PREFACE

HAVE great pleasure in thanking the British Academy, and
I its Secretary, Sir Frederic Kenyon, for having invited me
to deliver the Schweich Lectures for 1941. This invitation has
been for me a stimulus for resuming and continuing my studies
on the text of the Bible.

The subject of these lectures was suggested by my distin-
guished friend the late Dr. H. Wheeler Robinson, with whom
I had discussed many problems concerning the text of the Bible
and to whom I am indebted for all sorts of help and encourage-
ment. He was convinced that lectures on the Cairo Geniza
might give me the opportunity of making a general survey of
former studies on this subject to which I had been devoted for
about forty years. He was greatly interested when he saw that
in the course of the work new problems arose and new solutions
had to be found.

It was not so easy to go on with such studies at a time when
I had no access whatever to my own library, highly specialized
for dealing with problems of that kind, and the delay in bring-
ing this book to an end is partly due to these circumstances—
besides the other work I had to do. I was, however, fortunate
enough to do this work in the Bodleian Library in Oxford, for
which I worked, as a member of its Extra Staff, by cataloguing
Arabic manuscripts. I am very thankful for all the facilities
granted to me; I also remember with pleasure the hospitality
I found for a number of years in the Radcliffe Science Library,
a part of the Bodleian. That I was able to go on with my work
in Oxford quietly during the whole war and after, with all the
books and manuscripts of this famous library at my disposal,
was of the greatest importance to me.

My special thanks are due to Mr. A. Chester Beatty. His
generous offer to engage me for a great descriptive catalogue
of about 1,300 manuscripts of his wonderful collection of rare
Arabic texts was the basis for my whole scientific work here
during the last years. I am greatly indebted to him for all he
has done to settle myself and my family in this country.

I have to thank Professor W. B. Stevenson in Edinburgh,
Professor G. R. Driver in Oxford, Professor H. H. Rowley in
Manchester for having read the manuscript of my book and
having made some valuable suggestions. I have been able to
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discuss several problems of the lectures with two of my former
pupils, the Rev. Matthew Black, D.Litt., Ph.D., of Leeds
University, and Mr. D. M. Dunlop, M.A., of St. Andrew’s Uni-
versity, besides with some learned friends here in Oxford,
e.g. the Rev. G. D. Kilpatrick, B.D., now Professor in Notting-
ham University, Dr. W. Duff McHardy of Oxford University,
the Rev. John Bowman, Ph.D., now at Leeds University, the
Rev. Bleddyn J. Roberts, Aberystwyth, now in Bangor, Dr.
A.F. L. Beeston after his return to the Bodleian from the forces,
and Dr. R. Eisler. I had the opportunity of discussing all sorts
of problems concerning Judaica with two Jewish scholars who
worked for many years in the Bodleian Library, Dr. J. L.
Teicher, M.A., who had made his studies in Florence, now
Lecturer in Rabbinics at Cambridge University, and with Dr.
Naftali Wieder, who had made his studies in Berlin, now in
Jews’ College, London. Occasionally I discussed similar prob-
lems with the late Professor Dr. David Herzog, formerly of Gratz
University. With my former pupil Dr. Menachem Zulay, at
the Research Institute for Hebrew Poetry in Jerusalem, the
chief authority on early Jewish liturgical poetry, I have fre-
quently corresponded on questions concerning this poetry.

Professor H. A. R. Gibb in Oxford has kindly made some
valuable suggestions in connexion with the text of al-Farrd’,
dealt with on pp. 78f. and 115f. Sir Harold I. Bell, now at
Aberystwyth, has kindly answered questions concerning the
letter of Aristeas and the Septuagint Papyri. Professor Arnaldo
D. Momigliano, Hon. M.A. (Oxford), of Turin University,
has often informed me on problems of Ancient History. My
friend Paul Maas, formerly of Kénigsberg University, was
always ready to help when I had some general questions on
textual criticism or problems concerned with Classical or
Byzantine authors. With Fritz Schulz, my former colleague in
Bonn, later Professor of Berlin University, I have discussed
some problems concerning Roman Law.

Two old friends of mine, Miss Claire Swan, M.A. (Oxford),
of Bramley near Guildford, and Mr. Ellis Gummer, M.A., in
Oxford, have given me some valuable help in improving the
Enghsh of the Lectures, especially in the early stages of my work.

I have to thank the Oxford University Press for the excellent
way in which the lectures were printed and for the great care
with which the proofs were read by their readers, and would
like to put in a word of special gratitude to the Delegates and
their staff who have always been interested in my work.

PREFACE ix
I dedicate the book to my wife. Her noble action resulted
in our leaving our home country and losing everything we
possessed. Her special intuition linked with energy enabled us
to escape and to settle in this country.
P. KAHLE
24, Museum Roap, OXFORD

January 1947
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LECTURE I

GENERAL INTRODUCTION, WITH AN ESSAY ON
THE LITURGICAL POETRY OF THE JEWS

HE Cairo Geniza about which I intend to speak in these

lectures belongs to an ancient Synagogue of Old Cairo,
which was originally the Christian Church of St. Michael, but
was sold to the Jews and converted into a Synagoguein A.D. 882."
The Synagogue was rebuilt in 1890, but the Geniza was left
unaltered. It is described as situated at the end of the women’s
gallery, a sort of windowless and doorless room of fair dimen-

I We hear that the famous Ahmed Ibn Tuliin, who ruled Egypt from
A.D. 868 to 884, had ordered the Coptic Patriarch Michael, the 56th Patriarch
(876-go1), to pay to the government the sum of 20,000 dinars. In order to
raise this sum the Patriarch had to sell some church properties to the Jews:
Wakf lands belonging to churches, a piece of land outside of Fustdt-Misr,
belonging to the Abyssinians, and a church near the Mu‘allaka Church in
Kasr ash-Sham‘a. Cf. Makrizi, Khitat, Cairo, A.H. 1326, vol. iv, p. 397;
Abt Salih, The Churches and Monasteries of Egypt . . ., ed. B. T. A. Evetts,
p- 136 of the translation.

In Kasr ash-Sham‘a, the old Roman fortress near which Fustdt was
founded by the Arabs, there were situated six Christian churches: Al-
Mu‘allaka, Abt Serge, St. George, the Virgin, St. Barbara, and St. Michael.
They are marked on the plan of Kasr ash-Sham‘a, facing p. 155 of vol. i of
Alfred J. Butler’s book The Ancient Coptic Churches of Egypt (Oxford, 1884).
St. Michael was the last one held by the Melkites when all the other churches
throughout the land of Egypt had passed into the hands of the Jacobites.
We do not know how long it remained with the Melkites. ‘But the violent
antipathy of the two factions no doubt gave a cause of quarrel and conquest
to the Jacobites, long before the time when . . . it was made over to the
Hebrews’ (Butler, l.c. i, p. 169). Jacob Mann, in his book The Jews in Egypt
and in Palestine under the Fatimid Caliphs, vol. 1 (Oxford, 1920), p. 14, speaks
erroneously of fwo churches sold at that time to the Jews, being aware neither
that Kasr ash-Sham‘a and Fustat are used for the same place, nor that the
former Church of St. Michael was the very church to which the ‘Cairo
Geniza’ belonged. Butler describes the Synagogue—which does not exist
any longer—in the following way: ‘The Synagogue is about 65 ft. long and
36 ft. broad, and shows in miniature a Coptic basilica in its simplest and
perhaps earliest form. If the eastern end has suffered some alteration, the
nave, side-aisles, and returned aisle with triforium above, are unchanged
from the old design, though whitewash has long since defaced the splendid
colours once blazoned on the walls. In point of detail there is not much
of interest remaining, except the fine stucco work about the arch of triumph,
the tank or well behind the apse, and the carved doors at the end of the south
aisle . . > (Lc., p. 169 f.).

B



2 GENERAL INTRODUCGTION

sions, the entrance being on the west side through a big shape-
less hole, reached by a ladder.”

However, it is not this room which now interests us, but its
contents. These contents consisted of a great number of frag-
ments of MSS. and printed books, documents and letters, which
had been stored there for many hundreds of years. The Jews
were accustomed to put away all sorts of written and printed
material which they no longer used into such rooms provided
in or near the Synagogues, not that they might be kept there
as in archives, but in order that they might stay there undis-
turbed for a certain time. They feared that such material, on
which the name of God might have been written, might be
profaned by improper use. So such writings—and later also
printed matter—were deposited in Genizas,* and from there
they were taken to a consecrated ground to be buried, and thus
perished.

It was by mere chance that the Cairo Geniza was forgotten
and that its contents so escaped the fate of other Genizas. Very
much against the will of those who had stored them there, these
old materials escaped burial. When, in the course of the last
century, the Cairo Geniza was rediscovered, the chiefs of the
Synagogue to which it belonged made the surprising discovery
that there were some curious people in the world who were
attracted by the old material, who were also willing to pay a
considerable amount of money for these scraps of dirty parch-
ment and paper, and that even renowned universities were
interested in it.

The Jewish traveller, Jacob Saphir, had heard of the Geniza
when he was in Cairo in 1864. He was anxious to visit it and

to make some discoveries there. He obtained a permit of the.

Rabbi to enter the room, but after spending two days there and
becoming covered with dust and dirt he gave up the task and
took away only a few leaves belonging to different MSS. as a
kind of souvenir.?

Soon after him Abraham Firkowitch, on a journey to the
East, came to Cairo. This Karaite Jew from the Crimean
Peninsula is somewhat ill famed on account of the falsifications
he made on dates of gravestones and on Hebrew MSS. in order

! Cf Elkan N. Adler in Fewish Quarterly Review, vol. ix, 1897, p. 669 f;
S. Schechter, Studies in Fudaism, vol. ii, Philadelphia, 1908, p. 5 f.
. 2 The word is derived from ™ ‘to hide, store up’.
'3 His experiences are described by him in the report on his journey
published under the name Eben Sapkir in Liick, 1866, p. 21 f.
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to show that the Karaites had been settled in the Crimea for a
much longer time than was previously accepted, and ha(il had
a greater importance than was usually conceded to them.® But
Firkowitch has the credit of bringing together the largest collec-
tion of Hebrew MSS. which exists in the world. These MSS.
form the two Firkowitch Collections in the Russian Public
Library at Leningrad; the first was sold to the hl.)rary l?y
Firkowitch himself, the second was acquired by the library in
1876, soon after his death in Tshufutkale on 26 MaY.1874.

We may form an idea of the extent of these collections when
we hear that in the Second Firkowitch Collection the MSS. of
the Hebrew Bible and the Masora written on parchment alone
number 1,582, those written on paper 72 5.2 To apprec‘iaitte
these numbers rightly we have to remember that in the British
Museum Catalogue there are described 161, and in the Bodleiaim
Catalogue 146 Hebrew Biblical MSS., in both cases MSS. writ-
ten on parchment and paper, and that Kennicott, who tried
to use all the Hebrew MSS. available in his time in Europe for
his great Vetus Testamentum Hebraice,® was not able to collate even
as many as one-third of the number of MSS. which are to-day
to be found in this one collection.

The Second Firkowitch Collection is not only extensive but
also highly valuable. It is well known that Hebrew Biblical
MSS. dated from the tenth and eleventh centuries are of extreme
rarity. The so-called Babylonian Codex of the Prophets, dated
A.D. 916, belonging to another smaller collection of the Lenin-
grad Library (MS. Heb. B. 3), has been regarded for a long time
as the oldest dated MS. of the Hebrew Bible. Ahron ben Moshe
ben Asher, the greatest Masoretic authority, who was finally
responsible for the exact punctuation and the exact Masora of
the Tiberian text which we have in our Bibles, flourished in the
first half of the tenth century a.p.# Therefore there cannot exist
codices dependent on this authority before that date. The Codex
of the Prophets, preserved in the Synagogue of the Karaites in
Cairo, written and provided with punctuation and Masora in

Y Cf. Masoreten des Westens, vol. i, 1927, p. 57 f.

2 Apart from those mentioned, there belong to this collection 159 scrolls
on parchment and leather, 4,933 and 1,243 Hebrew and Arabic MSS., and
344 non-Biblical Hebrew MSS. We have, however, to remember that even
a few leaves of a MS. are counted separately.

3 Vetus Testamentum Hebraice cum variis lectionibus, ed. Benjamin Kennicott,
Oxford, 1776-80.

* Cf. for Ben Asher, Masoreten des Westens, vol. 1, 1927, pp. 1-15, and the
next lecture.
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A.D. 895 by Moshe b. Asher, Ahron’s father, is the oldest dated
Hebrew Biblical MS. of which we know.! But I found in Lenin-
grad in the autumn of 1926, chiefly among the MSS. of the
Second Firkowitch Collection, not less than fourteen Hebrew
Biblical MSS. which can be dated between A.Dn. g2g and 1121,
and all these MSS. contain in the main the text as fixed by
Ahron b. Asher.?

But the Biblical MSS. are only a small part of the Firkowitch
Collection in Leningrad. No catalogue of this collection exists,
there is only a hand-list prepared by Harkavy. Firkowitch was
very expert at ransacking old Synagogues and their Genizas. I
came across a good example of the way in which he dealt with
the people and their treasures in Palestine. In the summer of
1908, when I was in Nablus for a fortnight, the old Samaritan
High-priest Ya'kaib b. Hartn told me that he well remembered
Firkowitch’s visit there, about forty years ago. He spoke with
great indignation of the man and the way in which he deceived
the Samaritan priests and took away great quantities of valuable
old Samaritan MSS. paying them practically nothing. Never-
theless, it is due to Firkowitch’s activity that the Russian Public
Library possesses the greatest Collection of Samaritan MSS. in
Europe.?

There can be no doubt that a certain quantity of the MSS.
in the Second Firkowitch Collection came from the Cairo
Geniza. We hear that Firkowitch did not enter the place him-
self, but that he acquired bundles of MSS. from it.* And as
Firkowitch was a great expert in MSS., he did not gather
material at random. He knew how to select important material,
and without any doubt some of the most valuable fragments of
the Geniza are in the Second Firkowitch Collection in Lenin-
grad. But Firkowitch had an interest in concealing the way in
which he used to collect his material, and the places from which
it came. So to-day nobody is able to say exactly how far MSS.
of his collection are from the Cairo Geniza.

But there is in the Leningrad Library a collection of nearly
1,200 fragments which undoubtedly come from the Cairo

I Cf. Masoreten des Westens, vol. i, 1927, p. 15 f., and the next lecture.

* These 14 MSS. are described in Masoreten des Westens, vol. i, pp. 56-77,
and facsimiles from the MSS. are published there.

3 Only the Bible MSS. of this collection are described so far. Cf. A. E.
Harkavy’s Catalogue: Onucarnie Pyxonuceii Camapumarickazo ITamuxruoscin
xpanawuxs 66 Hmnepamopckoi ITybauirot Bubaiomexrs. CankmnemepSypes, 1874.

* Cf. Norman Bentwich, Solomon Schechter, a Biography, Philadelphia, 1940,
P- 139.

FIRKOWITCH—E. N. ADLER 5

Geniza, the so-called Antonin Collec:,tion.I .It ‘was brought
together by Antonin, a Russian Arc}.umanc_lrlte in Jerusalem.
I saw each of these fragments in 1926 in Leningrad, :emd I must
say that this Archimandrite had a good upderstandmg of spch
things and that he has brought tqgether. an important collection.
I know these Geniza-fragments in Leningrad not only from my
short visit of five weeks in 1926. At my request several hundreds
of these and other fragments were sent In a most generous way
by the library to the Oriental Seminar of Bg)nn University,
where I could study them at leisure together with my pupils.

In 1896 Elkan Natan Adler, the brother of th_e Chief Rat_)bl,
Dr. Hermann Adler, had an opportunity of entering the Gem.za2
and of bringing away from it a sackful of fragments,_of which
a certain amount came later to the Library of the Jewish Theo-
logical Seminary in New York. Through the kindness of the
Librarian, Professor Marx, more than twenty volumes from this
collection, containing Biblical texts, were also sent to me at Bonn
where I was able to study them for several years. _

But after about 1890, when the Synagogue of Old Cairo was
rebuilt, the Jews began to make a general trade with the materials
of the Geniza, and great quantities of the fragments were sold
and brought over to Europe by travellers, especially to the
Bodleian Library in Oxford, where A. Neubauer and A. E.
Cowley were early interested in this matter and eager to come
into possession of material from the Geniza. To-day the Bodleian
Library has, next to Cambridge, the largest collection of Geniza
fragments from Cairo, and it, and the British Museum, are the
only libraries which are in possession of a printed catalogue of
their collections. The second volume of the Bodleian Catalogue
of the Hebrew Manuscripts is, for the greater part, devoted to a
description of these fragments. Here we find an exact list of all
those who acquired in Cairo fragments for the Bodleian Library,
and Cowley’s catalogue is an excellent piece of work.? To make
such a catalogue is a very difficult task. In the Bodleian Library
the fragments were bound together in volumes just after they
arrived, and each of these volumes contains a great number of
different fragments. Therefore, not only every manuscript men-

I Cf. for this collection A. E. Harkavy in Omvyems Hmnepamopcroil
TySaunrosi Bubniomexu sa 1899 2003, C.-IlemepSypes, 1903, pp. 75 .

* Adler has described his visit to the Geniza in the Fewish Quarterly Review,
vol. ix, 1897, pp. 669-73.

¥ Catalogue of the Hebrew Manuscripts in the Bodleian Library, vol. ii, by
A. Neubauer and A. E. Cowley, Oxford, 1906.
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tioned in the catalogue, but nearly every folio of every MS. had
to be investigated and described.

A few fragments found their way to the University Library
in Cambridge,! others—not the most important—came to the
British Museum.?> A comparatively large collection came to the
Bibliothéque de I’Alliance Israélite in Paris, where Israel Lévi
was greatly interested in such things.> Some fragments came to
the Stadt-Bibliothek in Frankfurt-am-Main, famous as possess-
ing the most complete collection of Jewish books on the Con-
tinent; here Dr. Freimann, one of the librarians, was interested
in this material. Some fragments came also to other libraries,
for instance the University Library of Strasbourg, and to private
collections, for instance about 4,000 fragments were collected by
Jack Mosseri in Cairo.

A new turn was given to the matter when, in 1896, the two
learned Scottish ladies, Mrs. Agnes Smith Lewis and Mrs. Mar-
garet Dunlop Gibson, came back to Cambridge from one of
their many journeys to the East. They also had bought in Cairo
some fragments from the Geniza; these fragments, forming
together a respectable collection,* are now in the Library of
Westminster College in Cambridge, which was itself founded
largely through the efforts of these ladies. In May 1896 they
handed over two leaves written with Hebrew characters, one
on parchment, the other on paper, to Solomon Schechter, at
that time Reader in Talmudic in Cambridge University.s
Schechter pointed out that the parchment belonged to a MS.
of the Palestinian Talmud,® and in the paper fragments he dis-
covered a piece of the Hebrew text of the book of Jesus ben Sira
(Ecclesiasticus), a Jewish text composed in Hebrew shortly after
200 B.c. This text was known to us in the Greek translation
contained in the Septuagint and in other translations, but so far
nothing was known of the text in the original Hebrew. So we
had here a fragment of a book, which was once a part of Hebrew

! They are preserved in the Cambridge University Library as MS. Or.
1080, consisting of several boxes of fragments.

? Cf. E. N. Adler in Fewish Quarterly Review, vol. ix, 1897, p. 672.

* I had the opportunity of seeing this collection in the summer of 1927.

* Cf. S. Schechter, ‘The Lewis-Gibson Collection’, in Fewish Quarterly
Review, vol. ix, 1897, pp. 115 ff.

5 Cf. N. Bentwich, l.c., p. 140.

¢ The Fragments of the Palestinian Talmud are published by Louis
Ginzberg, Yerushalmi Fragments from the Genizah, vol. i, Text with various
readings from the editio princeps, New York, 190g9. Ginzberg’s Commentary
on Berakhot, Perek 1—4, was published New York, 1941, in three volumes.
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but had not become part of the Helprew Canon, and
had been lost for about 1,000 years in the original Hebrew text.

This discovery made a great sensation. It was clear that where
one leaf had been found there .n’ught be more, thftre might be
other important material. So it was decided—quite secretly—
to send over Schechter to Cairo, so that he might try to bring
back to Cambridge whatever he could from th(? Geniza. Dr.
Charles Taylor, the Master of St. John’s College in C_ﬁa_mbmdge,
a mathematician, but also greatly 1n.te:restcd_n{1 Rabbinic s.tudles
— he had for instance published a critical ed1§10n of the 1\f[15hna-
tract Pirke Aboth, the ‘Sayings of the ‘]ew1.sh Fathers’—gave
Schechter the money for his remarkable journey to Cairo,
Schechter was provided with a recomme'ndatwn from Cam-
bridge University, addressed to the President of the Jewish
Community of Cairo, saying that he undertook the journey on
behalf of the Cambridge University Library. He left Cambridge
in December 1896.1 A letter of introduction from Elk_an N.
Adler in London to the Chief Rabbi of Cairo, Rafail b. Shim‘on,
who had helped E. N. Adler to see the Geniza, brought Schechter
into contact with this man,? and with his help he got permission
to enter the Geniza and to take with him everything he wanted.

To work in the dark and dusty room was certainly no easy
task, but with his great energy and enthusiasm he achieved his
object within a few weeks.? Schechter had permission to take
with him the whole contents. He decided to select all the written
fragments and to leave there all the printed ones. Schechter was
interested in texts still unknown, which could contribute some-
thing to Jewish Theology and History, and such material was
more likely to be found among MSS. than among printed
matter. So we can understand his decision, and only a general
selection was possible in the circumstances.* He did not realize
the importance of the printed material. To-day we know that
this printed matter also had its great importance, since special
investigations of printed fragments undertaken recently in the
Bodleian Library has revealed very interesting facts about the
history of Hebrew printing in the fifteenth and sixteenth cen-

literature,

' Cf. Schechter, Studies in Fudaism, vol. ii, Philadelphia, 1908, pp. 3 fI.

* Cf. Adler, l.c., p. 672 f The letter of introduction was written by
Elkan N. Adler, not by his brother, the Chief Rabbi Dr. Hermann Adler,
as is usually said.

3 Schechter’s own report about his journey is to be found in his Studies
in Fudaism, vol. ii, 1908, p. 5 f.- Cf. also N. Bentwich, l.c., pp. 126 ff.

* Cf. Schechter, l.c., p. 6 f.
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turies.! Schechter filled a number of big sacks and large boxes
with the fragments.? The British Embassy in Cairo helped to
get permits for the removal of the boxes out of Egypt,? and they
arrived safely at the University Library in Cambridge before
Schechter himself returned after a trip to Palestine from Cairo.

Under the date 14 June 1898, the Library Syndicate made
the following statement concerning the Geniza material :4

Dr. Taylor, Master of St. John’s College, and Dr. Schechter, the
Reader in Talmudic, have offered to the University on certain condi-
tions the valuable collection of MSS. which Dr. Schechter has brought
back from the Genizah of Old Cairo with the consent of the heads of
the Jewish Community.

Among the more noteworthy treasures which this Collection con-
tains, are fragments of the Book of Ecclesiasticus in Hebrew, and certain
Palimpsests of which the underwriting is Greek and which preserve to
us unique fragments of the Hexapla and of Aquila’s version of the
Old Testament. There are, moreover, about twenty large boxes of
fragments which contain matter of much interest to Semitic scholars;
for example, Biblical fragments in an early Hebrew hand, presenting
in some instances the super-linear punctuation, Liturgical fragments
and portions of the Talmud and of commentaries thereon; Historical
documents (wills, &c.): fragments in Arabic mostly written in Hebrew
letters: and a few fragments in Syriac.

The conditions upon which the collection is offered to the University
are the following:

1. That the MSS. be kept in the University Library as a separate
collection, to be called by some such name as the Taylor-Schechter
collection from the Genizah of Old Cairo.

2. That the thanks of the University be given to the heads of the
Jewish community at Cairo with whose consent the MSS. were
brought to England.

3. That the collection be not used without the consent of the donors
for three years from the date of acceptance by the University.

4. That Dr. Schechter have the right to borrow manuscripts of which
Facsimiles are not accessible, from the collection, on giving a
receipt to the Library for them.

5. That the University undertake to make such provision as is
possible by binding, mounting, or otherwise for the preservation
of the MSS., and to have them sorted, and a list or Catalogue of
them drawn up within ten years from the acceptance of the
collection.

' Cf. J. L. Teicher, ‘Hebrew printed Fragments’, Bodleian Library Record,
vol. i, 1939—41, pp. 234-6.

2 ‘Thirty bags’, Bentwich, l.c., p. 130. 3 Bentwich, ibid.

+ Cf. Cambridge University Reporter, year 1897-8, p. 969.
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6. That the fragments of Ecclesiasticus and those with Greek writing

remain in the possession of the donors until after they have brought
out complete editions of them.

These propositions were accepted and passed in Senate on
10 November 1898." The Cairo Community received from the
Senate of Cambridge University an address in Latin, English,
and Hebrew, which expressed gratitude ‘not only on account
of the goodwill with which you received our Reader in Tal-
mudic, but also on account of the conspicuous liberality with
which you permitted him to return laden with fragments’.

The Cambridge University has done its best to fulfil the condi-
tions under which the collection was offered. Within ten years
the fragments were brought into a certain order, they were
cleaned and polished, put into large cardboard boxes, or bound,
or mounted between glass, and carefully written lists of the
contents enable anyone who has to work among the fragments
to find everything he wants in a short time. On the basis of
these lists I give here a short survey of the material, which is
representative of the material of the Geniza found in other
collections.

Fragments contained in boxes (164 boxes):

A. Biblical text, arranged by Biblical books, in 37 boxes. F ragments
with Supralinear punctuation, boxes 38, 39. Colophons, Bible in
shorthand, phylacteries, Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha, boxes
40-5.

Versions of the Bible, Trilingual (Hebrew, Aramaic, Arabic),
Bible with Targum. Targum alone: 20 boxes.

Midrash: Ibn Ezra, Mechilta, Torat Kohanim, Commentaries
on the Bible, &c. % boxes.

Masora: 1 box.

Mishna: 4 boxes.

Talmud: Text, Commentaries, pointed Talmud text, Mai-
monides, Halakhot Gedolot, Aruch, Sheeltot, Alfasi, Minor
tractates, Sefer Turim, Talmud Yerushalmi. 17 boxes.
Responsa in general and Responsa of the Geonim. 2 boxes.
. Liturgy, originally 18 boxes, now mostly bound up. Of special
interest: fragments with Palestinian and Babylonian punctuation.
. Documents and letters, Bills and Lists, Historical letters, &c.
3 boxes. ’
. Miscellaneous: Amulets, Calendars, Catalogues, Children’s exer-
cises, Children’s Readers, Colophons, Dictionaries, Grammar,
Illuminated fragments, Indices, Jottings, Kabbala, Maimonides,

=

mEY 0
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! Ibid., year 1898, p. 235.
c
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Medicine, Magic and Charms, Names, Pedigrees, Poetry,
Polemics, Printed Vellum, Saadyana, Vocabularies, Yosippon.
Together 27 boxes.

Besides:

Arabic Fragments: Bible, Calendar, Children’s Exercise Books,
Documents, Grammar, Lexicography, History, Letters and Bills,
Liturgy, Masora, Mathematics, Astronomy, Science, Medicine,
Philosophy, Poetry, Polemics against the Karaites, Kabbala and
Amulets, Religious tracts, Midrash and Homilies, Talmud and
Rabbinics, Muhammedan fragments, Jottings and so forth. To-
gether 20 boxes.

Fragments in bound volumes. Fragments consisting of a certain
number of leaves are classified according to size and contents, and
the contents correspond to the material contained in the boxes.
The process of binding material which was first put into boxes is
still going on.

Fragments mounted between glass: Single pieces written on parch-
ment and on paper, regarded as of special value. There are not
less than 1,800 fragments preserved in that way.

Schechter made an approximate calculation that he brought
over to Cambridge from Cairo about 100,000 fragments.! If we
suppose that the material which came over to other libraries
and collections was as extensive, we should have to reckon
with a total of about 200,000 fragments. But such calculation
is very difficult, and there may be either much more or much
less. In any case it is clear that we have an amazing quantity
of material.

But it is not only the quantity but also the quality which has to
be taken into consideration. Some of the most conspicuous finds
are already mentioned in the report of the Cambridge Library
Syndicate. First the text of Ecclesiasticus. Since Schechter pub-
lished the historical fragment of this text belonging to the
Scottish ladies in the Expositor,> a great number of fragments
of that text have been found, and during the next few years one
publication followed another. The texts of the Bodleian Library
were published by Cowley and Neubauer,? those of the Cam-
bridge University Library by Schechter and Taylor,* the Paris
texts by Israel Lévi.5 Further texts were published by Halévy,$

! Studies in Judaism, Second Series, Philadelphia, 1908, p. 9.

2 Expositor, 6 July 1896.

3 The Original Hebrew of a Portion of Ecclesiasticus, Oxford, 1897.

* The Wisdom of Ben Sira, Cambridge, 1899.

5 In Revue des Etudes juives, vol. xi. 1-g0.

S In Revue des Etudes sémitiques, vol. vii. 688-702.

s

ECCLESIASTICUS—ZADOKITE WORK 1

G. Margoliouth,’ Schechter,? Elkan Adler,® Moses Gaster;* new
critical editions of the texts already published were made by
Halévy, Israel Lévi, Norbert Peters, and ot'hers, and scholars
like Theodor Néldeke, A. A. B.evan, SR Driver, D. S. Margo-
liouth, and many others published critiques with more or less
important contributions to the texts or th.e problems connected
with them, until the work5 was finally edited by Rudolf Smend
i ritical edition.

. ?tg;sr 6(32::1‘ that besides the help in understanding the.tcxt of
Feclesiasticus offered by these long Hebrew fragments, its con-
tribution to our knowledge of Hebrew is very important. We
have always to keep in mind that the selection of the Hebrew
texts contained in the Old Testament is very limited, and
every old text freshly discovered is to be regarded as a very
welcome contribution to Hebrew lexicography and Hebrew
grammar. ) )

Of similar importance was another text discovered in the
Geniza and published by Schechter under the not very fortunate
title ‘Fragments of a Zadokite Work’.¢ The book was composed
by an author who left Jerusalem and withdrew to Damascus
where he founded a schismatic sect of which previously nothing
was known. The book gives in the original Hebrew the sect’s
own account of its origin, its secession from the Jews in Judaea
and migration to the region of Damascus, its organization and
the laws under which it lived. The importance of the docu-
ment is, however, not to be seen in the history of a long forgotten
sect, but in the religious and legal matters contained in it. The
religious conceptions, the figure of the Messiah and the expected
development of history were recently discussed by Rowley.” He
tried to bring them into connexion with those in other pre-
Christian Jewish sources. The laws and prescriptions in the
book, on Sabbath observance, uncleanness and purification,
oaths and vows, the lawfulness of certain marriages, and many
other things differ largely from those known from Tannaite
sources. These differences can hardly be explained if the book
was composed shortly before the beginning of the Christian era.
Such a date (18-8 B.c.) was proposed by R. H. Charles, who

In Fewish Quarterly Review, vol. xii. 1-33.

Ibid. 456-65. 3 Ibid. 466-8o0. 4+ Ibid. 688—702.

Die Weisheit des Jesus Sirach, g vols., Berlin, 1906-7.

Documents of Fewish Sectaries, vol. i, Cambridge, 1910.

H. H. Rowley, The Relevance of Apocalyptic. A Study of Jewish and Christian
Apocalypses Jrom Daniel to the Revelation, London, 1943, pp. 71—4.

1
2
5
6
7



12 GENERAL INTRODUCTION

with full justification included the book in his Pseudepigrapha.r
The book must be considerably older. From the fact that there
is no trace in it of the desecration of the Temple, the Macca-
beean War, or the book of Daniel, Eduard Meyer concluded
that the book must be of pre-Maccabeean origin.? He may be
right. As in the book references are to be found to the Book of
Jubilees and the Testaments of the XII Patriarchs, we shall have
also to reconsider the dates attributed to these books.3

The two MSS. of which fragments of the ‘Damascusschrift’
are preserved represent two different recensions of the text and
show in an interesting way how much such texts fluctuated. We
have similar conditions in many other books, not only in the
Testaments of the XII Patriarchs and the book of Enoch, to
which E. Meyer draws attention,* but also in the Greek
translations of later canonical books of the Old Testament.5

Charles had already seen that Schechter’s edition of the text
of the book was not sufficient.6 But when he was occupied with
the text, the MSS. were not available. A new edition of the

* The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament in English, vol. ii,
pp- 785-834; the date is discussed on p. 793 f.

* Eduard Meyer, Die Gemeinde des Neuen Bundes im Lande Damaskus. FEine
Jiidische Schrift aus der Seleucidenzeit. Abhandlungen, Berlin Academy, 1919.
Cf. his book: Ursprung und Anfinge des Christentums, vol. ii, Stuttgart and
Leipzig, 1921, p. 47 f.

* For the book of Jubilees, an early date has recently been proposed by
Solomon Zeitlin, in his article “The Book of Jubilees. Its Character and its
Significance’, Fewish Quarterly Review, vol. XXX, 1939, Pp. 1-31. Zeitlin seems
to be right in suggesting that the book of Jubilees has nothing to do with
Pharisees and Sadducees, parties developed in the Maccabeean period, and
in drawing attention to the differences which exist between the book and
laws and prescriptions in the Pentateuch. These differences can, however,
not be explained with Zeitlin by any sort of disagreement of the author
with the Tora. The author of the book had certainly the aim of writing
a kind of Midrash on the Tora, We know, however, that the text of
the Tora used by him differed clearly from the text known to us (see the
third lecture, p. 148). The material collected by Zeitlin makes it likely that
the differences had a greater extent than we realized before. The compara-
tively uniform text of the Tora has probably to be regarded as the result
of a long development. In the time when the book of Jubilees was composed,
several texts of the Tora may have been in circulation. To the question
of the calendar much weight is attached by Zeitlin. These matters have
been discussed by H. H. Rowley (l.c., p. 82 f.), in connexion with an impor-
tant article published by J. Morgenstern in Hebrew Union College Annual,
vol. i, Cincinnati, 1924, pp. 1 g ff.

* See Eduard Meyer, Ursprung und Anfénge . . ., vol. ii, p. 47, note 2.

* See the third lecture, p. 173 f.

¢ Lc. vol. ii, p. 797.
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text has been made by Leonhard Rost.? He had excellent photo-
graphs at his disposal and co.uld nr.lake use (?f all the numzerlcillis
publications issued 1n connexion w1_th' thf: text up to 19%3. : S
edition marks a great advance and is indispensable for the study
of the book. It cannot, however, be regarded as definitive.
Geniza fragments are always damaged and can never be pub-
lished on the basis of photographs alone in a satlsf:aFtory way.
Rost admits that Schechter sometimes saw in the original letters
which he could not recognize on the photographs. Furt}}er, the
fragments show some vowel signs. They were left unnoticed by
Schechter, but they are of a certain interest.- In the text pl.lb-
lished by Rost vowel signs are occasionally given. But nothing
can be done with these signs before the whole method of
vocalization shall have been carefully investigated.

Burkitt’s scholarly edition of the fragments of Aquila’s transla-
tion of the Bible was one of the earliest publications of Geniza
fragments.® For the first time we had here continuous texts of
at least some verses of that translation, which we knew before
only by quotations of Church Fathers, and Burkitt was ab_lc. to
make several important deductions concerning it. This edition
will have its importance even when the much larger fragments
of Origen’s Hexapla are published, which Giovanni Mercati
discovered at nearly the same time in a palimpsest in the
Ambrosiana in Milan.* The 35 folios of this palimpsest contain
about 150 verses of the Psalms, but not only in Aquila’s transla-
tion: five columns of the Hexapla are preserved here, with the
exception only of the first column, the Hebrew text in Hebrew
letters. The reading of this palimpsest is exceedingly difficult.
Mercati has deciphered it in an admirable way. The Milan
fragments are much younger than the Geniza fragment pub-
lished by Burkitt; they were written in the tenth or eleventh
century, Burkitt’s fragment in the fifth, and they were written

* Die Damaskusschrift, Neu bearbeitet von Leonhard Rost, in Lietzmann’s
‘Kleine Texte . . ., no. 167, Berlin, 1933.

* The bibliography published by Adolph S. Oko, Solomon Schechier, a
Bibliography, Cambridge, 1938, pp. 61-6, is not complete.

* Fragments of the Book of Kings according to the Translation of Aquila, by
F. Crawford Burkitt, Cambridge, 1897. Some fragments of the Hexapla,
barts of Psalm 22, were published by Charles Taylor, Hebrew-Greek Cairo
Genizah Palimpsest, Cambridge, 1goo.

* Atti della Accademia Reale delle Scienze di Torino, vol. xxxi, Disp. 11 a,
1895-6. A specimen (Ps. 46. 1—4) was published by Ceriani in Rendiconti del
Reale Istituto Lomb. di Scienze e Lettere, Ser. 2, vol. xxix, 18¢6. This specimen
Wwas republished by E. Klostermann in ZATW., 1896, p. 336 f.
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in minuscles, whilst Burkitt’s fragment was in uncial letters.
Nevertheless, the Milan text is of the greatest importance. Here
we have comparatively long texts of five of the six columns of
the Hexapla. Up till now only the text of the second column
of this fragment had been known, containing the Hebrew text
in Greek letters.” In this text the Hebrew vowels are written;
it is the oldest example of a vocalized Hebrew text which we
possess, and gives us essential facts of Hebrew pronunciation
during the second century a.p. I shall have to refer to it in my
next lecture. Cardinal Mercati is now preparing an edition of
the whole text, and we can be sure that the edition will be
worthy of the importance of the document.?

Another fragment of wider interest was published by Schechter
in 1913 under the title ‘An Unknown Khazar Document’.3 The
Khazars formed a mighty kingdom to the north of the Caspian
and the Black Seas, with a capital on the lower Volga, called
Itl. The Arab geographers and historians of the tenth century
report many details of their manners and customs, their wars
against Arabs, Byzantines, and other neighbours. In Byzantine,
Russian, Armenian, and other sources details about them are
reported also.* We hear that the king of the Khazars and the

' These Hebrew fragments in Greek translation are published by Franz
Wutz, Die Psalmen, Texthritisch untersucht, Minchen, 1925. He had at his
disposal a photograph of Mercati’s transcript of the texts. But this edition
Is very unsatisfactory, and it was made without the consent of Giovanni
Mercati. The fragments as deciphered by Mercati had already been used by
Henry A. Redpath in Supplement, Fasc. II of the Concordance to the Septuagint,
Oxford, 1906: ‘Additional Words and Occurrences of Words in Hexaplaric
fragments’, pp. 199-216. See the second lecture, pp. 86 ff.

* Inaletter dated 21 April 1942 Giovanni Cardinal Mercati writes to me:
‘Credo bene aggiungere che dal 1940 ho represo—dopo un terzo di secolo—
con immensa fatica le Esaple, e consacro ad esse il tempo e le poche forze
che mi restano: Mi sono dovuto remettere quasi all’ alfabeto! Vado releg-
gendo parola per parola il palimsesto medesimo e scrivo note e commentario
a causa delle discrepanze della tradizione e per dimostrare che ’ultima
colonna non contiene Teodozione come Rahlfs ha continuato a ritenere.
Anzi essendo riuscito a ricavare tavole fotografiche del palimsesto, fard
un’ edizione fototipica con trascrizione di fronte ad ogni tavola e col com-
mentodopo. Ho giasteso un terzo del lavoro—lento e fastidioso, ma che spero
sara non inutile, per quanto imperfetto. Mi stimerd beato se potrd comin-
ciare la stampa dentro il 1943.” In a letter dated 16 January 1945 Cardinal
Tisserant writes concerning the edition: ‘Most of the work is already finished
and can be given to the printer, but Card. Mercati prefers to have all his
text ready for print.’

3 Jewish Quarterly Review, New Series, vol. iii, 1g912-13, pp. 181-219.
* Cf J. Marquart, Osteuropiische und Ostasiatische Streifziige, Leipzig, 1903,
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ned to Judaism during the Khalifate of
upper Clasgss}}llizclid(;gg—Sog)A %he Khazars w%re defeated by the
L ger Swyatoslaw in the second half of the tenth cen-
RuSSIa]n)S u;I; the following period we hear occasionally about
Y hcou %ers with their neighbours, but nothing more about
tﬁeg jrés‘?ilslﬁl rulers, and we do not know when their kingdom
the )

came to an end.’ . <op Linterest. Tt i
he Khazar kingdom is of special interest. It
1_‘:(c)lr tht(}ilgeﬁsvxfisfl kingdom in Adiabene (2777) in the ml(.idle
bt? 8&1: iirst century>—the only Jewish kingdom which came into
o

: inning of our era. In about 1577 a certain
ex1stl§n2%a;f;§£il C:lfilsr}ll pgblished in Constantinople a little
Isaa;iphlet qpan Mp ‘Voice of the Messenger of GOO(.Il News’
f)ntended to encourage the spirit of the Jews‘by proving that
there are known places where Israel possessed kings with strength

pp- 5-27, and W. Barthold’s excellent article ‘Khazar’ in the Encyclopaedia
(yr?}llaemr,n\(;i.i;;portant Arabic source, Ibn Fadlan’s report on h.is e.xperiences
during his journey with the Embassy of the Khalif al-Muktadir, in A.D. 921
and gz22, was up till now only known from excerpts made by Arablcfgleg)-
graphers of later times, like Yakit a}nd Kazwini. In 1924 the text O,r l_dn.
Fadlan’s report itself was discovered in Meshhed by Professor A. Zeki V ali ’1
in the appendix to a MS. containing the second volume of Ibn al—Falg‘h s
Kitab al-Boldan (a text, of which we knew before an extract only, Whlch
had been published by M. de Goeje in Bibliotheca Geographorum An_zbzycorum,
vol. v, Ludg. Bat., 1885). Zeki Validi recently published Ibn Fadlan’s text
with a German translation and a very careful investigation of all problems
connected with it: ‘Ibn Fadlan’s Reisebericht, herausgegebeq, i'%bersetzt
und untersucht’, in Abhandlungen fur die Kunde des Morgenlandes, Leipzig, 1939.

The reports concerning the Khazars given by the Arabi(.: Geographcr
al-Balkhi (died A.p. g34) are lost in the original, but most of it is preserved
in the books of Istakhri (about a.n. g50) and Ibn Haukal (about 9'.75)..
Istakhri’s book is published by M. de Goeje: Viae regnorum. Descriptio
ditionis moslemicae, auctore Abu Ishdk al-Fdrisi al-Istakhri (= Bibliotheca Geo-
graphorum Arabicorum, vol. i, Lugd. Bat., 1870, reprinted 1927). In Mr. Chester
Beatty’s Library a valuable MS. of the text is to be found, in which some
new details concerning the Khazars are contained. Ibn Haukal’s book was
published by de Goeje as vol. ii of the same series (Ludg. Bat., 1873). Sin?c
that time important new material has been found which has been used in
the new edition of the text: ‘Opus Geographicum auctore Ibn Haukal
(Abi 1-Kasim Ibn Haukal al-Nasibi), secundum textum et imagines codici%
Constantinopclitani conservati in Bibliotheca antiqui Palatii, no. 224?, cui
titulus est Liber Imaginis Terrae, edidit collato textu primae editionis aliisque
fontibus adhibitis J. H. Kramers. Lugduni Batavorum, 1939.” The report
on the Khazars is here to be found on pp. 386-98.

! Cf. Barthold’s article, quoted above.

* With this kingdom I will deal in my third lecture: see below, p. 184 fF.
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and power, and here he included correspondence between
Joseph, the Jewish king of the Khazars, and Chisdai b. Shafrit,
a Jewish physician and high official at the court of the Omaiyad
Khalif ‘Abdurrahman an-Nasir, who ruled in Cordova in Spain
from A.p. 912 to 961." Chisdai had received some news about
the Jewish kingdom of the Khazars and addressed to the king
a letter in Hebrew in which he told him something of the condi-
tions under which he was living, and asked him some questions
about the history and conditions in his kingdom. The letter was
introduced by a rhymed poetical epistle composed by the well-
known Hebrew grammarian and poet Menachem b. Saruk.
King Joseph, in the answer, gave at least some of the details for
which he had been asked.?

This correspondence has been much disputed, and in critical
circles it has generally been regarded as a late falsification,
especially as no trace of the documents published by Akrish had
been found, except the text in a MS. belonging to Christ Church
Library in Oxford, which was not older than the sixteenth cen-
tury. That this text is really of importance has recently been
shown by Kokovtsov.3

Among the MSS. collected by Firkowitch there was an old
fragment containing a copy of the letter sent by King Joseph
to Chisdai, in general accordance with the letter published by
Akrish, and based on the same original text, but much larger,
offering sometimes better readings and adding in some instances
new material, particularly in the geographical parts. Firkowitch
had shown the fragment to Chwolson in 1870. When after
Firkowitch’s death his collection came to the Russian Public
Library in Petersburg, the document was rediscovered by
Harkavy.* He published a German translation of the text’ and

' The correspondence published by Akrish is re-edited by Paul Kokovtsov
in his book on the Hebrew-Khazar Correspondence in the tenth century
(Espeiicko-X asapckan IMepenucka ¢ X sexe) published by the Russian Academy
in Leningrad, 1932. In this book critical texts and careful investigations of
all documents involved are to be found. On plate 1 Kokovtsov has given
a facsimile of p. 11b—12 a of Akrish’s book. .

> An English translation of the correspondence is easily accessible in
Fewish Tgavellers, by E. N. Adler (‘The Broadway Travellers’), London, 1930,

. 22—-30,
pp3 MS?T no. 1454, described on p. 870 of the Catalogue of the Hebrew Manu-
seripts in the Bodleian Library, vol. i. A Facsimile of the MS. is given by
Kokovtsov, l.c., plate 2.

* The fragment is now MS. Heb. 157 of the Second Firkowitch Collection
in the Russian Public Library in Leningrad.

S ‘Ein Briefwechsel zwischen Cordova und Astrachan zur Zeit Swjatoslaws
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ew text somewhat later.! It may be that the fragment
g::(l:ol;llge:c{ to the bundles of fragments which l?irkowitcl.l had
acquired from the Gairo Geniza.? Schechter did not think of
this possibility, and Kokovtsov does not doubt that it was found
in the Crimean peninsula. )
It has been said, for instance, by Joseph Marquart, that thls
document, as coming from Firkowitch, has to.be r(?garded with
critical eyes, as it may be one of his usual falsifications.? Mar}y
others had the same suspicion.* But Harkavy was an expert in
Hebrew MSS. and very well versed in Firkowitch’s falsifications,
and he would certainly not have published the fragment if he
had not been sure that it was old. Kokovtsov published a
facsimile of the fragment,5 and there can be no doubt that it is
really old ; but Kokovtsov has proved that the text of this longer
version is not always preferable to the shorter version, as‘the
first editor supposed, and besides, it is very likely that Firkowitch
made a few alterations in it.® .
Now Schechter found a second Hebrew fragment concerning
the Khazars which undoubtedly came from the Cairo Geniza.
This fragment is also part of a letter, and the letter claims to
have been written by one of the entourage of the Khazar king.
Beginning and end are missing. The letter has nothing to do
with the documents published by Akrish. It contains reports
on the conversion of the Khazars to Judaism and many histori-
cal and geographical details. That these reports are given in a
somewhat legendary style, and that the letter is not very exact
in the details it gives makes no difficulty. We cannot expect a
letter of that kind to be more exact. But Kokovtsov has proved
that this text is strongly influenced by the book of Josippon, the

(um g60), als Beitrag zur alten Geschichte Siid-Russlands’, in Russische
Revue, vol. vi, 1875, pp. 69-97.

' The Hebrew text appeared in 0°n foXn, an appendix to the Hebrew
periodical He-Melis, no. 8, 1879. A Russian translation of the correspon-
dence was published by Harkavy in the periodical, Esperickasn Bubnuomexa,
tom. vii, 1879, pp. 153-62.

z ¥t is very likely that Akrish got a copy of the correspondence, which he
[éubhshec% in about 1577, in Cairo, to which he came during his journey from
Sto;’l_staptlnop.le to Egypt, undertaken in 1562. See J. Mann, Texts and

us ws in Jewish History and Literature, vol. i, Cincinnati, 1931, p. 8.

- Sf J. Marqu{irt, Le. Marquart could not discover the place where
ir avy had published the Hebrew text of the fragment.

. ;fhe last was Henry Grégoire, in Byzantion, vol. ix, 1934, pp- 484-8.

-C., plate g.

® Cf. the remark of D. A. Ch i '
. - A. Chwolson, who had copied the fragment in 1870,
reprinted by Kokovtsov, Lec., p. xvii, note 5. v : .

D
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well-known story-book composed somewhere in Italy on the
basis of a Latin translation of Josephus’s book on the Jewish War
and other sources. Although this book seems to be somewhat
older than Kokovtsov believed,! Kokovtsov seems to be right in
stating that the Cambridge document cannot be authentic. But
he admits that the document has its value as it has preserved
some data from a Byzantine composition otherwise lost to us.

That the correspondence published by Akrish must have
existed in the eleventh century is proved by the fact that Jehuda
b. Barzillai quotes verballya part of the letter of the Khazar king
in his Sepher ha-Tttim, a book on the Holiday Seasons, which
was composed about 1100.2 There can be no doubt that he had
the correspondence before him in a form very similar to that
known to us.

What is published about the correspondence is usually dictated
by apologetical tendencies. Either the authenticity is accepted
for reasons similar to those which led Akrish in 1577 to publish
it,3 or it is felt that the ideal picture of Chisdai b. Shafrit, the
man chiefly concerned, does not agree with that of the man who
is said to have written the letter to the king of the Khazars, and
the genuineness of the correspondence is not thought to be in the
Jewish interest. I may quote as an interesting example of this
kind of argumentation the following words from A. N. Poliak’s
article “The Khazar Conversion to Judaism’:*

If, however, Chisdai himself or his secretary wrote the ‘letter of
Chisdai’, we must think of him not as a very clever man, as he is known
to us from other sources, but as an ignorant person who in spite of his
high position at the court of the Kalif had never heard of the Arabic
geographical and historical literature, and so would not have known
either the Judaism of the Khazars or their existence, unless he had heard
of them from ‘the merchant envoys of Khorasan’ or ‘the envoys of
Constantinople’; and not only so, but we must regard all his entourage
as not clever, like himself. . . .

Poliak here goes too far. We need only to read Ibn Fadlan’s

* J. Mann has shown that Sepher Josippon was already in existence in the
time of Chisdai in Spain. Cf. Texts and Studies, vol. i, p. 15 f.

2 Cf.S. Asaf in the Jewish periodical Jeshurun, vol.xi, Berlin, 1924, pp- 113 ff.

3 Cf. for instance S. Dubnov’s article ‘Last conclusions on the question of
the Khazars’, in the Memorial Volume in honour of S. A. Poznariski, Warsaw, 1927.

4+ The article of Poliak is published in Hebrew in the Hebrew periodical
Zion, published in Jerusalem, April and July 1941, 67 pages. I had at my
disposal an English translation, made by D. M. Dunlop of Glasgow Uni-
versity. This translation I have quoted. Mr. Dunlop has made the Khazar

question a special subject of his studies and is preparing a monograph on it.
I have discussed the problems with him.
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report in order to see how little was generally known in the first
half of the tenth century concerning the kingdoms situated in
the north, and it is very doubtful whether Chisdai had at his
disposal the historical and geographical books written by the
Arabs, to which we have access to-day. Poliak tries to suggest
some travellers who may have written the reports which might
have served as a basis for the supposed inventor of the corre-

spondence. But all his ingenious hypotheses can hardly explain

why and by whom this correspondence should have been in-
vented, and how such an invention should have had the conse-
quences which we see in Jehuda b. Barzillai’s notice and Jehuda
ha-Levi’s Kuzari. Itis certainly of importance that an authority
like Paul Kokovtsov (to whom we owe the excellent critical
edition of the correspondence and a careful investigation of all
the problems connected with it) is convinced that the corre-
spondence is genuine in the main. And we have a good parallel
to Chisdai’s correspondence with the king of the Khazars in the
letters connected with Chisdai published recently from Geniza
fragments by J. Mann.! In any case it is clear that the Geniza
has preserved some old documents containing a great number
of historical and geographical details from a time and a country
for which our sources are very meagre. These fragments will
have to be investigated carefully without reference to the ques-
tion whether the genuineness of the correspondence is in Jewish
1nterests or not.

So far I have dealt with a number of single fragments of out-
§tand1ng mmportance which, when published, attracted great
interest and led to fruitful discussions. Not every fragment is
of equal importance. But sometimes a fragment may greatly
increase in value if published and studied in connexion with
other available material of a similar kind, and finally a systematic
nvestigation of the whole material of a special kind may lead
to historical discoveries and to important conclusions and may
prove of much greater value than the publication of single frag-
ments from the Geni e D
ments ¢ Geniza. I may refer here to the immense mass of

aterial published by Jacob Mann.? What he says concerning

L oeye g s - N
Jows gxéi}?:isltli);n%haprug gnd his Diplomatic Intervention on behalf of the
030, Pt urope’, in Jacob Mann, Texts and Studies, vol. 1, Cincinnati,
2
A C‘CI) Eril(é)lli) hgann, The Jews i Egypt and in Palestine under the Fatimid Caliphs.
Gen, Nl{l ion to t'helr political and communal History, based chiefly on
Jacoh Moy :t:;r_lal hltherto.un_published, Oxford, vol. i, 1920; vol. ii, 1922.
19313 vor s exts.afzd Studies in Jewish History and Literature, vol. i, Cincinnati,
> vol. 1, Karaitica, Philadelphia, 1935.
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this material in the Preface to the first volume of his Texts and
Studies is certainly true:

All these studies, based as they are on new material, which supple-
ments and illumines the already known, will, it is to be hoped, be
appreciated by scholars and students who, like the writer, are averse
to fanciful theories spun out as a rule from a minimum of available
data. . . . Only by a cautious and laborious inductive method and by
adding constantly to our knowledge of the actual realities of the Jewish
past . . . can we understand this past fully and truly and ultimately hope
to obtain the synthesis that every research worker sets before himself
as his ultimate goal. . . . With the widening of the horizon new perspec-
tives are revealed and events, movements, and personalities are placed
in a different setting and proportion.

I may illustrate this first by some remarks on the liturgical
poetry of the Jews, and will then try to show to what important
conclusions we may come through a systematic investigation of
the material preserved in the Geniza showing the text of the
Bible (second lecture) and the text of the Translations of the
Bible: Targum, Septuagint, and Peshitta (third lecture).

How much the material found in the Geniza has increased
our knowledge of the medieval liturgical poetry of the Jews I
may now illustrate by a few examples. In the Introduction to
his grammatical treatise ‘Agron’,’ Sa‘adya Gaon (who died in
A.D. 941), himself a liturgical poet and an authority on this kind
of poetry, mentions as the ‘five early poets’ (ash-shu‘ard al-
awwalin) Yose b. Yose, Yannai, Kalir, Yoshu'a, and Pinhas.?
Of these only Kalir was really known to us by his poetry. He
was the author of more than 200 poetical compositions preserved
in the Mahzors, the liturgical books of the Jews, and L. Zunz
declared him the legislator in this field of poetry.’

Not a single poem composed by either of the two poets
mentioned by Sa‘adya at the end of his list was known to us
until quite recently a few fragments of Yehoshu‘a’s,* and rather

! Edited by Harkavy in Mkisé Nirdanim, Berlin, 1891, from fragments of
the 2nd Firkowitch Collection. It is very likely that these fragments belonged
to the material brought over by Firkowitch from the Cairo Geniza.

2 Ib., p. 50f.

3 In his Literaturgeschichte der synagogalen Poesie, Berlin, 1865, p. 29. That
the name of this poet has to be pronounced more correctly as Kilir is known
from the acrostics in his poems. But in old Geniza fragments the name is
given in the acrostics as Kilirr (99"2"p) with double 7, and this shows
clearly that the name goes back to the name Cyrillus, with metathesis of

rand /. .
4 Cf. Menahem Zulay in Studies of the Research Institute for Hebrew Poetry,

vol. v, 1939, p. 155 f.
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more of Pinhas’ poems’ were discovered in the Geniza. This
Pinhas is of special interest in so far as he seems to be identical
with the Tiberian Masorete of that name, who is known to us
as ‘Rosh ha-Yeshiba’, the head of the Rabbinical School in
Tiberias, who flourished about A.p. 800.

To Yose b. Yose only one poem can be ascribed with certainty,
an ‘Aboda for the day of Atonement (72°2 O7), a great
alphabetical hymn starting with the wonders of creation and
dealing with the generations since. Here to each letter of the
alphabet ten verses are devoted, just as in Psalm 119, where
cight verses are devoted to each of these letters. Till then we
knew of this poem only through Sa‘adya who had incorporated
it in his ‘Siddur’, his great liturgical book.? In the Geniza,
liturgical manuscripts with fragments of the poem are to be
found which are independent of Sa‘adya, for example one MS.
on parchment, containing a large fragment of the poem. This
MS. is provided with excellent Palestinian vocalization and is
certainly much older than Sa‘adya.*

Of Yannai a single poetical composition was known from the
Mahzors. Five more were discovered by Israel Davidson on
some of the facsimiles of the palimpsests of which the underscript
contained the fragments of Aquila and the Hexapla, which had
been published by Burkitt and Taylor.5 Davidson published
them, together with Yannai’s composition already known, in his
Mahzor Yannai, a Liturgical Work of the Seventh Century, New York,
1919. Since that time many more fragments of Yannai’s poetry
have been discovered on Geniza fragments here and there, and
a systematic investigation of the more than 10,000 photographs
of Geniza fragments in the Research Institute for Hebrew Poetry
in Jerusalem enabled Menachem Zulay to publish in 1938 a
large volume of 438 pages with 177 different compositions or
fragments thereof, containing more than 800 poems of Yannai,
collected from 175 Geniza fragments.® Inhis ‘Studies of Yannat’,

' Cf. M. Zulay, ib. vol. i, 1933, pp. 150-74; vol. v, pp. 121 ff.
_ * Cf. my Masoreten des Westens, vol. i, 1927, p. §7; Jacob Mann, The Jews
in Egypt and in Palestine under the Fatimide Caliphs, Oxford, vol. ii, 1922, p. 47f.;
cf. vol. i, 1920, p. 58.

3 sa'adya’s Siddur has been published by I. Davidson, S. Asaf, and B. J.
Joel in Jerusalem 1941.

* It is the Oxford MS. Heb. d. 55, fol. 12 ff.

* See above, p. 13.

Piyyute Yannai. Liturgical Poems of Yannai, collected from Geniza Manu~

Sl‘gigts and other sources and published by Menachem Zulay, Berlin,
30.
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a monograph in which he investigated all problems connected
with this poet,” Zulay comes to the conclusion that there can
be no doubt that these poems were composed in Palestine, but
that they were even earlier than Davidson suggested. They must
have been composed during the time of Byzantine rule, that is
to say in the sixth or the beginning of the seventh century, as
Palestine was conquered by the Arabs in A.p. 636.

But these poems of Yannai are not the only remnants of
liturgical poetry which have come down to us from that time.
Zulay has established the fact that the Kerobas devoted to the
‘Mishmarot’ must have been composed at nearly the same time.?
Mishmarot (sing. Mishmar) is the term for the classes of priests
officiating turn by turn in the Temple of Jerusalem.3 The names
of these classes are mentioned in 1 Chron. 24. 7-18. After the
destruction of the Temple in A.p. 70 we find these priestly
families living in certain villages or towns of Galilee, each class
at a special place. Here they kept alive the memory of their
former services in the Temple and eagerly hoped for the day
when the Temple would be reinstituted and they could begin
their services there again. To these twenty-four Mishmarot
these Kerobas are devoted, to each Mishmar one Keroba, pro-
vided for the services of the very Sabbath day on which the
Mishmar would have been in office had the Temple still been
in existence. This practice must have been in use at that time
in the services of the Synagogues. For us this fact is a surprising
novelty, as rites of that kind are nowhere else mentioned.

Of these twenty-four Kerobas nearly one-half are preserved
in Geniza fragments. Most of them I have published myself,+
some more have been added by Zulay.s All the fragments
belonged to the same MS., and no other MS. with any fragment
of these poems is known. That these poems were composed by
a certain Hedwatha (7M7) (or Hedutha) has been pointed

' In the Studies of the Research Institute for Hebrew Poetry, vol. i, Berlin, 1936,
pPp. 213-372.

* Cf. his ‘Contributions to the History of the Liturgical Poetry in Palestine’,
in Studies, vol. v, 1939, p. 111 {.

3 Cf. Emil Schiirer, A History of the Jewish People at the time of Fesus Christ,
Edinburgh, 1885-96, 1, i, pp. 207 ff.; Eduard Meyer, Ursprung und Anfinge
des Christentums, vol. ii, 1921, p. 230.

* In Masoreien des Westens, vol. i, 1927, pp. 1~24 of the Hebrew text, 1-59
of the translation. The text is published here from the Oxford MS. Heb.
d. 63, fol. 82-9, and the Cambridge MS. T.-S. H. 16, fol. 2-3.

S In Studies, vol. v, 1939, pp. 113-20, from the Cambridge MS. T.-S. H. 2,
fol. 2, and the Cairo MS. P. 171, 172 of the Moseri Collection.
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out by Dr. Spanier from the acrostic in certain parts of the
oems.! Nothing is known about this poet ot}_n:r\jmse.2 . ‘

I must acknowledge that it was not my special interest in this
kind of poetry which induced me to study these poems for many
years, but problems of Hebrew Grammar. Many of these litur-
ical MSS. in the Geniza are comparatively old and often pro-
vided with vowels of the Palestinian system which preceded in
Palestine the vocalization developed in Tiberias (see the next
lecture). Texts of this kind of vocalization are of impo.rtance in
so far as they are still more or less independent of thq influence
of the Tiberian Masoretes who, in the course of the eighth cen-
tury, began to reorganize the Hebrew language and to bring
it into the shape which we know from our Hebrew grammeujs.3
As early as 1899 A. E. Cowley had already presented me with
some photographs of the Oxford MS. Heb. d. 63. They had to
wait for many years until I could begin to study them seriously.
These poems are composed in an exceedingly difficult Hebrf:w.
They are sometimes packed with alliterations and rich in hints
of the Halacha and Haggada. How closely, for instance, the
Keroba of Yannai, devoted to the Seder Gen. 85. 9-36. 43, is
connected with the Palestinian Targum of the Pentateuch has
been shown by Zulay.*+ These poems are in general more arti-
ficial than artistic, and I had to discuss them again and again
with my collaborators and pupils in Giessen and in Bonn before
I published the texts. Several of my pupils took up similar texts,
and some valuable publications were the results of their studies.>

' In Monatsschrift fiir Geschichte und Wissenschaft des Judentums, 1929, p. 68.

? Some poems of a poet with the similar name M7 are known, one
is published by Ismar Elbogen in owu1%, a volume in memory of J. N.
Simchoni, Berlin, 1929, p. 87, and some others have been found. Zulay has
shown that they are of another kind and have nothing to do with our
Hedwatha. Cf. Studies, vol. v, 1939, p. 112.

* Cf. as to these problems the next lecture.

* In the Appendix to his Bonn thesis (see next note) Zulay compared
Yannai’s Keroba, published by me in Masoreten des Westens, 1, pp. 24-6 of
the Hebrew text, 59%-64%* of the translation, with the text of the Palestinian
Targum published by me in Masoreten des Westens, ii, pp. 12—14. It is very
Interesting to see how closely Yannai is following here the text of the Targum.

5 Cf. M. Kober, ‘Zum Machzor Jannai’ (= Fahrbuch der jiid. liter. Gesell-
schaft), Frankfurt a M., vol. xx, 1929; Menachem Zulay, ‘Zur Liturgie der
ba!OYIOHiSChen Juden. Geniza Texte, herausgegeben, iibersetzt und bear-
‘beltet -« -” (Bonner Orientalistische Studien II, Stuttgart, 1933) ; Rafael Edelmann,

Zur Frithgeschichte des Machzors® (Bonner Orient. Studien, vi, 1934); Gustav
Frlmann, Das Stindenbekenntnis des Versohnungstages, Frankfurt a M., 1934;

alk Bar, Liturgische Dichtungen, 1936; Gabriel Dawidowicz, Liturgische Dich-
fungen der Fuden, 1938, (both Diss. Phil.) Bonn, and many other publications.
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The great amount of this poetry preserved in the Geniza
enables us to understand much better than before the historical
background and the conditions under which these poems were
composed. There can be no doubt that some of the charac-
teristics of this poetry are due to certain restrictions laid upon
the Jews in Palestine at that time, and that these restrictions
were the consequences of the Edict Tepi ‘EBpaicov issued in the
name of Justinian I as Novella 146 in A.p. 553. This Novella
regulates the conditions of the Jewish Communities in the
whole Byzantine Empire and has to be regarded as a his-
torical document of the first rank, especially as it was issued at
a time from which hardly any other authoritative document
concerning the history of the Jews is known to us. But the whole
context of the Novella must be read. In the Appendix I give
an English translation of the whole edict.

Here we learn that the Jews in the Byzantine Empire dis-
agreed among themselves for a long time about the way in which
Synagogue services were to be held. A considerable number of
Greek-speaking Jews were not satisfied with the practice of
reading only the Hebrew text of the Scriptures in these services
and they demanded that besides the Hebrew text a Greek trans-
lation should also be read. They had further objections to
the explanations given in the services by the interpreters, the
gnynTad, in accordance with the ‘Deuterosis’, and had com-
plaints about certain teachings they heard there, the denial of
the resurrection, of the last judgement, of angels as beings created
by God.? These inter-Jewish controversies were brought before
the Byzantine Government, and in Novella 146 the actual docu-
ment has come down to us in which the Government attempted
to settle the quarrels. It was decided that the Greek trans-
lation of the Holy Scriptures should be admitted beside the
Hebrew text, the Septuagint being recommended in the first
instance as the old and most trustworthy translation, but the
translation of Aquila being also admitted. Strictly prohibited
was the ‘Deuterosis’ ‘because it is neither contained in the Holy
Scriptures, nor transmitted from of old (&vwfev)3—by the Pro-

' Corpus Juris Civilis, vol. iii: Novellae. Recognovit Rudolphus Schoell . . .
Guilelmus Kroll, grd edition, Berlin, 1904, pp. 714-18.

% It is of great interest to learn from this official document of these inter-
Jewish controversies which were brought before the Byzantine Government
in the course of the sixth century. Similar problems led, during the eighth
century, to the Karaite movement. See the next lecture.

3 According to Jewish doctrine, the ‘Oral Law’ was revealed to Moshe
on Sinai, when the ‘Written Law’ was revealed to him. It was transmitted
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phets, but was invented by men who had nothing divine in
them’. Heavy punishments were inflicted on those who still
upheld the teachings in question. .

The exact meaning of ‘Deuterosis’ has been much disputed,
it has been interpreted as Targum, as Mishna and Talmud, and
as Midrash.! There can be scarcely any doubt that ‘Deuterosis’
is a fairly exact Greek translation of ‘Mishna’. But the Byzantine
authorities seem to have understood by it all material connected
with these sources. In the remnants of 12832 §2 MP7D ‘Chapters
of Ben Baboi’, published according to Geniza fragments by
Louis Ginzberg,? we have an interesting reference to the changes
in Jewish services in Palestine in consequence of the edict. Ben
Baboi was a Palestinian Jew by birth and a Babylonian by
education. He undertook towards the end of the eighth century
to make Palestinian Jewry accept the authority of the Baby-
lonian Talmud and of Gaonic tradition. It was the second
attempt of thatkind, the first being made about 760 by R. Jehudai
Gaon,’ agreat Talmudic authority and the teacher of Ben Baboi’s
teacher, and Ben Baboi refers to his authority. From his ‘Chap-
ters’ we learn that the Jews in Palestine had been forbidden to
say the Shma® and to pray the Tefilla (Shmone Esre), and to
occupy themselves with the Tora. No restrictions were imposed
on gatherings in the Synagogues on Sabbath mornings, and on
reciting and singing the ‘Ma‘mads’. Now, so continues Ben Baboi,
‘as God had destroyed the kingdom of Edom and abolished its
restrictions, the Arabs had come and the Jews were again per-
mitted to occupy themselves with the Tora, to say the Shma"‘ and
to pray the Tefilla, everything in the services had to be said at
its right place, as ordered by the authorities’.+

fz :ﬁze;\/[ gise}rllsze'ltlons by the Prophets, up to the time when it was codified
I The ql.onations of the Church Fathers were collected by Hody in his
book De Bibliorum textibus originalibus, Oxonii, 1705, pp. 238-40. The most
gnpolrta.nt are also to be found in Schiirer, Lc. 1. i, P. 119, 103 of the English
w}alglseazlo}?. Thti:re can be no c}oubt, according to these quotations, that the
Cnle. pG:reh .ohtje‘\iwsh tradition was included under Deuterosis. Cf. also
o 41(’,_1?:6 whie der Fuden, vol. v, 4th edition, Leipzig, 1909, note 7,
2 . .
Kamg:nlzjzl}; ];S“lt}z:dzgs lﬁ Memop/ of Doctor Solomon Schechier, ii, Geonic and Early
i A ,f y Louis g}mzberg, N.ew York, 1929, pp. 504 fI.
o1 - P- xiv of Ginzberg’s Introduction.
) give here the Hebrew text of the passage as published by Ginzberg,
1’;1155:-.11 :n ;;“1,7 1?,7’ RO PRI PR 12 5y Taw 1w Gt oxTi T omR =
yoog, ¢ IR B nawa memw o150 MR prean e Shone K91 vhw
R O%0 2937 2w v Ao YR wYTPY THYn DTNRA OTIN
E
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That the term ‘Ma‘'mad’, occurring here twice in the Hebrew
text, has to be understood as liturgical poetry, we see from a
notice in Yehuda b. Barzillai’s ‘Sepher ha-Tttim’:!

There was a time when the Jews were forbidden by their aggressors
to engage in the study oflaw. The learned men among them, therefore,
introduced the custom of mentioning in the course of prayers the laws
of the festivals and the laws of the Sabbath and religious observances
and exhorting the common people in regard to them by means of
hymns, thanksgivings, rhymes, and Piyyutim.

These two texts show the effects of the Novella on the Jewish
services in Palestine. When they were forbidden to engage in
the study of law, we have to understand this as a prohibition
against working on Mishna and Talmud, i.c., the ‘Deuterosis’
regarded as expressly suspicious by the Novella. To study the
Bible was certainly not forbidden to them. When we hear that
they were prohibited to pray the Tefilla we have to remember
that the Palestinian form of this prayer contained the request:?

May the apostates have no hope! May you speedily, in our days,
uproot the kingdom of arrogance! May the Christians (0*7X17) and
the Heretics (0°"1) perish immediately! May their name be effaced
in the Book of Life and not be written together with the righteous ones!
Blessed be the Lord who destroys the arrogant ones.

Nobody can blame the Byzantine authorities for suppressing
a prayer in which these words were contained as soon as
they became aware of it. It is more difficult to explain why
the Shma' was forbidden, a kind of creed consisting of Deut. 6.
4-9; 11. 13—21; Num. 15. 37—41, preceded and followed by
certain benedictions. Perhaps it was regarded as belonging to
the ‘Deuterosis’, as the rules for saying it were given in the
Mishna (Berakot 1. 1—4).

But the Jews did not renounce these elements in their services,
and found a compensation for them by introducing the for-
bidden elements into their liturgical poetry. They had to go
to work cautiously. Only hints of these elements could be

AN PIOYS DN DLYAT W PN Peha) o1IR mobn fpn Aow
<+« B} 51 PPND MIPRa M2T 927 KPR A% MoK [2]70nAP yRw NP Rp?
Cf. concerning this passage Rafael Edelmann, ‘Bestimmung, Heimat und
Alter der Synagogalen Poesie’, in Oriens Christianus 111, vol. 7, 1932, pp. 16-31.

I The translation given by Davidson in Mahzor Yannai, p. xvil, is quoted
here. Cf. as to the book above p. 18.

2 pyblished by S. Schechter in Fewisk Quarterly Review, vol. x, 1898,
p. 657, according to two Geniza fragments which show a few various read-
ings. The prayer must have had a similar form already in the second cen-
tury, cf. Justin’s Dial. ¢. Tryph., 96. 133; Dalman, Worte Jesu, p. 300.
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introduced into the poetry. That is one of the reasons why this
poetry is sometimes so exceedingly difficult. Only experts in
Talmud and Midrash were able to understand such hints.
Nevertheless, by reciting, or singing and hearing, this poetry in
the services they were convinced that they had fulfilled their
obligations. We can be quite sure that none of the Byzantine
authorities was aware that by these hints the whole ‘Deuterosis’
was secretly introduced into the services by means of the freely
admitted liturgical poetry. And it seems that none of them
realized that the polemic against Edom and Duma in these
poems was actually directed against Byzantium. To quote but
one example: in an old Leningrad MS. with Palestinian punc-
tuation, containing Piuts of Yannai, we read:!

May the kingdom of Duma be blotted out from the face of the earth!

May Roma fall along with all people!

anik 7o DY e ioTm 1T PIDYH IATRD NI B

Under ‘all people’ we have to understand the four kingdoms
mentioned in Daniel, who once ruled over Israel and were later
destroyed. The ‘kingdom of Duma’ is the Byzantine Empire,
and ‘Roma’ is Byzantium. The last word seemed to be too clear
a hint at the actual Government. So in the Leningrad MS. the

words 717217 219N were altered into MR 9°5N ‘make terror
fall (upon all people)’. Polemic of a similar kind is to be found
often. in the poems of Yannai and Hedwatha.?
~ Itis clear that this kind of poetry must have been developed
1n Palestine in the period which followed the publication of the
edict, Novella 146, in A.D. 553, that is to say, in the second half
of the sixth century. This poetry lost its purpose after the Arab
conquest of Palestine in 636. So we can fix the date of poets
like Yannai and Hedwatha in this period. And that is of great
Importance for understanding and evaluating their poetry. We
see that they had developed this liturgical poetry in every direc-
LI_OH. Later poets like Kalir (not before the eighth century)3 and
15 followers can no longer be regarded with L. Zunz as

1 .
M Ig({)iérAi:tﬁir:% 031169.thT}'16 text Eas been published with a translation by
. n thesis :
p.257 (tvansiation) (see above p. 23, note 5), p. 37 (Hebrew text)
\ Cf. Rafael Edelmann’s article, quoted above, p. 26, note.
. cseHeldwatha de'votes his Kerobas to the twenty-four Mishmarot when
unctic asses of priests had still some functions in the sixth century. These
Whereons had.long ceased when .Kalir composed his elegy for the gth Ab,
com t_h.e sthmarf:t are mentioned. A comparison between these two
Positions is very instructive. Cf. Zulay in his article above, p. 22, note 1.

bl
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‘legislators’, they were imitators of the poetry of the sixth cen-
tury, and hints of Byzantium, which occur sometimes because
people were accustomed to it, had lost their actual meaning in
later times.

But on the other hand we cannot deal with this Jewish
liturgical poetry without referring to the liturgical poetry of
other peoples of that time. The Keroba, the most used form
of this poetry, containing the poems for the services of one
Sabbath or one festival day, has a definite and very complicated
structure,’ and must have had its own history. But remnants
from which we could study its development are very scarce.
The regular use of acrostics in these poems—mostly alphabetical
acrostics, but in certain poems the name of the author being
indicated—is not surprising. Alphabetical acrostics are found
already in the Old Testament and are regularly used in the
liturgical poetry.

The metrical form of this poetry is in general the same as that
which we know from the Old Testament. The verse has here
a certain number of stresses. It is quite unlike the fixed metre
of Arabic poetry. Arabic metre was introduced into Hebrew
poetry by Dunash b. Labrat (who died about A.n. g9go) and
developed by poetsof the eleventh and twelfth centuries in Spain,
like Ibn Gabirol, Shemuel ha-Nagid, Jehudaha-Levi, and others.
These liturgical poems (the Piuts) have not even verses with a
fixed number of syllables, which are characteristic of the Syriac
poetry we know. But it has been proved lately that similar metri-
cal forms were used in ancient Syriac poetry before verses with
a fixed number of syllables were introduced and became the
classical form of Syriac metre under the influence of Ephraem.?

But the surprising characteristic of the poetry is the rhyme,
and the regular use of rhyme in this sixth-century poetry is a
remarkable fact which has to be explained. Rhyme is not to
be found in the ‘Aboda of Yose b. Yose and must have been
introduced into Jewish poetry after the time of this poet—which
we do not know—and before poets like Yannai and Hedwatha.
In most of the poems all verses end with the same rhyme, a
method known to us from the Arabic Kasida since the sixth and
seventh centuries. But the first poem of the Keroba is composed
in virtual stanzas with different rhymes in the single stanzas.

I This structure is described by Israel Davidson in his Mahzor Yannai,
pp. xxvi ff. .

2 Cf. H. H. Schaeder’s article ‘Bardesanes von Edessa’ in Jeitschrift fiir
Kirchengeschichte, vol. li, 1932, pp. 47 ff.
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Rhyme in this changing form is not completely unknown
to the liturgical poetry of that time, for a few characteristic
examples of it occur in Byzantium. One is found in the
Dialogues between Mary and Gabriel, and between Mary and
Joseph, inserted into his great panegyric on the Virgin, by

Proklos (died A.p. 447). These dialogues have the alphabetical

acrostic. In order to show the way in which the rhyme is used
here I give the first lines of the beginning of the former dialogue:*

Mary: ’Ayvoé 1ol prpaTos TO oopés,

: xad TS yvdoopan ToU mpdyuaTos TO feotrpeTrés ;

Gabriel : *AmcnTeis o0v T& &yyeAKd TaypaTa

BppnTa ANPOCIEUElY PIHOTS ;

Mary: BA&GPnv #xel T& Tiis émepaaTnoes,

2w povepwhi} T& Tiis UAATYEWS ;

P. Maas, in discussing this poetry of Proklos, comes to the
conclusion that this kind of dialogue must go back to a Syriac
prototype, and that we have to find it in the Syriac Sugitha,
the ‘Wechsellied’; he refers to poems of the fifth-century poet
Narses.>2 Maas is quite right in stating that the form of both is
almost identical; the difficulty is that these poems of Narses—
like all Syriac poems known to us—have a fixed number of
syllables in the verse and that they have no rhyme. “The fixed
number of syllables in the Syriac is compensated by the rhyme
in the Greek’, states Maas. But the rhyme is scarcely of Greek
origin, and if Proklos is here really dependent on the Syriac
Sugitha, he must have known a more ancient type of it, which
is now lost to us. That the verse with a fixed number of syllables
was preceded by the verse built up in accordance with the older
Semitic type of verse we have already seen. The Syriac poetry
preserved to us is under the influence of Ephraem. Since he was
regarded as the classical Syriac poet, all older forms of Syriac
poetry were regarded as imperfect and were destroyed, and
practically nothing of it has come down to us. It is very likely
that Proklos had before him Sugithas with this older type of verse.

It is another question whether we can suppose that rhymes
were used in this kind of verse. We do not know of rhymed verses
In Syriac. But that at one time the rhyme was used as a rhetori-
cal element in Syriac we know from the few fragments of older

Y Cf. P. Maas, in Byzantinische Zeitschrift, xix, 1910, p. 292, according to
Migne, Ixv. 740 B.

2 Syrische Wechsellieder von Narses. Ein Beitrag zur altchristlichen Syrischen

Hyrnnologie . .. herausgegeben, tibersetzt und bearbeitet von Franz Feld-
mann, Leipzig, 1896.
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Syriac literature which have come down to us. I may refer here
only to Melito, Bishop of Sardis in the second century, who had
certainly connexions with the East. The Greek text of his Homily
on the Passion has recently been discovered on a Papyrus of the
fourth century and published by Campbell Bonner.! Some
Syriac fragments of this Homily were published as early as 1855
by William Cureton,? and here groups of rhymed sentences often
occur.? But we find such rhymed sentences in the Greek text
also,* and it may be that rhyme was developed after that time
in Syriac literature. But it is very difficult to say anything
definite here, as nothing of the older type of Syriac poetry is
preserved.

The second example we find in the so-called ‘Akathistos’, a
famous Byzantine Kontakion. Kontakion is a kind of poetical
sermon consisting on the average of eighteen to twenty-four
stanzas, which agree in number of syllables, accent, and syn-
tactic construction. It begins with an allometric stanza, a
koukoUMov, There is besides, within the stanzas, a certain corre-
spondence of cola and periods with one another. Finally, acrostic
and refrain are obligatory.5 The Akathistos is described by
W. Christ as ‘Hymnus celeberrimus qui ab eo, quod stantes, non
sedentes eum cantabant, &x&fioros dictus est, grata memoria
praesidium Mariae matris dei prosequitur, quo adiuti Byzantini
anno 630 Persas eorumque regem Chaganum,® urbem Con-
stantinopolin invadere molientes, muris deiecerunt, deiectosque
fuderunt fugaruntque’.” The Kontakion itself has no rhyme.
But the Akathistos has regularly added to stanzas 1, 3, 5, 7, &c.,
a number of salutations to the Virgin, and here every two
salutations, built in exactly the same way, rhyme. The Aka-
thistos is sometimes attributed to Sergius, who was Patriarch of
Constantinople in the time of the siege. But P. Maas has shown

' In Studies and Documents, edited by Kirsopp Lake and Silva Lake,
vol. xii, 1940.

* Spicilegium Syriacum, London, 1855, p. 49.

¥ Cf. my article ‘Was Melito’s Homily on the Passion originally written
in Syriac?® 7TS., vol. xliv, 1943, pp. 52-6.

* Cf. E. J. Wellesz, ‘Melito’s Homily on the Passion: An investigation
into the sources of Byzantine Hymnography’, 7TS., xliv, 1943, pp. 41-52.

5 Cf. P. Maas, ‘Das Kontakion’, Byzantinische Zeitschrift, vol. xix, 1910,
pp. 285 ff.

6 P. Wittek remarks that Chagan is not the king of the Persians, but the
title of the king of the Avares, who besieged the town from the European

side at that time. '
7 W. Christ in Anthologia Graeca Carminum Christianorum, adornaverunt

W. Christ et M. Paranikas, Lipsiae, 1871, p. lii.
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that it is closely connected with Romanos and must have been

composed by him.!

Romanos is the great Byzantine poet who, if he was not the
inventor of the Kontakion, certainly brought it to its highest
perfection. The time of his poetical activity is given by the fact
that we find in his poems hints of the collapse of the old Hagia
Sophia in Constantinople in A.p. 532 and of its rebuilding in
537.2 Recently Maas has discovered a fragment of Romanos
on a sixth-century papyrus.® The peak period of the Kontakion
was, according to Maas, in A.D. 536-56. So we can fix the date
of the Akathistos in the first half of the sixth century.

In order to show the method of this rhyme, I give here the
salutations added to the first stanza. The last verse is a refrain
repeated at the end of all salutations of this Kontakion.*

Xaipe, A’ fis ) Xopat EKAGHpEL

xodpe, AU fis 1) &pde ExAsiyel
Xodpe, ToU TrecovTos "AAdu 1y dvdkAnais
Xaipe, TGV Aaxpuwy Tiis EVas 1) AUTpwaots

Xoipe, Uyos AucavdBaTov &vBpwrivols Aoyiopols

xoipe, B&bos AuchecopnTov kai &yyéhwov dpboApols

Xadpe, 611 UTT&PYXELS BootAéwy kabEApa

xoipe, 811 PaoTdzels TOV PaoTdzovTa TTAVTS

Xaipe, &oThp Eppaiveov Tov TjAlov

Xipe, YaoThp évbéou oaprwaoEews
Xoipe, AV s veoupysiTan 1) kTiols
Xope, A1’ fis PpepoupyeiTan 6 KTIoTNS
Xaoipe, vouen dviugeuTe

In this connexion it is certainly of importance that the home
country of the great Byzantine poet Romanos was Syria, and
that he was descended from a Jewish family.s We do not know
how far his Jewish education had advanced when he became a

* Cf. P. Maas in Byzantinische Zeitschrift, xiv, 1905, p. 645 f.

? P. Maas, ‘Die Chronologie der Hymnen des Romanos’, Byzantinische
Leitschrift, xv, 1906, pp. 1 ff.

3 Itis pap. gr. Vind. 29 430, published in Mitteilungen aus der Papyrussamm-
lung der Nationalbibliothek in Wien, Papyrus Erzherzog Rainer, 111. Folge, 1930,
p. 68; Cf. P. M?.as, ‘Romanos auf Papyrus’, in Byzantion, xiv, 1939, p. 381.

' * The Akathistos is published by Christ and Paranikas in Anthologia
Graeca Carminum Christianorum, Lipsiae, 1871, pp. 1407, and by J. B. Pitra
in Analecta Sacra Sp-icilegio Solesmensi parata, tome i, Parisiis, 1876, pp. 250-62.
On Pp. 263-72 Pitra has published a second Akathistos ‘De B. Virginis
'Ijra.nsnu’. ) In it the rhyme is more developed. But this poem—as others
similar to it—are simple imitations of the famous Akathistos, and as we do
no;: know when they were composed it is difficult to make use of them.

Cf. P. Maas, in Byzantinische Leitschrift, vol. xv, 1906, p. 31.
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Christian. It is difficult to imagine that a man like Romanos
did not know at least something of the liturgical poetry of his
former religion. But the poetry which he may have known must
have preceded by nearly one century that of the end of the sixth
century of which we know. Very little is known to us of Jewish
liturgical poetry of that older time, the ‘Aboda of Yose b. Yose,
of which we have spoken, being nearly the only remnant of it.
But a great amount of liturgical poetry composed in the fourth
and fifth centuries in Palestine is preserved in the Samaritan
Liturgy.! Especially the so-called ‘Defter’, a kind of Common
Prayer, which is the oldest part of this Liturgy,? contains a
number of interesting liturgical poems of the fourth century
poet Marka and his followers.> They were composed in the
Aramaic language which was spoken in Palestine by Jews and
by Samaritans, and it may be that the Jews too used the Aramaic
language for their liturgical poetry at that time.* Compara-

tively early, the Jews replaced the Aramaic by the Hebrew lan-

guage in their liturgical poetry and that may have been a reason
why their older liturgical poetry disappeared. The Samaritans
retained the Aramaic language for a much longer period, and

' The Samaritan Liturgy, edited by A. E. Cowley, Oxford, 1909, comprises
79 pages of text and 100 pages of introduction. Some comparatively recent
liturgical poems of the Samaritans, not to be found in Cowley’s edition, are
published by Z. Ben-Hajjim: ‘Samaritan Poems for Joyous Occasions’, in
the Jewish periodical Tarbis, vol. x, Jerusalem, 1939, pp. 190—200, 333-75.
He published these poems according to two Jerusalem and one British
Museum MS., and did not realize that for such a purpose the best MSS. are
to be found in the Samaritan Synagogue in Nablus, where I saw them in
1908.

2 In Cowley’s edition, pp. 1-92; for the greatest part of it (pp. 5-81)
Cowley could use as chief basis the Vatican MS. Sam. 3, ‘the most important
of all liturgical MSS.’, written in the thirteenth or fourteenth century A.D.
The British Museum MS. Or. 5044, described by G. Margoliouth in DMG.,
vol. li, 1896, pp. 499 I, is written on vellum, mostly in A.D. 1258. It contains
parts of the Defter also, and Cowley has given extracts of it in the Appendix,
pp- 872-8. I do not remember having seen an old MS. of the Defter in
Nablus. But it may be that there are some old fragments of it in the materials
brought over to Russia by Firkowitch and preserved now in the Russian
Public Library in Leningrad. This material has so far not been carefully
investigated.

® Cf. my article ‘Die zwolf Marka-Hymnen aus dem “Defter” der
Samaritanischen Liturgie’, in Oriens Christianus, iii. 7, 1932, pp. 77-103.
Here I have translated and discussed the hymns published by Cowley on
pp. 16-27.

+ There are still a great number of Aramaic words in the liturgical poetry
of the Jews, cf. Zunz, Synagogale Poesie d. Mittelalters, 1855, p. 118; and
Beilage 5, pp. 372 ff.
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the liturgical poems of their great poet Marka have glways been
an essential part of this Liturgy,’ up to the present time. These
poems have acrostics, but no rhyme. But rhyme was mtrodu(?,ed
into this poetry too, and plays here a role similar to that which
it has in Jewish liturgical poetry since the second half of the
sixth century. This colder liturgical poetry of the Samantaps
will have to be studied seriously by anyone who is engaged in
the study of the beginnings of liturgical poetry amongst the
Jews in Palestine.

ApreEnDIX I (see p. 24)
NOVELLA 1462

The same Emperor to Areobindus, most honourable Praefectus
Praetorio.

Preamble: The Jews, as they heard Holy Scriptures, ought not to have
clung to its mere letter, but should have turned their attention to the
prophecies contained in it, by which it foretells the great God and
Saviour of the human race, Jesus Christ. But although they have given
themselves over to irrational explanation and are astray to this day
from the right interpretation, when We learned that they were divided
among themselves, We could not leave this difference undecided. For
We have learned, from reports made to Us, that some cling to the
Hebrew tongue only and wish to use it for the public readings of Holy
Scripture, but that others wish to use the help of the Greek language
too, and that on this matter they have long been disunited. Informed
of this We have found those more praiseworthy who wish to have the
assistance of the Greek language, or, indeed, of any which, according
to the place, is more suited to and better understood by their audience.

Chapter 1: We therefore decree that the Jews shall have permission
if they so desire to read Holy Scripture to the assemblies in their syna-
gogues, in all places where there are Jews, in Greek or in Our mother
tongue (that is in this Italic), or, indeed, in other languages, in such
a way that both the language and the reading in it shall alter according
to the place, so that in consequence what is read shall be comprehen-
sible to those assembled, and they shall live and act according to it.
And the interpreters (8€nynTad) in these assemblies shall not be allowed,
by using the Hebrew language only, to deform it at will and, as a result
of the ignorance of the many, to conceal their own wickedness. But
those who read in Greek shall use the translation of the Seventy, which
1s the most accurate of all, and is preferred to the others especially on

' Cf. my article cited above.

* I have to thank Ellis Gummer in Oxford for help in translating this text.

I have discussed the text with my colleagues Fritz Schultz and Paul Maas
n Oxford.

F
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account of what happened at the time of translation; namely that,
although the translators worked only in pairs, and in different places,
they nevertheless all produced one and the same composition.

1. Who, moreover, can fail to marvel at this also in these men, that
although they lived long before the time of the saving appearance of
the great God, our Saviour Jesus Christ, they nevertheless, foreseeing
it as taking place in the future, drew up a translation of Holy Scripture
as if they were inspired by prophetic grace? All shall now use this
translation above others. But so that We shall not seem to deny them
the other versions, We give them permission to use that of Aquila also,
although he is of foreign race and there is no inconsiderable difference
between him and the Seventy.

2. But what is called by them Deuterosis, We entirely forbid, as it
is not incorporated in Holy Scripture, nor transmitted of old through
the Prophets (&vwfev mapoidopévny €k TGV TpoenTdv), but as an
invention of men, who spoke merely with earthly wisdom and had
nothing divine in them. And they shall read the holy words themselves,
opening the books themselves; and not concealing what is said there
or adding strange, vain, and worthless phrases which are not in the
text and are invented by them for the corruption of the more simple-
minded. Since therefore this permission is granted by Us, those who
use Greek and other languages shall neither suffer any punishment, nor
be hindered by any man. Nor shall those who are called by them
Archipherekitae, or elders, or teachers, be permitted to impede this
by cunning or by curse, unless they wish to be made wise by corporal
punishment and, moreover, by the loss of their property and to submit
to Us, who wish and order the better course and the one more pleasing
to God.

Chapter 2: But if anyone among them should dare to introduce
godless vain-talking denying resurrection or last judgement, or that the
angels are the work and creation of God, it is Our wish that he shall
be expelled from every place, and shall not emit such blasphemous
language lacking all perception of God. The man who dares to say such
things We subject to the most extreme penalties, thereby purging the
Jewish people of the error so introduced.

Chapter 3: But We wish them while they hear Holy Scripture in one
language or the other to guard themselves against the wickedness of the
expositors and not to cling to the mere letter, but to penetrate into the
matter itself and grasp the truly divine sense, so that they shall come to
know what is better, and shall cease once and for all to err and to go
astray in respect of the most vital thing of all: hope in God. For this
is why We have opened every language to them for the reading of Holy
Scripture, so that in future all, one after the other, by acquiring know-
ledge of it may be made more receptive of what is better. For everyone
agrees that a man who has been brought up in Holy Scripture and has
little left in him which needs correction is much more fit to distinguish
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and to choose what is better than one who kn'ows rllothing.of the
Scripture, cleaves only to the name (?f divine service, C%lngs to it as to
a holy anchor and believes to be divine doctrine what in fact must be
termed sheer heresy.

Epilogue: This Our will and what is expressed by the present sacred
Jaw will be obeyed not only by Your Highness and by those under
your direction, but by everyone who shall hold the same office; and. he
shall in no circumstances permit the Jews to undertake anything against
it; but shall rather subject those who dare to resist, anFl to hlr'xder in
any way, to corporal punishment, then forcing them into ex1qlc and
depriving them of their property, that they may not act 1r'npert1nently
against God and the Emperor at the same time. He will also send
orders to the provincial prefects, ordering them to obey Our law; so
that they also, after they have learned of it, may post it publicly in
every town, well knowing that everyone must necessarily observe it in
fear of Our displeasure.

Given at Constantinople, 13th February, 26th year of Justinian,
12th of the consulate of Basilius, V. Cl. (= a.D. 553).



LECTURE I1I
THE HEBREW TEXT OF THE BIBLE

T was in March 1899 that I came to England for the first

time. I had published a thesis on the Samaritan Targum!
and was anxious to find more material about it in England. 1
was specially interested in the Arabic translation of the Penta-
teuch made by the Samaritans. Abraham Kuenen, the great
Old Testament scholar in Leiden, had published, a long time
before, Genesis, Exodus, and Leviticus in this translation? and
I intended to complete the work by editing Numbers and
Deuteronomy. I had copied for this purpose the text of the
Berlin MS. Pet. g and had collated with it, besides the Berlin
MS. Or. Fol. 534, the Leiden MS. and two Paris MSS. used by
Kuenen for his edition, and I hoped to find more material in the
libraries in England. My third purpose was to study Hebrew
Biblical MSS. with the supralinear punctuation. G. Margoliouth
had published, some time previously, an article in which he had
tried to prove that the Yemenite Bible MSS., of which the most
important were in the British Museum, although provided with
Babylonian vowel signs, had nothing to do with the Babylonian
text of the Bible, and that ‘Babylonian’ was an inadequate term
for this kind of punctuation.? These problems could be solved
only by studying the MSS. themselves.

I studied for four weeks the rich material 1 found in the
British Museum, continued these studies in Cambridge, where
I stayed for nine weeks, went to Oxford for seven weeks, and
was lastly four weeks again in London.

I published in 1901 and 1902 some fragments of the Samaritan
Targum I had found in England, together with other fragments
which were sent for my use from St. Petersburg to Berlin.# To

U Textkritische und lexikalische Bemerkungen zum samaritanischen Pentateuch-

Targum (Diss. phil. Halle), Leipzig, 1898.
% Specimen e Literis Orientalibus, exhibens Librum Geneseos secundum Arabicam

Pentateuchi Samaritani Versionem ab Abu Sa‘ido conscriptum . . . e tribus Codicibus
edidit Abrahamus Kuenen. Lugduni Batavorum 1851. ... Libri Exodi et Levitici
. 1854.

3 G. Margoliouth, “The superlinear Punctuation, its origin, the different
stages of its development and its relation to other Semitic systems of Punctua-
tion’, in Proceedings of the Society of Biblical Archaeology, 7 February 18g3.

+ Fragmente des samaritanischen Pentateuchtargums. Herausgegeben und erliutert.
= Zettschrift fiir Assyriologie und verwandte Gebiete, vol. xvi, 1901, pp. 78-101;
vol. xvii, 1902, pp. 1—22.
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publish the whole Targum as I had originally intended proved
increasingly impossible the more material I collected for such
an edition during the following years, especially in Rome,
Nablus, and St. Petersburg. For nearly every MS. of this
Targum has its special text. We have here an excellent example
of a Targum in its earlier stage, through which generally trans-
lations of the Bible pass before a definite text is created. It is
as if only Itala MSS. of the Latin Bible existed and no Vulgate,
or only Old Syriac texts of the Gospels and no Peshitta. A
definitive redaction comparable with Vulgate and Peshitta was
never made by the Samaritans. Once they attempted to create
such an official text. In a copy of the Samaritan Targum written
in the thirteenth century variant readings are added in great
numbers on the margins and between the lines.! Most of these
variant readings are to be found in the different MSS. of the
Targum still preserved.? A special hand has added some varia-
tions of Targum Onkelos. This MS. with variant readings was
a preliminary work for creating a received text. But in spite of
these preparations no such definitive redaction was made. The
language spoken in Palestine had become Arabic. In later times
the Samaritans had lost all interest in the different versions of
their Targum. When in 1868 Heinrich Petermann ordered a
copy of the Targum, the Samaritan priests in Niblus compiled
a mixed text from various MSS. in Niblus taken at random, and
Petermann, not aware of that fact, collated afterwards with this
mixed-up ‘apographon’ the different MSS. from which it had
been copied and made this Apographon the basis of his new
edition of the Targum.?

" Of this MS. g7 fols. are known to me. These are: 22 fols. in the Russian
Public Library in Leningrad, MS. Sam. 182; 43 fols. in the British Museum
in London, MS. Or. 1442; 30 fols. in Trinity College Library, Cambridge,
NIS'; R. 15. 56; 2 fols. I had bought myself in Nablus. Photostats of all 2)7
folios are at my disposal.

% That was the result of a careful examination of the MS. made by Lea
Goldberg in the Orientalisches Seminar of Bonn University. She pointed
out that the S.amaritans had at that time, besides the versions of the Targum
known to us in the diﬁ‘erent MSS., one version of the Targum which has
;ot been redlscoverj:d Ina MS. so far. Cf. Lea Goldberg, Das samaritanische
Bentateuchtargum. Eine Untersuchung seiner handschrifilichen Quellen. (Diss. phil.

o:m.) = Bonner Orzem‘_alzstisc/ze Studien, Heft 11, Stuttgart, 1935.
Nabﬁzmwumm Samarztanus‘. 'Acl ﬁdf.:m Librorum Manuscriptorum apud
Berolinianés repertorum edidit et varias LeFFiones adscripsit H. Petermann.
manos tenffslz 1872. Exodus 1882. Leviticus (quem ex recensione Peter-
sona yP1s describendum curavit C.' Vollers) 1883. Numeri (ex recen-

¢ Caroli Vollers) 1885. Deuteronomium (ex recensione Caroli Vollers)
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As for the Samaritan Arabic translation of the Pentateuch:
after T had collated nearly thirty MSS. I surveyed the whole
history of that text. Here we have a revised version, a fextus
receplus, known to have been made by a certain Abii Sa‘id in
the second half of the thirteenth century, at about the same
time as the attempt was made to create a revised version of the
Targum. The three MSS. used by Kuenen contain the text of
Abf Sa‘id, and we know of many more MSS. of it. They are
all written in Arabic letters and show only a few variant readings.

But of much greater interest is the text which lies behind this
revised version. The Samaritans first used the Arabic version
made by Sa‘adya Gaon. We have quite a number of MSS. in
which we find this very text written in Samaritan letters. A frag-
ment of it had already been described by Silvestre de Sacy.’ A
fragment from St. Petersburg was published by Harkavy.* Other
fragments are to be found in Oxford? and Manchester.* But the
most important MS. of this text is a precious Samaritan Triglot
of the Pentateuch in Hebrew, Samaritan, and Arabic, written
in the twelfth century. I saw it in 1906 and 1908 in Nablus.
Since 1910 it has been in the British Museum.3 The Samaritans
knew of this origin of their Arabic translation. Ab@ Sa‘id, in

18g1. The Apographon is characterized by Vollers, in the preface to Num-
bers, as ‘neue, um 1868 auf Veranlassung Petermann’s von einem Samari-
taner besorgte, fliichtige Abschrift einer wertvollen Vorlage’. Cf. my article
‘Zu den in Nablus befindlichen Handschriften des samaritanischen Penta-
teuchtargums’, in ZDMG., vol. Ixi, 1908, pp. 9og-12.

I Cf. his ‘Mémoire sur la version arabe des livres de Moise & I'usage des
Samaritains et les Manuscrits de cette version’, in Mémotres de I’ Académie des
Inscriptions et des Belles-Lettres, tome 49, Paris, 1808, p. 118 f.

2 Cf. MS. Sam. 179 of the Russian Public Library in Leningrad. The text
was published by Harkavy in his Catalogue of the Samaritan Bible MSS. in
Petersburg, Petersburg 1874.

3 Deut. 11. 2-26. 14 of this text is found in the Bodleian MS. Or. 139,
Uss. I1, a MS. composed of different fragments. This text was written in the
twelfth or thirteenth century.

+ Deut. 32—4 in MS. Sam. 2 of John Rylands’ Library in Manchester,
written a.p. 1328. In 18gg, when the manuscript still belonged to the
Bibliotheca Lindesiana in Haigh Hall, near Wigan, it was sent, on Cowley’s
recommendation, to Oxford where I was able to study it. Cf. my notice in
ZDMG., vol. xcii, 1938, p. 685.

5 MS. Or. 7562. On the upper part of the folios a Samaritan priest in
modern times has entered the Arabic text according to later versions. But
the old part contains the Arabic version of Sa'adya written in Samaritan
letters. This text is often altered by later hands, and it is not always possible
to point out the original readings. These are certainly of great importance.
One of my pupils tried to decipher them, but with no success.
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the scholia which he added to his revised translation, often
criticizes Sa‘adya. These Samaritan MSS. of Sa‘adya’s Arabic
translation of the Pentateuch are not only older than any MS.
preserved by the Jews, they have often preserved the original
reading of Sa‘adya, where the text in the flextus receptus of this
version has been altered.! For a critical edition of Sa‘adya’s
version these old Samaritan MSS. will have to be investigated
carefully.?

But the Samaritans soon began to deviate from Sa‘adya’s
version, and we have a great number of MSS. which show in
an interesting way how this translation was altered more and
more till finally Abt Sa'id’s textus receptus resulted. This text,
however, is not found in MSS. written in Samaritan letters.
These always preserve older forms of the text even to Tthe
present day.

When I was in Cambridge I came into contact with Schechter
during my first days there. He spoke with enthusiasm to me
about the treasures he had brought to Cambridge and told me
many details of his journey to Egypt. Often I saw him sitting
in the large room of the Old University Library, surrounded

' Some of these problems are discussed in my book Die arabischen Bibeliiber-
setzungen, Leipzig, 1904. Max Katten, who carefully investigated the material
collected by me, has shown that Jewish scholars like Dunash b. Labrat
(1oth cent.), Yehuda b. Bal'am (11th cent.), Ibn Ezra (12th cent.) used
Sa‘adya’s version in a form which largely differed from that generally
known. Cf. his Thesis Uniersuchungen zu Saadja’s Pentateuchiibersetzung (Diss.
phil.), Giessen, 1924.

* For his edition of Sa‘adya’s version, Joseph Dérenbourg used, besides
the text printed in Constantinople and in the Polyglots, a Yemenite MS.
belonging to David Kohen, a Yemenite Jew in Jerusalem. Cf. Version Arabe
du szntateuch~@uvres complétes de R. Saadia Ben Josef al-Fayyoumi, publiées sous
la direction de J. Dérenbourg, vol. i, Paris, 1893. The same Yemenite MS.
was the basis for the text published, besides the Hebrew text and Targum
Onkelos, by Yemenite Jews in Jerusalem, 1894-19o1 (90 N3 or 38n).
T[hes? texts are in the main identical. Dérenbourg was naive enough to
identify this text with that composed by Sa‘adya himself. He did not see
the problems connected with this text. In fact he had published the fextus
receplus of that version as it was adapted to the needs of the Arabic-speaking
Jews in Yemen. L
te XIZ :rai dcr;ticYa; nt:ii]tiit(;n clfs Sa’gdya’s version we cannot 1.re1y on two printed

MS. Besides the material mentioned in the books

Quoted in the last note remnants of this version preserved in the Cairo

GemzaA will have to be used. A little Geniza fragment preserved in the

Stadtblbliot}}ek in Frankfurt a/M, published by Kurt Levy in his Thesis

l”ulf Masoret'zschen Grammatik. Texte und Untersuchungen (= Bonner Orienta-

wsche Studien, Heft 15, Stuttgart, 1936), p. 18 £, has, for instance, a text
Wwhich is not at all identical with the text published by Dérenbourg.
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by boxes filled with the (at that time) dirty and crumbled
fragments, trying to make a first order out of them, and telling
me of the little discoveries he was making nearly every day.!
When he saw my interest in Biblical texts vocalized in an unusual
way, he gave me some fragments provided with the so-called
Palestinian vocalization of which the first traces had been dis-
covered just before in some Geniza fragments. 1 copied them
carefully. In Oxford I found other fragments belonging to the
same MS., to which Cowley drew my attention. I published
these fragments in 1901.> Besides this I studied in Cambridge
and in Oxford some fragments of the text of the Bible and the
Mishna with supralinear punctuation, but without having any
real understanding of this matter at that time. In Cambridge
I also tried to identify some of the Arabic Geniza fragments at
the suggestion of Mr. Jenkinson, the Librarian. I made there
the acquaintance of Mrs. Lewis and Mrs. Gibson who had
played such a role in the discovery of the Hebrew text of
Ecclesiasticus, and of Francis C. Burkitt who had just published
the Aquila fragments from the Geniza, and of Norman M‘Lean,
who was preparing at that time the great Cambridge edition
of the Septuagint, and from then on I was in contact with them
and with many others. The material from the Geniza had made
a deep impression on me. I felt the importance of it and knew
that I should have to come back to it over and over again.

This impression was strengthened by what I saw in Oxford
and heard in conversations with Neubauer and Cowley. Cowley
was occupied at that time in editing the Samaritan Liturgy.
The two big volumes of that work appeared finally in 1gog, but
he had already some printed proofs of the text which he showed
me and which we discussed. I need not say that his great
experience in Samaritan matters was very helpful to me. He
was also interested in my study of ancient vocalized Hebrew
fragments and presented me with some photographs of a frag-
ment of liturgical poetry provided with Palestinian punctuation
which—as I have already shown3—became later of importance
to me.

Back in Germany I found the things I had learned during my

I A characteristic photograph of the room in the Old Library with
Schechter examining Geniza fragments faces p. 142 of Norman Bentwich’s
Biography of Solomon Schechter, Philadelphia, 1940.

2 Cf. my article ‘Beitrage zur Geschichte der hebraischen Punktation’, in
ZATW., vol. xvi, 1901, pp. 273-317; and ‘Zur Geschichte der hebréischen
Akzente’ in LDMG., vol. lv, 1901, pp. 167-94.

3 In my first lecture, p. 22 1. '
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stay in England of great importance for my further studies. On
o visit to Berlin, in 1900, I studied in the Royal Library the
MSS. with supralinear punctuation. There were some Yemenite
Biblical MSS. there, but they could not be compared with the
much older and better MSS. I had seen in the British Museum.
But even in the London MSS. the Yemenite method of vocaliz-
ing Hebrew texts was not very helpful as it was entirely based
on the Tiberian method of vocalization. They only render this
vocalization in a simplified way by using supralinear signs. What
G. Margoliouth had said of the Hebrew text in Yemenite Bible
MSS. with supralinear vocalization proved to be quite correct.’

But there was in Berlin a large fragment of the Kethubim,
containing parts of the Psalms, Job, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Song
of Songs, Lamentations, Daniel, Esther, Ezra, and Chronicles,
and consisting of ninety-four single leaves of parchment, or
fragments thereof, which superficially was vocalized in the
Yemenite way, and came really from Yemen. But on closer
examination I found that the vocalization had been systema-
tically altered, and that beneath the usual Yemenite vocaliza-
tion traces of another vocalization, also supralinear, were to be
seen which differed in the details from the Yemenite method
in a characteristic way. I began to examine the text, a difficult
task, and it was nearly two years before I had brought out all
the details of the original vocalization and was able to write a
sketch of Hebrew grammar in accordance with it, which largely
di.fferf.:d from the usual Hebrew grammar based entirely on the
Tiberian punctuation.?

The great problem was: where did this kind of vocalization
come fr:om? I tI."ICd to discuss the matter with Hermann Strack
in Berhn.wh(-), in his youth, had seen MSS. with supralinear
e S S o i e vt

; . out the origin of this kind of

! Cf his article quoted above, p. 36, note 3. The Yemenite method of
vosahzmg the Targum is of much greater importance. Cf. the next lecture.
2 Cf. my book Der masoretische Text des Alten Testaments nach der Uber-
Zzeyferung der babylonischen Juden, Leipzig, 1902.
B.; ;Ie had_pubhshed,' together with Harkavy, the Catalog der hebriischen
welhandschrifien der Kaiserlichen Offentlichen Bibliothek in St. Petersburg, Teil 1
u?d 11, St.‘Petersburg,.Leipzig, 1875. Besides, Strack had published the
pflotographm reprodyctlon of the famous Codex of the Prophets, dated 916;
i . ‘Pro_p/zetarum Posterwrun.z Codex Babylonicus Petropolitanus, St. Petersburg and
€1pzig, 1876. In the Leitschrift fiir Lutherische Theologie und Kirche (year 1875,
Pp. 585‘_624) he had published some Bible fragments with supralinear
Punctuation.

G



42 THE HEBREW TEXT OF THE BIBLE

punctuation he had not the slightest idea. Moritz Steinschneider
had no interest in Biblical MSS. and all his descriptions of these
in the Catalogues composed by him are exceedingly poor. He
had no understanding of the importance of the precious Berlin
MS.! I studied Hebrew grammarians, like Menachem b. Saruk
(died g70), Haiydj (tenth cent.), Ibn Ezra (died 1167), David
Kimhi (died 1235), and others, without result. Only Sa‘adya
gave some help. He was born in Egypt, lived for a certain time
in Palestine, and became in 928 for a few years head of the
Rabbinic Academy in Sura in Babylonia. He knew Palestine
and Babylonia well. In his Commentary on Sépher Yesira,? the
well-known old cabbalistic book, he deals with the different
ways of pronouncing Hebrew in Babylonia and Palestine, and
there could be no doubt that his statements on the Babylonian
pronunciation of Hebrew corresponded in general with the
original vocalization in the Berlin MS.3

This result was confirmed by other facts. The Masora has
preserved a list of the differences in the Hebrew consonantal
text used by the Eastern (Babylonian) Jews and the Western
(Palestinian) Jews. The Berlin MS. always showed the Eastern
readings.* It was provided with a Masora which clearly differed
from the Masora found in Western MSS., including the Yemenite
MSS. and the Babylonian Codex of the Prophets in St. Peters-
burg, not only in the way in which the Masoretic notes were
added to the Biblical words, but in the whole style of the techni-
cal terms of the Masora.’ So we had for the first time an example
of real Babylonian Masora. It is true that a large fragment of
a Masoretic Commentary on the Pentateuch had already been
published in 1885 by Christian D. Ginsburg according to a copy
which had been made, ten years before, by H. L. Strack in
Leningrad from a MS. belonging to the Second Firkowitsch
Collection and which had come from the Cairo Geniza. But
neither Strack nor Ginsburg had recognized it as a piece of the

! Steinschneider describes the MS. Or. qu. 680 in the Berlin Catalogue,
vol. ii, p. 2 in the following way: ‘Pergam. g4 bl.,, Mittl. Quadrat mit
babylonischer Punktation iiber den Buchstaben, grossenteils abgefaulte
Bibelfragmente mit Randmasora, ungeordnet, hauptsichlich Hagiographen
(incl. Megillot); Psalmen, Hiob und Spruche sind strophisch abgeteilt.’

2 Commentaire sur le Séfer Yesira ou Livre de Création, par le Gaon Saadya de
Fayyoum, publié et traduit par Mayer-Lambert, Paris, 1891. Cf. my remarks on
the Séfer Yesira at the end of this lecture, p. 107.

3 Cf. my book Der masoretische Text des Alten Testaments nach der Uberligferung
der babylonischen fuden, pp. 32 fI.

4 Ibid., pp. 18 ff. 5 Ibid., pp. 13 ff.
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Babylonian Masora, and Ginsburg had interpreted it wrongly
and has absolutely overlooked its importance.” So it was clear
that I had found a specimen of a real Babylonian MS. of the
Bible, unique in comparison with all the hundreds and thousanﬂds
of Hebrew Biblical MSS. so far known. Babylonia had been for
centuries the centre of Jewish learning. The Jewish Academies
of Sura and Nehardea, later Sura and Pumbeditha, were famous.
The final redaction of the Mishna had been made there, the
Babylonian Talmud regulating every detail of Jewish life up to
the present day in an authoritative way had been developed
there. The official Aramaic translations of the Bible, Targum
Onkelos on the Tora, Targum Jonathan on the Prophets, had
been composed there. The Babylonian Gaons were regarded
as the recognized leaders of the Jewish world. So it was of the
greatest importance that we had now, for the first time, a large
piece of the Bible text which undoubtedly came from Babylonia.

After I had published my book on the Berlin MS.? T sus-
pended my work on these matters for several years. 1 went
to the East where I spent more than five years in Cairo and
nearly one year in Palestine; there I was occupied with quite
other matters. It was only in 1910, when 1 was ‘Privat-
dozent’ in Halle University, that I was able to resume my studies
on the text of the Hebrew Bible.

In the meantime a second genuine Babylonian fragment of
the Bible had been discovered and published.? It belonged to
the Second Firkowitsch Collection in Leningrad and contained,
on four parchment leaves, the text of Job 2. 11—19. 32. But here
the Babylonian punctuation was not corrected by a later Yemen-
ite hand as in the Berlin MS. As the greater part of the text
(Job 3. 7-9. 32) was contained in the Berlin MS. also, it was

! It. is the St. Petersburg Bible MS. Firk. ii, 1549, of which I have given
a fa§51milc, largely reduced in size, in Masoreten des Ostens, plate 16 b. The
orlglpal consists of 18 parchment leaves, 33 by 26 cm. The text is published
and 1nt<>:rpreted Py Ginsburg in his huge book The Massorah compiled from
Manuscripts, vol. iii, London, 1885, pp. 205-68. How little Ginsburg under-
§tood the character of this valuable fragment is to be seen from the fact that
;&‘:&C Ct}}apéelr TT}H;? Massorah, its Rise and Development’ (Introduction to the
he doo(:: Zg—t nitwal dition of the Hf’brew szlef London, 1897,.pp. 287—{}68)

mention the text published by him 12 years previously. Cf. on

Ginsburg’s book ‘The Massorah . . ., Masoreten des Ostens, pp. xiv fl.
* Cf. p. 41, note 2.

N * Johannes WCCI.‘tS, ‘Ueber die babylonisch punktierte Handschrift
0. 1546 der II. Firkowitschen Sammlung (Codex Tschufutkale g)’, Diss.

Phil. Halle 1905. = JATW., vol. xxvi, 1906, Pp- 49-87. Cf. Masoreten des
Ostens, pp. 141 f.
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possible to compare the two texts: they supported each other
in the best way. It was clear that this kind of punctuation had
once a greater circulation, and it was necessary to find more
specimens ofit. From what I had seen in 1899 in Cambridge and
Oxford it was clear to me that, in the Cairo Geniza collec-
tions if anywhere in the world, further specimens could be
expected. So in 1911 I came back to England, this time with
the professed intention of studying Geniza material.

During the twelve years of my absence things had changed
in a most favourable way. In Cambridge the fragments had
been carefully cleaned and brought into order, and the lists
of the Taylor-Schechter Collection in the University Library
proved very helpful. In Oxford the Catalogue had appeared,
of which Cowley was good enough to present me with a copy.!
In this Catalogue, Cowley had described all the MSS. with
supralinear punctuation as Yemenite MSS. I was now an
expert in these matters and could show him the great difference
between Yemenite and Babylonian punctuation. I was glad to
find here some very fine specimens of real Babylonian Biblical
MSS. in which punctuation and Masora were in good accor-
dance with the original punctuation of the Berlin MS. In Cam-
bridge I also found a great number of fragments of the same
kind. In the British Museum in London not a single fragment
of the Babylonian text of the Bible could be discovered among
all the Geniza fragments which had found their way there.

I came back to Halle with many notes and photographs. At
my requestseveral fragments belonging to the Second Firkowitsch
Collection were sent from St. Petersburg to the Library of the
German Oriental Society in Halle, of which I was at that time
the Librarian. Professor Kokovtsov had kindly indicated them
to me. Among them I found—besides several Yemenite frag-
ments of no great importance—five fragments with a real Baby-
lonian text, one of them being the text published already by
Weerts, which needed a new examination.

I had now a broad foundation for the Babylonian text of the
Bible. The fragments at my disposal belonged to about sixty
different MSS. I published the results of my investigations in
my book Masoreten des Ostens,? edited there a great number of

' Catalogue of the Hebrew Manuscripts in the Bodleian Library, vol. ii, by
A. Neubauer and A. E. Cowley, Oxford, 1906.

2 Masoreten des Ostens. Die dltesten punktierten Handschriften des A.T. und der
Targume, herausgegeben und untersucht. Mit 16 Lichtdrucktafeln (= Beitrige
zur Wissenschaft vom A.T. herausgegeben von Rudolf Kittel, Heft 15, Leipzig, 1913).
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Babylonian texts of Bible and Targum, and added facsimi.les of
sixteen genuine Babylonian MSS. After the War I continued
my search for this material. After 1925, I paid seven separate
visits to England; each time I came with new problems, and
returned with important material I had found. In 1926 I was
for six weeks in Leningrad where, especially in the Antonin
Collection of the Russian Public Library, I found many more
fragments of these texts. Other specimens I found in the volumes
which were sent to me from the Jewish Theological Seminary
in New York.?2 In 1928 I published a list of the material so far
known to me.3 A special grant from the Prussian Minister of
Education allowed me to add to this list facsimiles of seventy
more Babylonian Biblical MSS. An improved list of these frag-
ments I published in the Prolegomena to the new edition of
Kittel’s Biblia Hebraica.* Here I was able to report on fragments
belonging to more than 120 different Babylonian Biblical MSS.
Of most of these MSS. only one, two or three folios are known.
Larger fragments very seldom exceed twenty folios. The Berlin
MS. with its ninety-four folios, to which belong seven folios from
the Glaser Collection in New York, is a great exception. It was
impossible to quote these fragments merely by the shelf-marks
of the Libraries to which they now belong. Often folios of the
same MS. had come to different Libraries, and nobody could
tell which fragments belonged to the same MS. I had therefore
to create a special method of quoting them. Some of these
fragments exhibit a more simple method of punctuation, others
a more complicated method. The first group I designated by
the majuscule E (einfach), the second by the majuscule K (kom-
pliziert). A minuscule a added to the capital letter indicates that
the fragment belongs to the Tora, a minuscule b that it belongs
to the Prophets, a minuscule ¢ that it belongs to the Kethubim.
It is worth noticing that among the more than 100 MSS. to
Wh}ch the fragments belong not a single case is known to me in
Whlflh a MS. contains parts of more than one of these three
sectl(?ns of the Bible. So I had six groups Ea, Eb, Ec, Ka, Kb,
Kc; in each group the MSS. belonging to the same group were
counted (Ea 1, Ea 2, Eag...Eb 1, Eb 2, &c.).

3‘ Fl‘rst lect}}re, p- 4'f. ? First lecture, p. 5.

Die lzf':bmzsc/zen Bibelhandschriften aus Babylonien. Mit Faksimiles von 70
Handschriften, ZATW., vol. xlvi, Giessen, 1926, pp. 113-37. (100 separate
Coz)les'wc.:re dedicated to the 5th German Orientalist Congress, Bonn, 1928.)
p Biblia Hebraica . . ., ed. Rudolf Kittel. Textum Masoreticum curavit

- Kahle, Stuttgart, 1937. Prolegomena, pp. xxx—xxxiii.
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Two examples may illustrate how fragments of the same MS.
came to different Libraries: Of Eb 10, a fine MS. of the Prophets
with simple Babylonian punctuation—a facsimile is to be found
in MdO., plate 5—twenty-four folios are known of which ten
are in Oxlord, bound together with other fragments in MSS.
Heb. d. 79 and d. 64, four are in Cambridge, in Box A. 39, 9
of the Taylor-Schechter Collection, seven in Leningrad as MSS.
Antonin 260, 325, 339, 616, and three are in New York in
MS. 2021. Of MS. Eb 22, an interesting MS. of the Prophets,
bearing the text of the Targum after each Hebrew verse, pro-
vided with simple Babylonian punctuation—a facsimile is to be
found in ZATW., 1928, plate 47—thirty-six folios are known,
of which twenty-five are in Oxford, bound together with other
fragments in MSS. Heb. b. 4, c. 1, d. 26, d. 49, d. 64, four are
in Cambridge in Box B. 2, 2 of the Taylor-Schechter Collection,
seven are in Leningrad as MSS. Antonin 280, 908, gog, 9I0.
The great number of facsimiles I had published proved very
helpful in attributing the single fragments to MSS. of which I
already knew specimens.

Sometimes pieces of the same folio are found in different
places, as, for instance, a piece of a folio in Cambridge (Box A.
38, 20), of which the rest is in New York (MS. 1229, fol. 1),
belonging to MS. Ec 6, which contains parts of Proverbs 26 and
27. By chance I had the pieces of the same leaf from Cambridge
and New York at the same time in Bonn and could provide the
libraries with photographs of the whole leaf of which they
possessed fragments.

These fragments show a great variety of punctuation. Al-
though the basis of the punctuation is the same in most of the
specimens, there are scarcely two MSS. in which the punctua-
tion is exactly the same in all details. Some of the fragments
have very few vowels and accents; the signs were added in such
cases only where the words could easily be read in a wrong way.
Later the signs were added with greater regularity. Most of the
fragments are provided with signs of the simple system of
punctuation. Later it became necessary to indicate more details
of the pronunciation and recitation of the Biblical text, and
a system resulted which was nearly as complicated as the Tiberian
system of punctuation. The last step was that this complicated
system was influenced by the Tiberian system in such a way that
finally a Biblical text resulted which was in full agreement with
the Tiberian text. The best example of this kind of punctuation
is the famous Babylonian Codex of the Prophets in Leningrad,
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dated A.D. 916. We have already seen that this MS. shows
generally the Western readings in the consonantal text and that
it is provided with the Western Masora. Now we see that the
whole punctuation is Western, only the Eastern signs are re-
tained, and even these are replaced by Tiberian signs on a few
pages of the MS.?

When in 1886 C. H. Cornill published his book on the text
of the Prophet Ezekiel,? he had collated carefully the text of the
St. Petersburg Codex with the usual Tiberian text. He was sur-
prised by the fact that in all the details of punctuation of such
a long and difficult text he was not able to find more than about
a dozen slight variations. He concluded from this fact that not
only the consonantal text, but also the punctuation of it, was
transmitted in Palestine and Babylonia in practically the saine
way, and that the transmission had to be regarded as very
constant. We know now, on the basis of the great number of
real Babylonian Biblical MSS.; that this conclusion was wrong.
The agreement is to be explained simply by the fact that the
St. Petersburg Codex was influenced in every detail by the
Tiberian text, and the dozenslight variations found by Cornill are
to be regarded merely as details which were overlooked by
the Masoretes. This harmonizing of both texts is sufficient
to explain the survival of the St. Petersburg MS., whilst all the
real Babylonian MSS. were lost.

Have we any means of dating real Babylonian Biblical MSS.
of which fragments are preserved in the Geniza? We can under-
stand why none of them has a written date. Dates of MSS. are
usually to be found at the end, sometimes also at the beginning,
and neither ends nor beginnings of MSS. are preserved. But the
St. Petersburg Codex of 916 gives us an excellent starting-point
for dating these fragments. It shows that about a.p. goo the in-
fluence of the Tiberian Masoretes was already overwhelming,
and so strong that Babylonian MSS. had at that time to be
adapted in all details to the Tiberian method of punctuation.
It is clear that MSS. with complicated punctuation which still
show thecharacteristics of real Babylonian MSS. must be regarded
as older, and as much older must be regarded the MSS. provided

' These are fols. 1b, 2124, 221a. Cf. JATW., 1928, p. 117, note 1.
Professor Kokovtsov drew my attention to this fact when I discussed the
matter with him in Leningrad.

* C. H. Cornill, Das Buck des Propheten Ezechiel, Leipzig, 1886. Cf. P. de
Lagarde’s famous review of the book in Gittingische gelehrie Anzeigen, 1 June
1886 = Miitheilungen, vol. ii, 1887, pp. 49-64.
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with the simple system of Babylonian punctuation. It seems
that the vowel signs used by the Eastern Syrians are of some help.

The simple system of Babylonian punctuation has usually the
following vowel signs:

d=2,a=2,1=_",¢e=2,0= "1, u=1.,

It is clear that some of these vowel signs represent Hebrew
letters. -2 = a is a little ¥, -~ = u is a little 7; that > =4 is
an abbreviation of R is to be inferred from the fact that in some
of the fragments! the full X is still used instead of the abbrevia-
tion, and in the same fragments - is used instead of - = i.
The fact that Hebrew letters were used in this system of vowel
signs makes it clear that we have here before us a special
Hebrew development.

But this system was preceded by another in which only points
were used. That is to be found in a MS. of which fragments
with parts of Judges g-13 are preserved in New York (= Eb 4),
and fragments with parts of 1 Sam. 18—20 are preserved in
Cambridge (= Eb 8). The two groups of fragments belonged
originally to the same MS. That this MS. is very old can be
seen from the fact that very few vowel signs are added to the
Consonantal text. In the facsimile of the MS. published on
plate 38 in the Zeitschrift fiir die Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, 1928,
only six Hebrew words and seven words of the Targum have
vowel signs. To the Hebrew text, Tiberian punctuation is added
byalater hand. In this MS. the following six vowel signs are used

d—:—,—',ﬂ:f’f,i:—'—,e:;,ozé,uz—'.

It is well known that the Eastern Syrians used the following
seven vowel signs:

i=",a=-",i=-—,¢e=—,and — 0=3¢, 4 =o.

The two systems are so similar to each other that we can hardly
believe that they have been developed independently. As the
Babylonian Jews and the Eastern Syrians were living in the
same country, some relationship is very probable. Of the Syriac
system we only know that it must have been developed from
the diacritical point? which is to be found already in MSS. of the
fifth century, and was probably known even to Ephraem in the

I Cf. the fragments Ea 23 and 24, and the facsimiles on plates 16 and 17
in ZATW., vol. xix.

2 It was first investigated by H. Ewald in Abhandlungen zur orientalischen und
biblischen Literatur, Goéttingen, 1832, pp. 59-77. Cf. Rubens Duval, Traité de
Grammaire Syriaque, Paris, 1881, pp. 61-7.
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fourth century.? The definitive form of the system secems to have
existed in the eighth century, perhaps earlier.? On the other
hand, this definitive form is developed somewhat further than
the Hebrew system, and it is very likely that we have to connect
this Hebrew system with an earlier stage of the punctuation of
the Eastern Syrians, which must have existed although traces
of it are so far not known.

An ancient method of punctuation was used in Palestine also.
Tt preceded here the later Tiberian system. We call it ‘Pales-
tinian punctuation’ in accordance with a notice in an Aboth
Commentary quoted in Mahzor Vitry? where, besides the other
two systems, ‘the punctuation of the land of Israel’ (TPl
5XIY* 7IX) is mentioned. That this method really belongs
to Palestine is confirmed by the fact that a punctuation quite
similar to it was used in Samaritan MSS. where we find it from
the twelfth century up to the present day. The Palestinian vowel
signs are:*

Gt g— ", i=-,¢=- (-and ), 0, u == (~and - or =)

The vowel signs used in Samaritan MSS. are:*

d:iya:’:‘,%l‘:_&:e:#: 0>u:;(L)'

The differences are partly to be explained by the fact that we
know the Palestinian punctuation from MSS. which may have
been written in the seventh to ninth centuries, the Samaritan
punctuation from MSS. written from the twelfth century on-
wards.® We can take it for certain that this kind of punctuation

' Duval, Lc., p. 62. 2 Duval, L.c., p. 69.

3 A Mahzor compiled in about 1100 by Simha b. Shemuel of Vitry
(France). The text of the Mahzor was published by Hurwitz, Berlin, 1889~
93. The note quoted above is found on p. 462 of the edition. It was pub-
lished by Luzzatto in Kerem Chemed, iv (1839), p. 203, long before any
fragment with this kind of punctuation was known. Cf. MdW. i, p. 24.
Luzzatto adds the note: 712973 LM MW TISA 27N 0¥ A1

* The specimens added in brackets are later developments.

5 Cf. MdW. i, p. g2 f., and my article: ‘Die Lesezeichen bei den Samari-
tanern’, in Oriental Studies, dedicated to Paul Haupt, Baltimore and Leipzig,
1926, pp. 455-36. Cf. Fritz Diening, Das Hebrdische bei den Samaritanern
(Bonn Thesis = Bonner Orientalistische Studien, Heft 24, Stuttgart, 1938).
Diening has dealt with this kind of punctuation and all the problems of
Hebrew as pronounced by the Samaritans.

S Only a few Samaritan MSS. of the Pentateuch are provided with this
kind of punctuation. The following are known to me: (1) MS. Sam. 101
of the Serai Library in Constantinople (12th cent.); (2) MS. Sam. 64
and the small fragment 75 in the Russian Public Library in Leningrad
(13th cent.); (3) A Samaritan Pentateuch in Trinity College Library,

H
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was used by the Samaritans in earlier times, perhaps in a form
which may have more resembled the Palestinian punctuation,
but no earlier MSS. with this kind of punctuation written by
the Samaritans are known to us.!

Biblical MSS. with Palestinian punctuation are compara-
tively scarce. Whilst it was possible to find fragments of more
than 120 different Biblical MSS. provided with real Babylonian

Cambridge, bought 1917, dated A.p. 1332; (4) MS. Or. 6461 of the British
Museum in London (14th cent.). Many non-biblical MSS. of the Samaritans
are provided with this kind of punctuation.

! The oldest MS. in book form of the Samaritan Pentateuch known to
me is MS. Add. 1846 of the University Library in Cambridge. It contains
a notice that it was sold a.H. 544 (A.D. 1149-50) and may have been written
some centuries earlier. It makes the impression that it is much older than
the MSS. written since about A.D. 1200, of which we know a great number.
This MS. had been very famous amongst the Samaritans and has a long
history. In the Prolegomena to his edition Der Hebrdische Pentateuch der
Samaritaner, Giessen, 1914-18, pp. lxxxiv-Ixxxvii, A. von Gall has published
all details concerning this MS. on the basis of the material I put at his
disposal.

But there exist some older scrolls of the Samaritan Pentateuch. One of
these is to be seen, with its cover, on Plate V of Sir Frederic Kenyon’s book
Qur Dible and the Ancient Manuscripts, London, 1939, facing p. 51. But this
scroll has nothing to do with the famous Holy Scroll said to have been written
by Abisha‘, the son of Ahron’s grandson, in the thirteenth year after the
Israelites had taken possession of Canaan. This scroll is kept as a great
treasure in the Synagogue in Nablus and has for centuries not been used for
public reading of the Tora. It was rediscovered at the beginning of the four-
teenth century and must have been written many centuries before that time. It
has a very interesting history. T have dealt with this old scroll and the different
problems connected with it in my article ‘Aus der Geschichte der altesten
hebraischen Bibelhandschrift’ in Baudissin Festschrift = ZLeitschrift fiir die
Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, Beiheft, vol. xxxiii, Giessen, 1918, pp. 247-60.
Professor John Garstang got photographs of parts of a Samaritan scroll of
the Tora, but not of the Abisha® MS. A photograph containing the crypto-
gram with the date referred to above—greatly reduced in size and hardly
to be read—was published in the National Geographical Magazine published
by the National Geographic Society, Washington, about 1920. I saw the
ancient scroll with the cryptogram in it in 1go6. Moses Gaster deals
with the scroll in his ‘Schweich Lectures 1923° on the Samaritans, London,
1925, pp. 109 ff. He had seen the scroll too. But instead of republishing the
photograph of the cryptogram itself, in somewhat larger size, Gaster repro-
duces a statement of the late High-priest Jacob concerning the old scroll
which was in his own possession. I think what the Samaritans themselves have
to say concerning the scroll we read better in the Chronicle of the fourteenth-
century author Abulfath who saw the scroll when it just had been redis-
covered (cf. Abulfathi annales Samaritani, ed. E. Vilmar, Gothae, 1865). What
Gaster has to say in the very many books and articles published by him
must be accepted with the greatest reserve.
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punctuation, I could not discover fragments of more than six
Biblical MSS. with this kind of punctuation. They are:

1. A fragment of a scroll with parts of Ezek. 13—16.

2. Four fragments of a scroll with parts of Ps. 27-33, 35—40,
41-6, 55-Q.
Two folios with the last four chapters of Daniel.
One folio with Jer. 1 and 2.
Two folios with parts of Ps. 51-5, 69-72.
Eight folios with Biblical fragments written in abbrevia-
tions (O"17°0), containing Prophets, chiefly Isaiah and
Jeremiah, and Exod. 28 and 29.

SO B WS

With the exception of no. 2, I have published these fragments
in Masoreten des Westens, ii, pp. 66-93 and discussed the problems
connected with them ib., pp. 16%—35*. There I have published
also facsimiles of the different MSS. The scroll of the Psalter
is of special interest. The four fragments of it are preserved in
Cambridge between glass and have the shelf-marks T.S. 10,
nos. 52, 53, 54, 58. Only very few vowel points are used here,
and one kind of accent. A close investigation of the original
in Cambridge showed that even these few vowel signs were
added by two different hands, and that the method of vocaliza-
tion added by the second hand differed in certain details from
that of the first hand. These Biblical MSS. with Palestinian
punctuation are for us of the greatest interest as they show what
vocalized Hebrew Biblical MSS. looked like when the Masoretes
of Tiberias began their work.

Although only a few Biblical fragments with this kind
of punctuation are known to us, this system must have been
used generally at a certain time in Palestine. Other texts
of varicus kinds have been preserved in the Geniza. It
was used for the Targum, not the Targum Onkelos of
course, but the old Palestinian Targum of the Pentateuch,’
for the Mishna,2 for the Palestinian Midrash,3 for the

' Cf. the third lecture.

? Besides the fragment T.-S. E. 1. 107 with parts of Baba Bathra and
Sanhedrin to which I have referred in MdW. i, p. 28 . I have found another
fragment containing parts of Sanhedrin and Shebuoth in T.-S. E. 2. 76.
These two fragments belonged to different MSS. of the Mishna.

* Five pieces of a Palimpsest are preserved in the Cambridge fragment
T.-S. E. 16. g3. The underscript contains some verses of the Greek New
Testament which were published by C. Taylor, Hebrew Greek Cairo Genizah
Palimpsests from the Taylor Schechter Collection, Cambridge, 1900. The upper

script contains fragments of the so-called ‘Pesikta de Rab Kahana’ which
have a number of Palestinian vowel points. The text differs often from that
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Masora,! and especially for liturgical MSS.* Liturgy is always
very conservative, and it seems that it was used here longer
than in other texts.

There is a great variety in the punctuation of these MSS.,
just as in the fragments with Babylonian punctuation. No two
of the fragments are punctuated in exactly the same way, and
here too it should be possible to write a history of the develop-
ment of this kind of punctuation. We certainly cannot expect
to find a written date in any of these fragments. Nevertheless
I think that a method of dating them approximately can be
found. To do so we must start from the method of vocalizing
Western Syriac MSS.

It is a well-known fact that when, in the course of the eighth
century, the Western Syrians introduced Greek vowels as Syriac
vowel signs, they used a Greek o (omicron) as sign for Zekafa,
a vowel corresponding to Hebrew Kames. This shows clearly
that at that time this vowel must have been pronounced in
Western Syria as 0. But we know of an earlier system of vocaliza-
tion introduced in the seventh century by James of Edessa
(died a.p. 708). He used for the same vowel an Aleph, and we
can conclude from this fact that in his time the vowel was
pronounced as @} It seems that it became fashionable to pro-
nounce the old 4 as o0 in Western Syria shortly after 700.

A similar change in the pronunciation of the Hebrew vowel
rendered by Kames seems to have taken place in Palestine at
about the same time. In any case it is clear that when the
Tiberian Masoretes began to develop their punctuation at the

published by Salomon Buber, Pesikta, die dlteste Haggada, redigiert in Palastina
von Rab Kahana, Lyck, 1868, and is of great interest.

1 Besides the Cambridge fragment (T.-S. D 1. 12}, which I have published
in Masoreten des Westens, vol. i, p. 29, I have found some very old fragments
of the so-called ‘Ochla wo-Ochla’ in Leningrad, Second Firkowitch Collec-
tion, nos. 1551~4. The last one especially seems to be of great importance.
Cf. below, p. 75.

2 Some of these I have already mentioned in my first lecture, pp. 20 ff.

3 Rubens Duval, in his Traité de Grammaire Syriaque (Paris, 1881), p. 45 f.
writes: La coloration de a obtus en o était un fait accompli, quand les
voyelles grecques furent employées pour la notation des voyelles syriaques . . .;
car dans ce systéme c’est o grec (omicron ou oméga) qui est le signe de a
obtus syriaque. En était-il de méme avant l'introduction de ce systéme,
c’est-a-dire avant la seconde moitié du VIII® siecle? On serait tenté de le
nier, en considérant que Jacques d’Edesse dans les types qu’il inventa . . .
représentait d par aleph; comme il prenait pour modéle I’écriture grecque . . .
on est porté & conclure que 4 syriaque répondait & 4 grec qui était écrit par
alpha.

THE HEBREW TEXT OF THE BIBLE 53

end of the eighth century (see below), the pronunciation of
Kames as o must have been regarded as the correct one.
Vocalizations like @°W7TR ,OWW can be understood only
on the assumption that these words had to be pronounced as
kodoshim, shoroshim. There can be no doubt that the so-called
Ashkenazic pronunciation has here preserved the pronunciation
intended by the Tiberian Masoretes.

On the other hand we see that in Babylonia the old pro-
nunciation of Kames as 4 was retained. In the same way the
Eastern Syrians pronounced their Zekafa always as 4, and never
as 0. The Babylonian Jews wrote @WTp (kuddshim), oW
(shurashim), '|'rz;'r'|7 (kudsho). This pronunciation was imported
from Babylonia into Spain, and here the pronunciation of
Kames as 4 had to be reconciled with a Biblical text created
under other presuppositions by the Tiberian Masoretes. Under
these conditions the Tiberian Kimes has to be read both as d
and as o in the Sephardic pronunciation which goes back to the
Babylonian pronunciation.

That the vowel corresponding to the later Kames was not
always pronounced in Palestine as o, we can see from the fact
that in the second column of Origen’s Hexapla and in the trans-
literations of Jerome it is always transcribed by a. Besides, we
have to note that the Samaritans have always retained the
vowel a and have never shared in this change of pronunciation.

The fragments with Palestinian punctuation preserve clear
ev1dtznce for this change of pronunciation. In the scroll of
Ezekiel and in that of the Psalms the vowel sign corresponding
to the later Tiberian Kames is never used to denote 0. Here we

find regularly written 79389 Ezek. 15. 4, TafR 16. 2, T
16 14, 15, 25 and in the Psalm scroll @%iR 40. 7, 1571 37. 30,
U 41,11, WP 30. 5. In the Jeremiah fragment we find 7°933
2. 4 and "MR32 Jer. 2. 2. In the fragments of the Psalms we

find 1K Ps. 71. 2 and Y Ps. 52. 9. And in the Piut of Yannai
}?ublishfed by' me in MdW i, pp. 12-73, we find vocalizations
ike 13103, X9PW5, 3pvin, 21 But in the Daniel fragment
we find written "W 11. 3 shorosheh and umpS) 10. o ukshom'i
and in the MS. with abbreviated Bible texts the vowel cor-
rTe'StI;JOI_ldmg to Tiberian Kames, is used quite in the same way as
toerian <, I may refer here to the specimens given in MdW.

. * . :
L P- 33%. The same usage is found in many of the fragments
containing liturgical texts,
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1 think we may conclude from these data that the older
fragments provided with Palestinian punctuation reflect the
pronunciation of the vowel as 4, the later fragments the pro-
nunciation as 0. If we assume that this change in the pronuncia-
tion of Hebrew took place in Palestine at the same time as the
change in Syriac in Western Syria, we are able to date the older
and the later fragments with Palestinian punctuation in the
time before and after A.p. 700 or 750.

That these MSS. with Palestinian and simple Babylonian
punctuation must be fairly old we can see from the fact that
they differ in many details from Biblical MSS. so far known, not
only in the vocalization, but also in the consonantal text. Here
we find various readings for which we should look in vain in all
the MSS. collated by Kennicott for his great Vetus Testamentum
Hebraice (1776, 1780)." The MSS. used by Kennicott and his
collaborators were written centuries later, in a time when all
the real various readings of the consonantal text had been for
a long time eliminated. In general we can say: The older the
MSS. are, the more we may expect to find various readings in
them. Compared with the standard of Tiberian MSS. these old
MSS. were not at all correct. The general uniformity of Tiberian
punctuated MSS. must be regarded as the result of the endeavour
of the Masoretes. We find it at the end of the development, not
at the beginning.

We have seen that at a certain time the simple system of
punctuation in Babylonia was developed into a complicated one.
In Palestine the old Palestinian system was replaced by the
Tiberian system. The name of this system is derived from the
town of Tiberias in Galilee which had been the centre of Pales-
tinian Jewry from the third century up to the Muhammedan
conquest. When the Muhammedans opened Jerusalem again
to the Jews, Tiberias lost its importance as the leading Jewish
community,? but remained important as a centre of Masoretic

54

I T may refer here to the various readings of fragments with Palestinian
punctuation given in Masoreten des Westens, ii, pp. 16* f. and to the conclu-
sions drawn from them on pp. 35*—7*. From the scroll of the Psalms I may
give here the following specimens: In Ps. 36. 4 we read: PR ﬁx ¥D "9
[rmm]: and after Ps. 43. 4 we read: "39[X B0 “nlpsva n%02
TA%R AR 017 95 DR mRa a whole verse being here inserted (cf. 42. 11).
In Ps. 56. 10 we read ymn instead of 1N, &c. Various readings in the
Babylonian MSS. are given by me in Masoreten des Ostens, pp. 103-53. They
are not so striking. '

2 Cf. Jacob Mann, The Fews in Egypt and Palestine . . ., vol. i, p. 166.
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studies. Is there any way of dating the activity of these Tiberian
Masoretes?

In a treatise on the Shwa, preserved in Geniza fragments in
Leningrad, London, Oxford, and Frankfurt a/M, we find an
interesting list of Masoretes who worked in Tiberias.! This list
contains a genealogy of the Ben Asher family in five—or six—
generations. It includes Rabbi Asher, ‘the great Shaikh’, the
contemporary of the oldest of these Masoretes, his son Nehemia
(his son Moshe), his son Asher, his son Moshe, and his son Ahron,
the last of the chain.? The lifetime of Moshe b. Asher is fixed
by the fact that he finished, in A.p. 895, a Codex of the Prophets.?
Of Ahron, his son, we know that he was active in the first half
of the tenth century.* If we assign to each of these five or six
generations of Masoretes a period of 25-30 years, the lifetime
of the earliest Asher must have been within the second half of
the eighth century. That coincides with the rise of Karaism.

‘Anan b. David, the founder of the Karaite movement, was
himself an authority in Rabbinic studies. We hear, for instance,
that Hai Gaon (a.p. 886-96) and his father translated books of
‘Anan, written in the Aramaic language, into Hebrew.5 As a
direct descendant of the Royal house of King David, ‘Anan was
a candidate for the post of the Jewish Exilarch in Babylonia in
A.D. 761. But he rejected the authority of Talmud and Mishna
and exhorted his followers to study the Bible itself. So his
succession was opposed by the Gaons of Sura and Pumbeditha,
and the Karaite movement began. It is exceedingly difficult to
get a real idea of the beginnings and first developments of this
movement. The Rabbinical sources are of polemical character:
Karaism was sometimes a real danger for Rabbinism. On the
other hand, some of the oldest Karaite documents had passed
through the hands of Firkowitch and were not left unaltered by
him, and their modern editing has not been done with the
fecessary precautions. An adequate and comprehensive treat-

' Cf. about this list Masoreten des Westens, vol. i, p. 361f. Jacob Mann,
The ‘_76‘&&5 in Egypt and Palestine . . ., vol. ii, Oxford, 1922, Pp- 43—9. The whole
treatise has been edited and investigated, according to all sources avail-
Z}‘;C,L}:y Kurt Levy, in his BOH%’I The.sis.: Lur masoretischen Grammatik. Texte
g6 ntersuchungen (Bonner Orientalistische Studien, Heft 15), Stuttgart,

* The name added in brackets is mentioned in the Leningrad fragment,
of. Masoreten des Westens, vol. i, p. 37, note 8. )

i Cf. %bid., pp. 15-17, and below, pp. 57, 110 ff.

Cf. ibid., pp. 1-15, and below, p. 58.
* Cf. J. Markon, in Engyclopaedia Fudaica, vol. ii, p. 754.
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ment of Karaism is still a desideratum.” But for our purposes,
the statements made by Jacob Mann in the Preface of his
‘Karaitica’? are sufficient. From these I may quote here the

following extracts:

It is not feasible to deal here with the origin and the rise of Karaism
under Anan b. David about 760 c.E. Suffice it to say that this movement
had a leavening influence in the development of Judaism in the Middle
Ages, especially in the countries of Islam. Karaism cannot forsooth be
regarded as a really liberal movement. . . . And yet, by its very nature
as a rebellion against the established form of Rabbinism it allowed a
good deal of freedom of thought and investigation. Well known is the
saying of the founder Anan: ‘Search ye well in the Tora and do not
rely on my opinion.” The controversial issues raised by this movement
compelled the spokesmen of Rabbinic Judaism to pay more attention
to the literal interpretation of the Bible as against the prevalent
Halakhic and Aggadic exegesis. The attack on the validity of the
Oral Law necessitated a thorough examination of the accumulated
Rabbinic dicta and pronouncements. The Karaite writers would hold
up to scorn and ridicule many bizarre Agadot depicting the Deity
in an anthropomorphic manner. They regarded themselves as the
intelligentsia of the time (Maskilim) with the founder of this sect being
styled Rosh Hammaskilim. . . . In brief, the sectarian movement of
Karaism . . . greatly stimulated the process of clarification of Judaism
in the classical period of the Jewish Middle Ages. From the heat of con-
troversy Rabbinic Judaism emerged purified and more acceptable to
the educated intelligentsia. . . .

The stimulating influence exercised by the Karaites on Judaism
in general is well characterized by Jacob Mann, and we can
take it for granted that the intensified study of the Bible led to
a special interest in the fext of the Bible. There can hardly be
any doubt that the work of the Tiberian Masoretes—and the
parallel work of the Babylonian Masoretes3—have to be re-
garded as a result of the Karaite movement.

The work accomplished by the Masoretes of Tiberias is clearly
to be seen in two Biblical MSS. which are connected with the
names of the last two members of the Ben Asher family. One is
the Codex of the Former and Later Prophets, written by Moshe
b. Asher in Tiberias for Ya'bes b. Shelomo, a Karaite who had

1 Cf. the Preface of the Volume quoted in the next note.

2 Texts and Studies in Jewish Historical Literature, by Jacob Mann, vol. ii,
Karaitica, Philadelphia, 1935. In more than 1,600 pages, Jacob Mann has
published and discussed here a great number of Karaite texts from the
Geniza, most of them dealing with the later development of Karaism.

3 In so far as they developed, in the same period, the complicated system
of punctuation.

THE HEBREW TEXT OF THE BIBLL 57

himself prepared the parchment for the codex ‘by his work and
the labour of his hands and the sweat of his face’, for the honour
of the God of Israel.’ In the colophon of this codex, written
by Moshe b. Asher himself in the year 827 after the destruction
of the Second House (A.p. 895), the famous Masorete declares
that he has written the codex in the city of Ma'azzia—
Tabariyya

as it was understood by the congregation of the Prophets, the chosen
of the Lord, the Saints of our God, who understood all the hidden things
and embellished the secrets of wisdom, the chiefs of righteousness, the
men of faith. They have not concealed anything of what was given to
them nor added a word to what was transmitted to them, and have
made powerful and mighty the Scriptures, the Twenty-four Books, and
have established them in their integrity with explanatory accents, with
a commentary of pronunciation with sweet palate and beauty of speech.

We see that Moshe b. Asher is very confident of the importance
of the work done by the Masoretes of Tiberias. Three notes
found in the codex report that it was given by the possessor,
Ya'bes b. Shelomo, to the Community of the Karaites in Jeru-
salem. Another note reports that the codex had been given
‘after its redemption’ by the great lord David, son of the great
lord Yephet Neker al-Iskanderi to the Community of the
Karaites in al-Kahira. ‘After its redemption’ refers to the
release of Biblical codices which had been seized by the Crusa-
ders in A.p. 1099, when they had taken Jerusalem. These
codices were released a few years afterwards.? In the Synagogue
of the Karaites in Cairo this precious codex has been preserved
for more than 800 years, up to the present day.

The other codex is the MS. of the whole Bible preserved in
the Synagogue of the Sephardic Jews in Aleppo. It had before
been kept in the Jerusalem Synagogue in Old Cairo, and there
1t had been seen and highly appreciated by Maimonides in the
second half of the twelfth century. He tells us that there was a
great confusion in Biblical MSS. in his time. But there was a
Mb. in Old Cairo, containing all the twenty-four books of the
Bible, which had been in Jerusalem many years before. This
was a model codex, because Ben Asher had corrected it several
times and fixed every detail in it, during many years. Therefore
1t could be relied upon in all problems connected with the text
of the Bible. This MS. he had taken as the basis for the Tora

' In the Appendix to this lecture, pp. 110-15, all the colophons of this
codex are published, with an English translation,
% Cf. below, p. 59f.

I
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copied by himself.? We do not know exactly when and under
what conditions the MS. had been brought over from Egypt
to Aleppo, but that it was there in the middle of the fifteenth
century we learn from a notice in Sa‘adya b. David al-‘Adent’s
Commentary on Maimonides’ ‘Yad ha-Hazaka’ which was
composed between 1478 and 1484. He writes:?

The book to which the Gaon refers is still to-day in the town Soba,
i.e. Haleb (Aleppo), and they call it ‘the Crown’, and it is written on
parchment, three columns on a page, and at its end there is written:
‘T am Ahron b. Asher, who has corrected it etc.’ And I have seen it
and read in it.

Jewish authors who saw and described the codex during the
nineteenth century do not mention a colophon written by Ben
Asher himself.3 But they have published, with more or less
exactness, an important notice to be found at the end of the
codex which states:* The consonantal text of the codex was
written by Shelomo b. Buya‘a. Ahron b. Asher had carefully
provided the text with punctuation and Masora. A wealthy
Karaite from Basra, Israel b. Simha b. Sa‘adya b. Efraim, had
endowed the Codex to the Community of the Karaites in
Jerusalem. It was to be kept there under the special care of
the two Karaite prince (O"R*®1) Yoshiya and Yehezkiya, the
sons of the Karaite prince Shelomo b. David b. Bo‘az. The
suggestion was made that these two princes should appoint two
trustworthy men in Jerusalem to take care of the codex. They
were to have the duty of bringing it out at the three great
Jewish feasts, Passover, Pentecost, Tabernacles, for publicly
reading therefrom the lessons. Besides, every serious scholar,
whether Rabbanite or Karaite, should be given the opportunity
of using it for comparing and correcting by it other MSS., not
for the purpose of studying it. The codex should never be seen

! Cf. Maimonides, ‘Yad ha-Hazaka, Hilkot Sefer Tora’, chapter 8. I have
given a translation of the passage in Masoreten des Westens, vol. i, p. 11.

2 1t was Dr. N. Wieder who drew my attention to a notice in this Gom-
mentary, a part of which is preserved in the Bodleian MS. Hunt. 372, where
we read on fol. 1380: AN NITRA AR KT PUIY BT N POV RO 007
RINR B 2N3M ARDT RSN fpM P53 P 7BY 21M0m IRNGR 1mOM 250 XM

212 "NROPY YIPRY MR IDY VDAY WR 2 PR IR

3 Cf. Jacob Berlin’s report in the Hebrew periodical mabn, 1863,
p. 16. 23; Jacob Saphir in the report on his journey called 7DD 72X,
vol. i, Liuick, 1866, p. 12b; A. E. Harkavy in oww» ol 2°077, No. 6,
1895, p. 7. .

4+ T have published the notice according to the best sources in Masoreten
des Westens, vol. i, p. g f.
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by anybody except in the presence of a trustworthy man who
was in charge of it.

Shelomo b. Buyi‘a was a famous copyist in the first half of
the tenth century. A Tora MS. written by him and provided
with punctuation and Masora by his brother Efraim was
finished A.D. 929.! We may suppose that the Aleppo Codex
was written at nearly the same time. ]

The note recording the donation of the codex to the Karaites
in Jerusalem gives no date. But we can fix the time approxi-
mately by the period of the Karaite princes mentioned in it.
David b. Bo‘az, the grandfather of the two princes to whom the
codex was given, a well-known Karaite author, was Nasi still
in A.D. 993, when he wrote a Commentary on Kohelet.> His
son Shelomo is mentioned as Karaite Nasi, with his two sons
Yoshiya and Yehezkiya, in a colophon dated a.p. 1016.3 The
sons themselves are mentioned as Karaite Nasis in A.D. 1042 in
Jerusalem, and in 1055 and 1062 in Cairo.* They must have
changed their residence between 1042 and 1055. As it was
suggested that they should appoint representatives in Jerusalem,
it is very likely that they were living already in Cairo when the
codex was endowed to the Karaites in Jerusalem, or that they
had already decided to move there.

A notice on the first page of the codex says:3

It was transferred in accordance with the right granted under release
from the booty of Jerusalem, the holy city, to the Community of Old
Cairo, the Synagogue of Jerusalem. . . .

‘Booty of Jerusalem’ refers to those things which were seized by
the Crusaders after they took Jerusalem on 15 July 1099. The
seized MSS. were released by King Baldwin a few years later.
We hear of a thanksgiving service held in the Synagogue of
‘Anan, the founder of Karaism, in Jerusalem, on the special

' No. 17 in the Second Firkowitch Collection in Leningrad. Cf. Masorelen
des Westens, vol. i, p. 58 f.

2 Cf. S. Poznanski, The Karaite Literary Opponents of Saadia Gaon, London,
1908, p. 18f. The same, Babylonische Geonim im nachgaondiischen Zeitalter, Berlin,
1914, pp. 127 ff.

* No. 225 in the Second Firkowitch Collection in Leningrad. Cf. Masoreten
des Westens, vol. i, p. 67 f., where I have published the colophon.

* Cf. Jacob Mann, Texts and Studies, vol. ii, pp. 134 fF.

S Cf. Masoreten des Westens, vol. i, p. 9; the chief part of this notice is:
nouY maxn LapY - - - PR Y OOPYITY 2m jn IXONEXDR 0dn3 PR
*+ @5y Saphir, Lc., p. 170 prints erroneously pRoNDRVK instead of
IRONDXRSR which gives no sense, and was taken in the meaning of pxanxbx
‘with the consent (of the princes)’. The correct reading is given already in
Ma%1 and by Harkavy (Lc., p. 8).
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occasion of the release of the holy books on 13 July 1106." We
may suppose that the books which had belonged to the Rab-
banites were released at the same time. A great many of these
released books were brought to Egypt. We have seen that the
Codex of the Prophets written in 8a5 by Moshe b. Asher was
given to the Karaite Community in al-Kahira.* Now we hear
that the Aleppo Codex was transferred to the Jerusalem Syna-
gogue in Old Cairo, and it seems that this Synagogue belonged
to the Rabbanites.?

Another Biblical codex connected with the name of Ben
Asher is the Leningrad Codex B 1g9a. That this codex was
copied in Old Cairo (B™¥2 NPTM1) in A.D. 1008 (or
1009) ‘from the corrected clear books prepared by the master
Ahron b. Moshe b. Asher’,* is expressly stated by the copyist
Samuel b. Yacob himself.5 For Ginsburg there was no doubt
that this codex was a copy of the Aleppo Codex. He writes:°

In the year 1009, that is three or four years after it was conveyed to
the Jerusalem Congregation at Cairo and most probably in the lifetime
of the first Trustees, a certain Samuel b. Jacob copied this Standard
Codex of Ben Asher for Meborak Ibn Osdad. This very important
copy is now in the Imperial Public Library at St. Petersburg. The name
of the scribe, the place where the copy was made, the honoured person
for whom it was transcribed and the date on which it was finished are
all most minutely given in the Epigraph of the MS. They are written
in the same handwriting as the MS. itself.

But we have seen that the Aleppo Codex was given to the
Karaite Community in Jerusalem in the middle of the eleventh
century, and that it was brought over to Egypt some years after
1100. In 1897, when Ginsburg wrote his Introduction, nothirg
was known of the time of the Karaite princes mentioned in the

' In a notice in a scroll of the Tora, belonging to the Karaites, published
by Harkavy in the periodical g9p¥m, 1875, p. 47 £ Cf. J. Mann, The
Jews in Egypt and Palestine, vol. i, p. 200, note 2. I have given a translation
of the passage in Masoreten des Westens, vol. i, p. 10. Mann’s doubts of the
genuineness of the notice (in Texts and Studies, vol. ii, p. 137) are certainly
not justified. The exact date given above is pointed out by Herbert Loewe.

> See above, p. 57.

3 There existed at that time in Old Cairo besides the @21 nons a
Synagogue of the Babylonian Jews (2*%22371 nomo), cf. Masoreten des Westens,
vol. i, p. 10, note 1.

* The Hebrew words arc: 7nbmil Moy TwX 9Rann MR 0™007 0

LV P2 WR 12 Awn 12 N

5 Cf. Catalog der hebrdischen Bibelhandschriften . . ., ed. Harkavy and Strack,
1875, pp. 265 and 269. '

¢ Cf. his Introduction, p. 243 f.
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colophon, and he misunderstood the notice on the first page of
the codex on account of Saphir’s mistake in reading it.! Gins-
burg’s reconstruction is therefore wrong, and we have only the
following alternatives: FEither the Aleppo Codex was in Egypt
before 1t was given to the Karaites in Jerusalem, and afterwards
was brought back to Egypt in the beginning of the twelfth
century. Or the Leningrad Codex was copied from another
Ben Asher Codex which was in Egypt about a.p. 1000 and which
later disappeared.? Ben Asher certainly prepared more than
one MS. of the Hebrew Biblical text with punctuation and
Masora. If we compare the facsimile of the Aleppo Codex
published by Wickes® (Gen. 26. 34-27. 30) with the Leningrad
Codex as printed in the Biblia Hebraica, we find in the punctua-
tion only two differences: at Gen. 27. 23 the latter codex
reads W23 instead of 31233%, which is also the reading
of both codices elsewhere (Gen. 26. 12; 27. 27), and at
Gen. 27. 1 the Aleppo Codex has clearly DR with Metheg,
which is missing in the Leningrad Codex not only here but in
all the other places where the word occurs (Isa. 21. 35 33- 15;
44. 185 Hab. 1. 13; Ps. 69. 24; 119. 37). Besides, in six places
Metheg is inserted, where it is missing in the Aleppo Codex,
though these may be explained by the fact that Kittel added
some Methegs which were not found in the MS.4 Greater are
the differences in the Masoretic notes: Two notes of the Lenin-
grad Codex are missing in the Aleppo Codex, and twenty-four
of the Aleppo Codex in the Leningrad Codex. This could
hardly be explained if the Aleppo Codex was the original of
the Leningrad Codex. We conclude that the original of the
Len.ingrad Codex and the Aleppo Codex were two different
codices, both prepared by Ahron b. Asher, and as we find on
the margins of the Aleppo Codex many more Masoretic notes
than in the Leningrad Codex, it is very likely that it was a later
df‘velopment of the text prepared by Ahron b. Asher. Maimo-
nides had heard that Ben Asher had been occupied with the
Aleppo Codex during many years and that he had corrected
It many times.
' See p. 59, note 5.

_ * If such a MS. becomes incomplete at the end it is difficult to recognize
It as a Ben Asher Codex.

* See next page.

* Cf. Kittel’s Prolegomena to the Biblia Hebraica, p. iv. In the later books of
the Biblia Hebraica (i.c. all except Isaiah and Genesis) all Methegs added by
the editors are printed on the right side of the vowel, the Methegs to be
found in the MS. on the left side of the vowel.
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It is well known that the authenticity of the two Ben Asher
Codices has been disputed. William Wickes, who published the
facsimile of a page of the Aleppo Codex mentioned above and
investigated some other readings of the codex known to him,
writes:!

From these few test-passages we may conclude that the statement
assigning this Codex to Ben Asher is a fabrication—merely introduced
to enhance the value of the same,—and that the whole long epigraph,
with the list of Qaraite names (showing it to be of Qaraite origin), &c.,
is untrustworthy and undeserving of serious notice.

Adolf Neubauer published facsimiles of two pages of the Cairo
Ben Asher Codex. It was clear to him that the text of that codex
was in general the same as that of the Aleppo Codex, of which
Wickes had declared that it had nothing to do with Ben Asher.
So he writes:? :

But from the mode of accentuation in this MS., Drs. S. Baer and
Wickes both concluded that it could not have been pointed by a
Masorete of the Ben-Asher school, the accentuation being against the
rules laid down by Ben-Asher.

Paul de Lagarde, after having seen the facsimile published by
Wickes, writes—I translate the passage:3

According to this [facsimile], the Codex comes from Germany and
was written in the fourteenth century, therefore it is worthless for
research purposes. 1 would suggest comparison with the Dresden
Codex of the 77720 which once was made available to me at my
house, and plate no. 41 of the Oriental Series of the Palaeographical
Society. It should, however, be kept in mind that the facsimile given
by Wickes is greatly reduced in size.

To begin with Lagarde: I have not seen the Dresden Codex;
Plate 41 to which he refers presents a facsimile of a Cambridge
Codex written 1345, but this codex is completely different.
Plate 40, however, containing a facsimile of MS. Harl. 5720 of
the British Museum, is similar to it. This is described by Gins-

U Cf. A Treatise on the Accentuation of the Twenty-One so-called Prose Books
of the Old Testament, Oxford, 1887, p. ix.

2 Cf. his article ‘An Account of the Earliest MSS. of the Old Testament’,
in the third volume of Studia Biblica et Ecclesiastica, Oxford, 1891, pp. 25-7-

3 “‘Danach gehért der Codex nach Deutschland und stammt aus dem
vierzehnten Jahrhundert, ist also fiir die Wissenschaft werthlos. Ich bitte,
den Dresdener Codex des 77in, den ich einmal im Hause gehabt, und
Tafel 41 des Oriental Series des Palaeographical Society zu vergleichen:
wobei man allerdings zu bedenken haben wird, dass das Bild des Herrn
Wickes sehr stark verkleinert ist.” Mittheilungen, vol. iv, Gottingen, 1891,

p-17f.
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burg as one of the oldest Hebrew Biblical MSS. of the British
Museum and is dated by him from about 1100 to 1120.!
Lagarde’s condemnation of the Aleppo Codex can be explained
only by the assumption that he took the description of one plate
for that of the other.

Neubauer had no judgement of his own in the matter and did
not dare to say anything against the authority of men like Wickes
and Baer. That Wickes depended in his condemnation of the
Aleppo Codex on Baer’s authority is clear. Already in his
former book he had acknowledged his ‘obligation to Dr. Baer,
as a personal friend’.? In his later book of 1887 he writes in the
Preface:

I have once more to express my obligation to my friend Dr. Baer,
for the valuable assistance he has willingly rendered me. His familiar
acquaintance with the Massora—a department of study in which he
ranks facile princeps—has been of special service to me.

He was so strongly influenced by Baer that he took over from
him even the typical Jewish animosity against the Karaites! It
is therefore Baer with whom I have to deal here.

Seligmann Baer (1825-97) seems to have been in his early
youth in contact with Wolf Heidenheim (1757-1832). In any
case, he inherited some of his MSS. and continued his work.
They both were convinced that all Masora had been written
in order to confirm a Hebrew Biblical text similar to that
published in 1524-5 by Jacob b. Chaiyim. This text they both
took as in general identical with the text of Ben Asher. They
really knew a great deal of Masora and were so devoted to its
study that we may regard them as a kind of continuators of the
work of the Masoretes, as the last Masoretes. Their method was
to explain all difficulties and to smooth out the differences into
one great unity. I may illustrate the methods adopted by these
men by the following two experiences:

1. When I had published my article on the traditional pro-
nunciation of Hebrew and the punctuation of the Masoretes,?
where T had, besides other things, shown that in the fragments
with Palestinian punctuation the suffix of the 2nd person masc.
Sing. is -gk instead of -¢kd, I received a letter from Professor
D. Simonsen in Copenhagen in which he wrote to me: ©. .. May

' Cf. his Introduction, p. 435.

* Cf. A Treatise on the Accentuation of the three so-called Poetical Books of the
Old Testament, Oxford, 1881, Preface.

 ‘Die uiberlieferte Aussprache des Hebriischen und die Punktation der
Masoreten’, in ZATW., vol. xxxix, 1921, pp. 230-9.
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I draw your attention to the fact that we find a remnant of the
" pronunciation -dk instead of -‘ka still preserved frequently in
liturgical poems . . . and only W. Heidenheim (1803 ff.) has
introduced the pronunciation in accordance with the Masoretes.’!

o. In his book DMVYH *LOWH, Rodelheim, 1808, Heiden-
heim had pointed out the rules for setting Metheg in Hebrew
Biblical MSS. Baer published a new edition of these rules
in his article ‘Die Metheg-Setzung nach ihren iiberlieferten
Gesetzen dargestellt’.? Franz Delitzsch, who prepared the article
for publication, wrote an introductory notice to it. These rules
had been worked out by Heidenheim and Baer from late Hebrew
Biblical MSS. which alone were at their disposal. But they were
both firmly convinced that they had found the very rules accord-
ing to which Ben Asher himself had arranged the correct reading
of the text. On the authority of men like Franz Delitzsch these
rules were generally adopted and faithfully taken over into our
Hebrew grammars. Even a critical scholar like G. Bergstraller
accepted these rules into his Hebrew Grammar,® with some speci-
mens, added by himself from the Ben Chaiyim text, in order to
illustrate them. On a visit he paid me in GieBen in spring 1923
we discussed this part of his Grammar, and 1 asked Bergstralier
whether he ever had studied a Hebrew Biblical MS. ‘No’, was
the answer. I then showed him some photographs of ancient
Hebrew Biblical MSS. in all of which these elaborate rules for
the use of Metheg were not observed. He was somewhat per-
plexed and declared: ‘I did not realize that what I have written
on the use of Metheg in my grammar was worthless (“Maku-
latur™).’

Baer used to regard all Hebrew Biblical MSS. that did not
set Metheg in agreement with the rules laid down by Heiden-
heim and himself as not belonging to the school of Ben Asher.
Hence his condemnation of the Ben Asher Codices.

The methods followed by Baer in dealing with Masoretic
material can be illustrated by the way in which he manufac-
tured his editions. Ahron b. Asher had composed a Masoretical
treatise ‘Dikduke ha-Te‘amim’ in which he had laid down cer-
tain rules for reading and cantillating the text of the Hebrew

L Cf. Masoreten des Westens, vol. i, p. 46, note 1.

2 The article was published in Adalbert Merx’ Archiv fiir wissenschaftliche
Erforschung des Alten Testaments, vol. i, Halle, 1869, pp. 55-67, 194-207.

3 Some parts of his Grammar were published as the 2gth edition of Wilhelm
Gesenius’ Hebrdische Grammatik. The first fascicle was published in Leipzig,
in 1918.
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Bible. Baer edited this text together with Strack. But Strack
contributed some bibliographical notes only and copies of MSS.
he had seen, some years before, in St. Petersburg. All problems
of editing the text were left to Baer. Strack was content to share
the ‘honour’ of the edition. Typicalisthetitle of thejoint edition:

Die Dikduke ha-T¢amim des Ahron ben Moscheh ben Ascher und
andere grammatisch-massoretische Lehrstiicke zur Feststellung eines
richtigen Textes der hebraischen Bibel, mit Benutzung zahireicher
Handschriften zum ersten Male herausgegeben von S. Baer und
H. L. Strack. Leipzig 1879.

Baer did not aim at publishing the treatise composed by Ahron
b. Asher critically. He had collected Masoretical material of
various kinds, written at different times, in order to make it the
basis of a ‘correct’ text of the Hebrew Bible. The problem how
far such divergent materials could really be attributed to Ben
Asher did not exist for Baer. The rules composed by Ben Asher
certainly refer to the Ben Asher text, and not to the Ben Chaiyim
text. But Baer supposed the whole material to be a unity, and
as the texts collected by him agreed neither with each other nor
with the text Baer believed to be the text of Ben Asher, he
selected from them what he regarded as ‘correct’, and what
differed he declared to be ‘corrupt’, ‘incomplete’, or ‘in con-
fusion’.* We can hardly agree that with such methods old and
difficult Masoretic texts can be edited in a satisfactory way.?
But these methods are typical of Baer. Strack was himself more
a compiler than a critical scholar; he raised no objection to
these methods of his colleague.

But Baer not only selected what he regarded as the ‘correct’
text from the material at his disposal, he also freely alfered read-
ings of his MSS. when they did not give what he regarded as
correct’. In Bonn we came across a very drastic example of

! In the notes added to the texts edited by him we find therefore remarks
like the following:

‘In den iibrigen Codd. fehlen in einigen diese Sitze ganz, in andern sind
blosse Triimmer davon erhalten’ (p. 5). ‘Von hier an sind in P die Sitze
verworren; daher das Folgende nach Cod. Cairo und Man’ (p. 7). ‘So
dlesel: Satz richtig in K. In den andern Codd. corrumpiert’ (p. 11). ‘So in
T a1 (p. 15; the readings of other Codices are not mentioned). ‘In den
andern Texten fehlt dies alles . . . Uberhaupt herrscht in diesem Stiicke
grosse Verwirrung in den Vorlagen’ (p. 17). ‘Von hier und weiter die
(Zurec;nstellung nach Man, da in den andern Texten die grosste Confusion’
p. 19).

* Ginsburg advanced objections to Baer’s methods in his Inéroduction,
Pp. 278-86.

K
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this method of Baer. In the Preface of his edition of the Dikduke
ha-Ttamim, a Masoretical compendium is mentioned, called
“Adat Deborim’.! It was composed by a certain Joseph from
Constantinople, and the Leningrad MS., dated A.p. 1207, is the
only MS. known of that book. The author had incorporated
into his compendium a treatise on the differences between Ben
Asher and Ben Naftali, composed by Mishael b. ‘Uzziel.> The
great importance of this text had become clear to me, and so
I proposed to one of my pupils, Lazar Lipschiitz, to prepare an
edition of it. For this purpose we needed, besides the Geniza
fragments of the text itself, also the MS. of "Adat Deborim. On
my request the MS. was sent from Leningrad to Bonn.

This book had been used by Baer, in a copy made by Strack,
not only for his edition of Dikduke ha-T*amim, but also for the
lists of the differences between Ben Asher and Ben Naftali added
to the Biblical texts which he edited together with Franz
Delitzsch.3 In the lists added to these editions from 1880
onwards,* quotations from ‘Adat Deborim occur in great number.
A careful examination of these quotations had the result that
Lipschiitz had to state that hardly any of these quotations was
in accordance with the MS. from which they were taken. Baer
had altered nearly all of them and had brought them into a
form which he regarded as the ‘correct’ Ben Asher text, without
saying a word of this somewhat curious method adopted by him.
Franz Delitzsch was so impressed by Baer’s great familiarity
with Masoretical material that he completely omitted to make
a critical examination of the methods adopted by Baer; he did
not become aware of his methods, and thus covered Baer’s
pseudo-editions with his authority.

Under these conditions we need not wonder that William
Wickes also was impressed by Baer’s acquaintance with the
Masora in such a way that he declared the colophons of valuable
old Biblical MSS. to be fabrications, because the texts of these
MSS. did not follow the rules which Baer believed to be those
of Ben Asher, and that Neubauer did not dare to say anything
against these authorities.

t Cf. Dikduke . . ., p. xxxii f. The MS. is now ‘Hebrew-Arab Paper, 161’
of the Second Firkowitch Collection.

2 Cf. Masoreten des Westens, ii, pp. 60%—2*, and Biblia Hebraica, ed. Kittel,
Stuttgart, 1937, Prolegomena, p. vii f.

3 Cf. Liber Psalmorum, ed. Baer, Delitzsch, Lipsiae, 1880, Praefatio Fran-
cisci Delitzschii, p. vi.

4 Psalms 1880, Daniel, Ezra, Nehemia 1882, Ezechiel 1884, Megillot 1886,
Chronicles 1888, Jeremia 18go, Samuelis 1892, &c.
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The book of Mishael b. ‘Uzziel on the differences between
Ben Asher and Ben Naftali proved to be of great importance.
From Geniza fragments preserved in Leningrad and in Paris
and from quotations in ‘Adat Deborim the whole text of the book
could be restored.! It could be proved that ‘Adat Deborim was
composed about A.p. 1060.> Mishael’s book, of which a great
part had been incorporated in ‘Adat Deborim, must have been
older. Itisvery likely that it was composed in the tenth century,
not long after the death of the two Masoretes, and Mishael is
really very well informed. He knows that Ben Asher—and Ben
Naftali—often fixed readings in their earlier time which they
altered in their later time. Mishael first enumerates eight
general rules for the differences of the two Masoretes,* then he
gives a list of more than 800 instances from all books of the Bible
in which all the little details for the readings of Ben Asher and
Ben Naftali are given. So the book is an excellent test for Ben
Asher MSS. as well as for Ben Naftali MSS.

A careful examination of the Leningrad Bible MS. B 19a on
the basis of these test passages had the result that in about
95 per cent. of the cases the MS. had exactly the readings given
by Mishael as those of Ahron b. Asher. The statement of the
copyist, Samuel b. Jacob, that he had copied a MS. prepared
by Ahron b. Asher, was therefore confirmed in an excellent way.

The British Museum MS. Or. 4445, containing the greatest
part of the Pentateuch (Gen. 9. 20 to Deut. 1. 33), is connected
with the name of Ben Asher in so far as on the margin ‘the
great master Ben Asher’ (TWR 13 21T T0%R) is mentioned
several times.# Ginsburg had seen that the vocalization of the
MS. differed from that of Ben Chaiyim and that it was older

! The Leningrad fragments were ‘Arab.-Hebr. Paper, nos. 147-153" of the
Second Firkowitch Collection, the Paris MS. IX A, g of the Bibliothéque
de I’Alliance Israélite Universelle. The first part of Lazar Lipschiitz’s book:
Ben Ascher—Ben Naftali. Der Bibeltext der tiberischen Masoreten. FEine Abhand-
lung des Mischael b. Uzziel, verdffentlicht und untersucht, was published as a Bonn
Thesis in 1937. I saw in Bonn some sheets of the continuation of the book,
but not the complete text, in print. I had, of course, a written copy of the
book at my disposal.

? This was pointed out by Harry Levy, one of my pupils in Bonn who had
made a special investigation of ‘Adat Deborim. He intended to submit it as
a Thesis to the University of Bern (Switzerland). I have not seen anything
printed of the book.

* I have published these eight rules in a German translation in Masoreten
des Westens, ii, pp. 62%-5%.

* Cf. G. Margoliouth’s Catalogue of the Hebrew and Samaritan MSS. in the
British Museum, vol. i, London, 18gg, p. 38.
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than it. But as he was convinced that Ben Chaiyim had pub-
lished the Ben Asher text, Ginsburg suggested that the con-
sonantal text of the codex and the vocalization were written
a hundred years before Ben Asher (a.p. 820-50), and that the
Masora was added in the time of Ben Asher, as his name is
mentioned without the eulogistic formula (A.p. goo—40), and
G. Margoliouth, in the British Museum catalogue, adopted this
somewhat curious suggestion. Ginsburg pointed out some fea-
tures in the writing of the consonants to prove that the codex
was written so early. But Ginsburg was not acquainted with
really old Hebrew Biblical MSS., and so he did not know that
the features pointed out by him are found in nearly all the
known codices of the tenth and eleventh centuries.! A careful
examination of the British Museum Codex, of which we had
a complete photograph in the Oriental Seminar in Bonn, showed
that the codex had the readings given by Mishael b. ‘Uzziel
as those of Ahron b. Asher in his earlier time.

The third codex examined was the Cairo Codex of the Pro-
phets written by Moshe b. Asher and finished a.n. 895 in
Tiberias.? The result showed that this codex never had theread-
ings given by Mishael as characteristic of Ahron b. Asher. It was
clear that the little details in the punctuation quoted by Mishael
were worked out by the son, not by the father. The Cairo Ben
Asher Codex represents a text from which Ahron b. Asher
started. The British Museum MS. is a specimen of the develop-
ment of the text in the earlier time of Ben Asher’s activity; in
the text from which the Leningrad Codex was copied we have a
type of the Hebrew Biblical text in the later time of Ben Asher’s
activity. It is very likely that the Aleppo Codex is another
type of this text, in which the Masora was further developed.?

The fact that Mishael b. ‘Uzziel composed his book on the
differences between Ben Asher and Ben Naftali shows that in
his time Moshe b. David b. Naftali was a highly esteemed
Tiberian Masorete.* In the Geniza I have found quite a number

1 Cf. the facsimiles of the fourteen Hebrew Biblical MSS. in Leningrad
which are dated between 929 and 1121, published by me on Plates 17-30
of Masoreten des Westens, vol. 1.

2 Cf. concerning this MS. above, p. 56 f.

3 Cf. above, p. 57f. A careful investigation of the whole codex has still
to be made.

+ How little was known of this Masorete in later times we see from the fact
that Elia Levita calls him a ‘Babylonian’ Masorete (cf. his Massoreth ha-
Massoreth, ed. Ginsburg, London, 1867, p. 114), and that even Ginsburg
shared this error, cf. his Introduction, p. 267.
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of fragments of his text, and with the hel

, an p of these fragment
a number of MSS. can be identified as containing a texgt ﬁi{ré(;
by this authquty or later developments of that text. It thus
becomes possible to give a survey of the characteristics of this
tg}ll“oup }cl)f MSS..I Only a few of these MSS., however, show all

ese characteristics. We see in general a tend assimi

this text to that fixed by Ben Asher. Fndeney to asimilate

On the other hand the Ben Asher text did not remain un-
altered. It was influenced by the Ben Naftali text. The Masora
always tends to bring differences into unity. The result of this
development is a kind of textus receptus which, although based
on the Ben Asher text, must be regarded as a compromise
between the two texts. It begins to appear after 1300 and is
usually to be found in MSS. written in the fourteenth and
ﬁfteenth centuries. Such MSS. were the basis of the text which
was printed in the two great Rabbinic Bibles published by
Daniel Bomberg in Venice,? the first, edited by Felix Pratensis,3
in 1516-17, the second, edited by Jacob b. Chaiyim, in 1524—5f4

. . .
- ;]f4 ;}‘12 ghapter Der Bibeltext des Ben Naftali’, in Masoreten des Westens,
'2 .Damel Bomberg, son of Cornelius Bomberg in Antwerp (the name had
f)rlglvnal‘ly been: van Bomberghen), was a wealthy merchant who had settled
in Venice. On the suggestion of Felix Pratensis (see next note) he had
foun.ded. a Hebrew printing office in Venice. The first privilege was granted
to him in 1515. Between the years 1516 and 1538 Bomberg publisfled 186
_Hebr.ew texts, many of them of very considerable size. In 1538 he had lost
in thl'S undertaking all his money (‘“four millions in gold’). Cf. A. Freimann
Da.m;-l 1130m-berg‘ und seine hebraische Druckerei in Venedig’, in the’
I;;I:I'g;_cé ge_zgghry‘t Jiir Hebrdische Bibliographie, vol. x, Frankfurt a/M., 1906,
1 3 Felix Pratt?n§1s {Fra Felice da Prato) was a very learned Jew who had
hecome a C.hrlstlan and had entered the order of the Augustine Hermits
In Felix stmger’s Bibliotheca Augustiniana, Ingolstadt, 1718, p. 716, we ﬁn(i
the following notice regarding him: ‘4 Prato, Felix, natione I—febraeus
%Axlumnus P.rov1nc1a§ Pisarum, Filius Coenobii Pratensis, vixit Saeculo 16?
S. Theplqglae Magister, ex famoso Hebraeo, Rabbinéque factus Eremita
Augustml‘an.us, trium linguarum scientia, ac solida eruditione ornatus, a
Reverendissimo P. Generali, Gabriele Veneto, Lector Theologiae con’t'
tutus, adeo in hac scientia profecit, ut inter omnes Doctores Theol 205
similem suo tempore habuerit neminem. Anno 1 522, Reverendissim Ogl?‘S
Mag: General.is' praefatus Gabriel Venetiis illum ad Adr’ianum VI P;ntigze .
Maxx'mum misit, ut negotia nostra tractaret. Multis annis Hebraeoru;rl1
ancmnator Romace exstitit, & quibus plurimos ad fidem convertit, passi
enim Hebr_aeorum flagellum audiebat. Anno 1 528, fit auctoritate P;Etiﬁcin
S. Theologiae Magister. Anno 1 526 et 28 suae Congregationis Pfocuratorerf;

egit. Romae, prope centenarius . . . 5. XI. 1559 finem vitae attigit ?
* See next page. o
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The MSS. of the Hebrew Bible which were at the disposal of
these editors were not very good. In the Latin dedication to
Pope Leo X, prefixed to the first Rabbinic Bible, Felix Pratensis
describes the MSS. used by him in the following words:

Multi quidem antea manu scripti circumferebantur, sed adeo nitore
suo privati, ut par fere mendarum numerus dictiones ipsas conse-
queretur, nihilque magis ab his desideraretur, quam verus et nativus
candor, quem nunc a nobis illis esse restitutum qui legerint cognoscent
omnes.

The editor tried to do his best to publish a comparatively good
text in spite of the very inadequate MSS. at his disposal.

Jacob b. Chaiyim, the editor of the second Rabbinic Bible,
was a Jewish refugee from Tunis who later became a Christian.
He was introduced to Daniel Bomberg in 1520 and engaged by
him as a corrector in his printing office. We hear that he was
engaged in the edition of the great Talmudic Compendium of
Rabbi Yishak al-Fasi, which contained also the first edition of
the Tosefta’ (1521), he edited Seder Tohorot of the Mishna
(1523), the Commentary on the Tora composed by Menachem
from Recanati (1523), the book on the 613 prescriptions and
prohibitions (WM 7DD, 1523), and helped in editing the
Palestinian Talmud (1522-3), and, together with David Pizzi-
ghetone b. Eliezer, he edited Maimonides’ Mishne Tora or
Yad ha-Hazaka (1524). He was greatly interested—perhaps
also engaged—in the edition of the Concordance (301 RN
of Isaak Natan b. Kalonymos which was edited 1523 and proved
to be of the greatest importance for Jacob’s Masoretic studies.
At the same time he prepared the second Rabbinic Bible (edited
1524-5). Many parts of it were simple reprints of what had been
edited already by Felix Pratensis in the first Rabbinic Bible.
But the Hebrew text of the Bible itself Ben Chaiyim tried to
bring into accordance with the Masora. The study of the
Masora had been greatly neglected in the time before Jacob
b. Chaiyim. After the fixation of the textus receptus of the Hebrew
Bible of which we have spoken, the Masora had become practi-
cally superfluous. Masoretic notes were added to MSS. of the
Hebrew Bible, because people were accustomed to see the Bibli-

cal text surrounded by such notes. But in most of the MSS. they

70

1 Cf, A. Berliner, ‘Beitrige zur hebraischen Typographie Daniel Bom-
bergs’, in Fahrbuch der jiidisch-literarischen Gesellschaft, vol. iii, Frankfurt a/M.,

1905, P. 303. '
2 Cf. concerning these texts the articles of Freimann and Berliner, quoted

above.
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had become more and more of a decorative character. They

were written in flowers and ligatures and were full of mistakes
The study of the Masora had completely come to a standstill,
It was ja}cob’s' merit that he began earnest study of the Masora;
over again. Firstly he had to look for MSS. Libraries in which
Va.lua.ble MSS. were preserved for the use of scholars did not
exist in the beglnr}ing of the sixteenth century. Jacob had to
wlork on MSS. which his patron, Daniel Bomberé acquired f
him. He writes in his Introduction.* > .
.\'VheTx I 'cxplained to Bomberg the advantage of the Massorah. h
did all in his power to send into all the countries in order to search, (E
what. may be found of the Massorah, and praised be the Lord 01'1
obtained as many of the Massoretic books as could possibly be got I‘;e
was not backward, and his hand was not closed, nor did he drgw .baclf
his right hand from producing gold out of his purse to defray the
expenses of the books and of the messengers who were engaged to fnak
search for them in the most remote corners and in every pla h 5
they might possibly be found. v pee where

But the MSS. collected in this way were somewhat disappoint-
ing. ‘]ac_ob himself complains of their incorrectness, and to the
‘Masoretlc notes in these MSS. he applies the Bi,blical text:
There was not a house in which there was not one dead’
(Exod. 12. 30), so many mistakes had he found there. In these
MSS. the Masoretic notes were in great disorder. He had to
correct them as well as he could. To-day we see that he had
quite 'dls_parate Masoretic material before him, Palestinian
material in the main, but also pieces of Babylonian Masora,?
and that he had often to help himself by making his ow’n
Masora. According to such a Masora, compiled by him, cor-
rected by him, partly invented by him, he arranged his Bii)lical
text. He was convinced that there was only one correct Masora
—the Masora compiled by himself—and that the text arranged
by him accprding to this Masora was the very text which Ead
been established by the great Masoretic authorities of Tiberias
especially by Ahron b. Asher, in the first half of the tenth cen:
tury. Jacob b. Chaiyim had never seen any old MS. of the
1 Cf Jacob .b.‘ Chayin}’s Introduction to the Rabbinic Bible, Hebrew and
g:,}g’lz;}_z’gb;é ghrlstlan D. Ginsburg, London, 1865, p- 34. Ginsburg, Introduc-
* In the Masora parva
meaning is that at al{J pla.ccst O\V}I:::é ,'Ilgéalia‘s/vih?zic:;e:txit;i?othb:i rthg
has to be pronounced with Sere. Xom*® is the usual name.’for A:rcl);h

in the Baby onian I\‘IaSOIa- ElSﬁWhC € In the I alestllllall I\/]aSO]a thlS W
1 a T
ord



72 THE HEBREW TEXT OF THE BIBLE

Bible, so that he could not be aware of the distinct difference
between his text and that of Ben Asher.

It is very curious that the text edited by Jacob b. Chalyim
has generally been regarded as the definitive one. Modern
editors of the Hebrew text of the Bible cannot say more in praise
of their own edition than that they are exact reprints of the text
edited by Ben Chaiyim. When Christian D. Ginsburg published,
for the Centenary of the British and Foreign Bible Society, his
great edition of the Hebrew Bible for which he had collated
more than seventy MSS. and nearly twenty early prints of the
Bible, he declares with emphasis that the text published by him
is an exact reprint of Ben Chaiyim’s text.! In his ‘Introduction’
to an earlier edition of the same text, made for the Trinitarian
Bible Society, he declares with regard to Ben Chaiyim’s text:?*
that it is the only Massoretic recension. No textual redactor of modern
days who professes to edit the Hebrew text according to the Massorah
can deviate from it without giving conclusive justification for so doing.

Nobody would be inclined to regard a classical text published
in the beginning of the sixteenth century as the best text avail-
able. The Greek New Testament edited at that time by Erasmus
has to-day historical interest only. How can we think that such
a complicated text as that of the Hebrew Bible could be satisfac-
torily produced on the basis of late and inaccurate MSS., more
than 400 years ago, after a preparation of not much more than
two years, by a man overwhelmed with other work, printed
together with all sorts of Targums and Commentaries, on 952
folios, about 1,900 folio pages, in the astonishingly short time
of about fifteen months?3 Yet this has been regarded as the

only authoritative text up to the present day.
I was in Leningrad, studying Hebrew Biblical MSS. and

1 “The text presented in this book is that of the first edition of Jacob ben
Chayim’s Massoretic Recension, printed by Bomberg at Venice in 1524-5.
No changes have been made in it beyond the correction of obvious errors
as indicated by the MSS. collated’ so we read in the ‘Advertisement’ prefixed
to the single parts of the edition. The Pentateuch was published in 1908, the
Former and Later Prophets in 1911, the edition was finished after Ginsburg’s
death, by H. E. Holmes and A. S. Geden, in 1926. Cf. concerning this
edition Masoreten des Ostens, pp. xiv—xvii, Masoreten des Westens, vol. i, p. 18,
note 2, and below, pp. 76 {T.

2 Cf. Christian D. Ginsburg, Infroduction to the Massoretico-Critical Edition
of the Hebrew Bible, London, 1897, p. 963 f.

3 According to Freimann, l.c., p. 35, the Bible was printed in less than
eight months; that is, however, not correct, as L. Goldschmidt informs me.
See also Stevenson in Trensactions of Glasgow University Oriental Society,
vol. v, 1930, p. 46.
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Geniza fragments in the Russian Public Library, when I received
a letter from Rudolf Kittel asking me what text he should pub-
lish in the new Biblia Hebraica which he was preparing at that
time (1926). ‘I think we shall have to publish the Ben Chaiyim
text again’, he wrote. I had just found a number of dated
Hebrew Biblical MSS. which had been written between a.p. goo
and 1100." They all showed a text generally in accordance with
the Ben Asher text and not with the Ben Chaiyim text. It was
clear that this text had been used in wide circles at that period.
On the other hand, I could hardly believe that the Masoretes
who worked on the text of the Hebrew Bible between a.p. 1000
and 1500 had done anything which was based on really old
tradition. For the Ben Asher text a trustworthy source was to
be found in the Leningrad MS. B 19a, dated A.p. 1008. So 1
proposed to Kittel to publish the Ben Asher text, fixed by the
greatest Masoretic authority 600 years before Ben Chaiyim.
After my return from Russia, in November 1926, I discussed
the matter with Kittel in Leipzig. He was convinced that I was
right and invited me to publish the Ben Asher text for the new
edition of the Biblia Hebraica. 1 accepted under the condition
that the text should be published with the Masora of Ben Asher.
It was high time that the Masora compiled by Ben Chaiyim
in the way described above should be replaced by a Masora
added on the margins of his Biblical text with greatest exactness
ft{ld care by the most famous Masoretic authority. This was not
the correct Masora’ which Jacob b. Chaiyim and his succes-
sors up to Wolf Heidenheim and Seligmann Baer had dreamed
of possessing, nor could it be compared with the great mass of
N_Iasoretic material which Ginsburg had compiled from MSS. of
different kinds;? it was simply the Masora associated with Ben
Asher’s Bible text and supporting that text. If published this
Masora could be taken as a basis for comparing other kinds of
Masora, the Masora of Ben Naftali, greatly differing from that
of Ben Asher, the Masora of the Babylonian Masoretes, and
many others. ’
Kittel agreed. It was not so easy to persuade the Committee
of the Stuttgart Bible Society to publish the Biblical text with
the Masora. But Kittel had some influence in these circles, and

' Cf. Masoreten des Westens, vol. i, pp. 56-77.
 * The Massorah compiled from Manuscripts, by Christian D. Ginsburg, pub-
llshefi by Ginsburg at his own expense in London, vol. i, 1881; vol. ii, 1883;
vol. iii (Supplements) 1885; vol. iv, first half (References) 1905. The second
Part of vol. iv has never been published.
L
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they at last agreed.” The Biblia Hebraica could not be printed
in a record time of fifteen months like the Second Rabbinic Bible
of Ben Chaiyim: We needed more than ten years (1927-37)
for printing the text alone’—to say nothing of the work done
by the special editors of the single books and by the general
editors, Rudolf Kittel, and after his death in 1929, Albrecht Alt
and Otto Eissfeldt.

The basis of the text was the Leningrad MS. B 19a, dated
1008. It was sent for several years from Leningrad to Germany.
An excellent photograph of the MS. was taken in Leipzig and
could be used for the edition. A photograph of the Cairo Ben
Asher Codex of the Prophets, dated a.p. 895, was procured with
the help of Dr. Max Meyerhof in Cairo. The British Museum
Ben Asher Codex of the Pentateuch (Or. 4445) could be used
in a photograph procured for the Oriental Seminar of Bonn.
For the Kethubim an old MS. with the Ben Asher text was
sent from Leningrad to Bonn. So I had for nearly every part
of the Bible two Ben Asher MSS. at my disposal, and with their
help I tried to publish the text of the Hebrew Bible as fixed by
Ahron b. Asher in his later period, with the Masoretic notes
added very accurately on the margins of the Ben Asher MS.

I had at Bonn at my disposal the First Rabbinic Bible edited
by Felix Pratensis in a copy belonging to the Library of St.
Mary’s Church in Halle, the Second Rabbinic Bible edited by
Jacob b. Chaiyim in a copy belonging to the University Library
of Halle to which the copy had come from Wittenberg Univer-
sity. It was of value that I could compare, when editing the Ben
Asher text, these two editions of the fextus receptus prepared by
learned men like Felix Pratensis and Jacob b. Chaiyim. But I
had no interest in comparing the other seventeen early printed
editions of the Hebrew Bible enumerated and used by Ginsburg.
These are not much more than reprints of late and inaccurate
MSS. rearranged with more or less skill by the different editors
or printers. ,

The PreuBlische Staatsbibliothek in Berlin sent to Bonn for

1 A considerable sum for editing the Ben Asher text, and a special sum for
publishing the Masora, was contributed by the ‘Notgemeinschaft der
Deutschen Wissenschaft’. An assistant for the work on the Biblia Hebraica
was granted to me by the Minister of Education in Berlin from 1927 to 1933,
and later by the ‘Notgemeinschaft’. My last Jewish assistant, Dr. Falk Bar,
a learned Polish Rabbi, worked under me in Bonn until July 1938. The great
Masora was nearly ready for publication when I left Germany in March 1939.

2 Every sheet of the text had to be read in Bonn five or six times,
requiring an average of 80 hours, and there were nearly 100 sheets.
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many years MS. Or. fol. 1213, one of the oldest Hebrew Biblical
MSS. in Germany. It had been used, as MS. Erfurt 3, by
1. H. Michaelis as chief basis for his edition of the Hebrew Bible,
published in Halle, 1720. Paul de Lagarde, who describes the
codex in his well-known article ‘Hebraische Handschriften in
Erfurt’, dated it at about 1100, and pointed out that it is of
special value on account of its Masora, closely related to the
‘Ochla we-Ochla’, an old collection of Masoretic material which
had been edited, according to a Paris MS., by S. Frensdorff,?
and of which another MS. in the University Library in Halle
had been described by Hupfeld.? The Halle MS. is of special
interest as it had been used by Jacob b. Chaiyim for the Masora
Magna added at the end of his Rabbinic Bible, and had later
been in the possession of Elia Levita.* In the Berlin Bible MS.
we have great parts of the book in a MS. older than the two
others. Lagarde makes the following statement on the Codex:5

Ich erachte dass alle massorastudien mit diesen drei werken zu
beginnen haben, und bitte dringend, diesen codex in héchsten ehren
und nicht fiir jeden ersten besten zur hand zu halten, da seine dinte
schon stark ausbleicht, ihn bald herauszugeben: wir haben hier

vermutlich den Altesten massoracodex vor uns dessen wir jetzt habhaft
werden kénnen. . . .

What Lagarde says here of the Masora contained in the MS. is
fully justified. Of the ‘Ochla we-Ochla’ valuable old fragments
from the Geniza are preserved in the Russian Public Library in
Le_ningrad, some of these provided with Palestinian vowel-
points.® This fact alone shows that this collection of Masoretic
material was known in Palestine before the work of the Tiberian
Mgtspr@tes began. The MSS. differ greatly and a new critical
edition on the basis of all material available would really be of
importance.” But the Biblical text in the Berlin MS. could not

' In Symmicta, vol. i, Goettingen, 1877, pp. 129-64.

* Das Buch Ochlah Wochlah (Massora) . . . herausgegeben . . . von S. Frensdorff,
Hannover, 1864. The Paris MS. is MS. anc. fonds hebr. no. 56.

3 Hermann Hupfeld, ‘Uber eine bisher unbekannt gebliebene Hand-
schrift der Masorah’, in {DMG., vol. xxi, Leipzig, 1867, pp. 201~20.

* Cf. Ginsburg, Introduction, p. 464.

: p- 138 in the article mentioned in note 1.

The most important fragment is no. 1,554, Bible, parchment, of the

Second Firkowitch Collection, 18 folios, each with 2 columns, 3646 lines.

7 P_lrnst Ehrentreu deals with the ‘Ochla we-Ochla’ in his Kénigsberg
Th.esm Untersuchungen iiber die Maussora, ihre geschichtliche Entwicklung und ihr
Gezs_t, Hannover, 1925; his treatise was published earlier in the Jewish
periodical Feschurun, 1921 ff. Ehrentreu does not know the older sources
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be used for an edition of the Ben Asher text. To the consonantal
text, written by two different hands, the punctuation was added
by four hands, following different principles. One shows clearly
all characteristics of the Ben Naftali text, two others are con-
nected with it.! The Masora added on the two sides of the
Biblical text is typically that of Ben Naftali.? The codex belongs
to the group of Ben Naftali MSS.3 It was, however, valuable
to have a Ben Naftali text and a Ben Naftali Masora available
when I was editing the Ben Asher text with the Ben Asher
Masora.

It was not necessary to use for more than occasional references
the seventy-three Biblical MSS. the little differences of which
Ginsburg had added to the fextus receptus of Ben Chailyim
reprinted by him. I had long discussions with Ginsburg in
London, when the two volumes of the Prophets in his new
edition had just appeared (1911). I asked him how he could use
more than seventy MSS. for an edition without making an
attempt to assign these MSS. to different groups. He complained
that it was not possible to do so. I agreed that it was really
difficult for the later MSS., as these merely represent different
stages of the Biblical text developed in the time between the
Ben Asher and the Ben Chaiyim text. They had influenced each
other in different ways, and so it was difficult to classify them.
But the older MSS. which Ginsburg claims to have used represent
quite distinct types of text. These texts, moreover, were cen-
turies older than the fextus recepius edited by Ginsburg. What
connexion, for instance, with the textus receptus, which begins to
appear in MSS. after 1300, have MSS. like the earlier Ben Asher
text of the Pentateuch preserved in the British Museum MSS.
Or. 4445 (beginning of the 1oth cent.), Ginsburg’s codex X;
or different developments of the Ben Naftali text, as those pre-
served in the Reuchlin Codex of the Prophets (dated 1105) and
in the British Museum MS. Add. 21161 (about 1150), his codices
3 and T; or the interesting specimen of a mixed text in the last
development of the Babylonian punctuation, strongly influenced
of the book. What he has to say on the historical development of the Masora
is therefore, to a large extent, construction without foundation, and what he
says on the spirit of the Masora is of apologetical character.

* Cf. the description of the MS. in Masoreten des Westens, vol. ii, p. 54 f.,
and the facsimile of the Codex published on plate 13.

2 The material belonging to the ‘Ochla we-Ochla’ is usually written on

the upper margins of the folios.
3 Such MSS. are enumerated and described in Masoreten des Westens,

vol. ii, pp. 52 ff.
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by the Tiberian Masora, as preserved in the Codex of the later
Prophets in Leningrad (dated A.p. 916), his codex 2; or the
oldest Yemenite MSS. of the Pentateuch in the British Museum,
MS. O.r. 1467 and Or. 2363 (12th cent.), his codices 1 and 17?
To dq Justice, for instance, to a text like the Codex Reuchlini-
anus, 1ts text would have had to be printed in a parallel column
along51d'e of the textus receptus, as hardly any word in this codex
is vocalized exactly as in the fextus receptus.” Nearly the same
coulc! be said of the other MSS. mentioned above. Ginsburg
certainly knew these circumstances. The value of his edition
!ies m-his collation of later Biblical MSS. For the little details
in which they differ from each other Ginsburg has carefully
fzollected a great amount of material, and whoever is interested
in such details will find them in Ginsburg’s edition, although
the way in which they are made available by him makes it
somewhat difficult to see the value of this material. For an
edition of the Ben Asher text, however, these little differences
of later MSS. are of no importance.

The difference between the Ben Asher text and that edited
by Ben Chaiyim may be illustrated by the following experience.
Somebody was working in the Bodleian Library on an old MS.
ofa grammatical treatise composed by Ibn Ezra (died A.p. 1167).
He was puzzled by the fact that the quotations from the Bible
never agreed exactly with the text he found in his Hebrew Bible,
a reprint of the Ben Chaiyim text. He asked me how this fact
could be explained. I said: ‘You cannot expect Ibn Ezra to
quote a text which was fixed centuries after him; compare the
Ben Asher text!” He did so and found Ibn Ezra’s quotations in
excellent accordance with that text. In the printed editions of
Ibn Ezra’s treatise the Biblical quotations have been adapted
to the textus recepius, the Ben Chaiyim text. This naive method
of textual criticism is generally followed by editors up to the
Present day. Any one having to edit a vocalized Hebrew text
1s ashamed to publish it with the vocalization found in an old MS.
He 1s convinced that he has the duty of adapting the vocaliza-
tion to the rules of his Hebrew grammar based exclusively on
the Ben Chaiyim text. It is clear that these rules are largely
anfected by the now published Ben Asher text. When Professor
Nyberg, the orientalist of Uppsala University, came to the

! In his article ‘Bemerkungen iiber die Vocalisation der Targume’, in
Verhzf{zdlungen des Fiunflen Internationalen Orientalisten Congress, Berlin, 1881,
Vf)l. 1. 1, Adalbert Merx deals with the punctuation of the codex and has
8tven some specimens of it, on pp. 181-8,
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Congress of Orientalists held in September 1938 in Bonn, he
told me that he was preparing a new Hebrew grammar accord-
ing to the Ben Asher text, as no existing Hebrew grammars
could be used for that text.

But other, more important, changes will be necessary, for a
really scientific Hebrew grammar. I may begin with a parallel
development.

Nearly a century before the Masoretes in Palestine and Baby-
lonia were engaged in establishing the correct reading of the
Hebrew Biblical text, their Arabic masters had had similar prob-
lems with their holy book, the Koran, the word of God revealed
to the Prophet Muhammed (who died A.0.632). The consonantal
text had probably been collected shortly after Muhammed’s
death, and was brought into its definite form in the time of the
third Chalif, ‘Othmian (644-55). But now the great problem
arose, how this text was to be read and recited correctly.
Muhammed was born in Mekka and belonged, like most of his
fellow citizens, to the Arab tribe of Kuraish. The Arabic
spoken by him was that of a citizen of Mekka, and the con-
sonantal text reflects the Arabic spoken there. But the Arabs
were accustomed to regard as the model for correct Arabic the
language spoken by the Bedouin. In this language the famous
pre-Islamic poetry was composed, and every Arab was proud
of it. The word of God could not be read in a language inferior
to any other. So in the chief centres of Islam at that early time,
in Kufa, Basra, Medina, and Mekka, an intensive study of
Bedouin poetry began. The students of this Arabic went out
to the Bedouin in their neighbourhood and collected there as
much as possible of their poetry, and the narratives connected
with it, mostly reports of the little battles called ‘the Days of the
Arabs’. The material collected in that way became the basis
of the work done by the Arabic readers. They established the
model Arabic in all details, and to it the language of the Koran
was adapted. The consonantal text was not altered. But a
method of reading the text correctly was developed, and all
sorts of signs were added to the consonantal text in order to safe-
guard a correct reading.”

The books dealing with reading the Koran do not mention
this early activity of the readers.? Books which may have men-

1 Tt is very likely that the Arabs began to add vowel signs to the text of the
Koran already in the first century a.H. Cf. O. Pretzl in Noldeke’s Geschichte
des Qorans, 2nd ed., vol. iii, p. 262.

2 Not a single treatise of that kind is mentioned by O. Pretzl in his article
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tioned it are lost. But recently I discovered in an Arabic MS.
dealing with the number of the verses of the Koran, belonging
to the Collection of Mr. Chester Beatty,! a notice which at least
reflects this development. It is a quotation from al-Farra’ (who
died A.p. 821), one of the greatest authorities on Arabic gram-
mar and on reading the Koran. Some years ago H. Ritter dis-
covered in Stambul an old MS. (4th cent. A.H.) of al-Farrd’s
Commentary on the Koran, the text of which had been dictated by
the author during the years 817-19.2 Otto Pretzl, when refer-
ring to this MS.,3 says of the author:

Die grammatischen Erklirungen von al-Farrd’ werden von den
Arabern selbst als das Vollendetste angesehen was auf dem Gebiete der
Koranwissenschaft geleistet worden ist.

I give the whole text in an English translation.*

Al-Farra’ says:

We have seen that the readers who know the Book (the Koran) and

the practice (sunna) and are authorities on correct speech, are agreed
tha.t it (the Koran) came down in the most correct forms of speech.
This was opposed by some of those who investigated the poetry and ‘the
Days of the Arabs’. They said: “Those who claimed the excellence of
the Koran have merely done so in accordance with what God made
obligatory for honoring the Koran. But when we look for correctness
of speech, we find it among the Bedouins.’
. But in this they disagreed. The people of Kiifa said: ‘Correctness
is to be found among the Asad’, because of their vicinity to them. The
people of Basra said: ‘Correctness is to be found among the upper
Tamim and the lower Kais from ‘Ukl and ‘Ukail” The people of
Medina said: ‘Correctness is to be found among the Ghatafin’, because
they are their neighbours. The people of Mekka said: ‘Clorrectness is
to be found among Kinana b. Sa‘d b. Bekr and Thakif.

We answered by referring them through traditidns, analogy, and
example to the superiority of the speech of the Kuraish over all other
{anguages. So we said: ‘Do not the Kuraish surpass the people in the
Ii)ul;? \/Vls;enschaft der’KoranleS}mg. IhI:C lit.erarischen Quellen und ihre
29(:};;21(‘: iegrundlagen’, in Islamica, vol. vi, Leipzig, 1934, pp. 1-47, 23046,

I It is MS. Arab. 705, written A.H. 525 A.D. 1130. 1
thanks to Mr. A. Chester Beatty for his5 p?srmission3 to m:l?: zst: c(:? It)ll;zsster)?ty

* Philologica II, von H. Ritter, in Der Islam, vol. xvii, 1928, p. 249. It is
MS. Vehbi Ef. Nr. 66. The Oriental Seminar of Bonn Unive;sity possessed
a photograph of this important MS.

-’i Il.l the new edition of Theodor Néldeke’s Geschichie des Qorans, vol. iii
Leipzig, 1938, p. 247. ’ ,

* Professor H. A. R. Gibb has kindly revised my translation and made some

valuable suggestions in connexion with it. The Arabic text follows below
on p. 115 f.
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beauty of their statures, in the sagacity of their minds, in the fullness
of their bodies? They said: ‘We are the men best informed about
this. But sagacity and beauty came to them merely because the Arabs
were accustomed to come to the sanctuary (the Ka‘ba) for Hajj and
‘Umra (the two parts of the pilgrimage), both their women and theirmen.
The women made the circuit round the House unveiled and performed
the ceremonies with uncovered faces. So they selected them by sight
and sought after dignity and beauty. By this they gained superiority
besides those qualities by which they were particularly distinguished.”

We said: ‘In the same way they were accustomed to hear from the
tribes of the Arabs their dialects; so they could choose from every
dialect that which was best in it. So their speech became elegant, and
nothing of the more vulgar forms of speech was mixed up with it. Do
you not see that you will not find in their pronunciation the ‘an‘ana of
Tamim! nor the roughness in speech? of Kais, nor the keskesa® of
Rabi‘a, nor the Kesr (the i-vowel) which you hear from Kais and
Tamim, like fi‘lamina, ti'lam, and like bi‘ir, shi'ir with Kesr of 7d, ba,
sin, shin?* Correctness came to them from their selection of pronuncia-
tion, just as they selected their wives.’

And by this we refuted their arguments and reverted to the arguments
of those who knew the Koran better than they.

And besides, we have heard that ‘Umar b. al-Khattab said: ‘O
Prophet of God, you came to us with a kind of speech of the Arabs
which we do not know, although we are really Arabs.’” Then the
Prophet of God said: ‘My Lord taught me, so I learned, and he
corrected me, so I acquired correctness; and the superiority of the
Koran to every other speech is as the superiority of God to His
creatures.’

‘Umar b. al-Khattab heard a man reading ‘atid hina in the meaning
of hattd hina. He said: ‘Who taught you to recite thus?” He said:
‘Abdallah b. Mas‘ad.”s So he wrote to ‘Abdallah b. Mas‘ad: ‘“The

1 MS.: ‘an‘a; ‘an‘ana is substituting ‘ain for alif, cf. Lane, s.v.

2 ‘gjrafiye means rough, guttural speech, cf. Lane, s.v.

3 According to the Arabic grammarians (see Ibn Ya’ish, p. 1245) the
terms keskese and keshkeshe were used to signify the pronunciation of the suffix
-ki alternatively as -kis or -si, and as -kish or -shi. This is mentioned as a
characteristic of the language spoken also by the Rabi‘a. Cf. K. Vollers,
Volkssprache und Schriftsprache im alten Arabien, Strassburg, 1906, p. 11.

4 To use 7 in these forms instead of a is mentioned as a characteristic of the
Tamim. Cf. the references given by Vollers, l.c., p. 16.

5 Ibn Mas'ad (died about a.p. 652) was one of the earliest companions
of the Prophet and knew perhaps more of him than any other Muslim. He
wasin possession of his own collections of Koranic materials and was regarded
as a special authority in matters of Koran and Sunna. The Khalif ‘Omar had
sent him to Kufa to teach Islam. There, he became the apostle of Islam for

Babylonia and the East in general. The Hudhail mentioned here are a tribe

of the Bedouins living between Mekka and Medina.
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Koran came down in the language of the Kuraish and it came not down
in the language of the Hudhail. So do you teach men to recite it in the
language of the Kuraish and not in language of the Hudhail.’

Aba Bekr said: ‘The I'rab of the Koran'® is preferable to me rather
than keeping some of its letters.’

Abu Huraira? is reported as saying: the Apostle of God said: ‘Learn
the Koran and hold fast to its strange words.’

Ibn Mas‘ad? said: ‘Keep to the text of the Koran and adorn it with
the best of pronunciations and read it with I‘rab (a‘rabihu); for it is
pure Arabic (‘arabiyun), and God wishes it to be read with I'rab
(an yu‘raba).’

‘Omar’s son* beat his son for pronouncing incorrectly (‘ala-l-lahn).

Mujahids said: “Verily I prefer to err in a verse than to make an
error of pronunciation (an alhana) in the Book of God.’

And hesaid:® “Omar passed by some people who were contending for
superiority in shooting. One of them spoke incorrectly (lahana). ‘Omar
said: ‘“Incorrectness in speech is worse than badness in shooting.”’

‘Abdalmalik b. ‘Omair? related that ‘Omar b. al-Khattab said:
‘None shall dictate our copies of the Koran except men of the Kuraish
and Thakif)’

Muhammed b. Sa‘d® says that ‘Abdalwahhab b. ‘Ata al-Khaffaf?
reported from Sa‘id b. Hishim from ‘Aisha from the Prophet . . .:
‘The expert in the Koran is with the noble pious angels who register
actions. And who recites it whilst upon him there is a difficulty so that
he reiterates in it,’® he gets double reward.’

This is a valuable testimony for the influence of Bedouin

' I'rab are the vocalic endings of the Arabic words according to the laws
of the grammar of classical Arabic. The recommendation to read the Koran
with these vocalic endings presupposes that they were often not read. In
modern Arabic these vocalic endings are usually not read and observed only
when it is intended to speak classical Arabic, adapted to Bedouin poetry and
to the language of the Koran.

* Abt Huraira died about a.n. 677 in Medina. To him nearly 3,500
traditions are attributed.

¥ Cf. p. 80, note 5.

* li.e. the son of the second Chalif, ‘Omar b. al-Khattab.

* Muyjahid b. Jabr Abi-1-Hajjij, died about a.p. 720; cf. about him
Ibn Sa‘d’s Biographien, ed. E. Sachau, vol. v, p. 343.

) ® The same tradition, with some various readings and with other authori-
ties, is mentioned by Ibn Sa‘'d, ed. E. Sachau, vol. iii, p. 204, l. 16. Cf.
K. Vollers, Volkssprache und Schriftsprache im alten Arabien, p. 161.

? Cf. about him Ibn Sa‘d, ed. E. Sachau, vol. vi, p. 220.

Ef The author of the book on Biographies, edited by E. Sachau, g vols.,
Leiden, 19o4—40. He was a contemporary of al-Farra’ and died a.D. 845.

° Cf. about him Ibn Sa‘d, ed. E. Sachau, vol. vii. 2, p. 76.

¥ The Arabic word is explained by ‘his tongue sticks fast in doing so’.
Cf. Lane, s.v. ta‘ta‘a, according to T3j al-‘aris.

M
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Arabic on the language of the Koran. Al-Farrd’ cannot deny
this influence. Correct Arabic is really to be found among the
Bedouins. But he cannot admit any alteration in the language
of the Holy Book. For a good Muslim it is a matter of faith that
the word of God was revealed in the most correct form of Arabic.
Conditions have not changed much since the time of al-Farra’.
When K. Vollers—an expert on classical Arabic and a special
authority on modern Arabic as spoken in Egypt—'tried to show
the influence of Bedouin poetry on the text of the Koran, at the
International Congress of Orientalists in Algiers, 1905, his lecture
gave rise to a real revolt among the Muslim members of that
Congress.?

Al-Farrd’ tries to solve the problem in his own way. He
antedates the influence. Long before the Koran had been
revealed to the Prophet, the language of the Kuraish had been
influenced by Bedouin Arabic. They had heard in Mekka from
Arab pilgrims all sorts of Arabic speech, and so had been able
to select the best of it, ‘just as they had selected their wives’.
So the Arabic spoken by the Kuraish had become the most
perfect Arabic, and in this model language the Koran had been
revealed to the Prophet. Al-Farra’ can show that this language
is superior to any Bedouin Arabic. It has neither a wrong pro-
nunciation of gutturals, nor wrong vowels, which both occur in
some of the dialects spoken by the Bedouins. This ideal Arabic,
in reality the result of the work done by the readers of the Koran,
was identified by al-Farrd’ with the language spoken by the
Kuraish in the time of the Prophet.

Again and again the necessity of correctly reading the holy

T Vollers was for years Director of the Khedivial Library in Cairo and had
made intensive studies on the Arabic spoken there. Cf. his ‘Beitrage zur
Kenntnis der lebenden arabischen Sprache in Aegypten’, in {DMG., vols. xli,
1, li (1887, 1896, 18g7). His grammar on “The Modern Egyptian Dialect
of Arabic’ was translated into English by F. C. Burkitt, Cambridge, 1895.
Later Vollers was Professor in Jena University.

2 Cf. his book Volkssprache und Schrifisprache im alten Arabien, Strassburg,
1906, preface. It must be admitted that Vollers was not very cautious in his
deductions. The very title of his book is misleading. Muhammed certainly
did not speak a vernacular language (Volkssprache) but the language spoken
by the prominent Kuraish in Mekka; their language can hardly be opposed
to a literary language (Schriftsprache). This has clearly been shown by
Rudolf Geyer in his review in Gottingische Gelehrte Anzeigen, 1909, in which
he deals in nearly fifty pages (pp. 10-56) with the problems raised by
Vollers’s book. But Vollers is certainly right in his statement that the
language spoken by the Kuraish in Mekka differed widely from the ideal
Arabic fixed, in accordance with Bedouin poetry, by the readers of the Koran.
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text is emphasized in the quotations of al-Farra’. It is a well-
known fact that in Islamic tradition such quotations are not to
be regarded as words really spoken by those to whom they are
attributed. But these quotations show the problems which occu-
pied the Muslims at the time when these words were laid before
them. For this period these sayings have to be regarded as
documents of high value. The sayings quoted by al-Farra’ lead
us to the time when the readers established the correct reading
of the text of the Koran by adapting it to the ideal of classical
Arabic, which they found in Bedouin poetry. For the readings
introduced into the text of the Koran in accordance with this
poetry the readers needed support. They tried to prove that
these readings did not differ from the reading of the Prophet
himself] as it was confirmed by his oldest and most trustworthy
followers. The necessary proof-sayings were attributed to such
prominent Muslims as Abi@i Bekr and ‘Omar, the first two
Chalifs, or to such eminent authorities as Ibn Masad and
others.

Of special interest among these sayings are the exhortations
to read the Koran with I'rab and to observe the correct pro-
nunciation of the gutturals. They play an important role in
al-Farra’s quotations. This shows that both things belonged to
the elements introduced by the readers into the text of the
Koran. Vollers remarks:*

Of the first importance were I'rab and pronunciation of Hamza;
here every kind of haggling was excluded; both were rigorously

carried through, without regard to dialect, rhyme, and culture of the
author.

Other adaptations were made, according to Vollers, with greater
liberality. In the sayings quoted by al-Farrd’ we have the best
confirmation of these statements of Vollers.

Traditions recommending reading the Koran with I'rdb are
still to be found in Suyiiti’s ltkan, the well-known Introduction
to the Koran. Vollers remarks that Suyuiti (who died A.p. 1505)
could not possibly have understood such traditions, as in his later
days it had long been forgotten that the Koran had ever been read
without I'r@h. These traditions have another significance when
they are reported, 700 years before as-Suyiti, by an authority
like al-Farra’. Theodor Noldeke, in his article on the Koran

' Cf. Vollers, l.c.,p. 181. T am translating the text; the German original is:
‘Obenan standen das I'rab und die Hamza Sprache; hier war jedes Feilschen

ausgeschlossen; beide wurden strenge durchgefiihrt, ohne Riicksicht auf
Mundart, Reim und Bildung des Verfassers.’
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and the ‘Arabiya,” where he strongly criticizes Vollers’s theory,
says:

If the Prophet and his faithful contemporaries had spoken the Koran
without I'rab, the tradition of it would not have disappeared without
any trace.

The tradition missed by Noldeke is preserved in the quotations
of al-Farrd’; we find it here in the only form in which we can
expect it in an Islamic source.?

The systematic adaptation of the text of the Koran to Bedouin
poetry was victorious and obliterated the older forms of the
Holy Book. For more than 1,200 years, since about A.D. 700,
this ideal Arabic has been regarded as the original language
of the Koran. From this point of view the work of the readers
on the text of the Koran can be regarded as that of ‘establishing
the text in its integrity’.

The Jews were living in Palestine and in Babylonia under
Arab rule when, in connexion with the Karaite movement (at
the end of the 8th cent.), the problem of correctly reading the
Hebrew text of the Bible became of primary interest to them.
Like the Arabs they were convinced that the word of God had
to be read in the most correct forms of speech. Safeguarding the
correct reading of the Biblical text was one of the principal aims
of the Masoretes; by adding an increasing number of little signs
to the consonantal text they tried to fix every detail of pronuncia-
tion and cantillation of the holy text. I may refer here to Moshe
ben Asher’s description of the work done by the Masoretes ;3 for
him they are the ‘chiefs of righteousness, the men of faith’, who
have not concealed anything of what was given to them and
have not added a word to what was transmitted to them—just
as the Arab readers try to show that their reading the Holy
Book is confirmed by the oldest and most trustworthy authori-
ties of Islam. Both emphasize that nothing new was introduced
into the holy text, both can describe their work as establishing
the text in its integrity.

We have seen that the Arab readers adapted the text of the
Koran to the ideal of classical Arabic, found in Bedouin poetry.

¥ Cf. his book, Neue Beitrige zur Semitischen Sprachwissenschaft, Strassburg,

1910, pp. 1-5. I have translated the text; the German original is: ‘Hitten
der Prophet und seine glaubigen Zeitgenossen den Koran ohne I‘rab
gesprochen, so wire die Tradition davon nicht spurlos untergegangen.’

- 2 It is interesting to note that on account of the opposition of authorities
like Noldeke, neither Bergstrafler nor Pretzl dared even to refer to Vollers’s
theory in the new edition of Noldeke’s Geschichte des Qorans, vol. iii,
Leipzig, 1938. 3 See above, p. 57.
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They created a model text which did not exist in this form
before. The Masoretes created a model text of the Hebrew
Bible. Did they possess an ideal of classical Hebrew to which
they could adapt their text? What have we to say of the text
created by them?

Before the fragments of old Hebrew Biblical MSS. preserved
in the Geniza became known, it was quite impossible to look
beyond the Masoretic system of pronunciation. This system
stood before us as a ‘bolt from the blue’; nobody was able to
say how it came into being, nobody how it was developed. It
was like a miracle for which only one explanation could be
given. The pronunciation of Hebrew as fixed by the Masoretes
was handed down by them unanimously and exactly in the form
in which it was transmitted to them, and by the long chain of
trustworthy transmitters every guarantee was given that they
had fixed the text exactly as it was read from time immemorial,
in the golden days when the temple was still in existence and
services were held there.

The Masoretes did everything in their power to foster this
idea. They eliminated all remnants of earlier pronunciation so
radically that no pre-Masoretic texts were allowed to be pre-
served. The first specimens of earlier punctuation to re-emerge
were found in the Cairo Geniza, where they had been stored
in order to be destroyed. It was against the will of the Masoretes
that these remnants were preserved there. The Masoretes were
mnterested to ensure that the punctuation finally fixed by them
should be the only authoritative one and should alone survive.
Thus it became possible to regard the text fixed by them as
something to which, in a slightly modified form, the famous
words of Vincent of Lérins could be applied: ‘Quod semper,
quod ubique, quod ab omnibus traditum erat’, as a text which
had been transmitted in this very form always, everywhere, by
everybody—just as the ideal text of the Koran has been regarded
forr more than 1,200 years as its really original form.

The material preserved in the Geniza allows us to look
beyond the complicated system of punctuation elaborated by
the Masoretes. We have a great number of vocalized Biblical
texts written before the Masoretes had started their work. By
Comparing these old fragments with the text definitely fixed by
the Masoretes we see how their system was developed. There
can be no doubt that a distinct difference can be recognized
between the pronunciation of Hebrew before and after the
activity of the Masoretes during the ninth century.



86 THE HEBREW TEXT OF THE BIBLE

For proof of this assertion it is not decisive that these older
texts were provided with very simple methods of punctuation.
If the Masoretes had no other object than to transmit what was
transmitted to them, we have to see as implicit in these simple
forms of punctuation all the details of punctuation indicated in
the later system, and we have to suppose that all these details
were transmitted orally through many hundreds of years when
no indication of pronunciation existed at all.

Neither would it be decisive that the older material often
shows that certain words or grammatical forms were formerly
read differently from the way in which they were read by the
Masoretes. We know that Hebrew was not pronounced every-
where in the same way. Nevertheless these various readings are
of great interest as showing that the pronunciation of Hebrew
was not transmitted so unanimously as we might have expected
before the fragments of the Geniza became known.

Of greater importance is the fact that we generally see that
the older these fragments are, the more they differ from the
later text. But it is really decisive that on the basis now available
it can be proved that the Masoretes replaced, in many cases, a
pronunciation of Hebrew which they regarded as lax and inac-
curate, by a pronunciation which they believed to be more
correct, more in accordance with the ideal Hebrew as it might
have been spoken in classical times—just as the Arab readers
tried to improve the reading of the Koran by adapting it to an
ideal Arabic.

I will illustrate this side of the activity of the Masoretes by
three examples.

1. The pronunciation of the gutturals

The oldest continuous texts of vocalized Hebrew are to be
found in the transcriptions of the Hebrew text in Greek letters
which Origen incorporated as the second column in his Hexapla.
As long as we knew these texts only from occasional quotations
of single words or phrases by Church Fathers, not much could
be done with them.! But conditions have completely chianged
since Giovanni Mercati discovered continuous texts of these
transcriptions in a palimpsest in the Ambrosiana in Milan.?
There can be no doubt that these texts were made with great
care and accuracy. They were certainly not made by Origen

1 The last edition of this material was made by F. Field, Origenis Hexa-

plorum quae supersunt, 2 volumes, Oxonii, 1875.
2 Cf. my first lecture, p. 131f.
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or by his order. Origen knew some Hebrew, but certainly not
enough to make such accurate transcriptions.! Besides, such
difficult work was not done for the use of a few curious Christians
who did not understand Hebrew and who might only have been
interested in hearing the sound of the Hebrew language. These
transcriptions were made by real experts in Hebrew. They were
made by Jews for Jews. Jews needed such transcribed texts.
Hebrew was not well known by every Jew, and for many of them
1t was not easy to read a Hebrew text without any indication
of vowels. These transcribed texts indicated the vowels and
gave help in reading Biblical texts similar to that of the later
Hebrew texts provided with vowel signs.

That Hebrew texts in Greek transcription were used by Jews
that they were used by them as a help in reading Biblical text;
even in their synagogues, has been proved by Jules Halévy.2
He has quoted a number of sayings of Palestinian authorities
which deal with these texts and has shown that they were used
for instance, in the Synagogue of Caesarea in Palestine, the ver};
plaE:c where Origen had composed the Hexapla. Caesarea was
an important town at that time. It was the seat of the Roman
governor, a centre of Christian studies—the library founded by
Origen and enlarged by Pamphilus was famous—and it was also
a centre of Jewish studies—the oldest part of the Palestinian
Talmud was compiled there in the fourth century.? We know
that the Jewish community there was strongly hellenized. Origen
must have known that these texts existed, and that they had
authority in Jewish circles in his time. So he procured himself
a copy of the text and got it from the Jews, just as he got from
them the Hebrew text, the translation of Aquila, and other texts
taken over into the Hexapla. He would hardly have done so if
that text had not beenhighly esteemed at the time. On the basis of
these texts we can write a fairly trustworthy grammar of Hebrew

. * Origen hi{nself did not value very highly his knowledge of Hebrew,
alunt ergo qui hebraicas literas legunt in hoc loco “Deus” non sub signo
;ctrag'rammatlvs esse positum: De quo qui potest requirat’ . . .; ‘ut ajunt qui
Hebralca nomina 1n.terpretantur’ - . .3 “Socchoth tabernacula intelligi apud
Oe‘braeos tradunt interpretes nominum’. These personal testimonies of

rigen are quoted by Franz Wutz in his Onomastica Sacra, Leipzig, 1914,
vol. i, p. 37.

2 Cf‘“‘ his article ‘L’Origine de la Transcription du Texte Hébreu en
caractéres grecs dans PHexaple d’Origéne’, in Fournal Asiatique, IX® série,
vol. xvii, 1901, pp- 335-4I.

3 Cf. Louis Ginzberg, 4 Commentary on the Palestinian Talmud, vol. i, New
York, 1941, p. xxxvii.
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as it was pronounced in Palestine in the second century A.D.
The following specimen is the text of Psalm 30 according to the

Milan Palimpsest:!

1. pozpwp otp dvvexad apPouf AAcuid

2. epwpepey T X1 AcAAifavn olAw oeped oiepPai Mt

3. mm |

4, 1 eeM8 peoowd (1) vepot iBawvi peiwpln Pop

5. 3wnuepou AT actAau (1) ouwldou AZexp (2) KoAdw (3)

6. X1 peye Poogow iy Papowve PacapP 1A Pext . . .

7. ovovt apopbt Pochour BoA eppaT AwAU

8. mim Papowvery eepeded Aaapt 03 eofepba pavay «ifa vePo
9. nAay T eKpat OUEA cAwvai efavvay

10. pePPect PAopi Ppeleb ed oaad aiwdéxya &pop oieyyid epebbay
11. opx i ovawynvi Tt oin @3ne At

12. apaxf ... ... AucoA At @éBeBa oerkt oyebogepnvt oepa

13. Acpav 13oppépey XoPwA oule 10op i ehwai AwAcu wley

Whoever compares this transcribed text with the text written
in Hebrew characters will come to the conclusion that the men
who were responsible for this kind of transcription did not pro-
nounce the gutturals as consonants. This is confirmed by the
whole material preserved in the Milan Palimpsest, as may be
seen in a few specimens taken from other Psalms preserved in
the Milan fragments: evnui—"31ID 31. 4; PoTa®i—"DNUI 31. 7;
oupoan—"Y787 35. 15; Bepe—iI¥IM 35. 17; opax—TT W 44. 19
1eupou—10 46. 6; Xeoow—IXDD 8g. 30; wnpeu—0I12 110. 3
(Field).

Now it may be said: How was it possible to render Hebrew
gutturals with Greek letters? That it was really possible may
be seen from the much older methods of transcription which we
find in certain strata of the Septuagint. I may refer to transcrip-
tions of proper names like Aepveov (JNIR) Jer. 31 (48). 20 A;
Acpucov (1191 Deut. 8. 8 and often ; Andow (B7°Y) 1 Kings 29. 1 A;

I This text depends on the photograph of a copy made, about fifty years
ago, by the discoverer, G. Mercati. The same photograph was the basis for
the text printed by Fr. Wutz in his book Die Psalmen, textkritisch untersucht,
Miinchen, 1925, p. 68 f. The text printed here may be sufficient as a speci-
men. For a serious study the reader must be referred to the edition which
Cardinal Mercati is preparing. He has been able to correct the text in a
great many places. The underscript of the palimpsest is written in minus-
cules. But the text must have been written in capital letters earlier. So
some of the misreadings can easily be explained, vs. 4, (1) uegow (A dropped
out before N); vs. 5 (1) cohau (A instead of A), (2) «gsxp (A instead of A),
(3) xo2ew (E instead of C, Z).
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Asvdwp (T V) 1 Chron. 8. 24 AT It is clear that such
transcriptions have to be understood as aEpveov, aEppcov, aHAap,
oEvawp. The a prefixed to the guttural which had to be pro-
nounced with the vowel ¢ is the attempt to render in Greek
script the Hebrew guttural which still must have been heard
when this kind of transliteration was made.

In other cases an 7 or ¢ was prefixed to the guttural. I may
refer here to transliterations like layeipav (291R) Num. 26. 42 B;
lapween (QUIAR) Judges 4. 12 A; laoov (OXY) Joshua 19. § B;
leppadex (17BY) Joshua 18. 23 B; loxex (Pj2I1) 1 Chron. 6. 75 As;
EAecd (TY9R) 1 Chron. 7. 21 A; Execgap (MYDK), often; Scopeos,
instead of Ewpwé (NAR) Num. 33. 43 B. Such transliterations
are to be understood as 1Axeipav, 1ABweey, 1Akak, 1IEppada, &c., and
we can be sure that at the time when they were made the
gutturals were still heard by the transcribers.

Besides, in older times the Hebrew letters 1 and ¥ must have
been differentiated like the corresponding Arabic letters, so that
N was pronounced sometimes like Arabic %4, sometimes like
Arabic khd, and ¥ sometimes like Arabic ‘ain, sometimes like
Arabic ghain. An ¥ corresponding to gh we find, for instance,
in words like Topoppar (MMV); Toga (7W); Payau ("W9)
Gen. 11. 18f; PayounA (PXW9) Num. 1. 14 and often; Payux
Hzek. 27. 22 (A.Q. Peyux), 1 Chron. 1.9 (7RY7); Fo2ep (VTV)
Gen. 35. 16 A.D.; Foohia (1"2NY) often;—a 17 corresponding to
kha in yoppaios (M) Gen. 14. 6 A; Axiezep (IMVMIR); Axexau
(BP"IX) and similar names.

_In the second column of the Hexapla we never find transcrip-
tions of that kind. These older methods of rendering Hebrew
gutturals in Greek transcriptions had been completely aban-
doned in the second century A.p. when the transliteration pre-
served in the second column of the Hexapla was made; after
the gutturals had lost their consonantal value, a new method
of transliteration was introduced, and in many MSS. of the
Septuagint Hebrew names were adapted to the rules of trans-
literation used in the second column of the Hexapla. The older
methods of transliteration were not understood any more.

An important witness for the pronunciation of Hebrew in
Palestine is Jerome. He translated the whole Old Testament
from Hebrew into Latin, and he knew a good deal of Hebrew.
He was in close contact with learned Jews in Palestine and had

' These specimens as well as the following ones are to be found in the

Concordance to the Septuagint, by Hatch and Redpath, Supplement, Fasc. 1,
Oxford, 1900.

N
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carefully observed the methods of their pronunciation. Trans-
literated Hebrew words are to be found in great numbers in his
writings. But they cannot be taken as a uniform mass, as has
been done, for instance, by Carl Siegfried in his well-known
article published in 1884.1 Jerome quotes the Hebrew words
just as he finds them in the source from which he has taken
them, only replacing the Greek letters by Latin ones. There is
a great difference in these quotations when they are taken from
the Septuagint, or from the old Greek Onomasticon of Philo or
Pseudo-Philo, or when he quotes later sources as, for instance,
the second column of Origen’s Hexapla, or when he gives his
own transliteration.? Of special interest are the statements given
by Jerome about the pronunciation of Hebrew in his time. In
his Liber interpretationis hebraicorum nominum® he quotes the word
Gomorra which he had found both in the old Greek Onomasticon
and in the Septuagint, and he adds:

sciendum quod g literam in hebraico non habet, sed scribitur per
uocalem V.

We find a similar notice somewhat later when he quotes the
word Segort and declares that it is the same as Seor which he had
explained two lines before, and adds:

sed sciendum quia g litteram in medio non habeat, scribiturque per
uocalem ain.

1 Cf. Carl Siegfried, ‘Die Aussprache des Hebriischen bei Hieronymus’,
in ZATW., vol. iv, Giessen, 1884, pp. 34-87.

2 Cf. Franz Wutz, Die Transkriptionen von der Septuaginta bis zu Hieronymus,
Stuttgart, 1933, who writes concerning Jerome: ‘Die Kenntnis der Ono-
mastik hat sich dabei als recht brauchbar erwiesen; denn schon aus den
Onomastica Sacra wusste ich, dass Hieronymus nur mit grofiter Vorsicht
zu beniitzen ist, da er ein gewaltiges Sammelsurium von Formen aus allen
Jahrhunderten eines Zeitraums von 700-800 Jahren bot. Da Hieronymus
trotz aller Gelehrsamkeit der historisch-kritische Blick fiir die Divergenz
seiner Materialien fehlte, hauft er Material auf Material, ohne zu ahnen, um
was es ging; ja er nahm Stellung gegen alte Formen, ohne zu wissen, wie sehr
sie durch die alte Orthographie berechtigt waren’ (p. 3). This is correct
on the whole. But as we know now the changes in the transcription of
Hebrew words in the different centuries, the material collected by Jerome
is, when used with criticism, of great importance. Alexander Sperber, in his
treatise ‘Hebrew based upon Greek and Latin Transliterations’ (Hebrew
Union College Annual, vols. xii-xiii, Cincinnati, 1937/8) has dealt with
Jerome’s methods on p. 10g f. His article is based to a considerable extent
on Jerome.

3 Published by Paul de Lagarde in Onomastica Sacra, 2nd ed., Gottingae,
1887, pp. 26-116; cf. ib., p. 33, and Sperber, lLc., p. 110.

+ — Hebrew 9%, Gen. 19. 22 f. Septuagint Znywp, cf. Lagarde, p. 37.
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In mentioning the name Cham, Jerome remarks:!

sed sciendum quod in hebraico X litteram non habeat, scribitur autem
per T quae duplici adspiratione profertur.

It is clear that in older times Hebrew 17 had in certain cases a
pronunciation similar to Greek x, and that in his own time the
Hebrew letter, like all the other gutturals, indicated only a
vowel. A. Sperber, after a careful investigation of all the evi-
dence concerning the gutturals spoken in Palestine in Jerome’s
time, comes to the conclusion: ‘Gutturals have, therefore, no
independent consonantal value, but serve merely to carry the
vowel sign.’

We have seen that in the Jewish liturgical poetry of the sixth
and seventh centuries? the rhyme—along with the acrostic—is
an important characteristic. In these poems there are rhyming
words ending in T and 71, and words ending in 1 and V.3
It seems to be clear that the poet Hedwatha who composed, in
the second half of the sixth century, the Kerobas on the
twenty-four classes of priests (MW7), did not pronounce the
gutturals. This is confirmed by the way in which Bible frag-
ments with Palestinian punctuation are vocalized. Pontus
Leander, in his article ‘Bemerkungen zur paléstinischen Uber-
lieferung des Hebraischen’,* says:

From the Palestinian punctuation we may conclude that the laryn-
gals (i.e. gutturals) were not or not exactly taken into account in the

* Lagarde, l.c., p. 30. Cf. Hieronymi Quaestiones Hebraicae in libro Geneseos.
E recognitione Pauli de Lagarde, Lipsiae, 1868, p. 13. Concerning the
duplex aspiratio mentioned here by Jerome cf. Sperber, Lc., p. 110 f.

* Cf. my first Lecture, p. 22.

3 Cf. Masoreten des Westens, i, p. 3, where the words n'ns:n, n'n':m, ninin ,
anya rhyme; p. 7, where ¥Tin, ¥9Dn, ¥9p°, and X rhyme; and p. 1,

where mo[ 1, mvopy, and ¥1on rhyme (the fourth rhyme is not preserved).

* Cf. ZATW., vol. liv, 1936, pp. 91-9g. The words quoted above in
translation may be given here in the German original: ‘Die palastinische
P-\lnktation 1aBt darauf schliefen, dafl die Laryngale in der Aussprache
nicht, oder wenigstens nicht genau, beriicksichtigt wurden. . . . Warter, die
auf 11 ausgehn, reimen mit denen auf ¥. Und sehr oft wird nur ein Vokal
geschrieben, wo die spiteren Punktationen zwei — einen vor der Laryngalis,
den andern nach ihr — zeigen. Diese Fille sind zu zahlreich, um sich restlos
durch Unvollstandigkeit in der Vokalschreibung erkliren zu lassen; die
_Laryngalis ist also elidiert und die umgebenden Vokale kontrahiert. . . . Es
ist kaum anzunehmen dafl die Laryngalis in solchen Fillen wirklich
g?sprochen wurde, denn alles deutet darauf hin, dafl die Laryngale zu
fﬂleser Zeit vollig verloren gegangen oder wenigstens in der Artikulation
irgendwie geschwicht waren’ (p. g5 f.).
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pronunciation; words ending in {7 rhyme with those ending in ¥. And
very often only one vowel is written where the later punctuation shows
two, one before and one after the laryngal. These cases are too numerous
to be explained by incompleteness in the writing of vowels. The laryn-
gal is therefore elided and the surrounding vowels are contracted.

From the texts published by me, Leander quotes the following
specimens: (with R) 7K, 7K, 7R, PINR (méres) ; (with V)

INbYD, TVAN (mibbad) = TYIN . .. DYY = IBYY, AW (yere)

=7 (with 1) “nanx, o™En = omap, 3% = 039
(with 1) oria = 7nmm, Thnm (remdatak) = T0RDL, SN0
(titnem) = OIROD, PN (mardk) — PinJn. He adds:

‘We can hardly assume that the laryngal was really pronounced in

such cases, for everything points to the fact that the laryngal was
completely lost at this time or at least weakened in the articulation.’

To these examples I may add a few specimens taken from the
scroll of the Psalms with Palestinian punctuation of which the
text is not yet published:* RS (MIXD) 37. 35; WY (PIRY)
30. 11; NN (DRY) g0. 7; AIW° (YY) 37. 28; JAvH (AN
37. 36; XY (MXVI) 38. 4; WNMAY (INMO2) 37. 32;% WA
(F313) 3. 4; RN (TOPODY) 38. 25 YD (WA) 30- 13-
It is clear that this method of vocalizing the gutturals confirms
the result to which we came on the basis of the other MSS.

This method of not pronouncing the gutturals in reading
Hebrew (and Aramaic) has been preserved by the Samaritans
up to the present day. The Samaritans know how to pronounce
correctly all the gutturals when speaking Arabic. But as soon
as they begin to recite the Hebrew text of the Bible or the text
of their Targum, or to speak Hebrew or Aramaic, the pro-
nunciation of the gutturals—with the exception of R in certain
cases—is completely omitted. In the summer of 1908 1 worked
for a fortnight daily in the Synagogue of the Samaritans in
Nablus and was during that time always in touch with some of
their priests, and I often discussed with them their method of
pronouncing Hebrew. They were convinced that they read the
holy text exactly as it had been transmitted to them by their
forefathers from time immemorial.3

1 Cf. my reference to these fragments on p. 51 of this lecture.

2 In these fragments no vowels are added when the text is written plene.

3 Cf. Heinrich Petermann, ‘Versuch einer hebriischen Formenlehre nach
der Aussprache der heutigen Samaritaner, nebst einer danach gebildeten
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The Masoretes who worked on the Hebrew Biblical text from
the end of the eighth to the end of the ninth century have added
to the gutturals a great number of new vowels by which they
tried to force the readers of the holy text not to overlook any of
the gutturals written in the text of the Bible. ‘From the whole
system of the Chatef vowels—a creation of the Tiberian Maso-
retes—we can clearly see how little they were accustomed to a
correct pronunciation of the gutturals’, remarks Pontus Leander.!
According to his theory the neglect of the gutturals began in the
Aramaic vernacular language, especially in Galilee which was
long notorious for its lax pronunciation of these sounds.? It
spread next in Galilee too into the synagogal reading of the
Hebrew Bible. But, according to Leander, the Masoretes found
the correct method of pronouncing Hebrew in Judea and intro-
duced it into the reading of the Biblical text by creating vowel
signs which they added with great scrupulousness. They failed,
however, to establish a correct pronunciation of the gutturals
by their methods, and the difficulties they could not master
are clearly to be seen in the text created by them. So far
Leander.3

I think it quite impossible to differentiate between the pro-
nunciation of Hebrew in Galilee and in Judea at that time.
Before the Masoretes of Tiberias began their work, the centre of
Judaism in Palestine had been for centuriesGalilee, and not Judea.
The priestly families, among whom we should expect to find
the best tradition for reading the text of the Bible, had been
settled in Galilee. They lived in Tiberias and the surrounding
places. When after the Muslim conquest Jerusalem was re-
opened to the Jews, the centre of Jewish learning was transferred
from Tiberias to Jerusalem. Where should we find any men who
had preserved a correct pronunciation of Hebrew during these
centuries in Judea? What we hear of the non-pronunciation of

Transkription der Genesis . . > (Abhandlungen firr die Kunde des Morgenlandes,
vol. v. 1), Leipzig, 1868. Petermann’s transcriptions are, however, not quite
trustworthy as they were not made on the spot but in Germany, according
to notes made in Nablus in the printed text of the Samaritan Pentateuch.
Cf. Fritz Diening, Das Hebrdische bei den Samaritanern. FEin Beitrag zur vor-
masoretischen Grammatik des Hebréischen (= Bonner Orientalistische Studien,
Heft 24, Stuttgart, 1938).

' lc, p.g5f.

* Cf. the well-known stories reported in the Talmud concerning the lax
pronunciation of the gutturals. They are mentioned, for instance, by
Dalman in his Grammar, 2nd ed., Leipzig, 1905, p. 57 f.

3 Cf lc., p. g6.
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the gutturals from Origen and Jerome was transmitted to Origen
in Caesarea, and was heard by Jerome from his Jewish teachers
in Bethlehem. Both places were situated in Judea. Can we
really believe that, besides the faulty pronunciation reported by
them, there existed a ‘correct’ pronunciation of the Hebrew
gutturals in Judea of which neither of them has anything to say?
And besides, the Babylonian Masoretes introduced a new pro-
nunciation of the gutturals into their text of the Hebrew Bible
at the same time as their colleagues in Palestine, although they
did not go quite so far as these. Did they also derive their
information from the correct pronunciation which may have
been preserved in Judea? And did they also depend previously
on a wrong pronunciation prevailing in Galilee?

We can take it for granted that neither in Palestine nor in
Babylonia did a clear pronunciation of the Hebrew gutturals
exist at the time when the Masoretes began to revise the pro-
nunciation of Hebrew by fixing every detail through very com-
plicated systems of punctuation. There need be no doubt that
the impetus for revising the reading of the Hebrew text was
given to the Masoretes by the Arab readers of the Koran. The
Koran was recited everywhere in the great Muslim Empire.
In Mesopotamia, Kufa and Basra were the great centres of work
on the correct reading of the Koran. The Dome of the Rock,
built a.p. 692 by the Chalif ‘Abdulmalik (ruled 685-705),
directed Muslim pilgrims for many years to Jerusalem instead
of to Mekka. In both Babylonia and Palestine the Masoretes
had every opportunity of observing the exact methods em-
ployed in reading the Koran. We have seen how important the
correct reading of the Koran was for every Muslim. The Arab
readers of the Koran were the forerunners of the Masoretes in
their work on the text of the Hebrew Bible in Palestine and in
Mesopotamia.

We see from the orthography of the Koran that consonantal
Alif was not read in early times. In accordance with the
language of Bedouin poetry the Koranic readers introduced the
little sign Hamza with great exactness into the text of the Koran
in order to safeguard a pronunciation of this guttural which they
regarded as correct. In this Arabic Hamza we must see the
model of all the signs introduced by the Masoretes for safe-
guarding a correct pronunciation of the newly restored Hebrew
gutturals, the Hatefs, and the Patah furtivum introduced by the
Tiberian Masoretes, and the auxiliary vowels introduced by the
Babylonian Masoretes. The Arabs had to safeguard the pro-
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nunciation of only one guttural, that of the consonantal ALf
The other gutturals were not ignored by the Arabs in reading.
the Koran. The Masoretes had to introduce a newly created
method qf pronouncing all the gutturals which had generally
bee.n omitted in reading the Hebrew text, just as they are
letted by the Samaritans up to the present day. So the signs
introduced by them differed from those used by the Arabs. But
Leander is completely right when he says that the signs intro-
Fluced by the Masoretes were not very successful; the fact, for
instance, that, in reading the Bible, the Jews generally i)ro-
nounce an ¥ as Aleph and not as ‘Ain, may perhaps remind us
of the origin of this innovation made by the Masoretes.

2. The pronominal suffix of the 2nd person sing. masc.

In the Masoretic text the regular form of this suffix is -,
pausal 7., when affixed to a noun in plural T-; cf. ?]"[;,
pausal 7 thy hand, "7} thy hands. Forms of this kind are
not found in the Hebrew known from other sources, as will be
shown by the following specimens to which I add always the
form of the Masoretic text:

(@) The Second Column of Origen’s Hexapla:!

ovenor ™ 18. 36; auuory TRV 28. 9; Poapowvey ?[;"Ile;l 30. 8;
ogve IR 31. 3; oeua TR 31. 4; Brodax TT2 31. 6 Touay 7
31. 20; oeAkay TPTX 35. 28; XoeAkay (MS: xoe2kad) TP 1X2 35. '24;
opax NI 44. 195 nxehax T2 44. 10; ofday TTIV 8g. 40;
Koty IR 89. 39, 52;—Behadory :[p’;rm 35. 28; ouavolfon@orx (MS:
ovavavaday) DNV 18. 37; vesAaBoy ﬂ.’p?f_‘l} 28. 9; euebbay PR
30.10; Poedkaboy TDRTXI 31. 2; epaday 00 89. 47; ﬁaeuouvorea)i
TDIDRI 89. 50.—gavar D 30. 8; 31. 21; Aipray TRI? 31. 20;
nvax 1Y 31. 23; eAway 'r']’ﬂ‘?N 44. 8; eoday 7700 85.). 50; oP2Acy
TV 89. 51.—epoopeey IR 30. 2; IBGHUEéEX.ﬂ'}@P 30. 13;
wAey I 30. 13; 7]"1"!2‘( 35. 18; ouwpex 7['1'12(1 32.8; Ecrxl‘%.exnﬂ'?’bfb’g
32. 8; ooy AW 89. 52; 1€Aedebey =|*n'rb* 110. 3 (Field). -

I know of two exceptions only: cuwdexya 770 30. 10, with
‘nun energicum’ (cf. JTR Job 0. 14; J7IN) Ps. 118. 28). Such
forms may have followed special laws. The other form is
legoya YY" 18. 36.

' Cf. the material collected by Franz Wutz and by Alexander Sperber
in the books quoted above, p. go, note 2.
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(b) Ferome

Jerome confirms these forms; he reads ammach, echalach, iesacha
as in the second column of the Hexapla. Cf. further dodach
T Jer. 32. 7; goolathach FNPRY Ezek. 11. 15; amaggenach TR
Hos. 11. 8; dabarach 7")237 Hos. 13. 14; messiach 7"UN Hab. 3. 13;
alichothach F"DYD"211 Ps. 68. 25 (Field); malochothach T"DIDK7R
Ps. 73. 38 (Field) ;—*alechchach 7213 ] Hos. 8. 1 is erroneously
written alechcha, and *methech 7D Isa. 26. 19 is erroncously
written metheca.

(¢) Liturgical MSS. with Palestinian Punctuation _

Here we find always forms of the same kind, cf. TN73R, 77,
qniaa, T, 'ib*x:, "]_D'D;fﬂ; these specimens are to be found
in the first four verses of Hedwatha’s Keroba on Mishmar
Huppa.! Forms of this kind are regularly used in all these texts,
and, as we have seen,? they were used in liturgical MSS. and
editions provided with Tiberian punctuation also, up to about
1800, when they were ‘corrected’ by Wolf Heidenheim. It is
only since that time that in printed texts of the Piuts forms with
the suffix 5, 7" begin to appear.

Even the Biblical text which was before the copyists of these
MSS. must have read corresponding forms. Usually in these
MSS. only the beginning of a Biblical verse is quoted, or the
text quoted from the Bible is left without vowel signs. But in
the fragments of Hedwatha’s Kerobas Bible quotations are
given with full vocalization, and from these I quote the
following specimens:?

TR (IR Exod. 15. 6; TIDR (IDR); TRWD (TR
Num. 10. 35; JUT° (YIR); TAY (0Y) Deut. 26. 15; TION
(7187) Deut. 33. 17; PN (AON) Isa. 49. 6; 73 (73) Jer. 51. 20;
T (TT) Mic. 5. 8; J¥RM (FPH™M); TN (NRYY Ps. 18. 36;
T (T TRV (W) Ps. 21, g; T2 (TIY) Ps. 19. 15;
77925 (7929) Ps. 26.8; T2V (T772) Ps. 110, 15 TI9M (7721)
Ps. 102. 13; JAMR (P2°R); 1'71‘777 ("72377) Ps. 110. 115 "I_SJ’:'ﬁ'ﬂb
(?]:;J:"ﬁﬂi?) Prov. 22. 21.

U Cf. Masoreten des Westens, vol. i, p. 6 of the Hebrew text.

2 Cf. Professor Simonsen’s notice quoted above, p. 63 f.

3 These specimens are to be found on pp. 6, 7, g, 15, 20, 21 in Masoreten
des Westens, vol. i, Hebrew text, and on p. 115 of Zulay’s publication.
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(d) Hebrew as pronounced by the Samaritans

Sag‘qhajctthe sufﬁ;;l was pronounced and is still pronounced by the
aritans in t > ' i

wsrag € same way, we may see from the following
dppek DR ; afdrak JIDY (MT DY) Gen. 3. 19; miyyédak TR 4. 115
dvdak 5|7V 19. 19; lebdvak ?'[3;5 20. 6; bénak M3, ye’idak ﬂ'l:;'f." 2.2 2j
sddak T} 22. 125 mittak NP 23. 6; kaldliak TP 27. 13: babérat
07322 35. 1; mialdsak ?I“K?D?D 35. 11; ré’ishak iﬂWN'! 40. I%'ﬂyyak
D 41. 403 yeshiifak W 3. 155 shibak W 3. 19; natdttik ﬂ’ﬂﬂi’( 17.5;
shamdiek " DYAY 17. 20; eberrékak ﬂDW;B 22. 17; weshbi’ak -?]—S;’JW'N;
24. 3; uberrikiik T°"NAY 26. 24; shakérick P2 0. 16; yej;;g;z's:/z;k:
3]37;5’32 18; avddtek "DV 30. 26; usha’élak ﬂ‘?NTZ)‘I 32. 18; eshbiak
YAV 50. 6; gamdlok NIPY s0. 17; shdmak ?]?DW Exod. 2. 14;
shalldtték (Piel) TRV 5. 1. - ’
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(e) Bible MSS. with Palestinian Punctuation

These are the fragments H, J, K, L, M, published by me in
xMa{oreten des Westens, vol. i, pp. 66-95, and the Psalm scroll
T.-S. 10, nos. 52, 53, 54, 58 of the Cambridge Universit};
Library, not yet published.

In MS. H, the scroll with the text of Ezek. 13. 11-16. 31, we
find in chapter 16 a great number of specimens with’the
jeigz;min‘e suflix of the 2nd pers. sing., as ‘[”,I'i"'D:b (°092n) 16. 3;
THTN (TOITP1) 16. 4; Jwoh (TUBY) 16. 5; TR (T0K)
‘16. 5, &c. But not a single specimen in the whole fragm;:nt
1s to be found where the masculine suffix is vocalized.

In MS. J, two folio§ ‘with the text of Dan. q. 24-12. 14, we
find clearly written JRY (BY) 12. 1, and no specimen is to
be found where the suffix is vocalized according to the method
of the le(?rian Masoretes. In comparing this fragment we have
to be cautious as the signs * and - are also used here for the
accents corresponding to Tiberian Zakef and Rebi‘a. In some
Instances the vowels are not written or the words are not pre-
served. It is very likely that we have here a Biblical MS. in
which the suffix was vocalized in the same way as in the litur-
gical fragments.

In MS. K, one folio with the text of Jer. 1. 1-2. 29, we find

' The specimens are taken from the material collected by Fritz Diening
In the pook quoted above, p. g2, note 3. Cf. the article “The Hebrew by the
Sar.narlitans,’ of Foad Hassanain, in Bulletin of the Faculty of Arts, Fouad I
University, vol. vi, Cairo, 1942, PP- 49-64. ’

o
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invariably forms like TR (FMER); TOWIPA (TRYIRI);
TR (TR 1. 5; TAOR (TARR), TWWr (VW) 2. 28.
This MS. always gives the vocalization of the suffix in accor-
dance with the Masoretic text.

In MS. L, two folios with fragments of Psalms 51—5, 69-72,
we find forms like J¥D° (YD), U (W) 5. 7; TR
(TayY), YO (TDX) bg. 25; TNPTEI (TDRTYI) bg. 28; viw”
(DY) 7. 5; R (M) 71. 25 J0FN (AD7AN), ThIRED
(FX2R) 71. 8. The vocalization of the suffix is in accordance

with the Masoretic text.

In MS. M, containing Biblical texts written in abbreviations,
we find forms like "[mWSJ_:! (A0y32) Isa. 64. 2; “'] (N7RY7)
Jer. 23.3; 7T (ADI) 25. 155 7 (ATR) 25. 28; I9 (4Y) Isa. 63.
14; 7 (79) 63. 14; T2 (771923) Exod. 29. 36. There is no
doubt that the suffix was vocalized here in accordance with
the Masoretic text.

In the scroll of the Psalms we have to differentiate between
the vocalization added by the first hand, perhaps the copyist
of the consonantal text himself, and a later hand. Only a few
vowel signs are added by the first hand, and the suflix is never
vocalized by this hand. The second hand has added more
vowel signs. They are especially found on the fragment T.-S.

20. 54. Here we find forms like the following: "{?5?31'1’1 (AR
37 345 TN (30) 38. 35 T (T7) 38 33 T (T 0. 6;
WH () 0. 115 TR (RTE) 40. 11 TN (MRRY
40. I1.

We see that in these Biblical texts new forms of pronominal
suffixes begin to appear which we find in full vigour in the MSS.
with Tiberian and Babylonian punctuation. What have we to
say of this peculiarity of vocalization? In the important chapter
viii of his Studien zur Hebrdischen Metrik,* inscribed ‘Versbau und
Sprachform’, Eduard Sievers writes with regard to these pro-
nominal forms (§ 207):

A form such as 77T) yadechd is strange in several ways: (1) ortho-
graphically, as it does not indicate the final vowel by a supporting

consonant; (2) from the point of view of accent, as it supposes an Early
Hebrew oxytone, though otherwise in Early Hebrew the principle of

I — Metrische Studien, i, in Abhandlungen der philologisch-historischen Classe
der Koniglich Séchsischen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften, vol. i. 1, Leipzig, 1901,
pp. 288 ff.
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penultimate accentuation is the rule; (3) phonologically, as it affirms
the preservation of an original final, yet certainly short vowel which
OFhCrWISﬁ disappears, and in such forms as lach (beside lechd) has in fact
disappeared; (4) morphologically, as it brings about an incompre-
hensible difference in the treatment of similarly composed word-forms
with masculine and feminine suffix ( yadichd as against Jadéch); (5) finally
metrically, as certainly not all, but at least very many forms of this
type do not suit the anapaestic rhythm of the verse. If blind chance
is excluded, how can all these irregularities have coincided in one and
1he: same category? The probability of this coincidence in any case is
quite extraordinarily small. . . .

Sf)rpewhat later (§ 229) Sievers states that the forms with
feminine suffixes such as pron. ldch, nom. yadéch, yaddich, &ec.,
have developed for the most part clearly and regularly, but that
the forms with the masculine suffix are quite incomprehensible
at least if one seeks in them the direct continuation of any earl;
Sf;mltic or Hebrew original agreeing with rules and facts other-
wise established—and that, after all, is what one has to try first.
He refers to his previous treatment of these problems and sums
them up in the following questions:

AIf the original threefold case-group yaduka, yadika, yadaka was levelled
f)ﬁ in Early Hebrew to *yddaka (as must be considered likely) why did
it not become, with penultimate accentuation, *yadéke and later
*yaddch (as yadiki to padéch), why did it become an oxytone, contrary
to all rules otherwise applying, and develop into yadiché? And if it
became an oxytone, why does it not follow the usual system of vowel
treatment in nominal forms, i.e. why is it yadeché and not either y*dachd
(gs, for instance, d®bari) or yadchd, yedchd as in yedchem? The mere descrip-
tive grouping under ‘light and heavy terminations’ does not remove the
difficulty, but only describes the facts as they stand. Finally, why is it
that in the consonantal text this strange yadschd is normally written only
as 7" as if it had no final vowel, and especially where it would have
been advisable for the Masoretes to make a difference in spelling
between masculine and feminine forms?

Sievers comes to the final conclusion that all the 71— forms of
the punctuators are to be regarded as late innovations which
had only begun to appear at the time of Origen and Jerome.
There can in fact be no doubt that we must see in these forms
a late innovation. But this innovation must be dated much later
than Sievers believed. In 1901, when Sievers wrote his Metrische
Studien, the amount of Hebrew independent of Masoretic punc-
tuation at his disposal was very scanty. He did not know of the
texts of the second column of the Hexapla discovered by Mercati,
nor of the texts with Palestinian punctuation from the Cairo
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Geniza, nor of other material now available. We have seen that
suffix forms with a final vowel are practically unknown in earlier
texts. They begin to appear in later Biblical MSS. with Pales-
tinian punctuation and were introduced with great regularity
by the Masoretes who worked on the text of the Bible in Tiberias
and in Babylonia at the end of the eighth and during the ninth
century. They have therefore to be regarded as an innovation
made in the eighth century.

This innovation was not a genuine development according to
the rules of Hebrew grammar. Sievers has clearly shown that
it is contrary to all that we should expect. The innovation must
therefore have been made under foreign influence. There can
hardly be any doubt that we have to consider as the model for
this innovation the ‘correct Arabic’ which had been introduced
into the language of the Koran by the readers in accordance
with the language of Bedouin poetry. It is very likely that the
Prophet, like the people of Mekka, said baitak ‘thy house’,
yadak ‘thy hand’, darabak ‘he struck thee’, lak ‘to thee’. The
Bedouin said baituka, yaduka (nominative), baitika, yadika (geni-
tive), baitaka, yadaka (accusative), and they said darabaka and
laka. These forms of Bedouin Arabic were introduced into the
Koran by the early readers, and observed with great regularity
as the only correct ones. The Masoretes imitated these forms.
They certainly could not introduce case-endings into Hebrew.
But they were convinced—by the example given by the Arabic
readers—that the forms with a final vowel had to be regarded
as the more correct. So they were introduced by them with
great regularity.

Such final vowels were also introduced by the Masoretes into
other kinds of forms where they had not been pronounced
before. I may illustrate this by two examples:

In the liturgical texts with Palestinian punctuation the suffix
of the grd pers. sing. fem. is always written without the final
vowel when added to a noun in the plural or to a noun ending
with a vowel. In Hedwatha’s Kerobas on the Mishmarot we
find the following examples in quotatlons from the Bible:

TR (T2K) Prov. 1. 21 (p. 6); PRIP (IXPR) Isa. 4. 5
(p. 6); ™MD (D), 1™ (1"W)) Hos. 2. 17 (p. 23). In
the liturgical poems themselves we find °nimi (p. 8, cf. 3°Diin
Ps. 55. 11); 70 (p. o, cf. 3™WW Thr. 1. 4, &c.); 7 NIPV[N]
(p. 14, cf. 3D7YD Ezek. 31. 4); TMWw> (p. 14); 7' (p. 17,
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cf. 3°82 Prov. 31. 13, &c.); m"i5°2 (p- 17). To these examples
I may add some from the ‘Aboda of Jose b. Jose, according

to the Oxford MS. Heb. d. 55, foll. 12 ff.: {71 (2. 35 cf. JI0R
Prov. 31. 12); mP1ion (2. 4; cf. 7107 Ps. 104. 5); D (9. 5;

cf. 3°® Prov. 30. 20, &c.); IR (10. 15 cf. 3IMR Prov. 1. 21,

&c., see above). Similar forms can be found in all 11turg1cal
MSS with Palestinian punctuation. In the second column of
the Hexapla specimens of this kind are generally not preserved.
I know of only one example: auovda (i T1Y) Ps. 75. 4 (Field).
It is clear that the Masoretes have introduced in these forms
too a final vowel which was not spoken before, and it is very
likely that this vowel was not pronounced at the time when
Hebrew was still a spoken language and Old Testament poetry
was composed. I may here refer to § 232 of the Metrische
Studien, where Sievers has shown that all these forms with the
final Vowel are against the metrical law on which Hebrew
poetry was based.

The second example is the 2nd pers. sing. masc. of the perfect.
Here also the Masoretes have regularly introduced a final vowel
which had not been spoken—or not regularly spoken—previ-
ously. In the second column of the Hexapla we find the
following specimens:! va8a8 7DD} 18. 41; aax® PIDT 30. 12;
ea® D™D gr1. 1; 102a® DYTY g1. 8; pai® D'R7 31. 8; ocpod
DYNY 31. 23; 30va® DT 8. 39; papocd NXID 8. 41; coud DAY
89. 41; payopd 1NN 89. 45.

To these I may add the following forms transcribed by
Jerome: sarith DWW Gen. 32. 29; carath DRI Jer. 3. 12;
calloth D7 Nahum 1. 14. It 1s true that these forms w1thout
a final vowel are not the only ones found in the second column.
We have here also the following transcriptions with the final
vowel: poachfa ﬂ'?&?D 31. 20; oagavla DIDX 31. 20; poela NN
35. 22; {30<p0(60( DN 72 8o. 48 It may be that the dlﬁ"erent
pronunciation of these forms was due to the different Hebrew
orthography, in so far that forms written in Hebrew with
final 1 were pronounced with a final vowel. Under this as-
sumption we have to suppose that the consonantal text, which
lay before those who created the transcribed text preserved in
the second column of the Hexapla, differed in some instances
from the text which we have before us now. The same differen-
tiation is to be found in the liturgical texts with Palestinian

I Cf A. Spefber’s article, quoted above, p. 9o, note 2.
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punctuation. Here these forms were written without the final
vowel when the Hebrew text was written without a final 1.
In the Kerobas of Hedwatha we find the following examples:
DRRY (RRY) Jer. 25. 305 DY (D) Ps. go. 1; DY (DY)
Ps. 139. 2. But we find also N (MPDN3) Deut. 26. 15 and rinIa
(7M3) Ps. 139. 2 written with 7 and a final vowel. In the
liturgical poems themselves such forms are always written with
a final 11 and therefore also provided with a final vowel. It is
clear that in this case also the Masoretes have introduced a
final vowel which usually was not pronounced in earlier times;
I may here again refer to Sievers’s Metrische Studien, where he has
shown in § 227 that the metrical system demands the forms
without a final vowel.

3. The Pronunciation of the BGDEPT!

Discussing the regulations for the correct saying of the Shma,

the Jewish creed consisting of the pericopes Deut. 6. 4-9;
11. 13—22; Num. 15. 37—41, which every Jew must in duty
recite at least twice a day, Rabbi ‘Obadya quotes in the presence
of Raba (bar Joseph, died a.D. 352, one of the greatest Talmudic
authorities) the Baraitha, i.e. a Tannaitic statement not pre-
served in the Mishna:?
DIT'{?QL)W ‘and ye shall teach’ (Deut. 11. 19) means that your teaching
should be perfect, that a pause (117) must be made between the
(letters) clinging together (D°?27i1). Raba said after him: That is
to say 7327 PV (Deut. 6. 6); 03222 DY (11. 18); J22D 921 (6. 5);
05229 922 (11.13); WA DY (11. 15); 7NN ONTIRY (11, 17);
sl 327 (Num. 15. 38); YIRD ODONR (15. 41).

Raba enumerates here the eight places where in the Shma“ a
word begins with that consonant with which the previous word

T Cf. my article ‘Die Punktation der Masoreten’ in Marti-Festschrift, Vom
Alten Testament (= Beihefte zur Qeitschrift fiir die Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft,
vol. xli), Giessen, 1925, pp. 167-72.

* Cf. Bab. Talmud, Ber. fol. 16b. The same Tannaitic source is quoted in
the Palestinian Talmud, Ber. 2. 4, with the same examples, only 722% %53
and @222% $o2 are omitted, and F%T ¥aws WX Deut. 11. 21 is added.
T was read as "IIR, an interesting example for the fact that there was
no difference in the pronunciation of ¥ and R at that time in Palestine. But
an authority like Raba is not mentioned here. Louis Ginzberg, in his huge
Commentary (New York, 1941, g vols., more than 1,200 pages, for Ber. 1—4),
discusses these facts at full length. But he is anxious to write his Commentary
on very conservative lines, and so he does not dare to draw the consequences.
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ends. In order that such words should not cling together, a
pause was to be made between them. Six of the examples given
by Raba are completely clear. But two examples, 703 20V
and ?°ND AID1, are meaningless unless both s and both Bs
are pronounced in the same way. If one of these letters had
been pronounced as a spirant and the other as a plosive, as the
Masora demands, there would have been no danger whatever
of their clinging together. It is therefore obvious that Raba had
in mind here a pronunciation which differed from that fixed by
the Masoretes. What do we know of the earlier pronunciation
of these letters?

In the second column of the Hexapla, Hebrew 3, B, N are
regularly rendered by x, ¢, 6, as may be seen in the following
examples:

(1) for 2: yaPwa 'f‘l:!; 29. 1; oox1 "2UN 18. 29; Oniny "]'711

32. 8; B2epx 7T 52. 8; wexxov 7137 89. 38.

(2) for D: gopact NXID 8g. 41; epba MPDOR 49. 5; ouigpou
1B 35. 26; Paoven "DIIL 35. 16; Pacpew BRI 0. 6;
1EPPOAOY '11795 18. 39.

(3) for N: voBo® NDI 18. 41; Oebpobbor PNDDN 18. 27, &e.

In the Septuagint, representing in certain particulars older
pronunciations, we find:

Hebrew 2, usually rendered by ¥, as for instance yavaav, xcAeB,
Bapouy, APipehey, Aoyavaz. But here it is rendered sometimes by
K, so in foreign names as in Kupos ¥92 and in Hebrew proper
names, especially in certain books, as Kevepew® N2 Joshua 11. 2;
Kezeip 2TOR 15. 44 ; Keag (read Koag) AUIR 19. 25; Kapaga D3
18. 24, and besides Zayyoup 133 we find Zoxyoup, and we find
Axxow 12V Judges 1. 31; Soxkywb N2 besides Soxwo.

Hebrew B, usually rendered by ¢, as for instance ®apav, dopace,
Oy, is sometimes rendered by w: Tlatpoowvesiw 0°07ND
Gen. 10. 14; Tetpegns IDWID, Mabw BND Exod. 1. 11; Oakmicd
Cant. 4. 4 B, besides GoAgiof ib. Cod. A (= Dﬁ”ﬁ?m); ST
D23 Joshua 17. 3 B, besides Schgacd A ; Sour MI% 1 Kings 1.
1 A; Oamous (for Oamoue) 79D 1 Chron. 2. 43 B.

Hebrew D, usually rendered by 6, as in ©apva 713D or ¥IRDN,
Oavay YD, is sometimes rendered by T, cf. Tavax Joshua 17.
11; Trvatoniw X2U NIXD 16. 6 A; Toeed NON 4 Kings 23. 10 B,
&ec.

As to the letters 3, 7, and 3:

Hebrew 1 is regularly rendered by p in the second column of
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the Hexapla and usually also in the Septuagint, but here we
find sometimes ¢, cf. lokep zne ART AR Judges 7. 25; zne 31
Isa. 49. 4; Achae (read Achoo) 291K Judges 1. 31.

Hebrew 7 is regularly rendered by 2 in the second column of
the Hexapla and usually also in the Septuagint, but here we
find, for instance, parpasi® TIPA Gen. 36. 39. This letter was
pronounced as a spirant in official Jewish circles in the second
century A.p. and later is so presupposed in the Talmud where
a Tannaitic saying is quoted:T T2 TIRA? "X ‘It is neces-
sary to extend in TNX’. This is explained as meaning that whep
saying the Shma' the 7 in the word TN must be extended.- This
is possible only when this letter was pronounced as a spirant,
1.e. as dh.

Hebrew 1 is regularly rendered by y in the second column
of the Hexapla and usually also in the Septuagint. But here we
find sometimes x, cf. Awnx 3XIT 1 Kings 22. 9 B (Awny in A);
Nogex 191 Exod. 6. 21 ; ®odek, Do 155 Gen. 10. 25, 11. 16; ZekeAox
(besides Zexerey) 2% Joshua 15. 31 B, cf. 19. 5.

These few examples show already that the transcriptions of
these letters varied in earlier times. A careful investigation of
the whole material would be necessary before we could come
to definite conclusions. Both the different books and the differ-
ent MSS. of the Septuagint would have to be examined separ-
ately. Very often the method of transcription differs in the same
MS. in the different books of the Septuagint. From the dlﬂ"ere.nt
transcriptions of these letters we may infer a different pronuncia-
tion. Besides we should have to pay special attention to the
problem of how the Greek letters may have been pronounced
at the different times when the transcriptions were made.

Such investigations would also be of great value for the
Septuagint itself, as the different methods of transliteration
would indicate earlier and later strata in the different books
and MSS. of the Septuagint.?

Conditions had completely changed by the time the trans-
literations of the second column of the Hexapla were made.
The uniform rendering of the BGDKPT letters in this transcrip-

* Cf. Palestinian Talmud, Berakhot 2. 1, Babylonian Talmud, Ber. 13 b.

2 This has been shown by Wutz in the first part of his book Die Transkrip-
tionen . . ., cf. above, p. go, note 2. Otto Pretzl refers to these pr.oble{ns ip
his articles ‘Septuagintaprobleme im Buche der Richter’ and ‘Die griechi-
schen Handschriftengruppen im Buche Josua untersucht, nach ihrer
Eigenart und ihrem Verhiltnis zu einander’, in Biblica, vols. vii and ix,
Roma, 1926 and 1928.
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tion seems to indicate that these letters were pronounced in one
way only. For the letter D this is expressly confirmed by
Jerome. In mentioning the Hebrew word WIBR Dan. 11. 45,
which he transcribes as apedno, he says:!

Notandum autem quod p literam Hebraeus sermo non habeat, sed

pro ipsa utatur phe, cuius vim Graecum ¢ sonat. In isto tantum loco
apud Hebraeos scribatur quidem phe, sed legatur .

The word WTBR is of foreign origin and corresponds to
Accad. apadana, and seems to have retained a pronunciation of
D which is not to be found in real Hebrew words in Jerome’s
time.

We have already seen that Jerome’s transcriptions of Hebrew
words have to be regarded with precaution.? He usually renders
Hebrew words as he found them in his Greek sources. We
should not be surprised to find in his works Hebrew words
transcribed according to very early methods. When we find in
his quotations a Hebrew D rendered by p, we have to see in
them quotations from the Septuagint or from the Greek Ono-
masticon, where such transliterations are often to be found.
When we find in his quotations a Hebrew D rendered by ph,
we should recognize an influence of the method of transliteration
used 1n the second column of the Hexapla, although sometimes
possibly derived from MSS. of the Septuagint, in which the
transcription of Hebrew names was brought into accordance
with that method. Transcribed Hebrew words in which a
Hebrew D is rendered by f are of special interest. In these
we must sce Jerome’s own transcriptions, made in accord
with the pronunciation which he heard in Palestine from his
Jewish teachers. I may quote here from Hieronymi Quaestiones
Hebraicae in libro Geneseos® the following examples: marahaefeth
DOTR 1. 25 afar MDY 3. 14; nifilim D994 6. 4; therafim ODINT
31. 19; lafeth DY} 9. 18; ND? 10. 2; Fut VB 10. 2; Nefthuim
QD23 10. 13; Arfaxad TWIDIR 10. 24; Salef W 10. 26; Ofir
TOIR 10. 29; Fanuhel 20D (MT. PR8°1D) 32. 31; Elifaz 1978
36. 4; Efratha 7DIDR 35. 16.

This transcription of Hebrew D is quite in accordance with
Jerome’s statement quoted above. There can be no doubt that
Jerome (about A.p. 330-420) heard in Palestine the same pro-
nunciation of Hebrew D which Raba, the Babylonian Amora
(A.D. 299-352), presupposes as the correct pronunciation of

t Cf. Siegfried, JATW., vol. iv, 1884, p. 63.

* Cf. above, p. go. * ed. Paul de Lagarde, Lipsiae, 1868.

P
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5D A1077 in the Shma‘, and that this correct pronuncia-
tion was ha-kanaf fethil, just as the correct pronunciation pre-
supposed by Raba was ‘esebh bhesadheka or, according to what
we have seen before, ‘esebh bhesadhakh. It is quite certain that the
double pronunciation of the BGDKFT fixed as alone ‘correct’
by the Masoretes in Tiberias and in Babylonia was earlier com-
pletely unknown to the most authoritative Jewish circles.

The first indication of a double pronunciation of these letters
is to be found in the Sépher Yesira, the earliest Cabbalistic
writing of which we know, a book which has had great
influence upon Jewish thought.” There is a shorter and a longer
text of this book, greatly differing from one another. The
shorter text is commented upon by Jewish authors in the second
half of the tenth century and often in later times. On the longer
text we have the commentary written by Sa‘adya in the first
half of the tenth century. Both texts must have been in existence
at the end of the ninth century. We do not know when the
book was composed. It is certain that Sa‘adya regarded the
book commented on by him as an old text.

In this book we find a double classification of Hebrew letters,?
the first on phonetical principles with five groups: (1) VIR,
(2) DM12, (3) PO™, (4) NPT, (5) WIROT; the second differen-
tiating between (1) ‘the mothers’, the three letters WX,
corresponding to the three elements air, water, fire, to the
three seasons, &c.; (2) the seven letters with a double pronun-
ciation, the letters DDA, corresponding to the seven planets,
the seven heavens, &c.; (3) the other twelve letters with simple
pronunciation, corresponding to the twelve signs of the Zodiac,
the twelve months, &c.

It is of interest that the letter M is connected here with the
six BGDKFT. Sa‘adya reports that he has himself heard the
double pronunciation of the letter. According to him the double
pronunciation of 9 was only Aeard in Babylonia; it was heard
and also marked in writing in Tiberias. In spite of this statement
we find the double pronunciation of the letter marked in the
Babylonian MS. or. qu. 680 of the Berlin Library,® and no

1t Cf. G. Scholem’s article ‘Jezira’ in Engyclopaedia Judaica, vol. ix, cols. 104~
11; Sarton, History of Science, ii. 367 f.

2 Cf. W. Bacher, ‘Die Anfiinge der hebraischen Grammatik’, in Zeitschrift
der Deutschen Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft, vol. xlix, Leipzig, 1895, pp. 20-3.

3 Cf. my book Der Masoretische Text des Alten Tesiaments nach der Uber-
lieferung der Babylonischen Juden, Leipzig, 1902, p. 44. Other older Babylonian
Biblical MSS. in which 9 is provided with Dagesh and Rafe are mentioned
in Masoreten des Ostens.
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Tiberian MS. is known to me in which the double pronunciation
of 7 1s marked. The Tiberian Masoretes abandoned this double
pronunciation, and under their influence the marking of the
double pronunciation of the letter was abandoned in later Baby-
lonian MSS. of the Bible also. Later Hebrew grammarians
mention the difference in the pronunciation of the letter, but
they no longer understand it." We have here an interesting
proof of the fact that the Masoretes have altered a pronun-
ciation which, according to Sa‘adya, was generally used in his
ume.

The two pronunciations of the seven letters are called WP
and 77 in the Sepher Yesira. This recalls Syriac Kushshaiya
and Rukkacha, the signs indicating the double pronunciation
of the BGDKFT in Syriac. It was the great James of Edessa
(A.D. 640-708) who, as far as we know, was the first to observe
the double pronunciation of these letters in the Syriac language,
and under his influence signs for the different pronunciations
were introduced.? The signs indicating the plosive (hard) and
the spirant (soft) pronunciation were at first not added regularly
to the letters, but only in exceptional cases, and so fwo signs had
to be introduced. Later these signs were added regularly to
these letters in Syriac MSS.

The fragments of old Hebrew Biblical MSS. preserved in the
Geniza show that the same method was adopted by the Jews.
Here also the signs were added in exceptional cases only. So
the existence of the fwo signs is to be explained in these Hebrew
MSS. also. In later MSS. the two signs were added with regu-
larity to all the letters in question. The names of the signs were
altered; in the Babylonian Masora they were called Digsha and
Kifya, in the Tiberian Masora Dagesh and Raphe.? But the old
names preserved in the Sepher Yesira are valuable hints indicat-
ing the origin of this kind of pronunciation. Itis very likely that
the double pronunciation of the BGDKFT was introduced into
Hebrew in the course of the eighth century a.p. The regular
introduction of the signs was accomplished in Syriac and
Hebrew Biblical MSS. during the ninth century. Itis a curious
coincidence that the oldest dated Masoretic Biblical MS. of the
Syrians preserved to us, the famous British Museum MS. Add.

1 I have quoted and discussed these statements in my former book,
pp. 38-45.

2 Cf. Rubens Duval, T7aité de Grammaire Syriaque, Paris, 1881, pp. 112 fL.

3 Cf. my contribution to Bauer and Leander, Historische Grammatik der

" Hebriischen Sprache des Alten Testamentes, vol. i, Halle, 1922, pp. 117-29.
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12138," was written at nearly the same time (A.D. 89g) as the
oldest dated Masoretic text of the Hebrew Bible preserved to us,
the Ben Asher Codex of the Prophets in the Synagogue of the
Karaites in Cairo (a.D. 895).

Conclusions

From the three illustrations of the Masoretic treatment of
Hebrew phonology discussed above we can draw the following
conclusions:

When in consequence of the Karaite movement the Hebrew
Masoretes began their work on the text of the Bible, in Baby-
lonia and in Tiberias, in the second half of the eighth century,
they were convinced that the word of God should be read in the
most perfect language they could imagine—just as were the
Arabic readers of the Koran. These Arabic readers had adapted
the text of the Koran to the ideal of classical Arabic which they
found in the Arabic poetry of the Bedouin. The Masoretes had
no model of classical Hebrew to which they could adapt the
pronunciation of Hebrew. They were, however, convinced that
the pronunciation of Hebrew at the time when they began their
work was lax, inconsequent, imperfect. So they tried to create
an ideal pronunciation of Hebrew for reading the word of God.

By introducing a number of new vowels for safeguarding the
restorated pronunciation of the gutturals they followed the
example given by the Arabic readers of the Koran, who had
introduced the Hamza sign for safeguarding the pronunciation
of consonantal Alif which had not been pronounced in the
language of the Koran as previously read.

By introducing a number of final vowels which may have
existed once in Hebrew but had been lost already during the
time when Hebrew was a real spoken language, they followed
the example of the readers of the Koran who had introduced
the final vowels, especially the I‘rdb, according to Bedouin
poetry, into the text of the Koran, where they had not previously
been pronounced.

By introducing a double pronunciation of the BGDKFT, a
pronunciation of which nothing was known to the most authori-
tative Jewish circles some centuries before, they followed the

' Cf. Theodor Weiss, Jur Ostsyrischen Laut- und Akzentlehre auf Grund der
ostsyrischen Massora-Handschrift des British Museum (= Bonner Orientalistische
Studien, Heft 5), Stuttgart, 1933. Here the text of Genesis is reproduced

according to the British Museum MS. The earlier references to the MS. are
mentioned by Weiss.
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Syrians who had created special signs to indicate this double
pronunciation, which they had observed in their spoken language.

We conclude, therefore, that the Masoretes altered and cor-
rected the pronunciation of the Hebrew Biblical text which they
had in their hands in three groups of cases, and that they did
so under Arabic and Syriac influences. A consequence of this
conclusion is that the whole system of Masoretic punctuation
must now be subjected to very careful scrutiny. It has lost much
of its former authoritative value.!

No one will pretend that the pronunciation of Hebrew at the
time when the Masoretes began their work was ideal, or was
identical with the pronunciation of Hebrew while it was still a
true living language. Its pronunciation had changed inevitably
in many ways during the period of more than a thousand years,
in which Hebrew was only the language of scholars and of
religious services. Such changes may be the usual simplifications
that arise in course of time. This possibility must be carefully
taken into consideration. But corrections by the Masoretes must
be considered as corrections by modern scientific grammar.
Hebrew grammar can no longer be confined as formerly to
the discovery of rules framed for it by the Masoretes. It must
first of all try to distinguish between what is reconstruction and
what is true tradition. Besides the Hebrew in transcription
preserved from older times and the Hebrew as pronounced by
the Samaritans, the material of the Geniza will have a very
important part to play in this new endeavour.

Gotthelf Bergstrafler, in his article ‘Ist die tiberiensische

"1 This is the conclusion really to be drawn from the material published
by A. Sperber in his article ‘Hebrew Grammar. A New Approach’ ( Journal
of Biblical Literature, vol. Ixii, 1943, pp. 137—-262). Sperber is quite right in
his statement that Hebrew grammar cannot be based solely on Tiberian
vocalization (§ 13); that we must ‘first establish what is genuine Hebrew by
eliminating the medieval Masoretic schematization’ (§ g) is a very sound
principle. But Sperber himself—contrary to this principle—clings to all the
little details of Masoretic punctuation. He even goes so far that he tries to
make such inconsistencies the basis, not only for details of Hebrew grammar,
but for central problems of general Semitic grammar also. It is clear that the
problems connected with the Hebrew verb, the Hebrew construct case, the
Hebrew prepositions, cannot be solved on the basis of inconsistencies of such
a kind, without reference to analogous conditions in other Semitic languages.
'The evidence collected by Sperber shows that the Masoretes often did not
follow the rules according to which they usually vocalized the forms in ques-
tion. This evidence is valuable in so far as it corroborates the fact men-
tioned above. But no serious scholar will see with Sperber in irregularities of
the Masoretes new revelations for solving problems of general Semitic grammar.
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Vokalisation eine Rekonstruktion?’t says: ‘Is such a daring
reform as Kahle supposes? thinkable in these centuries bound
by tradition? Hardly, least of all if the vocalization does in fact
go back to the Masoretes. For what we know of their activity
shows an obstinate clinging to the smallest details of what was
transmitted to them.’

What we knew until recently of the activity of the Masoretes
was not very reliable as it was impossible to go behind the text
created by them. But given now the material found in the
Geniza, it should be possible to arrive at a truly historical
understanding of their work. There is no doubt that the Jews
owe the uniform text of the Bible to the work of the Masoretes.
Looking back from this final achievement the verdict of Berg-
strafler concerning the character of the Masora is understand-
able. But it has only the same value as, for instance, the state-
ment that the Law codified in the Mishna is identical with the
Oral Law revealed, together with the written Law, to Moses on
Sinai. Both are articles of faith to the pious Jew. But science
cannot be based on such principles, it must be established on
the data of history.

ArpenpIx II (see pp. 56 ff.)

THE COLOPHONS OF THE BEN ASHER CODEX OF THE
PROPHETS, DATED a.p. 895, PRESERVED IN THE
SYNAGOGUE OF THE KARAITES IN CAIRO

(a) Written by Moshe ben Asher himself
I (p- 585)

NN YWY WDI M3 V9237 AnDY ja YAyt aow an neva m
SR PR TIIDT DR NYOTAT PO YUY 19097 12 NAAR MRS
12 20 9927 7O MAYDY MRITT 12 DD WD MR LY MKW
nPIWH 20 51 71T AW 2w DM 2w 271 2w pon 1R M
1927112 Tpa % QYN NIRD wol Ml 7nbY 12 vave Aom™ KA
NMEPI P01 77N O3 072 121 213 PRI PR 1% 107
U1 R DY 19 0921537 2121 N2 MDD MDA 9O

TAR 71972 901 DR POV W

This is the Parchment which Ya‘bes b. Shelomo ha-Babli—may (his)
soul find rest—has acquired, and he has prepared it for himself, for

* In Orientalistische Literaturzeitung, 1924, no. 26. I have translated the

passage.
z Bergstrafler refers here to my article ‘Die iberlieferte Aussprache des
Hebraischen und die Punktation der Masoreten’, in LATW., vol. xxxix,

1921, pp. 230-9.
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studying in it, by his work and the labour of his hands and the sweat
of his face, for the honour of the God of Israel, who is called Fashioner
of souls (cf. Isa. 57. 16). And he has acquired it for studying in it and
for observing and keeping every word which is in it; and may He give
him a good portion and a good heart and a pleasant lot in this world
and a good reward for the world to come! And may it be granted to
Ya'bes b. Shelomo—may (his) soul find rest—to see the grace of the
Lord and to contemplate in His temple (Ps. 27. 4)! And may the God
of Israel give him sons and sons of sons, studying in the Tora and
engaged in the commandments! And may all the blessings contained
in the Tora, the Prophets, and the Writings come upon his head and
upon his offspring, and all Israel is included in the blessing. Amen.

I (p. 586)

TOR TOD D PV RIPHIY NN AT "NIND WK J3 awn K
WD AN YA P20 MIYD DIMTR2 0% N2 DY A0
0™"DWRM NNN0I 25 DA WAPK WP Y N oKk Y
02 N7 77 927 1P KD IR CWIR PTNT U9R 000 70
QYWY PR DTN WOEYM 5% 9001 70 Y INRD B0 R
T2 MIMT WITH PO SRYLI ANITRI D170 0°IBD JYIIN
3% P WPY TROD WIET CIDPA PXD R NRD D2 pn
PRI 9071 AXDN I OPW 292 NMWYDY TP TP 1n0Ina
nR

"IN DMAT [ATNR QY Y2 OO I DIND A0 7R :n:]:
DO MTPR VAR WM D°AnN TRY WM DNl I8 nRw
YOI K91 0900 ®DY wN» ROW PI2 OUWR M2 OPY PI2 7T
TAR DRI DD 027 W2 R QNP MRTITY oPwR

W P IR 2T AT PNWIT R R AT TR e ann )
12w D27 12 YW YT P20 10 OR KPR AT W0 YIP R MR
1277 RS 19 770 DR 9072 IR 9013 IR NI0N2 IR TIPPI2 W ano2
I PRD PIDIN 202 ARTY KDY P Qvia TN PR A0 R
nP0%1 MY PRI NI 1IAR NNOY N0 YMNRDY 771 AWRD
TARIRTY KPW PRIV MDY PRI 123

oY DUOwt ART P20 YAwT vRw KPR

I, Moshe b. Asher, have written this Mahzor of the Scriptures,
according to ‘the good hand of my God upon me’ (Neh. 2. 8), ‘very
plainly’ (Deut. 27. 8), in the city of Ma‘azya-Tabariyya, ‘the renowned
city’ (Ezek. 26. 17), as it was understood by the congregation of the
Prophets, the chosen of the Lord, the Saints of our God, who understood
all the hidden things and embellished the secret of wisdom, the chiefs
of righteousness, the men of faith. They have not concealed anything
of what was given to them, and they have not added a word to what
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was transmitted to them, and they have strengthened and made mighty
the Scriptures, the Twenty-Four Books, and they have established them
in their integrity, with explanatory accents, with a commentary of
pronunciation, with sweet palate and beauty of speech—may it be the
will of our creator to enlighten our eyes, and to illuminate our heart in
His Tora, to learn and to teach and to act ‘with a perfect heart and with
a willing mind’ (1 Chron. 28. g)—and for all Israel! Amen.

It was written at the end of the year 827 after the destruction of the
Second Temple, about which may the Fashioner of souls ordain, and
may he return to it in compassion, and may he build it with rubies and
sapphires and carbuncles (Isa. 54. 11, 12) as a perfect building, as a
well-established building, a building which shall neither be plucked
up, nor demolished, nor destroyed, for ever and for ever and ever,
speedily, in our days, and in the days of all Israel. Amen!

Whoever alters a word of this Mahzor or of this writing, or erases
from it a letter, or tears off from it a leaf—except that he understands
and knows that there is in it a word in which we have erred, in writing,
or in punctuation, or in Masora, or in defective or in plene, let him
not have pardon or forgiveness, neither let him behold the beauty of the
Lord (Ps. 27. 4), nor let him see the good that is reserved for those who
fear Him (Jer. 29. 32). He shall be like a woman in impurity, and like
a leprous man who has to be locked up, so that his limbs may be
crushed, the pride of his power be broken, his flesh be consumed
away that it cannot be seen, and his bones that are not seen stick out
(Job 33. 21). Amen.

Whoever reads shall hear, whoever hears shall understand, whoever
sees shall perceive! Peace!

(b) Written by other hands
IIT (p. 583)
OoU17"2 ARPY 13 YAV MK 0UTPAw 0K Y NDTH
DX DWW PRIPP? AP0 a7 TV N0 oBR wpn Y
O™TYIN OWINDY NINAYI 875 12 KPP 1 NIRD DY 2vTYIni
IR IR IR IMR IO I MR W "D 91 7 X o0 8D
D°PMINIR M0 "1 D21 DRI TPRY R 1R IR 01287 IR
WRY IO NI MAT WA NDTA Y2 DY J2 IV NN
|
* Addition on the margin:
N30 INMIAR 7Y 07w 12 7Y IR0 INIR ROEP IR
:0Y 1N TR 172

This is the Parchment (Codex), the Eight Prophets, which Ya‘bes
b. Shelomo has consecrated in Jerusalem, the Holy city—may God
establish it for ever, Sela!—for the Karaites who celebrate the feasts
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at seeing the moon.! May they all read in it on Sabbath days and at
new moons and at the feasts! It shall not be sold or be bought, and
whoever steals it* or sells it or buys it or pawns it, cursed be he by the
God of Israel! And may God preserve him and give him life and every-
body in the land whoever preserves it and keeps the prescription of
Ya'bes b. Shelomo, the owner of this Parchment,

* (Added on the margin): or brings it out of the court of Ya'bes b.
Shelomo, may his end be—to be cut off. May their names be effaced
in one generation!

IV (p. 588)

Y DOWII PRIPYD PY 12 YAV TR R TnDTn
DPITIRT N30 NN OB K DAY XD PR KDY 00 KD WA
XM PROXM 51 THR 91 15M DD SR IR M owa o
TR 2 0% M0 M AR XY MR 0T Y3 nbw 12 Yo
A1 9502 A2INJ7 7RI 93 03 X2 0712 MR T AN
DAY 50 AYI? M DMTIM (0RYR DAMD On DR T 30
JAN DY) 01 2T RIPRiT ID0 9233 MaINDa mYpn Ho b
T NNR 293 92 DRMPM TIW Yo M awa o7 oo

AR DR DY IR

This is the Parchment Codex which Ya'bes b. Shelomo has conse-
crated for the Karaites in Jerusalem, the Holy City. May it neither be
sold nor bought back nor be pawned! May they not bring it out from
his house! And cursed be in the name of the Lord, the God of
Israel, all that sell it and all that buy it and all that bring it out from
the court of Ya'bes b. Shelomo, the owner of this Parchment, and may
the Lord not be willing to pardon them, for then shall the anger of the
Lord and His jealousy smoke against them, and all the curse that is
written in this book shall lie upon them, and the Lord shall blot out
their name from under heaven (Deut. 29. 20)! And the Lord shall
separate them for evil from all the tribes of Israel! And may all the
curses that are written in all the books of the Bible cling to them and
to their descendants! Amen!

And blessed in the name of the Lord be all those who preserve it and
who read in it with sincere heart! May they live and see the salvation
of Israel! Amen!

V (p. 582)
DYOLR nhw 127 73y IR YIPaY Q'R0 DRI
WY WR PRIPP? DAW Ty D0 OVOR wIpn 'Y o
' The Jewish festivals were fixed by observation of the moon in older
times. Later a final system of calendation was introduced and generally

adopted by the Jews. The Karaites retained the old system. The authors
of this colophon and of colophon V refer to this old Karaite custom.

Q..
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onn IR VY ]9 070 12 RPN DRI 0TVImn DR
DTV TWIN NINAW 12 MR XN WK @1pna 12 nphn
IMR IR IROIMR 2D N IMR WY "R 91 P R 00 R
XIP™ IR AW D 721 IR AIRD RIT IR MK D12V N
9D IR ROXP WK "R DD YIRT WK AN WY N 12
SAR N DR DOPUTS Oyl ovn pon anmt anbw ja yav
TAR DRI 13 DRTIPM IR 9D M awa o 020172

This is the Parchment Codex, the Prophets, which Ya‘bes b. Shelomo
al-Kalfi has consecrated in Jerusalem, the Holy city-——may God estab-
lish it for ever—for the Karaites who celebrate the feasts at the sight
of the moons—may they all read in it and may none of them be pre-
vented from reading in it, at the place where it is deposited, on the
Sabbath days, at the new moons, and at the feasts. And it shall not
be sold or bought! And whoever steals it or sells it or buys it or pawns
it—cursed be he by the God of Israel. And whoever preserves it and
reads in it, may God preserve him and give him life and those who are
in the land. And whoever brings it out from the court of Ya‘bes b.
Shelomo, may he be effaced from the book of life and not be counted
with the righteous ones! Amen! And blessed in the name of the Lord
be all that preserve it and read in it in sincerity. Amen!

VI (p. 581)

IR MR PYIPR B CIOR OUTOR PR W O°R°aIT TD0n
NIV HY "ITIDOOR I3 NB° DI W 12 TT 1WA Wi NN
TIARPYR NOIDA NTIVRM MNAWT 3 13 DXOPD RIpn ia
$IDD WAWR MR WY WD 2R R X OR[N (330
TMRD DIPYY On AR °D NOIDN NMan XM OIR? MY PR
DRI AVTRR W I ORI A7Pnna 201 bpwnn Nyl matem
™ ORMPM WA PO 12 AT MDPRPR 91 T RN R
M2727 231 " awa R TN BN NR WP SR 12wnm
W WNTPAN YR DY WRY DY 19 DImIPw 2100 10w

PR 201 NINTA 20 A0 T W T

This book, the Prophets, is consecrated to the Lord God, the God of
Israel. The great lord David, the son of the great lord Yephet Neker
al-Iskenderi has consecrated it after its redemption for the Community
of the Bne Mikra to read in it on Sabbath days and on fast days, in the
Synagogue of al-Kahira—may it be built and established. And when
he or somebody of his descendants is sitting, the servant shall set it
before him. And it shall not be allowed to anybody to bring it out of
the Synagogue except it is done—may God prevent that—by force;
And he shall return it in the time of appeasing. Whoever contradicts

' The word is altered and cannot be read clearly on the photograph.
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this condition and donation, cursed be he b th

the curses cling to him. Whoever keeps it ari]d r:aclllsoircll’ita Iallilldmagtsa'li
back to its place after the wrath—blessed be he in the name of thfI:) Lorld
and may all the blessings and the good reward and the greetings [rest
upon] his head and the head of him who consecrated it, [namf;gly] the

lord David is des i i
I(;;ae“dw and his descendants until the end of al] generations and all

APPENDIX I1T (cf. pp. 79 ff))

AL-FARRA’ (died a.p. 821) ON READING THE KORAN
MS. Arab. 705 of the Chester Beatty Collection, foll. 47
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THIRD LECTURE

THE TRANSLATIONS OF THE BIBLE

TARGUM, SEPTUAGINT, PESHITTA, SYRIAC GOSPELS,
DIATESSARON

Tue TarcuUMS

F we speak of Targums, we think in the first instance of

Targum Onkelos to the Tora and of Targum Jonathan to
the Prophets. These are the two official Jewish Targums, and
there is no doubt that they were composed in Babylonia. In the
Geniza quite a number of fragments of these Targums were
found, provided with real Babylonian punctuation, and not the
smallest fragment of any other Targum with this kind of punc-
tuation is known to us. Itis clear that only these two Targums
were used in Babylonia, and that for a long time.

The name Onkelos by which the Targum to the Tora is
generally known is nothing else than Aquila. Aquila was the
author of the new Greek translation of the Bible which became
necessary in the second century A.D. in connexion with the
Jewish reorganization which took place after the capture of
Jerusalem and the destruction of the Temple. The old Greek
translation, the Septuagint, could not be used any more by the
Jews, because it was not in accordance with the text of the
Tora newly fixed according to old MSS., which were said to
have come from the Temple, nor with its official interpretation
according to the oral law which they began to codify in the
Mishna at that time, and which became a guide to the new
interpretation of the Law So a new Greek translation had to
be provided which fulfilled these requirements, and this was
the translation made by Aquila.

The author of the new Greek translation is quoted several
times in the Palestinian Talmud and other Palestinian sources.
The name is rendered here as ©?°py. In the Babylonian
Talmud the name is altered to Onkelos (D17pNX). Of
Onkelos several things are narrated, but generally no Bible
translation is connected with that name. There is only one
place in the Babylonian Talmud where the Targum to the
Tora is attributed to ‘Onkelos the proselyte’ (731 DIPPIX,
Megﬂla 3a), and in the same place Jonathan ben ‘Uzzwl is
glven as author of the Targum to the Prophets. This reference
in the Babylonian Talmud is the only evidence for connecting
the two Babylonian Targums with these two names.
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But the Babylonian Talmud depends here on the Palestinian
Talmud, where we find, in Megilla 1. 9, information con-
cerning the Greek version of Aquilas (07°PY).” In Babylonia
not much was known of the Greek version of the Bible, and so
the name, altered to Onkelos (mbpm), was connected with
the Aramaic version of the Tora. Targums are generally not
made by single authors and they are mostly anonymous, and
no author of the Babylonian Targum is really known.? It is
most likely that several persons, or probably special commissions,
were engaged in fixing the texts of these authorized versions.
But the name Onkelos was quite a suitable designation of the
new official Aramaic version of the Tora. This Targum was
intended to give to Aramaic-speaking Jews a help for the correct
interpretation of the Holy Law such as was given by the Greek
version of Aquila to Greek-speaking Jews. And the name Jona-
than, connected with the Targum of the Prophets, is, as Luzzatto
has already suggested,® nothing else than a translation of the
Greek name Theodotion. Theodotion had revised an old text
of the Greek Bible according to the newly fixed Hebrew text and
its official interpretation. So his name, in the Hebrew form
Jonathan, was connected with the new Babylonian Targum to
the Prophets, which was in itself more a revision of older material
than a new translation. Later the author of the Targum was
connected with Jonathan ben ‘Uzziel, a pupil of Hillel. The
two Greek versions—Aquila and Theodotion—were well known
in Jewish circles of that time and were accepted by Origen in
his great Biblical work, the Hexapla.*

Nobody would take the Greek of Aquila to be excellent Greek.
Burkitt, in his edition of the Geniza fragments of Aquila’s ver-
sion, comes to the conclusion:5

As regards the version of Aquila itself, the Cairo MS. shows that it

! Cf. Ludwig Blau, in Jewish Quarterly Review, vol. ix, 1897, p. 738 f.

? It is very doubtful how far we can connect Rah Joseph b. Hama (died
325) with these Targums. Cf. about him A. Geiger, Urschrift . . ., 1857,
p- 164; L. Zunz, Gottesdienstliche Vortrage . . ., p. 69.

3 Vgl. S. D. Luzzatto: Nachtrigliches iber die Thargumim, in Wissenschafit-
liche Zeilschrift fur jidische Theologie, . . . herausgegeben von Abraham Geiger
vol. v, Grinberg und Leipzig, 1844, pp- 124-36. The way in which Luzzatto
here characterizes Hebrew Babylonian Targums is worth studying even
to-day. Cf. Abraham Geiger, Urschrift . . ., p. 164.

* Instead of Theodotion sometimes other translations are to be found in

the Hexapla, so for instance in the palimpsest discovered by Cardinal G.
Mercati in the Ambrosian Library in Milan. See below.

$ Cf. Fragments of the Books of Kings according to . . . Aquila, ed. by F. Craw-
ford Burkitt, Cambridge, 1897, p. 32.
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was fully as awkward and pedantic as the scattered notes in the Hexapla
would lead us to believe.

As Aramaic is more closely connected with Hebrew than Greek
is, we may say that the Aramaic of Onkelos is somewhat better
than the Greek of Aquila. It is pedantic too, but perhaps not
so awkward. But the language of Onkelos is a special problem.
Aramaic had become the universal language in the Persian
Empire and had as such been accepted also by the Jews; it
continued in use in Babylonia and in Palestine up to the time
when it was replaced by Arabic. Books were written in a literary
Aramaic which was understood everywhere in Aramaic-speak-
ing countries. We have a specimen of this language in the
Aramaic parts of the book of Daniel. A later development of
it was the basis of Targum Onkelos. Such a neutral language
was intentionally chosen for the purpose in order that the
Targum might be understood everywhere in the Aramaic-
speaking world. But this literary language was strongly in-
fluenced by the pedantic way in which the translators tried to
imitate the Hebrew text in every detail. ‘It is a learned and
artificial imitation of the Hebrew original, in which Aramaic
was treated in a similar way to Greek in the translation of
Aquila’; so G. Dalman describes the language of Onkelos.” He
adds ‘originating in the same circles’, but this is not correct, as
I shall show later on.

Further, as Aquila’s translation was in accordance with the
oral law which the Jews began to codify in the Mishna in
Rabbi Akiba’s time, so the Targum Onkelos represents—but in
2 much higher degree—the official Jewish interpretation of the
Tora. It is everywhere in accordance with the Halakha, the
‘doctrine’, as codified in the Mishna and developed later in
the Talmud. Such an official text cannot have been definitively
fixed before the fifth century a.p.

And it has a fixed text, it is an authorized version. It existed
in two editions which show slight variations and were connected
respectively with the Jewish Academies of Sura and Nehardea
in Babylonia—with these academies were also connected distinc-
tive readings in Babylonian Biblical MSS. But except for these
differences, variants in MSS. and printed editions of the Targum
are in general confined to instances where the copyists or editors
tried to imitate still more closely the Hebrew text in all details, in
the order of words, in plene and defective writing and similar things.

! Cf. G. Dalman, Grammatik des Fiidisch-Palistinischen Aramdisch, 2nd
edition, Leipzig, 1905, p. 13.
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The various readings of the two editions of the Targum are
preserved in a Masora which was added to the Targum in
Babylonia. The language of this Masora is in accordance with
that of the Masora added to Biblical MSS. in Babylonia of
which we have spoken.! The Masora of the Targum is used in
the edition of the Targum published at Sabbioneta in 1557; it
is known to the author of the ‘Patshegen’, a kind of commentary
on the Targum, which was discovered by Luzzatto and pub-
lished by Nathan Adler in his edition of the Tora, Wilna, 1874.
The Masora itself is published, somewhat amateurishly, by
Abraham Berliner according to MSS. he had found in Italy,?
and again, in alphabetical order and in a more learned way,
by S. Landauer.? But even this edition was made without a real
understanding of the problems connected with it. In Tiberian
MSS. where these Masoretic notes are mostly preserved, they
are often in great confusion, and Landauer did not know how
to deal with this heterogeneous material. In the Geniza impor-
tant material for this Masora has been preserved, sometimes in
Babylonian MSS. which were provided with Babylonian vowels,
and these notes are very exact and valuable. An edition of this
material has been prepared by Mr. A. Mclntosh, though it is
not yet published. But a new edition of the whole Masora will
be necessary. It will have to serve as a basis for a new edition
of the Targum. The method by which it will have to be made
will differ greatly from the methods adopted by Berliner and
by Landauer. I may refer here to my statements in Masoreten
des Ostens, pp. 207-11.

The Targum to the Prophets is composed in nearly the same
language as the Targum Onkelos. But it contains much more
Haggadic material (cf. for instance Isa. 10. 32), and it has not
the same authority as Targum Onkelos. Also it has no Masora.

Abraham Geiger has shown that these official Targums, which
were definitively fixed in Babylonia not before the fifth century
A.D., must have been preceded by other Targums, and he sug-
gested that in the so-called Jerushalmi Targums to the Penta-

* Cf my second Lecture, p. 42. ;

* It was published first in the Fahresbericht des Rabbinerseminars, Berlin,
1874/5, later, more completely, in a special book: Die Massorah zum Targum
Onkelos, enthaltend Massorah magna und Massorah parva; nack Handschrifien und
unter Benutzung von seltenen Ausgaben zum ersten Male ediert und commentiert von
A. Berliner, Leipzig, 1877.

? ‘Die Masorah zum Onkelos, auf Grund neuer Quellen lexikalisch

geordnet und kritisch beleuchtet’, von S. Landauer, Amsterdam (18g6),
first published in the periodical Israelitische Letterbode, 1896.
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teuch there is preserved old material some of which may go back
to pre-Christian times.” L. Zunz was already convinced that
some parts in these Targums must go back to very ancient
times.? But these Targums also contained many later passages,
and a clear separation was formerly very difficult, as no piece
of a MS. of this old Palestinian Targum had been preserved.
Now in the Geniza I have found, on fragments of several MSS.,
remnants of this old Palestinian Targum to the Tora. They
are published in Masoreten des Westens, vol. ii, pp. 1-65.

Like so many texts preserved in the Geniza, these fragments
are scattered among different libraries. Of one splendid MS.
called by me G, of which I have given a facsimile on plate 2 of
my book, a double leaf is in No. 542 of the Antonin Collection
in Leningrad; another double leaf, belonging to the same quire,
is in MS. Heb. c. 4, fols. 18/19 in Oxford. Of another similar
MS., called by me B, one leaf is in No. 739 of the Antonin
Collection in Leningrad. Of another similar MS., called by me
D (facsimile plate g), parts of fourteen leaves are in Box B. 8 of
the Taylor-Schechter Collection in Cambridge. These fragments
B, G, D are the remnants of three magnificent MSS. written on
large folios of parchment. The Hebrew text is followed here
verse by verse by the Targum, not by the Targum Onkelos, but
by the old Palestinian Targum to the Pentateuch. These three
MSS. are provided with Tiberian punctuation, added to the
Hebrew text as well as to the text of the Targum. If we com-
pare all the details of this punctuation in the Hebrew text with
the punctuation of the Ben Asher text of the Bible, we have to
recognize that the former must be somewhat older.? It is most
likely that these MSS. were written earlierin the ninth century A.D.

Of another MS., called by me E (facsimile on plate 4), I know
of twelve leaves, of which six are in Oxford, bound in three
different volumes of Geniza fragments (MS. Heb. d. 49, fols. 47/
48; e. 43, fols. 66/67; d. 26, fols. 15/16), two leaves are in Cam-
bridge in Box B. 8 of the Taylor-Schechter Collection, and four
are in Leningrad in Nos. 111 and 120 of the Antonin Collection.
This MS. was originally without vowel-points; later some
parts were provided with Palestinian vowel-points, others with

U Cf. Urschrift . . ., pp. 451 L.

* Cf. Die gottesdienstlichen Vortrdge der Fuden, historisch entwickelt, 2nd edition,
1892, pp. 7o ff. _

3 The little differences in the punctuation of the Hebrew text in these
fragments and in the Ben Asher text I have published in Masoreten des Westens,
vol. ii, p. 2%, note 1.

r
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Tiberian punctuation; others were left without any at all.
The consonantal text of this MS. seems to have been written
in the seventh century.

Another MS. containing festival pericopes taken from the
same Targum, called by me F (facsimile on plate 5), is in Oxford
in MS. Heb. e. 43, fols. 57-65. It is written without vowel-
points. A few more fragments of this Targum are in New York.!

But the most important fragment of this Targum is preserved
in Cambridge, mounted between glass, as MS. 20. 155 of the
Taylor-Schechter Collection. It is a piece of a scroll of parch-
ment of which parts of four columns are preserved. I have called
this fragment A and have given a facsimile of it on plate 1 of
my book. It is provided with Palestinian punctuation of the
older type, and may have been written in the sixth century A.D.
A few Tiberian vowels and accents are added by later hands.
In this fragment parts of the Palestinian Targum to Exod. 21. 1—
22. 27 are preserved, each verse of the Targum being introduced
by a few words from the beginning of the verse in Hebrew. The
beginning of the 15th Seder of the book of Exodus is marked
before Exod. 21. 1 by [7%], the beginning of the 16th Seder
before Exod. 22. 24 by [T].

As this text contains juridical matter which has been the basis
for important parts of the oral law as codified in the Mishna,
we have here one of the very few cases in which we can make
a suggestion about the age of the translation contained in this
Targum. The Mishna tractate Baba Kamma begins with the
words WM AVINT N2 WA PRUII MIAR AYIINR; here
four kinds of damage done to the field of a neighbour are
enumerated: the first, W1, refers to Exod. 21. g5 ff,, the
second, MA7, to Exod. 21. 33, and there is no doubt that
1Yann and WanM refer to Exod. 22. 4 and 5. In the Revised
Version these two verses, numbered as vss. 5 and 6, are
translated in the following way:

5. If a man shall cause a field or vineyard to be eaten, and shall let
his beast loose, and it feed in another man’s field; of the best of his own
field, and of the best of his own vineyard, shall he make restitution.

6. If fire break out, and catch in thorns, so that the shocks of corn,
or the standing corn, or the field, be consumed; he that kindled the

fire shall surely make restitution.
This translation is in general accord with the official Jewish
interpretation of the text, and is presupposed in Mishna and

! An edition of these New York fragments has been prepared by Mr.
Alastair MclIntosh.
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Talmud. The difficulty is that words of the same Hebrew root
occurring in the two verses (W3, 77°Y3, Y32 in vs. 4;
19V, IYINA in vs. 5) are understood once as beast and to
be eaten, and once as fire and to be consumed. In the Palestinian
Targum as we have it in the Cambridge fragment the Hebrew
words are understood in both verses as Jire and to be consumed
and the difference is that, in one instance, the man visits thé
field of his neighbour and lights a fire there, in the other instance
he makes a fire on his own ground and this fire spreads over to
the field of his neighbour. The following is the text of the
Targum:
A2PN2 257 ANTPY DY NOwM 095 W Pph 31 992 o 4
DR P1ON D1 .5 0907 7193 DY 121 17PN 95w 1°3 KT
12 0w Antwn A9pn W AR W] YT PIUM I nown
AP D0 TP
Itis interesting to state that in the new American Bible! J. Meek
has translated the two verses in general accordance with the
old Targum: ’

If a man in burning over a field or vineyard lets the fire spread so
that it burns in another man’s field, he must make restitution with the
very best of his own field or vineyard. If fire breaks out and catches
in a thorn-hedge so that the shocks of grain or the standing grain or
the field itself is consumed, he who lit the fire must make restitution.
But this interpretation is in clear contrast to all the official
Jewish authorities? and can be understood in an old Jewish text
only on the assumption that it goes back to very ancient times,
before the oral law codified in the Mishna had any validity.
That such a translation is preserved in an old scroll of the
Palestinian Targum is certainly of importance. It shows that
written Targums must have existed in very ancient times. For
this fact we have other proofs. We have the well-known notice
concerning the Targum of Job, which when shown to Rabbi

' The Bible: An American Translation: The Old Testament, translated by a
group of scholars under the editorship of J. M. Powis Smith; The New
Testament, translated by Edgar J- Goodspeed, The University of Chicago
Press, Chicago, Illinois, 1936.

* It is quite interesting to see how a real Talmudic scholar like J. J.
Weinberg cannot admit that a Targum should translate the Hebrew text
In such a way contrary to the Mishna. According to him, either the text
of the Targum must be regarded as corrupt, or we have to suppose that the
first aNT'P* is a form newly created on the analogy of the Hebrew text in
the meaning of ‘cattle’. Itis true that usually such texts have been destroyed.

He deals with this text in his book Tua%na o"pnn, vol. i, Berlin, 1938,
p. 63 f.
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Gamaliel was promptly ordered to be immured in the still
incomplete temple walls.® A. 'T. Olmstead, who refers to this
notice in his article ‘Could an Aramaic Gospel be written?’?
remarks rightly that this Targum was certainly not composed
in the time of Rabbi Gamaliel (¢. A.p. 50). It must be much
older, and it seems to be quoted already in the Greek translation
of Job where we read, 42. 176 in all the important uncial codices:
“This is translated from the Syrian book’,® which can scarcely
mean anything else than the Aramaic Targum. Besides, Olm-
stead is quite right when he states that a Targum to Job must
have been preceded by Targums to the Tora and to the
Prophets, and he has collected, in collaboration with Samuel 1.
Feigin, a number of instances in the different Targums which
we find in the Rabbinic Bibles which can be understood only
on the assumption that we have here before us material of pre-
Christian origin. The present fragment of the Targum to
Exodus is a very important addition to these instances.

We have seen how urgently the Jews in Palestine needed
Aramaic translations of Biblical texts, and it seems likely that
the Jewish tradition which connects the origin of the Targum
with Ezra#is quite correct. We need not be surprised that these
old texts are mostly lost. In the Cambridge fragment we have
an interesting specimen of a text which did not agree with the
official interpretation of later times. It must be regarded as a
special chance that the text has survived. Only when written
in Greek were Jewish texts of this time preserved, and they were
preserved not by Jews but by Christians, who were interested
in books like those found in the Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha,
in the works of Philo and Josephus and similar texts. But
Christians who might have been interested in texts written in
Aramaic had lost their influence after the fall of Jerusalem in
A.D. 70. Edgar J. Goodspeed has inter alia completely over-
looked the reasons for the disappearance of the Jewish Aramaic
literature of that time in his article “T'he Possible Aramaic
Gospel’, his answer to Olmstead’s article quoted above.5

I The notice is to be found in the Palestinian Talmud (Shabbath 15, ¢,
in the Babylonian Talmud (Shabbath 115, a), in the Tosephta (Shabbath 13,
2. 3), and in Maseket Soferim (5, 17).

* In Journal of Near Eastern Studies, vol. i, Chicago, 1942, pp. 41~75.

3 Cf. Olmstead, pp. 59 ff. The Greek text (in Swete’s edition, ii, p. 602) is:
OUros EpunveteTar &k Tiis Supioxiis BipAov.

4 In b. Megilla g @, Neh. 8. 8 is quoted and added: Xpn 5 @183 NN
LRI =)o By i 7 § 2]

5 Of. Edgar J. Goodspeed in the same journal, i, 1942, pp. 315-40.
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It would be a great mistake to think of this old Palestinian
Targum of the Tora as analogous to the Targum Onkelos. The
Palestinian Targum was no authorized version; it was made for
practical purposes and had no fixed text. We see this in the
fragments preserved in the Geniza; two sections of the Targum,
Gen. 38. 16 ff. and 42. 30 fI., are preserved in the MSS. D and
E. A comparison of the texts in these two MSS. shows that the
differences are relatively important. In this respect the condi-
tions are similar to those in the Samaritan Targum which—as
we have seen—has always remained in the more primitive stage
of a Targum where nearly every MS. has its special text.
There is another difference between the two Targums: the
Palestinian Targum was not a simple translation of the Hebrew
Bible text, but contained in some verses longer or shorter
explanations of a midrashic and homiletic character. Sometimes
the translation and explanation of a single verse occupies up to
half a page in a MS. In the texts I have published quite a
number of examples of these longer explanations are to be
found. Others of the same kind are found in the so-called
‘Targum Yerushalmi’, which consists exclusively of midrashic
explanations of single verses. The continuous translation has not
been preserved. The Targum consists of fragments only, and is
therefore called ‘Fragmententargum’, ‘Fragmentary Targum’.!
From the newly found texts we see now that this Targum is
nothing else than a collection of the midrashic explanations of
single verses taken from the Palestinian Targum to the Penta-
teuch. This material was not to be found in the Targum
Onkelos. The continuous translation of the old Targum could
be replaced by the Targum Onkelos. And it /as been replaced
by the Targum Onkelos in the so-called Targum Pseudo-
Jonathan to the Pentateuch.2 This Targum has as basis the

! The fragments of this Targum were first published by Felix Pratensis in
the Rabbinic Bible, in Venice, 1 517/8, and from there reprinted in other
Rabbinic Bibles. Supplementary material from MSS. has been published
by Moses Ginsburger: Das Fragmententhargum ( Thargum Feruschalmi zum
Pentateuch), Berlin, 1899. A new edition of the whole material which is at
our disposal to-day is necessary. It would have to be based entirely on MSS.,
and the editor would have to consider also the punctuation to be found in
the older MSS.

* Pseudo-Jonathan ( Thargum Fonathan ben Usiel zum Pentateuch), Nach der
LerdOner Handschrift (Brit. Mus. add. 27031) herausgegeben von Dr. M.
Ginsburger, Berlin, 1903. The British Museum MS. was written in Italy,
I?robably in the sixteenth century. The text of the Targum was first pub-
lished by Asher Forins in Venetia 1591, and is reprinted in later Rabbinic
Bibles. Only very few and late MSS. of this text are known.
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the writings of Tatian.” Clement of Alexandria (died about 225)
knows of several books composed by Tatian,? and he often
criticizes his doctrines.? But he knows nothing of the Diatessaron,
and this fact is of special importance as it is very likely that he
was a personal pupil of Tatian.* Irenaeus (died about 202), the
first author who mentions Tatian as a heretic,5 does not know
of the Diatessaron.

Eusebius (died about 340), mentions the Diatessaron in his
Ecclesiastical History (iv. 29). The Greek text has here:

Tatian, their [‘the Encratists’] first head, brought together a com-
bination and junction—I do not know how—of the Gospels, and he
called it Diatessaron, and this is said to be still among some people.

The Old Syriac translation has some interesting variants:

This Tatian, their [‘the Encratists’] first head, collected and mixed
and made an Evangelion and called it Diatessaron, i.e. that of the
mixed ones, that which exists among many people up to to-day.

The only natural inference from this much discussed passage is
that Eusebius never saw a copy of the text.

Epiphanius (died 403) knows that the Evangelion Diatessaron,
called by some people xar& ‘EBpaious, is said to have been com-
posed by Tatian.” Jerome (died 420) in his book De viris
inlustribus speaks of the endless series of books composed by
Tatian, but he does not mention the Diatessaron.8

Up to ten years ago not a single line of a Greek Diatessaron
was known to exist. This is no longer so, since, on 5 March 1933,
during a joint excavation at Dura-Europos on the Euphrates,
undertaken by Yale University and the French Academy, a
little piece of parchment was discovered with fourteen lines of
a Greek Harmony which has undoubtedly a close connexion
with Tatian’s Diatessaron. The fragment was published by

' Harnack, Geschichte der Altchristlichen Literatur, i. 489. It is not very likely
that he even knew the title of the book, as Zahn proposes; see Geschichte des
eutestamentlichen Kanons, 1. 412.
* Harnack, l.c., i. 488; Zahn, Forschungen, i, p. 12. )
3 Cf. besides the references given in note 2: Einar Molland, The Conception
of the Gospel in the Alexandrian Theology, Oslo, 1938, p. 21 f.
+ Cf. the references given in note 2.
5 See Harnack, l.c. i. 486, ii. i, 289.
6 See Zahn, Forschungen, i. 14-20; Arthur Hjelt, Die alisyrische Evan-
geliendibersetzung und Tatians Diatessaron . . ., Leipzig, 1901, p. 23 L.
7 See Zahn, Forschungen, i, p. 21 f. .
8 Ibid., p. 6 f.; ‘Beachtenswert ist, dass er iiber das Diatessaron schweigt’,
Harnack, l.c. 491.
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Carl H. Kraeling." It seems to belong to the third century,? and
1s of great value as it clearly shows that a Gospel Harmony in
Greek existed at an early time. Itisof special interest as it shows
some readings which cannot be found in any MS. of the Gospels
so far known. But there can hardly be any doubt that this
Greek text is a translation from a Syriac originalmalthough
making use of a Greek text of the Gospels.3 Clear evidence of
this fact is the name Arimathaea, the place from which Joseph
is said to come in Mt. 27. 57. It has here the form Epwpaboc,
and we must ask how the v in the name has to be explained.
In Syriac letters the name would have the form Lis.3/ and
this was clearly misread by the translator as khsus!, Syriac
t and 7 being very similar; they could easily be confused by
somebody who did not know the name. Also the initial ¢ of the
word can easily be explained when we suppose a Syriac original.
Dura-Europos was a place where Greek and Syriac influences
met. The Diatessaron was read by the Syrian Christians in
their churches and the text was translated into Greek for the
sake of Greek-speaking Christians there.

Kraeling seems to be right in saying that the Greek fragment
is the earliest Diatessaron document in existence. But he admits
that the Coptic Manichaean documents recently discovered in
Egypt may furnish a witness to the Syriac text only slightly later
than that which the Dura fragment bears to the Greek.# That
the ‘Evangelion’ quoted by Mani and his disciples was the
Diatessaron was in fact suggested by the first editors.5 The
texts published since show that there can be no doubt about this
fact.® The language used by Mani was Syriac,” and we know

! ‘A Greek Fragment of Tatian’s Diatessaron from Dura’, edited by Carl
H. Kraeling (Studies and Documents . . ., 1), London, 1935.

* Kraeling dates the fragment in accordance with the date of the Christian
chapel in the neighbourhood of which it was discovered from about A.p. 222.

 Cf. A. Baumstark, in Oriens Christianus, Series 3, vol. x, Leipzig, 1935,
Pp. 244-52.

* Cf. Kraeling, l.c., p. 16, note 1.

® See C. Schmidt and H. J. Polotsky, Ein Mani-Fund in Agypten, Sitzungs-
berichte, Berlin Academy, 1933, pp. 57-9.

¢ Manichdische Handschriften der Staatlichen Museen, Berlin, vol. 1; Kephalaia,
ed. Schmidt, Polotsky and Bohlig, Stuttgart, 1935 f. A quotation from the
Diatessaron has been discussed by Baumstark in Oriens Christianus, vol. xxxiv,
1937, pp. 169 ff. The Manichaean texts published since then show the use
of the Diatessaron in quotations from the Gospels clearly.

7 Besides Syriac, Mani knew some Persian too, but he did not know that
language very well. W. B. Henning has recently published a report of the
last audience granted to Mani by King Bahram I, the Sassanid. The report

: Ee
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Targum Onkelos, and into its frame a great amount of mid-
rashic material from the old Palestinian Targum to the Penta-
teuch has been inserted. If we withdraw all the words coming
from the Targum Onkelos, the material from the old Targum
remains. But we have to be cautious. Many of the passages have
been altered, and others of very late date have been inserted.
The fragments of the old Targum preserved in the Geniza enable
us to identify the remnants of the old Palestinian Targum where-
ever they have been preserved. They enable us also to state in
what way this material has been further developed, not only in
the two later Targums, but also in the different MSS. of the
Targum Yerushalmi at our disposal.

We have seen that the three magnificent parchment codices
on which the fragments B, C, and D of the old Palestinian
Targum were written cannot be older than the ninth century,
and these three MSS. were scarcely the only MSS. of that kind
written at this time. We have therefore to recognize that there
must have been still a great need in the ninth century for MSS.
of the Tora with the old Palestinian Targum in Palestine. This
can be understood only on the assumption that the official Baby-
lonian Targum, the Targum Onkelos, had no authoritative
value at that time in Palestine. We have spoken of attempts
made in the second half of the eighth century to make Pales-
tinian Jewry accept Babylonian authority and Gaonic tradition.
Now we see that these attempts had no prompt success. The
Jews in Palestine were accustomed to Palestinian institutions.
It is very likely that, like the Babylonian Targum, other Baby-
lonian institutions also, for instance the Babylonian Talmud
and the annual pericopes of the Tora, the Parashas, had to
wait a long time before they were really accepted in Palestine.

Thus the Targum Onkelos became authoritative in Palestine
at a time when Aramaic had ceased to be the spoken language
in Palestine, when people had already begun to speak Arabic.
Therefore it cannot have been introduced into Palestine in order
to assist Aramaic-speaking Jews to understand the Holy Law
written in Hebrew, a language which they did not undérstand.
For this purpose there had served for centuries the old Pales-
tinian Targum, which was composed in a language really spoken
in Palestine. The purpose of Targum Onkelos was quite differ-
ent. It contained an interpretation of the Law which was in
accordance with the Halakha as developed in Babylonia, and
its object was to guarantee this official interpretation of the

I Cf. my first Lecture, p. 25.

THE TARGUMS 127

Tora. That is the great importance of this Targum, not onl
for Babylonia and for Palestine, but for everyland, for évery timg
for everybody. Whoever is anxious to know the official Jewisli
interpretz?,tlon of the Tora, he will find it in the Targum Onkelos.

For this purpose a language had to be chosen which was
generally understood. Neither the Aramaic spoken in Babylonia
nor the Aramaic spoken in Palestine would have been suitable
That this literary Aramaic was strongly influenced by th(;
Hebrew language was perhaps helpful. On the other hand, we
can understand that the artificial language of the Targ’um
created by learned Rabbis in Babylonia, was not favourable for
the acceptance of the Targum in Palestine so long as Aramaic
was spoken there; they had at their disposal Palestinian Targums
composed in a language with which they were acquainted.

'The late introduction of Targum Onkelos in Palestine explains
another fact. In Babylonia they knew exactly how to pronounce
the language of the Targum. Geniza fragments written and
vocalized in Babylonia can be taken as a very reliable basis for
the grammar of this Targum.” It would be excellent if we could
make an edition of the Targum according to Babylonian texts.
But the fragments preserved are not sufficient for such a task.
The Babylonian tradition, however, was handed over, with a
few. alterations, to the Jews in Yemen. There this tradition was
maintained for a long time, and from there we have some reliable
NISS. with the Targum Onkelos. The oldest of these MSS., the
British Museum MSS. Or. 1467 and 2863, have sometimes
preserved the real Babylonian tradition where it was altered in
later MSS.2 Old Yemenite MSS. can be taken as a basis for
a new edition of the Babylonian Targums.3

In the ‘West’, in Palestine, they knew how to pronounce the
Aramaic of the Palestinian Targum. So far as the fragments
found in the Geniza are vocalized, they show that the copyists
had a fairly good knowledge of the language in which these
texts were composed. But no independent vocalization of the
Babylonian Targums was developed here. The Babylonian
vowels were simply replaced by Tiberiansigns.# But the copyists,

Y Cf. Masoreten des Ostens, pp. 219-32.

? Ibid,, p. 213.

* The new editions of the Babylonian Targums prepared by Alexander
Sperber have used such Yemenite MSS. as their chief basis.

* That this transformation was really made is stated in a notice in Codex
de Rossi 12 of the Royal Library in Parma. This notice was first published
by S. D. Luzzatto, and later reprinted several times; cf. Masoreten des Ostens, .
P. 205, note I.
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accustomed to the much more complicated Tiberian vocaliza-
tion, were not satisfied with the few vowel-signs they found in
Babylonian MSS., and so they added to these transformed
Babylonian vowels a great number of Tiberian signs created
by the Tiberian Masoretes for the Hebrew text. By this practice
great confusion was introduced, and as the later copyists had
no understanding of the language of the Targum the confusion
was increased. The situation was hopeless, and it is well known
that Johannes Buxtorf (the elder) in his Rabbinic Bible, pub-
lished at Basel in 1618—20, tried to end the confusion by using
a new method of vocalizing the text of the Targums, viz. by
adapting their vocalization to that of the Aramaic texts in the
Bible, in Ezra and Daniel.

That the text of the Targum Onkelos which was printed in
1557 at Sabbioneta was much superior to any other text of the
Targum so far known was already clear to the editors of that
text. They state that they used valuable old MSS. for their text,
and that they have edited the text with great care. In his
Philoxenos' S. D. Luzzatto reprinted the statement of the editors,
and added his own impression of this printed text. It is the only
text known to him which was provided with the Masora to the
Targum, but besides that, the text is far more correct than any
MS. of the Targum he has seen.? Luzzatto could not realize
at that time why it was so. To-day we see that in this text
an original Babylonian punctuation, although transformed into
Tiberian vowel-points, was comparatively well preserved. But
here also, besides the vowel-points adopted from the Babylonian
original, a great number of Tiberian signs were added, according
to the rules of Hebrew grammar, without understanding of the
language of the Targum. This can clearly be seen when the
Sabbioneta text is compared with real Babylonian fragments,
as for instance with the text preserved in the Babylonian Bible
MS. Ea. 12 which I have published in Masoreten des Ostens,
pp- 1218, and of which I have given a facsimile on plate 5 in
my book. For this reason the Sabbioneta text is also somewhat
contaminated.? But with the help of real Babylonian fragments

t Samuel David Luzzatto, Philoxenos, sive de Onkelosi, chaldaica Pentateuchi
versione, Dissertatio hermeneutico-critica . . ., Viennae, 1830, p. 28. The Hebrew
title is: =IR"2 @Y [AMN]A [Py 3 0PIk anana By Capnm mRn L9 2N

.+ MWW TMAN TOTT
2 These are Luzzatto’s own words: P'?n Y3 SnREAY ODTI AMIN YTab N

SIPRT YR MIRADIT 9o 1Hhoa aRm pIPITR 1 7abR KM aNIna nenn An
3 Cf. Masoreten des Ostens, p. 215 f.
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we can recognize the foolish additions of the copvists i

were remove.d, we should have a real Babyl(}))r}xlian’tazerjict1 l(fft }tll?é
Targum, which would have to be regarded as far more trust-
worthy than any text based on Yemenite MSS.

The Targum text of the Sabbioneta edition is reprinted b
Ab_raham Berliner in his edition of the Targum.® Berliner sav}\;
.nelther.these nor many other problems connected with this
nteresting text, and his edition is in no way reliable. For an
critical work on this text the original edition will have to be usedy

In confirmation of the fact that the Palestinian Targum was.
composed in a.languagc really spoken in Palestine, I may refer
to a conversation I had in June 1938 in Leiden with the late
Prqfessor Wensinck, not only a well-known Arabist but an
eminent authprity also on Aramaic. He was engaged in a very
precise investigation of the language spoken in Palestine in the
tme of our Lord. He had studied carefully all the material
avalla.bl.e to him, was reading at that time Aramaic parts of the
Palestinian Talmud, and showed me the collections he had made
for the lexicon and the grammar of that language. Then he
asked: ‘Do you know which texts I found the most important
for my purpose? I said that I should be interested to know.
He said: ‘They are the fragments of the Palestinian Targum to
the Per}tateuch published by you!” And he mentioned in this
connexmn_the fact that the word papBouver with which Jesus is
addressed in Mk. 10. 51 and Jn. 20. 16, and which so far had
not be:en found in any Jewish sources, occurs exactly in the same
form in the text I published, for instance in the Targum to
Gen. 32. 19, where we read WYY "N27% ROPwH K7 7199752

of. INITD Ex. 21. 4 in MS. A. A fact like this shows clearly
how clos?ly these texts are connected with the language spoken
in Palestine in the time of Jesus. I knew myself the value of the
texts I had found, but I was glad to have my impression
confirmed by such an authority.

The chief book dealing with Jewish Palestinian Aramaic is the
srammar compiled by Gustaf Dalman.? He takes the Targum
Onkelos as the principal source for the language spoken in earlier

B ‘I'Targum Onkelos, Herausgegeben und erlautert von Dr. A. Berliner,
G?r n, 1884. Cf. Paul de Lagarde’s famous critical review of the book in

o?tzng.zsdze Gelehrte Anzeigen, Stick 22, 1. xi, 1886; reprinted in de Lagarde’s
Mitt/l@llungen, vol. ii, Géttingen, 1887, pp. 163-82.

Cf. Masoreten des Westens, vol. ii, p. 10.

: G'rammatik des Fiidisch-Paldstinischen Aramdisch, Leipzig, 1894 ; 2nd edition

Leipzig, 1905. ’ ’ ’
s
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times in Judaea (Jerusalem), the chief centre of Jewish Pales-
tinian learning. According to him, the uniformity and indepen-
dence of the grammatical structure of this language guarantees
that the language is correctly preserved.! He knows that this
Targum was composed in Babylonia, that it was composed in
an artificial language? and that it was not finished definitely
before the fifth century. He also admits that the Targum
Yerushalmi was to be regarded as the best model for the lan-
guage spoken by our Lord, if it could be proved that parts of
it were of great antiquity. But while studying these Palestinian
Targums he became more and more convinced that their oldest
parts were taken from the Targum Onkelos.
Thenewlydiscovered fragments of the old Palestinian Targum,
and the conclusions to be drawn from these texts, show clearly
that Dalman was wrong, that it was a fatal mistake to take the
language of the Targum Onkelos as characteristic of Aramaic
as spoken in Palestine at the time of our Lord. It is clear that
we cannot reach this goal with the help of a text composed in
Babylonia, by learned Rabbis, in an artificial language, after
A.D. 400 and introduced into Palestine not before A.p. goo, at a
time when the language spoken in Palestine was Arabic, not
Aramaic.
It is worth noticing that Julius Wellhausen, from quite
different considerations, comes to similar conclusions regarding
the way in which Dalman tries to reconstruct the words of Jesus,

when he writes:?

Unfortunately we do not know exactly the special Aramaic idiom
spoken in Palestine in the time of Jesus. . . . The Jewish literature
preserved to us is of a special rabbinic character. This language should
not be taken with Dalman as a model for the old vernacular language

1 Cf. his Grammar, p. 12 f.

2 Cf. the quotation from Dalman’s Grammar, p. 13, given above, p. 119.

3 Cf. Julius Wellhausen, Einleitung in die drei ersten Evangelien, 2nd edition,
1911, pp. 3843, where we read: ‘Das besondere aramaiische Idiom, welches
zur Zeit Jesu in Palistina gesprochen wurde, kennen wir leider nicht recht . . .
die uns erhaltene jiidisch-aramaische Literatur ist spezifisch rabbinisch.
Man darf ihre Sprache nicht, wie Dalman es tut, einfach zum Muster fur
die alte Volkssprache machen und die Abweichungen davon als griechisch
betrachten, als nicht zur Sprache Jesu und der Apostel gehérig. . . . Die
Rabbinen wurden erst nach der Zerstdrung Jerusalems Alleinherrscher, als
das Volk mehr und mehr zu einer Sekte zusammenschrumpft. Dalman
schligt den Unterschied des rabbinischen und des volkstiimlichen Lexikons
zu gering an und zugleich den Unterschied der aramaischen Dialekte zu
hoch, . . . Man muss sich nur nicht den Horizont dadurch verengen lassen

und dariiber selber zum Rabbinen werden.’
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and the divergences from it should not be regarded as borrowed from
tj{}eeGlgeelI){l,).as not belonging to the language of Jesus and the apostles

1e Kabbis came to absolute domination tion

only after the destruction

of Jerusalem, whep the people were more and more reduced to a sect

Dalman underestimates the differences of the rabbinic and th(;

Vernacular IeXiCOn and at t} et ‘ll € neovere 11. t d H
3 1€ Sam. 7 Stimate, e ]' €renc
) X ‘ S th €S
bet“’cen the Aramalc dlalects.

After admitting the fact that Rabbinic literature is generally not
sufficiently studied for the exegesis of the New Testamen}t/ nl(:
continues: ‘But this should not lead us to narrow our hori .
and to make ourselves into rabbis.’ oreen
Dalman’s grammar led and leads astray all those who try to
reconstruct words or sentences of Jesus in the language in wl?ich
they were originally spoken. Dalman himselfin the first instance
was mistaken in the two books he published on this matter,’
which have both been translated into English.? We have t,o
regard most of the material collected by Dalman on this prob-
lem, if not as worthless, yet certainly as misleading. ’
' Dalman.pald me a visit in Bonn in 1930, when I was prepar-
Ing my edition of the texts of the Palestinian Targum. I It)old
him of these texts, showed him the photographs of th(; MSS
and tried to explain to him some of the problems connected witﬁ
these texts. I remember well how surprised he was, and how
what I told him made a deep impression on him. But, it was too
late for him to draw the conclusions from it. The second edition
of his bOOl.{ Die Worte Jesu was already finished at that time: 3t
appeared N 1930, and it was in the main a reproduction of t’he
boqk_ publls}}ed in 1898. Only some additions were made to it
and‘in a review o.f the articles published in connexion with the,
first edition he tried to strengthen his former position.
P I; Is a great pity that serious. illness and death prevented
rotessor Wensinck from completing his work.3 In it we should
have had a really solid basis for further investigations in this field.

I Die Wor ; ticksiehts
Schr?: Worte Fesu. Mit Bﬁrucksmhtlgung des nachkanonischen jiidischen
o tI I-Il’nS. un_d der aramaischen Sprache, erértert von Gustaf Dalman
Te;lte L ].Em.leltléng und wichtige Begriffe. Nebst Anhang: Messianisch(:,
- Lelpzig 1898. ... Zweite Auflage. Mit Anhang: A. I ‘
t P RS age. ang: A. Das Vat .
g. Nachtraﬁc.: und Berichtigungen, Leipzig, 1930.— JFesus-Feschua Satlf:il'msqr
en Evangelien. Leipzig, 1921. ' o
* The Words of Fesus, Authoriz i
> ed Version, by D. M. Kay, Edinbureh
1902.— Fesus-Jeshua. Studiesin the Gospels, AuthorizedTranslat}i/(;n b Paulflg P’
Levertofl, London, 1929. Y .
3 I was in corresponﬂence with Mrs. Wensi i
: : - Wensinck in the summer of 1939,
Ehe hacll at that time not dllsposed of the material. We must hope that it gagagy
€ possible to continue this important work and to bring it to a conclusion.
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The history of the development of the Targums supplies
important clues to a better understanding of the histories of the
Septuagint and Peshitta. It also illuminates problems of the
Old Syriac Gospels and of Tatian’s Diatessaron.

(¢) THE SEPTUAGINT

The Greek translation of the Bible has always been regarded
as something unprecedented, as the first attempt to translate a
long text into a foreign language. The story told in the letter
of Aristeas is well known: The Egyptian king Ptolemy II
Philadelphus (ruled 284-247 B.c.) was interested in Jewish
Law by the famous Demetrius Phalereus who is said to have
been his librarian and to have made him anxious to have a copy
of the Jewish Law in Greek in his library. Aristeas, a high
official at his court, was sent to Jerusalem. The Jewish High-
priest Eleazar selected six elders of each of the twelve tribes of
Israel and sent them over to Alexandria in Egypt, together with
an accurate copy of the Hebrew Torah, written in golden letters
on beautifully prepared parchment. We hear that the king gave
seven banquets to these elders, that he put questions to ten, the
last two times to eleven, of these elders at every banquet, and
stated that these elders were superior to the Greek philosophers.
He then put at their disposal a spacious house on the island of
Pharos, connected with Alexandria by the Heptastadion. Here
they accomplished their great task, and in 72 days these 72 men
translated the whole Pentateuch in so admirable a way that
in the end they all agreed in every detail of the version.

As long as it was believed that the translation was made by
the order of a king, this order could be taken as a sufficient
reason for the translation. But for more than 250 years it has
been known that the story which reports this fact has to be
regarded as a legend.! To-day there can be no doubt that the
Greek version of the Pentateuch was not made at the request of
a Ptolemaic king, but that it became a necessity for the Jewish
communities in Egypt, owing to the large number of their
Greek-speaking members, who no longer understood Hebrew.
It is clear that the version was not made by Palestinian Jews, but
by people acquainted with the language spoken in Egypt. The
letter of Aristeas, clearly intended to glorify the Jewish people

* Cf. Humphrey Hody, Contra historiam Aristeae de LXX interpretibus dis-
sertatio, Oxford, 1685. Hody summed up his arguments in his book De
Bibliorum textibus originalibus, Oxford, 1705.
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and the Jewish Law, was not written by a pagan, a high official
of a Ptolemaic king, but by a Jew. The author of the letter who
speaks of the time of Philadelphus as of a time which was long
passed, was nof living in the first half of the third century B.C.
as the letter claims, but much later, although it is certain thavz
he used some older material in composing his book.” The letter
has to be regarded as a Jewish poetical novel, and must be
classified with other similar novels, such as the books of Jonah
Esther, Judith, and Tobit. But whilst these books were takeri
into the Hebrew or the Greek Bible, the letter of Aristeas was
not included; it was nevertheless well known, and is, for instance
largely used by Josephus in the twelfth book of the Antz’guities,
and became later of the greatest importance for the Christiar;
Church.

But the letter deals with a translation, and there can be no
doubt that it was written in connexion with a translation. a
Qreek translation of the Tora. This fact has not been suhﬁ-
ciently stressed in discussions since the letter was recognized
not to be genuine. It is not sufficient to enumerate items in the
letter which might be regarded as credible, as, for instance,
H. St. J. Thackeray does;> we have to make the attempt to
understand the reasons why the letter was written.

' Cf. the excursus ‘The Milindapafiha and Pseudo-Aristeas’ in W. W.
'Tarn’s book The Greeks in Bactria and India, Cambridge, 1938, pp. 414—36.
Tarn remgrks that the questions put by King Ptolemy II before the Jewish
5ages are 1n no sense Jewish propaganda. They seem to have belonged to a
tl‘e'atlse on kingship, Tlepi Bootheias, written in the third century. Pseudo-
Aristeas, though writing propaganda himself, was building his book round
an ¢lder document which had no propaganda value but which was useful
as being probably well known among Hellenistic Jews, and he tried to make
propaganda of it by explaining (§ 235) that the Jews could beat the Greek
phllOSOphers on their own ground. Tarn has shown some striking parallels
n the ‘Questions of Milinda’ (i.e. Menander—the Greek king in India, who
died ab'out 175-150 B.C.). Menander is said to have put the questions before
the Ind}an sage Nagasena. We know the story from the Milindapaiiha, a Pali
text written by an Indian Buddhist. Among the four persons mentioned in
the introduction of the Milinda we find a Demetrius and an Antiochus, the
names being adjusted to Devamantiya and Anantakaya in order to make
Some sort of sense in Pali. Demetrius is here the chief person. The questions
of Menander must have been known shortly after Menander’s death. It is
quite possible that Demetrius was adopted from this source by Pseudo-
Aristeas. He identified him with the famous Demetrius of Phaleron, who
was probably dead before King Ptolemy’s rule began. For all details refer
to Tarn’s book.

* Cf. his book The Septuagint and Fewish Worship, London, 1923, p. It
(Schweich Lectures for 1920). .
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We read in the letter (§§ 308-11):!

When the work was completed, Demetrius collected together the
Jewish population in the place where the translation had been made,
and read it over to all, in the presence of the translators, who met with
a great reception also from the people, because of the great benefits
which they had conferred upon them. They bestowed warm praise
upon Demetrius too, and urged him to have the whole law transcribed
and to present a copy to their leaders. After the book had been read,
the priests and the elders of the translators and the Jewish community
and the leaders of the people stood up and said that since so excellent
and sacred and accurate a translation had been made, it was only right
that it should remain as it was, and no alteration should be made in it.
And when the whole company expressed their approval, they made
them pronounce a curse in accordance with their custom upon anyone
who should make any alteration either by adding anything or changing
in any way whatever any of the words which had been written or
making any omission. This was a very wise precaution to ensure that
the book might be preserved for all the future time unchanged.

We see that the letter deals with a Greek version of the Tora
approved by the Jewish Community of Alexandria, a version
regarded as a standard text: no addition, no revision, no omis-
sion! Everyone to be cursed who should make any alteration.
There cannot be any doubt that the letter was written as pro-
paganda for this standard translation.?

Propaganda is well known to us to-day. Nobody will make
propaganda for something that is a hundred years old or older.
Propaganda is made for something contemporary, and we can
be quite sure that this standard translation was just finished
when the letter was written. If we know the date of the letter, we
know the time when the translation was made to which it refers.

The letter has been variously dated on the strength of argu-
ments that are mostly subjective and without conclusive value.
But we know of some objective arguments pointed out by
E. Bickermann.3 He has shown that certain formulas in the
documents contained in the letter cannot be expected before
145 nor after 127 B.c. Sir Idris Bell, whom I asked for his
opinion on the matter, writes to me that what Bickermann says
Is in accordance with his own general impression. ‘His argu-

* I quote H. T. Andrews’s translation in R. H. Charles’s Pseudepigrapha,
Oxford, 1913, pp. 83—122.

* Cf. my article ‘Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des Pentateuchtextes’,
in Theologische Studien und Kritiken, Gotha, 1915, p. 415.

* Cf. his article “Zur Datierung des Pseudo-Aristeas’, in Zeitschrift fiir die
Neutestamentliche Wissenschaft, vol. xxix, 1930, pp. 280—g6.
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ment seems to me most convincing; for, as you will doubtless
agree, it is on such minutiae too unimportant to be thought of
by the average man, that a forger most often trips up.” But
recently W. W. Tarn has shown that Bickermann’s dating of
the letter before 127 is not decisive and that it is more likelv that
the letter was written about 100 B.c.! But whether the letter
was written about 130 or 100 B.C., we can be quite sure that the
translation with which it deals was finished at about the time
when the letter was written.

Now it is clear that the Jews in Egypt must have had their
Law in a Greek translation in much earlier times. So we may
hold that the translation for which the letter of Aristeas was
propaganda was not the first translation of the Jewish Law; it
was a revised translation. This letter which purports to antedate
the translation by 150 years or more has a certain interest in
showing that this same translation was the first made. Never-
theless we still find in the letter some hints of earlier translations.
In his memorial (§ 30) Demetrius reports to the king that he has
taken great care to collect all sorts of books for the library, and
he continues:

The books of the Law of the Jews (with some few others) are absent.
They are written in the Hebrew characters and language and have been
carelessly interpreted (&ueMéoTepov oeofipavtan) and do not represent
the original text (kai oUy ds Uttépye) as I am informed by those who
know; for they have never had a king’s care to protect them.

The word ceofjpavran ‘interpreted’ is not quite clear, and oty s
Umépxer ‘do not represent the original text’ is at least not good
Greek. But it seems that the author has intentionally chosen
somewhat obscure words. ‘Carelessly’ dnedéoTepov can only be
taken as referring to earlier translations, for Demetrius can hardly
be supposed to have an interest in any form of the Hebrew text
of the Pentateuch, nor say that these Hebrew copies were
made carelessly.? At the end the letter refers to such earlier

' He writes with regard to Bickermann (l.c., p. 425): ‘His valuable
¢xamination of the formulas in the royal letters puts the work within the
limits 145-100 B.C., though strictly speaking the facts he gives p. 289, n. 1
prove a date ¢. 100. His dating before 127 depends entirely . . . on the
implication in a phrase of Pseudo-Aristeas that Idumea was not part of
Palestine, 127 being the date of its annexation to the Maccabee realms. But
Bickermann has himself shown that much of Pseudo-Aristeas’ description
of Palestine is simply a compound of the Old Testament and of ideas about
the ideal state. . . . The independent Idumea is only O.T. Edom. . . .

? So Elias J. Bickermann tries to understand the text. He writes: “The
Passage is misunderstood by translators and commentators who try to find
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translations in clearer words. The writer tells us (§§ 314-16)
that the Greek historian Theopompos and the Greek tragic poet
Philodectos tried to use the Jewish Law in their writings, but
were severely punished by God because they quoted ‘from the
earlier and somewhat unreliable translations of the Law’ Tw&
TGV Tponpunveupévey EmiogoaiioTepoy ik ToU vouou. The two authors
mentioned were living in the fourth century B.c., somewhat
early for Greek translations of the Jewish Law. But the letter
must quote such early authorities because its author pretends
to write early in the third century.

So we see that the letter itself contains hints of earlier transla-
tions, and in relation to these, the translation of about 100 B.cC.
must be regarded as a revised translation, intended to supersede
all the other incorrect translations. Several details given in the
letter may be true. The translation was certainly made by a
commission carefully selected, and it is very likely that it was
made on the island of Pharos. Philo gives an interesting report
of an annual festival held there in memory of the translation.r

For this cause there is held to this day every year a festival and
assembly on the island of Pharos to which not only Jews, but multitudes
of others sail across, to pay reverence to the spot on which the transla-
tion first shed its light and to render God thanks for a benefit, ancient
yet ever new. After the prayers and thanksgivings some pitch tents on
the shore, others recline in the sand, regaling themselves under the open
sky with their relatives and friends and regarding the beach on that
occasion as more luxurious than a palace.

Such a festival could hardly have been instituted without any
Jjustification. But the commission entrusted with the translation
was presumably selected by the Community of Alexandria, and
consisted probably of a small number of experts who were from
Egypt, not sent over from Palestine. The assertion that the

here a hint of a previous Greek version while the author clearly speaks of the
original text of the Law.” Cf. his article “The Colophon of the Greek Book
of Esther’, in Fournal of Biblical Literature, vol. Ixiii, 1944, p. 343, note 24.
The misunderstanding is on the side of Bickermann. oeofuavten is certainly
not ‘copied’, and the whole letter has the tendency of showing Tpévoia paciiiks
bestowed to the Greek translation, not to the Hebrew original, which was
imported from Palestine. Bickermann’s article contains many interesting
items, and what he says of the date of the colophon is convincing. But he is
certainly wrong in taking Aeveitns as a proper name ‘Levitas’ (elofveyxev is
singular!) and in taking elvor in the meaning ‘really exists’. The references
quoted by him certainly do not prove this meaning.

! De Vita Mosis, ii. 41-3, ed. Wendland and Cohn, iv. 209 f. I quote
Colson’s translation.
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translation was made by the order of a king, from a parchment
written in golden letters, belongs—Ilike other features—to the
embellishments of the letter. It is noteworthy that the new
translation was first presented to the Jewish Community, and
then to the king who is said to have ordered it.” All the embel-
lishments are invented to underline the importance of the
translation and to help in the propaganda.

I believe that the problems connected with the origin of the
Septuagint can really be solved in the light of the facts concern-
ing the Palestinian Targum of the Pentateuch. As we have seen,
the Jews in Palestine had been accustomed to translate their Tora
—and other books of their Bible—into Aramaic, the language
spoken in their land, since the time of Ezra. So we need not be
surprised to find that the Jews in Egypt translated their Hebrew
Tora into Greek, the language spoken there. The translation
of a long text into a foreign language was therefore not an
absolute novelty for these Jews; they only followed a practice
used by their brethren in Palestine for a long time. The transla-
tion may have been made as soon as it became necessary, in
300 B.C. or earlier. The Jews in Egypt needed a Gref_:k Tora
perhaps more than their brethren needed an Aramaic Tora
in Palestine, as Hebrew was less understood in Egypt than in
Palestine. The first attempts may not have been very perfect.
Every beginning is difficult! The epitheton dueMéoTepov ‘some-
what carelessly’ in the letter of Aristeas may correctly charac-
terize these older translations, and we can understand that the
copyists made alterations in the translation in order to bring it
into accordance with the Hebrew text they happened to have.

Such conditions could not be allowed to continue. It was
quite natural that official Jewish circles in Alexandria should
have wished to have a correct, standard, text of the Jewish Law
in Greek, based on a reliable Hebrew text. This standard text
was made on the order of the Jewish Community in Alexandria,
and was approved by it. It is this revised version with which the
letter of Aristeas is dealing. Ifso we can appreciate much better
what the letter says about the correct Hebrew text taken as the
basis for the translation, the carefully selected commission, the
anxiety that this text might be unaltered for all the future. And
it is interesting to see how admiration for the version increased
with the passage of time. We may remember what Philo of
Alexandria says about it, 150 years after the letter of Aristeas:?

I This fact has been remarked by Swete, cf. his Introduction, p. 20.
2 De Vita Mosis, ii. 37, 40-
T
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Sitting here (on the island of Pharos) in seclusion . . . they became
as it were possessed, and, under inspiration, wrote, not each several
scribe something different, but the same word for word, as though
dictated to each by an invisible prompter. . . . The clearest proof of this
is that, if Chaldeans have learned Greek, or Greeks Chaldean, and read
both versions, the Chaldean and the translation, they regard them with
awe and reverence as sisters, or rather one and the same, both in matter
and words, and speak of the authors not as translators but as prophets
and priests of the mysteries, whose sincerity and singleness of thought
have enabled them to go hand in hand with the purest of spirits, the
spirit of Moses.

We might expect that an authorized version, praised and
recommended in such a way, regarded even as inspired by God,
should soon have come into general use, should in a short time
have supplanted all the other versions and should be found
everywhere in quotations. It was not so, and it would have
been against all experience in the history of translations of the
Bible if it had been so. We know, for instance, that it was at
least 400 years before Jerome’s Latin translation of the Bible,
the Vulgate, approved by the Church of Rome, came into
general use in the Church, and it is well known that the Psalter
in a pre-Vulgate version is used in the Breviarium Romanum up
to the present day. We have seen that it was nearly 600 years
before the Targum Onkelos, composed by the most competent
- Jewish circles in Babylonia and regarded as the only authorita-
tive Targum, was definitely accepted in Palestine and superseded
the old Palestinian Targum. But we meet the same experience
everywhere. We have seen that the authorized Arabic transla-
tion of the Pentateuch, made by the Samaritan Aba Sa‘id in
the thirteenth century in order to abrogate all the earlier
translations, was officially adopted, yet older texts are found in
MSS. up to the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries and later.

So we have to expect that in this case also, along with the
Septuagint, the Greek standard text of the Tora, other transla-
tions would be still in use during the following centuries. But
the problem here becomes very complicated owing to the fact
that the Jews lost all interest in this translation from the end of
the first century A.p. After the fall of Jerusalem and the great
Jewish reorganization which followed it, a new Hebrew text was
introduced, in the first instance for the Tora, our Masoretic
text. It had been fixed with the help of old MSS. saved from
the Temple of Jerusalem. It was invested with the highest
authority and served as the basis for the ‘Oral Law’, the

THE SEPTUAGINT 139

Mishna, which the Jews began to codify in the beginning of
the second century a.p. under the auspices of Rabbi Akiba.r
As the Hebrew MSS. from which the old Greek translation had
been made differed from the newly introduced official Hebrew
text, the Jews had to bring the old translation into accordance
with it, either by a revision (Theodotion), or by new translations
made on different principles (Aquila, Symmachus). The old
Greek standard text of the Tora, the ‘Septuagint’, so highly
praised in the letter of Aristeas and by Josephus, whose transla-
tors were regarded by Philo as inspired by God, was declared
to be the work of Satan. It is a fact that, except the fragments
of a few verses of Deuteronomy on papyrus assigned to the
second or first centuries B.c.,? not a single line, neither of the
‘Septuagint’ nor of any other part of the Greek Bible, written
by a Jew, is so far known to be preserved. Even among the
Chester Beatty Papyri there is hardlyanything written bya Jew.3

T See my article ‘Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des Pentateuchtextes’
in Theologische Studien und Kritiken, 1915, pp. 432-8.

* See C. H. Roberts, Two Biblical Papyri in the John Rylands Library,
Manchester, 1936; W. G. Waddell, “The Tetragrammaton in the Septuagint’,
J-T.5., vol. xlv, 1944, pp. 158-61.

5 Cf. The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri. Descriptions and Texts of Tuwelve
Manuscripts on Papyrus of the Greek Bible, by Frederic Kenyon, fasc. 1—7,
London, 1933-7. In the introduction to fasc. 5, containing the text of
Numbers and Deuteronomy (2nd cent. a.p.}, Sir Frederic Kenyon writes:
‘It is true that the manuscript might have been written for a Jewish owner,
who need be deterred neither by poverty nor by fear of persecution from
obtaining finely written copies of the books of his religion; but for Jews the
proper form for the books of the Pentateuch was the roll, and one would not
cxpect to find the codex form coming into early use among them even for
non-official copies. A further consideration, which is perhaps decisive, is
that a Jew would not be likely to give to the name ’Incots (= Joshua) the
abbreviation normally confined to nomina sacra; and since the papyrus was
found in Christian company, the presumption is that it was produced for a
Christian community’, cf. p. ix f.

I have asked Sir Idris Beli for his opinion in the matter. He writes that
we have no trustworthy information as to the place of discovery, but that
1t i1s very difficult to believe that the whole group was not found together,
somewhere in middle Egypt. ‘It was then a single library, and the presence
in it of N.T. manuscripts and the date of the latest codices make it certain
that it was a Christian library. On the other hand the range of dates
(2nd—4th cent.) shows that this series of codices was not written at one time
for one owner or corporation of owners, so that we must, I presume, conclude
that someone, or some monastic body, in building up a Biblical library,
acquired manuscripts of earlier date; and there is nothing to rule out the
Ppossibility that manuscripts originally written for Jews might be acquired.
Yet I doubt this; in the Isaiah (first half of 3rd cent.) there are Coptic
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We should expect to find the ‘Septuagint’, if anywhere, in
the quotations of Philo, the Jewish philosopher in Alexandria
(died about A.p. 50). We have already seen how highly he
esteemed this version. In the still extant works of Philo there
are to be found about 2,000 quotations from the Tora, against
about 50 quotations from other books of the Old Testament.?
The Tora was at the centre of his thoughts, and we might
think that these numerous quotations would enable us to form
a fair idea of the Greek Tora used by Philo—just before the
Septuagint was abandoned by the Jews and passed into the

hands of the Christians.
Philo’s quotations from the Old Testament Lave been com-

glosses probably not much later, which show that this codex belonged to
Coptic Christians; and the fact that the dialect is pure Fayyumic shows that
the manuscript comes from that neighbourhood. . . .

“The most decisive argument seems, however, to be the use of the nomina
sacra. 1 believe it is generally held that these were a Christian feature,
imitated from the tetragrammaton; but even if we may suppose that a Jew

writing Greek would not avoid such forms as ks, v, 8, 6v, yet there are
compendia in the Beatty papyri which must surely be Christian, such as

p, Tva, awos, us.  For the Deuteronomy manuscript the matter is really settled

by the forms 15 or s, w or mv, w for Joshua [in Numbers also, cf. 26. 15;
32.12;23.17 &c.]. I cannotconceive it possible that a Jewwould ever employ
this specifically Christian compendium for a Hebrew hero. In the Jeremiah
I find only &, 8v, xs, kv; iepouscdnu and iopamA are written in full. In the
Daniel the only nomina sacra are for xupios and eos ; &vBpeomos and vios, as also
’lopomA and ‘lepouscAnp, are not abbreviated. Hence, if the abbreviation of
xuptos and Oeos were not exclusively Christian, there is no impossibility in the
supposition that this codex might have been written for a Jew.” [Traube
really thinks that the forms s and 8 might be regarded as of Jewish origin,
cf. Nomina Sacra, Miinchen, 1907, p. g1.]

‘One argument which might at one time have been adduced for a Jewish
origin is no longer available: There were until recently so few signs of
Christianity in the Egyptian x&p« in the second century that any Biblical
MS. of that period might reasonably be suspected to be of Jewish origin;
but the discovery of the St. John in the Rylands Library and our (the British
Museum) new Gospel, both probably of the first half of the second century,
show that this inference is not justified.” [Bell refers here to the books:
An Unpublished Fragment of the Fourth Gospel in the John Rylands Library, edited
by C. H. Roberts, Manchester, 1935, and Fragments of an Unknown Gospel
and other Early Christian Papyri, edited by H. Idris Bell and T. C. Skeat,
London, 1935.] Bell concludes: ‘On the whole I think it most probable that
all these MSS. are of Christian origin; but I would not regard this as proved
beyond doubt for some of them.’

t Cf. Wilfred L. Knox, ‘A Note on Philo’s Use of the Old Testament’, in
J-T.S., vol. xl, 1940, pp. 30—-4. Cf. Colson, ‘Philo’s Quotations from the
Old Testament’, ib., pp. 237-51.
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pared with the text of the Septuagint several times.” But these
investigations are antiquated. Neither the new critical edition
of Philo’s works* nor the rich material collected in the new
Cambridge Septuagint’ was available for them, and without
these editions a real examination of Philo’s quotations is impos-
sible. H. B. Swete, who gives in his Introduction* some specimens
of these quotations in order to show the extent to which Philo
departs from the Septuagint, comes to the conclusion that the
greater part of his specimens imply a different rendering of the
Hebrew, or even in some cases a different Hebrew text from
that which is presupposed by the Septuagint. He tries to explain
this fact by stating that in spite of his high veneration for the
Jewish canon and his respect for the Alexandrian version, Philo
does not scruple to quote his text freely, changing words at
pleasure, and sometimes mingling interpretation with quota-
tion. But the differences stated by Swete himself, especially
those resulting from the different Hebrew texts as basis for the
translation, can hardly be explained in this way.

The problems connected with these quotations are still more
complicated. The new edition of Philo shows that his quotations
sometimes agree more with our Septuagint than we could assume
on the basis of the older editions. Paul Wendland, one of the
editors, was able to show that, for instance, in Philo’s book
De posteritate Caini some of these quotations agree—curiously
enough—with the Septuagint text attributed to Lucian (died
A.D. 312), and he concludes from this fact that this text must
haYe existed, as a kind of archetype (‘Urlucian’), some cen-
turies earlier than is generally assumed.5

On the other hand, we have for a number of Philo’s works a
group of MSS. consisting chiefly of Cod. U (Vat. graec.
381, 13th/14th cent.) and Cod. F (Laurent. plut. LXXXYV,
cod. 10, 15th/16th cent.), which differ largely from the other
MSS. of Philo’s works. In the critical edition the readings of

’. C. 'Siegfried, ‘Philo und der iiberlieferte Text der Septuaginta’ in
{el'lschrzft Jiir wissenschaftliche Theologie, 1873; H. E. Ryle, Philo and Holy
5g’lpture, or the quotations of Philo from the books of the Old Testament, London,
1695.

* Philonis Alexandrini Opera quae supersunt, ed. Leopoldus Cohn et Paulus
"Vendland, Berolini, 1, 1896; 1i, 1897; iii, 1898; iv, 1902; v, 1906; vi, 1915.

3 The Old Testament in Greek, ed. A. E. Brooke and Norman M¢Lean:
Genesis, 1906; Exodus and Leviticus, 1909; Numbers and Deuteronomy,
Igri, &ec.

* Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek, Cambridge, 1902, p. 374-

* Cf. Philologus, vol. lvii, 1898, pp. 248 fI., esp. 284 fI.
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these MSS. are mostly to be found in the apparatus, and the
editors are convinced that the special readings of these codices
are mostly due to later emendations, and that the quotations
from the Old Testament in these codices are to be ascribed to
a later corrector who may have used for this purpose another
Greek version of the Old Testament. Cohn writes in the Pro-
legomena to the edition, vol. i, p. Ixxxiv:

itaque non paucis locis codicam UF lectionem aspernatus ceterorum
codicum memoriam secutus sum. Nam ut ceteroquin manus correctrix
in familia UF grassata sit . . . ita et verba biblica corrector ille inter-
dum immutavit, fortasse alia quadam veteris Testamenti versione usus,

Eberhard Nestle already doubted that this evaluation of the
deviating readings in these codices was quite correct. He con-
fined himself, however, to a few occasional remarks.” A real
investigation of the problem has been made by August Schroeder.
He carefully examined the Biblical quotations in two of Philo’s
books preserved in these two MSS.: ‘De sacrificiis Abelis et
Caini’ and ‘Quod Deus sit immutabilis’,2 and came to very
interesting results. In the first of these books, where these MSS.
are supported by a sixth-century papyrus, the Biblical quotations
in the group agree with the other MSS. and are in general
accordance with the usual text of the Septuagint. But in the
book ‘Quod Deus sit immutabilis’ the Biblical quotations are
so different from those in the other MSS. that in one of the
groups of MSS. the quotations must have been altered. There
are only two alternatives: either Philo quoted a Greek Tora
in general identical with the ‘Septuagint’, and the Biblical
quotations in the archetype of MSS. UF have been altered
according to an old Greek Tora otherwise unknown to us, or
the quotations from the Tora in this group of MSS.—in Philo’s
book Quod Deus sit immutabilis—correspond to the original quota-
tions of Philo and are altered, according to a form of the
‘Septuagint’, in the other MSS. of this book and in all MSS. of
other books of Philo. Schroeder is convinced that the second
alternative alone can be accepted. He writes:

Libri ‘Quod Deus sit immutabilis’ locis biblicis tantum inter codicum
UF et ceterorum codicum textus formam interest, ut quin aut alteri aut
alteri a textu postea de industria correcto dependeant dubium non
sit. . . . In Philonis enim libro qui ‘Q.D.s.i.” inscribitur, me quidem

1 Cf. Philologus, vol. lix, 1900, pp. 271 ff.

2 August Schroeder, De Philonis Alexandrini Vetere Testamento, Gryphiae,
1907. The book is a Greifswald thesis, suggested by Prof. A. Gehrke,
Schroeder’s teacher.
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iudice codices UF vetustissimum veteris testamenti textum perhibent,
ceteri secundum Alexandrinam versionem correcti sunt; vetustior igitur
textum nullis codicibus nisi UF servatus est. . . .1

What Schroeder here says is convincing. We have to remember
that Philo’s works were preserved by the endeavour of Christian
copyists only. It is most likely that they have brought Philo’s
deviating quotations into accordance with the text of the Greek
Tora to which they were accustomed. We know from Jerome
that the bishops of Caesarea, Acacius (A.p. 338-65) and Euzoius
(a.p. 356-9), had ordered copies to be made on parchment of
worn-out books of the Caesarean Library which had been
written on papyrus.? A. Gehrke suggested that on this occasion
Philo’s quotations from the Bible may have been altered. We
know that Philo’s book belonged to that library.3 We should
perhaps, in accordance with the general view, expect that in
Caesarea the quotations were brought into accordance with the
Caesarean text, not with that of Lucian. This objection need
not, however, be considered decisive, and, besides, the quota-
tions may have been altered anywhere else. On the other hand,
it is certain that MSS. UF have preserved better readings than
the other MSS. not only in quotations from the Bible, but in
other places also, where the editors did not recognize it. So in
§ 59 of ‘Quod Deus sit immutabilis’ the correct reading of Philo
was certainly &momaveren (so UF and a few other MSS.), whilst
Wendland gives &momoret as the reading of Philo, in accordance
with the MSS. he generally follows. In § 174 a whole sentence
1s preserved in MSS. UF and G only.# We see that not only
In quotations from the Bible has this group of MSS. some-
times preserved the better text of Philo.

In these circumstances the books of Philo preserved in these
MSS. will have to be investigated carefully. We cannot simply
identify the Greek Tora used by him with the Christian
‘Septuagint’. The Greek Tora used by him has to be regarded
as a problem. We have seen that some of the specimens quoted
by Swete presuppose a Hebrew text different from that which
was the basis of the Christian ‘Septuagint’. I may quote here
another example proving this fact.5 In Gen. 11. 26 we read that

I Schroeder, l.c., pp. 38, 40.

# Jerome’s Epistle, 34. 1, quoted by Cohn in the Prolegomena, vol. i, p. 111.

3 Schroeder, l.c., p. 46.

* Paul Maas drew my attention to these two instances.

® Cf. my article ‘Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des Pentateuchtextes’,
in Theologische Studien und Kritiken, 1915, pp. 399 L.
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Terah was 70 years old when his son Abraham was born. Terah
was 205 years old when he died in Haran, Gen. 11. 32. Abraham
was 75 years old when he went out from Haran, Gen. 12. 4.
Terah was then 145 years old and must have been alive for a
further 60 years after Abraham’s emigration. In Philo’s book
De migratione Abraami we read, however,’ Teheutnoavtos A¢ T
ToU TraTpds ékelfe kdk TaUTns petavioTaran. Here it is clearly pre-
supposed that Abraham went out from Haran after his father’s
death. Philo must have read in his Greek Tora in Gen. 11. 32
that Terah died in Haran when he was 145 years old. This
reading is still preserved, but neither in the Masoretic text nor
in any MS. of the Christian ‘Septuagint’. It is to be found in
the Pentateuch of the Samaritans.

The same text must have been read by Luke in his Greek
Tora when he wrote the Acts of the Apostles. We read in
Acts 7. 4: xdweiev pet& TO &moBaveiv TOV TaTépa ool PETQKIOEY
atdv €5 THy yfiv Toatnv. Abraham emigrated from Haran after
the death of his father Terah. Not a single MS. of the Christian
‘Septuagint’ has preserved in Gen. 11. 32 a reading which Philo
and Luke read in their Greek Tora in the first Christian
century.

New Testament quotations from a Greek Tora based on a
Hebrew text now preserved only in the Samaritan Pentateuch
are not so uncommon. Exod. g. 6 is quoted in Acts 7. 32 in
the form: &yc & 6eds Tév matépwv oou. The Masoretic text has
here "R *17K "2IX, and the ‘Septuagint’ reads in accordance
with it . . . ToU marpds cou. The Samaritan text has the plural
T°hAR *9R "DIX, and the corresponding reading was found by
Luke in his Greek Tora. The same text was read by Justin
Martyr and by the translators of the Bohairic and Ethiopic
Bibles, and is found also in some minuscule MSS. of the
Christian ‘Septuagint’.? ;

Of greater importance may be the following example. The
extract of the History of Israel given by Stephen in the 7th
chapter of Acts closely follows the story related in Genesis and
Exodus. Verses 3-16 are dealing with Abraham and Joseph,
vss. 17-84 correspond to the story reported in Exod. 1-3; vs. 36
describes the departure from Egypt and the crossing of the Red
Sea; vs. 38 deals with the sojourn at Sinai; vss. 40 f. rely on
Exod. g2. It is somewhat surprising to find in vs. 37 the quota-
tion from Deut. 18. 15: mpopriTny Uuiv &vaoTnoer 6 Oeds &k TRV

1 Philonis Alexandrini Opera . . ., vol. ii, 1897, p. 202, § 177.
2 See the references in the great Cambridge Septuagint.
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&2ehpddv Updv oo dué. Here it is certainly noteworthy that the
Samaritan Pentateuch introduces in Exod. 20. 15-22 several
passages from Deuteronomy: After Exod. 20. 17: Deut. 11. 29,
27. 27, 11. 30; after Exod. 20. 19: Deut. 5. 24-7; after Exod.
10. 21: Deut. 5. 28, 29; 18. 18-22; 5. 30, 31. In the Samaritan
text the first part of Deut. 18. 18 and 18. 15 differ in so far only
that in vs. 18 the Lord is speaking in the third person, in vs. 15
in the first. We may suppose that Luke remembered at this
place Deut. 18. 15 without any help. But we have to reckon
with the possibility that he found in his Greek Tora the pas-
sages from Deuteronomy inserted in Exod. 20 which we find
to-day in the Samaritan Pentateuch only.

No MS. of the Christian ‘Septuagint’ has this insertion at this
place. In the Syro-Hexaplaris these insertions are quoted as
belonging to the Samaritan text." At other places, however,
similar insertions from parallel passages which we know from
the Samaritan Pentateuch occur in MSS. of the Christian
‘Septuagint’ also. So after Num. 14. 45, Deut. 1. 44 is inserted;
after Num. 21. 8, Deut. 2. 9; after Num. 21. 14, Deut. 2. 17-19;
after Num. 28. 1, Deut. 3. 21, 22; after Num. 31. 20 some passages
from Numbers. These insertions are to be found in the cursive
MSS. s (=131, Vienna), v (Athos), z (= 85, Rome).—Some
verses from the itinerary given in Num. 33. 31-8 are inserted
in Deut. 10. 6 before the report of Aaron’s death in the Samari-
tan text. The same insertion is to be found in the cursive MSS.
of the ‘Septuagint’ d (= 44, Zittau), p (= 106, Ferrara), and
in Deut. 10. 7 in the cursive MSS. t (= 134, Florence), and in
the MSS. 74 (Florence) and 76 (Paris).—In accordance with the
Samaritan Pentateuch the words és yd&p Trotei ToUTo doel doméAaxa
BUoer &11 pviuG tomi ¢ Oed “laxwp, are inserted in Exod. 23. 19 in
the cursive MS. k (= 58, Rome). The same words are to be
found in Deut. 14. 21 in quite a number of ‘Septuagint’ MSS.,
although they are not contained in the Samaritan Pentateuch
at this place.

A similar kind of insertion, not to be found in the Samaritan
Pentateuch, is preserved in a fragment of the Greek Tora
recently published.? Here after Exod. 23. 10-13 the text of

' In Field’s edition of the Hexapla the insertions quoted in the Syro-
Hexaplaris are rendered in Greek by Field. He has adapted the text to the
usual Septuagint text, which is certainly not correct. The editors of the
Cambridge Septuagint have translated these Syriac quotations into Latin.

* Berliner Septuagintafragmente, bearbeitet von Otto Stegmiiller (Berliner
Klassikertexte aus den Staatlichen Museen zu Berlin, Heft VIII), Berlin, 1939. It

U
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Exod. g1. 12—17 is inserted.’ Both passages contain prescriptions
for the Sabbath day. We have therefore to draw the conclusion
that MSS. with the insertion of parallel passages were not
restricted to the Samaritan Pentateuch but were used also in
Jewish circles. But we can draw another interesting conclusion
from this text. The editor has not recognized? that the Hebrew
text which was the basis of this Greek translation showed several
readings of the Samaritan Pentateuch. We see that MSS. of the
Hebrew Tora with the insertion of parallel passages and with
readings of the Samaritan Pentateuch were in the hands of the
Jews. They were used by them up to the time when the authori-
tative text of the Tora was created and generally accepted.

The MSS. of the Greek Tora which were in the hands of the
Greek-speaking Jews in the first Christian century reflected the
features of the Hebrew texts from which they had been trans-
lated or to which they had been adapted. From the Jews these
texts were taken over by the early Christians and were used by
them. Such a kind of Greek Tora must have been in the hands
of Luke when he composed his ‘second’ book. In the MSS. of
the Greek Tora which became later, as the ‘Septuagint’, the
standard text of the Christian Church, the larger inserted parallel
texts have completely disappeared. Some of the smaller inser-
tions, however, are still to be found in quite a number of later
cursive MSS. and fragments preserved to us, as we have seen.

It is very likely that the MSS. of the Greek Tora used by
early Christians had other characteristics also of the Samaritan
Pentateuch. I may illustrate this fact by one example.

The Epistle to the Hebrews presupposes in chapter g. g f. that
the golden altar of incense belonged to the Holy of Holies in the
Tabernacle and in the Temple. That does not correspond with
the facts and can only be explained if the author depended for
his knowledge of the Jewish service on written sources, not on
experience. This misunderstanding can, however, hardly be
explained on the basis of the ‘Septuagint’ and the Masoretic

is the fragment published as No. 4 (Inv. No. 13994), one folio, parchment,
uncial script, fifth/sixth century. The facsimile of one side is to be found
on plate 2.

! Only the first two of these verses are preserved.

* These connexions can easily be proved. In Exod. 2. 11 apmedouowv and
éhuouow correspond to the plurals 7m95% and 0% in the Samaritan
Pentateuch; in Exod. 23. 13 the words [ouk av]auvnais ou2e [pn akouo]fnoovro
correspond exactly to Wwn2» X1 9910 XY in the Samaritan Pentateuch.
In Exod. g1. 12 petax [Mwvuon] and in 31. 13 To 0opPa have their correspondences
in the Samaritan Targum.
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text. In the Samaritan Pentateuch the whole passage has a
different order. Here Exod. 26. g5 is immediately followed by
Exod. g0. 1-10, and in Exod. go0. 6 the words N57D7 105
NIVa DY WK are missing—as also in the Septuagint. The
contents are here as follows: the veil should be made, dividing
between the Holy and the Holy of Holies (26. g3) ... ‘and
thou shouldest put the mercy seat (N992) upon the ark of
the testimony in the Holy of Holies (26. 34), and thou shouldest
set the table without the veil and the candlestick over against
the table on the north side (26. g5). And thou shalt make an
altar to burn incense upon it, of acacia wood shalt thou make it’
(30. 1)—it is described in vss. 2-5—‘and thou shalt put it before
the veil that is over the ark of testimony where I shall appear
unto thee (g0. 6). And Aaron shall burn thereon incense of
spices, when he dresseth the lamp he shall burn it (g0. 7, 8, 9).
And Aaron shall make atonement upon it once in the year; from
the blood of the offering of atonement shall he make atonement
upon it once in the year for your generations. Most holy is it
to the Lord (30. 10). And thou shalt make a screen for the door
of the tent . . . (26. 36).’

The passage could be understood in this form also in a way
that corresponds to the facts. But there can be no doubt that
it could more easily be misunderstood as the author of the
Epistle to the Hebrews misunderstood it. We have to reckon
with the possibility that the Greek Tora which was before the
author of the Epistle followed here in Exodus the order of text
which we find to-day only in the Pentateuch of the Samaritans.

The actual or possible connexion of a Greek Tora of such
a kind and the New Testament has hardly been taken into
consideration so far. Such a connexion, if proved, could cer-
tainly not be explained in the way in which Heinrich Hammer
tried to explain it in a somewhat curious book in which he
quoted these and similar examples.! He concluded that Jesus
and His Apostles—except Paul-—were Samaritans. The Samari-
tan Pentateuch on the whole has no specific Samaritan charac-
ter. It has some readings adapted to the conceptions of Israelite
history that are characteristic of the Samaritans.z But from the
fact that this form of text is preserved only with these adapta-
tions we cannot conclude that the text did not exist once among
the Jews—although certainly without these adaptations. The

' Heinrich Hammer, Traktat vom Samaritaner Messias, Bonn, 1912.
2 See Abraham Geiger, Urschrift und Ubersetzungen der Bibel, 1857, pp. 98 .3
Nachgelassene Schriften, vol. iv, 1876, p. 56 f.
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Samaritan text is in the main a popular revision of an older
text, in which antiquated forms and constructions, not familiar
to people of later times, were replaced by forms and construc-
tions easier to be understood, difficulties were removed, parallel
passages were inserted.!

That a popular text of the Tora of that kind was really
used 1n Jewish circles we can see from the fact that in writings
of undoubtedly Jewish character we often find readings corre-
sponding to the Tora text preserved by the Samaritans. Such
readings are chiefly to be found in texts which were not taken
over by the later official Jewish circles, as, for instance, in the
book of Jubilees. In his edition of the Ethiopic text of this book
R. H. Charles made an exact investigation of the Biblical text
presupposed in the book. The quotations from the Bible some-
times agree with the Samaritan text, sometimes with the text
which was the basis of the Septuagint, very seldom with the
Masoretic text.> Of special interest is the chronological system
followed in the book in Gen. 5 and 11. Itis well known that the
three versions of the Pentateuch have different numbers of years
in these chapters. The text which was before the author of the
book of Jubilees follows in Gen. 5 the years given in the Samari-
tan text, in Gen. 11 the years given in the Septuagint. August
Dillmann, who carefully investigated these problems,? comes to
the conclusion that—to judge from the book of Jubilees—it must
be regarded as doubtful whether the standard numbers for the
continuation of the chronological thread, which we find in the
Masoretic text, were already established in the time of Christ;
they were in any case not generally established in the MSS. of
the Hebrew Pentateuch of that time. Dillmann continues:

Curiously enough the other Jewish testimonies for the chronology of
the patriarchs preserved to us from pre-Christian times till the end of
the first century do not agree with the numbers of the official Hebrew
text, but agree almost everywhere with those of the book of Jubilees.
Never do we find in the book of Enoch the reckoning of the Hebrew

! The whole material is collected and discussed by Wilhelm Gesenius in
his book De Pentateuchi Samaritani origine, indole ei auctoritate Commentatio philo-
logico-critica, Halae, 1815. Gesenius could not see the real problems presented
by this text, and the instances collected by him have very often to be explained
in a way different from that adopted by Gesenius. Cf. A. Geiger, Nach-
gelassene Schriften, 1.c.

? Anecdota Oxoniensia, Sem. Series, viii, 1895; Introduction, ch. vii,
pp. xx fI.

% August Dillmann, Beitrdge aus dem Buche der Fubilien zur Kritik des
Pentateuch-textes, Sitzungsberichte, Berlin Academy, 1883, pp. 337 ff.
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text, ]?th sometimes that of the book of Jubilees and the Samaritan text,
sometimes that of the Septuagint.

Dillmann further refers to the Assumptio Mosis, and to the fourth
book of Ezra, where the conditions are the same, and he shows
that the chronology presupposed by Paul in the Epistle to the
Galatians (3. 17) follows the reading of the Samaritan text and
the Septuagint in Exod. 12. 40, and is in accordance with the
reckoning of the book of Jubilees.

Dillmann is chiefly interested in problems of the Hebrew text.
He has, however, seen that the numbers given in the different
MSS. of the Septuagint differ in many respects from each other.
But that the differences are far greater than he realized can be
secn fror_n the various readings collected in the greater Cambridge
Scpt}mglpt. The texts discovered in later times increase these
readings in many directions, and it is of interest that the Chester
Beatty Papyrus 961, dated by Sir Frederic Kenyon in the first
half of the fourth century, gives numbers of years which agree
with those in the Samaritan text in Gen. 11, 15 and 11. 17, in
the ﬁrst.instance supported by the Sahidic version only, in the
second instance by quite a number of MSS.2 The different
numl?ers in the MSS. of the Greek Tora reflect different
theories on which these numbers were based. These theories
were not confined to the Greek Bible, they existed for the Hebrew
text also. Hebrew MSS. with such various readings are not
preserved. Those which once existed were brought into agree-
ment with the authoritative Hebrew text by the ‘correctors’ in
the course of time, so that one text only was in the hands of the
Jews. For the Pentateuch a second Hebrew text is preserved,
the text used up to the present day by the Samaritans. For
many centuries the Samaritan Pentateuch also has been a textus
Teceplus without various readings. We have seen that a text
similar to it must have been used in Jewish circles also, in the
time before all the earlier texts were replaced by the authorita-
tve Hebrew text. The traces of different texts of the Greek Tora
show that the Hebrew Tora was in earlier times not confined
to the two forms of text preserved to us.

For the Greek Tora the Jews in Alexandria had created a
standard text in the so-called ‘Septuagint’. In spite of this
Standard text many other forms of the Greek Tora were used

: The Chester Beatiy Biblical Papyri . . ., fasc. iv, 1934, p. ix.
Arthur Allgeier, Die Chester Bealty-Papyri zum Pentateuch. Untersuchungen

Rur dlteren Uberligferungsgeschichte der Septuaginta (Studien zur Geschichte und
Kultur des Altertums, vol. xxi. 2), Paderborn, 1938, p. 55 f. :
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by the Jews and early Christians, as we have seen. What have
we to say of the other parts of the Greek Bible for which the
Jews—as far as we know—have never made the attempt to
create a standard text?

I may begin with a little fragment containing a few verses
from Job 33 and 34, written on papyrus in about A.p. 200.
After publishing the fragment among the ‘Berliner Septuaginta
Fragmente’,’ and discussing the different readings, the editor,
Otto Stegmiiller, comes with regard to the fragment to the
following result:

How is this curious text to be assessed? It is so peculiar that it cannot
be connected simply with any of the Greek MSS. so far known. It is
quite remote from some of them. For instance we do not find in these
verses any of the readings peculiar to A. It approximates most closely
to B or B*, but besides, we do find a number of special readings which
give it a character of its own. The Septuagint and our fragment pre-
suppose the same Hebrew text which is sometimes better, sometimes
worse than the actual Masoretic text; but in most cases it is in agreement
with it. When special readings and additions are found in the Septua-
gint, they are generally to be explained as misreadings and glosses.
The fragment does not contain a text which was later corrected accord-
ing to the Masoretic text. It points rather to an independent old
translation which represents a Hebrew text of Job in many ways better
than any so far known. The great antiquity makes the fragment
especially important.

The verses of the Greek Job were taken from a MS. which
largely differed from the Job text in our Greek Bible. We can
understand that the Christians had no interest in preserving a
text differing tosuch an extent. The Chester Beatty Papyri, being
the oldest MSS. of the Greek Bible of which greater parts are pre-
served, belonged to the library of a Christian Church. Such a
library had an interest in having ‘correct’ MSS. Otherwise the
MSS. would probably not have survived. The Church had,
besides, an interest in bringing deviating quotations from
the Greek Bible into agreement with a text of the Bible used
in the Church. We have seen that Philo’s quotations from
the Pentateuch have systematically been altered by Christian
copyists. It seems that the same has been done with certain
quotations in the works of Josephus.

Josephus® quotations from the books of Samuel, Kings, and
Chronicles have been carefully examined by H. St. John

Y — Berliner Klassikertexte, Heft viii, Berlin, 1939. The Job fragment is
here no. 17.
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Thackeray, the co-editor of the Cambridge Septuagint for these
bf)oks. In an (?bltuary notice of Thackeray, in the Prefatory
Note htofChronlcles (Cambridge, 1932), Brooke and M<Lean
the chief editors, attest his accuracy in collati d revisi ,
Bible MSS., and they add: ’ e ane e

. Perhaps his. most important separate contribution was his investiga~
tion of the evidence of Josephus for the text of the Septuagint.

In one of hisk‘last books’ Thackeray gives a general view of the
results to which he came with regard to the text of the Bible
used by Josephus. Here we find the following remark:

Not only can we confidently state in general terms that Josephus used
a Greek Bible. We can go further and identify the particular type of
Greek text which lay before him. This text was not one contained in
our oldest uncial MSS., the codex Vaticanus or Alexandrinus, on which
our modern printed editions of the Septuagint are based. It was a text
allied to one preserved only in a small group of MSS. written not in
uncial but in cursive script at a much later date, between the 1oth and
Ifl.th centuries,2 and known by the figures assigned to them by the
elgbteenth—century editors, Holmes and Parsons, as 19, 84, 93, and 103.
Thls‘ type of text . . . was in the nineteenth century identified with a
partlcglar recension of the Greek Bible current in Syria and adjacent
countries and commonly designated ‘Lucianic’ after the supposed
author, the Christian Lucian of Antioch, who suffered martyrdom
under thg emperor Maximin in the year 311 or 312. And now that
we have‘ m our hands fuller and more accurate editions both of the
Septuagint and of Josephus, we discover that this ‘Syriac’ text in an
older fo_rm was in existence more than two centuries earlier, and can
be carried back from the age of the Christian Lucian to that of the
Jewish historian (p. 83).

Thackeray is convinced that the Josephan Biblical text is
umformly of this Lucianic type from 1 Samuel to 1 Maccabees.
For this large portion of Scripture Josephus has used—according
to Thackeray—one single text, not two or more. In a Prefatory
N ote on the evidence of Josephus for the Books of Samuel? he
writes:

. With the bc?oks of Samuel (more strictly 1 Sam. 8 onwards), Josephus
€comes a witness of first-rate importance for the text of the Greek

: Thackeray: Josephus, The Man and the Historian, New York, 1929, pp. 81 ff.
T.hackeray does not refer here to the ‘Codex Zugninensis rescriptus
Veteris Testamenti’, ed. Eugéne Tisserant (Siud; e Testi, vol. xxiii, Roma
I911). 127 palimpsest leaves (122 in Rome, 5 in London) are known. The}:

/belong to six MSS., and are written in uncial script of the fifth/sixth century.
The text preserved here is of clear Lucianic type.

* The Old Testament in Greek. I and IT Samuel, Cambridge, 1927, p. ix.
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Bible. . . . Throughout the later historical books . . . his main source

is a Greek Bible containing a text closely allied to that of the Lucianic
group of MSS.

Thackeray is anxious to find out from which part of the world
Josephus could have received the ‘Lucianic’ text in the first
Christian century.

For the books of Samuel, Thackeray comes to nearly the same
results as Adam Mez who devoted a special investigation to
Josephus® quotations from the Bible in some of the books of the
Antiquities.* Mez tried to prove the agreement of Josephus’
quotations with the ‘Lucianic’ text by a great number of
instances, proper names, and positive facts reported by Josephus.
He referred also to observations made by S. R. Driver, that the
old Latin version affords independent evidence of the existence
of MSS. containing characteristic readings of Lucian, and that
not unfrequently the Peshitta also shows passages which agree
with the Lucianic text.? Josephus, Vetus Latina, and Peshitta
can therefore be regarded as sources for a primitive text of
Lucian (“Ur-Lucian’) in the first and second Christian centuries.

Thackeray’s statement that for the historical books from
Samuel onwards Josephus is of first-rate importance for the
Lucianic text of the Old Testament is of great interest in so far
as it is in complete contrast with the result to which Alfred
Rahlfs comes with regard to the text of the Bible used by
Josephus for these books.? Rahlfs’s book was suggested by a
prize offered in 1907 by the Géttingen Academy:

Das Verhaltnis des sogenannten Lucian-textes der Septuaginta zu
der ihm zugrunde liegenden Uberlieferung soll untersucht werden.

Although Rahlfs had limited his investigation to the books of
Kings, and had failed to give adequate attention to the essential
problem, he was awarded the prize.# In the printed edition of
his book he tried to meet the Academy’s criticism.

Rahlfs begins with a sharp criticism of Lagarde’s edition of
the Lucianic text’ for the books of Samuel and Kings. Lagarde
had based his edition on MSS. containing the Lucianic text. Ac-

I Adam Mez, Die Bibel des Josephus, untersucht fiir Buch V-VII der Archaeo-
logie, Basel, 1895.

2 Notes on the Hebrew text . . . of the Books of Samuel, 1913, pp. Ixxi and Ixxvii.

3 Septuaginta-Studien, 3: Lucian’s Rezension der Konigsbiicher, Gottingen, 1911.

+ Nachrichten von der Kgl. Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Goitingen. Ge-
schaftliche Mitteilungen, 1910, pp. 36—40.

5 Librorum Veteris Testamenti canonicorum pars prior graece Pauli de Lagarde
studio et sumptibus edita, Gottingae, 1883.
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cording to Rahlfs, these MSS. show two different forms of text,
and a relative value only can be attributed to them. Of greater
importance are various readings in agreement with quotations
of Church Fathers who follow the Lucianic text, and besides,
readings which follow Codex B and the Ethiopic version. The
text represented by these two sources is for Rahlfs the text
nearest to the ‘original’ Septuagint. He is convinced that the
Lucianic text is derived from the ‘original’ Septuagint. Read-
ings in agreement with Codex B and the Ethiopic version must
therefore belong to the oldest parts of the Lucianic text.

On the basis of this reconstructed ‘Lucianic’ text he re-
examines the instances from Samuel quoted by Mez and comes
to the conclusion that most of them are no sufficient proof for
connecting Josephus’ Bible with that kind of text. He must,
however, admit that some of the instances given by Mez’ show
nevertheless the ‘Lucianic’ character of the Bible used by
Josephus for these books. Rahlfs himself examined Josephus’
quotations from the books of Kings with the result that in three
instances only? do these texts agree. He concludes that a few
scattered readings of Lucian might be of greater antiquity, not
the text of Lucian in general, and he supposes that some of
these older ‘Lucianic’ readings may have been influenced by
Josephus.

Rahlfs has the merit of having collected a great amount of
material for studying the Septuagint, and his Verzeichnis der
griechischen Handschriften des Alten Testaments (Gottingen, 1914)
1s a very useful piece of work. But his preconceived ideas on the
origin of the Septuagint and many other shortcomings prevented
hll_n generally from making the right use of this material. In
this case we have a very clear example of the methods adopted
by him. He reconstructs an older Lucianic text, closely related
to Codex B, but one which never existed, and shows that this
text has nothing to do with the quotations of Josephus. He
severely criticizes Lagarde’s edition of the Lucianic text made
by that great scholar on the basis of MSS. which actually existed
and did not see—what had been seen by Thackeray—that for
the text contained in the MSS. published by Lagarde the
quotations of Josephus are of first-rate importance. Nobody
will be surprised that Rahlfs did not see the doubtful character
of his methods. It is, however, somewhat surprising that the
responsible men of the Géttingen Academy were so much under

' Seven or eight transcriptions of proper names and two positive facts.

? One translation, one addition, and the division of the two books.
< .
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the influence of these theories that they did not see the vicious
circle in which the whole of Rahlfs’ deductions moved.*

There can be no doubt that the quotations of Josephus from
these historical books are in agreement with the text of Lucian.
It is, however, another question whether this agreement can be
explained in the way proposed by Thackeray and—before him—
by Mez. Thackeray and Mez based their investigations on
Niese’s critical edition of Josephus.? We have to remember that
among the MSS. at our disposal there is not a single one which
has preserved the original text of Josephus unaltered.
ac primum ne unus quidem (codex) est qui Josephi verba incorrupta
tradat. statim enim postquam Josephus maxime a Christianis legi
coeptus est, quaedam in eo consulto et de industria mutata sunt,
quoniam eum cum libris sacris in linguam graecam olim conversis
consentire volebant,

writes Niese.3 From a quotation of Eusebius where the original
reading of Josephus is preserved, Niese is able to show that this
reading was altered in all codices of Josephus. From this and
similar facts he concludes that all the codices preserved must go
back to one archetype:#

Omnium vere codicum et versionis latinae unum archetypum fuisse
etiam alia vitia omnibus communia docent.

Niese tries to date this archetype from a time after Origen and
before Fusebius. 1 am somewhat doubtful whether his argu-
ments for dating the archetype in this way are sufficient proof.
Two things, however, are certain: (1) We have no evidence for
the text of Josephus before the formation of the archetype.
(2) This archetype was not written before the Lucianic text of
the Bible was in existence. We have therefore to reckon with
the possibility that the striking agreement between Josephus’

! In the Academy’s report on Rahlfs’s book we read: ‘Namentlich gibt

er (Rahlfs) in allen Fallen, wo eine Gruppe der Lucianhandschriften mit dem
griechischen Vulgartext, eine andere mit B und dem Aethiopen stimmt, der
letzteren Gruppe den Vorzug. Dieser Grundsatz, dessen Richtigkeit durch
die weitere Untersuchung durchaus bestatigt wird, ist wichtig. Denn es
leidet keinen Zweifel, dass der vom Cod. B und dem Aethiopen repréasentierte
Texttypus im allgemeinen der urspriinglichen LXX am nichsten kommt’
{(p. 36).
\Pz ?%l)avii Fosephi Opera, edidit et apparatu critico instruxit Benedictus
Niese, 7 vols., Berolini, 1887-95. The text printed by Thackeray himself and
continued by Ralph Marcus as a basis for their English translation in “The
Loeb Classical Library’, is derived from the material collected by Niese.
Vols. i-vii were published 1926-43, vols. viii and ix are not yet published.

3 Vol. i, Praefatio, p. xxx. 4 Ibid., p. xxxii.
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quotations from the historical books and the text of Lucian may
be due to alterations made by Christian copyists who were
anxious—or may have been ordered—to bring Josephus’ quota-
tions into agreement with a Greek text of the Bible which was
regarded as one of special value at that time. We have seen that
similar conditions existed for Philo’s quotations from the Greek
Pentateuch® and the same has been proved in other cases also.
Striking agreement of Old Testament quotations with the
Lucianic text in the writings of Justin Martyr (died about 165)
can be explained only by alterations made by later copyists; all
Justin’s deductions show that Justin must have quoted a text of
the Bible which clearly differed from the text which we now find
in the only preserved MS. of his works.?

That the quotations from the historical books in the text of
Josephus were brought into agreement with the Lucianic text
by later copyists appears very likely in view of two considerations:

1. Some agreements in these quotations could easily be ex-
plained by pre-Lucianic elements in the Lucianic text. Lucianic
readings in the Vetus Latina and in the Peshitta? are a clear
proof that Lucian based the text created by him on a form of
the Greek Bible which was in existence some centuries before
him. But the complete agreement can hardly be explained other-
wise than by later alteration of the Josephan text.

2. Josephus’ quotations from other books of the Bible are of
quite a different character. According to Thackeray, Josephus
made little use of the prophetical books, except Daniel, counted
by him among the Prophets. For Daniel he appears to have
used.a Greek text combining peculiarities of the two Greek texts
of the book preserved. In the Tora, the use made of the so-called
Septuagint is slight. Thackeray thinks that Josephus’ main
authority must here have been a Hebrew text translated by
Josephus himself. In the books of Joshua, Judges, and Ruth,
Thackeray finds no evidence for the use of a Greek text; as
between Hebrew and Aramaic, he suspects, in Judges at least,
dependence on an Aramaic Targum.*

That Josephus should have used in the Antiguities sometimes
(for the Pentateuch) a Hebrew text translated by himself, some-
times (for the historical books from Samuel onwards) a Greek
version of exactly Lucianic type, sometimes (for Judges) an

I See above, p. 142f.

* Wilhelm Bousset, Die Evangeliencitate Fustins des Mdrtyrers in ihrem Wert
Jiir die Evangelienkritik, Gottingen, 1891, pp. 18-32.

3 See above, p. 152. 4 lec, p. 81.
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Aramaic Targum translated into Greek by himself, sometimes
(for Daniel) alternatively two Greek translations, is not very
likely. Nobody will deny that Josephus knew Hebrew and
Aramaic sufficiently well. He declares himself to have written
his Bellum first in Aramaic, his mother tongue, and he was
educated as a priest. More doubtful is his mastery of the Greek
language. At least it is very difficult to believe that he should
have translated Hebrew and Aramaic Biblical texts into Greek
in his later days, when he was living in Rome, under conditions
quite different from those under which he wrote his Bellum, for
a book composed—with the help of his assistants—in the Greek
language, for non-Jewish readers. The varying character of his
quotations from the Bible must be explained in another way.
His Greek Tora may have differed greatly from the text of the
Christian ‘Septuagint’, like the Greek Tora used by Philo. I
have already discussed the problem of the Lucianic text in
quotations from the later historical books. That the quotations
from Daniel sometimes agree with the so-called ‘Septuagint’,
sometimes with the so-called “Theodotion’, seems to show that,
besides the two Greek texts preserved to us, other texts of Daniel
existed in the first Christian century, and that one of these texts,
now lost to us, was the Greek Daniel which was used by Josephus.

The Greek version of the book of Judges is preserved in two
different forms. In one of his last publications' Paul de Lagarde
has dealt with the problem of these two texts. He printed
Judges 1-5 according to the two texts side by side, on opposite
pages, with the apparatus belonging to each of them, in order
to enable the reader to recognize clearly that we have here
before us two different translations. He writes:?

Das Vorstehende geniigt, um folgende Thesen zu stellen:

1. Die im Codex A . . . stehende Uebersetzung des Buches der
Richter stimmt im Grossen und Ganzen sowohl mit dem Texte des
Origenes als mit dem Texte des lateinisch redenden Westens.

2. Codex B liefert nicht Varianten zu A, sondern enthilt, wie die
schwierigeren Stellen zeigen, eine andere Uebersetzung des Buchs der
Richter. Aus B in A, oder aus A in B hiniiberkorrigieren darf nur
der besonders Kundige und Besonnene. . . .

3. Ohne Eingehn in den innern Werth der Codices wird Niemand . . .

die griechischen Uebersetzungen benutzen diirfen. Dies Eingehn ist
das von mir 1863 . . . gemeinte ‘cklektische Verfahren’, das fiir jeden

t SeptuagintaStudien. Abhandlungen der Hist.-Philos. Klasse der Kgl. Gesellschaft
der Wissenschaften zu Géttingen, Band 37, 1891.
* Cf. SepiuagintaStudien, p. 71 f.
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Herausgeber der LXX nothig wird, der den Urtext dieser Uebersetzung
finden will. . . .

Lagarde has seen that the text of Judges as contained in Codex A
had a wide circulation in the Christian Church. He admits that
the codex has not seldom preserved an older translation where
Codex B has only an excerpt made from later versions.: F or the
book of Judges he is convinced that Codex B contains a different
translation. His own interest is, however, concentrated on find-
ing out the ‘Urtext’ of this translation. How can we find an
‘Urtext’ of two different translations!

Whoever is acquainted with conditions prevailing in older
Targums at a time before an authoritative text was fixed will
recognize in these two Greek texts of Judges typical exam-
ples of two forms of an old Targum. The first attempt at
translating a difficult Hebrew text into another language had
generally no high standard. Revisions were necessary. Such
revisions were made with more or less ability, by different men,
on different principles. These Targums had no authoritative
text. Every copyist could try to improve the text he copied.
Sometimes texts of a higher standard were produced, due to a
better understanding of the Hebrew original; sometimes we find
an adaptation to another Hebrew text; sometimes the Greek of
the translation was improved; sometimes we have to see in the
new texts mere deteriorations, caused by the ‘carelessness and
recklessness of the copyists’ (Origen).

In this way quite a number of different forms were created
and used by Greek-speaking Jews, just as the Samaritans used
different forms of their Samaritan Targum and the Jews their
different forms of the Palestinian Targum of the Pentateuch.

_Except for the Tora, the Jews had no standard text of the Greek
Bible. The Christian Church needed a ‘canonical’ text of the
Greek Bible and adopted usually one of the different forms used
by the Jews. We do not know by what chance for Judges fwo
of these forms were taken over by the Church. Lagarde had no
experience of the conditions prevailing in older Targums. So
he declared the two forms to be ‘different translations’ and did
1ot recognize that they were the remains of different forms of a
Greek Targum which had been used by Greek-speaking Jews.
If Thackeray is right in saying that Josephus’ quotations do not
agree with either of these two forms, we have to conclude that

' Lagarde refers here to his Anmerkungen zur griechischen Uebersetzung der

Proverbien, Leipzig, 1863, where he discusses on p. 3 (in text and annotation)
these problems. -



158 THE TRANSLATIONS OF THE BIBLE

he had at his disposal another form of the Greek Targum on
Judges now lost to us. It is quite possible that this form con-
tained such midrashic elements as induce Thackeray to believe
that Josephus’ quotations were translated from an Aramaic
Targum.

The Greek Old Testament was the Bible of the Christian
Church from the beginning. Its importance can hardly be over-
estimated. ‘Before the Church had any theology, the agreement
between the Old Testament and the historical facts on which
the new Society was founded was almost the only theme to be
considered.’ The Christians had taken over from the Jews
different forms of the Greek Bible and used these during the
first and second centuries. But as evidence of the Scriptures
the Church needed more and more a ‘canonical’ text. So one
of the different forms of the Greek Bible became the standard
text of the Church, and this standard text was called ‘Septua-
gint’, a name derived from the legend contained in the letter
of Aristeas. But whilst the letter—and all Jewish authors—
restricted that name to a certain revised version of the Tora,
it was extended by the Christians to the whole Greek Bible, and
all the authority attributed by the letter to a special form of the
Greek Tora was conferred by the Christians on that special
form of the whole Greek Bible which had become the standard
text in the Church. This extension of the term ‘Septuagint’ took
place in the second Christian century. Irenaeus (died A.p. 202)
is already convinced of the miraculous origin of the ‘Septuagint’
meaning thereby the Greek translation of the whole Bible, and
what Philo had said of the divine inspiration of the seventy-two
translators of the Tora was said by Irenaeus of the seventy-two
translators of the whole Greek Bible. It is of great interest to
see to what degree the Christian authors made use of the letter
of Aristeas in order to enhance the authority of their Greek Bible.
I may refer here to the testimonies collected by Paul Wendland
in his edition of the letter,? and to his very illuminating article
in which he discusses these testimonies.*> The letter helped
greatly to prove the ‘canonicity’ of the Greek Bible which had
become the standard text of the Church. T may confine myself
to referring to the famous correspondence between Augustine

1 So Harnack, quoted by Lukyn Williams, Fustin Martyr, the Dialogue with
Trypho, London, 1930, p. Xx.

2 Leipzig, Teubner, 1900, pp. 87-166.

3 P. Wendland, ‘Zur iltesten Geschichte der Bibel in der Kirche’, INTW.,

vol. i, 1900, pp. 267—99.
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and Jerome in which the views of one of the greatest and most
enlightened Christian authorities with regard to the Greek Bible
are expressed in a very clear and interesting way.!

Augustine cannot understand why Jerome intends to use the
Hebrew text as a basis for his new Latin translation of the Bible
He is greatly disturbed by this news. He is astonished to hear
th?:tt a new understanding of any Biblical passage might be
gained from the Hebrew text which had escaped all the many
tra}n§lators, to say nothing of the ‘Septuagint’, of the miraculous
origin and the divine inspiration of which Augustine is firmly
convinced. He tries to persuade Jerome to use this ‘canonical’
text as a basis for the new translation, and he is afraid that
Jerome’s translation, when based on another text, might bring
about a rupture between the Greek and Latin Churches. He
declares that it is so convenient to be able to appeal in a debate
to the Septuagint as the final authority that it would be very
hazardous to refer to a Hebrew original, which could be used
by nobody but Jerome, and to abandon so many Greek and
Latin authorities.

W? know that in deciding to use the Hebrew text as a basis
for his Latin translation Jerome relied on Origen. He was the
great scholar who had a real understanding of the uncertainty
?f the Greek Bible used in the Church. He calls this Bible
Septuagint’, as all the Christian authors did in his time. But
he attributed to it neither the miraculous origin nor the divine
Inspiration usually connected with that name. He had studied
MSS. of the Greek Bible and had seen that these texts did not
agree at all with each other. The surviving parts of the ‘Septua-
gin¢’ column in the Hexapla show clearly that he had different
texts of the version at his disposal.

But—more important—there were differences between the
Gret'ik translation and the Hebrew original. Through contro-
versies with the Jews he had become aware of these differences.
He was convinced that to the original a greater authority must
be attributed than to a translation derived from it. He had a
certain knowledge of Hebrew, and we hear from Fusebius that
he had in his own possession Hebrew Biblical MSS. There can
be no doubt that he had been able to procure for himself Hebrew
texts which were regarded as authoritative by the Jews of his

671 Wendland, l.c., pp. 282 ff., based on Augustine’s letters, nos. 28, 40,
> 71

* Cf. Alexander Sperber, ‘New Testament and Septuagint’, Fournal o
Biblical Literature, vol. lix, New York, 1940, pp. 210 ff, pruagint’ J s
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time. By comparing the Greek Bibie with these Hebrew texts
he recognized the differences between the two forms of text. But
he was not aware that the Hebrew text also had had its history,
and that the text which had been the basis of that translation
was often not identical with the text regarded as authoritative
by the Jews of his time. He could, therefore, see in all the
instances where the Greek Bible differed from that text nothing
else than deteriorations caused by the carelessness of the copyists.
His aim is to repair the disagreements of the Greek Bible accord-
ing to the authoritative Hebrew text. As his knowledge of
Hebrew was not sufficient for doing this directly from the Hebrew
text, he used all sorts of Greek translations of the Bible to which
he had access, as a help in this task. He could, however, not
speak frankly about these problems. He had to be cautious.
The ‘Septuagint’ was regarded as the canonical text, inspired
by God. So we find in his works only occasionally a remark on
these problems. The chief reference is to be found in his Com-
mentary on Matthew where we read:?

Great differences have arisen in the transcripts, from the carelessness

of some of the scribes, or from the recklessness of some persons, or from

those who neglected the emendation of the text, or also from those who
made additions to the text or omissions from it, as they thought fit.
With God’s help we were able to repair the disagreement in the copies
of the Old Testament on the basis of the other versions. We judged
what was doubtful in the Septuagint (on account of the disagreement
of the codices) according to the rest of the versions, and retained what
was in agreement with them. Some passages we have marked with an
obelus, as not to be found in the Hebrew text, since we did not dare to
suppress them altogether; some we have added using an asterisk, to
make clear that we have added from the other versions something not
to be found in the Septuagint, in accordance with the Hebrew text.
Whoever wishes may accept them; he to whom this gives offence may
accept or reject them, as he thinks fit.

Origen refers here to his great work on textual criticism, the
Hexapla. The chief report on it is to be found in Eusebius’
Church History (vi. 16). Eusebius depends here on some notes
of Origen’s which were published long ago, but had not
been recognized in their importance and had been completely
forgotten until they were rediscovered and republished by
Giovanni Mercati.? These notes are contained in an excerpt

! Translated from the critical edition, made for the Berlin Academy by

E. Klostermann, vol. xv: Origenes’ Maithdus-Erklirung, Leipzig, 1935, p. 387
2 Giovanni Mercati, ‘D’alcuni frammenti esaplari sulla V? e VI? edizione

greca della Bibbia’. Studi e Testi, vol. v, Roma 1901, pp. 28—46.
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dealing with some of the sources used by Origen for his great
work. Mercati has shown that the excerpt contains original
notes by Origen, which were before Eusebius when he wrote his
Church History.' The passage of Fusebius has been discussed in
a short, but important article by Eduard Schwartz.?2 I quote
the passage of Eusebius in the translation of J. E. L. Oulton,3
but correcting it at two essential points in accordance wit’h
statements of Mercati and Schwartz which had escaped the
attention of Oulton.+

And so accurate was the examination that Origen brought to bear
upon divine books, that he even made a thorough study of the Hebrew
tongue, and got into his own possession the original writings in the
actual Hebrew characters, which were extant among the Jews. Thus,
too, he traced the editions of the other translators of the sacred writings
besides the Seventy ands discovered certain others differing from the
beaten track of translation, that of Aquila and Symmachus and Theo-
dotion, which, after lying hidden for a long time, he traced and brought
to light, I know not from what recesses. With regard to these, on
account of their obscurity (not knowing whose in the world they were)
he merely indicated this: that the one he found at Nicopolis near
Actium, and the other in such other place. On the other hand,6 in the
Hexapla of the Psalms, after the four well-known editions, he placed
beside them not only a fifth but also a sixth and seventh translation;
and in the case of one of these he has indicated again that it was found
at Jericho in a jar in the time of Antoninus the son of Severus. All these
he prought together, dividing them into clauses and placing them one
against the other, together with the actual Hebrew text: and so he has
left us the copies of the Hexapla, as it is called. He made a further
separate arrangement of the editions of Aquila and Symmachus and
Theodotion together with that of the Seventy, in the Tetrapla.

The excerpt as published by Mercati and reprinted by Eduard
Schwartz may follow in an English translation:
Concerning the fifth and sixth edition further:

The fifth edition which I found in Nicopolis near Actium. The

' Mercati, Lc., pp. 31-6. See also Mercati’s article ‘Sul testo e sul senso
di Eusebio H.E. VI 16, in Studi e Testi, v, pp. 47-60.

* Eduard Schwartz, “Zur Geschichte der Hexapla® (Nachrichien, Gittinger
Gesellschaft der Wissenschafien, Phil.-Hist. Klasse, 1903, Heft 6.

* Eusebius, The Ecclesiastical History, vol. ii (The Loeb Classical Library)
London, New York, 1932, pp. 51 and 53. ’

* Oulton’s translation is given in both cases in the notes.

* ‘And beside the beaten track of translation, that of Aquila and Sym-
machus and Theodotion, he discovered certain others, which were used in

. turn .. > The incorrectness of this translation was indicated by Mercati,

who translated ‘differenti dalle . . ., cf. p. 39, and Schwartz, p- I, note 3.
¢ ‘At any rate’; but here a new sentence begins, Schwartz, p. 3.
Y
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marginal notes in it show how far (another similar text) differs
from it.

The sixth edition which was found together with other Hebrew and
Greek books in a jar near Jericho in the time of the reign of Antoninus
(MS. Antonius) the son of Severus.

The translator of the fifth edition, having separated the 1oth (Psalm)
from the gth, dividing it into two, goes on with the addition of one
until the 6gth (Psalm), then, joining the 7o0th to the 6gth, he puts the
numbers like those in our MSS., until the 113th (Psalm). From there,
by joining some and dividing again others, he concludes with the 148th
(Psalm).

In commenting on this text, Schwartz remarks that the last
paragraph has to be regarded as a subscription under the
seventh column of the Hexapla (containing the Quinta). It
must have been written there at the end of the Psalms,! as we
must infer from the contents. In the last but one paragraph we
have to see, because of Eusebius’ testimony, a subscription at
the end of the Psalms under the eighth column (containing the
Sexta). The subscription under the ninth column (containing
the Septima) is lost, like nearly all of that edition. We do not
know under which book Origen had placed the first note on
the Quinta.

That the Sexta, not the Septima, was found near Jericho could
be inferred already from Eusebius’ report. That is proved with
certainty by the original subscription of Origen. It is interesting
to see to what extent Eusebius is depending in his description on
the original subscriptions in the Hexapla. He preserves the active
of ebpeiv for the Quinta and uses the passive for the Sexta, as
Origen. It seems that besides these notes very little other
material was at the disposal of Eusebius. Schwartz remarks that
it is impossible to say at what time and under what conditions
Origen was in Nicopolis, and whether he himself or somebody
else in his place discovered and acquired the treasure of MSS.
hidden in the jar near Jericho.

Mercati and Schwartz have seen that Origen’s notice concern-
ing the Quinta, as preserved in the excerpt, is incomplete at the
end. I have added in brackets the supplement proposed by
Schwartz. Origen must have had at his disposal at least fwo
copies of the Quinta, which differed from each other in some
respect. In the column of the Quinta, Origen had added to the
text of one copy the various readings of the other copy (or copies)

T See Mercati, ‘La numerazione dei Salmi nella V? edizione’, Studi e Testi,
vol. v, pp. 42-6.
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on the margin. Mercati has pointed out that the Milan palimp-
sest contains in the last column—that following the column with
the Septuagint—the text of the Quinta, not the text of Theodo-
tion, and that the text of this version is provided on the margin
with the various readings added by Origen from the other MS.
(or MSS.) of the Quinta.!

We know from Eusebius’ report that these anonymous versions
(Quinta, Sexta, Septima) occupied special columns in the
Psalms of the Hexapla. But a number of readings from these
versions belonging to other books of the Bible are reported.
Very little is known of the Septima. Two readings from the
Psalms are reported by Field (p.xIvi). All the rest of this column
is lost. Jerome knew more of this version (Field, p. xliii). We
know more of the Quinta and Sexta. ‘In Psalmis editiones

 Rahlfs, in his edition of the Greek Psalter (Septuaginta Societatis Scientiarum
Gottingensis, auctoritate edidit A. Rahlfs, x. Psalmi cum Odis, Géttingen, 1931)
refers to the last column of the Milan palimpsest erroneously as belonging
to Theodotion, whereas it belongs to the Quinia. Mercati had put at his
disposal his copy of the complete Milan palimpsest. Rahlfs quotes it very
seldom. We can easily control him, as the whole material, on the basis of
the same copy of Mercati, was carefully—and correctly—registered in the
Oxford Concordance of the Septuagint, Supplement II (Oxford, 1go6). Rahlfs
made also very little use of the Hexaplaric material published by Field—it
is especially rich for the Psalter. He did not understand the importance of
this material. In the Cambridge Septuagint and in Ziegler’s edition of the
Greek Isaiah (Septuaginta. . . . XIV. Isaias, Géttingen, 1938), the whole of the
Hexaplaric material is carefully registered. Paul de Lagarde, after a long
discussion of the importance of this material, declared: ‘Eine Ausgabe der
Septuaginta ohne vollstaindige Aufnahme des sogenannten hexaplarischen
Materials halte ich fiir unwissenschaftlich.” See Lagarde, Mittheilungen,
vol."iii, Géttingen, 1889, p. 234.—Rahlfs’s chief interest is devoted to the
different forms of the Greek Bible used in the different parts of the Christian
Church, the so-called ‘recensions’, indicated already by Jerome. An exact
study of them is of great interest for the history of the Greek Bible in the
Christian Church, and their importance is emphasized by Paul de Lagarde.
With the help of the material at his disposal, Rahlfs could make here some
progress. Arthur Allgeier, however, has shown that his work on some of the
sources, especially the Vetus Latina, is quite unsatisfactory, cf. his valuable
reviews of Rahlfs’s edition in Deutsche Literaturzeitung, 1931, cols. 163540,
and Theologische Revue, vol. xxx, 1931, no. 6. By disregarding the other
material at our disposal, which did not interest him, Rahlfs reconstructs, on
the basis of the recensions used in the Christian Church, a text which never
existed in that form, presents it in the orthography of the third century B.C.,
and believes that he has pushed back the text 300 years and has arrived at a
text closely connected with the ‘Urtext’ of the translation. Paul de Lagarde
saw correctly that we may arrive, with the help of the recensions used in the
Christian Church, at a text as old as the beginning of the Christian Church,
‘of about the same age as the emperor Tiberius’. See Mittheilungen, iii. 234.




164 THE TRANSLATIONS OF THE BIBLE

Quinta et Sexta passim laudantur’, remarks Field (p. xliv). To
the material for the Quinta given by Field nearly 150 verses of
the Psalms have to be added from the Milan palimpsest. For
these verses the full text of the Quinta with various readings is
preserved. Besides the material from the Psalms, Field quotes
from the Quinta: four readings from the Pentateuch, many from
the fourth book of Kings, one from Job, several from Canticles
and from the Minor Prophets, especially Hosea. Of the Sexta,
Field quotes—besides the instances from the Psalms—one read-
ing from the Pentateuch, one from the third book of Kings, one
from Job, many from Canticles, one from Amos, and three from
Habakkuk. This survey shows that Quinta and Sexta must have
covered quite a number of Biblical books, although very little
of these versions is preserved.

No authors of these versions are known. Origen quotes them
by the number of the column which they occupied in the
Hexapla. They were of Jewish origin. That the MS. of the
Sexta was discovered—according to Origen—together with
Hebrew MSS. makes this quite certain. But they did not belong
to the category of versions made on the basis of the authoritative
Hebrew text (Aquila, Symmachus) or brought into accordance
with that text (Theodotion). We hear from Eusebius that they
had been kidden for a long time when they were discovered. That
shows that they had been disqualified and become useless for
the Jews.

There can hardly be any doubt that these MSS. were dis-
covered by Origen in Jewish Genizas. As a real scholar he was
anxious to have the material for his great work on textual
criticism as complete as possible. It may be that the Jews them-
selves indicated to him places where he could find MSS. of the

Greek Bible. We may regret that he did not give more details

of the MSS. discovered by him or for him. He had to be cautious
in all matters concerning textual criticism, as we have seen.
That he himself valued highly these old versions of the Bible we
may see from the way in which he made use of them. He would
not have provided a special column in the Hexapla for each of
these versions had they not differed greatly from each other. He
would not have marked various readings on the margins of one
of these translations of which he had more than one MS., if they
had not been of importance for him. According to Eusebius
these different columns existed for the Psalms in the Hexapla.
We have, however, seen that they were not confined to that
book of the Bible.
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In these versions, carefully collected by Origen, we have to
sce different forms of the Greek Bible used by Greek-speaking
Jews in pre-Christian times and in the first Christian century.!
They were later replaced by new Greek translations made in
agreement with the authoritative Hebrew text. The more this
text became predominant among the Jews, the more older forms
of the Greek Bible became obsolete, they were put into Genizas
that they might do no harm, that they might disappear in the
course of time.

These different forms of the Greek Bible were taken over by
the Christians in the apostolic period. They are reflected in the
New Testament in quotations from and in allusions to the Greek
Old Testament. These quotations in the New Testament were
not altered according to the later standard text of the Old Testa-
ment, the Septuagint, as quotations in Philo, Josephus, and the
Church fathers were. The authors of the writings of the New
Testament had their own authority. So these quotations are of
great importance for recognizing the forms of the Greek Bible
used by the early Christians. We have no interest in proving
that these quotations are more or less in accordance with the
Christian Septuagint, the only text of the Greek Bible considered
so far. That a great number of these quotations agree with the
Christian ‘Septuagint’ is to be explained by the fact that the
later standard text of the Church was one of the different forms
of the Greek Bible used by early Christians. In other instances
there are great differences. These differences generally cannot
be explained as ‘free quotations’ from the Christian ‘Septuagint’,
although nobody will deny that sometimes a difference may be
explained in that way. Generally we have to see in these
indications hints of other forms of the Greek Bible which were
used by early Christians.

An attempt to investigate these differences systematically has
been made by Alexander Sperber.2 He based his investigations
on the readings of Codex B in the Old and New Testaments, but

¥ It is very likely that various readings in the Hexaplaric material intro-
duced by 6 ’lovaaios are taken from old Greek translations of Jewish origin.
They occur in the Cambridge Septuagint, for instance, in Gen. 40. g, 43. 11,
47. 315 Exod. 16. 31. The Rev. G. D. Kilpatrick kindly collected these
references for me.

? See A. Sperber’s article ‘The New Testament and the Septuagint’, in the
Hebrew quarterly Tarbiz, vol. vi, Jerusalem, 1934, pp. 1-29. The material
collected here is very impressive. Sperber’s later article ‘New Testament and
Septuagint’, in the Fournal of Biblical Literature, vol. lix, New York, 1940,
Pp- 193—293, is not always convincing.
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indicated where Codex A and parallels in the Old Testament
agree with New Testament quotations. He dealt with about
300 instances in which New Testament quotations differ from
the text of the Christian ‘Septuagint’ and tried to group and
classify these different readings according to fifteen criteria:
(1) the use of different Greek synonyms; (2) differences in the
exegesis of the same basic Hebrew word; (3) differences in the
use of the possessive pronoun; (4) Waw consecutivum in Greek
translation; (5) differences in the use of the personal pronoun;
(6) differences in the use of the article; (%) collective nouns
treated as singulars or plurals; (8) verb and compound verb;
(9) the use of Greek tenses and moods; (10) differences in Greek
syntax; (11) addition or omission of Greek particles; (12) Hebrew
particles in Greek translation; (13) different interpretation of
full sentences; (14) inner Greek corruptions; (15) differences
resulting from Hebrew variae lectiones.

As an example I may give here the text of Isa. 42. 1-4 as
quoted in Mt. 12. 18—20. The first line gives the New Testament
quotation, the second line the text of the ‘Septuagint’. For the
first verse I add in a third line the text ascribed to Theodotion.
The numbers added in brackets refer to the ‘criteria’ as proposed
by Sperber.

Mt. 120079 & Trais pou v fpéTioa® 613 &yornTds® pou v &
(8v, els &v) nUAdknosv-2

Isa. ’loxcoP™® & mods pou dvtidyopan® adrol *lopafjAt® & ékhexTds®
uou TpooeAéfaTo®

Th. ’1200"% o mais uou cviApopc® oot 615) EAex TS pov Sv
nYAdknoey-?

Mt. A yuxfi pou 6o TS Tvelpd pou ¢ ooV kad kpiotv®S

Isa. orov ) yuyn pou coka 16 velud pou &’ adrdv kpiows

Th. 4 yuxn pov

Mt. Tois Eveov &maryyehei® ouk pice® ola¢ kpauydoea ™

Isa. 7ois éfveov  &€oloa® ol kexpderou® o2t dvfioa*®

Mt. oU2¢é dxoUoer Tis"S) &y Tois TAcTeicns™ THY puoviy cdToU

Isa. oU2¢ dxouoBriceTons  EEo™ A powovn alToU

Mt. k&Aauov ouvteTpiupévov'™ ol korredEer™ kad Alvov Tupdpevovt?

Isa. x&Aapov Tebhaopévov® o ouvtpiye™ kod AMvov korrrvizduevov®

Mt. ol opéoer s &v E&BEAND eis vikos® Thv kpiow® kad T6

Isa. oU oféoer &AM els &AfBeiov® EEoioar® kplow® . . . xad &l T8

Mt. Svépami® ool #vn EATioUow.

Isa. &véporri (vouew) arrol  Evn EAmiolow.

The differences between these two versions of the Greek Isaiah
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are so great that no one can seriously attempt to explain the one
text as a free quotation from the other. Besides an example for
each of Sperber’s ‘criteria’ 6. 9. and 14, we find in these verses
seven instances of different Greek synonyms for the same Hebrew
word; in five instances the same Hebrew word is understood
in a different way; in five instances the Hebrew text which was
the basis of one translation differed in some details from the
text from which the other translation was made. There can be
no doubt that Matthew quoted here a translation of Isaiah
which differed from the translation which we find in the Chris-
tian ‘Septuagint’. Of special interest is the third text added to
vs. I, ascribed to Theodotion. It is sometimes in agreement with
the version quoted by Matthew, sometimes with the later
standard text in the Christian Church. The three forms of text
are an excellent example of the character of a Greek Targum
in its earlier time, before a standard text was created. We
have to assume that yet other forms of text existed in the MSS.
of the Greek Bible which were in the hands of the early
Christians.

In the new edition of the Septuagint text of Isaiah, Joseph
Ziegler carefully noted in the apparatus the various readings of
the text quoted by Matthew. No MS. of the Christian ‘Septua-
gint’ supports these readings—except in a few cases where we
have to see an influence of the New Testament quotation.
It is very remarkable that a Greek translation of Isaiah which
must have been well known in the first Christian century and
was quoted by Matthew has completely disappeared in the
Church. The Church needed a ‘canonical’ text. Differing texts
were not copied any more and have disappeared.—The standard
text of Isaiah seems to have been established in the Church
comparatively early. In an investigation of the Septuagint text
used by Clement of Alexandria,’ Otto Stihlin comes to the
conclusion that the quotations of Clement differ often from the
readings of Codex B, but are usually in agreement with A, and
especially with Q. On the other hand, if we compare the quota-
tlons from Isaiah in the first six books of the Constitutiones
Apostolorum which are based on the Didascalia,? we find that
these quotations are made from a text which was in agreement
with the text of the Christian ‘Septuagint’. Quite different

¥ Clemens Alexandrinus und die Septuaginta, Niirnberg, 1901, p. 66.
* Didascalia et Constitutiones Apostolorum, ed. Franziscus Xaverius Funk,

+ vol. i, Paderbonae, 1906; Constitutiones Apostolorum, P. A. de Lagarde edidit.

Lipsiae, Londini, 1862.
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are, for example, the quotations from Ezekiel in these books.
Stahlin has published Ezek. 18. 4—g according to two different
quotations of Clement, side by side, which show clearly that
these quotations go back to two different Greek versions of
Ezekiel, of which one is similar to the ‘Septuagint’, the other
quite different from it." I have published in Masoreten des
Westens, 1i,> some verses of Ezekiel quoted in the second book
of the Constitutiones Apostolorum in a form which has nothing
to do with the text found in the Christian Septuagint. I have
collected since a great number of other quotations. They all differ
from the text of the Septuagint, although not always to the same
extent. These matters will have to be examined carefully. But
it is clear that the standard text of the Greek Isaiah must have
been generally accepted in the Church at a much earlier period
than the standard text of Ezekiel.

One of the texts of the Greek Bible used by the early Chris-
tians was that of Theodotion. Of Theodotion not much is known.
A text of the Greek Bible is ascribed to him which he had
adapted to the authoritative Hebrew text. Since this Hebrew
text had not become a standard text before the second century
A.D., it is clear that Theodotion cannot have made his revision
before that time. He can, however, not have made it later, as
it was known to Irenaeus (died A.p. 202). The best known part
of Theodotion’s text is the book of Daniel, since his text of this
book was adopted by the Church and is to be found in nearly all
MSS. of the Greek Bible. Only a MS. in the Chigi Library in
Rome and the Chester Beatty Papyrus contain the ‘Septuagint’
text of that book, for which we have, besides, a witness in a
Syro-hexaplaric MS. in Milan. In his edition of the Chester
Beatty Papyrus?® Sir Frederic Kenyon writes:

Since ‘Theodotionic’ readings are found in works earlier than the
date of Theodotion (in the New Testament, Barnabas, Clement and

! See Stihlin, l.c., p. 6g.

* 1 have quoted there, p. 6* f., the text of Ezek. g4. 2—5 as found in
Const. Apost. ii. 18, and in the Christian Septuagint. Johannes Hempel, in
discussing the possibility that the Greek Bible may not go back to one
archetype, objects to my reference to such a differing version, see JAW.,
vol. xlviii, 1930, p. 198 f. It is, however, essential to recognize that up to
the end of the second century A.D., Greek versions of certain books of the
Old Testament were quoted by Christian authors, which completely differed
from the standard text of the Christian Church. In discussing this matter
Hempel is under the influence of Rahlfs’s misconceptions.

3 The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri . . ., fasc. vii, Ezekiel, Daniel, Esther,
London, 1937, p. x.
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Hermas, to say nothing of Irenaeus and Tertullian, who were his
younger contemporaries), it would appear that Theodotion took over,
with or without revision, an earlier translation, which has otherwise
disappeared except in these few quotations.

In his Commentary on Daniel,’ James A. Montgomery is
anxious to avoid this conclusion. He devotes a special chapter
to the problem ‘Theodotion’ and presents in it the material at
our disposal with great care and exactness. After having dis-
cussed the early quotations from the ‘Theodotionic’ text, he
proposes a very complicated theory. He tries to explain these
quotations by the hypothesis of a Hellenistic oral Targum.
Finally, however, he is obliged to admit:

Of course such a theory does not exclude the possibility of literary
predecessors of the historical Theodotion.

There can really be no doubt that we have to see in the text
revised by Theodotion an ‘earlier translation’, which was clearly
different from the text which became later as ‘Septuagint’ the
standard text of the Christian Church, and which was well known
and widely used in earlier times. The quotations from Daniel
in writings of the first Christian century show that Theodotion
did not alter materially the text of the earlier translation when
he adapted it to the authoritative Hebrew text. We can verify
with certainty the quotations from Daniel only, as, for the other
books of the Greek Bible, we must rely, for “Theodotionic’ read-
ings, on scattered notes from Origen’s Hexapla. This old form
of the Greek Bible must have been valued highly. In its un-
revised form it was largely quoted in the first Christian century;
after its revision by Theodotion, the text of Daniel was taken
over by the Church (see above). '

One of the characteristics of the Theodotionic text is Hebrew
words transliterated in Greek letters. Field is able to quote more
than a hundred of them, names of animals, plants, garments,
all sorts of technical terms.2 We depend here on occasional
quotations from Origen’s Hexapla. The translation contained

* Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Daniel, Edinburgh, 1927,
see especially pp. 46-50 ff. Concerning Theodotion see the rich material
collected and discussed by K. A. Credner, Beitrige zu einer Einleitung in die
biblischen Schriften, vol. ii, Halle, 1838. Cf. further Gwyn, ‘Theodotion’, in
DCB.; August Bludau, Die alexandrinische Uebersetzung des Buches Daniel und
thr Verhdltnis zum Masoretischen Text, F reiburg, 1897, p. 23; Schiirer, Geschichte
des Volkes Israel . . ., iii. 439 ff.

2 Field, Prolegomena, p. 1x f.
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certainly many more such transliterated words. Thackeray,
in discussing ‘Hebraisms in Vocabulary’, writes:!

The influence of Hebrew on the vocabulary of the LXX, though
considerable, is not so great as might at first sight be supposed. Apart
from a small group of words expressing peculiarly Hebrew ideas of
institutions (weights, measures, feasts, etc.), the instances where the
Hebrew word is merely transliterated in Greek letters are mainly
confined to a single group, namely the later historical books (Jd.—-
2 Chron., 2 Esdras). Now this is a group in which we have frequent
reason to suspect, in the text of our uncials, the influence of Theodotion,
and at least one book in the group (2 Esdras) has with much probability
been considered to be entirely his work. We know that Theodotion was,
whether from ignorance of the Hebrew or in some cases from scrupulous-
ness, specially addicted to transliteration, and many of the instances

in the later historical books are probably derived from him. . . . Trans-
literation is rare in the Pentateuch, Isaiah, Jeremiah «, and the Minor
Prophets. Itis entirely absent from Ezekiel B, the Psalter. . ., Proverbs,

Job (excluding the 8 portions) and most of ‘the writings’.

This view turns the facts upside down. How can we expect that
Theodotion, in the second Christian century, should have
replaced good Greek translations by transliterated Hebrew
words or that such newly made transliterations should have
been substituted for Greek words in some parts of the Septua-
gint! The transliterated Hebrew words were certainly used
in translations made for Jews. Greek-speaking Jews were
acquainted with such Hebrew terms even if they generally
were not able to speak Hebrew. How many Hebrew words are
to be found in the Yiddish language and used by Jews who do
not understand Hebrew! Such Hebrew terms are understood
by them nevertheless. Theodotion made his revision for Jewish
circles. He did not replace transliterated Hebrew words by
Greek translations, and did not need to fear that the Jews might
not understand them.

On the other hand it is clear that in MSS. of the Greek Bible
written for the use of Christians—and we have seen that all
MSS. of the Septuagint preserved are written by Christian
copyists for Christian readers—such transliterated Hebrew words
had to be eliminated and replaced by Greek equivalents. From
the second century onwards, Christian readers could generally
not be expected to understand transliterated Hebrew words.
Thackeray’s list quoted above shows that this purification has
not been made with the same thoroughness in the different

t Henry St. John Thackeray, A Grammar of the Old Testament in Greek
according o the Septuagint, vol. i, Cambridge, 1909, p. 31.
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books of the Greek Bible. They are, nevertheless, to be found
in MSS. of the Christian ‘Septuagint’ in a much greater number
than could be expected in accordance with the statements of
Thackeray. They are preserved chiefly where they are deformed
in a certain way by Greek copyists who did not understand
Hebrew, and so ‘corrected’ them. The result was Greek words,
which are completely senseless in the context. A famous example
is the word ¥V, a certain kind of couck which was preserved
in the old Greek translation in the transliterated form iepes,
showing a very old method of transliterating Hebrew words.”
The Christian copyist altered this into iepeis, so that we now
read in Amos g. 12 ‘priests’ instead of ‘couch’, which is com-
pletely senseless at this place. Jerome remarked:?

Quod in principio capituli juxta LXX positum est, sacerdotes, in
Hebraico non habetur, sed pro hoc verbo AREs, quod Agq. inter-
pretatus est grabatum; et puto LXX ipsum verbum posuisse Hebraicum,
quod quidam non intelligentes pro ares legerunt iepes.

Jerome transliterates the Hebrew word in a way in which it was
pronounced in his time, according to the methods known from
the text preserved in the second column of Origen’s Hexapla.
He was no expert in the methods of transliterating Hebrew
words used in different periods. The transliteration ipes may
have been used in the third or second pre-Christian century.
But he saw correctly that the transliterated Hebrew word was
originally to be found in the ‘Septuagint’. Thackeray himself
has quoted quite a number of similar cases.> A special study
of such slightly deformed transliterated Hebrew words in the
Christian ‘Septuagint’ has been made by Franz Xaver Wutz.#
He found them especially in the Codex Vaticanus (B). The
material collected by him must be regarded as very valuable.
These transliterated Hebrew words belong to the oldest elements
in the Greek Bible. They are certainly no innovation made by
Theodotion in the second Christian century.

Quite recently it has been shown that another Hebrew word

I See above, the second lecture, p. 83 f.

? Quoted by Field, vol. ii, p. 971.

3 A Grammar of the Old Testament in Greek, p. 37 f.

+ In his book Die Transkriptionen von der Septuaginta bis zu Hieronymus, he
first (pp. 10-36) deals with transliterated proper names and then (pp. 36-1 76)
with other traces of transliterations in the Greek Bible. The first fascicle of
his book was published Stuttgart, 1925. The conclusions which he tries to
draw in the second fascicle (pp. 177-569, Stuttgart, 1933) and the theories
which he connects with the material are rather fantastic and can hardly

be taken seriously.
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was replaced by a Greek equivalent in the Greek Bible used by
the Christians. It is well known that the Hebrew Tetragram-
maton (7117°) is usually rendered by xUpios in the Christian
‘Septuagint’; nobody doubted that this translation was already
found in the Greek Bible used by the Jews and taken over from
them by the Christians. In a fragment of the Septuagint written
by a Jew for Jews, published by W. D. Waddell,* the Tetra-
grammaton, written in Hebrew letters, is preserved in the Greek
text. Papyrus 266 of the Société Royale de Papyrologie du
Caire, the remains of a roll containing the second half of the
book of Deuteronomy, shows, according to the editor, no
example of kUpios, but everywhere the Tetragrammaton is pre-
served instead. The papyrus is dated by the editor as belonging
to the second or first century B.c., is written ‘in beautiful,
rounded uncials by a Jew who was also a master of the Greek
language’—it seems, however, that this Jew was not versed in
writing Hebrew letters. At the two places of the facsimile where
the name is preserved the copyist has left a lacuna large enough
for four big letters. Another hand has entered on the place the
word 173" in very small Hebrew letters which do not really
fill the gap. The facsimile contains parts of Deut. 31. 28-32. 7.
We read:

Deut. 32. g ot]1 ovopa 7111[

Deut. 32. 6 T[av]Tot 71T o[ TermoAi2oTe?

This is quite in accordance with the statement of Origen, who
knew such MSS. and says that in the most accurate MSS. the
Tetragrammaton was written in ancient Hebrew letters,3 and
that the word was pronounced by the Greeks as xupios and by
the Jews as cdwvar. No fragment or MS. of the Greek Bible has
preserved the Tetragrammaton. In the MSS. written for the
use of Christian readers the Hebrew word was replaced by the
Greek xupios.4

! “The Tetragrammaton in the LXX’, by W. D. Waddell, 775., vol. xlv,
Oxford, 1944, pp. 158-61.

* Waddellreads here amo2izote, but AN is clearly to be seen on the facsimile.

% See Burkitt, Fragments of the Books of Kings according to the Translation of
Aquila . . ., Cambridge, 1897, p. 15, where the words of Origen are quoted.
Waddell refers to Burkitt.

4 In the other fragment of the Septuagint written by a Jew the name of
God does not occur. See C. H. Roberts, Two Biblical Papyri in the Fohn
Rylands Library, Manchester, 1936. In vocalized Hebrew MSS. this word
M was left without vowels in older times. No MS. with Palestinian
or genuine Babylonian punctuation has added any vowel sign to it. In
Tiberias the word was vocalized MM, and so it is to be found in the
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Thackeray refers to the fact that another Theodotionic text
may be preserved in 2 Esdras of the ‘Septuagint’. This theory
has been developed with much enthusiasm by Charles C. Torrey.!
Whether it can really be proved or not, what Torrey has to say
with regard to the different Greek texts at our disposal for
Chronicles and Ezra is of great interest. He writes:

When we come to the testimony of the Greek versions, we are here
confronted with two somewhat widely differing forms of the history.
One agrees quite closely with M(asoretic) T(ext), and has the same
extent and arrangement, the other—obviously a mere fragment—
begins near the end of Chronicles and extends not quite through the
story of Ezra. During the part of the history covered by the two in
common, the difference between them lies in (1) the words and phrases
of the narrative, the difference here (i.e. in the Greek) being very
great; (2) the position of extended passages; (3) material of very
considerable amount found in one recension, but not in the other. . . .
And finally, each one of the two main forms of the narrative, the
‘canonical’ and the ‘apocryphical’, has come down to us in a double
Greek tradition, the one embodied in Lagarde’s edition, and the other
contained in most of the existing MSS. . . . That is, for a portion of the
Chronicler’s history amounting to about thirteen chapters, we have at
every point to compare four Greek texts.

This is an interesting testimony to the condition of a part of the
Greek Bible in which several texts, differing in the whole
arrangement of the material and in the translation, are still
preserved. We have here again an excellent example of the
character of an old Greek Targum. The different texts pre-
served here were certainly of Jewish, not of Christian, origin. If
Theodotion had really anything to do with the text which we
find in 2 Esdras in the ‘Septuagint’ we have to suppose that he
revised an older text, not that he created the version preserved to
us. ‘Lagarde’s edition’ quoted by Torrey refers to the Lucianic
text edited by him. It is in this case especially clear that we
have here an old text of the Greek Bible which was revised by
Lucian in the third century, not a text created by him.

In the ‘Lucianic’ text a form of the Greek Esther is to be

Biblia Hebraica,in accordance with MSS. of the ninth, tenth, and eleventh cen-
fuTies. This presupposes the reading XpY, the Aramaic word correspond-
Ing to Hebrew owa, ‘the Name’, and this pronunciation is preserved by
the Samaritans up to the present day. Not before 1100 an o was added to
the word (M{7) and this seems to indicate the pronunciation i

' Cf. Torrey’s article ‘The Apparatus for the Textual Criticism of
Chronicles—Ezra—Nehemia’, in Old Testament and Semitic Studies in Memory
of William Raingy Harper, Chicago, 1908, vol. ii, PpP- 55-111, p. 56 f.
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found which differs greatly from the text which we usually find
in the MSS. of the ‘Septuagint’. The editors of the great
Cambridge Septuagint write with regard to this text:

This recension differs so much from the B-text that we found it
necessary to print it in full as an appendix. . . . We have printed
Lagarde’s text . . . without alteration. Fresh collations have been made
of the MSS. cited by Lagarde.

The Christian martyr Lucian could hardly have had an interest
in creating a new text of the Greek Esther differing to such an ex-
tent from the form of text usually found in MSS. of the ‘Septua-
gint’. He certainly accepted for his Greek Bible an old Jewish
text which he may have revised according to his own principles.

With regard to the text of the book of Tobit, the editors of the
great Cambridge Septuagint write:

The presentation of the evidence for the text of Tobit offers special
difficulties and we have been obliged to modify our system in several
ways. Dr. Swete printed the Sinaitic text ‘in extenso beneath the
Vatican text, but in smaller type, to denote its secondary character’.
He divided the text into verses ‘corresponding as nearly as possible with
those of the standard text’. We are not prepared to express a definite
opinion on the relation of the two Greek texts, certainly not to describe
the Sinaitic text as secondary (see p. viii).

These few examples may suffice to show that not only for the
Greek Book of Judges, but for several of the later books of the
Bible also different forms of text were preserved in MSS. written
for Christian readers. These different forms were of Jewish
origin and were taken over by the Christians. The Church was
more interested in having a canonical text for books like the
Pentateuch and Isaiah than for these later books of the Bible.

There can be no doubt that the principles laid down by Paul
de Lagarde for the study of the ‘Septuagint’ mark an important
step in the progress of Septuagint textual criticism.! Lagarde
was right in demanding that methods approved in other branches
of philology should be applied to work on the Greek Bible.? But
he did not realize the necessary difference between editing an
original text and editing a translation. The editor of a dialogue
of Plato must try to publish a text as closely connected as possible
with the original written by the author himself. Differing forms
of text in MSS. or in quotations have to be recognized as altera-
tions or deteriorations of the ‘Urtext’.

T H. B. Swete, An Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek, Cambridge, 1914,

P 485.
2 See Mittheilungen, von Paul de Lagarde, vol. iii, Géttingen, 1889, p. 230.
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Lagarde’s ultimate aim was to establish the ‘Urtext’ of the
Septuagint. All his work done on the Septuagint was dominated
by this idea. Every edition he made of a text connected with the
Septuagint, every investigation he made of a Septuagint text,
was regarded by him as a step to this goal. He was so absorbed
by his aim that he tried to arrive at an ‘Urtext’ even when he
knew and acknowledged that we have different translations in
the MSS.* Can we ever arrive at such an ‘Urtext’?

We may begin with the standard text of the Greek Tora
made by the Jews in Alexandria. A special nimbus is conferred
upon this text by the letter of Aristeas. The letter antedates the
text by more than a hundred years. Philo declared the trans-
lators to be inspired by God. We do not know how far the
Jewish standard text agreed with the Greek Tora of the Christian
‘Septuagint’. We have found traces of earlier texts used by Jews
and early Christians which differed from the Christian ‘Septua-
gint’ not only in the translation itself but in the whole arrange-
ment of the text. The Greek Tora used by Philo was clearly
different from it.

We may try to edit the Jewish standard text of the Greek
Tora. But can we possibly regard such a text as an ‘Urtext'—a
text from which all existing texts have to be derived? A standard
text of a translation is always found at the end of the develop-
ment, never at the beginning. The standard text of the Targum
of the Pentateuch, the Targum Onkelos, was preceded by
different forms of the old Palestinian Targum of the Pentateuch,
of which some valuable fragments have been found in the Cairo
Geniza. The standard text of the Latin Bible, the Vulgate, was
preceded by different forms of the Vetus Latina. The standard
text of the Syriac Gospels, in the Peshitta, was preceded by
different forms of the Old Syriac Gospels, of which at least two
forms are still preserved. It is always so, and there can be no
doubt that the standard text of the Greek Tora was preceded
by divergent forms of earlier translations. In the case of the
origin of the Greek Tora, the Jewish ‘Septuagint’, the letter
of Aristeas has put us on a wrong track.

The Jews had a standard text for no other part of the Greek
Bible. It was the Christian Church which needed a ‘canonical’
text of the whole Bible. This text was preceded by divergent
forms of text which had been used by Jews and early Christians.
The Church took over one form of the various texts which had
been used before. This text was revised and adapted for the

I See above, p. 156f.
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use of Christian readers. By copying this text again and again
the Church came into possession of a standard text. The name
‘Septuagint’, given to this Christian standard text of the Bible,
transferred to it the nimbus enjoyed some centuries before by
the Jewish standard text of the Greek Tora. Texts diverging
from this standard text, as far as they were still copied, are
preserved in single leaves only. Later they were not copied an
more. The Church had an interest in ‘correct’ texts. All MSS.
of the Greek Bible preserved to us were written by Christians
for Christians. With the exception of two little bits of papyrus
with fragments of a few verses of Deuteronomy, no part of the
‘Septuagint’ written by a Jew has been preserved.

The divergent forms of earlier texts have, however, not com-
pletely disappeared. Traces of them have to be sought mainly
in four kinds of sources.

1. In the so-called ‘recensions’ of the Christian ‘Septuagint’,
indicated by Jerome and recognized as of importance by Paul
de Lagarde. The chief value of these ‘recensions’ is that they
give us some material for the history of the Greek Bible in the
different provinces of the Church and great help in classifying
the MSS. Perhaps the most elaborate work of this kind, done
according to the principles laid down by Lagarde, is the Greek
Joshua of Max L. Margolis.* The material carefully collected
and lucidly arranged by him enables us to follow in many
details the different forms of the Greek Joshua in the Christian
Church, in Egypt, Palestine, Syria, and in Constantinople and
Asia Minor. Although most of the MSS. contain ‘mixed’ texts—
some are especially characterized as such by Margolis—we can
see in general the development of the standard text of the Church.
But we are not led behind this standard text. In a text closely
connected with Codex B we may see one of the best representatives
of the Christian standard text. But this text was only one of those
used by Jews and early Christians, not #e text used by them. We
may find remains of other texts in some of the different ‘recensions’;
we have seen that, for instance, Lucian revised an earlier version
which differed from the text generally accepted by the Church.

v The Book of Foshua in Greek. Parts 1—4 were published in Paris (Geuthner),
1931-8. Cf. Margolis’s article ‘Specimen of a New Edition of the Greek
Joshua’, in Fewish Studies in Memory of Israel Abrahams, New York, 1927,
pp. 307-23. Cf. Harry M. Orlinsky’s article, dedicated to the memory of
Margolis: ‘On the Present State of Proto-Septuagint Studies’, in the Fournal
of the American Oriental Society, vol. 1xi, 1941, pp. 8191, and H. H. Rowley,
‘The Proto-Septuagint Question’, in the Fewish Quarterly Review, vol. xxxiii,
1943, PP- 4979 '

THE SEPTUAGINT 177

2. In quotations from the Greek Old Testament which we
find in the New Testament and in other writings of the first
centuries, so far as they are not conformed to a form of the
Christian standard text.

3. In older translations made from the Greek Bible. I may
refer here, as an example, to two Latin quotations from the
Bible to which the Rev. Dr. A. C. Lawson in Shrewsbury drew
my attention and which we discussed. They were to be found in
Isidore’s treatise De fide catholica contra Fudaeos.* '

Isidore, Bishop of Seville, who died A.p. 636, was a remarkable
man. His father was of Visigothic royal family, his mother was
a daughter of the Emperor Theodoric (who died aA.p. 526). Itis
said that Isidore had been asked by his sister Florentina for
arguments wherewith to meet Jewish objections to the faith.
He wrote for her the treatise mentioned above, in two books, the
first giving the history of Christ according to the Old Testament,
the second the prophecies in the Old Testament about rejection
of the Jews and the welfare of true believers under the new
Covenant.> Here we find, among many others, the quotations
in question. The first, Hos. 7. 16, is quoted twice (19. 2 and
47. 2 of the first book) in the form FACTI SUNT MIHI IN SAGITTAM
RECIPROCAM. The second, in which A. Lukyn Williams rightly
sees an expansion of Jer. 4. 8, is quoted (31. 1 of the first book)
in the form: SPINIS PECCATORUM SUORUM CIRCUMDEDIT POPULUS
Hic. The same quotation is to be found in Isidore’s Quaestiones
in Vetus Testamentum. In Genesis® (18. 11) and also in Pope
Silvester’s Discussion with the Fews at Rome, and is presupposed in
the Syriac Letter to the Blessed Sergius.* The two quotations
neither agree with the Hebrew text nor with the Christian
‘Septuagint’. They reflect midrashic interpretation of the
Hebrew text, and I think that we can find at least hints at
these interpretations in Jewish sources.

In Hos. 7. 16 the ‘fallacious bow’ (71"n7 nN@p) is explained
by Rashi with the words: ‘If you shoot an arrow to the north,
it will go to the south’. From this explanation sagitta reciproca is
not very far.

In Jer. 4. g the Hebrew ‘You must not sow in the thorns’ is

I Migne, Patrologia Latina, vol. Ixxxiii, col. 449-538.
? See A. Lukyn Williams, Adversus Fudaeos, Cambridge, 1935, p. 216 f., and
the summary on pp. 282-92.
3 Patrologia Latina, vol. Ixxxiii, col. 25I.
4 = MS. Add. 17199 of the British Museum. See the references given by
Lukyn Williams, lc., p. 342, note 2.
Aa
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rendered in the Targum by “You must not ask for forgivenesg
whilst you are in sins’. Rashi combines the two ideas by saying:
‘You must not cry unto me whilst you are in sins, but when you
are repenting, that you must not be similar to those who are
sowing without having weeded the field, otherwise your seed
will be turned into thorns.” This is certainly not the quotation
of Isidore, but here also sinners and thorns occur which we find
in spinis peccatorum.

It is therefore very likely that these quotations are ultimately
derived from a Jewish source. But the direct source for the
Christian authors cannot have been a text written in Hebrew
or Aramaic. Isidore, for instance, exhibits a certain naive
curiosity concerning Hebrew, but betrays no trace of Hebrew
knowledge save what he derived from Jerome.” The same may
be said of the other Christian authors who quote such passages.
The source must have been a Greek translation of Jewish origin
which differed completely from the Christian ‘Septuagint’, the
readings of which were still used by Christian authors in the
seventh century and perhaps later. Dr. Lawson writes with
regard to such quotations:

It seems clear that Old Testament quotations were used by Christians
in a variety of ways from very early times. The number tends to increase.
The same texts were used in East and West, in Greek and Latin.
Isidore’s texts occur partly in S. Cyprian’s Testimonia, partly in
Pseudo-Gregory of Nyssa, and in ‘De promissionibus et predictionibus
Dei’. So far, in all instances where I have traced them, I have found
that he has taken the texts from an author, from a commentary or
treatise. . . . These texts are not always used in the same way. . ..

It is necessary to collect and investigate all the traces of such
Greek translations of the Bible carefully. They were once used
by Jews and Christians, and we may have to see in them remains
of one of the anonymous versions included by Origen in the
Hexapla, or of a version similar to them.?

! See The Legacy of Israel, Oxford, 1927, p. 287.

* Lukyn Williams has seen the problem rightly. He writes with regard
to the ‘Selected Testimonia from the Old Testament against the Jews’,
attributed to Gregory of Nyssa (Adversus Judacos, p. 124): “To most readers
perhaps its chief interest lies in the character of the Greek version of the
Psalms and Prophets which he uses. For this often differs much from the
Vaticanus text’; and he adds the annotation: ‘I cannot find that it has been
the subject of any special study in this respect. And until the Cambridge
Larger Edition of the LXX has reached the Psalms and the Prophets (in
several years’ time), it is almost impossible for a non-specialist to make any
profitable study of the various readings that the Selections exhibit.” It is clear
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4. In the remains of the Hexapla. This great work of Origen
is mostly valued in so far only as it gives an indication of altera-
tions in the text of the Greek Bible in accordance with the
authoritative Hebrew text. The different versions collected here
have, however, their own importance. We have seen that the
version adapted to the authoritative text by Theodotion differed
from the version which became, as ‘Septuagint’, the standard
text of the Church. Some carlier material may be preserved
also in new translations, such as Aquila and Symmachus.
Translations of the Bible were hardly made without reference
to already existing texts.

Of greater importance are, however, the anonymous versions
which were discovered and registered by Origen. Here we have
real Jewish texts, not influenced by the Christian standard text.

It was difficult to value this material rightly on the basis of the
scattered remains of the Hexapla. The Milan palimpsest, dis-
covered by Giovanni Mercati, has preserved nearly 150 com-
plete verses of the Psalms in five columns: the Hebrew text
written in Greek characters, Aquila, Symmachus, Septuagint,
and Quinta. The edition of these valuable fragments, prepared
by Cardinal Mercati, will make possible their careful examina-
tion. It is certain that a new era of studying the Hexapla will
begin with these texts.” But the whole problem of the Septuagint
will be greatly affected. The task which the Septuagint presents
to scholars is not the ‘reconstruction’ of an imaginary ‘Urtext’,
nor the discovery of it, but a careful collection and investigation
of all the remains and traces of earlier versions of the Greek
Bible which differed from the Christian standard text.

(b) TuE PesHITTA

Another parallel to the history of the Targums may be found
in the history of the Syriac versions of the Bible. Nothing defini-
tive is known about the Peshitta, the Syriac version of the Old
Testament, and its origin, and already Theodore of Mopsuestia
(died 428) did not know by whom or where it was made.? For
the Pentateuch we have, besides the text represented by most
of the MSS., some of them written as early as the sixth century,

that Rahlfs’s edition of the Psalms is completely insufficient and of no val.ue

for an investigation of that kind. Ziegler’s edition of the Greek Isaiah (Gottin-

gen, 1939) is much better and could be used very well for these purposes.
' Eduard Schwartz, Jur Geschichte der Hexapla (Gottinger Nachrichten,

1903), p. 7. . .
* The words are quoted for instance in Swete, Iniroduction, p. 112.
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another text of which Genesis and Exodus are to be found in
the British Museum MS. Add. 14425, dated A.p. 464, the oldest
dated Biblical MS. so far known (= D).* This text differs in
many places from that of the other MSS. and is here generally
in agreement with the Hebrew text. In his Pentateuchus Syriace,
edited for the British and Foreign Bible Society, London, 1914,
Professor W. E. Barnes has published the text found in most of
the MSS., and he thinks that this recension must be as ancient
as that found in MS. D, and that it may be a more faithful copy
of the original Peshitta.?

John Pinkerton, one of Professor Barnes’s collaborators, in a

special study devoted to these two texts comes to somewhat’

different conclusions.? According to him the more literal type
is to be found not only in MS. D, which is the best example of
this text and of which he gives as specimens various readings,
but similar features are exhibited by other MSS. for other books
of the Pentateuch, for example by the Florentine MS. Laurent,
Or. 58 (gth cent.) and the British Museurn MS. Add. 14427
(6th cent., Numbers, Deuteronomy, and partly Leviticus). Com-
pared with this text, the other is marked by freedom in transla-
tion and by greater fullness and smoothness, and the chief
explanation of it he found in the genius of the language, in
stylistic reasons, in the development from a literal to a fuller
type of translation. From the fact that Aphrahat, who wrote
in 337 and 345, used a text which followed the Hebrew more
closely than did the text in common use in the sixth century,
and that Ephraem (died g73) is more familiar with the text in
D than with that of the later MSS., and that the agreements
not only outnumber the disagreements but also outweigh them
in value and importance, Pinkerton concludes that we have to
see in it the older text of the Syriac Pentateuch, and that this
text cannot be explained as the result of a later revision accord-
ing to the Hebrew text. A text like the archetype of D has to be
regarded as the work of a Jewish translator, made for the use
of a Jewish community. This Jewish translation was taken over
by the Christian Church. Here it was gradually amplified,
improved in style, and a certain form of this ample text, not

I Numbers and Deuteronomy in this MS. are written by another hand
and have a different type of text. Leviticus is not contained in the MS.

2 Cf. his article, ‘A New Edition of the Pentateuch in Syriac’, in 7TS.,
vol. xv, 1914, pp. 41—4.

3 ‘The Origin and Early History of the Syriac Pentateuch’, in ¥TS.,
vol. xv, 1914, pp. 14—41.
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the result of a systematic revision, was accepted as a standard
text, and henceforth all codices more or less conformed to this
type. 'This must have happened about the fifth century. The
older text was finally ousted by the standard text.

It is at present not possible to control in detail the results of
Pinkerton’s investigations. The principles of the British and
Foreign Bible Society did not allow Professor Barnes to publish
the text with a critical apparatus—the new edition was intended
for the use of the Syrians of Mardin and its neighbourhood and
probably served that purpose well.* So until further investiga-
tions are made we have to rely for the readings of Codex D and
the codices with a similar text on the material published by
Pinkerton. But the conclusions drawn by him from this material
seem to be convincing.

We may ask whether these features are to be found in the
Syriac Pentateuch alone or in other books of the Bible too.
C. H. Cornill in his book on Ezekiel? collated carefully the text
of Ezekiel in the Ambrosian MS. of the sixth century, published
in facsimile by Ceriani (= A), with the printed texts and found
that this MS. agrees with the Hebrew text in a great many
places, against all the other recensions of the Peshitta—of which
he only knows, besides this MS., some printed texts which all
depend on the same source—and he concludes that MS. A had
been corrected and altered on a large scale according to the
Hebrew text, and that among all the accessible texts of the
Peshitta A is the worst. A. Rahlfs® has already shown that
Cornill’s statement cannot be accepted. According to him MS.
A had in many places a text which he—naively enough—calls
the ‘right’ text against the printed editions available to Cornill.
And W. E. Barnes, who has used manuscripts in addition to the
printed texts, comes to this result:*

After a careful examination of test passages in eight or ten MSS.
(some of the highest importance) I am led to the conclusion that
Professor Cornill’s judgement on Cod. A cannot be maintained. Cod. A

' The latest attempt at publishing the Peshitta Pentateuch (Peshitta in
Hebreischer Schrift, Mit erliuternden Anmerkungen. Von Ch(aiyim) Heller,
Teil i, Genesis, Berlin, 1928; Teil ii, Exodus, Berlin, 192g) cannot be taken
seriously. The author is not informed about the real problems; like the other
books published by Heller this also is dictated by apologetical tendencies.

* Das Buch des Propheten Ezechiel, Leipzig, 1886.

* Cf. his ‘Beitrage zur Textkritik der Peschita’, in Jeitschr. f. d. Alttestamentl.
Wissenschaft, vol. ix, 1889, pp. 180-9I.

* Cf. his book: An Apparatus Criticus to Chronicles in the Peshitta Version,
Cambridge, 1897, p. xxii.
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in its agreement with the Masoretic text does nof stand alone to the
extent suggested by Cornill’s words. The reverse is often the case. . . .
The agreement of the Codex Ambrosianus with the Masoretic is no
doubt a fact, but the whole truth seems to be that a text formed from
the best and oldest MSS. would agree as frequently as Codex A with
the Masoretic and would disagree as frequently with the printed text.

The most important MS. for Barnes is here the Florentine
Codex Laurent. Or. 58, already mentioned by Pinkerton (= F).
About the text presented by it Barnes declares:?

The text of Cod. F is peculiar. While resembling that of Cod. A
in many striking instances, it frequently departs from A (and from all
other MSS. which I have examined) in other instances equally striking
to agree with the Masoretic text. . . . It seems quite probable that in
Chronicles at least its text has been so freely conformed to the Masoretic,
that its value to the text of the Peshitta is seriously lessened. Yet where
A is silent through loss of text, F should surely be heard, for it seems

sometimes to preserve the reading of the lost mutual ancestor of
AandF. ...

And in his book on the Psalter? we find the following statements
concerning the same Florentine MS.:

In text this MS. differs not seldom from all other known authorities.
The exact coincidences with the Hebrew in places in which the rest
of the MSS. of the Peshitta diverge from the original are especially
striking. . . . The relation of F to Nestorian authorities raises some
important points. . . . In some cases however F has a double coincidence,
i.e. with the Masoretic Hebrew on the one side and with the Nestorian
authorities on the other; and it is possible that in such cases the reading
of F is due to an assimilation which was intentional as regards the
Hebrew, but accidental as regards the Nestorian text. . . . It is also
possible on the other hand that the agreement of both F and the
Nestorian text with the Hebrew points to a reading belonging to the
earliest form of the Peshitta; I should be sorry to reject the suggestion
on our present evidence, but I should be still more sorry to accept it at
the present stage of Peshitta investigation.

Gustav Diettrich in his book Ein Apparatus criticus zur PeSitto
zum Propheten Jesaia® has devoted a special study to a group of
MSS. to which belong the MSS. A and F already mentioned,
and the British Museum MS. Add. 14432, written in the sixth
century. According to him these codices have often readings

1 Cf. An Apparatus Criticus to Chronicles . . ., p. xxxii.

* Cf. The Peshitta Psalter according to the West Syrian Text, Cambridge, 1904,
p. xvii f. ' ‘

3 = Beihefte zur LATW., vol. viii, Giessen, 1905, pp. Xxvi-xxxii.
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which are in agreement with the text of the Peshitta used by
Ephraem in his Commentary on Isaiah. Many of these special
readings in all three codices agree with the Hebrew text, and
just these are often confirmed by the text used by Ephraem.

I may here further quote the conclusions to which S. R. Driver
comes concerning the Peshitta of the Books of Samuel:!

The Hebrew text presupposed by the Peshitto deviates less from the
Massoretic text than that which underlies the LXX, though it does not
approach it so closely as that on which the Targums are based. It is
worth observing that passages not infrequently occur, in which Pesh.
agrees with the text of Lucian, where both deviate from the Massoretic
text. In the translation of the book of Samuel the Jewish element
alluded to above is not so strongly marked as in that of the Pent.; but
it is nevertheless present, and may be traced in certain characteristic
expressions, which would hardly be met with beyond the reach of
Jewish influence. . . .

I think we see already from these quotations that the charac-
ter of the Syriac text in other books of the Old Testament is
not completely different from that of the Syriac Pentateuch, and
it is clear that we shall have to regard agreements with the
Hebrew text in MSS. in general as belonging to the oldest parts
of the Peshitta. On the other hand, we shall have to regard
cases of the influence of the Septuagint as the result of Chris-
tian activity on the text of the Peshitta. This influence is
different in the different books of the Old Testament. Professor
Barnes, in his article ‘On the Influence of the Septuagint on the
Peshitta’,? expresses his conclusions in the following summary:

The influence of the Septuagint is for the most part sporadic, affecting
the translation of a word here and of a word there. The Syriac transla-
tors must indeed have known that their own knowledge of Hebrew was
far in advance of the knowledge possessed by the Septuagint, and yet
the stress of Greek fashion had its way now and again. The Syriac
transcribers on the contrary were ignorant of Hebrew and ready to
introduce readings found in a Greek version or recommended by a
Greek father. So the Peshitta in its later text has more of the Septuagint
than in its earlier form. It is only in the Psalter (so it seems to me at the
present stage of my work) that any general Greek influence bringing
in a new characteristic is to be found. That characteristic is a dread of
anthropomorphisms from which the Syriac translators of the Pentateuch
were free.

In spite of all the valuable work done by Professor Barnes and

T Notes on the Hebrew Text and the Topography of the Books of Samuel, 2nd ed.,
Oxford, 1913, p. Ixxi.
* Cf. FT8., vol. ii, 1go1, pp. 186-97.
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his collaborators, by G. Diettrich and others, we have to confess
that a really critical edition of the Old Testament Peshitta so
far does not exist. But I think we begin now to see the direction
in which the critical work on this version will have to be done.:

‘That the Syriac translation of the Old Testament is of Jewish
origin is in agreement with the conclusions to which other
scholars have come. It may be sufficient to quote here what
Professor Burkitt says about the version:2 ’

It is clear that the translators had a good knowledge of the general
meaning of the text and an excellent acquaintance with Jewish tradi-
tion. To such an extent is this the case that it seems impossible to avoid
considering the Peshitta as the work of Jewish scholars.

The chief difference is that it is generally assumed—as also by
Burkitt—that the translation was made by Jews on the order of
Christians, namely the Christian Community in Edessa, since
there is no evidence that Jews have ever used this version,
whereas according to Pinkerton this version, in the first instance
the version of the Pentateuch with which alone Pinkerton is
concerned, was made for the Jewish Community. The problem
1s therefore: can we discover a Jewish Community for the benefit
of which the Pentateuch was translated into Syriac? It must
have been a community in a Syriac-speaking country which
had close connexions with Jerusalem. Joseph Marquardt, forty
years ago, had already pointed out that this country might be
Adiabene (2°71), a kingdom situated between the two rivers
Zab, to the east of the river Tigris, which formed a part of the
great Parthian Empire.3

We read in the twentieth book of Josephus’ Antiquities that
Izates II,* king of Adiabene, son of Monobazos I and his sister
Helena, had been won for the Jewish religion when he was still

I Leo Haefeli, in his book Die Peschitta des Alten Testamentes mit Riicksicht
ayf ihre textkritische Bearbeitung und Herausgabe (Alttestamentliche Abhandlungen . . .
vol. xi, 1), Miinster i. W., 1927, deals with the problems connected with a
new edition of the Old Testament Peshitta. He has given a survey of almost
everything that has been written on the subject. The result of his book is
hardly in proportion to his efforts. From my statements it will be evident
that the edition must be made on lines differing greatly from those which
he proposed.

2 Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, Cambridge, 1904, vol. ii. 201.

3 Cf. his Osteuropdische und Oslasiatische Streifziige, Leipzig, 1903, p. 288 f.

+ = jzed, ‘the venerable’, a technical term in the Zoroastrian religion.
Marquardt finds a special omen in this name; but this view is hardly correct,
as the father of Monobazos and Helena had already the name Izates.
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in Spasinu Charax,’ ruled by King Abennerig,? to whom Izates
had been sent for reasons of safety. The king had given him his
daughter Symmacho? as wife. To the king’s harem a Jewish
merchant named Ananias (= Hananya) had found access, and
he had interested in Jewish religion not only some of the ladies
but Izates too. When Izates was recalled by his father* he was
accompanied by Ananias. At home he found that Queen
Helena, his mother, had been won for the Jewish religion too,
by another Jew, and that she observed the Jewish rites. After
the death of Monobazos, his father, Helena arrangeds that
Izates became his successor. Izates postponed his official con-
version on the special advice of the queen and Ananias—they
feared the opposition of the aristocracy of the land, belonging
in the majority to the Zoroastrian religion. But under the
influence of a Jewish zealot, named Eleazar, who had come
from Galilee to Arbela, the capital of Adiabene, the conversion
took place about A.p. 40. When Queen Helena saw that there
were no serious consequences, she made a pilgrimage to Jeru-
salem where she remained for many (14?) years. We hear that
Izates sent five of his sons to Jerusalem to be educated there.
Queen Helena and several other members of the royal family
had palaces in Jerusalem, and we hear of valuable presents
given by Helena and her son Monobazos II to the temple of

Jerusalem.b After Izates’ death Monobazos, his elder brother,

who succeeded him as King of Adiabene about A.p. 58, sent
his remains and those of his mother, who had died shortly after
her son Izates, to Jerusalem to be buried there in the ‘tomb of
the Kings’, called by Josephus ‘Pyramids’, a mausoleum erected
by Helena herself for that purpose, which is still to be seen in

T On the mouth of the river Tigris, near the present Basra. This may be the
same as the kingdom of Mesene; cf. Rostovtzefl, in Cambridge Ancient History,
vol. xi, 1936, p. 113.

? = "Abd Nerig, ‘servant of Nergal’ (Mars), cf. Marquardt, Streifzige,
p. 289, note 2. On coins he is called Adinerglus or Abinerglus; cf. N. C.
Debevoise, A Political History of Parthia, Chicago, 1938, p. 165, note 72. Here
the original letter / in the name is still preserved.

* So also in MSS. = Syriac lawes ‘recreation’. In Niese’s edition
XX. 23, Zapakos is wrongly printed.

* His father made him Governor of Corduene, bordering Adiabene on
the north. xappwv in Josephus has to be read xsp2ov, cf. Marquardt, l.c.,
note 4.

5 Josephus’ report about Helena’s arrangements is quite interesting, cf.
Rostovtzeff, L.c., p. 114. This happened in about A.p. 86, cf. Debevoise, l.c.

¢ The palaces are mentioned for instance Bellum, v. 6. 1 (252, 253) and
vi. 6. 3 (355). The gifts are mentioned in the Mishna, Yoma 3. 10.

Bb
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Jerusalem.! Monobazos II was also converted to the Jewish
religion, and many of his relatives and of his entourage followed
his example.?

Josephus intended to give further particulars of Monobazos I1
and the benefits Jerusalem received from these Jewish kings,3
but failed to carry out his plan. We only hear by chance#* that
two members of the royal family of Adiabene, Monobazos and
Kennedaios, fought on the side of the Jews in the war against
the Romans. We hear no more of Jewish kings of Adiabene.
The sources at our disposal are Roman sources, and these show
no interest in such questions. The last king of whom we hear,
Mebarsapes, was one of the chief opponents of Trajan in his
Eastern campaignin 116. He was defeated and Adiabene became
part of the Roman province of Assyria. We donot know whether
the dynasty was later restored by Hadrian. Members of the
dynasty seem to have played a certain role in Edessa during the
end of the first and the beginning of the second century. But
the Jewish interests of the dynasty had ceased after a.p. 7o0.

But what we know about the Jews and their influence in
Adiabene in the middle of the first century is sufficient to suggest
that these Jews, especially the members of the royal family
and the other newly converted Jews, among whom many be-
longed to the most prominent families in the land, needed a
Bible in a language they were able to understand. The language
spoken in Adiabene was an Aramaic dialect called ‘Syriac’, and
we can take it for granted that at least parts of a Syriac Old
Testament, in the first instance the Pentateuch, were introduced
into Adiabene during the time of the Jewish kings there, that
is to say in the middle of the first century.

That the Syriac translation of some books of the Old Testa-

1 Already Ed. Pococke (the elder, died 1691) had rightly identified these
tombs with the burial-place of the royal family of Adiabene.

2 According to Josephus there was an opposition amongst the leading
people of the kingdom against the Jewish interests of the king, and the con-
flict between Izates and the Parthian king, Vologases, was partly caused by
similar reasons. Marquardt (L.c., p. 292) assumes that this is true as Vologases
is known as a zealous Zoroastrian, interested in the maintaining of the
Avestic literature, the ‘Avesta and Zend’ (its interpretation). But the passage
in the Dénkart referred to by Marquardt does not necessarily mean that there
was a written Zend. And besides—as Henning informs me—itis not quite clear

whether Vologases I or Vologases IT (148-91) is meant. Rostovtzeff doubts

whether these suggested reasons for the conflict can be regarded as historical
facts (Lc., p. 112).

3 Antiquities, ed. Niese, xx. 53, 96.

4 Bellum, ed. Niese, ii. 520.
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ment, especially that of the Pentateuch, is not much else than
a Jewish Targum, has been recognized since 1859, when J. Perles
wrote his Meletemata Peschittoniana. But it was difficult to show
exactly theconnexions. The only Targum of the Pentateuch then
known was the Targum Onkelos, and this Targum is of much
later origin, and besides, it has a specifically halachic charac-
ter, of which we find nothing in the Syriac Pentateuch. But now
there can be no doubt that the closest contact exists between
the Syriac Pentateuch and the old Palestinian Targum, of which
we have found the first real specimens in the Old Cairo Geniza.
We have seen that this Targum already existed in pre-Christian
times. So the Jews of Jerusalem had already an Aramaic transla-
tion of the Pentateuch at their disposal when the newly con-
verted Jews of Adiabene came to need an Aramaic Bible. This
Targum was composed in the Aramaic dialect spoken in Pales-
tine. It was certainly understood by Jews of Adiabene. Josephus
sent his first edition of the Jewish Wars, composed in the lan-
guage of his own country, ie. in Aramaic, to the ‘Upper
Barbarians’ (Tois &vw BapPdpois), and he describes these as ‘the
Parthians, Babylonians, the remotest Arabians, and those of our
nation beyond the Euphrates, with the Adiabeni’.! This history
was intended certainly in the first instance for the real Jews living
in these lands who were able to understand the Aramaic spoken
in Palestine. But we have to assume that Biblical texts intended
for the newly converted Jews had to be transposed into the
Aramaic dialect spoken in Adiabene and to be transcribed into
the Syriac alphabet used there. Without any doubt some of the
Jews who had come from Palestine and had been settled for
years in Adiabene were able to do this task without difficulty.

But there are still some problems. We know that most of the
fragments of the Palestinian Targum preserved to us contain
special haggadic explanations of some of the verses, and these
are in general not to be found in the Syriac Bible. Here we have
to remember that this Targum had no fixed text, and nobody can
say whether in ancient times there existed MSS. of this Targum
without these haggadic elements. In any case, the oldest speci-
men of this Targum preserved in the Cambridge MS. T-S. 20,
155 (= MS. A), containing parts of Exod. 21 and 22, does
not contain any haggadic explanations. On the other hand, we
have to state that the Syriac Pentateuch known to us follows
in the translation of Exod. 22, vss. 4 and 5, the usual Jewish

t Bellum, Prooemium, 1, 2; cf. H. St. John Thackeray, Fosephus. The Man
and the Historian, New York, 1929, p. 24.
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interpretation and not that in the Cambridge fragment of which
we have spoken above. So we have to suppose that this fragment
represents an older type of the Targum than that which might
have been sent to Adiabene. In any case we shall have to
compare carefully the fragments of the Palestinian Targum
with the Syriac Pentateuch, especially with the older text of it
pointed out by Pinkerton, which is in close connexion with the
Hebrew text. We have always to remember that the Palestinian
Targum existed in many different forms, and we cannot expect
that the fragments of the Targum found in the Geniza, written
probably in the period from the sixth to the ninth century a.p.,
correspond exactly to the text which might have been sent to
Adiabene in the first century A.n. On the other hand it is clear
that the Syriac Pentateuch, especially the older type of it, has
to be regarded as a valuable source for our knowledge of the
old Palestinian Targum of which we have otherwise only small
fragments.

There can be no doubt that the conversion of the royal family
in Adiabene greatly strengthened the power of propaganda of
the Jewish religion in the Parthian Empire, and that the Jewish
mission amongst the pagan population paved the way for the
Christian mission. As early as 1903 J. Marquardt had suggested
that the Christian mission in the East did not start amongst the
pagan population in Edessa, the later centre of Christianity in the
East, as generally assumed, but amongst the Jewish population
in Adiabene.” This suggestion has been proved to be correct
in an excellent way by the Chronicle of Arbela, composed in
Syriac by Mshiha Zkha in the sixth century. This chronicle was
discovered by A. Mingana and published by him in the Syriac
original with a French translation in 1907.2 Eduard Sachau
carefully investigated the text and published a German transla-
tion with a valuable introduction in 1915.3 The importance of
this chronicle can hardly be overestimated. Based on local tradi-
tions and reliable sources it describes the history of Christianity

* Cf. his Osteuropdische und Ostasiatische Streifziige, p. 298 f.

% Sources Syriaques, vol. i: Mshihda Jkha (Text et Traduction) . . . par
A. Mingana, Mossoul, Leipzig, 1907.

3 Die Chronik von Arbela. Ein Beitrag zur Kenninis des dltesten Christentums im
Orient (= Abhandlungen of the Berlin Academy, 1915). Cf. Allgeier, ‘Unter-
suchungen zur altesten Kirchengeschichte von Persien’, in Der Katholik, 1916,
1918. F. Zorell, ‘Chronica ecclesiae Arbelensis . . .” in Orientalia Christiana,
vol. viii, Roma, 1927; P. Peeters, ‘Le Passionaire d’Adiabene’, in Analecta
Bollandiana, vol. xliii, Bruxelles, 1925, pp. 261-304; G. Messina, ‘La Cronaca
di Arbela’, in Civiltd Cattolica, vol. Ixxxiii, 1932, 1. §62—76.
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in Adiabene and other countries in the East from the beginnings
up to the sixth century, and in spite of some gaps in the chrono-
logy it can be regarded as trustworthy in general even in the
reports dealing with the oldest times, and A. Harnack is certainly
right when he says that we have here a very valuable document
for the history of the Christian mission during the second and
third centuries which can be rivalled by no other document of
the provinces of the Roman Empire.

Here we find the apostle Addai as a very active missionary
in the mountain villages of Adiabene. A certain Pkidha is
baptized by him, and after he had been his disciple for five years
he is sent by Addai to Arbela, the capital, where he becomes
the first Bishop of the Christians there, for ten years. We are
told many details about him and his successors who at first had
names from the Old Testament (Samson, Isaac, Abraham,
Noah, Abel), while Christian names later prevail. The first
leaders of the Christian Church in Arbela seem to have been
converted Jews or Christians of Jewish origin. But the chronicle
does not mention the Jewish population of Arbela in general.
Only once we hear that the parents of the later Bishop Noah,
coming from Jerusalem, settled in Arbela ‘because there were
many Jews there’.? We have to remember that in the sixth
century when the chronicle was composed there were no deal-
ings between Jews and Christians. Of special importance is a
synchronism which enables us to date the beginnings of Addai’s
mission in Adiabene some years before A.p. 100. We know that
he was active at other places too. So he is mentioned, together
with Mari, as the first missionary in Karka, the present Kerkik,?
and several other places claim to have institutions which go
back to the time of this apostle.# Of special interest is the report
in the chronicle that in A.D. 224, when the rule of the Sassanid
kings began in Persia, there were more than twenty bishoprics
in the lands adjacent to the Tigris of which seventeen are
described in some detail in the chronicle.5

But Christianity must have spread far beyond the frontiers of

* A.v. Harnack, Die Mission und Ausbreitung des Christentums . . ., 4th edition,
1924, p. 684.

? Sachau, l.c., p. 50.

3 Georg Hoffmann, ‘Ausziige aus Syrischen Akten Persischer Martyrer . . .’
(Abhandlungen fiir die Kunde des Morgenlandes, vol. vii. 3, Leipzig 1880, p. 45).

* G. Hoffmann, l.c., pp. 180, g371.

5 Cf. Harnack, Die Mission und Ausbreitung . . ., p. 689f.; Sachau, Lc., 17ff.;
Sachau’s Jur Ausbreitung des Christentums in Asien (Abhandlungen, Berlin Academy,
1919) gives important details for the later times.
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Mesopotamia at that time. From the newly discovered Mani-
chaean texts we learn that Mani went to India about A.p. 240,
before he began his mission in his home country in 241." We
can hardly doubt that he went there following St. Thomas, the
apostle of the Indians, and that he knew already something of
the legendary history of the mission of Thomas as reported in
the Acts of Thomas. That ‘the whole framework of these tales
belongs to the countries washed by the Euphrates and the
Tigris’, and that the famous ‘Hymn of the Soul’ which we find
in these Acts ‘was composed before the overthrow of the
Parthian dynasty in 224’,% is known as well as the fact that these
Acts were originally written in Syriac, the language spoken by
Mani, and that they were later very popular amongst the Mani-
chaeans.? Mani must have expected to find Christians in India,
and he found them there. We hear that he ‘made a good selec-
tion’, that is to say that he founded there a community.*
Under these circumstances we can hardly believe that Burkitt
1s right in his thesis that Christianity east of the Roman Empire
started in Edessa about A.p. 160-70.5 What do we know of
these beginnings? Adolf von Harnack makes the following
statement about it:% .
Das Christentum in Edessa, sofern es noch von dem katholischen
verschieden war, kniipft (fiir uns) an drei Personen an, an den ‘aposto-
lischen’ Missioniar Addai um das Jahr 100, der aber einstweilen noch
im Dunkeln steht; an Tatian ‘den Assyrer’, und an Bardesanes (geb.
154)-
Harnack dates Addai here in accordance with the Chronicle of
Arbela, but admits that in reality nothing is known of his
activity in Edessa. Burkitt rejects the evidence of the Chronicle
of Arbela. According to him Addai was a contemporary of
Tatian. But he too has little to say about the activity of these two
men. Since Addai in the legend is connected with the introduc-
tion of the Diatessaron into Edessa, of which we otherwise know
that Tatian was the author, so, in his last attempt to write the

I Cf. Hans Heinrich Schaeder in the periodical Gnomon, vol. ix, PpP- 348,
350 f.

2 F. C. Burkitt, Early Eastern Christianity, 1904, pp. 205, 216.

3 'W. Bousset, ‘“Manichiisches in den Thomasakten, in Zeitschrift fiir die
Neutestamentliche Wissenschaft, vol. xviii, 1918, pp. 1-39.

+ Cf. Schaeder, l.c., p. 348.

5 In Cambridge Ancient History, vol. xii, 1939, p. 492.

¢ Die Mission und Ausbreitung . . ., p. 68of. Cf. Rubens Duval, Histoire
politique, religieuse et littéraire d’Edesse jusqu’a la premiére croisade, Paris, 1892,
chapters five and seven.
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history of Eastern Christianity,’ Burkitt tries to prove them iden-
tical, supposing that the same man who was called Tatian in the
West may have been called Addai in the East. This shows how
uncertain everything is in the matter, and we have to ask: Have
we really a right to connect the beginnings of Christianity in
Edessa with the names of these two men? It is certainly remark-
able that in the most reliable source for the history of Christian-
ity there, the Edessene Chronicle,? only the last of the three men
quoted by Harnack, Bardesanes, is mentioned. How can we
explain why the other two were omitted if they had been of
any interest for the town?

There can be no doubt that Bardaisan was of importance for

Edessa. I may refer here to the fine characterization of the man .

given by Burkitt in the fifth of his St. Margaret’s Lectures on
the Syriac-speaking Church.? After giving an attractive survey
of Bardaisan’s dialogue On Fate, the only surviving book by
him, he characterizes him with the words:

Bardaisan had learned to think for himself. . . . He had read much
and thought much and was not content in the end merely to repeat the
formulas of a school.

Burkitt shows how great a tragedy it was that the Syriac-speak-
ing Church failed to attract or even tolerate the best scientific
intellect of his time. In his ‘Introductory Essay’ to the important
material deciphered by C. W. Mitchell from a palimpsest in the
British Museum, published after the author’s death, by his

! ‘Syriac-speaking Christianity’, in the Cambridge Ancient History, vol. xii,
p. 493. This identification was already proposed by Burkitt in his article
“Tatian’s Diatessaron and the Dutch Harmonies’, in 77, vol. xxv, 1924,
pp. 113-30. Cf. especially p. 129 f.

2 This chronicle is preserved on excellent ancient parchment in the
Vatican Library, No. CLXIII in Assemani’s Catalogue, pars I, vol. iii,
P. 329. It was published first by J. S. Assemani with a Latin translation in
his Bibliotheca Orientalis, tom. i, pp. 387-417. A new edition with a German
translation and a careful investigation of all questions connected with the
text was made by Ludwig Hallier, in his Untersuchungen iber die Edessentsche
Chronik (Texte und Untersuchungen . . ., vol. ix, no. 1), Leipzig, 1892. Hallier
thinks that the chronicle was composed in Antioch and that it cannot be the
work of an Edessene historian or chronicler and that it contains much less
authentic records of the Edessenian archives: ‘dafiir spricht auch, dass sie
specifisch edessenische Berichte gar nicht hat’ (p. 41). But here Hallier is
completely wrong. We shall see that the chronicle is very reliable for
historical facts, but that it does not contain Edessene legends.

3 ‘Bardaisan and his Disciples’, in Early Eastern Christianity. St. Margares’s
Lectures 1904 on the Syriac-speaking Church, by F. Crawford Burkitt, London,

1904, pp- 155-92. Cf. especially p. 187.
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teachers, Professors Burkitt and A. A. Bevan, in 1921," Burkitt
has devoted a special paragraph to the ‘System of Bardaisan’,
Under the influence of Ephraem’s polemic Burkitt is here much
more reserved in his opinion. He doubts whether Bardaisan had
a first-hand knowledge of Greek philosophy and whether he
really had composed the Hymns attributed to him.

In an instructive article published in 1932,2 H. H. Schaeder
has made new contributions to a real understanding of the man,
He was able to use, besides the material made known by
Mitchell, a new translation of Ephraem’s ‘Hymns’ (Madrashe)
against the heretics, made on the basis of Syriac texts largely
improved from MSS. by Professor A. Riicker.3 Schaeder has
characterized Ephraem’s method of dealing with Bardaisan in
the following way:#

The valuation of these passages is made difficult by Ephraem’s
peculiarities of intellect and authorship. He is neither inclined to deal
with the ideas of the opponent he attacks, nor is he able to do so. It is
sufficient for him to pick out single disconnected expressions of his
opponent and to handle them with an extravagant array of words and
of moral pathos. We can clearly see from Ephraem what a condition
the Church had reached in his time, when it could not bear a spirit
like Bardaisan. What in Bardaisan is intellectual clarity and power of
comprehending truth, is to him confinement in a gross and primitive
theology which does not illumine truth for him, but conceals it. As
Bardaisan and his followers had influenced Christian people by his
poetry, Ephraem felt himself compelled in poetry to oppose them. The

poetic form in which he clothes his polemics makes them quite unbear-
able. . ..

In a quotation from Bardaisan preserved by Theodor bar Konai
(end of the 8th cent.), Schaeder has recognized a fragment of
an original cosmological hymn of Bardaisan.5 There can hardly
be any doubt that Bardaisan was really a poet, and that he was
the author of the hymn-book ascribed to him. This poetry made
him popular amongst Syriac-speaking Christians. But the form

1 8. Ephraim’s Prose Refutations of Mani, Marcion, and Bardaisan, transcribed
from the Palimpsest B.M. Add. 14623, by the late C. W. Mitchell and com-
pleted by A. A. Bevan and F. C. Burkitt, vol. ii, London, 1921, pp. cxxii—
cxxxi.

2 ‘Bardesanes von Edessa in der Uberlieferung der griechischen und der
syrischen Kirche’, in Leitschrift fiir Kirchengeschichte, vol. 1i, 1932, pp. 21-74-

3 ‘Des heiligen Ephriam des Syrers Hymnen gegen die Irrlehrer, aus dem
Syrischen iibersetzt und mit einer Einleitung versehen von A. Riicker, in
Bibliothek der Kirchenvdter, vol. Ixi, Kempten, 1928.

4+ Le., p. 26. I translate Schaeder’s words.

5 Lc., pp. 46 ff.
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of prosody used by him—which was later foliowed by Mani—
was different from that used by Ephraem. Ephraem’s verse
with a fixed number of syllables is clearly influenced by the
metre of the Greeks, and it seems that this kind of metre was
introduced after Bardaisan’s time into Syriac poetry, perhaps
by Bardaisan’s son Harmonios who had studied in Athens. It
was accepted by Ephraem and followed by all the later Syriac
poets.?

Schaeder has made every effort to make an impartial ex-
amination of all the sources, Greek and Syriac, which mention
Bardaisan. He ends his article with the following remarks:?

By examining and comparing information preserved to us more or
less at random, in a more or less fragmentary condition, we have had to
try to find outlines of the intellectual constitution of the man. Already
in the fourth century the positive conception of it had disappeared, as
we have seen, in the Syrian Church as well as in the Greek. Everything
had been done to obscure his memory and to consign him to oblivion;
and Mani, who came after him, was not so much the heir as the
destroyer of his thoughts. In Bardaisan Greek civilization and philo-
sophy are still in vigorous and productive tension with the Christian
interpretation of life and moral energy. This tension is lost in the
dualism and asceticism of the Manichaeans. Bardaisan, in his spiritual
freedom and his originality, was in a hopeless position in Edessa at the
beginning of the Eastern Church. In the Greek-speaking Church, more
fortunate men took up the work he had begun and continued it. The
problem of life to which he was devoted, the problem of Christian
humanity, is as actual and urgent to-day as it was in his time.

I think there can be no doubt that it was chiefly due to Bar-
daisan that Edessa became the centre of Eastern Christianity.
He was the famous Syriac classic, he was the gifted poet. It
cannot have been easy to break the influence of this man whose
real importance we only now begin to understand. We know
very little of the details of the struggle. We only see what pains
a man like Ephraem had to take in order to refute him—and
other heretics like Marcion and Mani, who both must have been
of a certain importance for Edessa, as both are mentioned in the
Edessene Chronicle.3 We also see Ephraem eager to compose
hymns in order to supplant Bardaisan’s very popular hymns.
But in the end it was not Ephraem who definitely made an end

t Lc., p. 56 f. Schaeder quotes Sozomen’s Church History, iii. 16, where
the features of Syriac poetry and the differences existing between the poetry
of Bardaisan and that of Ephraem are already clearly described.

* Lc., p- 73. I translate Schaeder’s words.

3 Cf. the paragraphs 6 and 1o of the chronicle.

CccC
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of Bardaisan’s ‘heresy’, but Bishop Rabbula of Edessa (died
A.D. 435). In the Vita Rabbulae," composed shortly after the
Bishop’s death, we find the following characteristic report about
the end of this struggle:

The evil teachings of Bardaisan flourished strongly in Edessa until
they were condemned and conquered by him (Rabbula). For before
that time this accursed Bardaisan had drawn all the leading men of
the town to himself by his cunning and the sweetness of his hymns, in
order to protect himself by them as with strong walls. For the fool had
hoped that by erring and leading those who were with him to err, he
could firmly establish his errors with the weak assistance of his helpers.
This saddened him (Rabbula), the man wise in the fields of the heart.
He did not only exert himself to root up from that field the choking
weeds and to leave behind the many blades of corn—that would have
been easy—; but in his wisdom he also exerted himself to turn the weeds
into corn—this too was necessary. So instead of the frightful blast of
the trumpets of Joshua and his followers who trumpeted at the walls
of Jericho till they fell, and instead of the annihilation of men and the
seizing of their property for the Lord, this victorious general of Jesus
the Messiah, in the power of his God and with conciliatory and gentle
voice, was able quietly to destroy their church, to carry away all its
treasure and to bring it to his own, so that he made use of its very
stones.

We may doubt whether all these endeavours would have suc-
ceeded had not another attempt been made to destroy these
heresies and to restore the fame of the Edessene Church, some-
what impaired by Bardaisan and the other heretics. The weapon
used was a new construction of the history of this Church based
on the legendary story of its foundation by a direct disciple of
Christ Himself, said to have been sent there in fulfilment of the
promise given by Christ in a correspondence with the Edessene
king Abgar the fifth, Ukkama (died about A.p. 50).

The legend was already known to Eusebius in the beginning
of the fourth century. He accepted it in his Church History as
taken from the Syriac original deposited in the archives of
Edessa.? The apostle sent to Edessa is here Thaddaios, one of
the Twelve. In the Syriac Doctrine of Addai® he is replaced by
Addai, supposed to be one of the larger group of Christ’s dis-
ciples, said to have been sent there by Thomas, the apostle of
the East, whose relics were ceremonially transferred to Edessa

1 §. Ephraemi Syri, Rabulae FEpiscopi Edesseni, Balaei aliorumque Opera
Selecta, ed. J. Josephus Overbeck, Oxonii, 1865, p. 192.

2 Cf. Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History, 1. 13.

% The Doctrine of Addai, the Apostle . . ., ed. by George Phillips, London, 1876.
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and deposited there in a silver shrine in A.p. 232.7 In the Syriac
text the story is given with many more details and connected
with other legends. It is astonishing how many persons are
mentioned there by name. The author is anxious to show how
well he was acquainted with the conditions of the royal court
of Edessa at that time. Most of the men mentioned in the legend
are in fact otherwise known to have lived at that time. But they
do not belong to the court of King Abgar of Edessa, but to the
court of the Parthian kings of the time, of Artabanes I1I (about
12-38), Gotarses II (about 38-50), and Vardanes (about §9-47).
This has been proved by Joseph Marquardt,? and he has drawn
from this fact the conclusion that the legend must have been
originally composed in a land ruled by these Parthian kings, and
that this land was Adiabene.

It seems that when the land had become to a large extent a
Christian country the historical fact of King Izates’ conversion
to Judaism of which we have heard was converted into a Chris-
tian legend. We have still traces of this Christian legend of
Adiabene. In it King Izates appears under the name of Narsai.
In the Edessene ‘Doctrine of Addai’ he is called Narsai, malka
d’ Athiraye, Narsai, the king of the Assyrians.3 More about this
legend is to be found in the Armenian story as reported by Mose
of Khorene.*

In Edessa, King Izates-Narsai was replaced by his contem-
porary, King Abgar. Hanan, the keeper of the archives
(tabélard),s said to have been sent by the king to Palestine and
to have played a prominent role in the conversion of King
Abgar, has his prototype in Ananias (= Hananya, Ianan), the
Jewish merchant who was responsible for King Izates’ conversion
to Judaism. Queen Helena of Adiabene, Izates’ mother, is made
the wife of King Abgar of Edessa in the Armenian text of the
story.6 Addai, the missionary of Adiabene and the lands adjacent

1 L.-]J. Tixeront, Les Origines de IEglise dFEdesse et la légende d’Abgar, Etude
critique . . ., Paris, 1888, p. 155.

* Qsteuropdische und Ostasiatische Streifziige . . ., Leipzig, 1903, p. 296 £ The
years of the Parthian kings are given according to Debevoise, 4 Political
History of Parthia, Chicago, 1938, p. 270.

3 Cf. Doctrine of Addai, ed. Phillips, p. 37 of the Syriac text, p. 35 of the
translation.

4 Cf. Tixeront, l.c., p. 71; R. A. Lipsius, Die¢ Edessenische Abgarsage, 1880,
P- 39- . .

5 This word was read by Eusebius as tabellard and connected with Latin
tabellarus, and this he translates TaxU2popos.

¢ Cf. A. Lipsius, Lc., p. 86 f.
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to the Tigris, for whom we have now a certain date in the
Chronicle of Arbela, had to be antedated by more than sixty
years in order to become a disciple of Christ and missionary of
Edessa in King Abgar Ukkama’s time, and he had to be post-
dated for more than sixty years in other parts of the legend in
order to become the teacher of Bishop Palut in the second half
of the second century. So he was twice connected with Edessa
which he probably never visited!

It is generally believed that the reason for importing and
developing the legend in Edessa was the conversion to the Chris-
tian faith of King Abgar IX (ruled A.p. 179-214), with whom
Bardaisan is said to have had special connexions. But the only
‘Christian’ king of whom we really know was the king of the
legend, the contemporary of Christ. In the Edessene Chronicle
King Abgar IX is mentioned several times in the well-known
report of the great inundation of Edessa in A.p. 201, and other
details about him are reported in § 9, concerning the year 20 5-6.
But not the slightest allusion is made to a conversion of this
king, and it is very likely that this ‘conversion’ should be
regarded as a modern legend without historical foundation.r

Under these circumstances we must hold that the legend
connected with the name of Addai is of no historical value for
the beginnings of Christianity in Edessa. As it was adapted in
Edessa to the needs of that town, it certainly reflects some of
the conditions there at a later time. But it was imported into
Edessa in order to be used for an idealistic reconstruction of the
past. It gives the official history of a correct development of
Christianity in Edessa as it should have been, according to a
later point of view.

Burkitt tries to reconstruct the history of Christianity in
Edessa with the help of the legend. Addai, said in one part of
the legend to have been a contemporary of Christ, was according
to other parts of the legend the teacher of Palut, who is said to
have been consecrated as a bishop about a.p. 180 by Serapion,
who was Bishop of Antioch from 189 or 192 to 209, and Serapion
is said to have been connected with Zephyrine, who was Bishop
in Rome from 202 to 218.2 Through these connexions Palut

I On this question cf. Marquardt, l.c., p. 300, note g, and H. Gomperz’s
article: ‘Hat es jemals in Edessa christliche Kénige gegeben?’ in Archaco-
logisch-Epigraphische Mitteilungen aus Ostreich-Ungarn, vol. xix, Wien, 1896,
Pp- 154-7.

* These dates do.not agree at all with each other. They are given as
taken from Burkitt.
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becomes the ‘catholic’ Bishop par excellence of the Edessene
Church and he is the central figure of Burkitt’s hypothetical
reconstruction. '

On the other hand, Michael the Syrian reports in his chronicle
that Bardaisan was converted to the Christian faith by an
Edessene Bishop Hystasp who was preceded by Bishop Izani and
followed by Bishop Aqai, and Michael puts Palut, of whom he
knew from the Doctrine of Addai, into the time of the apostles.
Michael’s list can hardly be brought into accord with Burkitt’s
reconstruction. ‘I think we shall do best to reject Michael’s
order altogether,” Burkitt writes.! It may be that he is right, but
it may be that we have here some remnants of the real history
which were removed in the idealistic reconstruction. With cer-
tainty we can only state two facts:

1. If Bardaisan (born 154) was converted in Edessa to the
Christian faith, there must have existed a Christian com-
munity there in the second half of the second century.

2. According to the Edessene Chronicle, the sanctuary of the
Christian Church was destroyed in the great inundation
in 201. This is the earliest reference to a church building
in Edessa as distinct from worship in private houses. As
the ‘catholic’ Bishop Palut, who must have been bishop of
the town at that time, is not mentioned, he cannot have
played the important role attributed to him by Burkitt.
On the other hand, we fully understand why Addai is not
mentioned in the Edessene Chronicle.

(¢) TATIAN’S DIATESSARON

Tatian, the second man connected by scholars like Harnack
and Burkitt with the beginnings of Christianity in Edessa, calls
himself an *Assyrian’, that is to say that he came from Assyria,
the land between the Tigris and Media, from the Armenian
mountains up to Ctesiphon.? We have already noted that
Adiabene, situated east of the Tigris, became a part of the
Roman province of Assyria after the war of Trajan (A.p. 116).3
Theodor Zahn may be right in supposing that Adiabene was
Tatian’s home country,* but we do not know this with certainty.

U Cf. Lectures, p. 32. For this list cf. the note in Marquart’s Streifzige . . .,
P- 298 1.; Chronique de Michel Le Syrien, Patriarche Facobite d’ Antioche (1166—99),
éditée . . . et traduite . . . par J.-B. Chabot, tome i, Paris, 1899, p. 184 f.

* Cf. Theodor Zahn, Forschungen, i. 269. He relies here on Claudius
Ptolemaeus, the famous geographer, a contemporary of Tatian.

3 See above, p. 186. * See Zahn, l.c., pp. 270, 273.
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Besides, Tatian calls himself a ‘barbarian’, that is to say that he
was not a Greek. His mother tongue was Syriac, the language
spoken in Assyria. He was a very gifted man, a man of impor-
tance. He renounced his chance of getting a reputable position
at home, and, eager to learn, he went abroad to the West. His
Oratio ad Graecos, the only book composed by him which has
come down to us, shows that he was able to write excellent
Greek, and that he was very well acquainted with Greek philo-
sophy and civilization. But he was no real admirer of the Greeks.
The whole Oratio shows that he was proud of being a ‘barbarian’.!

In Rome he came into close contact with Justin Martyr, and
it was probably under his influence that he became a Christian.
He must have stayed there after his master’s death for some
years. We know of several pupils he had during these years—
Rhodon from Asia Minor, Narcissus of Jerusalem, perhaps
Clement of Alexandria. His differences with the Church are
already mentioned by Irenaeus. That he went back to the
East we hear only from Epiphanius. It is very likely that he left
Rome about A.p. 172. We have no report on his further life.
That he came to Edessa is merely conjectured by modern
scholars, because they believe Edessa to be the place where
Christianity started in the East. He is not mentioned in the
Edessene Chronicle? nor do we hear that he came into contact
with a man like Bardaisan (bornA.p. 154). Itis much morelikely
that he returned to his home country, Assyria, and settled there.

We have secen that a Christian mission had been begun in
Assyria before a.p. 100. Tatian may have known something of
Christianity before he started on his journey to the West. In Rome
he learnt to see that religion with other eyes, and there he
became a Christian. When he now returned to Assyria, he must
have found in it a great number of Christian communities. The
more than twenty bishoprics which existed in A.D. 224 in the
lands adjacent to the Tigris? needed a certain time for their
development. Tatian may have been eager to come into contact
with these Christians at home. It is for these Christian com-
munities in Assyria that he produced a Syriac text arranged in
the order of the Diatessaron.*

I See Zahn, l.c., pp. 270-2.

* See above, p. 191. 3 See above, p. 189.

4 This formulation has been proposed by G. D. Kilpatrick, who remarks:
‘If the Diatessaron was primarily an arrangement of the Gospel material,
then the whole question whether the Diatessaron was first produced in
Greek or Syriac becomes of less importance.’
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It is a matter of fact that the Diatessaron is closely connected
with the Old Syriac Gospels, of which we know two MSS. One
is the Codex Curetonianus, written probably in the fifth century,
published by William Cureton.” The other is the famous palimp-
sest in the Convent of Mount Sinai, discovered in 1892 by Agnes
Smith Lewis and published in 1894 as a joint edition by Bensly,
Rendel Harris, and Burkitt.* The upper script of the palimpsest,
containing stories of saints and written by a monk Johannes in
a convent in Ma‘arrat Mesrén (between Antioch and Aleppo),
was finished A.Gr. 1090, A.p. 778. The under script may have
been written as early as the fourth century.3

These two MSS. differ from one another sometimes in such
a way that it has been said that we have here different transla-
tions. But this theory, formulated by Julius Bewer,* under the
impression created by the material collected by Albert Bonus,5
is certainly not right. We have here a translation of the Bible
which had never been officially recognized. This kind of trans-
lation has to be regarded as analogous to the old Jewish Targum
of which we have spoken. It was exposed to alteration and
corrected by copyists who aimed at writing down as perfect a
text as possible. They may have adapted the translation to
other Greek texts at their disposal. We have here an analogue
to the Targum and to the Septuagint which have been occasion-
ally altered according to other Hebrew texts, and a parallel to
the Old Latin translation of the Gospels of which we can form
now an exact idea from the new edition published by the Berlin
Academy from material collected during nearly half a century
by Adolf Jilicher. Here in every line the text regarded by

' Remains of a Very Antient Recension of the Four Gospels in Syriac, hitherto
unknown in Europe; discovered, edited, and translated by William Cureton,
London, 1858.

2 The Four Gospels in Syriac, transcribed from the Sinaitic Palimpsest by the
late Robert L. Bensly, J. Rendel Harris, and F. Crawford Burkitt. With an
Introduction by Agnes Smith Lewis. Cambridge, 1894.

5 ‘Not later than the beginning of the 5th century’, Arthur Hjelt, Sirus
Stnaiticus, 1930, p. 24.

+ Julius Bewer, The History of the New Testament Canon in the Syriac Church,
Chicago, 1900, pp. 3-16.

5 Collatio Codicis Lewisiani rescripti . . . cum Codice Curetoniano, cui adjectae sunt
lectiones e Peshitto desumptae, Oxonii, 1896.

6 ‘Ttala. Das Neue Testament in altlateinischer Uberlieferung.” Nach
den Handschriften herausgegeben von Adolf Jillicher. Im Aufirage der
Kirchenviter-kommission der Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften zum Druck
besorgt von Walter Matzkow, I. Matthidus-Evangelium, Berlin, 1938;
II. Marcus-Evangelium, Berlin, 1940.
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Julicher as the oldest is printed in somewhat larger type, and
beneath each word the various readings collected from all avail-
able sources are given in a somewhat smaller type, so that one
can easily recognize the reading of every source. As soon as we
come to an authorized version, conditions are completely changed.
The MSS. of the Latin Vulgate, of the Syriac Peshitta, of the
Targum Onkelos, have in the main the same text, with only
slight variant readings.

Of the Old Syriac Gospels we have only two MSS. and
scarcely any quotation by Syriac Fathers, as these usually quote
Tatian’s Diatessaron.? Burkitt, in his great edition of 1904,% was
able to print the text of one of these MSS. and to add the various
readings of the other in the notes. The edition was made with
great care and is reliable in details. But we must keep in mind
that in older times other texts of this version existed, and it is
very likely that hardly any two MSS. had exactly the same text.
If more of these texts were preserved, we should have to adopt
a method of editing the version in a way similar to that used
for the Latin Gospels.

Unfortunately Burkitt had been asked to publish a new edition
of the Curetonian which was out of print.3 Although he himself
was convinced that the Sinai MS. represented a much older
form of the text he had to publish the later text, according to
his commission, and the readings of the older text he had to give
in the notes. Only where the text of the Curetonian was not
preserved was he able to print the older text. The text pub-
lished by him is therefore not consistent. It is mostly the later
revised text, though sometimes the older text which was not
revised. He publishes these texts as if they represented one and
the same recension. Both texts are written—according to Bur-
kitt—in the most idiomatic Syriac. He admits that the text is

U There exist, however, some texts in which the separate Gospels are
quoted. See Joseph Schifers, Eine altsyrische antimarkionitische Erklarung von
Parabeln des Herrn und zwei andere alisyrische Abhandlungen zu Texten der Evan-
gelien. Mit Beitrdgen zu Tatian’s Diatessaron und Markion’s Neuem Testament
(Neutestamentliche Abhandlungen, ed. Meinertz, vol. vi, Heft 1-2, Minster,
1917, pp. 226-q. )

2 FEvangelion da-Mepharreshe. The Curelonian Version of the Four Gospels, with
the readings of the Sinai Palimpsest and the early Syriac Patristic cvidence, edited,
collected, and arranged by F. Crawford Burkitt, vol. i, Text; vol. ii, Intro-
duction and Notes, Cambridge, 1904.

3 The commission to re-edit the Codex Curetonianus was previously given
to Professor Bensly, before the Sinai MS. was known. After Bensly’s death
in 1894 the commission was handed over to Burkitt, Bensly’s collaborator.
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full of peculiarities of grammar and spelling which are hardly
to be met elsewhere in Syriac literature. But there is no question
of dialectical variety or of rustic idiom. On the contrary, every
indication shows that the translator used the vernacular Syriac
of Edessa with the simplicity and ease which come from literary
training.’

Burkitt underestimates the differences of the two texts and was
more impressed by the similarities which they have in common
against later translations. The relation between the two texts
has recently been discussed by Charles C. Torrey.2 He refers
to the fact that there are traces of Syro-Palestinian pronuncia-
tion and orthography in the Sinai palimpsest. A few of these
traces had been previously indicated by Wellhausen in 1905.3
Torrey now publishes a great number of such instances which
he has collected from time to time in his own reading of these
Gospels from 1895 onwards. He writes with regard to the
material which he publishes:

The list makes no claim of completeness, nor on the other hand does
it include only such forms and idioms as are not found at all in Edessene
Syriac. Any usage which is much more frequent in the ‘Western’
Aramaic than in classical Syriac may have the right to a place in this
investigation.

‘The material collected by him is convincing on the whole. He
is also quite right in assuming that originally such traces were
more numerous in the text, and that they were altered in the
course of time by copyists accustomed to correct Syriac. Several
centuries elapsed between the original date of translation and the
copying of the text in the Sinai palimpsest. Torrey comes to the
conclusion:

The translators of these Old Syriac Gospels were natives of Palestine,
Jews by birth and training, but converted to the Nazarene faith, who
for a considerable time had been resident in the region of Antioch; men
of learning and masters of the Syriac language who nevertheless spoke
and wrote with an admixture of Palestinian Aramaic sufficient to give
it something of the character of a patois. In the Curetonian text we
have to see a revision of the Sinai text improving its language in the
direction of pure Syriac, removing the conspicuously Palestinian ele-
ments and conforming the text to a later form of the Greek.

I See Burkitt’s edition, vol. ii, pp. 39 ff.
? Charles C. Torrey, Documents of the Primitive Church, New York, 1942,
pp- 249 fI.
3 In his review of Enno Littmann’s Semitic Inscriptions, in the Géttingische
Gelehrte Anzeigen, 1905, p. 683.
pd
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I fully agree with these conclusions of Torrey with only the
exception of the words ‘in the region of Antioch’. From the fact
that the upper script of the palimpsest was written in A.D. 778
in a convent near Antioch we cannot conclude that the under
script—the text of the Gospels—must have been written, three
or four centuries earlier, at the same place, to say nothing of the
place where the translation itself may have been made more
than six centuries earlier. On the other hand, it is clear that,
if Torrey is right, the translation cannot have been made in
Edessa, as Burkitt suggests. It may be that a revision of the
text was made there. In the Curetonian we have such a revised
text. Here all traces of archaic words and forms are eliminated.
But this and other revisions which must have existed, although
they are not preserved, may have been made in Edessa and also
elsewhere.

Torrey’s conclusions imply exactly the conditions prevailing
in Adiabene. Here we find a large Jewish population among
which a Christian mission had been active since the days of
Addai (before a.p. 100). We have seen that this Jewish popula-
tion had been in the possession of at least parts of a Syriac Old
Testament—made by Jews for Jews—since the middle of the
first century. Burkitt has rightly remarked that the translation of
the Gospels into Syriac must have been preceded by a translation
of the Old Testament into that language, because the correct
rendering of Hebrew proper names in the Gospels cannot be
explained from the Greek text alone.! For ‘Jews by birth and
training, but converted to the Nazarene faith, who for a con-
siderable time had been resident’—in Adiabene—correct render-
ing of Hebrew proper names would be no difficulty. It is very
likely that the translation of the Gospels was made in Adiabene,
where the conditions were just such as described by Torrey.

The close connexion which undoubtedly exists between the
Diatessaron of Tatian and the Old Syriac Gospels can be
explained—and has been explained—in two different ways.
We have to suppose either that the Diatessaron was made from
the text of the Old Syriac Gospels, which in this case must have
existed before the Diatessaron was composed; or that the Dia-
tessaron was originally composed in Greek and later translated

1 ‘It requires some acquaintance with the Old Testament to know that
Noyep in the genealogy given by S. Luke should be written jams, but
Sapouy should be (eww, and Acuey should be gaN.” Evangelion da-
Mepharreshe, ii. 202 f. Burkitt gives several more examples in support of his
conclusion.
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into Syriac. In this case the Old Syriac Gospels are later than
the Diatessaron and must have been translated in close con-
nexion with it.

.Theodor Zahn, who wrote his fundamental book on the
Diatessaron in 1881," came to the conclusion that Tatian com-
posed the Diatessaron from the Old Syriac Gospels of which
Zahn knew at that time only the Curetonian. Friedrich Baeth-
gen, who carefully compared in 1885 the Curetonian with the
Diatessaron, pointed out that this text shows a great number
of harmonistic readings which can scarcely be explained if we
dc_) not realize that they were made under the influence of the
Diatessaron. This and other reasons led him to the conclusion
that the text of the Curetonian must be later than the Diatessaron
and that it cannot be older than the middle of the third century.?
Zahn was convinced that Baethgen was right.?

In the Sinai palimpsest traces of great antiquity were dis-
covered. Burkitt, in a long article published in 14894 in the
Guardian,* deals with these various marks of antiquity and comes
to the conclusion:

The arguments for the priority of the Diatessaron which were satis-
factory enough against the Curetonianus break down when applied to
Syrus vetus represented by the Sinai palimpsest.

But when he published the text ten years later, he had completely
changed his mind. After a long investigation of the different
problems connected with these questions he comes to the con-
clusion that the Diatessaron must have been originally composed
from Greek texts in Greek and later translated into Syriac.
What were the reasons for this change of view?

Burkitt names several. But one is decisive for him: The
Diatessaron shows a great number of ‘Western’ readings which
otherwise are unattested except by the Cambridge Codex Bezae
(D) and by some Latin texts. Such ‘Western’ readings cannot
be expected in the East, they must have been imported from
the West. This importation must have been made via the
Diatessaron, composed in Rome from Greek MSS. with ‘West-
ern’ readings, brought over by Tatian to the East and translated

! Theodor Zahn, Tatian’s Diatessaron. Forschungen zur Geschichie des Neu-
lestamentlichen Kanons und der altchristlichen Literatur, i, Erlangen, 1881.

* Friedrich Bacthgen, Evangelienfragmente, Der griechische Text des Cure-
tonischen Syrers wicderhergestellt, Leipzig, 1885, pp. 72 ff.

3 Theodor Zahn, Geschichte des Neutestamentlichen Kanons, 1. i, 1888, p. 405.

* “The Sinai Palimpsest of the Old Syriac Gospels’, The Guardian, 31
October 18g4.
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there into Syriac. A translation of the separate Gospels may
have been ordered by Palut, the ‘catholic’ Bishop of Edessa of
whom we have heard. He may have been encouraged in this
order by the fact that the Harmony, as composed by a heretic,
was not highly valued in the Church of Rome. The translation
was made on the basis of a Greek text as read about A.D. 200
in Antioch, and of the Diatessaron to which the Edessenes were
accustomed. So the ‘Western’ readings crept into the new
translation. But in spite of the supposed endeavour of the Bishop
this new translation did not acquire any influence, for the
Diatessaron remained the ‘Evangelion’ in the Syrian Church
during the following centuries.

In the Introduction to his Evangelion da-Mepharreshe Burkitt
has given this sketch with great caution, as ‘a working hypo-
thesis’, fully aware of the great difficulties inherent in it." In his
lecture The Bible in Syria* he speaks with much more confidence,
and in his last article ‘Syriac-speaking Christianity’s he has mod:-
fied somewhat his hypothesis under the influence of the Dutch
Harmony discussed by Plooij, but in general he has no doubt
of the correctness of the hypothesis, and here, as we have seen,
he goes so far as to suppose that Tatian may be the same man
as Addai.

The ‘Western’ readings in the Diatessaron are certainly a
problem which has to be explained. But I doubt whether this
can be done in the way proposed by Burkitt. I may refer here
to two facts which have become known in recent years.

1. The fragments of the Gospels and Acts in the Chester
Beatty Papyri, dated by Sir Frederic Kenyon from the first half
of the third century,* show these ‘Western’ readings in great
number. After a careful investigation of this MS. in connexion
with other ancient texts Sir Frederic Kenyon comes to the
following conclusions:

With D and other authorities of the so-called ‘Western’ type 1ts
(i.c. the papyrus’) relations are interesting and significant. In all the
Gospels there are a considerable number of passages in which it supports
readings of this type, including a good many which have exclusively

1 Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, vol. ii, pp. 206 ff.
2 ¢§t. Margaret’s Lectures on the Syriac-speaking Church’, no. ii, pp- 39—
78. Cf. the summary, p. 76 f.

3 Cambridge Ancient History, vol. xii, 1939, pp. 492-6. Cf. already Burkitt’s
review on Plooij, ‘A Primitive Text of the Diatessaron, Leiden, 1923, in
FTS., vol. xxv, 1924, pp. 113-30.

4 The Chester Beaity Biblical Papyri . . ., by Frederic Kenyon, Fasciculus II,
The Gospels and Acts, London, 1933, p. x.
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“Western’ support. But it has none of the more notable variants
characteristic of this type, and where D and the Old Latin have peculiar
readings, the papyrus is usually against them (p. xiv). The general
result to which this evidence points would appear to be that this MS.
is a witness to the existence in Egypt in the first half of the third century
of a type of text distinct from that found predominantly in B, and with
a strong infusion of readings found in the early authorities which are
grouped together as ‘Western’. . . . Its “Western’ features do not imply
any connexion with either Rome or the Syriac Church. It only confirms
the conclusion as to the misleading character of the term ‘Western’. . . .
The readings which do occur in it are not geographically Western or
Syrian, but are early readings which did not find a place in B, but which,
in varying degrees, are preserved in Western, Syrian, or Caesarean
authorities (p. xviii f.).

As we have now a text of the Gospels with ‘Western’ readings
in Egypt in the first half of the third century,’ we may suppose
that much earlier similar texts may have existed in the East in
general, not only in Egypt where a favourable climate has pre-
served them.? A text of that kind must have been the basis of
the Old Syriac Gospels.

2. That texts with these so-called ‘Western’ readings must
really be very old is shown in a quite objective way by Professor
Wensinck in his investigation of “The Semitisms of Codex Bezae
and their relation to the non-Western text of the Gospel of Saint
Luke’.3 By comparing the text of Codex D with that of non-
Western MSS. of the Gospels he found a group of variants
originating from a more or less faithful rendering of Semitic
expressions and Semitic syntax. After disregarding the variants
which owe their origin to editorial tendencies, and the variants
common to D and non-Western MSS., and those common to D
and the parallel texts in the other Gospels, about 270 variants
remained. Of these more than 200 belong to Codex D and
about 50 instances to non-Western MSS., all of them due to
differences of reading or translation of an underlying Aramaic

! In connexion with these facts it is of importance to remember that the
text used by Clement of Alexandria showed these ‘Western’ readings in great
number. Cf. P. M. Barnard, ‘The Biblical Text of Clement of Alexandria in
the Four Gospels and the Acts of the Apostles’, London, 1899 (7exts and
Studies, vol. v, 5).

2 Cf. the last discussion of thesc problems by G. D. Kilpatrick, ‘Western
Text and Original Text in the Gospels and Acts’, in ¥7TS., vol. xliv, 1943,
pp. 24-36. In his article ‘Western Text and Original Text in the Epistles’
(ib., vol. xlv, pp. 60-5) he has shown that similar conditions prevail in other
parts of the New Testament.

3 Bulletin of the Bezan Club, no. xii, Leiden, December, 1937, Pp- 11—48.
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text. In a number of instances the reading of the non-Western
MSS., as well as of Codex D, gives a faulty sense which proved
to have an easy explanation in the same way. From these facts
Wensinck concludes: D represents the Aramaic background of
the Gospel tradition more faithfully than the non-Western MSS.,
and seems, from this point of view, to have the claim of pre-
cedence.!

The so-called ‘Western’ readings in the Old Syriac Gospels
are in reality early readings for which the Diatessaron cannot
be made responsible. They were to be found in the Greek text
which was the basis of the Syriac translation. This Greek text
must have been a very early one. Torrey writes:

-The Sinai text occasionally renders a Greek text to which it is the
only witness, preserving primitive readings which the developing Chris-
tian doctrine could not tolerate and accordingly revised.

He refers to the reading ’lwone ¢yévwnoev Tov *Incolv rendered in
Mt. 1. 16, together with the support given to this in vss. 20, 24,
25; to the reading 2capéviev éomiv rendered in Mt. 14. 26 and
Mec. 6. 49, and he comes to the conclusion that the oldest of all
Syriac versions of the Gospels must be dated early in the second
century. Torrey is certainly right. It is not likely that in the
church of Antioch a Greek text with such readings was used in
A.D. 200, as Burkitt maintained.

By comparing parallel passages in the Gospels of the Sinai
text Arthur Hjelt pointed out that the same Greek word has
often been translated in the different Gospels by different Syriac
words.> He concluded from this fact that the Syriac translation
of the different Gospels was not made by the same man at the
same time. Hjelt thinks that he can prove that the Gospel of
Matthew was translated first and that the Gospel of Luke was
the last translated. I am somewhat doubtful whether we can
really go so far. But even Burkitt agrees that a number of the
instances collected by Hjelt are sufficiently striking, and he
admits that they present a formidable appearance to those who
are prepared to regard a text practically identical with that of

1 Compare with Wensinck’s conclusion Wellhausen’s remark in Einleitung
in die drei ersten Evangelien, Berlin, 19035, p. 15: ‘Im Cantabrigiensis Bezae sind
hiufig Semitismen stehn geblieben, die im Vaticanus und Sinaiticus beseitigt
sind; und dies ist ein Vorzug. Denn es darf als sicher gelten, dass die
Semitismen nicht nachtriglich eingetragen, sondern ausgemerzt sind.” Cf.
Lweite Ausgabe, Berlin, 1911, p. 9.

* Arthur Hjelt, Die altsyrische FEvangelieniibersetzung und Tatians Diates-
saron . . ., Leipzig, 1901, pp. g6-107.
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the Sinai palimpsest as the earliest version of the Gospels into
Syriac.

The Syriac text which was before Tatian when he composed
the Diatessaron was certainly not ‘practically identical’ with the
text in the Sinai palimpsest. It would be a special coincidence
if one of the two forms of text preserved to us happened to be
the basis for Tatian’s work. We have to remember that the
Syriac translation had no authoritatively fixed text. The differ-
ences which exist between the text of the Diatessaron and that
of the Old Syriac Gospels are not to be explained by the fact
that Tatian may have used Greek MSS. along with the Syriac
Gospels at his disposal. They only show that the Syriac text
used by Tatian differed in some respects from the text in the
Sinai MS.

On the other hand, the Diatessaron was a great success. In
the Syriac-speaking Church the separate Gospels were put into
the background by it. It would be quite natural that the Syriac
translation of the Gospels should be later influenced by it. In the
Curetonian such influences have been pointed out by Baethgen.?
The error in Baethgen’s deduction was that he concluded from
this fact that the translation itself was not made before A.p. 2 50.
He did not reckon with the alterations to which such old transla-
tions were exposed. That an authority like Th. Zahn was led
astray by these deductions shows that he too was not suffi-
ciently acquainted with the conditions under which such old
Biblical translations existed. As the Gospel text in the Sinai
palimpsest was copied probably in the fourth century, at a time
when the Diatessaron was highly esteemed in the Eastern
Churches, it may be that it also was influenced by the Diates-
saron.? But in the main we must see in these Gospel texts descen-
dants of the Syriac text which was before Tatian when he
composed the Diatessaron.

The view that the Diatessaron was composed in the East on
the basis of an old Syriac translation of the Gospels best explains
the fact that we have no real trace of the existence and influence
of the Diatessaron in the'West. It is certainly remarkable that
a scholar like Origen (died 254), so interested in textual criticism,
does not once mention it, although he is well informed about

' Cf. Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, vol. ii, pp. 210-12.

? See above, p. 203, note 2.

3 See H. J. Vogels, ‘Die altsyrischen Evangelien in ihrem Verhaltnis zu
Tatian’s Diatessaron’ (Biblische Studien, ed. Bardenhewer, vol. xvi, Freiburg,

1911).
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the writings of Tatian.! Clement of Alexandria (died about 225)
knows of several books composed by Tatian,> and he often
criticizes his doctrines.? But he knows nothing of the Diatessaron,
and this fact is of special importance as it is very likely that he
was a personal pupil of Tatian.¢ Irenaeus (died about 202), the
first author who mentions Tatian as a heretic,5 does not know
of the Diatessaron.

Eusebius (died about g40), mentions the Diatessaron in his
Ecclesiastical History (iv. 29). The Greek text has here:

Tatian, their [‘the Encratists’] first head, brought together a com-
bination and junction—I do not know how—of the Gospels, and he
called it Diatessaron, and this is said to be still among some people.

The Old Syriac translation has some interesting variants:

This Tatian, their [‘the Encratists’] first head, collected and mixed
and made an Evangelion and called it Diatessaron, i.e. that of the
mixed ones, that which exists among many people up to to-day.

The only natural inference from this much discussed passage is
that Eusebius never saw a copy of the text.

Epiphanius (died 403) knows that the Evangelion Diatessaron,
called by some people xar& ‘EBpaious, is said to have been com-
posed by Tatian.” Jerome (died 420) in his book De viris
inlustribus speaks of the endless series of books composed by
Tatian, but he does not mention the Diatessaron.?

Up to ten years ago not a single line of a Greek Diatessaron
was known to exist. This is no longer so, since, on 5 March 1933,
during a joint excavation at Dura-Europos on the Euphrates,
undertaken by Yale University and the French Academy, a
little piece of parchment was discovered with fourteen lines of
a Greek Harmony which has undoubtedly a close connexion
with Tatian’s Diatessaron. The fragment was published by

* Harnack, Geschichte der Altchristlichen Literatur, i. 489. It is not very likely
that he even knew the title of the book, as Zahn proposes; see Geschichte des
Neutestamentlichen Kanons, 1. 412.

* Harnack, l.c., i. 488; Zahn, Forschungen, i, p. 12. )

* Cf. besides the references given in note 2: Einar Molland, T#e Conception
of the Gospel in the Alexandrian Theology, Oslo, 1938, p. 21 f.

+ (Cf. the references given in note 2.

$ See Harnack, l.c. i. 486, ii. i, 28g.

¢ See Zahn, Forschungen, i. 14—20; Arthur Hjelt, Die alisyrische Evan-
gelieniibersetzung und Tatians Diatessaron . . ., Leipzig, 1901, p. 23 f.

7 See Zahn, Forschungen, i, p. 21 f. .

8 Ibid., p. 6 f.; ‘Beachtenswert ist, dass er iiber das Diatessaron schweigt’,
Harnack, l.c. 491.
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Carl H. Kraeling.! It seems to belong to the third century,? and
is of great value as it clearly shows that a Gospel Harmony in
Greek existed at an early time. It is of special interest as it shows
some readings which cannot be found in any MS. of the Gospels
so far known. But there can hardly be any doubt that this
Greek text is a translation from a Syriac original—although
making use of a Greek text of the Gospels.3 Clear evidence of
this fact is the name Arimathaea, the place from which Joseph
is said to come in Mt. 27. 57. It has here the form Epwuafouc,
and we must ask how the v in the name has to be explained.
In Syriac letters the name would have the form kLisw.;! and
this was clearly misread by the translator as ks, Syriac
: and n being very similar; they could easily be confused by
somebody who did not know the name. Also the initial ¢ of the
word can easily be explained when we suppose a Syriac original.
Dura-Europos was a place where Greek and Syriac influences
met. The Diatessaron was read by the Syrian Christians in
their churches and the text was translated into Greek for the
sake of Greek-speaking Christians there.

Kraeling seems to be right in saying that the Greek fragment
is the earliest Diatessaron document in existence. But he admits
that the Coptic Manichaean documents recently discovered in
Egypt may furnish a witness to the Syriac text only slightly later
than that which the Dura fragment bears to the Greek.# That
the ‘Evangelion’ quoted by Mani and his disciples was the
Diatessaron was in fact suggested by the first editors.’ The
texts published since show that there can be no doubt about this
fact.® The language used by Mani was Syriac,” and we know

' ‘A Greek Fragment of Tatian’s Diatessaron from Dura’, edited by Carl
H. Kraeling (Studies and Documents . . ., iii), London, 1935.

* Kraeling dates the fragment in accordance with the date of the Christian
chapel in the neighbourhood of which it was discovered from about A.D. 222.

* Cf. A. Baumstark, in Oriens Christianus, Series 3, vol. x, Leipzig, 1935,
PP- 244-52.

* Cf. Kraeling, l.c., p. 16, note 1.

* See C. Schmidt and H. J. Polotsky, Ein Mani-Fund in Agypten, Sitzungs-
berichte, Berlin Academy, 1923, pp. 57-9.

8 Manichiische Handschriften der Staatlichen Museen, Berlin, vol. 1 ; Kephalaia,
ed. Schmidt, Polotsky and Bohlig, Stuttgart, 1935 ff. A quotation from the
Diatessaron has been discussed by Baumstark in Oriens Christianus, vol. xxxiv,
1937, pp. 169 ff. The Manichaean texts published since then show the use
of the Diatessaron in quotations from the Gospels clearly.

7 Besides Syriac, Mani knew some Persian too, but he did not know that
language very well. W. B. Henning has recently published a report of the
last audience granted to Mani by King Bahram I, the Sassanid. The report

: e
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that he began his mission in Mesopotamia in 241." The Syriac
Diatessaron was well known and generally used at that time.
A Greek text was in existence—that we know from the fragment
published by Kraeling. But, as far as we know, it did not play
any great role.

The same must be said of the Latin text of the Diatessaron
which was the source of the Dutch Harmony, the Liége Diates-
saron, to which D. Plooij has drawn the attention of critics. This
Dutch text—and similar texts known to us—are derived from
an old Latin Harmony with a text older than Jerome’s Vulgate,
and not identical with the anonymous Latin Harmony found
in the sixth century by Victor of Capua, which was brought
later into accordance with the Vulgate. Plooij thinks that it was
an Old Latin Harmony which had been forgotten for 1,000 years
and which the Dutch Harmony may enable us to reconstruct.?
He supposes that it was translated directly from the Old Syriac
text.’

In the beginning of the fifth century a new text of the New
Testament in Syriac was introduced into Edessa. The author
was, as Professor Burkitt has made nearly certain, Rabbula, who
was bishop in that town from A.D. 411 to 435.+ Of his activity
against the followers of Bardaisan we have already heard.5 In
this new translation, the so-called Peshitta, the separate Gospels
were to be found. Rabbula ordered that the priests and deacons
should take care that in all churches an Evangelion of the
separate Gospels should be found and read.® It seems that he
succeeded, at least in Edessa. Other bishops of Syriac-speaking

is given by Nuhzadag, who had served Mani as an interpreter on that
occasion. Henning remarks: ‘Although Mani knew some Persian and even
had composed one of his books in, it is true, somewhat halting Persian, he
must have felt his knowledge of that language to be insufficient for an
audience that was to decide on his life and the future of his community.’
Cf. ‘Mani’s Last Journey’, by W. B. Henning, Bulletin of the School of Oriental
and African Studies, vol. x, London, 1942, p. 953.

T Cf. H. H. Schaeder, in Gromon, vol. ix, 1933, P- 349.

2 D. Plooij, A Primitive Text of the Diatessaron, Leiden, 1933.

3 D. Plooij, Traces of the Syriac Origin of the Old Latin Diatessaron, Mede-
deelingen of the Amsterdam Academy, 1927.

4 ‘Now he translated in the wisdom of God that was in him the New
Testament from Greek into Syriac, because of the variations exactly as it
was.” Vita Rabbulae, ed. Overbeck, p. 172; Burkitt, Evangelion da-Mepharreshe,
vol. ii, p. 161.

5 Cf. above, p. 194 f.

S Praccepia et Monita ad Sacerdoles et Regulares, ed. Overbeck, l.c., p. 220,
lines g3-5.

TATIAN’S DIATESSARON. THE ARABIC DIATESSARON 211

communities followed his example. Bishop Theodoret of Cyryg
(died A.p. 457) boasts of having collected and destroyed inyhis
diocese more than 200 copies of the Diatessaron and of havin
forced the churches under his jurisdiction to use the separ tg
Gospels, i.e. the Peshitta. patate
But the introduction of a revised version of Biblical texts hags
never been an immediate success. We have seen this in the case
of the Ta}rgum, the Septuagint, and the V ulgate, and we cannot
be surprised to find the same story repeated in the case of the
Syriac texts of the Bible. The older text of the Syriac Old
Testament is to be found as late as in MSS. of the sixth centur
apd even of the ninth." The Diatessaron remained for centurie};
highly esteemed in the Eastern Churches in spite of all the
efforts made in the fifth century to replace it by the revised text
of the separate Gospels, the Peshitta. It may be that the com-
mentary on it written by an authority like Ephraem helped to
preserve it. The commentary exists to-day only in an Armenian
translation,? but it was quoted in the Syriac original by Syriac
authors of the ninth century and later,3 and a copy of the Syriac
Dla.tessaron made in the ninth century is said to have been the
basis of the Arabic translation, of which quite a number of
MSS. are at our disposal.

THE ArRABIC DIATESSARON

. The Arabic text of the Diatessaron is known to us in two
forms, 'clearly different in details of translation; they can easily
be distinguished by three features: that in one form the Evangel-
1sts are quoted by the first two letters of their names, in the other
by single letters;* that in one form the genealogies of Christ are
to be found in the middle of the text—that of Mt. 1 in chapter 2
that of Le. 3 in chapter 4 of the Diatessaron—in the other form
at the end, as a kind of appendix; and that in one form no author
qf th.e Arabic translation is mentioned, in the other the transla-
tion 1s ascribed to Abulfaraj ‘Abdallah b, at-Taiyib.

* Cf. above, pp. 180 ff.
V2 Arr'nenlan edit-ion of Ephraem’s works, vol. ii, Venetiis, 1836. A Latin
ganslatxon, rpade in 1841 by J.-Baptista Aucher and published in 1876 by

corg Moesinger (Evangelii Concordantis Expositio facta a Sancto Ephraemo
Doctore Syro) was the basis for Zahn’s reconstruction of the text in For-
schungen 1. '

3 See Rendel Harris, Fragments of the Commentary of Ephrem Syrus upon the
Diatessaron, London, 18g5.

* In the first form the sigla are: Mt. ., Mc Lc n I

: RS . P | s R th

second form: Mt. ¢> Mc. ,, Le. G, Jn. C.u w o g e I the
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The first form is to be found:

1. In the Vatican MS. Arab XIV, called A in the published
editions of the text,” a MS. brought to Rome from the East by
Joseph Simon Assemani in 1719, originally 125 folios, but fols. 17
and 118 are missing and fols. 1—7 are not well preserved. The
MS. was probably written in the thirteenth or fourteenth
centuries;? it begins with the words:

In the name of the Father, the Son and the Holy Ghost, who endows
with life, the one God as substance in essence, the threefold as persons
in accidence. . . .

and ends with the remark:
Finished is with God’s help the holy Gospel which Tatian has col-
lected from the four gospels, known as Diatessaron. . . .

A facsimile of fol. 110 of the MS. is published by Marmadji
on pl. L.

2. In a Beirut fragment,3 consisting of three folios which con-
tain the narrative of the Lord’s Supper and the last sentence
of the Diatessaron, followed by an interesting colophon. The
text is in agreement with that of Codex A. As the genealogies
of our Lord are in this MS. not to be found at the end of the
Diatessaron, they must have been given in chapters 2 and 4,
as in MS. A. The MS. to which the fragment belonged was
finished in July, a.p. 1332. It was connected with a ‘very old’
MS.# written in the ‘town of God’ (Antioch)’ by three MSS.

1 Tatiani Evangeliorum Harmoniae Arabicae. Nunc primum ex duplici codice

edidit et translatione Latina donavit P. Agostinus Ciasca. Roma, 1888.

~ A.S. Marmadji, O.P., Diatessaron de Tatien. Texte Arabe, établi, traduit en
francais. . . . Beyrouth, 1935.

2 According to Ciasca, who follows Assemani, the MS. was written in the
twelfth century, cf. Ciasca’s article ‘De Tatiani Diatessaron arabice versione’,
in Cardinal Pitra’s Analecta Sacra . . ., tomus iv, Parisiis, 1883, pp. 465-87.
That the MS. must in fact be dated later had been seen previously by the
Swedish scholar J. D. Akerblad (died 1819), cf. Zahn, Forschungen, i, p. 295.

3 The fragment was discovered and first published by Louis Cheikho, in
Journal Asiatique, ix. 10 (1897), pp. 301-7, and Chrestomathia Arabica . . .
auctore P. L. Cheikho, Beryti, 1897, pp. 203-5. A facsimile in al-Mashrik,
vol. iv, 1901, after p. 104. A new edition of the fragment was made by
Georg Graf, in the appendix to the book of Sebastian Euringer, ‘Die Uber-
lieferung der Arabischen Ubersetzung des Diatessaron’ (Biblische Studien,
vol. xvii, 2), Freiburg i. Br., 1912, pp. 62-71.

4 Tt would be of interest to know the date of this ‘very old” MS. Unfor-
tunately the date is not preserved in the fragment.’

s ‘town of God’ (medinat Allak) is a translation of Theupolis, a2 name given
to Antioch by Justinian when he restored the town after it had been destroyed
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copied in Egypt the one from the other. The ol

thr?e MSS., that which had been copied directly?"r((i)islttl?g Eb:rse
old M$., was written by Anba’ Ysif b. Muhabrik, who was Z
b1§h0p in al-Fawah (on the Rosetta Nile) in the ﬁrs; half of the
thirteenth century a.n." As Codex A was also written in Egypt
at about t’he same time as the MSS. mentioned in the colo i};d
of the Beirut fragment, and has the same kind of text aIs) the
_Be(?“ut fragment, we must suppose that it also was a direct or
:;1 Xrtl?tcito E?E)y of the same ‘very old> MS. which had been written

The second form of the text is to be found:

I. I? MS. Borg Arab 250 of the Vatican Library, called B in
the_edltlons. It was given in 1886 by its owner ’Halim Das
Ghal.i, a prominent Catholic Copt in Cairo, to 3cht.a Museum
Borgianum de Propaganda Fide in Rome. The MS. contains
on fols. 1-85 an Introduction to the Gospels, which has not
really been investigated so far, and on fols. 96-353 the Arabic
Diatessaron. A facsimile of the beginning of the Diatessaron
(fols. 96v/977) was published by Ciasca, a facsimile of fols. 3240/
3257 by Malimadj.i on pl. IT of his edition. The MS. in its outer
appearance is an imitation of a copy of the Koran. The first two
pages of the‘ Diatessaron are written in the same way as Siira 1
and the beginning of Siira 2 are usually written in a copy of the
Koran.. The five lines of the text are short and surrounded by
decoration. But from the facsimile published by Marmadji we
see that the whole MS. was written like a copy of the Koran.
Ciasca proposed as the date of the MS. the fourteenth century
A.D., but Korans of a similar type are hardly older than the
sixteenth or seventeenth centuries, and the artist who decorated
the first pages of the Diatessaron was acquainted with decora-
tion of the Renaissance period, so that the MS. can certainly
not be older than the sixteenth century.? In the preamble of
the MS. we read that the Diatessaron collected from the four

by Khusrau Aniishirwian, the Sassanid ruler, in a.p. 538. The town belonged
frqm 637 to 969, and again after 1084, to the Arabs. It was held by crusading
princes from 1098 to 1268. - )

! _Cf. Eur.mger, Le., pp. 32-56. In dealing with these fragmentary notes
Euxtmger tries to prove more than is really possible, and he makes some
curious mistakes. But his final result seems to be correct.

* But see below, p. 223.

’ That was the opinion of Dr. Hugo Buchthal of the Warburg Institute
whom I consulted. Itis, however, according to him, impossible to suggest, on
the basis of the photograph, at what date after o.p. 1500 these decorations
may have been made, since they still occur as late as the nineteenth century.
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Gospels by “Titianos the Greek’ was translated from Syriac into
Arabic by Abulfaraj ‘Abdallah b. at-Taiyib. The postscript of
the MS. has the following text:?

Finished is the Evangelion which Tatianos collected and which he
called Diatessaron, i.e. the fourfold, collected from the four gospels of
the holy apostles, the four excellent evangelists, who are to be blessed.
The excellent learned priest Abulfaraj ‘Abdalldh b. at-Taiyib—may
God be pleased with him—has translated it from Syriac into Arabic from
a copy in the handwriting of ‘Isa b. ‘Ali, the physician, the pupil of
Hunain b. Ishik—may God have mercy upon both of them. Amen.

2. In MS. 202 of the Library of the Coptic Patriarchate in
Cairo, consisting of 114 folios, finished on 27th Bashnes A. Mart.
1511% (22 May, A.p. 1795), MS. E in Marmadji’s edition. A
facsimile of fol. 25 is published by Marmadji on pl. IIT of his
edition. The MS. is much later than MSS. A and B, and the
facsimile shows that it was not written very carefully. Neverthe-
less, the seventy or so mistakes in the vocalization discovered
by Marmadji on every page of the MS. have not to be taken too
seriously. The Maronite Marmadji is a protagonist of the
‘classical’ form of his mother tongue; he is unable to believe that
in the vocalization, regarded by him as wrong, there may be
found some survivals of the way in which the Copts used to
read these Arabic texts. It is, however, somewhat surprising
that Marmadji made just this ‘incorrect’” MS. the basis for his
edition. The reason is simple enough: a photograph of the
Cairo MS. belongs to the ‘Ecole Biblique’ in Jerusalem, and
Marmadji is a member of its staff. So he had the photograph
of the MS. conveniently at his disposal.

The preamble of the MS. is the same as that in MS. B. The
postscript has the following text:3

Completed is the Evangelion which Tatianos collected and which he
called Diatessaron, i.e. the fourfold, collected from the four gospels
of the holy apostles, the four excellent evangelists, may they be blessed.
And the accomplishment of this honoured Evangelion was . . . (here
follows the date).

1 The Arabic text is published by Ciasca on p. 210 and by Marmadji on

. 536.
P Zb?[n the ‘Catalogue de Manuscrits Arabes Chrétiens conservés au Caire’
(Studi e Testi, vol. Ixiii, 1934, p. 87) Georg Graf gives as date of the MS.
A. Mart. 1512, instead of 1511. That this is wrong was confirmed to me
by Professor A. Surial Atiyah in Alexandria.

3 The Arabic text of this postscript is published by Marmadji on p. 536
of his edition.
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3. In MS. 1020 of the Library of Pére Sbath. This MS. was
copied by the deacon (shammas) Ibrahim Abd Tibl b, Sam‘an
al-Khawaniki, one of the servants (khuddam) of the martyr
Merlfurios Abu Sifain in Old Cairo,? in A. Mart. 1512 (Ai
1798). The MS. has the same preamble as MSS. B and E. Of
its postscript nothing is known so far.

4. In MS. Arab. e. 163 of the Bodleian Library in Oxford
The MS, contains three Christian texts: (@) an Introduction tc;
the four lifegiving Gospels and the ten Canons (fols. 5-31)
(6) a compendium on Christian truth (fols. 41-139), (c) thé
Arabic Diatessaron (fols. 140-288). ’

This last MS. with the three texts is called at the beginning
and the end al-mushaf ash-sherif, ‘the noble volume’; a namz
usually given to a copy of the Koran. The copyist, a certain
Ar.l'gﬁni Sa‘d, who finished the second text in July 1805, the
third text in January 1806, declares at the end of the MS.’that
he, follqwing the orders he had received (see below, p. 222)
had copied exactly an original which was finished 1 3th Rejeb,
A.H. 500 (15 March a.p. 1107). In the Bodleian MS. the
beginnings of the first and the third texts are written just as the
first Stira and the beginning of the second are written in a copy
of tkfe Koran. The beginning of the second text has a decorated
vertical band on both sides of the text—a kind of decoration
foungi also in copies of the Koran. The name given to the MS.
and its outer appearance therefore agree, and there can be no
doubt that the original, dated A.p. 1107, contained the same
three texts, had the same name, and a similar outer appearance.
The whole MS. deserves full consideration.? The author of the
first text, whose name is not mentioned, declares that whoever
mntends to study a Gospel with profit must do so under the
following aspects: He has to regard

(1) its scope (gharad), eternal life for mankind may be won

by it (fol. gv);

(2) its advantage (manfa‘a), salvation from captivity of Satan

may be won by it (10v);

(3) its rank (martaba)y continuous reading and keeping its

prescriptions is necessary (19v);

v Bibliothéque de Manuscrits Paul Shath, Catalogue, vol. ii (Cairo, 1938),p. 1 35.

* The church has been described by A. J. Butler, The Ancient Coptic
Churches of Egypt, Oxford, 1884, vol. i, PP- 75-154.

¥ A notice on the MS. was published by A. F. L. Beeston: ‘The Arabic
Version of Tatian’s Diatessaron’, in Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society, 1939
Pp. 608-10. |
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(4) its characteristics (wasm), the divine message (20);

(5) its relation to God (msba), by the Evangelists, who were
apostles or pupils of apostles (20);

(6) its authority (isnad), the Gospels report all that Christ has
done on earth (200);

(7) its divisions ( fusil), which have to be regarded carefully,
as reports on the same things are to be found in the
different gospels (21). The author enumerates:

219 chapters (Mt. 68, Mc. 48, Lc. 83, Jn. 20).

1,165 canons (Ammonius and Eusebius) (Mt. 355,
Mec. 236, Lc. 342, Jn. 232).

287 Coptic sections (Mt. 101, Mc. 54, Lc. 86, Jn. 46).
The ‘Ten Canons’, the harmonizing tables of Ammonius
and Eusebius.

The “Testimonia’, Messianic quotations from the O.T. in
the single Gospels (Mt. g5, Mc. 53, Lc. 73, Jn. 39).
Short prefaces to the Gospels, containing chiefly bio-
graphical notes on the Evangelists. (Between fols. 22 and
29 eight folios are to be found in the MS., instead of six.)

Of special interest is the second text which has the title firiak
al-‘ukal fi “ilm al-usal (ad-diniye), ‘Antidote of the minds in the
matter of the (divine) principles’. In the preamble of the text
we are told that the book was written at the request of a Muslim
ruler who had asked (4) for a compendium (mukhtasar) on
Christian truth with reference to the different Christian parties
(firak), (b) for an answer to questions raised by a prominent
Muslim (ba'd as-sadat al-muslimin) concerning the Trinity and
the Divinity of Christ. The text complies with the two requests.
It contains the compendium dealing in two parts (jumla) with
Christian dogmatics (24 chapters) and Christian ethics (5 chap-
ters), and in the conclusion (khatima) the answer is given to the
questions raised by the Muslim authority. Here we find two
long quotations from al-Ghazali’s book ar-radd al-jamil (fols. 129
and 133)" and constant reference to the problems raised by this
book. There is no doubt that it was al-Ghazali’s book to which
the Copts had been asked to give an answer.

! The quotations from al-Ghazali’s book were published by Paul Shath
inn his book Vingt traités philosophiques et apologétiques d’auteurs arabes chrétiens
du IX¢ au XIV* siécle, Publiés pour la premiére fois et annotés . . ., Caire,
1929, pp. 176-8. Sbath published these texts according to his own MS.
1580, dated A.H. 715/A.D. 1315. Another MS. of this text, written A.D.
1863, is described under No. 47 of his Catalogue (Bibliothéque de Manuscrits
Paul Sbhath, vol. i, Caire, 1928, p. 381£.).
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_The full title of al-Ghazal’s book is ar-radd al-jamil li-ilahiyat
‘sa ‘ald sarth al-injil, ‘The pleasant answer to the divinity of
Jesus according to the genuine Gospel’. In his article ‘Le Christ
dans les Evangiles, selon Ghazali’,* Louis Massignon has drawn
our attention to this interesting text. Massignon shows that
what Ghazali, in the earlier period of his life, knew of Christ
was exclusively based on material he had found in Islamic tradi-
tion, chiefly ‘logia’ of ascetic character. This material was his
only source in his great book on Islamic ethics, the thyd “uliim
ad-din, “The revival of the sciences of religion’, which he wrote
after his ‘conversion’ (1095). In a later period of his life he
became desirous of studying the Gospels themselves. The result
of these studies we find in his book ar-radd al-jamil. Massignon
has shown that it is very likely that Ghazali wrote this book
about 1101 in Alexandria, where he lived some time after
Jerusalem was captured by the Crusaders in A.D. 10gg.

Al-Ghazal’s book was published by Robert Chidiac.2 For
the Arabic text he had at his disposal the MS. used by Massignon
(Aya Sofia 2246 = B), another Stambul MS. (Aya Sofia 2247 =
S),and a Leiden MS. (Catalogue 2084 = G), in which no name of
any author is preserved and which had not been recognized pre-
viously. The Arabic text is accompanied by an exact and valu-
able French translation, and in a long introduction to the text the
various problems are carefully discussed. Chidiac has shown
that there can really be no doubt that the text is rightly ascribed
to al-Ghazali in the two Stambul MSS. A certain difficulty is to
be seen in the fact that neither does Ghazali himself refer to this
book in his later works, nor does any other Muslim author do
50, and that the only Christian text in which we find a reference
to Ghazali’s book is—as far as we know—the compendium on
Christian dogmatics and ethics of which the Oxford MS. con-
tains a copy.

Quite a number of copies of this text are known,? and the
book is ascribed to different authors in quite different periods.
Now we have an exact date for this text. As it belonged to a
MS. which was written,in 1107, and as it was an answer to

U Revue des Etudes Islamiques, année 1932, PP- 525—36.
2 Al-Ghazali, Réfutation excellente de la Divinité de Fésus-Christ d’aprés les
Evangiles, Texte établi, traduit et commenté par Robert Chidiac, S. J.
Préface de Louis Massignon (Bibliothéque de I’Ecole des Hautes Etudes, .
Sciences Religieuses, LIV® volume, Paris, 1939).

* Georg Graf, “Zum Schrifttum des Abi’l-Barakat und des Abi’l-Hair’,
in Oriens Christianus, iii. 8, 1933, pp. 135-43-

Ff
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Ghazali’s book composed about 1101, it is clear that the text
must have been composed between these two dates. It is very
likely that the Muslim ruler to whom the preamble of the book

refers was al-Melik al-Afdal,” who under the Fatimid Khalif
al-‘Amir (1101-30) and his predecessor was the de facto ruler

of Egypt from 1095 to 1121, in succession to his father, al-Bedr

al-Jamali, the famous Emir al-Juytsh, who had been the de facto

ruler of Egypt from 1073 to 1094. Al-Afdal may have sent a

copy of al-Ghazali’s book to the Copts, with the request for an

answer—a certain interest in Christian things amongst Muslims

may be expected at a time when Jerusalem wasin the handsof the

Crusaders. This answer was given by the Copts in the present
compendium. The compendium, prefaced by a general intro-
duction to the Gospels and followed by a copy of the Arabic
Diatessaron, was handed over to the Muslim authorities by the
Copts. It is very likely that the MS. which had been finished
in March 1107 was the very text which was handed over by the
Copts. So we can understand why the MS. was written in the
outer appearance of a copy of a Koran, why it was given a name
usually given to a copy of the Koran, and why there should be
other similar features in the MS. The Copts may have believed
that in this way they would make a greater impression on their
Muslim rulers.

The MS. was written by pious members of the Aulad al-‘Assal,
a prominent Coptic family which flourished in Egypt for
several centuries. One member of the family, called simply Ibn
al-"Assal, is said to have been the author of the text. The Copts
may have commissioned him to write the answer to al-Ghazali’s
book. He was the grandson (s:bf) of the old and venerable
Shaikh Butrus as-Sadamanti, a well-known Coptic author of the
eleventh century.? In the introductory remark to the text Ibn
al-"Assal is described as an eminent scholar,® but the epithets
given to him must not be taken too seriously. They were cer-
tainly chosen in order to make an impression on the Muslims
for whom the treatise had been written.
Three brothers belonging to the Aulad al-‘Assal were famous

I Cf. concerning him C. H. Becker’s article ‘al-Afdal b. Bedr al-Djamali’

in Encyclopedia of Islam, vol. i, p. 154.
z See Louis Cheikho, Catalogue de manuscrits des auteurs arabes chrétiens,

Beirut, 1924, p. 62.

3 The epithets given to him are: al-habr al-labib al-fadil al-"alim al-"amil,
kaukab ahl zamanihi az-zahir al-f@’id minhu jauhar al-hikme min yanba' bahr
‘ilmihi az-zakhir, kat" hujaj al-mu‘anidin bi-ahsan al-makal.
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as writers in the thirteenth century.” One of them was asked in
A.H. 650/A.D. 1252 to prepare a new Arabic translation of the
Gpspels. In the British Museum MS. Or. 3382, described b
Rieu under No. 7 of the ‘Supplement’, his name js given a};
Abulfaraj Hibetallah, son of Abulfadl As‘ad, son of Abii Ishak
Ibrahim, son of Abi Sahl Jirjis, son of Abulbishr Yuhanna, son
of Ibn al-"Assal. The six generations mentioned here tak,e us
back from the thirteenth to the eleventh century.

The compendium is, however, ascribed in other existing MSS
Eo c:}tlher authogs. A note of the copyist in the Paris MS. 178;

I3th cent. A.p.) reports that the text was composed i

Abulkhair, called Ibn al-Ghaib in Homs (Empesa) ir? };i)(.:irct)glzn
In MS. Sbath 47 (dated a.p. 1863) Abulkhair b. at-Taiyib is
mentioned as author, and Shath, making him a Jaco'bi.te priest
in th(.e eleventh century, seems to identify him with the author
mentioned in the Paris MS. Professor Massignon rightly remarks
that a text referring to a book of Ghazali cannot have been com-
posed before Ghazali had written the book. For the same reason
Se\"eros b. al-Mukaffa‘ (10th cent.) mentioned as author in the
Cairo MS. 338 (dated 1746) cannot have composed this text.

In two Bodleian MSS., Hunt. 240 (Uri 88, dated A.D. 1549)
and Hu.nt. 362 (Uri 50, dated A.p. 1476), a certain Abulkhair
Is mentioned as the author. But the name is to be found only
on the title-pages, and these in both MSS. are not genuine. In
MS. Hunt. 240 the title-page is added by a very incompetent
person who indicated the contents of the book quite wrongly.
He calls the author Rashid Abulkhair. In MS. Hunt. g62 the
first 11 folios are missing. The beginning of the text is supple-
mented on 8 folios by a later hand, and here Abulkhair b.
at-Taiyib is mentioned as the author on the first page, just as
in MS. Shath 47 (see above).2

e ! _See. concerning this family Duncan B. Macdonald’s article ‘Tbn al-
Assal’, in Encyclopedia of Islam, based chiefly on some articles written by Alexis
Mallon, quoted there. Some new material from MSS. has been collected by
Gef)rg Graf; see his article ‘Die koptische Gelehrtenfamilic der Aulad
al-'Assal und ihr Schrifttum’ in the periodical Orientalia, vol. i, Neva series,
_Roma, 1943, pp- 34 £, 129'f, 193 f. Graf is—Iike Mallon—exclusively
Interested in members of the family who lived in the thirteenth century.
‘Macdonald rightly suggests that the family must have had a certain
iImportance at an earlier time.

* Moritz Steinschneider, who refers to these two Bodleian MSS. in his book
Pf)lenzisclze und apologetische Literatur in arabischer Sprache (= Abhandlungen fiir
die Kunde des Morgenlandes, vi. 3. Leipzig, 1977, p- 37) does not mention that
tbe title-pages in both MSS. were added later. He is inexact in other direc-
tions also. For instance, he quotes MS. Marsh 649 instead of Hunt. 240.
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In three Vatican MSS. described by Angelo Mai under
nos. 105, 118, 119, all written in the fourteenth century AD.,
Abulbarakat b. Kabar is mentioned as author of a text with a
slightly different title jald al-‘ukil f7 ‘ilm al-usil. According to
Graf, these MSS. contain practically the same text. Abulbe.irakit
is a well-known Coptic author, a great compiler, who died at
the age of go years in A.p. 1363. The Cairo MS. 71 I'(I7th cent.)
is incomplete at the beginning and no author’s nameis preserved.
In the Cairo MS. 391 (18th cent.) Ibn al-‘Assal, the grgndson
of Butrus as-Sadamanti, is mentioned as author, as in the
Bodleian MS. Arab. e. 163 and in the original of 1107 from
which it was copied.

In these circumstances it is somewhat surprising that Georg
Graf declares' that the MSS. of the compendium—with a few
exceptions—mention as author of the text Abul‘khair b. at-
Taiyib, whom he, besides, makes the son of a physician by con-
founding faiyib and tabih, and to whom he gives the name
Rashid, found on a very doubtful title-page of one MS. only.

According to Graf, all MSS. of the text haye an appendix
(corollarium) at the end. But the appendix is missing in two.Calro
MSS. described by Graf himself (338 and 391), and in the
Bodleian MS. Arab. e. 163, as well as in the original of 1107
from which this MS. was copied.

According to Graf, the appendix added to the text has seven
parts: .

1. On prayer, with quotations from the Didaskalia.
Quotations from Maimonides. .

Another quotation from the Didaskalia.

A quotation from Fakhraddin ar-Réazi.

The Climates of the Stars.

A quotation from 2 Timothy.

. On the right faith, as preached to the world by the apostles.
Graf depends here on the Vatican MSS. and did not see that
they had been enlarged and worked over by Abulbara.két. In the
two Bodleian MSS. Hunt. 240 and $62, the appendix has four
parts only:

1. Quotations from the Old Testament (Jer. 7. 16-18;

Amos 7. 25, 26). ‘
2. Quotations from Didaskalia chapter 23? and Acts 14. 11f.
1 Se;ﬁs article ‘Zum Schrifttum des Abi’l-Barakat und des Ab’l-Hair’,

uoted above, p. 217, note 3. ) )
d 2 In the Oxford MS. of the Arabic Didaskalia, MS. Hunt. 31 (Uri 61)

the quotation is to be found in chapter 3o of the Didaskalia, fol. 1og.
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3. Quotations from Maimonides.
4. A quotation from Fakhraddin ar-Razi.

According to Graf, the appendix was added to the book by
the author himself, and the quotations from Maimonides (died
A.D. 1204) and Fakhraddin ar-Razi (died A.p. 120G) show that
it could not have been composed before the thirteenth century.
In the two Bodleian MSS. Hunt. 240 and 362 the appendix is
introduced by the notice:

What is to be found at the end of the book from which this MS. was
copied—and it is clear that it does not belong to the author (wa-zahir
al-hal annahu lam yakun lil-musannif)—and what I have copied, is
the legal proof that the people of the Seven Climates adored the Seven
Planets.

It is very likely that the appendix in the MS. Paris 178 was
introduced by the same notice. Slane’s description in the
Catalogue is not very clear, and Graf completely misunder-
stood it.

We see clearly now that the compendium tirigk al-"ukal . . .
is preserved to us in at least three different forms, attributed
to different authors:

1. The text attributed to Ibn al-"Assal, the answer to al-
Ghazali’s book ar-radd al-jamil . . . composed between about
1101 and 1107,

2. The text attributed to Abulkhair b. at-Taiyib, containing
several additions to the former text, especially an appendix
consisting of four parts as described above. Quotations
from Maimonides and Fakhraddin ar-Rizi contained in
this text show that this form cannot be older than the
thirteenth century.

3. The text worked over by Abulbarakat and published under
a slightly altered title in the fourteenth century. We have
scen that the appendix was enlarged and altered by him.
How far he altered the text in other directions can only
be discovered by a careful investigation of the whole text.

It may be that more forms of this text existed. It is, for
Instance, very likely that Ibn al-‘Assal, when he wrote the
answer to the book of al-Ghazali, used an earlier composition
for his book, and that a kernel of truth may be found in the
statement that—at least parts of the book—were composed
A.D. 1052 or have to be connected with Severus b. al-Mukaffa“.
It is interesting to see how the different Christian Arabic authors
without scruple put forward older texts, with slight alterations, as
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their own compositions. A real history of such a text can only
be written after a careful investigation of all the material at our
disposal. In any case it is clear that the problems of such texts
cannot be solved by the methods adopted by Graf.

The third text in the Bodleian MS. Arab. e. 163 is the
Arabic Diatessaron. It has the same preamble as MSS. B, E,
and the Sbath MS. Its text agrees with that of MSS. B and E,
and probably also with that of the Sbath MS. The postscript

has the following text:

Finished is the accomplishment of this fourfold honoured Evangelion
which was collected from the four Gospels of the holy Apostles, the four
excellent evangelists—may they be blessed. The excellent learned priest
Abulfaraj ‘Abdallah b. at-Taiyib-—may God be pleased with him—has
translated it from Syriac into Arabic, from a copy in the handwriting
of ‘Isa b. ‘Ali, the physician, the pupil of Hunain b. Ishik—may God
the Almighty have mercy on both of them.

And he (the copyist) wrote this in the state wherein it was, not
rearranging (anything) in the copy, but observing the orders, on 8th
Tobah A. Mart. 1522 = 25th Shawwal A.H. 1220 (i.e. January

A.D. 1806).

Comparison of this postscript with that of MS. B shows that in
the Bodleian MS. there are slight differences at the beginning,
and the note added by the copyist at the end. But in the main
part of the postscript the two MSS. agree. They must have been
copied from the same original. MS. B may have been copied
from the MS. dated 1107 two or three centuries before the
Bodleian MS. was copied from it. The fact that MS. B and the
Bodleian MS. were both written in a form imitating a copy of
the Koran can be best explained on the supposition that the
original was already written in the same way.

There is, however, a clear variation between the two MSS.
which has to be explained. In the Bodleian MS. the Diatessaron
is preceded by fwo texts, as it certainly was in the original MS.
of 1107 also. In MS. B only ore text precedes the Diatessaron.
This text, the Introduction, has nearly the same title as the first
text in the Bodleian MS., but it cannot have the same contents.
In MS. B it occupies 85 folios, in the Bodleian MS. g1 folios
only. Now the Bodleian MS. is more closely written, B has
8 lines, the Bodleian MS. 13 lines, on a page. Nevertheless, the
Introduction of the Bodleian MS. could occupy 45-50 folios in
MS. B, but not 85 folios.

Ciasca gives the following description of the Introduction in

MS. B (p. vi):
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Foliis 1-85 habetur praefatio super Evangelia, in qua anonimug
auctor postquam ostendit quibus dotibus liber quilibet ornari debeat
ut re vera utl‘hs sit, easque in Evangeliis reperiri, de divinis attributis
dlSS.Cl"}t In primis vere de unitate ac simplicitate, quae ab Evangeliis
potissimum manifestari demonstrat, loquitur insuper de sapientia Dej
in novae Legis promulgatione, qua gentes omnes, idolatria excussa, ad
Chrlstu_m venerunt. Quo in tractatu, eruditionis pleno, cuius, ob
temporis angustias unum dedi argumentum, auctores plures citantur
In antiquitate celebriores, uti Zoroaster, Aristoteles, Hermes Ammonius
EI‘J.SCblLIS Caesareensis, Gregorius Armenus. Ibn at-Tib, non semel,
aliique non pauci. ’

An Introduction like that of the Bodleian MS. (see above, p. 215)
coulc.l hardly be described in this way. But the authoriéieé said
by Ciasca to be quoted in the Introduction of MS. B throw light
on the relationship of the two Introductions. Ammonius and
Eusebius are names which occur in the first text of the Bodleian
MS., the other authorities are to be found in the second text
only, and they all occur together in the third chapter of the
first part of the compendium, which is devoted to the problems
of the Trinity and the Divinity of Christ. In the Introduction
in MS. B we have therefore to see a compilation made from the
two texts which precede the Diatessaron in the Bodleian MS.—
and in the original of 1107, from which it was copied.

MS. E contains only the Diatessaron, has not the external
appearance of a MS. of the Koran, and it does not mention the
three Christian Arabic scholars who are connected in MS. B
and the Bodleian MS. with the text. But all its other features
make 1t certain that it goes back, directly or indirectly, to the
same original, and the same thing may be supposed of MS. Sbath.
~ Abulfaraj “Abdallah b. at-Taiyib (died A.p. 1043) is mentioned
in the preamble of all the four MSS. and in the postscript of two
of them as translator of the Arabic Diatessaron. Who was this
man? What Georg Graf,' Sebastian Euringer,? Marmadji3 have
to say of him is taken exclusively from Christian sources. But
1n this connexion it is essential to remember that he had a great
feputation among Muslims, and that important reports of him
are to be found in Muslim séurces. What Christian authors have
to say of him depends largely on Muslim sources. Barhebraeus
(died A.p. 1286), for instance, whose report is quoted by
ppl 6Gef(}rg Graf, Die christlich-arabische Literatur bis zur Sréinkischen Zeit, 1905,

* Die (/T{)erlz'egﬁemng der arabischen Uberseizung des Diatessarons (= Biblische
Studien, xvii. 2), Freiburg i. Br. 1912, pp. 9 fT.
* Diatessaron de Tatien, Beyrouth, 1935, pPp- Ixxxv ff.
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Euringer and by Marmadji, gives simply what he had found in
the History of Scientists (ta’rikh al-hukama), composed by Ibn
al-Kifti (died A.p. 1248)," and Barhebraeus himself refers to this
authority. It is somewhat unfortunate that Marmadji should
take this passage, in which hardly a word is written by Barhe-
braeus himself, in order to illustrate the excellent Arabic written
by this Christian author, and that Euringer misunderstands the
word al-Kifti, meaning the man from al-Kift, the ancient Koptos,
a town in Upper Egypt, as al-Kibt7, ‘the Copt’, thus making this
famous Muhammedan kadi a Christian.

But the most important notice of Ibn at-Taiyib is given by
Ibn Abi Usaibi‘a (died A.p. 1270), who devotes to him a long
article in his great book on the classes of Arab physicians.?
He mentions more than forty learned books composed by him,
chiefly commentaries on Aristotle, Hippocrates, Galen, but also
other writings, among them a commentary on the Gospels. As
Ibn at-Taiyib was a very busy man, he used to dictate his books
to his secretaries. But Ibn Abi Usaibi‘a is very proud of having
found a note-book of this eminent scholar in his own hand-
writing, dated A.H. 406 A.D. 1016, which had served as a basis
for some of his famous lectures on medicine delivered in the
"Adidiye hospital in Bagdad. He reports that Ibn Sina (Avi-
cenna), his contemporary (died A.H. 418 A.D. 1037), valued
highly his works on medicine, but was not convinced that his
works on philosophy had the same standard. He tells us an
interesting story which he had from his pupil, Muwaffakaddin
Ya'kab b. Ishak b. al-Kuff an-Nasrani (died a.p. 1286), which
illustrates well the high esteem in which he was held among the
Muslims;? he gives too a long list of famous physicians in all the

! Tbn al-Qifti’'s Ta’rip al-hukamd. Auf Grund der Vorarbeiten Aug.
Miiller’s herausgegeben von Julius Lippert, Leipzig, 1903, p. 223.

2 ‘Upin al-anbd’ fi tabakat al-atibba, ed. August Miiller, Cairo and Konigs-
berg, 1882 and 1884, vol. i, pp. 239—41. '

3 Two young Muslims came from Persia to Bagdad with the intention of
studying medicine under the famous Ibn at-Taiyib. At his house they were
told that he was in the church. There he was shown to them, an old man,
dressed as a priest, the censer in his hand, offering incense. They were wonder-
ing to see the famous professor occupied in this way. When they saw him later
in his house, they told him the reason of their coming to Bagdad. Ibn at-
Taiyib had seen the strangers in the church; he now asked them whether
they had made the pilgrimage to Mekka. ‘No’, was the answer. So he
recommended them to go first to Mekka. After their return he would be
ready to accept them as pupils. They had to go. When they came back,
weary and exhausted, he asked them whether they had accomplished every-
thing, inclusive of throwing stones in the valley of al-Mina. All had been done
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lands of Is}qm who had been his pupils. He acknowledges that
Ibn at-Taiyib was a devoted Christian priest who, as a secretar
of the Katholikos (al-jathalik), the Nestorian Patriarch in Ba dady
had great influence among the Christians. BEG
Hunain b. Ishak (died a.p. 873), mentioned in the postscript
of MS. B and the Bodleian MS., was a Christian, and one of t}I:e
greatest scholars of the ninth century. By his excellent transla-
tions of Greek and Syriac texts into Arabic he more than an
othe? had made Muslims acquainted with the achievements o};‘
ClaSS}C.:TiI science. He was himself an authority on medicine and
physician in ordinary to the ‘Abbasid Khalif al-Mutawakkil
(died A.p. 861). Hunain had founded a whole school of transla-
tors who worked according to his methods and whose transla-
tions he supervised and corrected.! Among his pupils, ‘Isa b
Ali. was one of the most prominent.? He was physician in
ordinary to the ‘Abbasid Khalif al-Mu‘tamid (died a.p. 8g2)
and a scholar of rank. He is well known as author of the first
great Syro-Arabic Dictionary (‘Bar ‘Al’) for which he was able
to use material which had been collected already by his master
Hunain, and which was largely used later by Bar Bahlil.

Three outstanding Christian Arabic scholars, all well known
among Mushms, are accordingly connected by this group of
MSS. Wth the Arabic Diatessaron, in the first instance Abulfaraj
b. at-Taiyib. We know that a translation of the Gospels was
made by him from Syriac into Arabic. Marmadji has given
spectmens of this translation and of other writings composed by
him, dealing with Christian matters.3 These specimens show
that‘he was an able stylist who knew very well how to write
classical Arabic. The language of the Diatessaron is not very
correct and certainly not classical. Marmadji with Justice con-
cludes from these facts that Ibn at-Taiyib was not the translator
of the Arabic Diatessaron. How can we explain his being con-
nected with the translation?

Wc? have seen that the four MSS. of this second group of the
Arabic Diatessaron go back to an original which was written in
A.D. 1107. The preamble-in the four MSS. and the postscript
by them. ‘So it is right’, he said. What is ordered by divine law must be
fulﬁlled to the letter, without reflecting about it. They had seen him doing
so in the church. Now they had done themselves what was ordered by their
law. They became his pupils and were later famous physicians.

: See G. l%ergFtréBet_', Hw.m.in Ibn Ishak und seine Schule, Leiden, 191 3.
wahua min gjall talamidhiki, says Ibn Abi Usaibi‘a, i. 203.

*In the Introduction to his edition, pp. xciii-c. See D. S. Margoliouth’s

review of Marmadji’s book, in 7T, vol. xxxviii, 1 937, p. 76 f.
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in two of them were copied from that MS. This MS. was written
at the request of a Muslim ruler. To him it had to be handed
over. The Aulad al-‘Assal, who prepared that copy, were anxi-
ous to bring it into a form which would make a certain impres-
sion on the Muslims. They therefore gave the MS. the external
appearance of a copy of the Koran and gave it a name used for
a copy of the Koran. Ibn al-‘Assal, the author of the second
text, was given a number of epithets so that he might be regarded
as a great authority. It is very likely that they tried to enhance
the authority of the Arabic Diatessaron further by connecting
it with the names of three outstanding Christian Arabic scholars,
highly respected among the Muslims. Thus Ibn at-Taiyib, the
famous professor of medicine, the devoted Christian priest, who
was known as author of a commentary on the Gospels, who had
translated some of the Gospels from Syriac into Arabic, was
made the translator of the Arabic Diatessaron. ‘Isa b. ‘Ali, the
well-known physician, the great authority on the Syriac lan-
guage, the eminent pupil of the famous Hunain b. Ishak, was
made the copyist of the Syriac text from which the Arabic trans-
lation of the Diatessaron had been made. Thetexthanded over to
the Muslims had to be supported by the greatest possible authority.
In reality none of these three Christian Arabic scholars had
anything to do with the Arabic Diatessaron. This explains why
none of them is mentioned in the first group of manuscripts of

the Diatessaron.

This discussion of the MSS. of the Arabic Diatessaron leads
us to the following conclusions:

1. Ghazali had based his polemic against certain doctrines
of the Christians on an Arabic translation of the Gospels which
was used at that time in the Coptic churches. This translation
had been made from the Coptic text and R. Chidiac has shown
that it is in the main identical with the text published later by
Erpenius.! When the Copts in A.p. 1107 handed over to the
Muslims, together with an answer to Ghazali’s polemic, a copy
of the Arabic Diatessaron, they must at that time have been
convinced that this text was more reliable than their own Arabic

Gospels.

T Novum D. N. Fesu Christi Testamentum Arabice. Ex Bibliotheca Leidensi
Edente Thoma Erpenius, Leidae, 1616. See chapter vii in Chidiac’s book:
Les Sources Evangéliques, pp. 71—7. The investigation must, however, be made
on a much broader basis; the biblical quotations in firyak al-‘ukal . . ., must
also be carefully investigated.
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2. Although the Christian Arab scholars mentioned in th
preamble and postscript of the text had in reality nothing to de
_w1th the A.rabic Diatessaron, there is no doubt that it hagél beeO
Imported into Egypt from Mesopotamia, and that it had be o
translatec} from Syriac into Arabic. The text handed over in
the.Ml.lshms must have been still in existence in Egypt in tho
beg}nnmg of the nineteenth century when the Bodleian MS wa:
copied from it. It may yet come to light again. Until thel.l th
four MSS. of the second form of text known to us must be us g
as a help for regaining the text of the common original )

3. The two MSS. of the first form depend on a ‘very o'ld’ MS
which had been imported from Antioch into Egypt before 1;00'
‘N. e know that this text was copied several times in Egypt in the
thirteenth and fourteenth centuries. syptm fhe
4. For about goo years these two forms of text have not
mﬂuencec.i cach other. They have to be regarded as two of the
several different forms of text which existed in the eleventh
century. The two forms were imported into Egypt; there the
were copied and so saved. All traces of other formsjwhich rnay
have existed are now lost. ’

5. We cannot derive one of these two forms from the other
and cannot reconstruct an ‘Urtext’ of the Arabic Diatessaron
from them. The two forms have to be kept separately. Ciasca’s
attempt to edit a mixed text from the two forms was a mistake.*
The attempt of Marmadji to create a ‘new’ text on the basis
of the‘two' forms by improving the Arabic of the translation and
adaptlr}g it to the text of the Peshitta, supposed by him to be
the Syriac original, shows that he had no real understanding of
the problems which here exist.?

6. Th.e value of the Arabic Diatessaron consists in the amount
of help it gives for finding out readings of the Syriac Diates-
saron composed by Tatian. This is limited. The Syriac Dia-
tessaron from which the Arabic translation was made alread
}n.cluded alterations made in Tatian’s work in order to bring
It into conformity with the Peshitta. So far as the Arabic trans-
}at.lon agrees with the Peshitta, it is of no particular value. But
1t 1s of great importance when it implies a Syriac text differing
from the Peshitta. Here we may find traces of the genuine text

1 This l_1as been seen already by Hope W. Hogg in his translation of the
Ar({bw Dzatessaron‘ (Ante-Nicene Christian Lib;‘ary, Additional Volume
Edinburgh, 1897, p- 86 L) and by A. Hjelt, Dz altsyrische Evaﬂgelz'enﬁl)er:
setzung und Tatians Diatessaron, Leipzig, 1901, p. 61.

? See A. Baumstark, in Oriens Christianus, iii. 11, Leipzig, 1936, p. 237 f.
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of Tatian. Such passages must be care'zfully picked out and
investigated with the help of the Old Syriac Gospels on the one
hand and the Peshitta on the other. 'They must be discussed in
connexion with all the other material of the Diatessaron at our
disposal. The task is not easy. It cannot be done on the basis
of any translation. The original texts have to be investigated.
This demands a solid linguistic equipment angl a good grasp of
existing problems. Yet there is no doubt that in this w?y a real
service could be rendered to New Testament criticism.

1 An attempt to investigate the Arabic DiaFessaron on simil'ar lines hqs
been made by A. J. B. Higgins. He has pubhs‘hc.d a few: specimens of his
work in his article ‘The Arabic Version of Tatian’s Diatessaron (]gg,
vol. xIv, 1944, pp. 187-99). I discussed some of the problems of thf(:i MSS.
with him in 1941. Further studies brought me to new results, an sonﬁe
alterations in his Introductory remarks will therefore be necessary. But t g
examples discussed by him on pp. 196~9 seem to be correctly chosen an

properly treated.

ADDENDA

- 50. I tried to get a photograph of a column in the Abisha® scroll
in the Samaritan synagogue at Nablus with the help of Mr. J. Ben
Zevie, the President of the General Council of the Jewish Community
of Palestine in Jerusalem. He is in good contact with the Samaritan
priests, who still remember very well my staying with them about forty
years ago. When he paid me a visit in London he brought me their
greetings. I received, however, only a copy of the same photograph
which had already served as a basis for the illustration in the National
Geographical Magazine in W ashington, which is so small that nothing can
be done with it. It must really be very difficult to take a photograph
of the ancient scroll.

The original photograph of a later scroll which was in the possession
of Professor John Garstang has been handed over to me together with
some other photographs taken from scrolls in Nablus by Dr. Oliver
Robert Gurney, Shillito Reader in Assyriology, of Oxford University,
I wish to express my thanks to Professor Garstang and Dr. Gurney for
kindly letting me have these photographs.

2. 69. With regard to Felix Pratensis, I may refer to my article,
‘Felix Pratensis, der Herausgeber der Ersten Rabbinerbibel, Venedig
1516-17, in the new periodical Die Welt des Orients, Wissenschafiliche
Beitrage zur Kunde des Morgenlandes, ed. by Ernst Michel (Wuppertal,
1947), first fascicle.

£-79. With regard to the text of al-Farra’ I may refer here to an
article I am preparing for the Ignaz Goldziher Memorial Volume, to
be published at Budapest.

pp. 86 f. 1 may refer here to an important book of the great Danish
linguist Chr. Sarauw, Uber Akzent und Silbenbildung in den dlteren Semiti-
Schen Sprachen, which came to my notice only after I had concluded my
lectures. It had already been written down to a great extent in 1908,
was handed over to the Danish Academy in 1925, shortly before the
author’s death, and was published in the Historisk-filologiske Meddel-
elser, xxvi. 8, by ‘Det Kgl. Danske Videnskabernes Selskab’, Kgben-
havn, 1939. Sarauw has taken seriously into consideration, with a view
to Hebrew grammar, material which is at our disposal apart from the
Tiberian punctuation. He “has critically investigated problems of
Hebrew and general Semitic languages and reconsidered a number
of conclusions which had become generally recognized in Hebrew
grammars during the last hundred years. He occasionally comes to
remarkable statements concerning the questionable value of the Tiberian
punctuation, as for instance when he writes (p. 94):
‘DaB die Schule zu Tiberias phonetische Griinde gehabt haben
wird, das konsequente alte Vokalsystem durch diese Zutat zu
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verwirren, brauchen wir nicht zu bezweifeln; es kann sich aber doch
nur um eine zarte Abschattung handeln, die entweder in der Aus-
sprache nicht nach festem Gesetze durchgefiithrt war oder die man
in der Schrift nicht konsequent zum Ausdruck zu bringen wagte.
Von den Segolaten abgesehn ist die Verwendung so kaprizids, daB
man denken kénnte, zwei verschiedene Schulen oder verschiedene
Generationen hitten sich in den Formenschatz geteilt.”

This quotation is taken from his criticism of the Lex Philippi (pp 71 1),
which plays a certain role in Hebrew grammar, but to a certain extent
explains rather some constructions of the Tiberian Masoretes than
problems really existing in the original Hebrew language. o

Sarauw knew, however, only a small part of the non-Tiberian
material which we have now at our disposal, and could not reach the
ultimate consequences. He refers, for instance, to forms wit'h a pro-
nominal suffix ending in -£, -A, to which I had drawn attention in an
article published in LAW. 1921, and cannot believe that the Masoretes
should have replaced really existing forms ending in -ak, -ak, by forms
ending in -%ka, -ha. 1 have dealt with these forms on pp. g5-102 of my
lectures and have drawn the conclusions on pp. 108-10. Sarauw is
inclined to see here ‘pausal’ forms which might have existed besides
those found in the Tiberian text.

Such ‘pausal’ forms play a great role in Sarauw’s book. Ex‘anz
Praetorius, in his book Uber den riickweichenden Accent im Hebriischen
(Halle, 1897), had proposed the theory that the Hebrew pausal accent
may indicate the original accent in Hebrew, as the accent corresponds
to the stress we find in Biblical Aramaic. This theory is for Sarauw the
starting-point for fixing the North Semitic accent. He tries to show
that pausal forms have been used by the Masoretes to a large extent
instead of context forms.

Praetorius himself, however, arrived later at the conclusion that we
have to sec here in the Hebrew language as fixed by the Masoretes an
Aramaic influence or an artificialness (Kinstelei); see his Bemer{fungen
zum Buche Hosea (Berlin, 1918), p. 98. On the basis of the material we
have now at our disposal we cannot doubt that this is right. So tl_le
thesis from which Sarauw starts is questionable, and the coincidence in
the accent to which he refers has to be otherwise explained.. In his
criticism of certain proposals of Eduard Sievers (pp. 7-9 of his book)
he is certainly mistaken. )

Nevertheless, Sarauw’s book contains very remarkable observations.
Brockelmann, in his article ‘Neuere Theorien zur Geschichte des Ak-
zents und des Vokalismus im Hebraischen und Aramaischen’ (ZDMG,
vol. xciv, Leipzig, 1940, pp. 332—71) needs no less than thirty pages in
order to defend against Sarauw’s attacks certain theories generally pro-
pounded in Hebrew grammars, including his own Grz.mdriﬁ der ver-
gleichenden Grammatik der Semitischen Sprachen, vol. i (Berlin, 1908). In
spite of this defence, Sarauw is right to a great extent.
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_ bp- 86 7. I have received recently from Dr. med. F. Gumpertz in
Jerusalem some articles published in the Hebrew periodical Tarbis
(vol. xiii, 1942, pp. 107-15; vol. xv, 1944, pp- 143-60; vol. xvi, 19435,
pp. 210-30), and in Hanok Yalon’s Konteres Aruk (Jerusalem, 1943,
pp. 12-30). Here the author, a specialist on phonetics, tries to solve
problems connected with the work of the Masoretes of Tiberias in a
new way. The most important of these articles is that published in
Tarbis, vol. xvi: ‘Phonetical Remarks on the Grammar of the Punctua-
tors of Tiberias’ (R*2D Rt PWP'I‘? DPLND MW, in which
the author tries to give an historical valuation of the work of the
Masoretes. He shows that these men not only reformed a lax pronuncia-
tion of Hebrew which existed at their time, but that they also systematized
this pronunciation, that they really ¢reated the system which later served
as the basis for Hebrew grammar. He tries to explain the differences in
the pronunciation of Hebrew at various times by showing that there
was a Western tendency in this pronunciation during the first centuries
or our era, witnessed by texts in Greek and Latin transliteration, and
that this was superseded by the Eastern tendency in the time of Arabic
domination, witnessed by the texts created by the Masoretes of Palestine
and Babylonia. He shows that one of the aims of these Masoretes was
the attempt to reintroduce the pronunciation of the laryngals, com-
pletely neglected during the former centuries, and he points out definite
inconsequences into which the Masoretes became entangled in this
reintroduction. For this he gives interesting specimens. He refers to the
great development from the first philological hints we find in Sepher
Yesira up to the exact indication of every detail of pronunciation which
we find in the texts created by Masoretes like Ben Asher and Ben
Naftali in the ninth and tenth centuries.

The starting-point for Gumpertz was the pronunciation of Hebrew
in France at an early period, which, being neither Sephardic nor Ash-
kenazic, had preserved—according to him—several characteristics of
pre-Masoretic Palestinian Hebrew. I am somewhat doubtful whether
this can be regarded as correct and I find many other items in the
articles with which I cannot agree. Nevertheless, I sce in these articles
on the whole a valuable attempt to solve really existing problems con-
nected with the work of the Masoretes.

ph. 87 . A special investigation of the transliterations in the second
column of Hexapla has been made by Einar Brenno in his book:
Studien iber Hebrdische Morphblogie und Vokalismus auf Grund der Mercati-
schen Fragmente der Zweiten Kolumne der Hexapla des Origenes (Abhand-
lungen fiir die Kunde des Morgenlandes, vol. xxviii, Leipzig, 1943;
xvi+489 pages). The author discusses all the forms occurring in the
fragments discovered by Giovanni (now Cardinal) Mercati, on the
basis of the material published by Redpath and by Wutz, but he was
able to use some corrections indicated to him by Cardinal Mercati.
His principle of investigating the forms that occur, according to
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morphological categories (p. 12), is certainly sound, and there is no
doubt that the author deals with the existing forms with great care.
There are, however, many considerations against the whole method
adopted by him.

1. He confines his investigations to the vowels and completely dis-
regards the consonants. The way, however, in which, for instance, the
laryngals are rendered in these texts—described, as we have seen, as
vowels by Jerome—is essential for understanding the Greek vowels
used here.

2. He fixes the value of the vowels occurring in these texts without
any attempt to deal with the problem of how the Greek vowels may have
been pronounced at the time when these transliterated texts were made.
He could have found the material discussed by E. H. Sturtevant, T#e
Pronunciation of Greek and Latin (Chicago, 1920), and certainly in Eduard
Schwyzer’s Griechische Grammatik, of which the first volume was pub-
lished at Miinchen in 1939. For the pronunciation of Latin I may refer
here to Stolz and Schmalz, Lateinische Grammatik, of which the 5th edi-
tion was published by Manu Leumann and J. B. Hofmann (Miinchen,
1926 and 1928, and to Roland G. Kent, The Sounds of Latin. A Descrip-
tie and Historical Phonology (Baltimore, 1932).

Brenno quite arbitrarily decides not only which of the Greek vowels
have to be pronounced as short or long, but also where we have to
pronounce them as indefinite vowels (Murmel Vokale), corresponding
to Tiberian Shwa! ‘

3- By confining himself to the transliterated texts of the second
column he completely disregards the historical development in the
various systems. Merely by comparing the different methods of trans-
literation with each other we find the most valuable help in under-
standing the transliterated texts of an individual form.

4. Brenno compares the transcribed forms of the second column (2nd
cent.) directly with the forms fixed by the Tiberian Masoretes (gth cent.)
and completely disregards the valuable material from the time between
the two periods, preserved in the Cairo Geniza. Just this material is,
however, of the greatest importance for an historical understanding of
the work done by the Tiberian Masoretes.

5. Bronno puts forth his own method with great firmness; he sharply
criticizes as wrong and erroneous the attitudes followed by all his prede-
cessors, and he assures the reader on nearly every page that he alone is -
in possession of the only saving method. He represents, however,
the material in a very subjective way, and his discussions are of little
value for those who do not believe in the infallibility of his method.

6. The conclusions to which he comes may be convenient to those
who defend the old method of building the Hebrew Grammar exclu-
sively on the Tiberian Masora, to which method also Brockelmann is
inclined, see his article ‘Stand und Aufgaben der Semitistik’ in Beitrdge
zur Arabistik, Semitistik und Islamwissenschaft, published, under the patro-
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nage of Walter Wiist, by Richard Hartmann and Helmuth Scheel
(Leipzig, 1944), p. 31. But Brenno’s conclusions are nowhere con-
vincing for anybody who is really acquainted with the material now at
our disposal.

Brenno has also dealt with transliterations in Septuagint proper
names in two articles: (1) ‘Some Nominal Types in the Septuagint.
Contributions to the pre-Masoretic Hebrew Grammar’ (= Classica et
Mediaevalia. Revue Danoise de Philologie et d° Histoire, vol. 1ii, Copenhague,
1940, pp. 180-213); (2) ‘Einige Namentypen der Septuaginta. Zur
historischen Grammatik des Hebraischen’ (= Acta Orientalia, vol. xix,
Lugduni Batavorum, 1941, pp. 33-64). The methods followed by
Bronno here are similar to those adopted in his larger work. But whilst
he had there taken into consideration the vocalization of all the forms
occurring in the second column, his material used for the Septuagint
is very scanty. He confines himself to discussing the vowels in proper
names in Codex Vaticanus (B), and professes to follow here Wautz, who
had seen that the transcription of proper names in Codex B is in general
of an older type than that in Codex Alexandrinus (A). Wutz himself,
however, pointed out that the method of transliteration in Codex B is
not consistent, and that the conditions are quite different in the different
hooks of the Bible. Besides, the proper names are only a small part of
the transliterated forms Wutz had found in Codex B, He discovered
there a great and important amount of material quite apart from the
proper names.

On the other hand, in 1922 and 1923, when Wutz was doing his
essential work on the Septuagint, the greater Cambridge Septuagint
had not advanced very far, and the parts which had been published
were not available to him in Eichstétt. This may be regarded as a kind
of excuse for the methods adopted by him. In his later investigations
he was completely absorbed in his special ideas and did not need
material of that kind.

But in the meantime conditions have completely changed. Not only
all the historical books of the Bible, including Ezra, Nehemiah, and
Chronicles, especially rich in proper names, have been published in the
Cambridge Septuagint in an excellent way; we have besides at our
disposal texts of the Greck Bible which were written down a century
or several centuries before the oldest manuscripts so far available. The
great lacuna of Codex B in Genesis (1. 1-47. 29) is supplemented by not
less than three manuscripts 6n papyrus of which one is of about the
same age as Codex B, the two others about a hundred years older. How
can we dare to come to real conclusions concerning the method of
transliteration in the Septuagint by investigating only the vocalization
in some proper names in Codex B!

Bronno had finished his book on the vocalization of forms in the
second column in the Danish original in 1938, and does not seem to
have altered much during the following years. He had to deal with

Hh
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Sperber’s long article ‘Hebrew based upon Greek and Latin Translitera- -
tions’, published in 1937-8, in an appendix (pp. 464T87)' Sperber has
given much more material than Brenno on less than fifty pages (pp. 155~
202). He has given this material in a very clear arrangement, gnd every
form needed can be found easily. He has given the material in an
objective way, so that it can be used by everybody, even if the rcader
may not always agree with the way in which he deal; in his Introduction
(pp. 103-54) not only with the vocalization, but with all the problems
concerned. The references given on pp. 203—74 for every form quoted
by Sperber are of especial value. We may ask whether it. was really
necessary to discuss on more than 500 pages in a very subjective way
a very small portion of the material available, after the book of Sperber
had been published.?

p.181: The material collected by Professor Wensinck h.as been handed
over to me by Mrs. Wensinck. I hope to finish the work in co-operation
with Dr. M. Black and Dr. J. Bowman, both of Leeds University.

pp. 132 f- I may refer here to an article on problems and prospects
in modern investigation of the Septuagint, published in Faarbericht No. 7
van het Vooraziatisch-Egyplisch Gezelschap Ex Oriente Lux (_Leiden, 1940),
Pp- 359-90¢, under the title ‘Problemen en perspf:ctieven in het moderne
Septuaginta-Onderzoek’ by J. L. Seeligmann in Amsterdam. Under
the motto taken from the Tosephta, Megilla, iii. 21:
‘Rabbi Yehuda says: Whoever translates verbally a verse of the
Bible, is a falsifier, whoever adds anything, is a blasphemer.’
the author gives on thirty-six pages in quarto a very good survey of.all
the preblems concerning the Septuagint. After a short introduction
(p. 859) the following six chapters follow: 1. The Septuagint in Ancient
Tradition and Appreciation (p. 360); 2. History of the Text of the
Septuagint (p. 364); 3. A Literary Criticism and th‘e Character of the
Septuagint as a Translation (p. 372); 4. The Septuagint and the Heb}"cw
text (p. 876); 5. The Language of the Septuagint (p. 35?5) ; 6. Helleniza-
tion and Contemporary Value actualizing of the Bible in t}.le Septuagint
(p- 387). The article can be regarded as an excellent review of all that
has been published on problems concerning the Septuagint recently,
up to 30 September 1940, the date of the article.
p. 162. Cardinal Mercati, in a letter of 27 August 1947, mcntig)ns
a conjecture by E. Nestle who reads in the Excerpt f &n, adding
the article and making it the subject of évoAA&rTan, In this case the
various readings added by Origen to the Quinta must have been taken
from the Sexta. .
p. 201. Many instances of important Syro-Palestinian.reac?ings in
the Sinai Palimpsest have been collected by M. Black in his book
An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts, Oxford, 1946, pp. 216-21.

I See concerning Brenno’s book the review written by Frank R. Blake,
in Fournal of Near Eastern Studies, V1. 3, Chicago, July 1947, pp. 190-2.
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