, 173, 175, 182,
195, 226, 252, 253, 258, 260, 269, 271, 279, 281, 284, 288: de Rossi
1, &4, 20, 17, 210, 295, 380, 554, 715, B15; primo 24, 211, 304, 44O,
512, 545, 663, 737, 762, 8243 nunc 23; ext. 55; ex Bibliis Halensibus
375; Biblia Sonc. 88, Pisaur. 1517, Bombergiana Ven, bina 1518,
Veneta 1521, Veneta 1525-28, Veneta 1533, Munsteri tria 1534, 1536,
1546, Roberti Stephani in 4., Veneta 1544, Ven. 1551, Veneta 1563,
Veneta 1566, Plantiniana 3.566,_ Witteber gensia 1587, vel sub novo
Hartmannorum titulo Francofurti ad Oderam 4. 1595, Ven. 1595, Raphel-
angii sine punctis 1610, Veneta 1613, Ven. 1615, Ven, 1627, Ven. 12.
1635, Veneta 1639, Ven. 1647, Ven. 1766, Pisana 1781, Prophetae poster.
Soncinenses, Pisaurenses 1516, Pisaurenses 1520, Isaias Polyglottus
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Basileensis sine anno, Isaias Veronensis 1652: Ginsburg 11, 15, 17,

21, 27, 3, 68, 69, 72; ead, I, III, XII, XIII, XVII, XVIII,

Aguila = M, The LXX is inconclusive,

33:6  W0I0
So Kenn, 30, 93, 116, 145, 168, 176, 226, 228; forte 113; nunc 3.

The Versions are inconclusive,

33:7 o*bRX

A1l texts agree that pnYxmx or 0°YX R is a plural

noun (perhaps Q°787K ) meaning ‘angels®.
Jerome gives this explanation as an alternative:

'Verbum Hebiaimm arellam, pro quo Aquila et Symmchus et
Theodotio interpretati sunt: apparebo eis, extremas syllebam diuidentes
et legentes; are lahem, Hebraei significare angelos arbitrantur ete,'
The Targum Yerushalmi seems to be familiar with the ocutline of the
derash in both Bereshit Rabbagh and its parallel and *Echah Rabbah,
though not necessarily with these texts, and takes pYKIX or

0*%RIR to mean angels,
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The reading O”7R7X is supported by Kenn. 96, 145, 150, 182:
de Roasi primo 596, 663, 737. Compare de Rossi 715D sup. ras.

Aquila translates the word as horathesomai autois, Symmachus

and Theodotion as ophthesomai autois, Qimhi‘s Targum text as 2

119 *PanK, end Peshitta ABIF o Eph. as 177 RINNK;

‘all texts of the Targum Yomatan except Qimhi's translate 230D 12
{379,  Peshitta GWLMU = BONST U ailimnpstuvxz as ]17% XThn3,
éand the Vulgate and Jerome's commentary as uidentes. All of these
'tmslations reflect an interpretatioﬁ similar to the one intended by

I1:1:3 VMasoretic pointing.

The LXX's translation en toi phoboi auton seems to reflect an

arelysis of the ward as if it were some form of the rvot X7,

' 33:7  (p"aoma) men o ’

The interpretation of this word is given by Bereshit Rabbah
and ’Echah Rabbah in the name of R. ‘Azaryah, and by the Pesiqta Rab-
bati in the name of R, Berechyah, who probably depends on R, ‘Azaryah,
The interpretation of the rest of the verse is anonymous. The reader
is referred to Theodor's comments in Bereshit Rabbah pp. 600-601,
Buber's to ’Echah Rabbah p. 30a, and Ish Shalom's to the Pesiqta Rab-
bati p. 171a. ‘Pﬁeodor and Buber rightly explain that the word N3N
o 13?7 is intermreted to mean ‘outrage! ar ‘atrocity'., Ish Shalom

takes it to mean YT, which is unlikely, =as Abraham was not hold-
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ing an arrow, but a knife, Many of the mss, of Bereshit Rabbah, as
well as the Pesiqta Rabbati, comment . 37N f1¥°n (21D NX*N

in the Pesigta Raebbati). As Theodor says, this probably does not
mean that R. ‘Azarysh found the word spelt with yod in his text of
' Isaiah, but merely that because of the defective spelling it can be

pronounced with hireq instead of shureqg. All of the mss, of Bereshit

Rabbah that quote the form iIX*IT, as well as the Peaiqta Rabbati,
équote the word as ¥ (i.e. 181 pronounced with shureq) in the
| lemma, which probably means that R. fAzarysh regarded the prommciation
with shureq as correct, and deliberately changed the promunciation for

. exegetical purposes,

The Peshitta translates XN 1pYR as N2KO0p ]172°3,

which reflects an interpretation similar to the one in the midrashim.

The Targum Yonatan is divided in its translation of XTI,

| Witnesses ofvzPN translate it as 9901, and witnesses bg as TIDA
(with fiml gg._.'i,.g_b_). The first of these tramslations would agree very
well with the exegesis of both Bereshit Rabbah, which refers to the
near-sacrifice of Isaac, and ’Echah Rabbah, which refers to the
destruction of Jerusalem, and would agree mretty closely, though not
exactly, with R, ‘Azaryah's interpretation. The second agrees with

the information given in Bereshit Rabbah, Pesiqta Rabbati, ’Aggadat
Bereshit, and the Pirqe deRabbi ’Eli‘ezer, that the angels protested at

the sacrifice of Isaac, and is on similar lines to R. fAzaryash's in-
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terpretation, It is unlikely that TM21 is a mistako far ML,
since the two witnesses with the form Tl write T°7D2

instead of 1M1 in the second half of the verse; if they had had
"I’ﬁDD in the first helf of the verse it would probably not have
become TIDI.

The Targum witnesses o K have a double translation, X( ")i?‘l va

"MD3, agreeing with both the Masoretic pointing and the derash.

Aquila and Theodotion translate {1¥N 1Y% as eboesan ektenos,

and Symmachus translates it as ekraxan ektenos. These emotionally

neutral translations are not directly in line with either the context
of the derash in Bereshit Rabbah ar R. ‘Azaryah's interpretation of

712N, but they do belong to a related line of interpretation.

The Vulgate, Jerome ‘s commentary, and the Targum Yerushalmi
tranclate XM as meaning 'ocutside', in agreement with the interpre-

tation probably reflected in the Masoretic pointing. The ILXX differs.

33:7  *oxkPM

So Peshit+s and Kem. 96. The 1XX witnesses 8 A’-26 oI 46-233
¢+ ~55_566 198 1,037 407 534 538 770 Co o have angelol gar, which may
reflect the same reading.

LXX G-86 O' L 2397 410 54 Syh Tht. Cyri*°®) onit gar and

probably agree with t he MT, Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion = NT.
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33:8 "8 _
8o Vulgate and comm, The LXX has an intransitive verb but para-

phrases,
Symma.chué = MT,

33:11 09OKN -
So Kenn, 96, 99, 102, 158, 171, 195, 198, 651; primo 297: ds
Rossi primo 313, 575, 663; ac Rabboth, '
Theodotion agrees with the MT in reading DIN17 before this,

33:12 (g *ny)nom
So LXX L’ =233 Tht.

Hoi IOiPOi = MT,

33:12  (fb°py) 1°n°
Compare 1Q1s® 177171,

™e Versions are inconclusive,

33:12 DDy
Coupare Kernn, 260 0¥, The Versions are inconclusive,

33:12 N TW

So LXX, The Targum translates N1EUZ by 913 N1°pP°  and has
no equivalent far 77, but mss. £ N insert 173,  which in this case
might represent <°@, befare K1733, the word translating K3,
| 407



33:12 10X1°

So probably Targum, and possibly LXX kai katakekaumene (kai |
katapepatamene Eus,®), Targum 119P10?, Vulgate and comnm,

conburentur. Compare Kenn, 96 1N*X?%,

S 33:1 TR

Compare LXX s* @ 1smpsontai.

33:15 71231

So LXX, Peshitta, Targum ofv P, Vulgate, Jerome's commentary,
! 1Q1’.sa'. Targum z has ?*171°Y, which is probably a mistake for

MYTIITNIR, representing1?3IX.,

|

& 33:15 B31Y

So LXX except 403‘ Tht. Cypr. Hi.

33:15 13°Y%

80 Xem,. 96,

33:16 K10

So Targum o, Kemm, 93, primo 1.
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33:16 ‘i K0
So Prokopius (not mentioned by Ziegler).

Symmachus = MT,

35:16 N0
S0 LXX, Peshitta, Targum, Kenn. 154, 283 (Nh4Ixn),

Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion = MT.

33:17 139

80 Vulgate, comm,

33:16 1A

So LXX L“**~233 Tht,.,Peshitta.

33:20 m3ernn (*3°9)
So Kenn. 30’ n.

The Veraions are inconclusive.

33,20 (Y0*) Yan

‘80 LXX, Peshitta, Targum.
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33:22 (13723y°) b2
So Kenn. 150 marg., 180, 246, 250, 650B. See verse 20,

- Aqulla = MT, The other Versions are inconclusive.

343l D923

This forn is probably aie to conflation with the word Y332

in the same verse.

b5 13N

So Kenn, 150,

3%:7 07017 ,0°°010

Jerome mentions the identification of Edom with Rome in his
commentary. Notice that in v. 9 the Targum translates  [1°9H3 as

"DIVT (bogfo N KiTPN3) 7%N3. (Qimhi reads 117 *on).

34:9 10BmM
So Targum X,

According to ms, 86, Aquila's equivalent of the LXX's (autes hai)
Bharanges (for  {1°%111 ) is cheimarroi, If Aquila actually put the

noun in the nominative case, he mist have read a passive verb, as in

the MT; but not too mich reliance should be mt on this argument,
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because even if Aquila had used an active verb and put the noun in
 the accusative, the glossator could easily have changed the case to
the nominative under the influence of the LXX.

349 TOX
So Targum f N 8¥K, but this may be an inner-Aramaic corruption

jof IVIX, as in the rest of the Targum witnesses.

LXX 407 538 have he ge auton and 36 has he ge autois, which may

represent DXOK, a reading found in Kemn, 99, 253 and forte 1, 9.

|
: Symmachus = MT,

3%:10 a1

S0 Kemn, 2, 30; compere Kerm, 82 0OD1°7 sup.ras,

The Versions are inconclusive.,

34211 :'ﬂg'i , Ay

There is an analogy made between the word 21997 in this verse
and the 1Y of Ex 8:18,20. Only the Printed Tenhum, the Midrash
Baggadol, and ms. .k of the Pesiqta deRav Kahana take the quotation
as far as the word in question, and they spell it I11¥1, but the
context of the derash mkes it clear that '.'!'.I'i_l:»_f'l miat be read,

or that 27Y71 mst be interpreted as 5'131 .
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311 9]
So LXX 736.

Busebius sives Symmachus's translation, and Theodoret gives

the translation of hoi alloi, as kail ektathesetal, in agreement with

the MI'., Ms. 86 gives Symmachus and Theodotion's translation as

ektathesetai, without kai. This means that there are two contradictory
traditions for Symmachus's translation, and probably for Theodotion's
as well, since hoi alloi would normally include Thecdotion, Either
Busebius inserted kai in his quotation from Symmachus under‘ the in-
fluence of the LXX and the kai in the reading attributed to hol

alloi by Theodoret is taken from some other translatar, or kei has

not been recorded in ms. 86 because it is the start of a quotation,

e second explaration seems simpler and likelier,

3:16 U
So Peshitta, Targum zbog N, EKem. 30, 96, 228, 602; 277 marg.

See the Minhat Shai,

34:16 ‘0 *B

This reading is supported by Kenn, 1, 30, 206, 337, 576; munc
531, The LXX seems to read simply “il.

For the readings of the other Versions see the next article.
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3%:16 (1I%) X1 0 7B

Compare 1QIs®, which has X171 1/1?5. The translation

spiritus eius ipse in the Vulgate and Jerome's commentary probably

translates X711 1178, and the Peshitta's translation 2721 ... 77

probably depends on either this reading, or a reading 117D X17il.

The Targum has 1?70?02, probably representing 17178,

3%:16 D3ap

So Kemn. 255. The last letter of the word is partly obliterated
in lQIsa, but enough of the top and bottom strokes has been preserved

to show that it is a men,

The Targum translates [X12P by an intransitive verd, }25Pn7.
As the verd is feminine, it probably represents ]33 and not oXap.

Notice, however, that bogf have a masculine verb Jjust before this,

The Vulgate and Jerome's commentary use a neuter pliral pronoun,

which could correspond to masculine suffix in the verb OX2p.

1xx 8° 47-Q-26-86" oIT 46 C’*-566 198 301 403” LO7 L10 449”7 53k
54, Co Tht, Cyr. o have a feminine pronoun, and this is probably the
original ILXX reading; witnesses S* 0”7 239” 393 538 have a neuter;
witnesses L’’*-86°-233 Fus, have a masculine. Hoi treis agree with
the mjority of LXX witnesses in having a feminite pronoun, The read-
er is referred to Ziegler's edition for the distribution of masculine,

feminine, and neuter forms throughout vv. 16 and 17 in the various
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recensions of the IXX and in the later Greek Versions.

The Peshitta has feminine forms throughout vv. 16 and 17.

35:4 K1
So Peshitta, Targum bogf N, Vulgate c, comm,

Theodotion = M¥T.

35:5 nanpeh (o°wmn YITRT)
Compare Kenu. 100D 2° Sup. ras.

For the reading of the ILXX and the Targum, see the next article.
It is impossible to tell whether the other Versions read i137THEN

o T13NPBEN.

35:5 nayonen (Q°vin *31XY)
So IXX and Targum.

Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion = MT,

35:8 0 TM

So Peshitta, Vulgate A4, 1QIs®, Kem. 1, 4, 30, 89, 93, 160,
172, 309, 319, 351, 366, 383, 392, 490, 526, 613: de Rossi primo 26,
380, Kenn, 4 reads PX instead of the second “J177.

Far (7% ¥p> vIp3 17971) 7171 1%00 the LXX hes
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hodos knthara (kai hodos hagia klethesetai), It is uncertain whether

cne of the words 21700 or 1TV was missing in the translator's
Hebrew text, or whether he avoided translating one of them because
they were too close in mesning, and substituted an adjective on the

mwinciple of slot-translstion instead.

35:8 KV

So LXX S A’-Q-26-86 B C“7-566 198 239~ 301 393 403* 407 410
53, 544 Bo Syp o, Peshitta GWLMU = ABCDFNST iklmostuvxyz, Targum £ N.

35:8 13 7123y°

So aprerently Peshitta, Targum, Vulgate, and Jerome's commentary,
but it is quite likely that the translators read the MT but were
induced to trgnslate as they did by the syntactical requirements of

the variocus languages.

35:10 (= 51:11) ]17%7

This reading is supported in Is 35:10 by Kenn, 4, 96; nunc 30

end in Is 51:11 by Kemm. 30, 172,

The Versions are inconclusive.,

35:10 (= 51;11)  (O¥Y) nnnw
This reading is supported in Is 35:;10 by Targum £ PN and Kemnn,
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72, 93, 145, and in Is 51:11 by Targum f and Kemn, 2, 72, 82, 93,
150, 158. In Is 35:10 Stenning gives this as the reading of mas,
vz, but Sperber gives a reading for mss. vz agreeing with the MT,
and is not corrected by van 2ijl, and it seems that Stenning has
miscopied the mss,
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Survey of Readings

This swrvey is intended as a guide to the reader in se§~
rating genuine variants from scribal errors, It is assumed _
that the 1ists will be used together with the apreratus and notes
to the apparatus of this work, There is room for disagreement
on whether ocertain readings should be included in a particular
list or not, and others may differ,

There are many readings in the apparatus that may be genuine
but are not yet well enough attested to be evaluated,
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1:18  ID®TKY OXY
2:17 DO
3:11  PIp3o
4:5 1Mon By
4:5 712 Yy °5
8:7  *3371
8:7 03°%y
8:18 'YK
11:2  J3yan axy
16:3 oy
19:4 Q0P D%3%IK
19:18 band Y
21:11 D11
22:14 17 11v0 Q9
22:16 X135X
24:¢ 923X
24:11 ©Iwn naw
24:21  TDIRI TMIRT °90Yn
29:10 D2°%Y “n
29:10 QN°%Y
29:10 GQn¥1°y
30:22 R¥ '
30:23 0¥ qwo
30:23 3D
30:29 V00
33:1 2
33:6 ny
33:7 OYR9K
55:10 j193%
35:10 nroe

118



Almost Certzinly Genuine

1:20 1713X>ph oK
2:21 ppaa

3:6 7090

4:4 N Ny

5:12 10%a0 XY
5:13 v

5:18 R

9:4 w2

13:5 IR0 O¥pp
13:9 ‘N “n

16:5 TR0
16:14 voHw

18:6  1IRT non Yov hnwn hon Yo
20:2 TPan

23:18 nM1RaR v
24:6  yAKn

24:14 °7 ow ]IK33
24:20 yIKT
24:21 nnIX3

25:8 ybm

26:16 137pB
27:4 n°w

29:10 0°X”337 DRI
30:6 AW

30:20 0a% n
33:11  0POxN
33:16 mM7sn

419



1:15
2:21
3:16
9:16

4:5 N> nan wxy oo jevt Iy

6:9
5:18
7:18
8:7
8:8
11:3
11:4.
*13:9
14:13
14:17
34:22
16:4
17:12

17:12

17:14
19:4

19:24
21:14
21:15
22:8

22:12
22:15
22:16
24:21

Pmﬂwng(kmuine

ga®1> *2
phb iy

Gk d
PP IR

23183 03I

nnayn

PR YOI Oxpa

1o%

Slual

axanb k%

mn*
qRY ]1mM

XD O°WK

X751 nva

9231 }%3 WY Ov

Tanit

1003

n*

133781 \

(arhina) v

K376 0123 72

DN pIRa cawv e

1310 Y13 A2 DR Y3ED
7977° n23

NOXIN0 01%32 ;0 RRaR
Xiaw YR

(75 q%) ooy (15 % nn)
OARD PYY nnaRa Tobn by

420

.
]

nojes



25:1
25:1
25:1
25:1
25:8
25:8
R7:9
27:13
27:13
29:10
29:16
30:6
30:6
30:19
30:20
30:23
31:1
31:1

33:5

33:15
33:16
33:20
33:20
33:21
34:11
54:16
35:4

35:5

‘n
n*nvx
TR
o7 Dk
‘n %37K
M3 ‘0 °D )
apy? nra Yy
D20 TID QN3N PR POIKD DYIAIRG
n*owInaY LabriTm
‘n (JI0x7) X
KN |
NYERY
‘N ann |
oPwin71 ,0°%T1n 73T L,ovvincan
900 DE MY
‘n ny
nraxn’
3
19V
ox1y ;1?731R
e by
acton
Ya
V2
0%y
ToRY
I1X1°0 PRI
TAYPWh pYwan YR

421



1.

2

2.

b

oo

5

6

The Sifra
11:6; 11:7; 24:6
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5:18; 21:11; 23:2; 24:23; 33:2

The Sifre on Deuteronomy ,
1:3; 1:20; 2:7-8; 3:10; 5:3; 5:19; 10:34; 22:12;
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The Mishnah
10:13; 25:8; 30:14; 30:22
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7. Bereshit Rabbah |
1:18; 2:17; (3:10); &:b; L:5; 5:11; 5:18; 5: 23, 6:2;
7:2; 8:5; 8:16; 8:18; [9:5]; [11:2]; [11:10]; 18:6; |
[18:7); 26:4; [26:5, 6]; 26:10; 27:13; 28:7; 29:10;
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33:11; 33:12; 33:14; 33:16; 34:6; 34:9; [35:5]

8. !Echah Rabbah
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9. Wayyiara Rabbah
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5:19; 6:2; 7:3; 8:16; 8:18; 8:19; 8:20; 10:1; 10:10;
13:21; lhshy L4e13; 14:17; 14:19; 17:11; 21:9; 22:8;
22:14, 16, 18, 21; 24:23; 27:5; 28:16; 28:20; 29:22;
30:32; 31:2; 33:12; 33:15, 16, 17; 34:11; 35:3.4

10. The Pesiqta deRav Kahana
1:5; 1:15; 1:18; 1:20; 1:21; 1:22, 23, 24, 26; 2:9;
3:19, 11; 3:16, 17; [4:6]); 5:19; 5:24; 6:2; 6:8; 8:6, 7;
9:16; 10:30; 11:12; 13:5; [13:10]; 14:2; 14:5; 17:12;
19:18; 22:8; 23:5; 23:13; [25:8]; 28:20; 29:1; [30:18];
30:20; 30:22; [30:26]; [33: 7] 34363 34:7, 9, 11; 35:5;
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11, The Printed Tanhums
1:14; 1:18; 2:9; 4:6; 5:24; 6:2; 7:1; 8:16; 11:2;
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13.

14,

14:9; 16:2; 17:11; 19:4; 19:12; 19:2k; 20:4; 21:15;
22:12; 24:65 24:11; 2634 26:20; 27:1; 27:4; 28:7;
30:20; 30:33; 33:1; 33:12; 34:7; 34:11

The Midrash Tehillim

X Buber's Edition

2:17; 2:20; 3:8; 3:10; 3:11; 8:7; 9:4; 11:15;
12:4; 13:5; 14:5; 16:5; 17:12; 24:21; 26:4; 26:16;
27:2; 29:9; 30:18; 30:19; 31:9; 33:12; 344
J The Printed Edition
2:17; 3:11; 9s4; 18:7; 24:21; 25:1; 26:k; 27:2;
27:%4; 29:9; 29:12; 29:23; 30:18; 33:15

Midrash Devarim Rabbah
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25:2% (29)
28:27 (118)
Material Already Known
1:2 (125)
30:19 (36)

The Midresh Haggadol on Exodus

2:9 Tanhums.

2:12 Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el (or Mechilta deRabbi
Shim‘on ben }‘.'olgai)

3:14 .
2:23 Mishnat R. ’Elifezer
Lol Mishnat R, ’Elifezer
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10:14  Mechilta deRabbi Yishm ‘el

11:2 Pirqe deRabbi ’Eli‘ezer

13:11 Mechilta deRabbi Shim‘on ben Yohai

1%4:13,13 Mechilta deRabbi Shim‘on ben Yohai (er
Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el)

22:1%

2334 Pesiqta Rabbati

24:20 Mechilte deRabbi Shim‘on ben Yohai

2121 Mechilta deBabbi Shim‘on ben Yobai (or
' Mechilta deRabbi Yishma‘el)

25:1 Alfe Beta deRabbi ‘Agive

25:4

25:9

26:2

27:13 Bereshit Rabbah

29:14 Uncertain; Bava Qamma

29:23 Uncertain; uncertain

30:6 Mechilta deRabbi Shim‘on ben Yohai

30:18 Mechilta deRabbi Shimfon ben Y?}’mi

30:20 Pesiqta deRav Kahana

3:29 Mechilta deRabbi Shim‘on ben Yohai

31:1,3 Mechilta deRabbi Shimfon ben Yohai (or
Mechilta deRebbi Yishma‘el)

33:15 Makkot

33:16 Bava Batrs

34:7,11

34:15,16

35:8

15, The Pirqe deRabbi ?Elifezer
11:2; 33:7
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Part 3: Other Ancient Sources

¢q "y avipa wiave) MR CUDIN Owbn Y 2°na 13737 D
p®syn ,n°%wvin® ,noonn j°y2 . (Qwx 33 *ron
- a9y axa :PROn® {3 (h3 M
Sefer hajaschar, N0 05 QYR °M1a% B0 XN W R0
1"s9n.,1°%12 ,ed. lazarus Goldschmidt
FEYwe DY XITY 13K QIR 1330 7D
The Coumentary of Ibn Ezra on Isaiah, ed, T¥TIR?TIEID
B nxsia "y oz ;1873 117317 M. Friedlander
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S. Hieronymi Presbyteri Overa Fars I, Opera Exegetica: 2,
Commentariorum in Esaiam. Cura et Studio Marci Adriaen.
Corpus Christianorum Series lLatina, LXXXIIT, LXXXITI A.
Typographii Brepols Editores Pontificii, Tuinholti,
[Turnhout], 1963

H Kouv'? Aeex y?o‘f? second edition, The British and Foreign
Bible Society, London, 1958, 1960

Novun Testamentum Graece, second edition, ed. Alexander Souter.
The Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1947, 1962
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Paxrt 4: Indexes, Dictionaries of Biograrhy, Concordances

Indexes
TN Y MIIONTT 7131020 TN 180 jxpca *5TID 12 (AR
,1°37 nxsaa L[ypea 1a7 *"y ppmia] .0%27N27 OY8°1)
v'n ,n"san ,{(a"swn) 1"37n 328 Yn
.8732100% aR¥a3% 3yne vIPP? NIIPD L 1ova jaak 13 T
atovn ,0?7v1MY L,PIP 277 TOID NXxil

Dictionaries of Biography
*5792 %7 novaya O33R0 I8N0 *0on% 1°9D79R o XaN
FWINY NKXIN .O°TDIVDY Q°DON NIAANTIA MPiD
1960 ,pip 2731 T0ID ¥Ir0a ,a%3% Yh ,prUsf:
9190 1My navaya LPRIT? PRUN3 MITRIND D1Yp YRaX
YOIA® DXIIA .0°TDIYDY QTBOM MIAANDRI P17PIAD
0?2710 ,PIP 277 TOID Y1'02 ,2*aR Pn ,pri3fl
1964 “a 175 ,qraxnn 103 Ry ‘v L,71 %

Concordances
,X°00°% ,17ypP¥Tixp ApY%w "7 pxp JTIN? AXITNRIVP
'.p DD B¥31pN1 BYKIYD OY DYV ANNTAD LAM3IAD
~1912 .2 "y KX ,j?700LII-]IZ .D1 } P13l
T"O®n ,273K YR 8°%UIT° L, ]PI¢ DR3IA L, 1Y0ULNI
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Part b, Dictionaries

—

A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the (ld Testazent, ed. Francis
Brown, S.R. Driver, and Chzrles A. Briggs. ZThe Clarendon
Press, Oxford, 1907, 1959.

A Dictionary of the Targumim, The Talmud Babli end Yerushalmi,
and the Midrashit Literature, compiled by Marcus Jastrow
[1903]. Reprinted by Pardes Publishing House, New York,
1950.

A Compendious Syriac Dicticnary, ed. J. Payne Smith. The
Clarendon Press, Oxiord, 1903, 1957.

A Greek-English lexicon coupiled by Henry George Liddell and
Robert Scott. Ninth edition, 1940, 1968, with a supplement
1968, The Clarendon Press, Oxford.
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Part 6: Modern Studies
[ Albeck] JoR?1 KNZLINT KN?7722 QP 1130 ,pyavk

Ywgn ,¥"on ,m°PP17Y ,P1P 313 TOIVD NXIIN SnvnhY

ve% T1329Y ¥3170 W00 120 KPP VA0 L7130 ,PyaPx

pYIPILRA AYDIPRA LID-AD T3 ,¥1ay pn ,311233%2
yten P71 13  ,mMIaa *y7D0Y

Albeck: see Zunz

. Aptowitzer,V , Das Schriftwort in der rabbinischen Literatur,
Introduction and Part I, Sitzungsberichte der Kais. Aka-
demie der Wissenschaf'ten in Wien, Philosphisch~Historische
Klasse, Band CLIII: VI, 1906, Part II, same journal, Band
160: 7 (aie, in Arabic numbers), 1908, Parts III and IV,
XVII1. Jahresbericht der Israelitisch-Theologischen Lehran-
atalt in Wien, fur das Schuljahr 1910/1911, Vienna 1911,
Part V, same journal, XXII, Jahresbericht, 8chuljahr 1914/
1915, Vienna 1915. Reprirted (without the title-pages to
parts IIT and IV and part V) By Ktav Publishing House, New
York, 1970, with a prolegomenon by Samuel Loewinger.

Bacher, Wilhelp,Die Exegetische Terminologie der Judischen Tra-
| ditionsliteratur; , Part I, Die Bibelexegetische Terminologie
der Tannaiten, Leipzig 1899; Part II, Die Bibel-und Tradi-
tionsexegetische Terminologie der Amoraer, Leipzig 1905,
Reprinted in one volums by Gearg Olms Verlagsbuchhandlung,
Hildesheim, 1965,

Barthdlemy, Dfominique], Les Tiqquné Sopherim et la oritique
textuelle de 1’Ancien Teatament, STV IX, 1962, pp.285-304

Barthélemy, Dominique, Les Devanciers d'Aguila: Premidre publi-

cation intégrale du texte des fragments du Dodscaprophdion
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trouvés dans le desert ds Juda, precédde d'une &tude sur

les traductions et recensions grecoues de la Bible réalisdes

au premier sidcle de notre ®re sous l'influence du rabbinat
palestinien, SVT X, 1963

The Bible as Read and Preached in the (Old Synsgogue: see Mamn,

Diaz Esteban, Fernando, The Sefer Oklah w'Cklah as a source of
- not registered Bible textual varisncs, ZAW, 70, 1958,
Pp.250-253,

[Digauge Soferim]: see Rabbinovicz and Feldblum,

Duhnm, Bernhard, Das Buch Jesaia ubersetzt und erklart. 5.
Auflage (reprint of the fourth edition, 1922), Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, Gottingen, 1968.

Eiasfelat, Otto, The 014 Testament: An Introduction, Translated
by Peter R. ackroyd. Basil Blackwell, Oxford, 1966,

[Epstein] 719y .Q°XK3ND N1DOY? . DIKIAD. ,.3 .2 ,]?70UDR
=07%U17? DIIXD PM UMY DID0 DRIV STOVD LRL.Y Y
Y®swn ,3°3% b 9737 plan

amy 19y JOKIDRD D1MEOY  NIKIAD ,.3 L%, ]?BUSK
~@*%uI"® 03IIKD YU W'Y 0YID0 DRIII LIBYD WX L9
1%s%n ,2°2aRk PN 27327 hIan

n1750% DIXYap AKX :?DYWINCI PPN .3 .0 ,17CUEODE

NIIDOY NIKRYAD R YR °TNY R1aD .ovxand
DYXNY DR
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Esh, Shaul, Variant Readings in Mediaeval Hebrew Commentaries:
R, Samuel Ben Meir (Rashbam), Textus, V, 1966, PP.84~98.

[Feldblum]  .]°9°3 NDOD »Y 0510 *PYIPT ,.w .2 ,01%31%D
1*00UD L,PT1° 1°%3 LA0'0TAYIIR RATWY LA DRIIN

Fischer, Johann, In Welcher Schrift lag das Buch Tsaias den
1LXX vor?., BZAW, LVI, 1930,

Finkelstein, Louis, The Sources of the Tannaitic Midrashim,
JQR naw series, XXXI, 1941, pp.211-243,

Fischer, Johann, Die Hebraischen Bibelzitste des Scholastikers
Odo. Biblica XV, 1934, pp.50-93.

[Geiger] .9172 .2 .° 0170 12213907 KPR ,an%38 11002
Bten,n%wI1 LpoPRTa TOIR DREZIN LIITIPP .Y NXD XYaAD
[A translation of Urschrift und Ubersetzungen der Bibel in
ihrer abhangigkeit von den innern entwicklung des Judentuns,
second edition, 1928 |

Ginsburg, Christian D. Introduction to the Massoretico-Critical
Edition of the Hsbrew Bible, [London, 1897]. Reprinted
(without date and without the original date and place of
publication) with a prolegomenon by Orlinsky (copyrishat
1966) by Ktav Publishing House, New York,

Gordis, Robert, The Biblical Text in the Making: A Study of the
EKethib«Cercs [Dropsie Cdllege , Philadelphia, 1937]. Reprinted
with a prolegomenon by the authar [-an article ST DR

fr®ren 52 990 ,y2390 , 7137 50 nY9BD 9IKRY 000
by Ktav Publishing House, New York, 1971, -
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Gardis, Robert, EKcheleth-The Man and His World, Third editidn.
Schocken Books, New York, 1968,

Goshen-Gottstein, M,H, Text and langum ge in Bible and Qumran.
Orient Publisking House, Jerusalem-Tel Aviv, 1960 [The
chapters originally appeared as separate articles as

- " followss Chapter i, The Authenticity of the Aleppo Codex,
= Textus I, 1960, pp.17-58; Chapter ii, Biblical Philology
and the Concordance = JJS, VIII, 1957, 5 f; Chapter iii,
Die Jesaiah-Rolle und das Problem der hebraeischen Bibelhand-
schriften, Biblica XXXV,1954, 429 f Chapter iv, Die Jesajah~
Rolle im Lichte von Peschitta und Targum, Biblica XXXV, 1954,
51 f; Ghapter , Studies in the language of the Dead Sea
Scrolls, JJS: IV, 1953, L3 f; Chapter vi, Philologische
Miszellen zu den Qumrantexten, Rev Qum II, 1959, 43 f; Chap-
ter vii, Linguistic Structure and Tradition in the Qumran
Documents, Scripta Hierosolymitana IV, 1958, 10l f; Chapter
viii, Die Quuran-Rollen und die Hebraeische Sprachwissenschaft,
Rev Qum I, 1958, 103 f; Chapter ix, Afterthought and the Syn-
tax of Relative Clauses, JBL, LXVIII, 1949, 35 f; Chapter x,
The History of the Bible Text and Comparative Semitics, VT
VII, 1957, 195 f'; Chapter xi, Prolegomena to a critical edi=-
tion of the Peshitts, Scripta Hierosolymitana VIII, 1960, 26 £}

Goshen-Gottstein, M,H, Biblical Manusc:iits in the United States,
Textus, II, 1962, pp.28-59.

Goshen~Gottstein, M.H. Theorx_ and Practice of Textual Criticism:
The Texteciitical Use of the Septuagint, Textus, ITI, 1963,
Pp.130-158,




Goshen-Gottstein, M.,H, The Rise of the Tiberian Bible Text.
Philip W, Lown Irctitute of Advanced Judaic Studies,
Brendeis University: Studies and Texts: Volume I: Biblical

- and Cther Studies edited by Alexander Altmam, PpP. 79-122.
Harvard University Press, 1963,

Goshen-Gottstein: see the Hebrew University Bible Project.

Gray, George Buchanan., A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the

Book of Isaiah [as far as chapter XXVII]. The Internatiomal
Critical Commentsry . T & T, Clark, Edinburgh, 1912, 1949.

Greenberg, Moshe, The Stabilization of the Text of the Hebrew
Bible, Reviewed in the Light of the Biblical Materials from
the Judean Desert. JACS LXXVI, 1956, pp.157-167. .

Howard, George. Iucianic Readings in a Greek Twelve Prophets
Scroll from the Judaean Desert, JQR I1XII, new series, 1971,
pp.sl"‘so.

The Hebrew University Bible Project, The Book of Isaish, Sample
Edition with intreduction by M, H, Goshen-Gottstein. The
Magnes Press, The Hebrew University,'Jemsalem, 1965,

Jellicoe, Sidney. The Septuagint gnd Modern Study. Oxford, at
the Clarendon Press, 1968,

Johnson, Bo. Die Hexaplarische Rezension des l. Samuelbuches
der Septuaginta, Studias Theologica Lundensia 22, C.W.K,
|
Gleerup, Lund, 1963,
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Eghle, Paul. Untersunchungen zur Geschichte des Pentateuchtextes
[originally appeared in Theologische Studien und Kritiken,
LXXXIII, 1915, rp.399-437). In Opera Minora, pp.3-37. E.J.
Brill, Leiden, 1956. . .

Kahle, Paul B. The Cairt Geniza, Second edition, Basil Blacke
“well, Oxford, 1959. .

Kahle, Paul. Der Hebraische Bibeltext seit Franz Delitrsch. W.
Kohlhammer Verlag, Stuttgart, 1961, |

Katz, P. Septuagintal Studies in the Mid-century: Their lLinks
with the Past and their Present Tendencies. In The Back=
ground of the New Textament and its REschatology, ed. W.D,
Davies and D. Daube, pp.,176~208, Cambridge University
Press, 1956.

Kedar-Koofstein, Benjamin., Divergent Hebrew Readines in Jerome's
Isaiah, Textus IV, 1964, pp.176-210, |

Kedar-Kopfstein, Benjamin. The Vulgate as a Translation: Some Se-
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